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Abstract

The EU’s Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSR) highly significant arena for
the production of foreign and security policy fdr member states and has been the
focus of extensive academic examination sincestabdishment. An important body of
literature in this regard has been that which sé#i supranationalist theoretical
frameworks to understand its development. This s¢eknove beyond instrumental or
utilitarian understandings of how and why stategage with the CFSP, looking instead
at its impact on member states. Their central htsigythat the consequence of extended
cooperation and interaction is a transformation oy in how states make foreign
policy, but in their underlying interests and prefeces that underpin their involvement
in it.

To make this argument, many such analyses havehsdogapply the range of
conceptual tools offered by constructivism. How ythapply constructivism is
problematic, however. While the CFSP has facildatemmon approaches towards a
wide range of policy issues, the supranationalisbtetical literature fails to account
adequately either for what is taking place at tagomal level, or to consider the full
range of drivers of interest and preference foromaB8uch as history, geopolitics, etc.
This thesis argues, therefore, that the applicatioh constructivism within
supranationalist theoretical examinations of theSEFcannot provide a satisfactory
framework to explain how and why states interat¢hwhie CFSP in the manner that they
do.

To demonstrate this, the thesis examines how Brigmid Germany, representative of
two alternative standpoints on the EU and integrathave engaged with the CFSP.
Analysing the national traditions, structures amatpsses that provide the basis for their
foreign policy-making, it argues that while construsm generates important insights
into the processesby which policy is made, particularly through tlvencept of
socialization, insufficient attention is paid withsupranationalist theoretical analyses to
the role of domestic foreign policy regimes as gatoes of their national interests and
preferences. Instead, it contends that we neednfdog rationalist interpretations of
interest formation and how states organise to putisese interests if we are to generate
an accurate picture of how and why they interath wie CFSP in the way that they do.
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Introduction

“Is there no chance for the European Communitydendemned to
be, at best, a success in the economic realm taiseo in “high
politics”...?”

Stanley HoffmannThe Fate of the Nation-Sta{£966: 901)

In his seminal 1966 article in the journBlaedalus Stanley
Hoffmann, the original progenitor of what is now rmed
intergovernmentalist theory, examined at length teyelopment of
cooperation among the then six nation states tlaatenup the European
Economic Community. In the preceding years, thexe lieen significant
progress in the development of economic integrabetween the six,
underpinned and supported by both the European Gssion and the
European Court of Justice. However, and as Hoffmdiscusses at
considerable length, the emergence of alternagveres of influence at
the supranational level, and the very success ohauic integration,
together brought into sharp relief a dilemma in tBeropean Project’
that has remained to this day: the extent, fistwhich the national
sovereignty of the member states can be usefutlgd¢o the European
level; and second, the degree to which these sémbesscan retain the
capacity to act autonomously within the structuresy have created. As
Hoffmann puts it, it is not simply the legal capggaf a sovereign state
that must be considered, “but te factocapacity at its disposal...how

much of it can be used, and with what results?661911).

Today, the tensions between the ability of supranat actors to
act on behalf of all, and the member states to aloors behalf of
themselves remain apparent to varying degrees a@lbgolicy areas
and in all the EU’s policy- and decision-making reae. However,
arguably they are most apparent in the ‘high pditrealms of foreign
and security policy, among the most sensitive afeaany nation state.

It is how the member states approach cooperatidherarena of foreign
1



and security policy — specifically the Common Fgreiand Security
Policy (CFSP) — which is the focus of this thesisparticular, a pair of
questions provides the starting point for its imguihow do member
states interact with the CFSP, and why do they eynible strategies that
they do?

Explaining the CFSP

The CFSP is a highly significant component in theeign policy
making of all EU member states. It is also uniquéerms of the degree,
intensity and longevity of the cooperation betw#®m that it represents.
Given this, it is not surprising that it has bebe subject of extensive
academic examination since cooperation first betpanugh European
Political Cooperation in the 1970s, and then sitiee establishment of

the CFSP itself in the 199Mreaty on European Unichin recent years,

! A very small sample of this large body of literatincludes: de Flers, N.A. (2005)
"Theorising the Effects of the CFSP on Nationalelignr Policy and the Concept of
Europeanisation'.Fornet CFSP Forum Dijkstra, H. (2008) 'The Council
Secretariat's Role in the Common Foreign and SgcBadlicy'. European Foreign
Affairs Review Galloway, D. (1999) 'Common Foreign and Secufglicy:
Intergovernmentalism Donning the Mantle of the Camity Method'. In Westlake,
M., (ed) (ed.) The Council of the European Union, 2nd Editi¢hondon:
Cartermill); Ginsberg, R.H. (200The European Union in International Politics:
Baptism by Fire(New York and Oxford: Rowman & Littlefield Publiers, Inc);
Glarbo, K. (1999) 'Wide-awake diplomacy: reconging:the common foreign and
security policy of the European Uniodburnal of European Public Policysordon,
P.H. (1997) 'Europe's Uncommon Foreign Polieyernational SecurityGross, E.
(2009)The Europeanization of National Foreign Policy: @onity and Change in
European Crisis Manageme(Basingstoke and New York: Palgrave Macmillan);
Hill, C. (1993) 'The Capability-Expectations Gap, @onceptualizing Europe's
International Role'.Journal of Common Market Studjeblolland, M. (1997)
Common Foreign and Security Policy: the Record Reflorms(London: Pinter);
Howorth, J. (2007)Security and Defence Policy in the European Union
(Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan); Keukelaire, 8d aMacNaughtan, J. (2008)
The Foreign Policy of the European Uni@Basingstoke: Palgrave MacMillan);
Major, C. (2005) 'Europeanisation and Foreign aadufity Policy - Undermining
or Rescuing the Nation StateRoblitics;, Menon, A. (2004) 'From Crisis to Catharsis:
ESDP after Irag'International Affairs (2008) 'Security Policy and the Logic of
Leaderlessness'. In Hayward, J. (ed.¢aderless Europe(Oxford: Oxford
University Press); Menon, A. (2009) 'Empowering quise? The ESDP at ten'.
International Affairs Miskimmon, A. (2011) 'Global governance and thar®non
Foreign and Security Policy of the European Unidm'Wunderlich, J.-U. and
Bailey, D.J. (eds.)The European Union and global governance - A hao#éb
2



one influential body of literature that has emergedhis regard is that
inspired by or drawing from constructivism, and @mier of scholars
have sought to apply its insights to the develognoérapproaches that
offer a supranational theoretical explanation ofwhthe CFSP has
evolved and operates (e.g. Glarbo, 1999; Mann@&@2;22006; Sjursen,
2005; 2006; Smith, 2004). In particular, these issithave examined the
impact of the CFSP on member states both in tefnilseosystems and
processes by which they make policy, and in thergxto which they
identify and relate national interests to a broaskemnse of shared or
common European interests. The underlying assumtionuch of this
scholarship is that participation in the CFSP impthange Crucially,
such change is not only organisational and funetian terms of policy-
making structures and processes, but occurs madafuentally in how
the member states — and specifically the politgiand the officials who
populate their administrations — determine andcaldie the interests
they pursue through these structures and proceksesher words, the
supranationalist theoretical interpretation of tevelopment of the
CFSP is that it has resulted in a decrease in tveepand influence

member states are ultimately able to exercise foreign policy-making.

Such constructivist-based analyses have therefught to move
beyond merely instrumental or utilitarian undersdiags of how and why
states engage with the CFSP. Indeed, a major eteofighis literature
has been built on a critique of what might be cdeied the more
‘traditional’ rationalist theoretical frameworks @gd to integration,
notably neofunctionalism (e.g. Haas, 1958) and efdbh
intergovernmentalism (e.g. Hoffmann, 1966; Morakcsi993, 1998).
The thesis is that constructivism offers importaddlitional insights into

how we theorise integration, given the importantebéstows on

(London and New York: Routledge). Nuttall, S. (2D&uropean Foreign Policy
(Oxford: OUP); Sjursen, H. (2001) 'The Common Fgmeand Security Policy:
Limits of intergovernmentalism and search for abglorole'. In Andersen, S. and
Eliassen, K. (edsMaking Policy in Europe, Second Editidrondon: Sage); Tonra,
B. (2003) 'Constructing the Common Foreign and 8icRolicy: The Utility of a
Cognitive Approach'Journal of Common Market Studje&elonka, J. (ed.) (1998)
Paradoxes of European Foreign Poli€yhe Hague: Kluwer).
3



understanding how norms and ideas impact on thetioreof member
state identities and behaviours, and as a consegusrthe “deeper and
broader ontology” constructivism embodies (Chrisgenet al., 1999:
532-3). This, in turn, enables a richer accounbdooffered of how and
why integration takes place, and its impact on thege of actors
involved, by identifying a further dimension of &gy to existing

accounts.

Certainly, constructivism provides us with an intpot and
useful ontological lens through which we can cotaaise, think about
and explain integration and change in the contéxCESP. Indeed, its
influence can be seen across a range of CFSPdealateliteratures. For
example, scholarship examining the nature of theaBlan international
actor includes an influential component addressing concept of
‘Normative Power Europe’ (e.g. Manners, 2002, 208firsen, 2005,
2006). It also makes a significant contributionti® Europeanization
literature which is concerned with the EU’s impantmember states and
the degree to which Europe ‘matters’ as a factodamestic change.
Here, research into the CFSP highlights in pamicuhe impact of
socialization and learning on the behaviour andratdtions of officials
(e.g. Glarbo, 1999; Major, 2005; Juncos and Ponapr&d06, 2008;
Wong, 2007; Wong and Hill, 2011), two key concepisphasised in
much of the broader constructivist literature. Rartore, this is often
linked to discussions inspired by the new instindlist literature on the
development of logics of appropriateness in how iaEmstates act
towards one another (e.g. March and Olsen, 198gné&on, 2010). The
influence of constructivism on the analytical framoeks used to
understand the impact of integration on memberestéitas thus been
extensive. Moreover there is an obvious appeatstalémand that we
question and test continually the predominant thtcal approaches to
integration to escape what Risse (2004: 159) censitheir “narrow

focus and sterility”. More generally, a considevatiof the fundamental



question of ‘what makes the world hang togetherudéle, 1998;
Checkel, 2004) should lie at the heart of all aspetsocial inquiry.

This notwithstanding, however, there remain sigatfit problems
with how constructivism has been employed in sugtianalist
theoretical analyses of the CFSP that frame iem$ of an aggregate
loss of member state power in foreign and secyatycy. Of particular
importance to this thesis is what such analysemdlaterms of how we
understand the nature and pursuit of national éstsrwithin this arena,
and the extent to which these have actually chaageal consequence of
extended and extensive cooperation. A prime exawoidleis literature is
Michael E Smith’s important 2004 study of the CFERtope’s Foreign
and Security Policy: the Institutionalization of peration One of
Smith’s central claims is that the CFSP has “funelatally changed the
way...Member States define and pursue their intéré2@04: 8). To
support this, he offers a detailed account of teeetbpment of CFSP,
and patrticularly the treaties, declarations andllegreements that form
the basis of theacquis politique arguing that this formalisation and
institutionalisation of the conduct and contentEdd external relations
has in turn created a system which increasinglgrdehes not onlyiow
member states pursue their foreign policy, Wwhiat they perceive to be
the underlying interests that it is designed toieah protect eté.
However, the fact remains that while common apgreachave been
agreed for a range of situations — and in some scdmsae been
institutionalised — Smith seems to overlook theciaufact that the
national persists. It is nation states that ultimately mdkeisions, and
these in turn are highly complex institutional fé;ntenacious in terms of
their durability and continued significance withithe international
system. As this thesis argues, far from dissipatinghomogenising,
national interests are as present and strong asvatien the CFSP,
suggesting that member state power is far moreifgignt than
supranationalist theoretical interpretations allow.

2 A detailed discussion and analysis of Smith ismffl in Chapter 1.



This fact makes Smith’s contention highly probleimat
something that becomes clear when we examine Gegrauash the UK,
the subjects of this study. Delineating the CFS#age in their strategic
calculations is not straightforward. While both @meoWwledge its
importance to their national foreign policy-makinthe degree of
significance they attach to it varies. For exampte, the UK, which
maintains an ambition towards a global level oéinational engagement,
it represents just one of several venues througlehao pursue foreign
policy objectives (alongside the UN Security Coyyn®NATO, etc).
Consequently, British engagement with and withinS€Fis highly
instrumental and pragmatic, representing a ranggrafegic calculations
dependent in turn on a number of factors includitng: nature of the
issue/problem under discussion; the relative ingmm#/salience assigned
to it; whether there is an existing policy in platee time and resources
they are willing and able to invest in pursuingaatigular outcome; and
the extent to which the CFSP is considered the rapgtopriate venue
through which to pursue their particular aims (68glmer and Burch,
1998; Chafer and Cumming, 2010; Clarke, 2000; Drgbu 2010a;
Howorth, 2005; Irondelle, 2008; Matlary, 2009). K&ermany, although
many of the factors above are of similar importarice CFSP creates an
additional set of concerns and calculations. Tliesee as a consequence
of what it implies in terms of Germany’s place withEurope’ and the
EU. It is seen as fundamental to how it condudsfareign policy,
representing the arena through which it frames amédpes its
engagement with partner states but also the widetdw(e.g. Bulmer,
Jeffrey and Paterson, 2000; Bulmer and Patersdt(); 28arnisch 2001;
Hyde-Price, 2001; Miskimmon, 2008; Wittlinger, 201Given this, both
states engage with the CFSP with particular andomeaity-derived
perspectives. Moreover, they do so with their owacsic geopolitical
concerns which continue to be a significant driedértheir national
interests. Consequently, EU member states sucteamddy and Britain
retain (sometimes very) differing views as to thdity, purpose and
meaning of the CFSP.



At the heart of this thesis, therefore, is an apteto demonstrate
that although constructivism may indeed offer imtgot insights, the
way it has been employed so far, especially inyaesl of the CFSP, has
been to assume the truth of a particular set ofasigtionalist theoretical
assumptions rather than to test them. The consfistcapproach has
been used to privilege the role of one set of tutinal actors — i.e. the
central processes and actors that can be loosalacierised as the
‘Brussels foreign policy system’ — over anothere- the member states —
in terms of understanding the extent and natureclohinge and
transformation, and therefore the extent and natirenember state
power within the CFSP, rather than to problematise effects of the
latter on the outlook, attitudes and values of arati officials. The
research question it sets out to answer, therefase, whether
constructivism, as employed, for example by Smi#004), with a
supranationalist casting, offers a satisfactorgnavork through which to
explain how and why Germany and Britain interadhwhe CFSP in the

manner that they do.

The argument that will be made is that construstividoes
provide important insights into therocessedy which policy is made
and how officials conduct themselves, particulainippugh concepts such
as socialization. However, where it has been enguloly support an
essentially supranationalist account of CFSP thgihasises the role of
the latter at the expense of the former, it falla¢count adequately either
for howthese particular states engage with and appro&c@ESP; or for
the persistence of national interestsistead, the thesis argues that more
rationalist interpretations remain important to omderstanding of how
these states interact with the CFSP. It is impotiamake clear from the
start, though, that this thesis is not arguing tt@tstructivism cannot
help us understand what is taking place in CFSRhéRaas will be
shown, it can be used to support the developmersuoh rationalist-
based analyses. Thus, the insights constructivesmodfer are far better

employed when examining how member states determintke pursue
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their interests; why they favour particular formg$ mstitutional

engagement (e.g. intergovernmentalism); the t@ustiand conventions
within foreign policy-making that underpin theséc.eWhat is offered,
therefore, is not a critique of constructivism, bfithe manner in which
it has been applied within literature that presuraesupranationalist

theoretical interpretation of the CFSP and itscffe

To achieve this, the thesis draws on arguments nmaaleange of
other literatures. These include intergovernmesitalcritiques of
constructivism (e.g. Moravcsik, 1998, 1999 etcg literature on policy
coordination (e.g. Harmsen, 1999; Kassim et alD02@001), and studies
of different institutional structures within Brussele.g. Lewis, 2000;
2005; 2006). From this, it seeks to show why naidnterests persist
and why the notion of what is ‘common’ in the CF&#hnot be defined
in purely ideational, constructivist terms. Ultiragt cooperation in
foreign and security policy-making happens becabhsemember states
chooseto do so. This thesis will show, therefore, thatexamination of
the basis for how Britain and Germany make theseiceB — in
particular, looking at national foreign policy-magi structures,
processes, traditions, etc — challenges those wimlog constructivist-
based analyses to support claims about the tranaftwe impact of

cooperation in the CFSP.



Original Contribution

The thesis seeks to make an original contributioa number of
ways. First, in the critique it offers of how consitivism has been
applied to studies of the CFSP, it contributes @ébades on the broader
application of constructivism in IR and Europeartegration, and
particularly how we understand the place and rbleation states within
that. In particular it seeks to highlight the payaf discussion about
domestic foreign policy regimes as important getoegsaof norms and
values in their own right, and how these then impathe EU-level.

By providing a detailed examination of the foregplicy-making
structures and processes of Britain and Germarsgaks to add to the
existing policy coordination literature, and to &der understandings of
the foreign policy-making processes in each statalso contributes to
the literature on German foreign policy and polngking by positing a
new conceptualisation of Germany as ‘leader’, @& rbilat it has not
previously been comfortable with but which it isri@asingly playing.

Furthermore, it contributes to the two literaturetated to Iran
and the EEAS. In the case of the former, it provide detailed
examination of Britain and Germany’'s specific na#ib policies, their
origins and how they have developed since 2002. tRer latter, it
contributes to the emerging literature on the EEABcCce its
establishment by providing country studies to swuppscholarship
focusing on the institutional development of theASHtself.



Thesis Structure

The first chapter examines the literature on caoicstrism,
focusing particularly on that related to construstibased studies of
European integration and the CFSP. It includesratyais of Michael E
Smith’s study, considered here as an excellent plkanof how
constructivism has been employed to support a saficanalist
understanding of CFSP and its impact on membegesst&rom this, the
second chapter develops a critique of some of géyeassumptions made
in this literature, drawing particularly on the eliature on policy
coordination and Europeanization. Chapter 3 preséiet research design
and method, outlining the central research quesdimh four main sub-
guestions. Chapter 4 offers a historical and oggdinal examination of
the evolution of the CFSP, focusing particularly bow and where
member states have contributed to its developmEms provides the
basis for the two country study chapters. The bfghese focuses on the
UK, examining the historical context and baseg®fareign policy, and
the place of the CFSP within that. It then examitmresdomestic foreign
policy-making regime in London, and considers sarhée key policy
areas it has prioritised within the CFSP. Chaptesfférs a similarly-
structured analysis of Germany and its foreigngyefhaking structures,
processes and priorities. Chapter 7 then providéstailed comparative
analysis of how both states have engaged with #®R0dn the context of
two particular policy issues — the Iranian nucleaisis and the
establishment of thEuropean External Action ServicEhe final chapter
offers conclusions based on these, including audson of key
empirical findings, some of the theoretical conitibns the thesis seeks

to make, and possible avenues for future research.
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Chapter 1. Everything and nothing?
Constructivism and the CFSP

1.1 Introduction:

This chapter analyses the constructivist ‘turnthe literature on
international relations, reviewing in particulag @pplication to studies of
European integration and member state cooperatioriolieign and
security policy in the context of CFSP. Of primamterest are
constructivist claims about the social constructodndeas and interests,
and how these have been applied to supranationiadietetical analyses
of the transformative power on member states ofpewaion in
international institutions such as the EU, and gyhrenas such as the
CFSP. Developing these themes, the chapter analysetail Michael
E. Smith’s important contribution to our understizugdof the CFSP and
its impact on member state€drope’s Foreign and Security Policy: The
Institutionalization of Cooperatiof2004). Providing a good example of
how constructivism can be applied to a suprandiginaheoretical
analysis of CFSP, Smith’s work examines the impaictiong-term
cooperation on the national interests and prefe®ot states, positing a
transformation not only itmmow member states make policy, but in the
underlying aims and outcomes of those policieg ~thewhat of policy-
making. While accepting that Smith’s research pesi important
insights into the effect of long-term, institutidised cooperation, the
chapter identifies an important weakness in hisedgohg assumptions,
particularly regarding notions of transformationdathe consequent
downplaying of member state power. Crucially, Srseitland other
similarly derived analyses pay scant attentionh® mational — to the
systems of foreign policy-making, diplomatic traalils, geopolitical
perspectives etc, upon which national foreign peticare based. If we
are to understand how states such as Britain amth&y interact and
engage with the CFSP, this is an important omission
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1.2 The constructivist ‘turn’ in international rela tions

Constructivism emerged within the context of intdronal
relations theory in the late 1980s/early 1990s ugho the work of
scholars such as John Gerrard Ruggie (e.g. 1986 Witedrich
Kratochwil; 1995; 1997), Alexander Wendt (e.g. 199294, 1999),
Peter Katzenstein (1996) etdPartly as a response to what Parsons
describes as the “perceived failure” of classiotles such as realism to
explain the end of the Cold War (2010: 82), cortivism — although
not a theoretical approach rather than a theomgunh the same way that
March and Olsen (1984) qualify the new institutissra — has now
achieved such a degree of prominence and influetten IR theory-
building that it has even been described as a “ogtwdoxy” in this
field (Kurki and Sinclair, 2010: Z)As Valerie Hudson characterises i,
the end of Cold War enabled this constructivishtbecause suddenly it
was “apparent that you could get meaningful changbe system absent
any material change” — thus, something ideatiohald“to be going on”
(2007: 12). However, it was not until the 1999 mpedtion of a special
edition of theJournal of European Public Policedited by Thomas
Christiansen, Knud Erik Jorgensen and Antje Widhat it began to be
seriously and comprehensively applied to questiais European
integration. The significance of this publicatios the catalyst for a
“constructivist turn” within European studies ighiighted by a number

of scholars. Risse, for example, considers it faiflg point” in terms of

% Craig Parsons describes the decade following dte 1980s as witnessing “an
explosion” of constructivist scholarship (2010: .83ge for example: Kratochwil, F.
and Ruggie, J.G. (1986) 'International organizatéstate of the art on an art of the
state'.International Organization40(4) pp. 753-75; Ruggie, J.G. (1995) 'The False
Premise of Realisminternational Security 20(1), pp.62-70; (1997) 'The Past as
Prologue? Interests, Identity, and American Foréiglicy'. International Security
21(4), pp. 89-125; (199&onstructing the World Polity - Essays on interoaéil
institutionalization(London and New York: Routledge). Ruggie sugg#sis his
own “constructivist turn” occurred in the 1970seolating the emergence of both
neorealism and neoliberalism (1998: 3).
* See for example: Wendt, A. (19%dcial Theory and International Politi¢dlew
York: Cambridge University Press); (1994) 'Colleetidentity formation and the
international state’American Political Science Revipw1995) 'Constructing
international politics'.International Security Also, Katzenstein, P.J. (1996he
Culture of National Security: Norms and Identity \iiorld Politics (New York:
Columbia University Press).
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the application of constructivist approaches to shely of integration
(2004: 159), while Checkel notes that since thiseticonstructivism has
“acquired buzzword status” within this field (200229)° It is not
surprising, therefore, that it has also been agpt® studies of the
Common Foreign and Security Policy, for exampl&liohael E Smith’s

2004 analysis, discussed in detail below.

As Kurki and Sinclair note in their discussion @nstructivism
within the context of international law, internalvidions between
different forms or types of constructivist thinkingake it hard to
consider it a ‘school of thought’ (2010: 3). Inded®sse is careful to
describe it as an approach in order to distingitiflom what he implies
are the more rigid theories that constructivismksde engage with and
critique, as outlined below (2004: 159); similari@hristiansenet al
declare that it is not a “substantive theory” (19990).Risse makes a
similar argument, maintaining that although treassl “yet another
substantive theory”, constructivism (particularlgcgl constructivism)
“does not make any substantive claims” (2004: 15Bgfore embarking
on a brief discussion of the core ideas within twmsivist thinking,
therefore, it is worth noting some of its differeartd clearly identifiable
forms. For example, Checkel delineates three nygest aconventional
constructivism, focusing primarily on norms, anédgowminant in the US;
and interpretativeand critical/radical variants, which are more popular
in Europe and draw patrticularly from work on lingtics by Wittgenstein,
Derrida, etc (2004: 231). In their analysis, Chaissenet al. (1999) also

seek to show the variety of approaches it encaggsulélowever, rather

®See in particular: Christiansen, T., Jorgensek, lind Wiener, A. (1999) ‘The
social construction of Europelournal of European Public Poli¢y6(4), pp. 528-
44. Also, Checkel, J.T. (2004) 'Social construstivi in global and European
politics: a review essayReview of International Studie30(2) pp. 229-44. Checkel
declares that “ever more submissions to presses janchals characterise
themselves as constructivist or situate their aeptmivis a vis those of
constructivists” (2004: 229).
® For an interesting discussion of the broader difiees between ontological
assumptions and theoretical claims, see Stanlgg012) ‘The Difference Between
an Analytical Framework and a Theoretical ClaimRaply to Martin Carstensen’.
Political Studies60(2) pp. 474-482.
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than trying to place it on a spectrum between the traditional
analytical poles of rationalism and reflectivismhfoh they suggest many
constructivists do), they see it instead as either third point in the
triangle, or as the space in a semi-circle demedchy rationalism and
reflectivism, with different constructivist apprdees relating to these two
points to varying extentsWithin this range, though, they do identify two
main camps as emerging from the wider literatureclwviecho Checkel’s
distinctions. These are tls®ciologicalconstructivists, who focus on the
study of norms; an@Vittgensteiniarconstructivists, who seek “to explore
the constructive power of language”, and partidylaow it “constitutes
meaning within specific contexts” (1999: 535). (Adurther refinement
of this, Kaiser (1966, cited in Christianset al, 1999) makes the
argument that scholars and researchers contributeet“creation” of the
very object they are engaged in studying and obsgribecause they are
so “deeply embedded” in the environment in whichytltonduct their

work.)

For the purposes of this research, the insightsdbastructivism
provides and the approach it encapsulates candoeed or simplified to
two inter-linked aims. First, it seeks to addremsalyse and understand
the role and influence afleas, normsandidentity within the theoretical
debates relating to IR and integration, with thesecepts representing
the essential “interpretive fillers” through whiclve perceive and
understand the world (Parsons, 2010: 80). Theseepts are particularly
important in terms of understanding social charaanajor focus of
constructivism (e.g. Kurki and Sinclair, 2010). &ed, and following
directly from this, constructivism sets out to pa®/an extensive critique
of what many of its exponents see as the essgnbgiblar and binary
nature of theoretical discussion in both thesedéieMWithin IR theory,
this takes the form of the ongoing (neo) realistrsue (neo)

institutionalist debate, while its equivalent (ibtnanalogue) within

" See the Figures 1 and 2 on p.532 and p.536 réwglgcof Christianseret al.
(1999).
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studies of European integration can be found in“tta@row focus and
sterility” of the debate between (liberal) intergovmentalism and

neofunctionalism (Risse, 2004: 159).

The importance of the former aim emphasises therlaiVithin
constructivist thinking, the parameters of thesistarg debates are such
that although dominant and long-standing, theirrepghes fail on a
fundamental as well as theoretical le¥élis not merely that they pay
little or insufficient attention to the role of idg, norms and identity; their
very ontologiesdo not allow for their existence as meaningfuljeats of
analysis beyond the purely instrumental. Consedy#&mty are unable to
incorporate them into their analysis — and theeefaeither do they
consider what they imply in terms of the way natlomterests are
formed, the nature of power relations between stdtee purpose and
functioning of institutions etc. As a result, thee unable to engage with
or account for constructivism’s key insight — thatlity is “socially
constructed” (Searle, 1995; Christianstral, 1999: 530). Nor, therefore,
are they able to address what this means in tefrhewo we change that
reality, a key driver of politics at both the domesand international
levels, and something which constructivists plabe t'onus upon

explaining” (Kurki and Sinclair, 2010: 4).

The constructivist critique of the IR theoreticabates begins,
therefore, by questioning the essentially matestialrationalist and
functional basis of their analyses. For Wendt (1998D), for example,
because the “dominant ontology” of these theorgesnaterialist and
individualist, this leads them — but particularlganealism — to produce
“problematic conclusions” about international pobt Ruggie starts off
from a similar basis. In examining how these theorconsider the
relations between states, he identifies a strongrege of similarity

between the perspectives of both neorealism and libeeal

® Wendt suggests that political realism has becomeamninant in how we think
about states and the international system thastifblars sometimes assume states
systemic theorizing is by definition Realist” (19984).
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institutionalism. Thus, states’ identities are sasri‘assumed, given and
fixed” while their actions are guided by and respon interests that are
purely materialist in nature and “stipulated byuesption” (1998: 3-4).
Indeed, for Ruggie the two dominant theories arelsse in this regard
that for the remainder of his analysis he lumpsnthegether under the
single label of “neo-utilitarianism” (ibid). Turning to institutions,
meanwhile, he argues that these are understoostriatly instrumental
terms” based on the degree to which they suppait fanilitate the
achievement of particular — and “typically matérial interests (ibid).
Likewise, although noting that neoliberals and eabsts might disagree
as to their “relative weight”, Wendt suggests thath theories reduce
institutions — and particularlynternational institutions — to “material
factors”, alongside power and interest, in terms usiderstanding
international outcomes (1998: 92). Consequentlye ttask for
constructivism as Ruggie defines it, is to courttex inherent “blind

spots and silences” in these theories (1998: 3).

° The key difference between the two hinges “on @mgnts concerning the utility
of force and institutionalised constraints on pdwBuggie, 1998: 6).
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1.2.1 The importance of ideas

For constructivists, the starting point for accoisiihg this lies
in understanding the importance of what Ruggie agnathers identifies
as “ideational factors” (ibid: 4). These are ideesltures and norms
which he argues provide the “building blocks okmiational reality” and
possess dimensions or characteristics that arermthative as well as
instrumental (ibid: 33). Most importantly, theseeational factors are
essential in accounting for precisely those thitigg neo-realism and
neo-liberal institutionalism take for granted: “tigentity and/or interests”
of state actors (ibid: 4). Thus, whereas theseribethave at best only a
“narrowly circumscribed view” on the place and sigance of ideas,
constructivists seek to understand “the full arodpystemic roles” they
play in world politics, looking beyond their meranttional utility in
terms of how states “define their identity and ragts in the first place”
(ibid: 16, 4).

The fundamental importance of ideas — and idedti@ctors — is
reiterated throughout constructivist scholarshigi®nAlexander Wendt,
whose work was crucial in opening up the field dogtructivist thinking,
provides a clear statement of what this impliesakgies that the notions
of ‘power’ and ‘interest’ “are constituted by idéashich provide the
basis through which states are able to relate te @mother,
simultaneously defining and determining who and wwhay are (1998:
371-2). Consequently, the central purpose of coastism is “to
reclaim power and interest from materialism” by dastrating that their
content and meaning are “constituted by ideas ardire” (ibid). In
other words, it is only by understanding this, amerefore the centrality
of ideas to how we construct social reality, tlsat possible to determine
the relationship between interests and power. Bastcuctivism, this is
the crucial gap that these existing theories haited to fill.

In making these arguments, Ruggie, Wendt and citteslars are
quick to acknowledge their debt to the pioneeringidogical work of
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Emile Durkheim and Max Weber (e.g. Parsons, 2016pr example,
Ruggie notes not only that both emphasised thentaBg ideational
nature of the ties that bind us together withinietyc— or “social
collectivities” — but also that from their work weave developed the
notion of “social facts”. These emerge from whatcads “the realm of
intersubjective beliefs”, whereby such facts areseda on shared
understandings or interpretations (1998: 20). Tmsturn, builds on
Durkheim’s discussion ofld conscience collectiVvend “répresentations
collectivé and Weber’'s characterisation of people asltural being$
able “to take a deliberate attitude towards the ldvaand lend it
significancé (ibid: 33, 29)!* The meanings we develop to “interpret and
organize” our identities, relationships, environinetc, then provide the
structure for the actions we take (Parsons, 200). Bhese meanings
lead on to a key concern of constructivism — thieinea malleability and

interpretative quality of facts.

Constructivist scholarship provides us with a loobat
nonetheless useful typology with which to identiyd understand facts.
In The Construction of Social Reali(¥995), John Searle distinguishes
between what he calls “brute facts”, i.e. thosechiequire “no human
institutions” for their existence (the example héers is that there is
snow and ice at the summit of Mount Everest) andhtwine terms
“institutional facts” (another name for social )¢t which do. The
example Searle gives for a social or institutiofadt is the “human
institution” of money, which makes it possible fopiece of paper to be
a $5 bill (1995: 2). Or, to borrow from Christiansgt al, money is a fact
within a social reality that exists “only by humagreement” and our
shared understanding (1999: 530). Perhaps the pes8hent example
for this study, however, is provided by Ruggie, wiaies that the state

% For example, both reference Durkheim’s 1953 w8dciology and Philosophy,
(London: Cohen and West), and Webdrlee Methodology of the Social Sciences,
(Glencoe IL: Free Press, 1949). Parsons makesikaspoint, noting that the basic
ideas underpinning constructivism emerged at thmesdime as sociology,
particularly in the work of Durkheim (2010: 81).
! Ruggie is quoting from Weber's 1941 essay “Objétsti (p.81), emphasis in the
original.
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and its collective institutional practices reprdséme most important
social fact of all (1998: 12Y.Indeed, Dobbiret al. (2007: 451) argue
that “[d]efining the nation-state as the approgriadllective actor had
been the first major project of social constructioinforeign policy”
(2007: 451). This is not to suggest that sociaisfaach as the nature of
the state or the concept of national sovereigntynocabe so deeply-
rooted or so strongly held that they migipipearto be “brute” facts. The
point Ruggie and others are making is that from amstructivist
perspective, however strongly or even unconsciobslg they may be,
they are still based on a shared agreement or @rwepthat such facts
are facts. In other words, they are the producesult of our “collective
intentionality” as members of society, and it isisthcollective
intentionality which imbues facts such as “the estat'the national
interest” and “sovereignty” with meaning and vakdi(ibid: 20-21;

Searle, 1995)° It also makes them eminently changeable.

From the perspective of IR and European studiesnd a
particularly in this context, the CFSP — collectiméentionality and the
social facts that emerge from it matter most obsipun terms of the
nature, origin and changeability of national ingtse and are thus a
central focus of constructivist-based enquiry iesth fields. Whereas
realism and liberal institutionalism regard intésesgs exogenously given,
with their pursuit, promotion and defence condudigdndividual states
in terms of rational choice and utility maximisatjoconstructivism
challenges this. Constructivists wish to knawverethese interests came
from in the first place — what Ruggie describestlas “foundational
guestion” (1998: 14) — and how states subsequestiyuired their
particular national identities. Following directfpom this, the question
that must then be posed is how the specific idestidf particular states

impact on or shape what thegrceiveas their interests (ibid: 9, 14). In

2 Ruggie also identifies a third type, the “subjeeti fact, whose existence

“depends on being experienced” by an individuaba(t998: 13).

3 Searle highlights the emergence of human rightsbeifig a particularly

“amazing” example of collective intentionality (1®<ited in Ruggie, 1998: 21).
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considering how states relate to and interact wite another, Wendt
makes a similar point, declaring that the ideas Ihgl an individual state
“are given content or meaning by the ideas whidy thare” with others
(1998: 372).

A useful illustration of what this line of inquisntails is provided
by Ruggie who asks us to consider the circumstatiasfollowed the
end of the Second World War. For realists and #ibestitutionalists, the
central role of American hegemony in facilitatirgetemergence of the
international system as we now recognise it — oidg as an element of
that system European integration — is obvious. Hewe for
constructivists, as important as Americaegemonyhas been to this
process, of equal and perhaps more importance ifath that it has been
an American hegemony (as opposed to Russian or British, b)) (
(emphasis in original). It is the meaning of “Angam” in this context —
the ideas held by the state itself, held by ott&tes when perceiving it,
and the way such ideas impact on determinatiomstefests and identity
— that matter to constructivism. By understandimgse, we can start to
understand the social reality represented by thernational system,
including questions about how power operates withiMoreover, and
as will be discussed below, these issues becontearly important
when considering the nature of the structures amslitutions that
constitute this system, and how state actors aactsand then behave in

them.
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1.3 Constructivism and the study of European integation

The potential benefits from applying constructivisinking to
studies of European integration would seem obvinas|east in terms of
opening up or broadening out this research fielgobd the restricted
parameters noted aboleHowever, as noted, a constructivist ‘turn’ in
the literature did not take place until 1999. Imtle€hristianseret al.
(1999) argue that the absence until that pointnyf serious attempt to
apply constructivist approaches to the study of Hi¢, despite the
increasingly significant impact constructivism waesving on IR theory,
was more than a significant gap — it was a ‘paraddBy their analysis,
integration was resulting in the construction afeav polity — and a new
type of polity at that; but more importantly, theopess by which it was
taking place wasransformingthe states involved. With its emphasis on
and interest in social change and transformatiohgrefore,
constructivism could not only offer important insig into that process; it
could establish entirely new ways of thinking abiutn seeking to do
this, they locate a possible integration-focusedstoictivist research
agenda in a “middle ground”, juxtaposed betweeromatist and
reflectivist approaches more broadly, and neofenetism and (liberal)

intergovernmentalism more specifically (1999: 535-7

The ‘Constructivist Turn’ was building on anotheayrlier shift in
how integration was being theorized. This was tinergence of a “new
supranationalist literature” which began to supdeseeofunctionalism as
the main alternative to intergovernmentalism frotme tmid-1990s
onwards (Kassim and Menon, 2010: 2, 5). This liteewas based on a
new assessment of the power of EU institutions -stmmtably the
European Commission which had become resurgent tinelé@residency
of Jacques Delors and following the launch of tirgg® Market during
the late 1980s and early 1990s. Supranationaksirtéts such as Pollack

4 A point made by Andrew Moravcsik in his contritmrtito the 1999 collection.
13411t is odd that a process so explicitly concedneith the construction of a novel
polity has largely escaped the attention of cowsitrist thinking” (Christianseret
al., 1999: 528).
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(1996, 1997), Pierson (1996) and Sandholtz andeSfaveet (1997, 1998)
contended that the power of the EU’s supranatiorsitutions was now
such that “even collectively...[member states wejstrained in their
ability to control” them (Kassim and Menon, 201666 State power was
increasingly limited in the face of the “decisivafluence” these
institutions were able to exercise at all leveld anall contexts of EU
policy-making (ibid), and the “considerable diswat they enjoyed
regardless of member state preferences (Pollack96:19433).
Consequently, over time the power of member staitsn the EU has
become “increasingly constrained” and “their inflge is increasingly
circumscribed” (Pierson, 1996: 158). In essence,ilewltlassical
neofunctionalism had posited a narrow view of polispillover’ that
saw the economic logic of integration in one polasea driving its
extension to another, the new ‘supranationalistsv ghis process as

much bigger and all-consuming.

From this new supranationalist perspective, intégmainvolved
the emergence and development of institutionalractath “their own
interests” and — as important — sufficient resosiyrgarticularly in terms
of information, to pursue these — and to do so, nwimecessary,
independently of the member states (Kassim and We2010: 5). For
example, Pollack (1996: 432) argued that the Ed&itutional actors
“cause member states to lose control...through lask+ i.e. both the
institutions themselves and the policies they pecedu‘become
entrenched, and...difficult or even impossible t@®@l{ibid). Similarly,
Stone Sweet and Sandholtz (1997: 306) maintain thational
governments “do not drive...or fully control [intagjon]”; indeed, they
see the creation of a supranational institutionlezgling to a “new
dynamic” that results inchanges in social expectations and behaviour
(p.300) (my italics). The potential links to consttivism are clear, and it
Is notable that when Christiansehal. set out to apply constructivism to
how integration was being theorized, they saw ithiterms of “go[ing]

beyond” what the insights supranationalist theagzcould offer (1999:
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528-9). In other words, they argued that constigttiools could ensure
that “a crucial part of the process” related toamleidentity and “social
context” that the supranationalists had thus falested would also be
captured (ibid). In short, the application of caoustivism could enrich
the supranationalist analysis, not least by bugdom claims made by

Haas, among others, about the effects of sociaizat

Taking their cue from constructivist approaches IR,
Christiansenet al’s starting point is to highlight the importance for
integration (both as a process and in how we uta®lsit) of
‘intersubjectivity’ and ‘social context’. They camtd that these are vital
elements of the integration process which cannagibered, particularly
given the “transformative impact” it has had andtoaies to have both
on Europe’s system of states and on its constitparts (ibid: 528-9).
Thus, they critique the rationalist analyses ofoéats such as Hix or
Moravcsik for seeking to rformalize the politics of the EU” and,
although such analyses may reduce and simplifyahge of phenomena
to be investigated, for ultimately being too narras/they side-line the
role of “identity, community and collective inteatiality” within
integration (ibid: 533) (emphasis in original). thermore, having
argued that integration as a process has itselergode significant
change, they extrapolate from this that the idegntibterests and
behaviour of agents “have equally changed”, but thach change
remains “largely invisible” to approaches - i.eofumctionalism and
intergovernmentalism — that “neglect processesleitity formation” or
which argue that interests are “given exogenousilyid: 529). Their
thesis, therefore, is that it is here that consivist approaches are able
to offer important additional insights into how weorise integration,
given the significance they place on understantlimg norms and ideas
impact on the “construction of identities and bebaxs”, and as a
consequence of the “deeper and broader ontologyistoactivism
embodies (ibid: 532-3).

23



Risse (e.g. 2004) offers a similar argument in dnslysis of
constructivism and its contribution to the studyirgégration. Seeking to
refine the central constructivist concept thatitga socially constructed,
he describes its ontology as being one in which diurmgents do not
exist separately from either their social environtmer “its collectively
shared systems of meanings” (2004: 160). Thus,tagew structures are
mutually constituted — i.e. our environment “defif&onstitutes’)” both
who we are and our identities as social beings,abihe same time is
itself created, reproduced and changed by our daifctices (ibid:
161). ** Constructivism therefore equips us to develop aremo
sophisticated understanding of the effects of tustins — in this case
specifically the EU — on both the identities anderasts of actors,
something that the *“prevailing” theoretical apptoee of liberal
intergovernmentalism and neofunctionalism fail tg diven the agency-
centred nature of their ontological starting pdibid.). Constructivism
refutes their analysis whereby actors’ prefereranes“a given”, while
governments in essence behave as “calculating meshiclear about
what they want and “never uncertain about the &itibid: 161-2).
Instead, Risse argues, whereas such rationalisbagiped’ view social
institutions such as the EU as serving first ancerfiost toconstrain
actors who possess “given identities and prefesgreed seek to pursue
the latter through strategic behaviour (the ‘logfcconsequentialism’),
constructivism emphasises the alternative ‘logiembropriateness’ (ibid:
163). This maintains that actors endeavour to taoright thing” rather
than simply seeking to “optimize” their particulareferences (ibid) (see
also March and Olsen, 1989). In this context, thesans that rather than
being an “external” entity, the EU must insteadréeognised as a rich
and layered social environment which governmemtd (gher actors) are
“deeply embedded in and affected by” (ibid). Thimsturn, would imbue

it with transformative power.

® He thus locates social constructivism in a somesinuneasy “ontological
middleground between individualism and structurali§2004: 161).
" He refers here specifically to rationalist indtitaalism, which IR theory labels
‘neo-liberal’ institutionalism — e.g. Keohane, 198904: 162-3).
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1.3.1 Rules, norms and socialization

From this, we can identify the influence of constizism on how
integration is analysed and understood in a nuraberays. First, and of
particular interest, is the significance of rulasdanorms, given how
central these are to both the identity and behawbactors. Smith (2004:
250) sees norms as “part of the liberal traditiof’IR theory, focusing
on factors such as “ideas, beliefs, learning, lessd history”, etc. Stone
Sweetet al (2001: 4-6) highlight the importance of rules ettbformal
and informal — in defining who an actor is in a tmalar set of
circumstances, how they can then express or pyatiular interests,
and what is considered appropriate behaviour famgiso. To illustrate
this, Risse offers the example of the “norm of seignty”. This not only
regulates how states interact; it also “definestvehatates in the first
place” (2004: 163) (emphasis in original). More duty, collective
norms and understandings “define” the rules of tjmme: thus,
membership of the EU involves the “voluntary aceepe” that it
constitutes a certain, legitimate political ordend a recognition that its
rules and obligations are binding - for example thequis

communautairgetc (ibid: 163-4).

A prime example of this in recent years has bedargement. Its
all-encompassing nature, the degree of institutiopanetration it
involves and the centrality of conditionality alghlight the leverage the
EU can exercise over prospective member states. M@&inier and
Nicolaidis (2006: 913), the totality of the “accesssweep”, in which
every aspect of a state’s activity is targetedaimed at changing the
“logic of behaviour” in the state in question, siply altering specific
actions. Moreover, as Lavenex (2004) argues, softbence extends
even to those states with little or no short-temospect of membership
as they are drawn into a sphere of “external gama” through the

extension of certain areas of thequis*® Renner and Trauner (2009: 449)

'8 She offers several examples including the extensfoaspects of the then JHA
Pillar through co-operation agreements between felirand Morocco and Russia;
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make a similar argument in their examination of Western Balkans.
Suggesting that the EU has adopted a two-trackoapprthat reflects
recognition that many member states are experigndatigue de
I'élargissemerit they argue nonetheless that the prospect of neeship
remains the most potent policy tool available tbieee long-term reform
in this region. In the absence of a clear membprsirietable, therefore,
the EU has instead offered short-term incentiveghsas financial
support for sectoral integration or visa liberdima, as a means of
achieving adoption of EU rules in the areas ofidasind Home Affairs,
and the creation of an Energy Community for Sowatsid=urope (ibid:
462). These examples are interesting, moreovethes highlight what
can be seen as normative judgements as to whahsdered the ‘right’

sort of change.

Christianseret al. argue along similar lines to Risse, meanwhile.

While accepting the importance placed by so mucholsecship

(particularly legal) on the role of laws in drivingitegration, they
contend that it needs to go much further to recmgithe “paramount
significance” of rules and norms, of which lawsaties and legislation
are merely one formal or codified component (1980). Thus, they are
calling for the analytical net to be cast much wjdgpealing to scholars
to “come to grips” with the notion of the Europeaommunity as an

“increasingly rule-bound arena for social interawti(ibid):

“[W]e also need to consider the often unwritten adstrative
procedures of the EU policy process, as well asllitode of common
understandings, inter-institutional agreements gfdrmal modes of
behaviour which are reproduced every day in theitipal and
administrative practice of the EU.” (ibid)

Certainly, the existence and impact of such a lbglend policy-making
environment has been an important concern in miéicheoscholarship

on the operation of the different EU institutionsdatheir component

environmental policy; and energy policy, particiyam terms of EU energy
relations with its Eastern and Southern neighbours.

26



parts in recent years (e.g. Batora, 2005; Hayesiiem and Wallace,
2006; Heisenberg, 2005; Lewis, 2000, Naurin andl&al 2010Y° A
good illustration of this is the identification i range of studies of a
‘consensus bias’ in decision-making, particularlyjthim the different
formations of the Council of Ministef.For example, Heisenberg (2005)
argues that consensus has become the “decisiomgnakrm” for much
EU business, a point supported by Hayes-RenshawVéalthce who
note that while only 30% of decisions are techiycaubject to
unanimity, compromise and consensus continue toar&stterise
negotiations” in the Council (2006: 306). Michaehigh highlights it
within the context of EPC and subsequently CFSBc(dised in more
detail in the next section) (2004; 122). Similarlizewis (2000)
emphasises the importance of consensus in his eaation of the work
of the Committee of Permanent Representati{€sreper), the chief
preparatory body for Council. Suggesting that,hedretical terms, this
should be the “intergovernmental bargaining forpar excellencg he
argues that the way it conducts business meansithaiarticipants
behave in more complex and communitarian ways than
intergovernmentalist perspectives would allow (200862, 266).
Consequently, this has created an environmentdorsmn-making that

is both iterative and richly normative, and where search for consensus

9 See for example: F. Hayes-Renshaw and H. Walla666) The Council of
Ministers (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan); D. Heisenbe2006) 'The
Institution of ‘Consensus’ in the European UnionorRal Versus Informal
Decision-making in the CounciEuropean Journal of Political Researctiol. 44
(January); Lewis, J. (2000) 'The methods of comiyguni EU decision-making and
administrative rivalry in the Council's infrastruct’. Journal of European Public
Policy, 7(2), pp. 261-89; D. Naurin and H. Wallace, (q2010)Unveiling the
Council of the European Union: games governmeray ol Brusselg¢Basingstoke:
Palgrave Macmillan); H. Wallace, W. Wallace and Rbllack (2005)Policy-
Making in the European Union, 5th Editiof©xford: OUP). There is also an
extensive literature on how Member States coordittatir EU policy inputs which
will be discussed below. See in particular: H. Kas®B.G. Peters and V. Wright
(eds.) (2000)The National Co-ordination of EU Policy: The Domestevel
(Oxford: OUP) and H. Kassim, A. Menon, B.G. Petand V. Wright (eds.) (2001)
The National Co-ordination of EU Policy: The Eurapelevel(Oxford: OUP).
% This was also highlighted during the interviewsnaucted for this study,
discussed in later chapters.
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has become instinctivd. Given the significant role played by Permanent
Representations in contributing to the formationpoficy positions in
national capitals (discussed in later chapters),lewst in terms of how
national interests are represented in Brusselsstaantivist approaches
would therefore seem to offer an alternative frammwo explain what
Bulmer and Lequesne (2002: 4) describe as the i@ttplinteractive”
relationship between the EU and its members. By thccount,
Permanent Representations do not merely articulatmnal interests:
they also play an important role in establishing ahaping them in the
first place, doing so, moreover, on the basis efrtbwn extensive and
intensive interactions with the other national dateons and the officials

operating in the various Community institutions.

This discussion leads us to another significantephconsidered
in constructivist treatments both of IR more brgadind European
integration more specifically: the role and impattsocialization (e.qg.
Christianseret al, 1999: 530; Risse, 2004: 164). For Zurn and Checke
(2005: 1045) socialization is defined as actorsefinaliz[ing] norms and
standards of behavior by acting in social strugyrand there is a broad
literature examining this in the European cont®dusing on the process
and effects of repeated and intense interactiowd®t diplomats and
national officials operating in Brussels (e.g. Bati®005; Egeberg, 1999;
Lewis, 1998, 2000, 2005; Quagle al, 2008). Meanwhile, a range of
scholarship has emphasised the importance of &atiah within the
CFSP specifically (e.g. Juncos and Pomorska, 2P068), with one of
the most notable contributions being Kenneth Glarlexamination of
the impact of diplomatic interaction within CFSRldts precursor, EPC.
Perhaps the most significant conclusion to comenfthis is what he
characterises as a “co-ordination reflex” (19993;6dee also Michael
Smith, 2004: 94), whereby, at the most basic lewamber states avoid
unilateral démarches instead informing and consulting with partners

% This can be seen in the negotiations overtteeking Time Directivavhich, despite
the existence of a qualified majority in the Colincdntinued for a further two years in
an effort to find a compromise acceptable to Brmithiewis, 2000: 271).
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prior to any foreign policy declarations. Locatihg argument within a
constructivist logic, Glarbo contends that the hadlisation of the
coordination reflex first within EPC and then sulpsently CFSP
highlights a “permanent inclination” among diplosmatvhich is not
captured by rationalist theories that focus oniktartan assumption of
costs and benefits: i.e. rather than being a dalibehoice, co-ordination
is simply the “naturally ‘done thing™ (ibid: 644)n the process, it has
become “one of the most important rules and teras€d in discussions

of European foreign policy (Smith, 2004: 94).

Such a reflex, which has now become a “familiat’pafrnational
policy-making according to Keukeleire and MacNaagh{2008: 160),
can be clearly identified in the interactions bedweofficials at the
different levels in the Council’s structures. Foample, in examining
the identity and role perceptions of national affis involved in working
groups, Egeberg (1999: 470-1) argues that impogacdndary loyalties
complementary to those evoked at national level ewated here,
underpinned by a sense of collective and mutuaparesibility for
reaching workable outcomes, a theme developed lmndhal and
Veggeland who argue that participants in EU-levemittees have
several institutional affiliations and draw theiues for action from
different sources (2003). Lewis (1998) reacheslarmonclusions in his
analysis of Coreper, while Juncos and Pomorska 82@00) have
highlighted the importance of socialization in prrting deadlock in
CFSP committees following enlargement, arguing tthety provide
crucial “arenas of learning” for both the formaldamformal practices
that facilitate decision-making. The effect, argQaagliaet al. (2008:
150), has been to change the EU committees andivgodcoups into
“hybrid” bodies representing both formal, “intergwamental” decision-
making arenas and informal fora for deliberatiod aocialization. For
Batora, meanwhile, the impact of this has beemiphasise the “Janus-
faced” character of member state diplomats, wherdley are at the

same time guardians and promoters of the natiamakest, but also
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members of a “transnational group of professionaisan epistemic
community that shares a corporate culture, langueae of behaviour
etc (2005: 45).

The consequence of these day-to-day practices litficpb co-
operation, which have developed since the creatidePC, has been the
increasing institutionalization and ‘Brusselisatiah foreign policy co-
operation (Allen, 1998). A process of natural sbiriegration has taken
place — what Glarbo (1999: 650) terms the “ingtitudlised imperative
of concertation”. Thus, the co-ordination reflexd the practices and
norms of behaviour among the member states and daffaials that it
implies, demonstrate the weakness in assuming dbaision-making
results only in outcomes that reflect the relapesver of member states,
the formal decision rule and a utilitarian calcidatof national interests
(Lewis, 2000: 265). Instead, the possibility ot theto needs to be
balanced against the shared desire to find comrositigns that all will
endorse and implement (Galloway, 1999: 227). Meeecthe search for
such agreements is taking place continuously, titedg, and within
increasingly institutionalized and socialized areife.g. PSC, Coreper,
etc), resulting in a process through which natiomaterests are
continually defined, mediated and redefined, antd simply exported
from national capitals. However, the fact remainat thational capitals
remain the arbiters of what is articulated in Balssparticularly in the
context of the CFSP, the implications of which aomsidered in more

detail below.
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1.3.2 Europeanization and ‘Normative Power Europe’

Leading directly from the conceptual discussions nofrms,
socialization, etc, we can observe the influenceowistructivism in some
of the different subsets of literature dealing wititegration. Two
examples are offered here. The first is the litebnEuropeanization
which is concerned with the impact of the EU onitmd, policy and
policy-making within member states, and with unterding the nature
and extent of any change that occurs within natiadeninistrations as a
consequence of integration: in other words, theeke¢p which “Europe
matters” as a factor in domestic change (Bulmerlaagliesne, 2002: 16).
From the detailed definition provided by Rada&li¢ can identify clearly
some of the key constructivist concepts emphasigedhristianseret al,
Risse and others. Thus, Europeanization embodies

“[plrocesses of a) construction, b) diffusion, ag)dinstitutionalization
of formal and informal rules, procedures, policyrguigms, styles,
‘ways of doing things’, and shared beliefs and ronvhich are first
defined and consolidated in the making of EU pupbticy and politics
and then incorporated in the logic of domestic d@isse, identities,
political structures and public policies.” (2003}30
There is considerable debate within the literatuoger what
Europeanization means in practice, however, andhehét represents a
useful theory of, or approach to, integration, ®rbietter considered a
phenomenon that “a range of approaches have sadieglexplain”
(Bulmer, 2007: 47; see also Schmidt and Radadéd@42 Major, 2005;
Bache and Jordan, 2008; Moumoutzis, 20%1)While a detailed

discussion of this debate is neither within thepscof nor necessarily

2 Radaelli’'s definition is considerably broader andre detailed than the earlier
and oft-quoted one provided by Ladrech (1994: 6%ictv characterises
Europeanization as an “incremental process re-imgithe direction and shape of
[national] politics” whereby the dynamics of EU jmyland policy-making become
g)art of the “organizational logic” of national adristrations.

% A flavour of the debate can be seen in argumehtfgrward by both Claudia
Major (2005: 175) and lan Bache and Andrew Jor@®08: 17) among others that
Europeanization is a “contested” concept. ReubemdM@005: 135) considers it
“ill-defined” while for Radaelli and Pasquier (20035) it is “a set of contested
discourses and narratives about the impact of Eaopntegration on domestic
political change”.
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pertinent to this research, it is necessary to tiffersome of its

parameters in terms of its applicability to the €FS

To date, much of the literature on Europeanizatias focused
predominantly on policy areas that have been deéh under the
auspices of the Community Pillar, with much lessstderation being
given to Europeanization within ostensibly intergmwmental arenas
such as CFSP or Justice and Home Affairs (formtréy Third Pillar
established by the Maastricht Treaty). This balanas been redressed
somewhat in recent years, with important studieSdayra (2001), Wong
(2005; 2007), Major (2005), Gross (2009) and mesently Wong and
Hill (2012)2* To some extent, this lag reflects the difficulfyapplying
to the CFSP what was for some considerable timedh@nant discourse
within the literature. This has explained Europeation as a ‘top-down’
(or downloading) process whereby the analyticabmggi has been to
capture the level of penetration of the Europeaellento the domestic,
and based on the premise that the EU is the pahcguse of domestic
change (Major, 2005: 176).

However, the CFSP poses a range of challengesstapiproach.
For example, while integration in the mainly ecomoand social policy
areas has a clear driver or “entrepreneur” in trenfof the European
Commission, and while directives and regulatoryneavorks established
within the supranational environment can be enfibreeand hence their
impact more clearly measured — there is no equivafermal and
institutional catalyst for co-operation apparenthw the CFSP. Instead,

the member states remain the primary drivers obpmeration, aided,

%4 Tonra, B. (2001)The Europeanisation of National Foreign Policy: Bt
Danish and Irish Foreign Policy in the European bmi(Aldershot: Ashgate);
Wong, R. (2005) 'The Europeanization of Foreigndyblin Hill, C. and Smith, M.
(eds.)International Relations and the European Uni@xford: OUP) and (2007)
'Foreign Policy'. In Graziano, P. and Vink, M.Pd4g Europeanization: New
Research Agenda8asingstoke: Macmillan). Wong, R. and Hill, Cd¢e (2011)
National and European Foreign Policies - Towardgdpeanization(London and
New York: Routledge). Major, C. (2005) 'Europeati@aand Foreign and Security
Policy - Undermining or Rescuing the Nation StaRslitics; Gross, E. (2009yhe
Europeanization of National Foreign Policy: Contityuand Change in European
Crisis ManagemenBasingstoke and New York: Palgrave Macmillan).
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particularly prior toLisbon by their 6-monthly rotating Presidencies, and
conceivably representing 27 potential alternatiwicy entrepreneurs
(with a possible 28 in the person of the High Representative) (e.g.
Pomorska and Wright, forthcoming) At the same time, as Major (2005:
183) and Wong (2007: 333) amongst others have esiggth the CFSP
is governed by treaties rather than legislations therefore much more
difficult to pinpoint EU influences that may be tbause of changes in
national policy or policy-making structures. Moreoygiven that the EU
does not prescribe a particular CFSP model to wimember states must
adapt, notions of fit/misfit, key to the ‘top-dowframework, are harder

to apply?®

Two alternative frameworks for understanding Eusspzation in
the context of CFSP have been proposed insteadfirBhés a ‘bottom-
up’ or uploading pattern (Borzel, 2002), wherebymmber states seek to
upload particular preferences or objectives frore thational to the
European level (e.g. Wong and Hill, 2011; Pomor2@l1; Pomorska
and Wright, forthcoming). The second is a ‘horiatnfor crossloading)
pattern as set out, for example, by Radaelli (2dQ3; and it is arguably
here that we can identify the influence of condtuism most clearly.
Thus, crossloading does not involve the pressureociform to set
models but occurs due to “patterns of socializatishich Wong (2007:
333), amongst others, argues is a more apt basisirfderstanding
changée’’

% This is not to dismiss the role of the High Repreative for the CFSP.
However, the High Representative was given neitherpower to initiate policies
nor the resources in terms of staff etc that then@ission has enjoyed in thé'1
Pillar (see Michael Smith, 2004: 228-230). Thusgmto Lisbon the significance
of the High Representative as an actor and “paiayepreneur” owed as much to
the personal qualities of Javier Solana, the hotdahe office, as to the formal
g)owers bestowed upon him.
® This concept explains change at the national legebeing dependent on the
degree of pressure on Member States to adapt topEBan rules or policies,
presented in terms of the “goodness-of-fit” or “fifidoetween the two: the greater
the degree of misfit, the greater the pressurelépia(see, for example, Risseal,
2001: 7).
27 See also Bulmer and Radaelli, 2004.
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The significance of socialization has been notedeaaly,
particularly in the context of the ‘consensus biagiecision-making. For
Major (2005: 180), a crucial component of such alaation is learning,
which she suggests is the predominant “carriethahge” in the context
of the CFSP. Two forms of learning are highlightadthin the
Europeanization literature — “single-loop”, whicltcors when actors
adjust only the means or strategies they empl@achoeve their goals or
preferences; and “double-loop” or “complex” leampirwhen situations
lead actors to re-evaluate and change their gogtsederences, with the
latter occurring more rarely and usually only fellag a crisis or critical
policy failure (Risseet al, 2001:12). For example, in their research into
the effects of enlargement on the CFSP committéeank, Juncos and
Pomorska note that socialization and key norms ssltonsensus in
decision-making not only remain prevalent, but hals® been essential
in preventing deadlock in these expanded bodies. pdrticular, the
working groups — and CFSP committees more generdilgve provided
important “arenas for learning” for the represents of new member
states (2008: 494, 497). For example, interviewsh wofficials
representing states which joined in 2004 learnt #dopting radical
national positions in such committees would regulostracism, which

was “a losing strategy” (ibid: 503).

In this context, therefore, Europeanization carhaps better be
understood as a process of exchange of good orppbastice between
governments, which is “voluntary and non-hieraraliian nature, and
facilitated by the arena CFSP provides (Major, 2A@@®). In this sense,
it might be compared to the processes that ocawugih the ‘Open
Method of Co-ordination’. Through this, adaptatisnnot a reaction to
the imposition of a particular structure or apptodry Brussels, but
rather is a consequence of benchmarking, networéindy exchange of
best practice that produces guidelines rather flegislation, and in
which the EU acts as a facilitator — or “bourser fpolicy transfer”

34



(Bulmer, 2007: 52). The impact is therefore mouobtke, involving

“ideational convergence” (Radaelli and Pasquied,7238).

The second example of how constructivism has inéarnthe
study of the EU can be seen in analyses of itsgergant with the wider
world, specifically the extent to which we can urstend the EU as an
international actor in normative terms. There iage of literature that
considers this, with Manners’ concept of ‘NormatiPewer Europe’
(NPE) particularly relevant (e.g. 2002; 2006; 2008PE engages with
and seeks to counter the more state-centric arsajyswided by realists
who critique the EU for its lack of ‘hard power’ pabilities (e.g. Bull,
1982; Gordon, 1997; Kagan, 2004; Waltz, 2000); tnode who espouse
the ‘Civilian Power Europe’ thesis, first articuddt by Duchéne (1973),
which argues that the EU is actually most effectiternationally when
deploying its considerable soft power assets, oekample through the
expansion of its governance or regulatory regineeg. Hill, 1983; Maull,
1990; Smith, 2003; Twitchett, 1976; Wright, 201There is certainly
common ground between the NPE and civilian powesédh in terms of
their belief in the effectiveness of the EU asdft'power’ actor, as well
as the importance both place on the European luataxperience as a
source for its identity and approach to internalarlations. However,
what sets the NPE analysis apart is its conteritiahthe EU impacts on
the international system simply by virtue of itsst@nce — the symbolism
of what itis is as important as what it does — and, more inapdst, that
this “pre-disposes” it to act normatively (Manne2602). Underpinning
this is the impact of the integration process itadlich Manners (2008:
65) contends has actually changed what is congldémermal” in
international relations: “[s]imply by existing adfdrent...the European

Union changes the normality of ‘international relas™, and it is this
that gives the EU such influence: the ability téimewhat is “normal” in

world politics is where the EU’s true power resi@2802: 253).

Central to this claim, then, is the role of nornmsl grinciples in

European foreign policy. While realist and civiligtower analyses
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maintain a focus on capabilities, the normativerapgh has a different
starting point, being more concerned with the ppiles underlying
action. For Manners (2002: 242), five “core normfigm the ideational
foundation of the EU and how it behaves: peaceytiy democracy, rule
of law, and respect for human rights and fundaméreadoms® While
by no means exclusive to Europe or the EU, theseciacial to how it
functions, providing the mainstay of its inter-staglations, not least the
peaceful resolution of disputes through diplomatieans. At the same
time, they are the basis and source of legitimacyité external actions
(ibid: 241), and as such are reflected throughbet EU’s treaties and
declarations. For example, the preamble to Theaty on European
Union refers to the “attachment to the principles oklitly, democracy
and respect for human rights”, while the 2001 LaeReclaration speaks
of Europe as a “continent of humane values” whasee“boundary is
democracy and human rights” (Consilium, 2001). SeEhare powerful
normative statements, representing the aggregabkupe’s collective
historical experience, the hybrid nature of thedd.h polity, and its legal
construction. Moreover, they provide the “cruciahstitutive factors” in
its international identity, determining the natwfeits relations with the
rest of the world (Manners, 2002: 241). In thisarely Smith (2004: 165,
quoting Nuttall, 1990: 144) has suggested thatreatgerceptions of the
EC/EU are such that it is often seen as standiag &om the policies its
own member states pursue in other fora such as NAT®nsequence of

its particular “institutional and normative struicll

The argument, therefore, is that the significantaams to our
understanding of how the EU engages with the widstd — something
it does on behalf of, in conjunction with and withe agreement or

acceptance of its member states — is twofold. tFitsese norms

% Ginsberg defines them as “democracy, soft-edggitatiam, a zone of peace
among members, and diplomatic mediation betwead {hrties to undercut the
causes of major conflict” (1999: 436). Mannereidaxpands his list, identifying
nine normative principles: (i) sustainable peaiiesécial freedom; (iii) consensual
democracy; (iv) associative human rights; (v) soptimnal rule of law; (vi)
inclusive equality; (vii) social solidarity; (viiisustainable development; (ix) good
governance (2008: 68-74).
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contribute to the notion that the EU performs artipalar role” within
the international system, distinguishing it fromhert actors (Sjursen,
2005: 12). This can be seen, for example, in hoged&ks to transfer or
“diffuse” its norms. Manners (2002: 245) identifia number of ways in
which this takes place, including the institutiosalion of relationships
between the EU and®parties, for example during the enlargement
process frocedural diffusiolp and in the specifics of trade and aid
agreements tansference both of which involve conditionality’’
Furthermore, such diffusion occurs across the whoage of
international activity it carries out: membershippbcants must be
practising democracies (Ginsberg, 1998: 17); clume human rights
have been included in trade agreements with thochtries since 1992
(Sjursen, 2005: 23); and even the strategic ralgond ESDP/CSDP is
presented in idealistic terms, with missions designto protect
democracy, human rights or minorities (Tojé, 2008E0). Finally, EU
efforts to achieve a global moratorium on the deadimalty provide

arguably the most symbolic example (Manners, 2002).

Second, these norms offer insights into the natfrenternal
relations between member states on the one haddyetween member
states and EU institutions on the other. Ginsli£8§9: 439) argues that
many areas of EU foreign policy, such as specighpeships or the use
of conditionality to promote human rights, are wwaqgand have
developed as the result of the “dynamic of co-djp@méa that exists
between the states and the Union’s common ingiitati He goes on to
suggest that this is because the habits and proeedd political co-
operation that have developed, not least the ctatigrl reflex discussed
above, have not only become institutionalised -y thave evolved into

Europeannorms and values which are crucial in conditionimyv the

9 He lists six forms of norm “diffusion”: (¥ontagion— the unintentional diffusion
of ideas to other actors, e.g. Mercosur; (fijormational — through strategic
communication; (iii)procedural— through the institutionalisation of relationship
between the EU and®®arties, e.g. enlargement; (ivhnsference- e.g. trade and
aid agreements; (\Wvert— through the physical presence of the EU'frstates or
international organisations; (vgultural — e.g. of democratic norms in China, etc
(Manners, 2002: 245).

37



EU acts collectively (ibid: 444). Kagan (2004), eading exponent of
neo-realist analysis and highly sceptical aboubpeis global power, is
critical of how such norms have coalesced aroupdréicular notion of
legitimacy, however. Indeed, he dismisses this as a#tempt by
Europeans to create an alternative source of powwhich they enjoy a
comparative advantage over the US through their noibment to

multilateralism. Smith (2004: 261) suggests, thqugat the EU enjoys a
“positive image” in the world on account of itstsi@as a civilian power,

something which gives it a “rhetorical edge” ovee tJS>°

In arguing that European foreign policy is essdgtiaights-
based’, Helene Sjursen (2005: 13) makes a simiamt o Ginsberg,
proposing that the member states and common ashhatdd be seen as
“communicatively rational” and “understanding-oted”, and thus able
to change perspectives and preferences as welraegy. Although
acknowledging that bargaining remains a key partpoficy- and
decision-making, she maintains that by regarding fetgdign policy as
essentially “problem-solving” — i.e. that co-op@vatonly occurs where
there are clearly discernible benefits — there isralency to focus only
on structural and institutional limitations, ance trelative power of the
actors involved (ibid: 6). This risks ignoring thealities of the day-to-
day management of foreign policy or the possibibfyincremental or
even transformational change, with member statestgptions of the
types of problems or issues to be addressed atevier time, not simply
their strategies for dealing with them (ibid: 9).

This brief discussion has shown some of the vamétways in
which constructivism has been applied to and h#senced studies of
European integration in recent years, particulaity terms of
understanding change and transformation, key cascewithin
constructivist thinking. It has highlighted in gadiar how it has been

used in developing our understanding of key corscepch as norms,

% He goes on to suggest that the EU may become imitwential if it “celebrates
its differences” with the US and NATO (Smith, 20@41).
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socialization and learning and how these can bdieabpo decision-

making. More broadly, it has looked at the appiaatof constructivist

ideas within the literatures on Europeanization dredidea of the EU as
a normative power. As suggested at the start, nartstism offers a

range of insights that can inform our understanddfighe impact of

integration on states and vice versa. Having astadd its key principles
and bases, the next question to consider is the penticular one of how
constructivist thinking has been applied to and bastributed to our
understanding of the CFSP.
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1.4 The Constructivist Turn and the CFSP: An analys of Michael E.
Smith’s Europe’s Foreign and Security Policy: The instituthalization
of cooperation

Having previously discussed the emergence of atearivist
‘turn’ within the wider literature on IR, and theomme of the subsequent
impacts on studies of European integration, pddrby its links to
supranationalist theorizing, this section concdéag@n some of the ways
in which scholars have sought to use constructitesmform analyses of
the CFSP. That the manner in which member stateavieetowards one
another in this arena is governed by a particudaro$ rules and norms
(both formal and informal) seems obvious and unowetsial. This,
after all, is an environment dominated by diplomak® have a clear set
of norms and practices developed over a consideaiod of time (see
particularly Batora, 2005). Thaui generisature of the EU, of which the
CFSP is a significant institutional component, i@plmore than this
however. Thus, we can identify important constristiconcepts relating
particularly to behavioural norms, logics of apprageness, and
socialization that have a particularly “Europeatavbur — for example,
the emergence of a coordination reflex and the exsiss bias in
decision-making noted above.

However, as has been demonstrated, constructivasitspmuch
more than this. It seeks, first and foremost, tdanstand how actors — be
they people, officials, governments or states -tinaally construct and
reconstruct, interpret and reinterpret their soeralironment in a process
that is mutually constitutive. In this sense, #fere, the CFSP should be
understood as a highly dynamic arena in and witichvinember states
continually interact. More importantly, the reswlt outcome of this
interaction is change, not merely in policy terdost in how they view
the world, and in how they identify, define and coomicate their
national interests. Above all, the expectation fraroonstructivist-based
analysis of the CFSP would be for the emergencghafed or common

interests and values that permeate the nationaledisas the Brussels
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levels — in essence that this environment not gelyerates norms, but

also the interests and preferences of the memidersst

One of the clearest articulations of this argumsrgrovided by
Michael Smith in his 2004 booleurope’s Foreign and Security Policy —
The Institutionalization of Cooperatibon A detailed study of the
evolution of foreign policy co-operation from itedinnings a&uropean
Political Cooperation(EPC) through to the creation of the CFSP, Smith
is offering a supranationalist theoretical analysishow CFSP has
developed, and the resulting shift in power fromnrber states to this
new institutional construct. His starting pointascritique the oft-stated
view that both EPC and CFSP are best understoautexgovernmental
arenas — i.e. places where negotiations are cosdiuedd agreements
reached on the basis of bargaining between memtatesswhose
preferences are given; where traditional power eddftials (e.g.
economic, diplomatic, military) matter; and whemgrnments dominate
and control the process (e.g. Hoffmann, 1966; Mosiky 1993, 1998).
In essence, he contends that while intergovernriemtanight have been
an appropriate framework through which to undestemoperation and
its outcomes in the earliest days of EPC, it hasolme increasingly
irrelevant as a means of explaining member staésaations. Instead, he
applies an institutionalist approach to understagdhe development of
EPC/CFSP, which incorporates a range of constigttooncepts and
which sees traditional measures of power, althaighificant, as being
of far less importance than is assumed by realistgovernmentalist
analyses (2004: 32). Instead, and as has been ndeake in
supranationalist analyses of other EU instituti¢asd particularly the
Commission), a transformation has occurred in whngmber states are
increasingly constrained or ‘locked in’ by theirfi@pation in long-term

co-operation in the CFSP.

Smith is one of a number of scholars who have abatcritical
approach to intergovernmentalism and believe inaslequate to explain

the CFSP (e.g. Glarbo, 1999; Muller-Brandeck-Botgl602; Sjursen,
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2011). In general, the argument made is that wthiee CFSP retains
some of the key features of an intergovernmentihre, particularly in
terms of formal decision-making, the continuing powf the veto and a
minimal role for supranational actors, the realgysignificantly more
complex. This complexity consists first in what da@ characterised as
the fundamental compromise which member states haea forced to
make since the beginning of foreign and securiticp@o-operation, and
upon which all subsequent developments have beeadbarhis has
involved a continuing trade-off between the wish ragain national
control over the process and outcomes of cooperatnl the desire for
greater efficiency if meaningful and effective auiipare to be achieved.
Related to this are two additional complicationse Tirst is the ongoing
tension between member states over the ends anasméaooperation,
which Nuttall (1992: 2) describes as being:

“[A] tension between those who wanted a concedafereign nations
expressing coordinated views on foreign policy...Hmase who wanted
a common foreign policy as the expression of thepean Union”.

The second has been the problematic relationshipp @delineation
between EPC/CFSP and the Community, which has seesiderable
anxiety on the part of those states such as FrandeBritain on the one
hand who have sought traditionally to prevent atgntamination” of the
foreign policy environment by supranational elerseaind on the other,
an equal concern particularly among the smalletestathat the
intergovernmentalism of EPC and then CFSP mighttelithe degree of
integration already achieved within Community ppliareas (Smith,
2004: 7)*

This range of tensions and complications, exengdifn terms of
the compromise noted above, are evident in thestegreferences in the
literature to how the CFSP has changed. For exaripittall (2000: 275)

%1 Smith describes the agreement that resulted itativeh of EPC as beingamid
pro quobetween French acceptance of the 1973 enlargemeaturn for a clear
path to political union on the one hand, and theatels of smaller states that EPC
not lead to the “intergovernmentalization” of th€ Bn the other (2004: 76).
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describes it as a “halfway house”, no longer puneigrgovernmental but
nor a “fully-fledged policy arm” of the EU. In theontext of the 1997
Treaty of AmsterdamWessels (2001: 77) talks of it in terms of
“rationalized intergovernmentalism” which has gameto become ever
more “refined” sinceLisbon (Wessels and Bopp, 2008: 4). For Muller-
Brandeck-Bocquet (2002: 278), the CFSP has “at inme"t been
exclusively intergovernmental, while Duke and Vaoihacker (2006:
181) characterize it as a form of “modified interg;mmentalism”.
Finally, Sjursen (2011: 1091) talks about CFSP asvbeing “something
beyond intergovernmentalism”. What Smith sets outla, therefore, is
to tell the story of this shift within foreign poli cooperation away from
intergovernmentalism towards a more institutioralisystem. He argues
that this evolution has involved a move away frodegensive or passive
approach to cooperation to a more positive or gircaone — or, to put it
another way, a change “from negative to positiveegration”, with
negative cooperation merely representing thosestmts “when states
fail to act in selfish ways” (2004: 5, 49) (emphasisiiginal). Crucially,
this has taken place as a consequence of theyabilifirst EPC and
subsequently CFSP to “moderate” areas of poterdiahgreement
between states, not only by framing these in tesfrisollective interests
and rules”, but by “promoting collective Europeasponses” to major

international issues (ibid: 5-6).

The basis of Smith’s thesis, therefore, is thaetbgr EPC and
CFSP represent far more than passive frameworksnmthich member
states transact the business of foreign and sgquoiicy cooperation, as
intergovernmentalism would imply. Rather, they havelynamic and
impact of their own, the most important consequeoice/hich is how
participation within them affects the participatitemselves. A two-way
relationship exists between how these institutibase developed and
their impact on the behaviour of the member stathereby they are
encouraged to create institutions to facilitatartheoperation, but these

institutions in turn influence the process of ingtonal development as a
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consequence of fostering cooperative outcomes:(ibrd. Thus, the
“informal gentlemen’s agreement” that characteri&f®C at its launch
has become a system of both formal and informaill legligations (ibid:
11). At the same time, the impact of EPC/CFSP ombes states cannot
be overstated. Smith suggests that states aredfnedtally changed by
virtue of their participation” in this policy arepand their interests and
preferences are “susceptible” to the range of erfbes that both EPC
and CFSP have facilitated and enhanced (ibid: &rellver, he suggests
not only that national interests are essentialljleable as a consequence
of foreign policy cooperation but that the emergeatcommon interests

in turn results ultimately in the creation of a goon European identity:

“[Iff common actions reflect common interests, aranmon interests
reflect a common identity, then loyalties or evewlistinct European
identity can be forged...it is possible to discermsmersistent features
of the EU’s external identity from the way it belkavin world politics,
and to see evidence of changes of policy withirviddal states by
virtue of their participation in the system.” (ibi@-9)

This is a powerful argument for what Smith himseléntifies as a
sociological institutionalist understanding of bdtlow foreign policy
cooperation functions and its long-term impact dates and their
interests. As such it draws heavily from a numblethe constructivist
insights discussed above, the most important otlwvis the role of rules
and norms. For Smith, these are essential if wiatbe seen as the more
general common aims and aspirations of member sstate to be

transformed into specific, pursuable policies (k&)

In line with the approach taken by many other tnsbnalist
theorists (e.g. Campbell, 2004; Peters, 2005; S26@8), Smith defines
an institution as being a particular set of ruled aorms which provide
the “rules of the game” and so shape actor behawdhin the particular
space they govern or mediate (2004: 26). At thethefahis analysis,
therefore, is an attempt to determine the naturguch rules and norms
within EPC/CFSP, the manner in which they have tedemfluence on

the member states — specifically their interests@eferences — and how
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previous behaviour “conditions” future interactiofibid: 11). Smith
frames this in terms of a move away from a bargainstyle of
cooperation, focused on self-interest, to a probtehaing style which
enables appeals to common interests, with theadtiens within the
increasingly institutionalised environment of EPESP having
facilitated this (ibid). Essentially, he is claimginthat the impact of
cooperation within EPC/CFSP is discernible botherms of changes to
process — i.ehow cooperation takes place — and to substance what

that cooperation ultimately produces.

To explain the process of institutionalisation, d@hds the rules
and norms which shape interactions within EPC/CFSRith identifies
three underlying logics. The first is a functionagic which we should
understand in terms of how far a particular mengiate believes this
policy environment can help it achieve a particidaal or goals. The
second is a normative logic of appropriateness,clivhsees new
institutional norms or rules defined in terms oéyous or pre-existing
ones — the emergence of unwritten rules or waysebfving, their later
codification, etc. The third is a socialization ilogvhereby states, and
particularly their officials and representativesnsider how their peers
behave, and change or adapt accordingly (ibid: 33ken together,
Smith argues that these logics explain why statgs@e in cooperation,
the rules they construct to facilitate this, aneviadficials become key to
the process of change. Thus, institutionalisatiegan “as soon as skilled
national officials began meeting...on a regular Baglsd: 82), while
this regular communication supported the develogneérincreasingly
complex transnational and transgovernmental linkiveen diplomats
and officials of the different member states. Timigurn facilitated the
emergence of one of the most important elementsntdrnational
cooperation — the ability of the member statesréaligt the behaviour of
their partners (ibid: 90).

At the time of its launch, EPC represented a unggeriment in

inter-state cooperation. Indeed, following on froseveral failed
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initiatives, initially there was not a great de&loptimism that this latest
iteration was any more likely to succe®dhe fact that it was restricted
to a relatively narrow range of issues (particyldlle Middle East and
the development, through the CS&m®f East-West relations), combined
with the initial focus placed by member states a@amifiarising
themselves with each other’s foreign policies, niébat while it may
have seemed unambitious and inward-looking, it weecisely these
characteristics that supported the greater harrabors of views
emphasised in the 1971luxembourg Repariand the emergence within
just a few years of the “coordination reflex” memgd above (ibid:
94).%* Smith notes that just two years afteaxembourg the 1973
Copenhagen Repoxn the functioning of EPC highlighted how “this
habit of working together has enabled the procetlureoncerted action
to become more widespread” (ibid: 94-5). Harmomsabf views and
concerted action were also promoted by the devetopmf mechanisms
for communication within EPC which were delibergtehtended to
support the achievement of consensus, but cructhise were not
developed according to specifications provided atyomal governments,
but “based on the habits and customs of EPC dig®thamselves” (ibid:
92).

This is an important point for Smith, for he setdesofficials as
playing a much more significant role than merejyresenting monolithic,
unitary states who “single-mindedly devise and petstheir interests
and preferences (ibid: 91). Instead, he suggeatshiough their regular
involvement in this policy-making environment, maual officials not

only make it tangible and permanent, but can m&bil- and be

% These previous attempts included tBeropean Defence Communignd
European Political Community the 1950s, and tHeouchet Plansn the 1960s.
% The CSCE (Conference on Security and CooperatiorEirope) was the
predecessor to the OSCE (Organisation for Secarity Cooperation in Europe).
The latter officially came into existence on 1 Jamyul995.
% Luxembourghighlighted several goals for EPC including thevalepment of
greater solidarity through the harmonization ofmgeand greater cooperation, and
regular exchanges of information and consultatioimiprove mutual understanding
between partner states (SEee Luxembourg Report, Part Il, sectionguoted in
Smith, 2004: 94).
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mobilised — to pursue common European goals (iditle consequence
of this interaction — involving a culture of infoation-sharing, the reflex
of coordination and pursuit of consensus — encag &g unique culture
of EU foreign policy cooperation”, with culture deéd in terms of the
“collective ideas, values and beliefs” pertainimgforeign policy, and
which are subsequently translated into collectietioa through the
norms and rules that have developed to facilithi® ¢cooperation (ibid:
100). Cooperation, coordination and the importaoteofficials are
further underlined by the establishment within eémteign ministry of
the post of European Correspondent, an officiaicdted exclusively to
EPC (and subsequently CFSP), and the creationeoCtOAREU secure
communications network through which officials colbsnd coordinate,
and which has become the practical expressioneo€tlordination reflex
(ibid: 101-3) (see also Bicchi and Carta, 2010; cBic 2011).
Furthermore, theesprit de corpghat developed between the European
Correspondents, and between their superiors, thegcBbDirectors, who
prior to 2000 met monthly in the Political Comméféled to a change
in how participants viewed their peers: they now shemselves “as
partners or colleagues in a common enterprise’lenEiPC enabled states
to escape the restrictions of intergovernmentabdiamg in order to

form collective positions (ibid: 104).

It was the idea of a specificallfeuropean foreign policy,
underpinned by the emergence of rules and normighv@mith believes
saw EPC evolve from “a passive forum” to become @aremactive
mechanism (ibid: 117). He identifies a four-stagecpss for norm
development — the emergence, first, of informalt@ms and ways of
doing things; the codification of these into exjlievritten norms®® the
transition of these written norms into specificesuwhich were reflected

in the various EPC reports; and a final transitionlegal rules which

% The Political Committee was replaced in 2000 bg folitical and Security
Committee. This and other innovations are discussetbre detail in Chapter 4.
% A key development in this regard was the Danigiative in 1976 to compile all
the formal and informal working procedures of ER@oia single ‘bible’ or
‘coutumier'which was the precursor to thequis politiqugSmith, 2004: 124).
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place a range of formal obligations on member stébed). This process
can be explained using the context of the threesogoted above. These
provide a way of understanding the dense transgavemtal network of
continually interacting officials which has servaslthe crucible in which
the majority of norm creation or innovation takdsce, and which,
Smith argues, was focused on problem-solving assgrpto bargaining
from the outset (ibid). EP@ totemshould thus be seen as a system of
soft law, prior to its codification in th®ingle European Adaif 1986, with
the period 1977-1986 being the most important imseof producing the
procedural norms which were, in its early dayseast, its real substance
(ibid: 119, 121).

One of the most important elements in Smith’s dis@mn of
norms is the manner in which they place clear ddons constraints on
the behaviour of member states. In particular, Hentifies three
important customs which have become the normatoaendation of
EPC/CFSP: consultation, confidentiality and consen3aken together
these establish very clearly the terms of stateragtions and at the very
least a baseline for their expected outcomes (i#2@). Consultation and
confidentiality were — and remain — essential fbe tcreation and
maintenance of confidence between states. The \ashent of
consensus, meanwhile, is arguably even more ittegess this sets a
clear goal for member states that remains the cstove of European
foreign policy cooperation today. However, whilstclear norm in its
own right, it also potentially precludes the depahent of the kind of
strong, specific collective action that remains ititention of this policy
environment, demonstrating the inherent tensiowéen efficiency and

control noted above.

In addition, Smith goes on to identify two furtheubstantive
norms: a prohibition on hard bargaining, and resdec domaines
réservés (ibid: 123). While the former means that statesl dheir
officials would not and will not haggle or seek‘tmrchase support”, for

example in working groups, the latter has focusedthmse particular
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issue- or geographical areas where certain mentarsshave a special
concern or relationship, such as a state’s netytralr the relationship
between France and Francophone Africa (ibid). Semgues that both of
these have made it much easier to achieve consentgus EPC/CFSP
(ibid: 123), with a clear demarcation between wdaat be considered and
what is off-limits. Where consensus has been aelieand the states
have been able to articulate a joint position, ttas “helped define and
orient ‘Europe’ as a collective entity” internatadly (ibid: 134). For
Smith, this represents an important challenge taliste and
intergovernmental notions of power, interest andv tgiates interact:
EPC and CFSP represent a “constant process ofctedieinterest
definition” (ibid: 135). Moreover, he argues thaetexpansion of EPC
into new areas — and the comprehensive ambitiaresepted by CFSP in
terms of the issues and regions it seeks to addrdssonstrates that the
number ofdomaines réservésas diminished with a consequent impact
on national (as opposed to common) positions (ibiddeed, this
expansion of EPC, particularly into subjects preslg considered taboo,
came about as officials “simply wore each other mlavith arguments”,
the prime example being the gradual acceptancestwaitrity, so long a
domaine réservésvas an appropriate topic for discussion (ibid: ,144
142)3" Thus, it is the transgovernmental environment Whi pushing

the boundaries of foreign policy cooperation.

Smith sees the expansion of the EPC agenda dumn$%70s and
80s as a product of its norm and rule generatidmchvresulted in a
“more comprehensive” ambition in the coming yeabsd( 145). This
also served to heighten the tension between itta@dCommunity, and
particularly the Commission, which had been presemh the earliest
days of EPC, but which he argues was essentially“aatificial,
ideological distinction” (ibid: 148). As the guaadi of the treaties and
therefore responsible for all aspects of Communiglicy, the

%" such discussions did not include military deplogtse however (Smith, 2004:
142).
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Commission is a significant actor in external rielas in its own right,
and there was a growing desire on the part of mesthees to “share the
burden” of administering EPC, meaning barriers eetwEPC and the
Community inevitably broke down (ibid: 145). In peular, there was a
recognition of the impact its instruments could éramot only could it
dispose of significant informational capabilitigsdaresources, it also had
a range of instruments for the implementation amforeement of
policies, for example in dealing with crises ortmg together “complex
politico-economic package deals” with other regiditsd: 148). This
meant that if their own cooperation was to be ss&ite and consistent
without recourse to unnecessary and costly ingiitat duplication, the
member states needed the involvement of the Cornonigbid). For its
part, the Commission saw its involvement not asag of extending its
influence into EPC, but rather in defensive ternss aa means of
“protecting its place in Community affairs” (ibid:47). This defensive
‘mind-set’ has continued throughout the CFSP-periadd has been
evident most recently in how the Commission hasteghto the creation

of the European External Action Service (see Chigte

For Smith, one of the most important charactesstaf the
EPC/CFSP period has been the strengthening of Cssionis position
as an independent actor within European foreigncyolwhich has
included an increasing influence over member stdteBas generally
enjoyed significant advantages in information, teses and instruments,
particularly over smaller states that have ofteliedeon its support
during their 6-month presidencies. Its “most funéatal and widely
recognised role” has been as a source of informadiod expertise,
particularly in terms of the potential economic supof EPC decisions
(ibid: 160). However, it has also acted as an mfarpolicy entrepreneur,
able to use its role to define “external politicsdues in economic terms”,
for example preventing EPC sanctions against Inanl1979 from
“adversely affecting” the Common Market (ibid; 16164). The

significant increase in status it has consequestijpyed was underlined
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first by the codification of its role when foreigrolicy cooperation was
legalised and EPC and the Community were “tied tttgeand made
legally binding” for the first time in th8EA(ibid: 146, 152); and then by
the potentially substantial expansion of its powethe 1991 Treaty on
European Union (TEU), when it was given the rightant initiative
within CFSP. This has ensured that it is incredgirifficult for the
member states — and particularly larger ones ssid¢france who over the
years have “preferred to minimize” its influencéo-shut it out of foreign
policy-making (ibid: 146, 160). Indeed, for Smithet fact that the
Commission could “no longer be excluded” from a EF&atter
represented “the most important reorganization” tire history of
European foreign policy (ibid: 187). It is intenest to note, as will be
discussed in later chapters, how Thweaty of Lisborseeks to roll-back its

power somewhat.

Alongside this, Smith emphasises the normative rtie
Commission has been able to play. It is both anmgkar of successful
regional cooperation — “one of EPC’s most imporsutistantive norms”
— and has enabled the EC/EU to be seen as seframatéts individual
member states, thereby highlighting its “cooperineals” (ibid: 165).
Thus, the Commission as a normative actor in its aght, alongside the
norm generation taking place within EPC - furthederlined and
enhanced by the establishment of a permanent adatdor EPC in the
SEA (see chapter 4 below) — combined to create a pgalvdynamic
towards norms and rules which reached critical nraise treaty-making
of 1986, 1991 and subsequently. Not only did thessties turn informal
or unwritten norms into a set of legal obligatimrsmember states, they
also provided the basis for a new stage in the gm®cof norm
development, leading to the emergence of the “forsystem of
governance” represented by CFSP (ibid: 175). Thiiin represented a
qualitative step up from EPC, marking the momenénvforeign policy
cooperation changed from the negative to the pesitwith CFSP

representing a “more proactive cooperative mechanrather than the
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“passive, decentralised forum” that had charaadriEPC (ibid: 178,

176). Consequently, while the exogenous shocksefend of the Cold

War, the collapse of the USSR and the unificatibGermany may have
been the catalyst for the reforms that resultethenCFSP, Smith argues
that the shape it took represented the “endogenpati)-dependent
processes” that evolved from EPC (ibid: 176).

The two-way relationship between the member statek their
foreign policy-making arena is even starker whemsaering the
institutional structures of the CFSP. As noted, tBroharacterises this as
a system of foreign policy governance which he gmés as resting on
four main elements: a greater coherence and rdisatian in terms of
policy and process; its legally binding nature; ttenritative” decision-
making rules, such as the possibility of QMV intaar circumstances;
and greater autonomy for actors such as the Conumiggid: 177).
While these all indicate both a higher degree sfitationalisation and a
greater degree of constraint on member state batna\at the same time
he suggests that the TEU still reflects the dongeanf ‘big states’ (i.e.
France, Germany and Britain) in determining the ns&wwucture of
cooperation, particularly in terms of a greatemufon crisis management,
considered a deficiency of EPC (ibid: 179).

Furthermore, while the fault line between controdl &fficiency
remained, certain instrumental innovations soughfirtesse this. Thus,
common actions and joint positions were intendedengphasise the
purpose of the CFSP to “produce regular foreigncgobutputs” (ibid:
182). Certainly there was a significant and rapipamsion of foreign
policy activity following the launch of CFSP, howsvmuch of this
remained declaratory in nature (ibid: 194). For tBmithough, the
expansion of issue areas under CFSP indicates dbeeake “or even
disappearance” aomaines réservgsid). At the same time, the TEU
turned the customary practices implied by the coattbn reflex into
legal obligations on member states to inform anusati each other, and

not only refrain from actions which might undermitie CFSP, but to
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actively support it (ibid: 185). Indeed, whilst tHeéFSP was being
established during a particularly turbulent periadhistory, with EU
solidarity being challenged particularly by the dkaip of Yugoslavia
and the wars that followed, Smith believes CFSHhégated a great deal
more cooperative activity” than under EPC, with thearest evidence
provided by enormous growth in COREUSs during tresqa (from 7548
in 1990 to 12699 in 1994) (ibid: 190-1). Howeveg, riotes that although
the negotiators of the TEU had been unable to agrset of “essential
European interests”, at the subsequent Europeancano June 1992,
“factors determining important common interests” nc{uding
geographical proximity, important economic intesestic) were identified
(ibid: 191). Taken together, these developmentseaefwhat Smith
argues is the most important implication of the €FS describing
foreign and security policy as “common” entails &igher-order

obligation” than mere cooperation (ibid).

Running throughout Smith’'s analysis, therefore, as clear
rejection of what he describes as “realist asswomptiabout state power,
material interests, and how we explain state behaviibid: 250).
Although not entirely dismissing these, they renanly “a starting point”
(ibid: 240). He maintains, instead, that a rangetbér factors comes into
play when seeking to understand both the developofeioreign policy
cooperation in the EU, and the outputs of that ecaion. In particular,
he is arguing that the evolution of EPC and CF®iPeseent a gradual but
steady process of institutionalisation that has listven and been driven
by the emergence and ultimately codification ofatipular set of norms.
These have determined both how cooperation andypolaking take
place, and what types of policy outcomes are preduat the same time,
the sequential nature of the change implicit iniingonalisation has led
to the creation of a “stable, rule-based systerhisTn turn has resulted
in the gradual but steady internalisation of EPGEFpolicies and
procedures in the member states — a process offgernown as
Europeanization (ibid: 243).
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For Smith, the stability inherent within the CFSRBtem is vital
to understanding why problem-solving rather thargaming has been
the dominant approach to policy-making. Indeeds the most important
consequence of the level of predictability of bebax that member
states are able to rely upon. Thus, even thouglgemaus events may
pose challenging questions to the system of foreiglicy-cooperation,
how that system reacts (and changes) will have mucte e do with
endogenous factors, and particularly pre-existinggms and path
dependencies (ibid: 243). Furthermore, Smith argoasthere is in fact
“no consistent relationship” between external ttsead common action
within the EU context, something that realist the®might assume (ibid:
245). This implies that something more interesing complex is taking
place: that common approaches have developed asudt of shared
ideas, and not merely the recognition of a sharetuah interest in a
particular situation, and that these can have potlty and behavioural
consequences if institutionalised as “specific behaal norm[s]” (ibid:
251). When these are accepted by and guide thevibehaof a
transnational, transgovernmental network of officiadedicated to
cooperation and the achievement of consensusb#dusmes a powerful
normative tool. Not only can it shape specific p@ls and actions, it
encourages the emergence of a shared sense ofchomdérstand and
approach the world. It also opens up the possibihat identity may
change as well. Given the lack of a dominant cérdwghority, a
prominent external threat, or an actor able toasch catalyst, identity
comes instead from within the EU. CFSP actions giragide “a point of
reference” in how member states determine theweslindicating that
their identity has also changed (ibid: 257).
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1.5 Conclusion

While Smith may not characterise himself as a ¢aosvist per
se by his own admission these arguments owe a gdeal to
constructivist understandings of how identity iseated and the
importance of ideas. He has utilised these to st@pcupranationalist
interpretation of how a system of foreign policyoperation intended
essentially to protect the gains of economic irdégn and support the
achievement of internal cohesion has become so momdre,
representing an instrument for the projection olrtpean” values,
norms and aspirations onto the international stabést constraining the
states participating within it. However, while higpplication of
constructivism certainly contributes to a deepedanstanding of how
foreign policy cooperation has developed througlfCEnd CFSP, and
what it means for those participating in it, a nemiof significant
guestions remain, not least around the role and\beir of the member
states. As the next chapter will show, Smith’snudtie claim — that the
EU “has fundamentally changed the ways its memtaes define and
pursue their interests” (ibid: 263) — remains hyghtoblematic, and this
in turn indicates a more fundamental problem wittpranationalist

assumptions about the CFSP.

While what Smith, and constructivism more broadign tell us
about thehow of foreign policy-making within the CFSP is of gte
interest, legitimate questions can be posed reggiis explanations of
thewhat In particular, we need to ask why the nationessstems largely
absent from consideration, and whether this is doemistaken
assumptions within supranationalist theorizing dlibe inevitability of
limitations on state power as a consequence oferatipn. For example,
Smith’s thesis ignores the importance not only tates themselves as
powerful sources of ideas and identity, but alsotleé individual
ministries which make up governments, and whichmedves are
important generators of norms. A constructivisbmied analysis could
equally be applied at this level, helping us nadtydo understand more
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about the role of these smaller institutional axtior national preference
formation, but in the tenacity of the ‘national’ multi-/supranational
arenas. In essence, and as the next chapter vaW,shot only are
scholars such as Smith who privilege one particuistitution (or set of
institutions) — i.e. the CFSP — whilst paying irisént attention to
another — i.e. the member states — misapplyingtamiszism, they are
also highlighting a significant weakness in supt@malist theorizing

more broadly.
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Chapter 2: Escaping the middle
ground? Why rationalism still matters
In the CFSP

2.1. Introduction

This chapter provides a critique of some of thentdaoutlined
above. It is important to state from the outset ihas not critiquing
constructivismper se Indeed, part of the argument that will be offeied
that constructivism actually offers a useful settadls with which to
examine and understand what is going on at staé Vethin the CFSP.
Rather, this thesis seeks to challenge how constism has been
applied within the body of EU scholarship focusedtbe CFSP which
adopts a supranationalist theoretical approactpalticular, developing
the idea that the ‘national’ demands more attentitran a
supranationalist account of CFSP can offer, it sgtg)that rationalist
understandings of how states define and pursueestteand preferences
remain important to our explanations of what isrtgkplace in CFSP. In
their critique of supranationalist theorizing aplegd to the power of the
Commission vis-a-vis the member states, Kassim edon (2010)
provide a useful starting point for this. Firstl$hey highlight the
“mismeasure of the respective powers” of governsiemtd the EU’s
institutions in supranationalist analyses, remigdis of the dominance
of the states over treaty reform processes, thadbprerogatives they
possess, the importance of the Council in legigatutcomes, control
over budgets, etc (2010: 23). Second, they disghte so-called
informational advantage enjoyed particularly by themmission; and
thirdly they remind us that however great the reses available to the
EU’s institutions, those available to member states“far broader and
far more formidable”, not the least of which is tfaet that states are
“repositories of sovereignty” (2010: 27). Given ttlewever much the

CFSP has developed, it has achieved nowhere neaingtitutional
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sophistication or complexity of either the Communiillar or the
Commission, not only can we therefore apply eachliheke points of
criticism to how supranationalists analyse it —ca@ argue that they are

even more pertinent and significant.

Furthermore, the insights offered by constructivigme not
exclusive to supranationalist theorizing. Rathéeyt can usefully be
applied to help us develop an alternative analySibus, while
considerations of norms, logics of appropriatereass socialization are
important, the argument here is that these arbdter at explaining the
how of foreign policy cooperation as opposed towet in terms of its
outputs. State power still matters, and has afsignit impact on what is
agreed within the CFSP. Equally, how states andr tip@vernments
perceive their place in the world is also importdritese perceptions will
certainly be influenced and shaped by interactwitkin the CFSP, but
the argument here is that such interactions arasdtansformational as
Smith’s and other analyses imply. In short, widesues such as
geopolitics, national systems of foreign policy-nmagg diplomatic
systems and traditions, etc still matter. Thus,levthere is no doubt that
the CFSP is very important in how Britain and Gamgnanderstand and
approach the wider world, it represents just ona ntimber of elements
through which they act. Moreover, as will be disad now, the way
they organise and approach the CFSP indicates & moce rationalist
and interest-driven conception of its utility thasupranationalist
approaches imply. In particular, it highlights haslaims over the
emergence of shared ideas and common interests3# @re challenged
by the stubborn persistence of the ‘national’ s ffolicy arena. This can
be seen by examining, amongst others, the litexatusn policy
coordination Europeanization and socialization To frame this
discussion, this chapter problematizes 5 key iss(ipsvhether some
ideas are ‘more important’ than others (ii) thediand resources states
devote to policy coordination; (iii) states’ efferto upload national

preferences to CFSP; (iv) the continuing ‘CapabsHExpectations
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Gap’; and (v) how the impact of socialization casally be judged.
Together, these allow us to critique how constwgth has been
misapplied in supranationalist analyses of CFSPfands the basis for

the research questions set out in Chapter 3.

59



2.2 Problem 1: Are some ideas ‘more important’ tharothers?

One of the most consistent critiques of constrigttivased
analyses of integration more broadly, and partitpléhe source and
function of ideas, has come from Andrew Moravcsike leading
exponent of liberal intergovernmentalism (e.g. 199P98). His
conception of how states approach internationateeesuch as the EU,
first set out in 1993, is that their behaviour leets the rational action of
governments constrained at home by domestic sbqe¢ssures and
abroad by their strategic environment” (1993: 474jus, when member
states engage with one another, they are actualyhied in a “two-
level” game (see Putnam, 1988) taking place at blo¢hnational and
European levels. Central to his thesis is an umaedsng of the
relationship between governments and the processreliz national
interests and preferences are formed. These, heegrgmerge neither
from the “black box” of central government, nor arey based on
questions of geopolitics in terms of the state’algsis of its “relative
position” in the international system in comparigorothers (Rosamond,
2000: 137). Rather, they are developed and arteditdarough the debate
and competition for resources and influence thkedaplace between
different domestic societal groups (amongst whons ithose who are
strongest economically who normally prevail). Thitsjs the role of
national governments not to formulate these interdmit instead to
aggregatethem. Then, as rational actors with a focus onimeng
gains — not the least of which is maintaining powsdtich Moravcsik
describes as their “primary interest” (ibid: 483jhey represent, promote
and defend these domestically-created interestheatEuropean level
through a series of intergovernmental negotiati®ush negotiations are
aimed at achieving the optimum degree of policyomination to
support these interests, with the particular “ogunfation” of national
preferences defining the “bargaining space” avélatthin which any

viable agreement might be reached (ibid: 496).
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As a bargaining environment, Moravcsik contendst ttiee
European-level is “relatively benign” and can faate agreement
through the high availability of information, anldetability of actors to
table offers and counter-offers, and make linkagyas side-payments to
promote agreement (ibid: 498-9). Despite this, fgues that “relative
power” continues to matter, particularly in a demismaking
environment that requires the creation of coalgiof states in order to
achieve agreements. Inevitably, this privileges ldrger states whose
participation is deemed essential to the successfedtion of such
coalitions (ibid: 503). Within this environment,anational institutions
such as the Commission are important because thesease the
efficiency of this process of interstate bargainimgd because they
structure the “two-level game” which in turn “enlcas the autonomy
and initiative” of national political leaders atettdomestic level (ibid:
507). Perhaps most importantly, they provide “redugmforcement” of
agreements to enable Member States to make “ceedilshmitments” to
one another. This provides the chief rationale ttoe delegation of

authority or sovereignty to the supranational list: 512; 1998: 9).

Such a strongly state-centric analysis would tleeefseem
inevitably to place Moravcsik at odds with constivist approaches to
the study of integration, and indeed he contends ttey suffer from
several weaknesses. First is his broader critiquetestability of the
claims made by constructivists. He suggests thasethsuffer from a
“paucity of distinctive testable hypotheses” (20@26) and that because
they cannot be proved wrong, they therefore car®tproved right
(1999: 679). A focus on ontology rather than theomyeans
constructivism offers no “distinctive predictionabout when the range
of phenomena existent in world politics are likedyoccur, concentrating
instead on why only constructivism is best ablexplain them (2001:
226-7). The second more specific constructivisintlahich he critiques
is, as he puts it, that government elites determat@nal interests and

preferences “on the basis of consistency with cbile ideas or
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discourses irreducible to material interests” (19891) — i.e. that
essentially particular ideas are privileged abotreeiofactors. This hints
at the argument made above that national-levelitutishs — e.qg.
government ministries — are at least as importatsapranational
institutions (e.g. the CFSP) as sources or gemsrafodeas, norms and
perceptions of what the ‘national’ means in a patéir context, and

consequently what the ‘national interest’ could ahduld be.

While Moravcsik is clear on the importance of ideas
“[c]ollective ideas are like air; it is essentiallypossible for humans to
function without them” (ibid: 674; 2001: 229) — Ieefar less convinced
by the claims made by constructivists as to tloerall significance.
Thus, rationalist-based theories “claim only sormghHar more modest”
in their treatment of ideas — that they are “cdysgdiphenomenal” to the
“more fundamental” influences on how states bel{@a989: 674). Given
his view of national governments as aggregatoth®fange of interests
that emerge from different social actors, it iswpsising, therefore, that
he sees ideas as representing first and foremestrdmsmission belts”
for such interests, and are thus likely to be erdogs. In other words,
while the CFSP might represent an important soofddeas, so too do
the member states, and perhaps more so. Thushighsy unlikely that
the CFSP would exercise such a transformationalaahmn what

member states might identify as their nationalreges.

In general, Moravcsik is not suggesting that hes see value in
the insights that constructivism can offer. Indeled,repeatedly makes
the argument that it has a valuable contributiomtke in terms of the
“causal role of ideational socialization” (1999: %6 Rather, he is
arguing that instead of seeking to explain evenghia better objective
for constructivists would be to develop a “more amnced qualified”
theory of socialization which could be of greatlitytiin understanding
international politics (2001: 240). Until they asble to offer this,

however, constructivism’s ability to engage witldarhallenge what he
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considers more theoretically robust rationalist rapphes will remain

insufficient.

Moravcsik could be accused of reductionism in hosv dets
‘constructivism’ in opposition to ‘rationalism’. Idoing so, his charge
that constructivist theorists are ignoring the ghss offered by their
rationalist counterparts could equally apply theeotway. More broadly,
the intergovernmentalism he espouses faces itscoticisms in terms of
its failure to understand the “full range of memistate capacities”
(Kassim and Menon, 2010: I However, underpinning his critique is a
fundamental point that should not be ignored: heeminding us, first
and foremost, of the crucial importance of natiomtes in our
understanding of what is taking place in multilatearenas such as the
CFSP. In thinking about the power and importancédeés in identity
and interest formation, therefore, we cannot assiimaeational is being
subsumed by the supranational.

¥t is important to acknowledge that Moravcsik’edhetical approaches have also
been the subject of a range of critiques. Theskidecgeneral criticism of his
approach to theory-building — for example, Schinfereiig (2004: 81) suggests
that the cases he has chosen for analysis “mayaayiesed in favour of” liberal
intergovernmentalism (LI); the fact that LI seemedominantly interested in an
analysis of economic integration; that its focusargely on the outcome of large-
scale treaty negotiations rather than on day-toeysion-making, with the latter
only considered in the context of decision-makirthin the Council of Ministers
(a criticism which is levelled at intergovernmergal more generally) — Garrett and
Tsebelis see this as analysing only “the tip of itteberg”, whilst ignoring “the
everyday reality of European integration” (19963p&nd for his view of the place
and role of supranational institutions, and paléidy his categorisation of the
relationship between Member States and theseutistis as one based purely on
delegation (Cini, 2010: 100).
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2.3 Problem 2: Why do states continue to devote souch time and
resources to policy coordination?

Alongside the broader theoretical challenges Ma#kvposes to
constructivism, there are other more specific qoastwe can ask about
how it has been used in theoretical explanationthefCFSP. This is
highlighted by a number of areas of research. Tis¢ 6f these is the
literature on policy coordination. The effective-aalination of domestic
policy is a recurring theme in research on publemagement (e.g. Peters
and Pierre, 2003), addressing as it does one digihechallenges facing
all governments: how to achieve the most efficiemtl effective use of
increasingly scarce public resources across meltgegpartments and
multiple sectors. The assumption is that if a gonent is generally
well-coordinated, it is likely to be more efficiertand therefore more
effective at achieving its policy goals (Scharp88&; Spence, 1999;
Menon and Wright, 1998; Kassim, Peters and Wrigbd00).

For EU member states, however, the situation issidenably
more complex. Indeed, Kassiet al (2000: 10) describe it is “unique”.
They are operating within a “multi-level politicaystem” (Kassim,
2000b: 235) that, particularly since tB&AandTEU, has had increasing
influence over, or regulatory control of, a vastagrof policy areas
(Beyers and Dierickx, 1998: 290). Moreover, iaisystem characterised
by what Vincent Wright (1996: 149) calls a “contous policy-making
process”, thus placing a premium on effective dadir@tion. In the
context of Community policy, on the one hand ituiegs member states
to balance, and ensure the compatibility of, natigrolicy programmes
and goals with those of the wider Union; on thesoihincentivises them
to make the most coherent case possible, acrasieal dront, in order to
benefit from the potential political and econom&saurces available
from Brussels (Kassim, Peters and Wright, 2000:I). addition, it is
argued that the ability of supranational EU insiins to function
effectively depends on the coordinational arrangemeut in place by
the member states (Kassim and Peters, 2001: 290) thereby provide
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the vital “administrative substructure” for the ilementation of EU

policy (Bulmer and Lequesne, 2002: 3).

An important additional question that this litera&considers is
the extent to which the member states’ co-ordimatficeffectiveness
translates into effectiveness in terms of polictcomes in the context of
the EU. Wright (1996: 165) warns against autonadliicequating the
two, arguing that the latter must be judged accgydo the issue, and the
type, requirements and objectives of the policyguestion. Indeed,
Germany is often cited as an example of a membae svith an
apparently weak capacity to co-ordinate, but teatavertheless highly-
effective at securing positive outcomes (Derlied)@ Sepos, 20053].
Sepos (2005a: 186) claims that although EU membimersas clearly
increased the pressure on governments to co-oedieffiectively, the
evidence linking organisational efficiency and ames at the European
level is weak, while Derlien (2000: 56) suggestd this Germany’s very
lack of a centralized policy co-ordinating functidhat has made it
apparently so successftl. By contrast, despite demonstrating a
considerable degree of administrative efficientyg UK is perceived as
being ineffective in this regard (Kassim, 2000a). 28Vhen considering
the role and significance of co-ordination, it mpiortant, therefore, to
link questions regarding effectiveness with the #ims and aims of the
member states (Wright, 1996: 164)¥urthermore, examining their co-
ordinational structures can assist us in undergtgnghy and to what
extent EU governments are successful in defendimigparomoting their

national interests (Kassim and Peters, 2001: 297).

% As Derlien characterises it, Germany ‘fails sustes/’ (2000).
“01t should be noted, however, that Derlien’s assess of Germany’'s lack of
effective central co-ordination is disputed. Indeedterson (forthcoming) contends
that the governments of Angela Merkel have seergmifisant centralisation of
European policy-making and coordination within tancellery, while the
Finance Ministry has increasingly superseded theei§io Ministry in terms of
influencing the overall direction of policy (seedgiter 6).
“I As he states later: “Merely to examine the maalying co-ordination is to
confuse the means and the outcomes.” (Wright, 1965}
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These questions are especially interesting andraetein the
context of the CFSP. For example, in all its intéoms with the EU,
Britain demonstrates a coordination ambition thakgy consistently
beyond that of other member states, and the CFShb igxception.
Indeed, Kassim (2000a: 22) highlights an apparestagox in its
approach to policy coordination. This lies in thenitast between its
administrative efficiency in formulating and implenting EU policy,
something many partner states — including Germarg Chapter 6) —
seek to emulate, and its perceived lack of sudresscuring its desired
outcomes at the European level. The roots of tichadomy lie in a
combination of “cultural scepticism” towards intagjon and the logic of
centralisation and unity of purpose that have lodigaracterised
Whitehall’'s bureaucratic and administrative arrangets (ibid: 50).
What cannot be denied, however, is Britain’s wijliess to commit both
time and resources to ensuring its positions agarlyl and coherently
articulated, something that is clearly in evideimchow it approaches the
CFSP. Moreover, and as will be discussed in Chapterit has

demonstrated considerable effectiveness in influgnCFSP policy.

While seeking to exercise influence is an aim bBaitish inputs,
whatever the policy area, it is vital in CFSP givenstatus as one of the
EU’s two leading foreign and security actors, atsl insistence that
member states remain in control of this arena. Tfarsexample, across
the network of working groups and committees thaimf the CFSP
infrastructure, the idea that Britain would not @av clear position on a
given issue is unthinkable. Moreover, and as walldiscussed, smaller
states often look to it for leadership. Similadythough Germany might
not be able to boast the same level of successliaypcoordination, it
too remains committed to exercising as much inibgeas it can within
the CFSP, and indeed has increased its coordinatobition in this
regard in recent years (see Chapter 6).

The importance of the coordination literature, &iere, lies in

what it tells us about how states approach the CH®RBs, while the
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analyses offered by Smith, Glarbo and others makeeat deal of the
impact of socialization on the generation of noraml the nature of
national preferences, they seem unable to answegubstion posed by
studies of member states’ coordination machineunt. ddnply, why do
states continue to invest so much in seeking foente outcomes if not
to achieve a set of nationally-held objectives, thbe they are to
promote or prevent a particular outcome? The arganteat will be
made here is that both Britain and Germany exkhét is an essentially
instrumental approach to the CFSP, even if thesevariations between
them, designed to achieve outcomes that refleat paeticular interests
and concerns. Consequently, while the CFSP prowddemsportant arena
in which to pursue and achieve these, such intemeshain anational
concern. Therefore, while constructivist conceite kocialization may
help us explain changes, for example, in nationabrclination structures
in terms of thehow of policy-making, thewhat remains very much a
national question, open to influence from a wha@ge of factors,
including geo-political concerns, domestic consatiens, etc. Member
states expend the time and resources they do dingew influence
outcomes because they see this as having an impaetms oftheir
national objectivesThis suggests that the power of the CFSP asra-nor
generating arena able to transform the interests identities of the
member states is not necessarily as clear-cut ah @md others argue,
and nor is the characterisation of the CFSP asramaafor problem-
solving rather than bargaining as straightforwadwaggested.

This can be seen in some of the literature whichmeres the
Council of Ministers, for example. In their detaileanalysis, Hayes-
Renshaw and Wallace have highlighted the likelihajdbargaining
occurring particularly over issues relating to beidgand expenditure
(2006: 209). This is not surprising given the pttdly very large
amounts of money at stake in other policy area® sascagriculture or
structural funds. However, in CFSP and particuld&§DP/CSDP, its

crisis management arm, questions of budgets andneipre have also
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been hugely problematic on occasion, with discussimuch more akin
to bargaining rather than the problem-solving apphothat Smith and
Helene Sjursen (e.g. 2005) see as characteristitisohirena. It is worth
mentioning two examples to illustrate this, both which will be
discussed in more detail laférThe first relates to a review conducted in
2006 into theAthenamechanism which administers common costs for
any CSDP operations with defence or military imgiicns (EEAS,
2010a). At the time in question, France was seetarigave intelligence
added to the list of items covered by automaticiyhich led to
significant concerns for Germany that this wouldamehe costs of
satellite imagery would also be included. Given ttithis would
potentially lead to the doubling of the then €60hrdget and because
common costs are paid by member states accordintheio Gross
National Income, not surprisingly Germany rejecésdunacceptable the
possibility that they would be expected to make thest significant

contribution.

The second example concerns the establishment eofndw
European External Action Service (EEAS). Againyessover costs have
caused tensions, particularly between Britain aedn@any. These have
been exacerbated, moreover, by the stances adspted 2010 by a
more overtly Euro-sceptical government in Londohug, for Britain one
of the most important issues has been to ensuteltbacreation of the
EEAS should remain “budget-neutral” as far as gaest i.e. that the
efficiency savings for what London characterises essentially a
reorganisation of the EU’s external representasbould balance any
other costs involved. However, this has led to icumg disagreements,
not least with Germany, which sees as obstructiomany of the
positions adopted subsequently by the UK towardpgsals designed to
facilitate the EEAS’ development. In both casesghming, trade-offs
and the sometimes hard-nosed pursuit of partiewddonal interests have
remained important components of how these state® ftonducted

2 See Chapters 5 and 6 respectively.
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business in the CFSP. Thus, when it comes to quessbf expenditure,
for example, however broad the consensus may bearonissue,

significant tensions can arise between states asnaequence of the
rationalist and often pragmatic approaches theg takorder to achieve
satisfactory outcomes. The policy co-ordinatioarhture thus highlights
that a consideration of the actual mechanics of s@ates make policy at
the national and supranational level can be rewgah terms of how

national interests are defined, articulated andysed. Most importantly,
it again throws doubt on analyses that pay insigfficattention to what is

happening at state level.

69



2.4 Problem 3: Why do member states seek to uplodbeir national
preferences to CFSP?

The literature on Europeanization also emphasises khe
‘national’ challenges the way constructivist asstions have been
applied in supranationalist analyses of the CFSndted earlier, when
seeking to understand the impact of the EU in thaext of the CFSP,
an alternative approach to the predominant top-dgamadigm of
Europeanization is required. Consequently, thieetspf the literature
demonstrates a much stronger emphasis on uploadhreyeby member
states seek on the one hand either to collectmiseutualise national
preferences and positions, or on the other to ptewmeportant areas of
national concern from coming under pressure attilm®pean level. As
we have seen, in this context we can identify cleaamples of
Europeanization in terms of organisational adapatior example in the
reorganisation of ministries of foreign affairs (M) to ensure they have
a European Correspondent. Indeed, in a number edfsthtes which
joined in the 2004 enlargement, organisational gbkarhas been
considerable. For example, K&jn(2011) notes that the internal
organisation of the Slovenian MFA “changed dranadiyt following
accession, with re-structuring designed to reftaet frameworks of the
EU both in terms of CFSP and its wider externaltrehs. Meanwhile, in
Poland, Pomorska (2011: 170) notes that adaptdtéminvolved de-
centralisation and greater information-sharinghie Polish MFA, as well
as the recognition that the EU needs “to be preffsmmughout its
structures and policies if Poland is to engagectffely both with the
CFSP and the EU more broadly.

However, a characterisation of Europeanization inis t
environment in terms of formal adaptation in reg@to pressures from
the supranational level is neither adequate norogpg@te to account for
what is actually taking place in the CFSP. Thia igolicy-making arena
that is dynamic and multi-directional, operates rmultiple levels and,
crucially, lacks a single, supranational policy repteneur or
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mechanisms to enforce decisions. Moreover, theirmang power of the
veto is more than just a symbolic nod towards gaeernmentalism. It
remains the clearest indicator that however stribvggcooperation, the
national cannot be ignored. Indeed, the nationadares very much a
core component of what is taking place in CFSP,\aadccan identify a
range of issue areas where Europeanization hasrredcuas a
consequence of the national projection — or uplupdi of policy
preferences by member states (e.g. Wong, 2005; B&mand Wright,
forthcoming). For example, Charillon and Wong (20thhte how many
of the EU positions on the Arab-Israeli disputegmrate in Paris and
London, while Daehnhardt (2011) highlights how Gany achieved a
change in wording in thduropean Security Strategyp talk about
“preventive” as opposed to “pre-emptive” engagemtmis ensuring the
use of military force would remain a last resorériaps the clearest
example of “negative” uploading is the continuirggusal of Cyprus to
allow discussion of any issue that it feels wouldlermine its position
vis-a-vis its ongoing dispute with Turkey. By iltuating that member
states view the CFSP as an important arena foptnsuit of national
interests, such examples challenge a supranasomaierpretation of the
CFSP and its transformative impact on states. TWwhde adaptation to
the demands placed on member states by partiaipatithe CFSP has
clearly occurred — as noted in terms of organisafistructures — this
cannot be equated to the convergence that a iseidnply Smith and
others.
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2.5 Problem 4: Why does the Capabilities-Expectatics Gap continue
to exist?

A fourth challenge to constructivist claims abdw CFSP can be
found in Christopher Hill's conceptualisation ofeth'‘Capabilities-
Expectations Gap’ (1993) in which he identifiedigngficant disparity
between the stated aims of the CFSP as first dahoirticle 11 of the
TEU,*” and actual policy outcomes. The crux of his oagjthesis is that
the EU’s ability to fulfil either its existing rotein the international
system or potential future ones match neither vis @xpectations nor
those of external third partié$.To illustrate this, he sought to categorize
the capabilities available to achieve the goaldmahe CFSP in terms of
resources, policy instruments, and the ability @nmber states to agree
policy (1993: 315). These would provide what héerdatermed a
“yardstick” against which progress could be measutiee purpose being
to highlight the problematic relationship within itepean foreign policy
between ends and means, where the former have risther clearly
defined nor agreed by the member states (1998: 18).

Hill's concept has since become one of the domipanadigms
in assessments of the CFSP, and has been utilizadany of the

subsequent critiques of the EU’s claims to intéoma actornes§®

“3 Article 11 (TEU) states: “The Union shall definedaimplement a common
foreign and security policy covering all areas afefgn and security policy.” Its
objectives include: safeguarding the common valuesmdamental interests,
independence and integrity of the Union; preservpeace and strengthening
international security; promoting international @peration; and developing and
consolidating democracy and the rule of law.
“ He saw the EU’s key roles in 1993 as: (i) stalnitizWestern Europe; (ii)
managing world trade; (iii) being the principal e®eiof the developed world in
relations with the nations of the South; and (imviding a second western voice in
international diplomacy. The future roles he belg the EU might, or might be
expected to, fulfil included: (i) replacing the US$ the global balance of power;
(i) acting as a regional pacifier; (iii) being aediator in conflicts; and (iv) and
acting as a bridge between rich and poor (1993:334).
> For example, Philip Gordon (1997: 75): “Those vitaal hoped in 1991 that the
EU's CFSP would be worthy of such a name...have bergely disappointed”
(1997: 75); Michael E Smith (2004: 190): “...the CF&8Parly has a mixed record
of successes and setbacks and thus did not livio uts promise...”; and Roy
Ginsberg (2001: 3): “...if one measures outcomes hsodgainst the overly
ambitious objectives of the CFSP negotiated in 19®lat Maastricht, the EU
clearly falls short of expectations.”
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These contend that the EU still lacks the abildyntount meaningful
responses to international crises, despite, fits& institutional and
processual reforms introduced in the 19b/2aty of Amsterdamfor
example, which created a set of permanent commtorsato develop,
implement, and sustain foreign policy initiativespst notably the office
of High Representative (see Chapter 4); or seciedi-ranco-British ‘St
Malo Declaration’ (see Chapter 5) that led to thevedopment of
ESDP/CSDP, which in turn equipped the EU with nestruments for
crisis management, and which “significantly upgdidehe EU’s
operational foreign policy capacity (Keukeleire avidcNaughtan, 2008:
165).

The reasons most commonly identified for this fajliby Hill in
his original thesis (1993: 318), and in many suhbseg analyses (e.g.
Menon, 2008; Toje, 2008a,b), lie in the nature etision-making within
the CFSP. This in turn reflects the determinatiormember states to
retain the maximum degree of control over policythis area. Thus,
while subsequent treaty reforms have sought todnire some degree of
flexibility into decision-making, in practice thisas remained consensual.
For exampleAmsterdanincluded provisions foconstructive abstention
designed to enable states to step back from acpkatidecision whilst
recognising that it committed the entire Union dherefore they could
not act to inhibit or prevent action based upo(Sinith, 2004: 2281°
The treaty also introduced some measure of qualajority voting on
the implementation of policy, if not the policiesetmselves. To date,
however, neither innovation has been utilised. Tksle the continuing
consensus-bias ensures the views of all membegsstaintinue to be
accommodated provided goals remain general, thee npoecise or
specific they become, the harder it is to ensureeagent, particularly
given the Council of Ministers’ lack of enforcememechanisms, or

indeed even formal recording of which states have have not

6 Where abstaining Member States represent more aharthird of votes in the
Council, the measure would not be adopted, how&reith, 2004: 228).
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implemented an agreed policy (Keukeleire and Magjdtan, 2008: 151).
The risk, therefore, is of lowest common denomingtdicies, while the
agile leadership that is so crucial for effectiviesis management, for
example, is sacrificed (Howorth, 2009: 18; see,didenon, 2008).

The crucial gap is therefore one between stateldatile aims
and what member states will actually permit. Irje€ojé (2008a)
argues that Hill's concept should now be reformaedads aConsensus
Expectations Gap’ to reflect the fact that, despitempts to upgrade the
resources and policy instruments available tdé,CFSP is essentially a
hostage to process. Identifying the need for cosise as the “single
most important factor” that has weakened Europeagign and security
policy (ibid: 122), he argues that the need fornuméty leads to an
inherent conservatism as member states “cherry-pidse issues where
consensus for action of whatever kind can be aeliewnd ignore the rest,
thereby ensuring that European policy agreed thrabhg CFSP remains

largely declaratory and uncontroversial (ibid: 1%2)

From a rationalist/realist perspective, these ditties are neither
surprising nor unexpected (Menon, 2008), and taist some of the
weaknesses in how constructivism has been appiiesipranationalist
analyses. Thus, even allowing for their similagti¢he member states
still represent 28 individual perspectives basedsometimes sharply
differing determinations of national interest, difhg capabilities and
resources, and, indeed, differing forms of involesin in the
international system. As noted earlier, these rafigen the historic
preparedness to intervene of Britain and Francethéo neutrality of
Ireland and Austri&® At the same time, they show us how the system of

decision-making has also at times fallen victim fiendamental

“"Tojé cites Darfur as an example of where the litgtib achieve a favourable
consensus (in this case due to French refusal)pgdnthe need for action. He
quotes one Commission official who stated thataswdifficult to imagine a more
suitable mission for the EU” (2008a: 135).
8 See Manners and Whitman (2000) for a detailedudion of this, particularly
pp. 266-268.
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differences between member states over the extentegration into the

foreign policy arena, the international role of tBd, and the nature and
purpose of any security identity it might seek ®velop (e.g. Kagan,
2004; Tojé, 2008b; Howorth, 2009). Indeed, argudbéymost important
dividing line in this context has been between ¢éhosho have

traditionally supported a ‘European’ agenda (ergnEe) and those who
adopt a more ‘Atlanticist’ stance (e.g. the UK, €ahand Eastern

European states).

The ‘Capabilities-Expectations Gap’ thesis does(aatl cannot)
in and of itself explain why member states choassupport, oppose or
refrain from actively pursuing particular policytams. It does, however,
highlight the point at which ideas and aspiratiomsst be transformed
into actionable policy if they are to be achievdthe fact that there
remains such a noticeable discrepancy between wvtloe ohce again
demands the question as to why. The presence ohdkienal’ provides
the most obvious and logical explanation, theret@iing into question
the extent to which CFSP has actually ‘transfornfemv member states

determine their interests and make and pursuegiomlicy choices.
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2.6 Problem 5: How important is socialization in understanding the
impact of the CFSP? Learning the lessons of COREPER

The final aspect of the critique provided here drdvom Jeffrey
Lewis’ extensive work on decision-making within tHéouncil of
Ministers (1998; 2000; 2005; 2010). Lewis’ reseahels examined the
processes of decision-making, concepts of idenatyd socialization,
with a particular focus on how senior officials Wodies such as
COREPER operate, interact and view their roles. td@st important
conclusions contest rationalist assumptions traw#rious formations of
the Council, and particular COREPER, should be ssesrenas for hard-
bargaining. Instead, he argues for a more nuancegrstanding that
sees communicative rationality and logics of appadpness between
participants as being of at least equal importat@einstrumental
rationality (1998: 480). This clearly supports soafghe constructivist-
based explanations for the process of integrapartjcularly the role of
socialization, and indeed Lewis sets out quitebeeétely to see whether
a “constructivist line of questioning” can add tdionalist assumptions
(2005: 938). His analysis of COREPER reveals thduton of a clear
style of interaction that is “rooted in a colleigulture” (ibid), based on
a “distinct culture of compromise” (1998: 479) dodns “an identifiable
‘nucleus of community” (2000: 261). However, ofuay importance is
the fact that this environment has not resultethendevelopment of an
“overarching supranational identity” on the part officials; rather,
members of COREPER talk in terms of possessingl“pegsonalities”
or being “Janus-faced” (2005: 939-40). More broadig highlights the
difficulty of characterising precisely what the @ail represents, being
neither *“a typical intergovernmental bargaining l¢éab[nor] a
Gemeinschaftbased on a European identity” (2010: 165). A brief
discussion of his studies of COREPER can therefomride useful

lessons in how we understand the CFSP.

COREPER serves as the unofficial hub of the collealecision-
making structures of the EU, bringing together tRermanent
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Representatives (or their Deputies) from all mengtates with the task
of preparing the agendas for the meetings of tHéerdnt Council
formations, as well as those for the European GCburnd
Intergovernmental Conferences (IGCs). Its imparganto the
management and accomplishment of Union businessotaie
overstated. It enjoys a “unique institutional \aay& point” within the EU
system (ibid: 945) and, with the exception of agjtioral issues which
are handled by the Special Committee for Agricalt(BCA), deals with
virtually all items on the Council agenda (Bosto2R02: 216). It should
be noted, though, that its relationship with thdittal Committee/PSC
has not been without tension and while COREPERNs®tthe formal
right to determine agenda items for the Foreignaiéf Council, in
practice it rarely interferes in what the PSC hgseed. However, in
general COREPER’s agenda-setting role, along wathumique position
as the “interface” between the Community and menskees, has been
central to its ability to accrualé factodecision-making authority” across
a large area of EU affairs since it was first elsthld (Lewis, 2000: 281,
261).

Lewis (ibid: 264) sees the process by which CORERBRsacts
business as critical to the Council’s performartsability to carry out
its tasks effectively is underpinned by three fextoFirst, its position
within the Council’s institutional architecture dahas it control the flow
of business by acting as a “collective bottleneghid: 263). Second, its
decision-making is governed by the principle ofledive responsibility
which gives members a stake in the successful ifumiog of the system
— engrenage— helping them solve problems and ensure the eaber
performance of the Council (ibid: 281). It is alsflected in the sense of
“dual-loyalty” noted above and in the preferencentgmbers to reach
accommodation with dissenters rather than forcingta (Bostock, 2002:
220). Finally and directly related to this, it ep$ a reputation for
making agreements that stick (Lewis, 2000: 281)nsequently, the

Permanent Representatives exercise considerabiealfaand informal
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influence over Council business through their erges and the advice
they offer. Taken together, these factors ensgie bpinions carry great
weight in domestic discussions (Bostock, 2002: 2IlMus, Lewis
emphasises their importance not only in how thevsiand interests of
member states are represented in Brussels, butiralbow these are
determined in the first place, with many PermanBepresentatives
playing an important role in the formulation of @yl in their national
capitals (2000: 266).

As noted, the environment in which COREPER ambassad
interact is central to how it processes Counciiress. With members all
facing the same “Janus-like” task of having to i results
domestically and collectively, the socializatioropess that takes place
within COREPER has created what Lewis considerssecdndary
allegiance” to the collective arena (ibid: 274). ieers of COREPER
spend more than 100 days per year together, mednatgnegotiation
becomes “a way of life” (ibid: 264). At the samend, the shared
recognition that decision-making is most effectiwehen done
collectively has created a context in which thenmoiof compromise and
consensus govern how COREPER functions, and whigpast the
belief that all will profit in the long-run (ibid268). Alongside these,
Lewis identifies three other critical “performangerms” or “methods of
community” which underpin COREPER'’s ability to fuion collectively
(ibid). These are diffuse reciprocity thick trust and mutual
responsivenes@bid: 268). Together, they make a virtue outha long-
term nature of members’ relationships by encougaggif-restraint in the
articulation and pursuit of national interests dieatives, promising
future recognition for acts of compromise (notatblg use of abstentions
rather than vetoes), and instilling a sense ofresthanutual purpose” that
helps in the building of consensus (ibid.). Thé&spansure that strength
of argument and power of persuasion matter — andigasome cases, be
an important “equalizer” between large and smaltest (ibid: 266). In
their analysis of COREPER, Hayes-Renshaw and Wal(2006: 80)
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also highlight the intense nature of the workingattenships, arguing
that they provide the Permanent Representatived wait in-depth
education into the needs and interests of theirspeaking them in turn

“predisposed” to finding solutions acceptable tarasy as possible.

To be sure, Lewis is not arguing that as a consespief these
intensive and continuous interactions, nationalergdgts are being
redefined or that divergent interests do not g2600: 274). What he is
suggesting, though, is that the manner in whichcpdb agreed — the
how — contradicts an instrumental notion based on -bardaining.
Decision-making is not driven by member states lguoe the basis of
narrowly-defined interests, and nor is it “unidiienal” (ibid: 262).
Rather, the effect of socialization means that meslwf COREPER
become “like-minded” and share a collective inteneshe success of the
system (ibid: 274). Central to this is a redefonti of self-interest,
enabling COREPER ambassadors to play a functidrighihalectical but
“not contradictory” (1998: 484). In a view that rams the case today

(see chapters 5 and 6), one official described toé as follows:

“We all understand that we must manage and co-tgéoa the long
term...[T]here is a confidence that | will deliveretijoods at home and
a confidence to deliver the goods collectively. lighfind a way to
synthesize the two.” (ibid.)

What is important to note is that this synthesiesdoot take place
at the expense of either the national or the s@i@mal. Rather, they
become “complexly intertwined”, with the Permandgpresentatives
having “operationalized the concept of ‘double-imgtt (2005: 967).
Thus, it is entirely possible to have two ostensdantradictory identities
co-existing, with national identities — and loya#i — remaining as
important as ever, but interpenetrated by a loyitihe European level
and this particular epistemic community (ibid). Shwhile constructions
of identity may not be driven purely by notionstbé national, nor are
they subsumed by the development of alternativegahces. What

Lewis is arguing is that something more complex érmerged from the
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interactions and socialization taking place in C®ER which may blur
boundaries, but is not necessarily as transformakicas a more
supranational interpretation might imply. As the@mts of German and
British officials in chapters 5 and 6 demonstratsjmilar judgement can
be made in how we understand the impact of soek#ba within CFSP.
It is a vital component in ‘oiling the machine’ décision-making, and
indeed many of the diplomats interviewed talk imte of ‘dual loyalties’
or of a commitment to reaching agreement. Howetles does not
diminish the importance of pursuing nationally-ged interests and
preferences. Rather, it provides a framework incWwhhis can be done —
the behaviour implied by participation in the CHSRvhat is needed to
ensure states can cooperate over the long termk@yénsight we can
take from Lewis, therefore, is that constructivipnovides a means of
understanding how states perform the process dfumg or defending
national interests. In other words, it enablesqusaly to develop a more
sophisticated understanding of ‘rationalist/reaksate activity in CFSP,
without assuming that the CFSP is transformingeeittow states behave,
or the interests and preferences they set out hiewae through their

behaviour.
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2.7 Conclusion

In their analysis of how constructivism can be &apko studies
of European integration, Christiansen al (1999) suggest that it can
help find a “middle ground” between the two poldsrationalist and
reflectivism. The discussion here has sought toatestnate two things.
First, constructivism can and does bring importansights and
conceptual tools to studies not only of the CFSR,db integration more
broadly. As Ginsberg (2001: 36-7) argues, the hsigt provides can
“‘complement and round-out” other explanations afisien-making. The
concepts it offers and the emphasis it places enrdie of ideas are
valuable, enriching how we think about cooperaaod what it means in
practice. However, the second point is the dangkrretegating
rationalist/realist understandings of interest fation and pursuit to the
periphery, as supranationalist interpretations tiatv on constructivism
in their analysis of CFSP seem to do. As usefihag are, constructivist
tools — such as socialization and logics of appab@ness — can only take
us so far. As this thesis will argue, the key ideaderpinning
supranationalist analyses of CFSP — i.e. that teng- co-operation in
this arena is resulting in a transformation notyanlhow member states
make foreign and security policy but in what thelentity as their
interests and preferences — is not borne out bipseicexamination of
their actual behaviour. The argument that willhtede in the rest of this
thesis, therefore, is that national interests rermaive and well, and
continue to act as a major element at all levetsiarall the negotiations
that lead ultimately to the policy outputs of CFSRy that extent,
therefore, it is necessary to escape this middiergt. The next chapter

suggests an approach to achieve this.
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Chapter 3: Research design and method

“Great powers are still subject to socializing ughce as members of a
system, but...maintain their status in the systelme to their
innovations in internal organization that allow theto fully develop
and exploit their capabilitie

(Cameron G. Thies, 2012: 33) (emphasis added)

3.1 Introduction

The previous chapters examined and critigued how
constructivism has been applied in supranationakgianations of the
effect of long-term co-operation in CFSP on membates. It is
important to re-iterate that this thesis is notngyto deny the insights
constructivism brings to the study of internationalations, or to argue
that there is no merit in applying it to the rargfequestions considered
in the study of the EU, including the CFSP. As hmen noted,
constructivism challenges scholars to think inetight ways about how
both states and institutional actors perceive tledres and their place in
the world; about questions of identity and the Bigance of ideas; and
about the emergence, development and spread adsvahd norms in the
range of institutional and institutionalised corgexhat constitute the
international “system”. As Roy Ginsberg (2001: 3fpgues — and as
chapter 1 sought to demonstrate — constructivisets‘gis to ask hard
guestions” about the common norms and values ttiatnhn CFSP, and
indeed European foreign policy more broadly. Whét thesis is seeking
to do, though, is to examine the efficacy of sorhéhe claims made in

the supranationalist theoretical approach to CFSP.

What is at issue is captured in the argument madieeaend of
the previous chapter that while constructivist-lbeaealyses of the CFSP
are important in explaining theow of policy- and decision-making — for
example, with the insights provided by the conadpocialization etc —
they are less convincing when considering\itiat— the outputs of that
process, and what these tell us about how membarssapproach and

engage with the CFSP. In particular, claims thaeraction and
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cooperation within the CFSP have led to a fundaatéransformation in

how member states define and pursue their natiom@rests are

problematic, as is the implication that in the eoitof the CFSP at least,
the ‘national’ has been relegated to a positiosemfondary importance.
Thus, the argument being made here is that an esdiom of the

policies member states pursue, the objectives tleedail, and the

processes states employ to achieve them, togedwealr that while

member states engage with one another in a mahaerstunderpinned
and facilitated by key norms including compromisensensus and
cooperation, their interaction with and within tipiglicy arena continues
to be driven by a broader range of factors. Thestude different

national interests; different national perspectisasand understandings
of the place of the CFSP in the international systand differing

expectations of and approaches to its utility inmie of achieving their
particular goals. In this sense, we must focus lon national as an
essential element in understanding the CFSP.

Two important points emerge from this. First, we seminded of
the value of incorporating rationalism into how wederstand national
systems of foreign policy-making and their outpu8g&cond, we must
also recognise that in the environment represelye@GFSP, there are a
number of loci from which norms emerge, not leastgovernmental and
especially foreign ministry structures of the membmtes themselves.
Thus, significant though Brussels is in the contekithe CFSP, it is
problematic to assign to it the role of dominanivey or shaper” of
norms and values across all areas of foreign pobsyis implied in
Smith’s analysis, for example. A renewed focus lo@ ‘hational’ thus
provides a useful starting point to test the ankiapf how constructivism
has been applied in supranationalist analyses dRCpresented in
Chapter 2.

The purpose of this chapter is to present the resdeamework
within which these arguments — and therefore thisque — can be

operationalised and tested. To do this, it is didithto two sections. The
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first sets out the research objectives of the ghescluding the central
research question and sub-questions it generatek,thee framework
within which these can be investigated. The secexplains how the
research has been conducted, discussing the ratiftovaa methodology
based on semi-structured elite interviews and dmjoiphical research,
within the context of a 2-country study of Germaawyd the United
Kingdom, and which incorporates two policy casedmss. These
examine efforts to prevent Iranian nuclear prosifem, and the

development of the new European External ActiorviSer
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3.2 Research framework and design
3.2.1 Central research question
The central research question of this thesis is:

Does constructivism as applied in supranationadislyses provide a
satisfactory framework through which to explain hamd why member
states interact with the CFSP in the manner thay ttio?

The research framework presented here seeks taeatisiw question by
focusing on the interaction of two member state&ermany and the
United Kingdom — with the CFSP. (The choice ofedais discussed in
the following section.) The argument that will baate is that as applied
in supranationalist analyses, constructivism daggrovide an adequate
explanation of how they interact with the CFSP beeasuch analyses
neglect or underestimate the extent to which thational’ is an
important — or even dominant — factor in how theyerstand and
approach policy-making.

The supranationalist claim as made by Smith, Glatoois that
notions of identity, and shared or common ideas\aides have grown
as a consequence of cooperation in the CFSP (armtatiecessor EPC)
to such an extent that a transformation has takesevithin these states
that goes to the very essence of how they viewnitrdd. The argument
that will be made here, however, is that while bstites view the CFSP
as a highly important — indeed essential — faatatheir foreign policy-
making, they continue to approach it in predomilyarglthough not
exclusively, instrumental terms. Meanwhile, the réegof transformation
that is implied is not borne out by closer examoratof how they go
about the policy-making process. Consequentlys isuggested instead
that more rationalist interpretations of interestnfation and how states
organise to pursue these remain important to ouwtenstanding of

member state activity in the CFSP.

This is not to exclude the application of constmist insights to
how we understand what is taking place or deny vadue of

constructivist thinking. Rather it is to recognideat supranationalist
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analyses privilege the European level over theonatilevel, and in
doing so mis-apply the tools constructivism canepff Thus, the
ideational definition that constructivist-based analyses @lam the
notion of what is ‘common’ in the CFSP is insuféint, as this implies a
greater or deeper sense of convergence among #iatess actually the
case. In other words, agreement over common pslieieerges from a
policy-making process that while intensive, sopbaed and norm- and
value-laden, especially in termslwdw member states interact, continues
to recognise, take account of, and ultimately beedr by, those same
member states’ national interests and preferencdsus, while
constructivist scholarship has legitimately calfed analysis to move
beyond the narrow theoretical debates within IRd grarticularly
understandings of the world that rest wholly onoralist or realist
assumptions, equally we cannot ignore the coniohuhese theoretical

approaches can continue to make to how we understate interactions.

In the foreign policy arena represented by the CH8Pmber
states, and especially Germany and the United Kimgdstill organise
for the exercise ohational power and influence, and not necessarily
always in support of a ‘European’ foreign policyajd=rom this premise,
and drawing particularly from the literatures origp coordination and
Europeanization, we can identify 4 important subksiions that will
provide the indicators to test these argumentssdhelate topolicy
coordination machineryconvergencenational policy projection;and

official discourse
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3.2.2 Research sub-questions and indicators

Question 1: Does a member state’s national poliekimy and
coordination machinery demonstrate the rationalljven pursuit of
national interests or preferences?

Given that it is being argued here that rationalideserves
greater attention in our analysis, it is legitima® ask what we
understand by rationality, particularly in the a®xit of policy-making
and the state. Clarke (1989: 45) argues that asnaeept rationality is
actually quite “ambiguous” given that it is ofteonfused or conflated
with ideas of what is the ‘right’ decision in a paumlar context. Better, he
suggests, that we consider it in the sense of ‘gmeful, analytical
decision-making” (ibid), which strips the conceptnormative or value-
based content in terms of what might have beenritig (or wrong)
course of action in a given situation. At the same, the notion of the
state as a unitary, rational actor has also beenstibject of frequent
criticism for its over-simplification (see, for exale, White, 1999).
Rather, if we are to better understand what is woay for example in
the context of foreign policy-making, it is necagsao “unravel”
domestic policy-making processes, as well as tatifje the key
decision-makers involved in these (White, 1999:. 42)is is important
when we consider what is arguably the most sigmficchallenge
modern governments face: how to manage the inhe@mplexity of
modern public policy administration, caused by #ém®rmous range of
issues to be addressed, the size of the admimnstrstructures required
to do so, and for EU member states, the addititmedl of complexity
that results from interaction at the Brussels lelrethis sense, therefore,
if we define rationality as purposeful, analyticdcision-making, an
important measure can be said to be how governnwgenise their
structures and processes to achieve this in resptanghe complexity

they face.

Ekengren and Sundelius (2004: 110) suggest thatnahtforeign
policy coordination in support of member stategalinterests is “still

very much in evidence”, even if the context witkwhich this is taking
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place is being transformed by the EU. Consequelitly, literature on
policy coordination by EU member states discussedhe previous
chapter provides useful insights into how we cankttabout the twin
questions of rationality and complexity in decisioaking in the context
of foreign policy. In particular, the studies bydsamet al. (2000, 2001)
reveal two key points in this regard. The firshmv EU member states
respond to the challenge of complexity, especiatiyterms of the
difficulty of achieving unity of policy and positioat both the domestic
and Brussels levels. Within any particular governirihere will be a
range of sometimes very different calculations diatvthe national
interest is, or what policy priorities should bepdeding on where the
question is posed. Thus, an official or ministétirgy in the Ministry of
Finance may have a very different perspective tairtipeer in the
Ministry of Agriculture or Ministry of Foreign Affias. Equally,
perspectives may vary depending on whether younsthe national
capital or in the Permanent Representation in Blasét the same time,
the impact of organisational and bureaucratic jslitparticular national
policy traditions, and even the methods by whicleiglen-making is
conducted — what Major (2005: 3) characterises histdrically-
embedded factors” — can all come into play. Theseégoint is that all
these essentially ‘internal’ or ‘national’ questsoanderpin the broader
fact that coordination is “one way of more effidignpursuing interests
in Brussels” (Kassim, Peters and Wright, 2000118short, why organise
in such a way if not to defend, promote and punsagonal interests?
Consequently, as an organised and rational set troictsres that
demonstrate a clear intent — or ambition — to a&hgarticular national
preferences, the coordination machinery that thmember states have
put in place in the context of the CFSP providesfiost indicator:

Indicator 1: if the constructivist analysis is vald, it should be
possible to detect a diminishing coordination ambibn among
member states in the context of the CFSP, which wibe reflected in
the extent and complexity of their policy coordinaion machinery.
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Question 2: Is there convergence in the structamas outputs of policy-
making that supports constructivist-based analyséshe impact of
CFSP?

One of the most important implications of how constivism has
been used in analysis of CFSP is that there wiltdrevergence among
member states not only in terms of the appropfateign policy action
to take in a given set of circumstances, but thahsactions will be
framed in terms of an increasingly shared undedstgnof the world and
their identity within that that is generated by tgapation in the CFSP.
An example of this, as discussed in the previoagptdr, could be efforts
at the EU-level to achieve a global moratorium loe death penalty. This
in turn is supported by a consensus among the mestdtes against this
practice and by the requirement placed on accessabes to agree to this
as one of the conditions of membership. The siggifce of this claim
should not be underestimated. Foreign and sequuitgy represent areas
of huge sensitivity for all member states, not tet®e two under
consideration here. As Major (2005: 183) has notledy are “directly

and insolubly linked” to the preservation of nagbaovereignty.

Debates over convergence have formed a major gatheo
broader literature on European integration, antiquaarly within studies
of Europeanization. For example, Méatyal. (1996: 8) have argued that
a “convergence process” is underway, whereby “commorms of
action” have developed that are beyond the coofraidividual member
states and yet have huge influence on how publicyactors behave.
Similarly, Wessels and Rometsch (1996: 239) offerthaory of
“institutional fusion” that assumes that the intti@n between national
and supranational actors at EU level will result mutual
interdependence and eventually the convergence efmbar states
around an “optimal” approach to reacting and adayptid the institutional
set up of the Union. In the context of the CFSP,n@/¢2005: 149)
suggests that one of the ways Europeanization eamberstood is as “a

process of foreign policy convergence”.
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In terms of institutional convergence at the nalolevel, this
hypothesis has been strongly disputed, howeversiKag2000b: 253)
cites March and Olsen’s argument that institutibase a “preservative
tendency”, Jordan (2003: 264) describes nationamimidtrative
structures as being “relatively resilient”, whil@illBier and Burch (1998:
603), again citing Olsen, posit that diversity iational administration
co-exists with increasing political integration, dathere is no over-
arching principle of European organisatfSihis argument is echoed by
Laffan (2007: 133) who notes the “differential ingfaof the EU on
national core executives, and by Harmsen (1999)him study of
Europeanization in the French and Dutch adminisinat Although
accepting, for example, that a Europeanization oétional
administrations may be taking place in terms ofdhemat increase in the
range and frequency of contacts between nationdl supranational
levels, and that some diffusion of common norms ip@yccurring, he
sees no link to any systematic process of domastig¢utional change
(1999: 84). Indeed, he claims that far from dintimg, distinctive
characteristics in national administrations persishd there is an
“intractable logic of differentiation” between meastbstates (ibid: 106).
Similarly, Cowleset al (2001: 232, 236) see convergence as “largely
confined” to policy and that Europeanization doest mause the

“homogenization” of domestic structures.

If convergence is contested within national polggking
structures, the question then is whether convem@fionember states
around policy can be identified within CFSP. We tiaink about this in
two levels: in terms of the overall response of rbemstates to the
demands of the CFSP, reflected in how they orgaarst coordinate
policy; and the more specific issues facing theriponent parts’ of that

response — i.e. the ministries involved. Obviousfch time member

4 See March, J and Olsen, J P (198Rediscovering Institutions: The
Organizational Basis of PoliticeNew York: Free Press) and Johan P. Olsen in B.
Steunenberg and F. van Vught (ed®litical Institutions and Public Poligy
Kluwer, 1997.
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states have agreed on a CFSP policy, be it a @tichiay joint action, etc,
the consensus supporting this represents a coma@ga this specific
case. What is of interest here is whether somethdegper and
ideationally driven is at work, as the construdivanalysis contends.

Once again, the coordination literature is instugcin this regard.
In his study of French policy coordination, Men@®@1: 75) argues that
France’s approach to the EU is based on the nofidhe predominance
of member states, and consequently effective covatidon serves as a
bulwark against encroachment from supranationditut®ns, from the
sub-national level, or from alternative policy apgpeches promoted by
fellow member states that threaten its particutatiom of “'Etat”. This
can be seen, for example, in long-standing Frempgosition to “Anglo-
Saxon” economic models and practices. In the Freaske, therefore, its
institutional adaptation can be said to have foddwa “broadly
preservative” path, contradicting the convergeheaties outlined above
(ibid: 105). Equally, however, although the Fremgiproach is defensive
and perhaps also resistant, it can also be sesumpfmort the promotion of
a clear set oFrenchpreferences and interests — not the least of wikich
French national sovereignty. Similarly, in Britaithe system for
coordination is also highly-centralised, broad amderently defensive,
and is equally focused on the protection of natioméerests and
sovereignty (Kassim, 2000a: 26). Britain’s co-oation ambition is
explicit and well-defined, aiming at “the overalésring of policy” (ibid:
23), and being almost “uniquely concerned” with fiié spectrum of EU
action and policy (Kassim, 2000b: 256). In bothesaghis suggests that
convergence on a particular policy issue will otdke place where a
clear benefit has been identified, pursued andfompted, with the

policy coordination machinery designed to undethis process.

At the same time, and repeating the earlier pbiat governments
are not unitary actors, we also need to considesignificant role played
by individual departments. Jordan (2003: 263) hmapteasised this in his

analysis of the Europeanization of policy and jpadiin member states,
91



describing government ministries in general asdé&ieeply implicated”

as they are the “main channel of communicationiMeen the EU and
national level. At the same time, as Smith (193X )Inotes, they are not
“blank sheets” but rather “[tlhrough their historgstitutional biases and
cultures, departments have long term policy preiegs.” For Jordan
(2003: 264), therefore, to understand the effedhefEU at the national
level requires us to examine the “cultural softWwacé individual

ministries — their organisational culture, valueperating or taken-for-
granted assumptions and dominant beliefs (ibid).26@nsequently, if a
transformation of national structures is takingcplait is here that
Europeanization should be detectable (ibid: 268). dur purposes, and
while reiterating the point that Europeanizatioma synonymous with
convergence, if the ideational transformation t8&SP is assumed to
have caused has taken place, it is reasonablestonasthat it should be
identifiable within the structures, outputs andtard of governments
more broadly and foreign ministries specificallyhefefore, the second

indicator is as follows:

Indicator 2: if constructivist-based analyses are alid, it should be
possible to identify a clear convergence in how merar states
organise their foreign policy structures and the pbicies they pursue
within the CFSP.
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Question 3: why do member states seek to projeeitr thational
preferences to the CFSP?

Wong (2005: 146) has argued that the CFSP todanisssential
component” of how member states formulate thekifpr policy, a point
with which many of those interviewed for this studgncur. That the
states view it as an arena within which to pursatonal preferences or
interests is demonstrated most clearly by theioreffto project — or
‘upload’ (e.g. Borzel, 2002) — these to the EU lelredeed, as discussed
in the previous chapter, this idea of projectionntigmber states is a key
element of the sub-section of Europeanizationdttee that deals with
the CFSP and for which the conventional wisdom ref ttop-down’

analysis is difficult to apply (e.g. Major, 2005).

Wong's analysis is instructive as although he iguerg that
Europeanization in the context of the CFSP is hesterstood as “a
process of foreign policy convergence”, he is atkear that it can be
seen as well as national policy “amplified as EUiqy® (ibid: 149).
Thus, the national projection of particular nationqaeferences and
interests, particularly by the larger member statbgch can command
greater resources, means than any convergenceegotiated”, with
Europeanization a “bi-directional process” (ibidl]). At the same time,
Wong and Hill (2011: 3) note that “persistent nagibforeign policies”
operate alongside and “sometimes at variance \kth'foreign policies.
For example, member states may engage with ea@r oththe CFSP
from an ‘Atlanticist or ‘Europeanist’ perspectiveand with the
particularities of their own national strategictoué (for example, their
views on the use of force or their role in the wprinforming their
perspectives on a particular situation (Major, 20@83). All these
factors feed into both what they seek to projedh®EU level, and how

they respond when others seek to do so.

This poses a challenge first to contentions tharethis a
reconfiguring of national interests and preferentewards a more

‘European’ construction of interest, and second $hiah interests cannot
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be seen as exogenous to the strategic diploma#aitions taking place
within the CFSP, as Ginsberg (2001: 37) has arglibd. states being
considered here both have long-standing interasisr@lationships that
exist outside or beyond the EU (and they are nohalin this).

Consequently, while cooperation in the CFSP cleaanfyacts on member
states, this cannot be judged solely in terms eir tteaction to the EU
level. Rather, we are reminded that, as Wong (2083) states, this is an
environment in which states are “pro-active” andkseo utilise or

instrumentalise the CFSP to achieve particularaugs, that may in turn
be influenced by other exogenous factors. Thuslewhmay represent a
“collective endeavour” (Hill and Wallace, 1996: 6phe CFSP is an
endeavour in which anyone of the 27 can in theaty as a policy

entrepreneur, advocating, promoting or even blagkimparticular course
of action. As Major (2005: 183) reminds us, staasain the main actors

in European foreign and security policy.

Constructivism suggests that socialization andetmergence of
logics of appropriateness change not only the roléke game to ensure
they support the collective endeavour, but also hbe participants
define their own interests within that. What thderature on
Europeanization in the CFSP suggests, though, as iember states
continue to approach the CFSP in rationalist, umségntal terms, as
indicated by their continuing efforts to projectripaular interests or
preferences. No single member state, however palverdn force the
other 26 to adopt or acquiesce in its favoured smuof action.
Consequently, their ability to do this rests onréay how to play the
game to best effect, including how they marshair ttesources, practice
their diplomacy, present their arguments etc. Tlassimportant as the
culture of compromise and consultation which chizrége the CFSP are,
the fact that states respect and abide by theseotautomatically be
equated to a deeper level of change or transfoomatRather, these
define the parameters under which all states nestate.
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Indicator 3: if the constructivist-based analysis 6 CFSP is valid, a
transformation of how states view the world, includhg a
reconstruction of their national interests towards a common
‘European’ interest, should be clearly identifiablein what they seek
to project to the European level.

Question 4: does the language and discourse emglbyenember state
governments and officials in the context of the E&flect ‘European’
conceptions of interest and identity?

The final sub-question focuses on the language discburse
used by the officials actually involved in the pees of policy- and
decision-making in national capitals and Brussals] in the official
statements and documents produced by the goverartteyt represent.
The primary responsibility of national officials g carry out the policy
of their government. For example, paragraph 2 & British Civil
Service Code(Civil Service, 2010) declares that the Civil Seev
“supports the Government of the day in developingd anplementing its
policies”. However, as the earlier discussion ok thterature on
socialization indicates, many national officialsydaparticularly those
operating predominantly in Brussels, develop seapndor parallel
loyalties to the committee or working group theyrtiggpate in (the
implications of this are discussed in more detaithe next chapter). A
commitment to the successful functioning of thesdties is clearly
essential if they are to produce agreement acrosseinber states, as are
the norms that underpin their cooperation (inclgdieciprocity, thick
trust, mutual responsiveness and a commitmentreertsus as outlined
above). That officials recognise themselves asqssasg an institutional
or group loyalty that exists alongside that asgsediawith their being
national representatives seems clear. The quedtiongh, is whether
this additional loyalty and the commitment of offfils to the successful
functioning of their committee or working group sugedes or even
supplants their commitment to supporting, promotioig defending

national objectives. This seems far less certain.
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The way that constructivism has been applied tdyaea of the
CFSP suggests that the development of these aualitadlegiances is
part of a broader process of change. As a consequanthe continued
and continuous interactions throughout the strestaihat embody CFSP,
officials and the member states they representnfegoe both national
interest and identity. To paraphrase John Sea#l@5)1 they reconstruct
their social reality, creating new ‘social facteat emphasise shared or
collective understandings, interests and identitycty, in the context of
the CFSP, place the emphasis on the ‘European’passed to the
national. Such change can be expected to manigedt in a number of
ways, but perhaps most visibly in the discourse leyaga by member
states in ministerial speeches, official policy woents, Council
Conclusions and other declarations. Perhaps moeeesting, though, is
the discourse and language used by officials imonak capitals and in
Brussels. It is reasonable to assume two thingst, fihat a process of
gradual change reflecting this ‘reconstruction’ Iwhle detectable in
official documents when examined over an extend&dg of time; and
second, that this will also be indicated in howiaidils talk about the

national foreign policy in the context of the CFSRerefore:

Indicator 4: if the constructivist-based analysis $ valid, it will be
possible to identify a clear change in the how menalp states and
their officials talk about national identity and interest in the context
of the CFSP.
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The indicators are summarisedTliable 1 below:

INDICATOR ASSUMPTION BASED | ASSUMPTION BASED
ON CONSTRUCTIVIST - ON

BASED ANALYSIS RATIONALIST

ANALYSIS
COMPLEXITY OF Likely to be lesg Likely to remain
POLICY complex reflecting a more complex fof
COORDINATION decreasing coordinationstates  that  stil
MACHINERY ambition. approach the CFSP
in instrumental

terms.

CONVERGENCE IN
FOREIGN POLICY
STRUCTURES AND
OUTPUTS

Convergence likely to Some convergence in

be visible in the policy
priorities of the
member states.

structures
representing th¢
functional
requirements of the
CFSP, but output
will remain mixed
depending on hoy

\1%4

D

=

the member state
views them.
PROJECTION OF Should represent @Will  support a
INTERESTS AND ‘European’ rather thapnational preference,
PREFERENCES a national objective. even if presented in
‘European’ terms.
CHANGE IN Visible in  official | Language and
NATIONAL statements anddiscourse will reflect
DISCOURSE speeches, policythe ‘national’ as wel
documents, andas the ‘European),
individual comments by particularly by
officials individuals
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3.3 Research methodology

A qualitative research methodology is employed his tstudy
involving a comparative study of how Germany aral thnited Kingdom
interact with the CFSP. Incorporated within thi® dwo policy case
studies. These focus on the role of both statésardevelopment of the
EU’s policy response to Iran’s nuclear programnmel, #heir involvement
in the establishment of the new European ExterraloA Service. As
Bryman (2004: 27) has noted, a case study is bothesearch
methodology and a research design, and therefop@éres a range of
additional methods to support data collection. Eha® provided by the
use of content analysis of official documents, estants, declarations
and speeches; and elite interviewing. This seqgti@sents the rationale
for adopting this approach, discussing each chaitern.

3.3.1 Employing case studies, expert interviewscment analysis

The use of case study-based research is commom thin social
sciences and is most frequently associated witHitgtiee research,
although it is important to note that they are axod should not be seen as
synonymous (e.g. Bryman, 2004: 49; Lewis, 2003. &) a research
methodology, the case study approach was initiddyeloped to “study
historical experience” in a manner that would gateer‘useful generic
knowledge” about foreign policy problems (Georgel @ennett, 2005:
67). The case study allows the researcher to fonube investigation of
a particular context — for example, a process gamisation — and at the
same time incorporate a “multiplicity of perspeesv (Lewis, 2003: 52).
These can be drawn from a range of data collectiethods, or from
multiple accounts, but crucially they are appraeria situations, such as
the decision-making process underpinning a padictibreign policy
action, where a single perspective is unable teideoa sufficiently full

account or explanation of what is being researched.
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The potential for richness and depth in terms & data they
generate allows the researcher to identify caudationships, but within
the broader context. Within the CFSP, for examptegenables a
determination not only of what happened (e.g. atiqdar policy
outcome), but how and why (e.g. the perspectiveshef different
national officials involved, the level at which adilsion was reached, etc).
The answers that emerge can then be compared t@xjpectations
generated by the theoretical approach adoptecktinegearch design.

As with any research strategy, there are both adgas and
limitations. George and Bennett (2005: 31) arguat tbase studies
involve an inevitable trade-off between theoreticalrsimony,
explanatory richness and keeping the number ofscasnageable. In
addition, case studies also raise concerns ovenpal bias in selection.
These risks can be mitigated through transparehapalysis and the use
of triangulation which prevents the researcheringlyon one particular
data source by allowing the cross-checking of figdi (Bryman, 2004:
275). In the context of this research, this islf@ted by combining the
transcripts from elite interviews with content as of official
documents, statements, declarations and speeches.

Elite or expert interviewing enables the researdbeconduct a
“detailed investigation” of the interviewee's pemsb perspective,
provides “in-depth understanding of the personaltext within which
the research phenomenon is located” and detaileerage of the subject
(Lewis, 2003: 58). As Bryman (2004: 320) notes, litpave, semi-
structured (as opposed to structured) intervievaag generate rich and
detailed answers. Moreover, such interviews areuahnbetter way to
consider “complex systems, processes or experiefloewis, 2003: 58),
such as those pertaining to government policy-ngakifihey are
particularly useful for researching activities thatcur “behind closed
doors” as they can provide “immense amounts ofrmédion” that is not
available from official documents or media sourieleker, 2003: 208).

While Dexter (2006: 18) has questioned the efficatyhe term elite
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with its “connotations of superiority”, he goes tonadmit his inability to
find a satisfactory alternative term. For Lillik€2003: 207), elites are
defined as those “with close proximity to powerpolicymaking”. In the
context of this research, this is an appropriat@ t® employ.

A total of thirty eight interviews were conductedtlween April

2010 and May 2012. These included interviews witficials in the
Foreign Ministries in London and Berlin, includirgirrent and former
European Correspondents; with representatives gir tPermanent
Representations in Brussels, including delegatéset®SC and a number
of the working groups that support it; and with icg#ls in the
Secretariat-General of the Council of Ministers,e thEuropean
Commission and the European External Action Servigdditional
interviews were conducted with representativesrahEe and Sweden to
assist in the process of corroboration. Severabdew& and policy
experts in the field were also interviewed, as warenumber of
politicians, including two MEPs with a particulantérest in foreign
policy. The majority of these interviews were retad and transcribed,
enabling detailed content analysis. On six occastbr interviews were
not recorded either at the request of the individeacerned or due to
the security arrangements in place at the institutvhere the individual
worked. In these cases, detailed notes were takengdthe interviews

and were written up immediately afterwards.

The elite interviews both support and are suppobgdontent
analysis as noted. An extensive range of primad/setondary sources
has been analysed for this study. Primary soumelside speeches by
Heads of State or Government, Foreign Ministers atiter junior
ministers within each state’s MFA; official goverant documents,
reports and statements; Council Conclusions anderot@ouncil
statements and declarations; reports to nationaiaReents and the
European Parliament; and reports, statements ahdr atocuments
produced by the European Commission and Europeaerriat Action

Service. Secondary sources include a wide range acddemic
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publications, reports and briefings produced bykhanks and research
institutes, and media outputs including newspapicies and television
and radio reporting. These relate to the broad earfgtheoretical and
conceptual questions pertaining to the study ofGR&P itself, and the
national foreign and security policy and policy-rnmakof the countries in

question.

3.3.2 The country studies

The member states chosen for this project are Ggrraad the
United Kingdom which, as Keukeleire and MacNaughtaf08: 124)
amongst others have noted, play a “special roleElinforeign policy —
although this should not be taken to mean thatrattees do not also
make significant contributions to the CFSP. Badin ceasonably claim
to be central to the EU’s foreign and security plas they possess the
greatest ability to project power and pursue di@oynat the global level
and, as well as being leading EU states, are atportant members of
NATO. Alongside this, Britain is also a permanergmber of the UN
Security Council, while at the time of writing Geany has just
completed a two-year term on this body. At the saime, they share
both significant exposure to but also the abildyréspond robustly to
common security threats caused, for example, hpmagneighbourhood
crises, terrorism, energy security etc. Each cartineately argue that
they are vital to the successful development angldmentation of a

foreign and security policy at the EU level.

Alongside this, each state also represents a diftexxperience of
the EU and European integration. As will be disedssn Chapter 5,
despite having an often troubled relationship wadpects of the EU,
Britain’s status as one of Europe’s two leadingitary powers makes it
essential if EU diplomacy is to have recourse tsemobust instruments,
particularly in the context of ESDP/CSDP missioNreover, as the
Anglo-French St Malo initiative and subsequent dgwaents have
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shown, CFSP and ESDP/CSDP are areas where theshBiiitave

deliberately sought to exercise a degree of lehgethat has not been
possible in other policy areas. Obviously, and dkhe discussed, no
secret has been made of Britain’'s determination etesure that
developments in the CFSP and particularly ESDP/CSIEP not

undermine NATO'’s status as the primary institutiorcEurope’s defence
architecture. Equally, it also indicates a recagnibn the part of the UK
that the EU can be an important force-multiplietha achievement of its

own foreign policy goals.

Germany (see Chapter 6) is arguably the more stiage of the
two states under consideration. Following the ehthe Second World
War, it has sought to re-integrate itself into thiernational community,
most notably under the auspices of the EU and NATOcould
reasonably be claimed that its development couldsden to fit most
closely within a constructivist framework, with pest-war identity lying
very much within the process of European integraspecifically, and
multilateralist engagement more broadly. Howevarges unification in
1990, and particularly under the chancellorshigGefrhard Schroder, it
has demonstrated a willingness to become moretagser its foreign
policy, even deploying troops overseas for the firse since 1945. Thus,
although highlighting a close identification betweeational and
collective European interests, and apparently sessitive over national
sovereignty than Britain, interesting questions mgaefrom how it
interacts with the CFSP.

Overall, although similar in many respects, bothtest bring a
unique set of historical experiences and perspestizlong with different
organisational and administrative systems and tsires. As Carlnaes
(1992: 267) has argued, while states may demoastnainy analogous
characteristics, “they are nevertheless always titated by different
real-world structures” (italics in original). In s, these states are

similar enough in a range of ways to make a conmparaxercise of
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great interest. Equally, they are different enouwghhope that such a

comparison will generate some useful conclusions.

3.3.3 The policy case studies

The two policy case studies selected for this thase the EU’s
response to the Iranian nuclear programme, anedtablishment of the
European External Action Service, with the roleeath state the main
focus of interest in each. The cases were amongrder of policy areas
identified at the start of the research as of pakmterest, and emerged
during the course of the interviews as being paldity relevant. In each
case, both states have demonstrated a close intefesv the policy has
developed and a determination to influence thenalte outcome. At the
same time, the cases illustrate different aspectseoCFSP as a whole,
with the Iranian nuclear programme representing @om security
dilemma for member states, while the EEAS presemtdroader
institutional challenge in terms of the long-terrivedtion of policy-
making in the CFSP, and encompassing a range fefreliices over the
strategic direction of EU foreign policy. They tbfare provide two
useful lenses through which to consider the cemésgarch question. In
particular, within the research framework set duivee we can consider
how they articulated their national interest instkbntext, the extent to
which they were successful in projecting this te European level, and
how they have sought to instrumentalise the CFSRteve nationally-

based goals. (A detailed background for each igigea in Chapter 7.)
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Chapter 4: Equivocation, Circumvention
and Accommodation? The CFSP in
Historical and Organisational Perspective

“[R]espect for national sovereignty and the collexteffectiveness of
the Union...do not necessarily go together. Flestipilihard core,
constructive abstention, leadership, enhanced catipe, Foreign
Minister: all are ways for states to try to equiats; circumvent and
accommodate the principle of the veto, while rafgstategorically to
take the plunge towards a merging of sovereighty...

(Gnesotto, 2004: 20)

4.1 Introduction

The question being posed by this thesis is wheatbestructivism
provides a satisfactory framework through whichutmerstand how and
why member states interact in the way that theydb the CFSP. The
central argument is that while constructivist asafy provide important
insights into thehow of policy- and decision-making within the CFSP
context, they are less useful when consideringvthat particularly in
terms of outcomes. Moreover, constructivist-baseguraents of a
transformation in how member states define andyautkeir national
interests are contradicted by the evidence of theigoing efforts at both
the national and Brussels levels to influence tleep-making process in
order to achieve outcomes that, although set wihiBuropean’ context
or rubric, demonstrate rationalist and instrumesttainderstandings of
the CFSP and its place in their national foreighcgacalculations. This
reminds us that the CFSP is a supplementary stejciiting atop robust
national institutions. It does not replace or supplant ¢hbat is better
understood as an institutional umbrella within vihig wide range of
national institutional actors can interact. As a&qursor to the more
detailed studies of Britain and Germany, it is ¢fere useful to look at
how CFSP has evolved historically and organisatigria highlight the

impact the member states have had — and continu@vie®— on it.
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In many ways, and as the Gnesotto quote above sisygbe
history of foreign and security policy cooperatigithin the EU has been
characterised — and arguably overshadowed — bgdhgnuous tension
between the national sovereignty of the membeestan the one hand,
and on the other their efforts to harness the piateof the EU and its
structures to act for their individual and colleetibenefit. Missiroli
(2007: 9) characterises this tension in terms of‘iatrinsic dualism”
between the Community and intergovernmental aspafctsreign and
security cooperation. This is a useful descripasrit reminds us that for
much of its existence, the CFSP has been quitbataliely placed at an
institutional arm’s length from the EU’'s Communiggructures. This
reflects, as noted in Chapter 1, the desire ohtbee integration-minded
states that its ‘intergovernmentalism’ would nduti the integration that
had already taken place, and the equal determmaifotheir more
sovereignty-minded partners that foreign and sgcpolicy would not
be communitarised. This notwithstanding, the otside of this coin is
the story of the effectiveness — some might préferemphasise the
ineffectiveness — of CFSP outputs, which is intrigatelated to the
structures created by the member states to sutty@articooperation.

Unsurprisingly, this idea of dualism underpins thiele-ranging
and on-going academic debates on the CFSP. Thedakamng place in a
broad and ever-growing body of literature concernedth its
development, structures and institutionalisatiaslicy-making processes,
and policies and outputs, and ultimately its effestess and efficiency.
Of particular interest here, and as noted in Chaptés the considerable
debate over the usefulness or adequacy of the pbnad
intergovernmentalism to explain the policy- and isien-making
processes at work within the CFSP, the instituli@reangements that
have developed and evolved to service and managend the
relationships between the actors engaging undeaugpices. Jorgensen
(1997), Galloway (1999), Duke and Vanhoonacker @0O@mongst

others all argue that while the term ‘intergovernta€ may be a
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technically accurate description of the formaltitnsonal reality of the
CFSP, particularly as expressed through the Treatfuropean Union
(1991) and its subsequent augmentations at Amste(@897) and Nice
(2000), and most recently through the 2008 Treétyisbon, the term no
longer captures the reality of the processes atadactions taking place
within the CFSP? Equally, however, it cannot be argued that the EFS
has become an extension of the supranationalidezigsoand institutions
that represent the Community component of the EuUt B neither
intergovernmental, nor supranational, what doe<Cth8P represent, and
more importantly what does this tell us about htw thember states

interact and engage with it?

Howorth and Le Gloannec suggest that characteridimg
development of the CFSP in terms of a continuouspatdition between
intergovernmentalism and supranationalism is nefuls Instead, they
counsel that it is more productive to considend &s relationship to the
Community institutions and instruments upon whichas so often relied
in terms of finding “the most practical way to makeem work in
harmony” (2007: 32). There is much to be said fos,tparticularly in
terms of understanding the many and varied change®reign and
security cooperation since it first began under ERE the subsequent
discussion will show, CFSP has certainly come & laray from the
“informal gentlemen’s agreement” represented by EB@ith, 2004: 11).
However, it should also be noted that while thisaby division may be
limiting and restrictive in academic terms, it epsalates to a
considerable extent how tmeember states and their representatives —
view the development of the CFSP, as well as theiticipation in it, as
will be shown in the country studies.

From the perspective of this thesis, though, inmgerof
understanding the relationship between the CFSRhenthember states,
Nuttall’'s description of it as a “halfway house™O@: 275) provides the

* Galloway (1999: 226) contends that the term i&at “misleading”
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most useful starting point. Such a characterisat@rables us to
understand the CFSP as a policy environment tl@atsion many of the
structures, processes and behavioural norms tleatclzeracteristic of
other, communitarised policy areas — for exampke working groups
and preparatory committees, behavioural norms usft tand reciprocity
etc — whilst retaining important features that upde the continuing
dominance of the member states, not the least afhwik the power of
the veto. This reminds us that whatever changes kaken place, the
sine qua nonof policy-making within the CFSP is that it remsin
“predicated on national control” (Tonra, 2000: 143)his chapter
discusses this from two standpoints. First a hisibperspective tracks
the development of foreign and security policy crapion from the
establishment of EPC through to the creation of GR&SP in the 1991
TEU and its augmentation in subsequent treaties. Setond develops
some of the issues this raises by examining in ndetail some of the
key organisational and institutional developmentgth particular
reference to the concept of ‘Brusselisation’, fiesticulated by Allen
(1998). Taken together, these allow us to map lo&itGFSP’s evolving
relationship with the member states, and so cou#dise the subsequent
argument that German and British interactions withare based on
rationalist and instrumentalist calculations thhaltenge constructivist

assumptions about the impact of cooperation.
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4.2 The development of the CFSP in historical perspecte

Glarbo (1999: 634) contends that the realist/ratiish argument
that foreign policy cooperation in the EU has bemmd remains
intergovernmental in character lies in the insioioal framework created
for it by the member states. This framework wasalty constructed in
the 1991 Treaty on European Union (TEU) which fditynastablished
the CFSP, was amended and augmented at Amsterd@®&w) (@nd Nice
(2000), and substantially revised and upgradedébylteaty of Lisbon in
2008. Certainly, it can be argued that the TEU anlsequent treaties
have embedded certain intergovernmental featusicplarly through
the ‘pillar system’. However, it is equally fair tsay that they also
created the space for the formalisation and sthemgbg of institutions
and processes that have diluted these, some ofhwirst emerged
during the pre-CFSP era of European Political Ceattpen (EPC) in the
1970s and 80s. A useful starting point, therefaseto trace the
development of the CFSP from its origins in EPCotigh these key
treaty changes.

4.2.1 European Political Cooperation (1970-1991)

European Political Cooperation (EPC) was launchabbwing
the 1970Luxembourg Repartestablishing for the first time a political
track running parallel to — but crucially remainisgparate from — the on-
going economic cooperation between the then six loeeratates of the
EEC. In the two decades of its existence, EPC deeel from Smith’s
“informal, intergovernmental gentlemen’s agreementd what Wallace
(1978) described as an “accepted and indispensalsi@éct of member
states’ national foreign policies. Indeed, in 198duglas Hurd, then a
Minister of State at the Foreign and Commonwealtfic® in London,
stated that “in some areas of diplomacy our polgyormed wholly

within a European context; and in no area is theogean influence
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completely absent” (1981: 383)Cooperation — or at least “the attempt
to achieve it” — was thus a key driver of natiopalicy (Hurd, 1994:
421).

At the time of its establishment expectations fog success of
EPC were not high, however. Previous attemptdbyrtember states in
the 1950s and 60s to coordinate their politicabpgosed to economic
relations through th&uropean Political Communitgnd Fouchet Plans
had foundered as a consequence of disagreementshevémeans and
ends” of foreign policy cooperation, and thus ig&e surrounded by a
“legacy of failure” (Smith, 2004: 2). Moreover, EMaced a host of
problems, both internal and external, not leastl|#o& of institutional
support and the “entrenched” foreign policy tramhis of the member
states themselves, along with Cold War tensionstjlig from the USA
and the challenge of producing a meaningful respanghe situation in
the Middle East. Together, these lead Smith toadedhat by rights it
“should never have left the planning stage” (ibidjowever, it is within
these problems that both EPC’s rationale and thesore for its

unanticipated success can be discerned.

The primary objective of the member states in angaEPC was
the achievement of important internal rather thatermal goals — a
theme which recurred in the establishment of the&SIERn the TEU
(Allen, 1998: 46) (discussed below). Thus, while desire for a more
effective and coherent approach to the outside dvewds, and indeed
continues to be, a significant element in theircgltions — what
Meunier and Nicolaidis (1999: 478) have characterizas Europe
“speaking with one voice” — this was secondaryn® aim of preventing
external crises from disrupting European integrat{@mith, 2004: 4;
Keukeleire and MacNaughtan, 2008: 148). EPC’s esg;cmeanwhile,
lay in its initially limited focus on East-West ations and the Middle
East. For Glarbo (1999: 643), the “exclusive dethecd of EPC first to

> Hurd subsequently served as Foreign Secretary ft@89 to 1995, under
Margaret Thatcher and then John Major.
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East-West relations through the framework of thaf€e@nce on Security
and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) and second toMidgle East
through the facilitation of the Euro-Arab Dialogudemonstrated that
these were policy areas felt to be “appropriate”’H®C, and ones where
it might have “reasonable chances” of playing &rélt the same time,
though, he suggests that this agenda was bothtrampiand restricted”,
while Muller-Brandeck-Bocquet criticises this atignat the coordination
of West European foreign policies as being “timidl aelective” (2002:
257).

While such criticism may be valid, it is importaotkeep in mind,
particularly in light of the failure of previousitratives, that these were
issues where sufficient common ground existed lier do-ordination of
policy to take place. Consequently, they providdthtiwvas in effect a
laboratory within which the first efforts at coopgon could be
developed. At the same time, these policy areablethd&PC to acquire
an autonomous identity which Glarbo argues enailaxbe largely set
beyond narrower questions of national interest 91®213). In a similar
vein, Nuttall (2000: 272) suggests that the facttBEPC was “self-
contained” was an important element in its succddse restricted
number of issues it dealt with reflected the faett it was managed by a
small group of diplomats who controlled its agermad, unless an
external event demanded their attention, couldefbez avoid subjects
where consensus might prove difficult. Indeed, bBecdbes EPC in its
early days as “a club run by diplomats, for dipl¢siigibid). This also
contributed to the fact that for much of its exmste, the development of
EPC went “largely unnoticed” by either national l@aments or the
media (Hill and Wallace, 1996: 8.

One of EPC’s most striking features was the noveltythe

processes and procedures that evolved within itfaclitate and

2 They note, for example, that the House of Commianthe UK only had a
committee to deal with foreign affairs from 1979hile in France primacy in
foreign and defence policy was reserved to theitRras under the constitution of
the Fifth Republic (Hill and Wallace, 1996: 6).
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strengthen co-operation.  Prior to 1970 any kind refularized
interaction between Western Europe’s diplomats ‘peactically absent”
and where it did occur was framed within traditibndilateral patterns
(Glarbo, 1999: 639). However, tHaixembourg Reporhad not laid
down any particular provisions on the mechanich@iv co-operation
was to function, and consequently these developexlargely heuristic
fashion emphasising simultaneously both their practand symbolic
importance (ibid: 6413 Thus, between 1970 and the 18F@enhagen
Reportwhich codified EPC formalities for the first timiie rules for co-
operation at ministerial level were constructedttally from scratch”
(ibid.). Meanwhile, innovations that would prove snportant later,
particularly the use of Working Groups, twenty ofhieh were
established followingLuxembourg (Smith, 2004: 79), the so-called
Gymnich formula for running meetings of Foreign Ministeaed the
creation of the European Council, represented atierby presiding
member states to find new ways to solve the probl@osed by co-

ordination.

Each of these innovations represents determinedly
intergovernmentalist solutions to these challenges] arguably none
more so than the European Council. More signitigathey are clearly
indicative of the ongoing tensions inherent witpilitical co-operation
between the member states’ wish to maintain palitcontrol and the
potentially integrative dynamics that this co-operawas creating, and
which have posed an ongoing challenge throughauetolution of EPC
and CFSP. Thus, the Working Group formula was dgesl by the
French Presidency in 1971 as a mechanism to ettabli@volvement of
the European Community in EPC without compromisthg latter’s
autonomy. Meanwhile, th&ymnich formula for Foreign Ministers’

meetings sought to create an informal and relaxe@ament for face-

>3 Glarbo notes that a similar process was underwétyeasame time within NATO
(1996: 639).
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to-face discussions, absent either fixed agendagptomats®* Initially
intended as a short-term way of solving disagre¢snéor example over
policy towards the Middle East, it has proved ahhigsuccessful and
durable means for resolving internal problems.alynthe “institutional
novelty” of the European Council in 1974 was intetido establish a
supreme decision-making body that was cleanlitical in nature, and
would preserve member states’ prerogatives in dorgiolicy (Glarbo,
1999: 642). In Smith’s words, it was to be the “doamt
intergovernmental ‘umbrella’ under which all EC/EPBGsiness” would
be conducted and directed (2004: ¥8ndeed, he goes on to suggest
that with its establishment, governments had “cbdated their authority”
over both the EC and EPC (ibid: 99).

EPC’s intergovernmental environment ensured that weak
institutional arrangements came under constant gmodving strain,
however, a fact thrown into sharp relief during th®80s first by
enlargement and later by the end of the Cold Wal #e resultant
foreign policy demands this placed on member statéividually and
collectively. Thus, participating diplomats andi@éls were primarily
nationally-based, while prior to the establishmeid dedicated (if small)
EPC secretariat in th8ingle European Act1986§°— a proposal first
made by the Germans in 1971, but which continueloetthe subject of
much debate and dispute between the member s&tath( 2004: 166)
— these services were providedsitu by the state holding the rotating

Presidency to ensure that it remained ‘“rigidly ded” from the

> The firstGymnichmeeting was held in April 1974 and one of its ontes was
the breaking of the stalemate between France @&n@ European partners over
relations with the US. See Michael Smith (2004:)1ftb a detailed discussion of
this.
%5 Although not part of the EC’s original legal sttures, the role of the European
Council in European foreign policy was ultimatelyrrhalised in the Treaty on
European Union (see Smith, 2004: 98).
*% Djikstra (2008: 153) notes that this was a watetewn version of President
Mitterand’s original proposal to create a high-leSecretary-General in charge of
foreign policy co-ordination. Its establishment walso made possible by the
dropping by the French of long-standing demands tties Secretariat be based in
Paris rather than Brussels and would serve EP@nr#dtlan the European Council
(Smith, 2004: 167).

112



Community (Ginsberg, 1999: 430; Duke and Vanhooegck006: 170).
Echoing the earlier point, Duke and Vanhoonackeid)inote that this
was to avoid any impression either that EPC wasdgoeommunitarised
by locating the secretariat in Brussels, or wasndei‘overly

intergovernmentalized” by placing it in a singlevginment capital

The growing inadequacy of these arrangements s@mante
obvious, however. Firstly, there was the problenthef growing number
of participants at meetings, meaning thattoar de table became
increasingly time-consuming, ensuring that discussi became
“interventions not conversations” (Nuttall, 20002} — an issue that a
number of officials interviewed for this researchvé said remains a
problem today. Meanwhile public opinion also beeamn factor that
could not be ignored in responding to issues sushth& crisis in
Yugoslavia in the early 1990s. As these demandedter involvement
by senior ministers and even heads of governmdw, room for
manoeuvre available to the diplomats consequeettyedised (ibid: 273).
More generally, as Allen (1998: 50) notes, 8teAended the fiction that
foreign policy could be kept separate from the Camity, upon whose
instruments its decisions relied for implementati@md remain the
“exclusive property” of national foreign ministriegithout creating
central institutions to support it. Similarly, Shmihotes that the treaty
ensured EPC and the Community “were tied togethdrraade legally
binding” on member states for the first time (20082). Thus, he argues,
although it may not have been formally ‘commungad’, existing
practices within EPC were codified and strongealegpligations were

put in place than had been the case previously: (i53)>’

Overall, EPC represented an unprecedented breakfnron
terms of the willingness of sovereign states topewate in pursuit of

collective responses to international issues ais@r Its most important

>’ The SEA also made it a requirement that any paisgemember states would

also have to accept all the obligations placed feemt by both EC and EPC

membership — there could be no “differentiatedipi@dtion” (Smith, 2004: 153).
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legacy, and one which has underpinned foreign aswlrgy policy
cooperation ever since, has been the developmenpravalence of the
‘consultation reflex’ (discussed in Chapter 1), vy policy proposals
or responses would be co-ordinated with partnetestdefore any
ensuing action was implemented (Glarbo, 1999; 63+hith, 2004: 94-5).
More specifically, it is the fact that this refleas, as Glarbo (1999: 644)
argues, become “habitual” — something done naturaliher than as a
“deliberately chosen means”. However, despite ta# procedural
innovations and changes it brought to the naturedipfomatic and
political interaction, EPC was essentially desigasda ‘passive’ means
of preventing disruption to the integration projec&s Galloway (1999:
212) puts it, it was seen to “follow” rather tharake or shape events.
Moreover, it was neither equipped nor structuregrimvide the kind of
robust and comprehensive responses demanded byo#teCold War

environment of the early 1990s.
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4.2.2 The Treaty on European Union

In seeking to address these shortcomings, the yfosaEuropean
Union (TEU) set out to introduce a far more compreive and
proactive approach to foreign policy cooperatidPC was replaced by
the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), gbeond of three
separate pillars alongside one for Community po{milar one) and one
for the newly-established cooperation in Justiag ldome Affairs (JHA)
(pillar three). However, although foreign policyasvbrought into the
newly-created single institutional framework of teropean Union, thus
upgrading the legal status it had first acquiredanrthe SEA, the pillar
system ensured that in strictly legal and instiodil terms, the divide
would be maintained between the supranational Camtsnpolicies and
institutions on the one hand, and the intergoventaiearenas of CFSP
(and JHA) on the othef.

At the same time, the TEU set out an impressivekgbals and
objectives for CFSP, including safeguarding the mmm values,
fundamental interests, independence and integrity the Union;
preserving peace and strengthening internatioralrég; and developing
and consolidating democracy and the rule of lawt.(AL, TEU)>® It
also equipped it with a new set of legally-bindergd innovative policy
instruments — common positions, common actions jamd actions —
with which to achieve them. Meanwhile, the new él&i228A provided

for the first time a proper legal basis for EU dants (White, 1999: 45),

*8 This institutional separation means that the Eeapp Court of Justice is
essentially excluded from CFSP. The only exceptionthis are the ECJ’s role in
maintaining the boundaries between CFSP and othereBernal action, and
hearing appeals against EU sanctions (House of Gorsn2007a,b).
0 Article 11, TEU states: “The Union shall define amdplement a common
foreign and security policy covering all areas afefgn and security policy, with
the objective of safeguarding the common valuesddmental interests and
independence of the Union...” The objectives disiader Article 11 are as follows:
(i) to safeguard the common values, fundamentarasts, independence and
integrity of the Union; (ii) to strengthen the setuof the Union and its Member
States in all ways; (iii) to preserve peace andngjthen international security in
accordance with the principles of the United Nai@harter and the Helsinki Final
Act, and the objectives of the Paris Charter; (iw)promote international co-
operation; (v) to develop and consolidate democea/the rule of law and respect
for human rights and fundamental freedoms.
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creating a “bridge” between pillars one and twoll(HL998: 27), a
development that is particularly relevant in lightt the EU sanctions
regime constructed in response to Iran’s nucleagnamme (see Chapter
7). The CFSP components of the TEU also boostedinstgutional
support for foreign policy cooperation by incorparg the previously
independent EPC Secretariat into the larger an@retsourced Council
Secretariat. For Smith (2004: 5), these changgwesented an
apparently ambitious step-change from the passiweveption of
disruption noted above to the proactive assertioine® EU’s values and

beliefs beyond its borders.

However, the expectations thus raised for a calledEuropean
diplomacy that would be more than merely declasateere to be
disappointed by the weak responses to a seriegsafsan the 1990s in
Bosnia (1991-95), Albania (1997), and Kosovo andqlr(1998)
(Ginsberg, 1999: 430). Muller-Brandeck-Bocquet(20258) argues
that the deficiencies in CFSP were already appdefiore the TEU came
into effect on 1 November 1993, and that this otéld the fact that
member states were not prepared to accept a genamenon policy,
and so instead had created a decision regime ¢mihoed to place the
emphasis on intergovernmental co-operation. Margothe failure to
equip CFSP with the common institutional actorbwdget necessary to
ensure its success meant that there was littleitgtnad difference
between it and the ‘co-operation’ it had supposeglyperseded
(Keukeleire and MacNaughtan, 2008: 189The consequence, therefore,
was what Hill (1993, 1998) framed as the “CapabsHExpectations Gap”
(discussed in Chapter 2). Nowhere was the dividedsn the rhetoric of
the Treaty and the institutional capacity, resosired political will
necessary to conduct policy in practice more cjaifldstrated than in the

response to the wars in Bosnia. Indeed, action emerdinated not

® Spence and Spence (1998: 47) argued that the tanggerangements for CFSP
set out in the TEU actually negated its intergowegntal nature, a point which is
discussed below.
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through CFSP but instead under the auspices ofathéoc Contact

Group and with American leadership.

These weaknesses and the CFSP’s subsequent parferneseal

a great deal about the rationale for creating il @onsequently the
tensions between the member states at the timewa&sthe case with
EPC, CFSP was designed first and foremost to aehmeportant internal
goals — which Keukeleire and MacNaughtan (2008:) 1d&fine as

“interrelational, integration and identity obje@s’ — and again
predicated on the need to prevent the external r@amwient from

disrupting integration. The Cold War had generated important

“cohesion-inducing” effect that had served as aairof integration; with

this gone, a vacuum was created and thus, as MBiserdeck-Bocquet
(2002: 257) argues, there was a need for new tiniés that could

promote co-operation. Linked to this was the qoasdf how to manage
the EU’s inter-state and inter-institutional dynami(Keukeleire and
MacNaughtan, 2008: 148), with the necessity of arioy the newly-

unified Germany firmly within Europe thus providirgcrucial catalyst
for CFSP (Mduller-Brandeck-Bocquet, 2002: 257) (dssed in greater
detail in chapter 6).

At the same time, CFSP also represented a compedneisveen
the more-integrationist and more-intergovernmesttainember states
(Sjursen, 2001: 191). Thus, in contrast to theaitket provisions on
EMU in the TEU, those on CFSP were “necessarilyueagn order to
secure agreement (Ginsberg, 1998: 14). The Trbaty reflected the
“uneasy balance” between the more- and less-irtiegist member
states, as well as that between large and smat. inStance, although
agreement on key issues such as decision-makitexted the interests
and role in the negotiations of Britain, France &&tmany, the smaller
states were crucial in brokering compromises orctiipedetails (Smith,
2004: 179). Meanwhile, the creation of a distiaet separate pillar for
CFSP satisfied those states concerned that existingas of

communitarised policy would somehow be diluted bys i
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intergovernmental procedures, while the less-imatiégnist could be
confident that CFSP itself would be protected froommunitarisation
(ibid: 7).

Spence and Spence (1998: 45) argue with meritefirer, that
CFSP was a “fudge”, a fact perhaps best demongtréte the
unwillingness of member states to support it with hecessary financial
provision, and by the creation of a pillar systemal was not reflective
of the reality of how CFSP was implemented, and &agrious impact
on its overall effectiveness. However, the desifjthe CFSP ultimately
reflected both the concerns of the member statéseatime, and their
ability to negotiate an agreement that satisfied¢hsufficiently. Thus, it
was a broad framework rather than a blueprintnihtel to provide a set
of general principles for them to subscribe to with requiring
agreement on the courses of action to be takewcH®\ae them (Smith,
2004: 180; Keukeleire and MacNaughtan, 2008: 182)re importantly,
it resulted in significant changes in both the “@&nlse” and processes of
foreign policy coordination, particularly in terro§bureaucratization and
legalization, as with the establishment of CFSPs tliecame a
“definitively” Brussels-based activity (Nuttall, R0: 273).
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4.2.3 Amsterdam and Nice

Smith (2004: 226) notes that by the time of the 6t%9
Intergovernmental Conference, many Member Stata$ dwgpressed
disappointment with the EU’s external relationgi@neral, and “CFSP in
particular”. Indeed, a number of the legal, congapand institutional
weaknesses in the CFSP had become clear sincenfitementation of
the TEU, including an insufficient planning capélil the lack of real
substance behind decisions, the low profile of @ESP’s external
representation, and the problem of financing (Rezgrlger and Schmalz,
2001: 250)°* Consequently, in the late 1990s there were tw§oma
efforts to resolve these, culminating in the Tresbf Amsterdam (1997)
and Nice (2000). Their particular significance va be discussed later,
lay in the fact that taken together these changasfirmed and
accelerated the ‘Brusselisation’ of foreign poli@llen, 1998), thus,
ostensibly at least, further diluting the intergaowraental character of

political cooperation.

Some have suggested that Amsterdam in fact hadahiypited
impact. For example, Cameron (1998: 74) declarassith changes to the
CFSP “may best be described as marginal or modekiivever, an
examination of the record since then suggests wiber Indeed,
Wessels (2001: 77) goes so far as to argue thet Afhsterdam the
CFSP was almost a “completely new formulation”.fdR@s were made
to its decision-making structures and processssfinancing, and the
parameters of its objectives. However, and perimapst important for
its long-term evolution, for the first time a sdétpermanent institutional
actors was established that would operate underatispices of the

Council, advising on, developing, implementing austaining foreign

®L They identify 8 weaknesses in all: (i) insuffididarward planning and analytical
capacity; (ii) unsatisfying vertical or horizontabherence; (iii) an incapability for
speedy reactions; (iv) the declaratory nature efsilens which lack real substance;
(v) the highly disputed financing of joint actiorn(sj) the low profile of external
representation; (vii) the lack of a legal persagadir treaty-making capacity; and
(viii) inadequate co-operation in security and dei policy as well as an
incapacity for military action (Regelsberger anthi®alz, 2001: 250).
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policy initiatives at the European level. Accomglito Regelsberger and
Schmalz (2001: 250), Amsterdam thus reflected tlogvimg perception
among member states that the EU was now the “nelelevel” for
dealing with external challenges and threats tke¢@ded their capacities

for action.

Amsterdam reformed decision-making in a number alysv It
incorporated the Petersberg Tasks (Art. 17, 2)tinglao humanitarian,
peace-keeping and civilian and military crisis ngeraent, so creating a
clear set of objectives around which policy couddftamed. This in turn
paved the way for the subsequent operationalisatbbrthe CFSP
(Keukeleire and MacNaughtan, 2008: 177). IndeedgeRberger and
Schmalz (2001: 259) suggest that this constituteshsiderable progress”
towards defining the fundamentals of a possiblareiEuropean defence
policy. Meanwhile, in terms of functionality — amd a clear signal by
member states of their determination to maintamtrad over the CFSP —
the role of the European Council was enhanced namdclearly framed
as “initiator” for CFSP’s development, with the aiofi defining the
“fundamental long-term substance” of European fpreipolicy.
Furthermore, Amsterdam “reasserted” the key roletloé Foreign
Ministers within the daily policy- and decision-niiagg process (ibid:
254).

Arguably the most noteworthy innovations in deaisinaking,
however, were the introduction of a degree of djealimajority voting
and the device of “constructive abstention” (Ar8, 2). Both of these
opened up the possibility that unanimity, the gousgy principle of
decision-making within the CFSP, even if not setl@scould certainly
be “nuanced” (Cameron, 1998: 71). Thus, while Qbtwld not be used
in decisions on policy, it could be applied to demis concerned with the
implementatiorof policy, provided these were of a non-militargture.
Again, this can be seen as representing a compeoime$ween the
member states. For Keukeleire and MacNaughtan (2068), the

agreement to apply QMV only at the “lower” level iofiplementation
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was an “essential device” to bridge the gap betwbese who wished to
introduce unfettered QMV into CFSP and those vigslp opposed to its
application in any form. For Regelsberger and Sd¢hn(2001: 258),
meanwhile, this development represented an “impbrtalestone” in the
evolution of foreign policy co-operation away frdhre consensual basis
that had governed it since EPC and introducing plo¢ential for
“flexibility”. ®* Under constructive abstention, meanwhile, a merstate
might abstain from a policy it did not support amould not therefore be
expected to play any part in its implementation.tid¢ same time this
would not prevent the other states from proceediith the abstaining

state agreeing not to hinder implementation (Camet698: 71).

To date, though, these reforms have had little tiaceffect
beyond certain votes on key personnel decisionsor eixample,
appointments to the position of Deputy Secretarpdsal of the Council
Secretariat or EU Special Representatives (MullemBeck-Bocquet,
2002: 268)°° However, their significance lies arguably moretlieir
potential in the future, and what they say aboet phactice of policy-
making within the CFSP. On a practical level, agrg common foreign
policy, or at least on its implementation, betw@&nViember States may
require some room for manoeuvre which devices sagQMV and
constructive abstention may provide. Diedrich aagps (2003: 16),
among others, maintain that an effective and cted@®FSP will be
difficult without flexibility and QMV, while Miller-Brandeck-Bocquet
(2002: 270) observes that they might best be seateaisions “held in
reserve” ahead of the impact of enlargement. Médawit can also be
argued that the availability of QMV can improve te#ficiency of
decision-making. As Wagner (2003: 589) notes, tms been the

experience within the ®1 pillar, and he offers the 1999 German

%21t was accompanied by a “safety clause” permiténlylember State to block a
decision by QMV for “important and stated reasorisnational policy” in a
‘modified version’ of the Luxemburg Compromise (Ré&dperger and Schmalz,
2001: 258).
®3 Wagner (2003: 589) describes them as “by and lasydead letter”.
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Presidency’s ability to speed up decision-makirmgugh the threat of a

vote as an example of how this might take placBiwiCFSP.

Perhaps more important, though, is the symbolismthafse
procedural devices. Galloway (1999: 226) argues tifie possibility of
QMV means it is now “misleading” to describe the SEF as
intergovernmental. Moreover, the decision to idtree them sets an
important precedent that foreign policy, even taiaimal extent, may be
agreed and implemented by some rather than allis fften raises a
number of important questions concerning the cistamces under
which such layered co-operation might take plabe; role of possible
lead nations in determining how policy is to be lempented; and, given
that some states may choose not to be involved,fapand how easily
flexibility can coexist within a ‘common’ policy @ironment®* It is also
worth noting here the potential repercussionsyohgy to extend QMV to
security and particularly defence-related matt&&cardi (2004: 230)
notes that neither Jacques Delors nor Valery Gisddgstaing were in
favour of such a development during tBenvention on the Future of
Europe with Giscard d’Estaing, the convention presidemguing that
had a majority vote taken place over the Irag Wdrether supporting
intervention or opposing it, it would very likeljnave wrecked the future
prospects of the CFSP and ESDP”.

In the short-term, though, the key changes at Ardate were
institutional. The creation of the new post of Migepresentative for the
CFSP, supported by a dedicated Policy Planningeamty-Warning Unit
(PU) (Official Journal of the European Communiti@997), created a
new Brussels-based locus of influence over forepgplicy, thereby
contributing, according to Miller-Brandeck-Bocqu@002: 270), to a
clear “denationalizing” of the CFSP. However, tbHfice of High

Representative, which would be combined with tlic&@ecretary-General

% Duke (2005: 33) goes so far as to suggest that sdtmany member states now
involved, some form of UN-style Security Councibsid be established within the
EU to steer the CFSP and help in the managemeningpldmentation of policy

decisions.
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of the Council Secretariat and therefore locatedhat heart of the
Council’s institutional structures, was to haverasources of its own and
nor were particular competences made over to it)ib Indeed, the
position as defined in Amsterdam was “distinctlydast” compared to
France’s unsuccessful efforts to have it directhsponsible to the
European Council (Regelsberger and Schmalz, 208&), Zomething
which was ultimately to happen under Lisbon (sdevie

Despite this, Duke and Vanhoonacker (2006: 168)atpat the
role of High Representative has become the “mopbntant institutional
innovation” to emerge from Amsterdam. Cruciall\jilg prior to Lisbon
the High Representative had no formal right of @olinitiative, the
position has enjoyed significant agenda-shapingemi@l which, as
Rieker (2009: 709) notes, can be just as imporéanactual decision-
making power. A key way for this to be exercisedhrough the duty
assigned to the PU in the Treaty to present styasegl policy-option
papers either at the request of the Presidencynatsoown initiative,
which could thus encourage both the Presidencyrnaechber states to
put particular items on the agenda (ibid?).As Keukeleire and
MacNaughtan (2008: 84) contend, therefore, polisifoms and analysis
could be developed at the centre and based aratordrion European

interests” and a problem-solving approach.

That the position of High Representative has becosoe
significant in such a relatively short space ofdim also a consequence
of the member states’ decision to appoint Javidargoto the role. In
doing this, they sent a powerful signal that theynted the job to be done
effectively. It is worth noting that Solana wagamted in the autumn of
1999, against the backdrop of the war in Kosovo.eMu-Brandeck-
Bocquet (2002: 271) suggests that this is an exampkxternal events

forcing member states into a decision that migheatise have been

% The Treaty tasks the PU witlproducing at the request of either the Council of
the Presidency or on its own initiative, arguedipploption papers to be presented
under the responsibility of the Presidehcy
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different, as the need for efficiency outweighednaarns over
sovereignty. Moreover, the argument made by Regedgb and Schmalz
(2001: 255) that the “weight” of the new positioowid “depend heavily
on the personality chosen” (see also Cameron, 18®8seems borne out
by Solana’s ability to exploit the office’s agenslaaping potential, and
to embed this as a recognised and accepted imsti@ifunction. Thus,
as the first and only holder of the post, he ercuhat it became the
external face of the EU, and achieved “unique s¢dtun the diplomatic
world (Rieker, 2009: 708).

The Treaty of Nice (2000), meanwhile, representedrdinuation
and enhancement of the Amsterdam reforms. Indemith§2004: 233)
describes it as attempting to deal with the “umsti@d business” of
Amsterdam. Its most notable outcome was the institalization of the
recently launched European Security and DefencacyPdESDP)
(Muller-Brandeck-Bocquet, 2002: 258). ESDP devetbput of the
agreement between France and Britain in Decemi®#8 OSt Malo that
the EU should be equipped with the kind of funddiity necessary to
engage in meaningful crisis management intervegtien i.e. the
Petersberg Tasks noted above — and their willirgriessupport and
promote this (see Chapter 5). Amsterdam had peavithe legal
parameters for this agreement (Duke, 2005: 14))emtiscussions at
subsequent European Councils in 1999 and 2000efesht the plan to
include the integration of the Western Europeanodr(WWEU) into the
EU, co-operation over armaments, and the estabéishmf a European
Rapid Reaction Force by 2002 (Smith, 2004: 233)NAE the rules on
decision-making were formalised, based around umini for all
military and defence-related operations (Art 23, 2)

Two important institutional reforms were also agreeThe first
saw thePolitical Committeg one of the key preparatory committees for
the CFSP within the Council, upgraded to become Rbétical and
Security CommitteéPSC). It was reorganised to give it far-reachiog

ordination functions and permanent representatiddrussels, something
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that had first been mooted during negotiationstifier SEA in 1986 but
was rejected (Muller-Brandeck-Bocquet, 2002: 26@1itB, 2004: 152)
(see belowf® The second was the development of the princifle
‘flexibility’ into the far more sophisticated conaeof ‘enhanced co-
operation’. However, although this implied an efféo improve the
functionality and efficiency of the CFSP, the psiwns regarding when
and how it might be implemented were so limiting tasrender it
virtually unemployable (Smith, 2004: 235). Thusvas restricted to the
implementation of Joint Actions and Common Posgjomoreover, it
could not be applied in matters with military orfelece implications,
thereby prohibiting its use in the one situationevenit might be most
effective — the creation of “coalitions of the wly” (ibid.). Overall,

therefore, Nice represented further tentative msgtowards improving
the effectiveness and functionality of the CFSRtigalarly through the
ESDP. However, the essential tension between ¢sgedfor efficiency
and the desire to protect national sovereignty neata

% Smith notes that it was the Political Directorsowtoiced most concern over any
such move: “they did not want the press to invéudér pprivacy and they wanted to
maintain their separation from the EC” (2004: 152).
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4.2.4 The Treaty of Lisbon

The Treaty of Lisborrepresents the most comprehensive — and
arguably ambitious — effort to address the probleiack of coherence
and efficiency within EU foreign policy. Signed 48 December 2007,
Lisboncame into force on 1 December 2009 following redtion by all
member state¥. It represents the end product of a long drawn-oand
indeed “particularly arduous” (Brady and Barysc0?2: 3) — process of
constitutional reform that began with theaeken Declarationat the
December 2001 European Council (Consilium, 268This established
the Convention on the Future of Européhich was assigned the task of
considering “the key issues arising for the Unidotire development
and try[ing] to identify the various possible reapes” (ibid). This, in
turn, produced a draft Constitutional Treaty whiehs agreed at the
2004 Intergovernmental Conference but was subséguabhandoned

following difficulties during the ratification pr&ss.

As its replacement.isbon was deliberately intended to be less
ambitious than its defunct predecesSomDespite this, it has had major
implications for the organisation and productionfafeign and security
policy. Although the mandate given by the 2007 I®Rich resulted in
Lisboninvolved “next to no change” to the foreign polipgovisions as

originally presented in the Constitutional Treagybnd a “reaffirmation

®Its full name is theTreaty Amending the Treaty on European Union arel th
Treaty Establishing the European Community
®8 | aekenin turn had grown out of discussions at the Nioeoiean Council which
had identified four key issues for discussion: &i)more precise delimitation of
competences between the EU and the Member Stateacdordance with
subsidiarity; (ii) the status of the Charter of Bamental Rights, which was
‘proclaimed’ at Nice; (iii) a simplification of th&reaties to make them clearer and
more accessible without affecting their meaningd iv) the role of national
Parliaments in the European architecture” (Mil&02: 9). In additionl.aekenset
out a further set of issues for consideration: dsetivision of competences;
resolving the EU’s democratic deficit; institutionehanges to the Council of
Ministers, European Parliament and European Conmnisiow to bring the EU
closer to its citizens; how to define the EU’s rate an increasingly global
environment; the simplification of the EU’s poldic instruments; and the
integration of the treaties into a constitution thee EU (ibid: 13).
% Reflected in the fact that a number of politiciamsisted on referring to it simply
as the Reform Treaty, with no mention of the wasdstitution (Brady and Barysch,
2007: 1).
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of the distinctive nature” of the CFSP, and theiglen not to retitle the
High Representative ‘Foreign Minister’ (Avery anddsiroli, 2007: 7;
see also Dagand, 2008), they are very importannvdoenpared to the
pre-Lisbon dispensation. Thus, the new treaty involved altofa62
amendments to th€EU, of which 25 related directly to the CFSP and
ESDP (which was renamed the Common Security andrigefPolicy or
CSDP) (Whitman, 2008: Z§.Indeed, for Wessels and Bopp (2008: 1),
the changes to CFSP and ESDP were so significamtthiey consider
them “the cornerstone” oLisbon Despite their importance, though,
according to Avery and Missiroli (2007: 6) the fabiat the foreign
policy components of the original treaty were amoitg “least
contentious aspects” reflects the considerabld lefvpublic support for
reforms that would strengthen the role of the Etérimationally, as well
as a broadly favourable consensus among the maditicglo actors,
ensuring that these aspects of the treaty would me¢d to be
renegotiated.

Lisbonintroduces a changed institutional architecturdoiign
and security policy, but one which, according ta&ad (2008: 9), does
not challenge the essentially intergovernmentaradtar of the CFSP,
and which Wessels and Bopp (2008: 4) suggest dmilconsidered “an
ever-refined type” of rationalised intergovernméista. Whitman (2008:
8) notes that the member states have made a dfedrte protect their
prerogatives, whereby those that wish to may stlbnvey the
impression” that nothing inLisbon will prevent them defining or
implementing their own national foreign policy. ®iutwo of the

Declarations on the Common Foreign and Securitydyatate:

“[T]he provisions in the [TEU] covering the [CFSHpcluding the
creation of the office of High Representative o thnion for Foreign
Affairs and Security Policy and the establishmdraroExternal Action
Service,do not affect the responsibilities of the Membeite, as they
currently exist, for the formulation and conducttoéir foreign policy

01t should be noted that unlike the original Comsibnal Treaty, the Lisbon
Treaty did not replace the existing founding testr the TEU (Whitman, 2008: 2).
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nor of their national representation in third coues and international
organisations’ (emphasis added)

and:

“[T]he provisions covering the [CFSP] includingrelation to the High
Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs &eturity Policy and
the External Action Servicavill not affect the existing legal basis,
responsibilities, and powers of each Member Stateelation to the
formulation and conduct of its foreign policy, national diplomatic
service, relations with third countries and partiation in international
organisations, including a Member State's membgrsiiithe Security
Council of the UN...The Conference also recalls that the provisions
governing the [CSDP#o not prejudice the specific character of the
security and defence policy of the Member Staf€xficial Journal of
the European Union, 2007) (emphasis added)
Balancing these statements, though, are a numbemsiitutional
innovations that build on the structures estabtisaeAmsterdamand
Nice The two most notable are the upgrading of thenHRgpresentative
role toHigh Representative of the Union for Foreign ASaand Security
Policy, and the establishment of the European ExternabAdService
(EEAS) “to support the High Representative in tliifg her mandate”

(Consilium, 2010).

Under Lisbon the former position of High Representative for
CFSP merges with that of European Commissioner Eaternal
Relations, creating a so-called ‘double-hat’ possigned to encourage
synergies and greater consistency and coherenossatiie previously
separate elements of European foreign policy (lmtb Maurer, 2010: 1)
(see Chapter 7). The High Representative also besdhe permanent
chair of the newly-created Foreign Affairs Councif, while
representatives of the High Representative willirchis supporting
bodies and working groups, in particular the PSChe THigh
Representative also becomes a Vice-President ofCihramission to
ensure “the consistency of the Union’s externaioatt (Consilium,

2009), although Duke reminds us that unlike othee-presidents, the

" Lisbon split the General Affairs and External Relationsugicil (GAERC) into
the Foreign Affairs Council and General Affairs @oil, although in practice the
two bodies continue to meet consecutively on tineesday.
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European Council rather than the Commission Prasi@epoints him or
her, under QMV (2008: 14). It is also worth notitigat while Lisbon
does not increase the formal powers or prerogatofethe European
Parliament over CFSP — Dagand (2008: 6) notes tlieat have been
“strictly delimited”, as have those of the Commissi- the Parliament
does extend its role over the High Representatwetsa consent is
required on the appointment of the Commission afale, and equally
in dismissing him/her through its censure procedwes the whole body
(Quille, 2008: 4)’? In terms of the division of responsibilities withi
formal ministerial structured,isbon sets out the High Representative’s
role as conducting the CFSP by implementing deessadopted by the
European Council — which defines the Union’s sgiataenterests and
objectives — and which will then have been framgdhe Foreign Affairs
Council (Miller and Taylor, 2007: 63). In particulahe new position
will have “enhanced representative and participatoles” within CFSP,
including a new right of initiative, and responétigifor “facilitating the

harmonisation of member states’ views” (Dagand 82&0).

On 19 November 2009, the EU heads of state or gavemt
agreed to appoint Baroness Catherine Ashton o&iBrito the position.
One of her primary tasks since taking up her newt fas been to
establish the EEAS, the body that will support ésed her successors in
carrying out the ambitious range of tasks assigiwetder. As Dagand
(2008: 6) notes, the EEAS brings together officiilem within the
Council Secretariat, the Commission and the merstses’ diplomatic
services, although it is worth noting that the tesarvice’ reflects to

some extent the considerable debate over its utbstital location,

2 The Parliament may also put questions to the Obumod make
recommendations to the High Representative, archalill debates twice-yearly on
the implementation of the CFSP and CSDP (Quill®820.0). In interviews for this
thesis, Sir Graham Watson MEP and Andrew Duff MBEBth members of the
Parliament’'s Committee on Foreign Relations, exggégsheir desire that their body
would conduct a vigorous US-style confirmation lregafor the appointment of the
High Representative, and seek the full participatib the High Representative and
her staff in the debates in order to formalise exignd their right of scrutiny as far
as possible. (Interviews conducted on 10 and 1lekier, 2010, Brussels.)
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affiliation and composition that first emerged ahgrithe Convention
(Duke, 2008: 15). (As Chapter 7 demonstrates, themes also
considerable discussion regarding what servicesBBAS would be
providing.) The lack of detail on the EEAS’s shaged precise role
within the new treaty, along with the difficultiesurrounding its
establishment, has been discussed. It is impottané-iterate, though,
that the issue of “turf sensitivities” identifiedy bDuke (2008: 15)
amongst others is very much a current concern, asngber of those

interviewed for this study also noted.

Alongside these institutional developmentd,isbon also
introduced a number of other important changeswiiabe summarised
briefly here. The creation of a new postRresident of the European
Council was intended to “respond to the lack of contirfugthin the
six-month rotating presidency system, and to bbeger visibility and
stability to the Council's work (Dagand, 2008: BYhile some concern
was expressed that this could create tension ¢nedivision of labour
between the Council President and the High Reptates in terms of
how the EU is represented internationally (e.g. ll@ui2008: 4), a
considerable proportion of the Council Presidetitiee to date has been
taken up with coordinating the EU’s response toglobal financial and
Eurozone crises (European Council, 2012). As noE®DP, the crisis
management arm of CFSP, becomes CSDP, with thay traiso
codifying already-established notions such as ‘itoak of the willing”
and lead nations in the form pérmanent structured cooperatigbuke,
2008: 17). Unlikeenhanced cooperatior which underLisbon is also
extended to defence matters for the first time Wwhich requires a
threshold of 9 states to make a proposal to then€bdor its use —
permanent structured cooperation does not havenanonin threshold of
participants, and allows the EU’s leading militamyember states to
develop their cooperation (Dagand, 2008: 8). Asli®2008: 7) notes,
such cooperation would be particularly relevanthe context of military

equipment programmes and the development of thepean Defence
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Agency. Significantly, Lisbon also introducesmutual defenceand
solidarity clauses for the first time, with the latter inteddto facilitate
mutual support following a natural or man-made stesa or terrorist
attack, and the former to deal with armed aggressatihough without
prejudicing NATO (Dagand, 2008: 8).

Finally, Lisbonmakes some important changes in the processes of
decision-making. Decisions adopted by the Euroggaumncil relating to
CFSP and CSDP will continue to be agreed on this losinanimity, as
will those taken by the Council of Ministers (Milland Taylor, 2007:
64). However, there are four exceptions where QMY ime used. Three
were in place pré&isbon in the appointment of a special representative
with a mandate on a particular policy issue; whartiding on the
implementation of a previous decision on an EUaachr position; and
when agreeing an action or position on the basia decision agreed
unanimously at European Council level (i.e. thestauttive abstention
provision) (ibid). The additional exception relatsthe adoption of a
decision relating to a proposal presented by thghHRepresentative
either acting on his/her own behalf, or with thepmort of the
Commission (Dagand, 2008: 7). Collectively, therefahe provisions
within Lisbon although not removing altogether the problemiwnfrinsic
dualism” (Missiroli, 2007: 9), represent the mosimprehensive attempt
to date by member states to balance their desmgatotain their national
prerogatives within CFSP with a simultaneous wishehsure a more
effective and joined-up system of foreign and siegysolicy-making.
Drawing on some of the developments and innovatseh®ut so far, the
next section looks in more detail at how the orgational aspects of
CFSP have developed, and what these can reveatrinstof how

member states interact and engage with it.
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4.3The development of the CFSP in organisational perggtive

A central argument against the notion that the CiESienuinely
intergovernmental and has instead been the keyxasairnorm-transfer
to and transformation of member states’ foreignigyoland policy-
making is the growth in importance of Brussels dsib for EU foreign
policy-making. This was outlined above in termdrefty reforms, and in
the impact these have had on the nature and protegsision-making.
Allen characterizes this as ‘Brusselisation’, agess he defines as “a
gradual transfer, in the name of consistency, oéim policy-making
authority away from national capitals to Brusse{3998: 54). While
Allen is not claiming that the CFSP has been conitatised, the impact
of this process, he is arguing, has been to leat®omal foreign
ministries increasingly side-lined and even mariiged.

‘Brusselisation’ provides a useful means of thimgkebout what
has been taking place within the context of the EFfarticularly in
terms of its institutional evolution, and the foindevelopments that
have occurred as a consequence of the treaty-makitiged above. For
example, Miller-Brandeck-Bocquet (2002: 278) sd@s process as
having resulted in a *“third way” between supranadiesm and
intergovernmentalism, while Wessels, as noted,anplit in terms of a
“rationalized intergovernmentalism” (2001: 77). g\ing it specifically
to the analysis of decision-making within the ESBreuer (2010)
locates it between intergovernmentalism and saeiaéin. To understand
it, and the impact it might have had on how statésh as Britain and
Germany interact with the CFSP, it is necessargxamine the set of
common and centralising institutional actors créate support and
facilitate the CFSP, and the processes by whichdbethis.

132



4.3.1 The organisation of decision-making within the fernsecond

Pillar

Figure 1 below presents a simplified version of lirerarchy of
decision-making within the CFSP pkéesbon At the institutional
pinnacle sits the European Council which represtr@ssymbolic locus
of foreign policy-making. Meeting only four timasyear at the level of
heads of state or government, and despite theegicaiole assigned to it
in the treaties, it is unable to provide permansiategic leadership
across all foreign policy-related dossiers. As tBmmiotes, with such a
large membership, #our de table— whereby everyone’s view on a
particular issue is heard — can take a substaatiabunt of time,
significantly limiting discussion (2004: 99). Ihdrefore acts as an
‘organ d’'impulsionrather than a real decision-making actor (Keuikele
and MacNaughtan, 2008: 68).Instead, prd-isbon formal decision-
making power lay at the level below with the Gehek#fairs and
External Relations Council (GAERC), the “most se&hiormation
within the Council of Ministers (Hayes-Renshaw aflidllace, 2006: 36)
and the forum for the “most direct” expressiontwé interests and power
of the member states (Lewis, 2000: 261). TieJ (Art. 13, Para 2)
defined its role as reaching “decisions necessary defining and
implementing the common foreign and security pdlignd under the
leadership of the rotating Presidency, GAERC has tieen described as
the “supreme manager” of CFSP (Muller-Brandeck-Bmtq2002: 264).

3 It “welcomes” or “endorses” decisions and docursethiat have already been
agreed by GAERC (now the FAC) or the High Represter (ibid.).
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Figure 1: The organisation of policy- and decisiamaking for CFSP pre-Lisbon

Sitting below GAERC/FAC and the Presidency are sdJayers
of supporting formations which can be divided iritwee categories.
First, there are the two key preparatory commiftee®REPER I
(Comité des Représentants Permaneatsd thePolitical and Security
CommittegPSC)’* These oversee and co-ordinate the work of thgelar
number of specialist working groups and partiehwwitwhich much of
the detailed policy- and decision-making is pregaard negotiated, and
which draw in national-level experts, as well agresentatives from the
relevant Council and Commission formations andsuntbecond are the
centralised structures within the Council itsele-Risbon these were the
Office of the High Representative and the PU, ahd Council
Secretariat. Sincéisbon these have been brought together under the
auspices of the EEAS. Finally, the European Corsiwrs provides
advice, guidance, information and support at akle, particularly when

1% Pillar instruments are required for the impleméata of CFSP

" Coreper Il meets at ambassadorial level and deitls what prekisbon were
termed ¥ (Community) and i (CFSP) Pillar issues, while its junior counterpart
Coreper |, meets at the level of deputy ambassaddrdeals with more (but not
exclusively) technical®iPillar issues only (see Lewis, 2000; Bostock, 3002
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policies (for example, the imposition of economametions). However,
it remains institutionally separate from the CF@R Kepresented by the
broken line), with its right to initiate policy resaed undetisbon and in
any case not utilised under the previous arrangesnen

What the diagram cannot communicate, though, iseittent to
which formal decision-making is how impeded bothtbg volume and
complexity of business handled within the CFSP Ehkés size following
successive enlargements, and the impossibilityepasating foreign and
security policy from wider issues, such as trade,aamd development.
Indeed, Miller-Brandeck-Bocquet (2002: 264) consde GAERC
increasingly unable to deal with the “multitudindasks” confronting it,
while Keukeleire and MacNaughtan (2008: 71) describe agendas
facing foreign ministers today as “impossibly oeaded” and argue that
GAERC actually decided littl& As a consequence, there is an emphasis
on reaching decisions at the lowest level possiftel in increasingly
informal settings, with GAERC/FAC’s agenda reserf@adonly the most
contentious issues (Duke and Vanhoonacker, 200: 1i6is within this
context that the preparatory committees, their ondte/ of working
groups and the Council Secretariat have been swmatrulndeed, for
Duke and Vanhoonacker (ibid: 164), these bodiesesgmted the “core
network” for CFSP. Thus, their ability to processgsiness not only
relieves the burden on ministers and the Presiddmayhas also given
them very significant agenda-shaping power. Mealewhe manner in
which they conduct business has enhanced botlothialigation process
and their “mutual influence” on one another (ibidGonsequently, this
core network could be seen as a potentially powertwnterveiling
dynamic to the formal intergovernmentalism of tHeSP, and one which

is potentially recreated and augmented by the EEAS.

> Cameron (1998: 65) describes the CFSP machinéstas and cumbersome”.
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4.3.2 COREPER Il and the Political and Security Committee

Within the CFSP’s policy- and decision-making stanes,
COREPER Il and the PSC sit at the crucial interfdetween the
technical, detailed negotiations taking place atkimg group level, and
the more strategically- and politically-focused @maters in
GAERC/FAC.’® All decisions reached in the working groups are
discussed by them before being passed up for rarrastonsideration or
approval (Galloway, 1999: 216; Duke and VanhoongcR806: 173).
COREPER 1l has technically been the more seniotybtsgtraddling”
both first and second pillar policy areas with tiigective of ensuring
cross-pillar consistency and coherence in the liagdif foreign affairs,
while the PSC has focused exclusively on the CHSP ESDP/CSDP
(Keukeleire and MacNaughtan, 2008: 85). Howewverecent years the
PSC has emerged as the key formation within CFB8¢ ttze occasional
tensions between the two reflect the manner in lwthey have evolved,
the difficulty of establishing a clear demarcatibetween the tasks
allotted to them, and what Lewis (2000: 262) haaratterized as the
“robust level of administrative rivalry” within the Council's

infrastructure more generally.

Their relationship has been marked by the “inheembiguity”
(Duke, 2005: 9) in the original division betweenoeomic and trade
elements of Community external relations and thenpmtence over
‘political’ issues the member states reserved émitelves under EPC. At
the same time, COREPER’s prerogative as the Cdsnddad
preparatory body was challenged by the fact thatrttembers of the
Political Committee (PoCo), the predecessor toRBE, were Political
Directors in national foreign ministries, and tHere senior to the
Permanent Representatives. modus operandiwas reached in 1993
whereby PoCo formally accepted its subordinateistarhile COREPER

would refrain from editing or altering PoCo’s omns to the Council,

"6 Although this is certainly not to claim that deeiss agreed at the lower levels are
politically neutral (see below).
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unless it felt that they infringed on legal, final®r institutional matters
(ibid: 12). However, in more recent years the ldghment of the PSC

has raised new issues, particularly surroundinggreality and seniority:

“The problem...starts as always with people and pexsiies and egos.
...[T]he ambassadors in COREPER II are the seniorlasddors. They
are the head of the Permanent Representation bfceamtry. The PSC
is a junior ambassador...so it's very difficult fosanior ambassador to
accept that a junior ambassador is doing what likeybest, which is
foreign policy. ...That's their bread and butter, afét's the only
[thing] that they really, really understand and.elilSo, having all the
nitty-gritty and important being decided in PSC dhen being served
in COREPER just for a simple endorsement irritatemy of them”
(EU3)./’
In practice, the extent of COREPER'’s agenda le#Jéte time to deal
extensively with the CFSP, and such issues areudrty finalised in
PSC meetings (Duke and Vanhoonacker, 2006: 174@ng, 1998: 25),
although if a “really political, sensitive, diffitiuissue emerges”, this will
ultimately be resolved at COREPER Il (EU3). Desfiese issues, Duke
and Vanhoonacker (2006: 173) maintain that toge@@REPER 1l and
the PSC function as important mediators betweennteegovernmental

and communitarian aspects of the EU’s externaticgia.

Lewis (2006: 281) considers COREPER a “pivotal otathin
the Council’s structures, whose members functiodes$actodecision-
makers with their agreements routinely endorsed rojnisters.
Responsible for preparing the work of the 20+ fdrares that make up
the Council, COREPER works behind the scenes tbdgreement and
forge compromises across the whole range of Eltypddisues. Indeed,
Bostock (2002: 225) argues that maximising agreéntmth at its level
and within Council meetings more generally, is C®ER’s “dominant
objective”.  Within the context of foreign policyneanwhile, its
particular concern has been to achieve cross-pdlamsistency and
coherence (Miller-Brandeck-Bocquet, 2002: 265).

TEU3, Council Secretariat, Brussels, 11 Novemban20
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COREPER'’s ability to perform this role effectivehas been
based on two important factors. First is its positas “collective
bottleneck” through which all Council business mpas$s. This means it
enjoys what Lewis (2000: 262) describes as a “umidustitutional
vantage point”, and is able to facilitate the crsssie bargaining and
“log-rolling” that characterises much of the desisimaking within the
Council (Heisenberg, 2005: 69). Second, its desisnaking style has
been shaped by the development of the five keyf6pmance norms”
(including a consensus reflex, mutual responsivenasd diffuse
reciprocity) discussed in chapter 2 (Lewis, 200@B7)2 In an
environment of intense and almost ceaseless négatigdhese underpin
COREPER'’s ability to maintain the output and ovep&rformance of
the Council’”® They also contribute to what members of COREPER
themselves describe as a “dual loyalty” not onlyepresent the interests
of their Member States, but also to the overallcess of the Council
(Bostock, 2002: 217; Lewis, 2000: 265). Moreovke environment that
has emerged serves to some extent as a levellargef and small states,
with relative power to some extent off-set by tlwsvpr of argument and
persuasion, meaning COREPER is far more complexcaminunitarian
than its intergovernmental carapace might sugdestié, 2000: 266J°

Meanwhile, the evolution of the PSC into the keynfation
within the CFSP represents a clear example of Whiater-Brandeck-
Bocquet (2002: 267) identifies as the “Brusselizprinciple” at work
within CFSP and latterly ESDP/CSDP. lts centratiég come about as a
consequence of its narrower focus compared to CEREPnecessarily
more horizontal, cross-pillar perspective; the setyi of its personnel
within their respective national administrationsgddhe tasks assigned to
it in the Treaty. Under the mandate it receivedha TEU and later

expanded atmsterdamand Nice, PoCo was given responsibility for

"8 Lewis notes that members of Coreper | and Il gilend over 100 days per year
together (2000: 262).
" Lewis quotes from an interview with a COREPER asshdor in 1997: “Coreper
operates as a consensus-seeking system — thiggiesgin my mind, everything
we do.” (2000: 270)
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dealing with all matters falling under the purviest the CFSP by
contributing to the “definition of policies” throbgthe provision of
opinions to the Council either at the latter's resfjuor on its own
initiative:
“[A] Political Committee consisting of Political BBctors shall monitor
the international situation in the areas coveref®SP] and contribute
to the definition of policies by delivering opinieo the Council at the

request of the Council or on its own initiativgTitle V, Art. J8, Para
5). (Official Journal of the European Communities, 299

This endowed PoCo with significant agenda-shapmd) &genda-setting
influence, and put it in a powerful position to eletine the nature and
direction of ministerial discussions (Galloway, 99222). For example,

it has played a key role in supporting the work tbk rotating
Presidencies which have been the primary sourceewf initiatives
within the CFSP, and yet were hampered by theirtdkam nature, the
large amount of ongoing business that is carrieer,o&nd the constant
risk that external events will “hijack” the agendaymething that the
changes unddrisbon have sought to address (Duke and Vanhoonacker,
2006: 166Y°

The establishment of the ESDP/CSDP has made thisirce
even more notable. Indeed, Duke (2005: 24) costahdt with the
addition of crisis management responsibilities uidasterdamandNice,
the committee “came into its own” as a “decisioy®r”. The latter
treaty replaced PoCo with the PSC, giving it morde®sive co-
ordination functions and a new, permanent presenBeussels as part of
its responsibility to exercise political and stgate control of crisis
operations (Miiller-Brandeck-Bocquet, 2002: 287)The result has been

8 Duke and Vanhoonacker note that while all membetes and, prior thisbon
the European Commission have had the right ofaitive, in practice the majority
have come from the Presidency (2006: 166).
8 This was followed by the establishment of severgiporting bodies including
the Politico-Military Party and CIVCOM (discusseeltw), and the Nicolaidis
Group which functions in a similar way to the Ant6roup by “pre-preparing”
agendas to enable meetings to focus on the maiesss concern (Duke, 2005: 21)
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both to heighten the profile and increase the dveisability of the body,

and to facilitate greater coherence and consistémdyoth CFSP and
ESDP/CSDP, not least by creating an important amdmanent
institutional interlocutor for the High Represeitat(Duke, 2005: 22§

It has also had a significant impact on its mentiiprs Noting that PSC
ambassadors feel themselves to be “pioneers” inta policy area,
Howorth (2007: 72) argues that it is an unusuatihasive committee
with high levels of personal trust, and driven byoanmon commitment
to promote cooperation in this new field. For Kelgkre and
MacNaughtan (2008: 74), the PSC is therefore theclipin” of the

CFSP, while Duke (2005: 5) describes it as itstital committee”.

This importance is demonstrated most obviouslysrday-to-day
management of key matters of foreign and secuoticypy However, it
is also apparent in how it has contributed to tlegetbpment of the
consultation reflex through its conditioning of tRelitical Directors in
member states’ foreign ministries into working tibgee, a significant
point for the discussion here. As noted, prioNioe the PoCo had no
permanent presence in Brussels. Instead, havieg éstablished under
the institutionally separate EPC, it brought togetltapitalbased
officials with national perspectives on foreign aatker security issues,
but whose level of seniority gave them consideratdeision-making
authority and ensured them direct access to then@lothrough their
committee (Duke, 2005: 7; Miller-Brandeck-Bocqu&t02: 266). While
it might be assumed that this would reinforce theergovernmental
character of the CFSP, Duke (2005: 34) arguesstict an impression is
only *“superficial”’, noting instead that as it hasvdloped, and
particularly since the launch of the ESDP, the FBSE€ has served to
safeguard common interests in the opinions it gisdbe Council. Duke
and Vanhoonacker (2006: 176) contend that thigetflthe power of the

socialization process at work in these nationatesgntatives’ dealings

8 Duke suggests that the relationship with the HRepresentative is the PSC's
most important (2005: 28).
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with one another, something that has only grownhwlie ongoing
institutionalisation of CFSP. The caveat to tlsighat in times of acute
crisis there remains the possibility that membatest — particularly the
larger ones — may seek to short-circuit the PSCCoréper, as occurred
in the Irag War crisis in 2003 (Howorth, 2007: 68However, such
situations seem to be the exception. Consequeanily,as discussed in
previous chapters, it has been argued that a gr&dwapeanization of
national foreign policies has been underway that been national
interests increasingly shaped in the European gbated resulted in the
steady “denationalization” of the CFSP (Duke andh@onacker, 2006:
180; Muller-Brandeck-Bocquet, 2002: 270). Whiletrisg argument can
be made as to the Europeanization of certain forgiglicy-making
processes, the extent to which such a ‘denatiatalis has in fact

occurred is less certain, as is shown in the cgustirdies.
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4.3.3 The CFSP Working Groups

Below the preparatory committees sits a networkwofking
groups and working parties that forms the engirerraf policy- and
decision-making in the CFSP. The importance o$é¢hfermations to the
functioning of the EU in general has been notedsscthe literature (e.g.
Quagliaet al, 2008; Fouilleuxet al, 2005; Galloway, 1999; Beyers and
Dierickx, 1998). Often bringing together technicakperts and
specialists in an atmosphere of “mutual understayidof a particular
field or issue, they process the majority of Colbaisiness, with many
decisions negotiated and agreed at this level beblming endorsed
higher up (Beyers and Dierickx, 1998: 282)within the CFSP there are
36 such formations whose work is divided up thecadiy,
geographically or by specialist area (Duke and \samacker, 2006:
171), and whose memberships are generally compo$edational
representatives based in the Permanent Represastain Brussels
(Juncos and Pomorska, 2008: 486)Overall, their work is considered
“fundamental” to the performance of the CFSP andsiton their
recommendations that the PSC’s opinions to GAERC/F&ke based
(Duke and Vanhoonacker, 2006: 170; Galloway, 1299).

A key part of their activity consists in informatiosharing,
consultation and reaching common assessmentsuaitisits and issues
(Keukeleire and MacNaughtan, 2008: 76). Thus, teehnical
preparation that forms the basis of any diplomatiton will be carried
out at this level, including the development ofamenendations from the

8 Beyers and Dierickx (1998: 290) estimated that 9%l Council business was
dealt with at the working group level.
8 The CFSP working parties include: thigorking Party of Foreign Relations
Counsellors established in 1994 to facilitate the COREPER-P®&Grking
relationship, and which performs an important bindgfunction between the two
(Galloway, 1999: 221); théNetwork of European Correspondentshich co-
ordinates daily CFSP/ESDP matters within the nafiéoreign ministries and plays
a central role in shaping the CFSP-related aspé@GRNERC/FAC’s agendas (Duke
and Vanhoonacker, 2006: 172); tRelitico-Military Party, created in 2001, which
deals with the Berlin+ arrangements with NATO ahd bperational details of
CSFP operations, and ti@vilian Committee for Crisis Manageme{@I|vVCOM),
its civilian equivalent; and thalicolaidis Groupwhich performs an ‘Antici’-like
function in the CFSP (Duke, 2005: 21).
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PSC on specific Council initiatives (Galloway, 19297). The meetings
frequently include representatives from the reléva@ommission
directorates-general, while officials from the Coilisecretariat will also
be in attendance to offer legal advice and dis¢ashnical questions
(Djikstra, 2008: 150). However, the assumptiont twarking groups
deal only with technical matters while questionspaflitics’ are settled
higher up is questioned by Fouilleex al. (2005: 612) amongst others.
Rather, their research indicates that a dossiémeipassed up the chain
when agreement has not been possible, and thus politieal issues
may well be dealt with at this level, indicatingnsaderable ambiguity
over where the “technical-political” divide actualies. Consequently,
they characterize the separation in terms of treepgaliticization versus
politicization” of issues as this captures the dyisan inherent in the
process, arguing that the flexibility inherent ioidrred boundaries” has
been crucial in facilitating decision-making acr@kareas of Council
business (ibid: 610).

This feeds into a wider debate over the naturehefworking
groups as actors in the CFSP. Their communicétinetion fits in with
rationalist assumptions that they are predominatahannels” for the
expression of national interests. Indeed, Milleari8leck-Bocquet (2002:
266) argues that the PU was created within the Cbuecretariat
primarily because the viewpoints of Member Statesewtoo dominant in
the working groups to produce analysis of the dquand objectivity
required for an effective CFSP. This notwithstagdito see these actors
as purely communicative denies the possibility they might also
contribute to how such interests and viewpointssaigped and mediated
as a consequence of the interaction occurring withem, and the
socialization of the participants (Fouilleuwst al, 2005: 610). For
example, Trondhal and Veggeland (2003: 60) note Eth committees
have been shown to create the potential for the p#Erceptions of
participants to be altered, and that civil servaimissequently act on the

basis of multiple roles and allegiances, a cond¢ephed ‘ambiguous
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representation’. Thus, while the representationational or government
interests remains a central purpose and cue fanadhey argue that it
can be supplemented by the role perceptions evbienembership of
their professional or epistemic community and tingranational interests
of the EU (ibid).

For Glarbo (1999: 646) the working groups of theSBFprovide
important venues for such socialization as, togettith GAERC/FAC
and the PSC, they form part of a “stable arena’irfiteraction between
national officials that is governed by both fornaald informal rules and
norms of behaviour. Duke and Vanhoonacker (2006),1meanwhile,
argue that the strength of this socialization pssde demonstrated by the
negotiations Brussels-based officials conduct ndy avith each other
but also with their national capitals, occasionatiythe extent that they
will defend a ‘European’ position there. At themsatime, in their
research into the effects of enlargement on theFCé&@nmittee network,
Juncos and Pomorska have noted that socializatidrkay norms such
as consensus in decision-making not only remaingbeet, but have also
been essential in preventing deadlock in these redguh bodies (2008:
494). In particular, as noted previously, the vilegkgroups — and CFSP
committees more generally — have provided imporaashas for learning

for the representatives of new member states (49a).

The effects of socialization can also be seen @ dtiitude of
working group participants to those above them.lloRang on from
Trondhal and Veggeland, Quagka al. (2008: 157) argue that working
groups are often fora where the logic of argumemaand technical
knowledge are accorded considerable weight. Thesrds with Beyers
and Dierickx (1998: 308), who note that while thatgs of negotiating
partners may initially be ‘ascribed’ through nattity, it can be
transformed into an ‘achieved’ one particularly asconsequence of
personal expertise which is considered a ‘preciousmodity’ at this
level. Thus, in an environment that “privilegepentise” (Quagliaet al.,

2008: 157), power is more evenly spread and thdlenmaember states
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thus prefer agreements to be reached as far ablgossthis level, rather
than higher up where the relative power of indialdstates might come
more into play (Fouillewet al, 2005: 614). More generally, they argue
that members of working groups exhibit an almosppetary interest in
the issues they deal with. Indeed, they “liveaarf that their work will
be undone by “under-informed” ambassadors in COREBEthe PSC,
and so seek to minimize the number of unresolveukess that are passed
up to them (ibid.}?

The working groups thus offer strong evidence ob tkey
processes — socialization and Brusselisation —ttwpgther challenge the
notion of the CFSP as a purely intergovernmentalnfo Indeed,
Fouilleux et al (2005: 610) characterise them not as “intergavemtal
battlegrounds” but rather as arenas for mediateiwéen Member States,
institutions and even ideology. Consequently, g/hihtional interests
and positions are expressed, this takes placennitie context of the
swift and efficient pursuit of solutions and commise, and where
informal rules including consensus-building and theoidance of
isolation are crucial to success (Galloway, 19997;2Juncos and
Pomorska, 2008: 501). Finally, the ever-broader@i$P agenda and
the resulting growth in working groups created @mdile it appears to
have contributed significantly to the Brusselisatiof national foreign
policies as Brussels-based officials, to some @xdeteast, appear to be
supplanting their capital-based counterparts. Agaiough, this provides

support for a change in ti@w of policy-making, but not for thevhat

8 For example, they suggest that small member statesto be especially ‘anti-
COREPER’ because they believe its ‘proximity’ te trelative voting power of
ministers inevitably returns power to the largeates. The Belgian Permanent
Representative is quoted thus: “COREPER is whexebify countries can come to
the fore...we are small. In the working groups weracge equal”’ (Fouilleuxgt al,
2005: 614).
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4.3.4 The Council Secretariat and the High Representative

As noted aboveAmsterdanhad a significant impact on the CFSP,
“transforming” its institutional architecture byeating new actors that
have driven and accelerated both the centralisanmhBrusselisation of
policy- and decision-making (Christiansen, 2006). 89f these, it is the
post of High Representative that has had the geatsstitutional
significance, becoming arguably the most infludntraividual actor
within this arena. Moreover, prior tasbon as a direct consequence of
this the Council Secretariat, of which the High Rsentative was also
the Secretary-General, took on a new centrality iamgbrtance. While
playing an influential but largely behind-the-scenele in first pillar
Community matters, in the second it became an r&gtidifferent
animal”, having developed into a “quasi-executivgerecy” with the
ability to make policy in its own right (ibid). Tegher, these actors could
be said to provide the strongest challenge to thlemdl

intergovernmentalism of the CFSP.

Although the Council Secretariat is nominally a¢ thervice of
member states, as Allen (1998: 48) notes it hasyavihad the potential
to do much more than co-ordinate. Responsible pi@viding the
Council and patrticularly the Presidency with adstirdtive services, and
legal and policy advic& it became increasingly involved in foreign
policy co-operation once the EPC Secretariat wasrporated into it
with the creation of the CFSP (Christiansen, 2@3: Along with the
establishment later of the High Representative &nel PU, this
represented efforts by the member states to imptbeeinstitutional
underpinnings of foreign policy co-operation withoulelegating
additional powers to the Commission (ibid: 89). eiftdetermination to

“exert firm control” over the Commission’s inputtanthis policy area

% |ts supporting role is particularly important chgithe periodic Intergovernmental
Conferences during which, as a consequence ohgsing role in day-to-day EU
policy-making and its material and informationakaarces, it has been able to
demonstrate significant leadership both in termag#nda-shaping and brokering
agreements (see Beach, 2004).
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essentially created an institutional vacuum thatSbcretariat was ideally
placed to fill (Allen, 1998: 55), with the crisas the former Yugoslavia
serving as a catalyst for swift institutional expiam (Christiansen, 2006:
89). This was demonstrated by the establishmeiat d@édicated CFSP
unit within the Secretariat’s External Relationsedtorate (DG E) which
has provided amongst other things a “central metmimrythe CFSP, as
well as the Secretariat's assumption of responigifibr managing the
“multiplicity” of dialogues with 3 countries that are conducted under
the auspices of the CFSP (Cameron, 1998: 64). &ereas a result of
its key function of assisting the Presidency thiotlge drafting of policy
papers and agendas, the unit has been able toissx@nfluence over
substantive issues of policy, particularly as tenofhas the advantage of
having followed a particular issue over an extenilteé period (Djikstra,
2008: 154; Duke and Vanhoonacker, 2006: £75).

However, the most far-reaching institutional depeb@nts
occurred as a consequence of the establishment hef High
Representative post, and subsequently ESDP. Tbwushe first time
military structures were created within the Secrataincluding the EU
Military Staff and the Military Committee, while jportant elements of
the WEU Secretariat were also incorporated int@hristiansen, 2006:
90). Moreover, the previously distinct areas aidé and development
policy and CFSP were brought together within DG significantly
strengthening it as a result (Djikstra, 2008: 154)the same time, the
creation of a dedicated Planning Unit to suppagtiigh Representative
provided an important channel of potential longrtenfluence over the
Presidency and member states. Although lackingitie of initiative,
they could encourage and persuade them to putegr particular issues
on the agenda, for example by regularly tablingepsgo these were not
forgotten when the Presidency changed (Duke andh&@macker, 2006:

87 Cameron notes that when the Presidency was held Isynaller state, the
Secretariat enjoyed even greater potential inflaaaesuch states have traditionally
lacked the diplomatic resources of their largetngas and therefore had to rely to a
much greater extent on its support (1998: 62).
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168). This did, though, create potential internahsions in the
Secretariat. As Duke (2005: 28) notes, the PU wiiglly created to
“‘circumvent” the Secretariat. Meanwhile both hbidi) and Djikstra
(2008: 156) argue that because the PU was staffesdonded national
officials, and was reliant on the (not always fedming) willingness of
member states and the Commission to share diplomamoranda, the

quality of its outputs showed “great variation”.

Overall, however, despite the lack of formal demsmaking
authority — althougiNice did give the High Representative the authority
to chair the PSC during crisis situations (Duke02029) — and the
dependence on the goodwill of member states, tldi@o of the High
Representative and the office’s ability to shape afluence policy was
consolidated and significantly augmented followitsginception (Rieker,
2009: 709). This was made possible — indeed, wasssitated — by the
growing demands and workload resulting from an -@xranding CFSP
agenda. Equally, however, the “decidedly proattigadership of Javier
Solana was a crucial factor (Christiansen, 2008. 8%his enabled these
institutional actors to capitalize on their visityil and permanence to
“operationalize” the CFSP by providing GAERC, theegaratory
committees and the working groups with analysis poticy options
built around common EU interests and perspectivesukeleire and
MacNaughtan, 2008: 83). For Christiansen (2006; 8% impact of this
has been to “redefine” intergovernmentalism awaymfrthe idea of
interaction between governments to the notion thetecutive

responsibility increasingly resides with the Colinci

The final stage (currently) in the developmentleod toles of the
High Representative and the Council Secretariatbiees the changes
following Lisbon outlined above. These have formalised the posiiio
High Representative not only as titular head offetéign policy, but in
organisational terms have equipped him/her withiB@ant institutional
tools to both set and enact the policy agenda. egtablishment of the

EEAS brings together the foreign and security polifunctions
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previously carried out within the Secretariat arte tCommission,
particularly the latter’'s network of overseas nussi. In theory, at least,
it gives the High Representative the mandate tesymira genuinely
‘joined-up’ CFSP, and equips him/her with the levevith which to
make this a reality. As the case studies and thmtcp study chapters
will show, however, this process has faced conalderdifficulties, not

least due to the differing standpoints of the stateder examination.
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4.3.5 The Commission and the implementation of CFSP

In organisational terms, the other crucial elementhe CFSP
jigsaw has been the role of the European Commisgéisinas been noted
throughout, a great deal of the institutional degetent within the CFSP
has sought to “square the circle” of improving #fficiency and
effectiveness while limiting as far as possible th8uence of the
Commission (Christiansen, 2006: 89). While in pagtthe Commission
has had limited input and no formal competence his tarea, its
relationship with the member states has been vamptex, representing
the desire of the latter to ‘protect’ their prertges in foreign policy
cooperation whilst at the same time being heawliant particularly on
the economic instruments at the Commission’s dispts make their

foreign policy aims reality.

At the same time, the Commission has also beerecoad about
what cooperation in foreign and security policy htignean for it. For
example, Smith (2004:155) notes that the Commiskias often been
concerned about preserving its power, reputatiah r@sources and so
has sought not to extend its influence into arehsre it lacked “real
legal authority”. At the same time, during the gadlays of EPC, the
relationship between member states and the Conuonisgs often quite
strained. Concerns among some governments thatCtimamission
represented the *“virus of integration” ensured tlaen when a
Commission official was present at meetings, theyla often only be
permitted to speak if the Presidency agreed, amtesmes were only
permitted to be in the room for discussion poieievant specifically to
the EC and would then be “quickly ushered out”djbiFurthermore,
they only gained formal access to the COREU comopatimns network
from 1982, and prior to that had to rely on “friggiddiplomats to pass
on information. The French seemed to show particalgosition to
greater Commission involvement during the firstatbeor-so of EPC, a

stance which only began to change after 1981 (ithé-7).

150



A common factor throughout the development of ERG@ @FSP
has been the essential role played by the Commissithe successful
implementation of policy. As Keukeleire and Macightan (2008: 85)
note, prekisbon the High Representative and his staff lackedeeithe
competences, instruments or bureaucratic reachhef Gommission
(which had delegations in 120+ countries), while tatter has enjoyed
considerable influence over the CFSP in termssaddiministration of the
Community’s budget, and its considerable expertisexternal relations.
Consequently, effective cross-pillar decision-mgkend co-ordination
were essential where funds were required from thaiget, or the
implementation of joint actions or common positiomas to be carried
out by the Commission (Duke and Vanhoonacker, 2008). Indeed,
Miuller-Brandeck-Bocquet (2002: 275) argues thathis sense, the two
pillars were much more integrated than is commadyceived. Even
following Lisbon and the creation of the EEAS, the fact that thghHi
Representative now ‘double-hats’ as Vice-Presiaddrthe Commission
and is ostensibly responsible for ensuring consisteand coherence
across all aspects of EU external relations dematest the significant

influence the Commission will continue to enjoythms policy field.

It is worth noting briefly, though, how the Cound&ias sought
with considerable success to sideline the Commissidhe key area of
crisis management, conducted under the auspiceeoESDP/CSDP
(Keukeleire and MacNaughtan, 2008: 92). Gourla@0& 404) and
Schroeder (2006: 4) both argue that the delibatatelopment of policy
instruments separate from those developed undeextenal relations
‘acquis’ of the first pillar resulted in an “institutiondivorce” between
the two. The trend has been very much in favougrefter Council
control over both military and civilian operationdespite the vital
financial support the Commission has provided fa katter (Gourlay,
2004: 413). The result, though, has often beennefficient and even
fragmented approach to planning and implementatoth neither the

Council nor the Commission having “strategic owghmgi over all
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available instruments (Rieker, 2009: 716). Inddeiéker (ibid.) argues
that where successful co-ordination has occurtdtgppened “in spite of”
the EU’s institutional structures, and has tendedé characterized by
informal co-operation between the Commission ared rttember states

and actors working within the Council’s various sihuctures.
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4.4 Conclusion

This chapter has provided a brief survey of thdohisal and
organisational development of the CFSP since dsption as EPC in the
1970s. In particular, it has emphasised the comghtension between
the desire of member states to retain their condradr foreign and
security policy-making on the one hand, and thedrteemake the best
use of the instruments and resources availableughradhe EU, and
particularly through its so-called Community pillém essence, this is the
on-going issue of sovereignty versus efficiencgetiveness. This has
revealed a number of issues. The first is the dliffy of seeing
EPC/CFSP as a purely intergovernmental entity. 8Vhikcertainly began
life as such, cooperation — and the institutiomdilisn of cooperation, to
borrow from Michael Smith (2004) — challenges tidga. Equally,
however, the CFSP has certainly not been commisetiyr and the
changes enacted undéisbon seem, superficially at least, to have
consolidated the control exercised by the membatestthrough the
Council’s structures. The EEAS in particular cobilsaid to represent a
significant ‘land-grab’ as different structures amadtors have been

brought together within one new institution.

Of particular interest to this study, though, is awhthese
developments tell us about how member states abirwihis foreign
policy environment and whether we can identify @enot only in how
foreign policy-making takes place, but in whatgsesed. The interactions
within the structure of working groups, preparata@ymmittees and
ultimately the Council itself are as intense andticmous as in other
policy areas. The purpose of these is not only ghgection and
promotion of national interests, particularly ate ttevels below the
Council. Epistemic communities exist, knowledge amgertise matters,
regular and frequent interactions generate normisebfviour, officials
develop supplementary identities to the bodies geye on, etc. All of
these fit in with what constructivism tells us abgocialization and its
impact on thehow of policy-making. But the question remains as to
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whether this really impacts on the substance atpohaking, and on the
interests that are protected and promoted by #tessinvolved. This is
the question that will be addressed in the coustudy chapters that

follow.
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Chapter 5: Britain and the CFSP:
The assumption of leadership?

“Our history and the inescapable demographic legscgur Empire,
status, trading interests, geography, transatléisscand responsibilities
as a P5, G8, NATO and Commonwealth member have-wiaed
international activism into our political and natad DNA.”

(Sir Richard Dannatt, 2010: 450)

“Britain has absolutely no global system impactottly has impact
through the European Union and through alliancesthrough
Brussels...or NATO. That is the extent of Britainys&mic relevance.”
(Parag Khanna, 2012: 22)

5.1 Introduction

The central argument of this thesis is that theghts provided by
constructivism help explain th@ow of European-level foreign and
security policy-making, particularly the impact @bcialization on
processes of negotiation and interaction, but labsut the what
especially the impact of this cooperative policyking on the national
interests and preference formation of member stafes argued
previously, the national remains as vital as eveumnderstanding the
CFSP as a policy-making arena, and yet receivast sdtention in the
constructivist-based analyses provided by Smith0420and others.
Systems of foreign policy-making, diplomatic tramlits and perspectives
on geopolitics are nationally-based and derivedl wahile ‘Europe’ is
obviously an important factor in how these haveetgyed, in many
cases these pre-date the existence of the EU andhsiitutions and
structures it encompasses. This is not to sayEblatnembership has not
had some impact on national structures, systemsraddions. Rather, it
is to argue that this must be placed in a broadetext that recognises
the EU and CFSP as just one element, however iaoin the foreign
policy calculations taking place in London, Beréind elsewhere across
the Union.
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Whilst obvious, it is worth stating at the outskatt both states
examined here have tha&wn sets of priorities and preoccupations, their
own views of how ‘Europe’ should ‘work’, and theawn definitions or
senses of the EU’s purpose. This underlines thatpbiat the CFSP
coexists with — but does not replace, supplanupessede — the range of
other relationships and linkages that constituesehstates’ international
engagement. Key bilateral relationships such asethzetween London
and Washington or Berlin and Moscow, not to mentioose with other
international organisations such as the UN or NA@Djmpact on how
they interact with the CFSP in a given situatiomr Example, one
Foreign Office official argued that it makes sendgeen dealing with
Russia for member states to cooperate throughttategic relationship
currently being developed by the EEAS, given tlymificance of Russia
to their collective energy securif§.However, given its closeness to
Moscow, Germany has felt less constrained in pogsai bilateral path
rather than relying on the EU level (see ChapteTBg idea, then, of a
CFSP that both sits alongside and can at the sameebe penetrated by
national structures and interests offers an importehallenge to
constructivist claims, particularly as regardgigsmsformative power. Put
another way, if the CFSP is a producer of norms\aldes, so too are
the institutions that exist at national level, andannot be assumed that
what pertains nationally will simply be overwhelmed subsumed by

what emerges from Brussels.

Britain provides an interesting object of study this regard.
Domestically, perhaps the least controversial thiveg can be said about
its relationship with the EU is that it is controsi@al. The “ardent
nationalism” and pro-American bias of the Thatciears (Hill, 1996:
70), followed by the relative isolation under Maj@nd the rhetoric-
heavy but ultimately ‘outcome-lite’ pro-Europeanish Blair certainly
provide a colourful political backdrop to Britaini®cent relationship
with the EU. However, they belie or disguise a msubtle and nuanced

8 UKO2, Foreign and Commonwealth Office, LondonFe®ruary 2011.
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engagement with the EU — and particularly the CF3kehind the closed
doors of the Foreign Affairs Council, and at theimas levels within the
Council structures where policy is negotiated agceed. If, as will be
discussed, the key features of UK foreign policyerovecent decades
have been pragmatism and continuity, within theesplof EU foreign
and security policy these have found expressiooutyit rationalism,
instrumentalism and an assumption of leadershigmRhis perspective,
CFSP is merely one element in a wider ‘toolkit’ winiBritain seeks to
instrumentalise for the promotion and pursuit of fbreign policy

objectives.

Crucially, these objectives have been generatedshaged by
domestic perceptions and concerns across a rarigeedinked historical
and geopolitical issues. These include the legadtg distoric role in the
major wars of the 20 Century, and particularly its status as one of the
victors in the Second World War, institutionaliseg its permanent
membership of the UN Security Council; its positeEurope’s leading
military power (alongside France); its global netikw@f post-imperial
relationships and interests; and above all itsraeferelationship with the
US and the transatlantic security alliance, ingsthalised through
NATO. Together, these feed into a sense of Britaiplace and
importance in the international system and provide basis for an
assumption or expectation within both Westminstet Whitehall that in
questions of foreign and security policy within Bpe, UK involvement
will be predicated on an expectation of leadersiip. FCO official
formerly responsible for the CFSP within the UK i1Ranent
Representation in Brussels (UKREP) articulated ittsrumentalist view
thus:

“l think when it works at its best, it's a multipli and an amplifier of
what the UK wants to achieve...our frustrations WithSP tend to be
when we would have liked it to do more, quicker aveten't able to
wind the machine up®®

89 UKO3, Foreign and Commonwealth Office, LondonJaduary 2011.
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Similarly, former Foreign Secretary David Milibanobdaracterised it thus:

“I came into office committed to the idea that Biit had an interest in
a strong European foreign policy, not least becauleught we could
have significant influence over it

This chapter explores how Britain’s instrumentdi@a of the
CFSP, and the leadership assumption that accongpénieave gained
practical expression and how they challenge thestcoctivist thesis set
out in Chapter 1. In particular, it is interestedhow change has been
driven by practical, functional and pragmatic cdesations — for
example organisational adaptation to better engatie and utilise the
structures of the CFSP - rather than the deepearsftnamation
constructivism implies. It begins with a surveyRyitish foreign policy
since Maastricht, looking in particular at how thenge of global
interests and national traditions outlined abovpaoted on this. It then
examines in detail Britain’s domestic foreign pglicegime and its
structures and mechanics of policy-making. Finally,discusses its
engagement with the CFSP since 2001, with a pé#atidocus on key
relationships and its involvement in ESDP/CSDP.

% |nterview, London, 6 December 2010.
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5.2. UK foreign policy since Maastricht
5.2.1 Features, themes and priorities

A notable feature of the relationship between Bhitiforeign
policy and the EU since Maastricht has been thearkatle degree of
continuity in terms of underlying principles and mpecific outcomes
pursued by both Conservative and Labour governmeniadeed,
Dryburgh (2010: 259) declares that the UK’s preafess under each
have remained “remarkably consistent”. Thus, desperceptions that
John Major's governments were “semi-detached”, evitilose of Tony
Blair were far more positive and engaged (JamesCpukermann, 2009:
286-7), the differences have been more about §yle ahd manner of
Britain’s engagement, and its responses to thespres of adaptation,
rather than the objectives to be achieved. Coresdlyy while 1997
brought the promise of a “step change” in the Ukkationship with its
European partners, Bache and Nugent (2007: 532¢wrdrthat not only
did Blair's government face the same dilemmas amallenges as its
predecessors, more often than not its responses sirailar in style and
substance. Meanwhile, even though the Conservatajerity within the
current coalition government is strongly Eurosaeptipragmatic
engagement has (thus far) remained the order addlecertainly in the
FCO. ®* Thus, Foreign Secretary Wiliam Hague, himself an
acknowledged Eurosceptic, promised an “activissitpe and energetic”
engagement with the EU (Hague, 2010d), repeatipgti@rn of positive
intent shown by all incoming governments going batkeast as far as

1979 (Wallace, 2005: 545.In other words, the objectives are consistent

%1 See also Menon (2010) ‘Between Faith and Reas&npdlicy towards the US
and the EU".

2 This is not to deny the clear change in style dstimally to reflect the open
Euroscepticism of many Conservative MPs. Thus, isiill Hague declared in June
2010 in the House of Commons that “[i]t is our imten that this Government will
be far more open to scrutiny from this House fdrital actions at the European
level” (Hague, 2010d). He then announced the dhiction of a “sovereignty
clause” in the forthcoming EU bill to emphasisetttiee UK Parliament has the
final say over the introduction into law of EU ditives (BBC News, 2010). More
recently, the internal party debate has become wmeceral. For example, Michael
Gove a senior member of the Government and cldgefathe Prime Minister, was
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for all governments: a strong British presencéhatheart of Europe and,
where appropriate, a strong voice for the EU iragamally, both of

which serve to protect and promote British intes&t

Several important contextual factors underlie th@ntinuity,
providing a framework for understanding how Britagtates to the EU,
its place within British foreign policy calculatiepnand the position the
UK perceives itself to hold within the internatibr@ommunity. First,
Britain’s approach in terms of its role in and adnition to common
European foreign policy has remained essentiathgipratic and, broader
debates over integration notwithstanding, largety-ideological (e.g.
Forster, 2000). Thus, since the inception of EPE latterly under CFSP
the primary focus has been on practical outputserathan institutional
development (Williams, 2005: 57), with CFSP seenaasimportant
supplement to a declining national capacity to (&arster, 2000: 45).
Second, co-operation at the European level is qu& element in a
broader strategy designed to maintain British erfice globally through
its wide range of memberships of international arggtions (particularly
its permanent Security Council seat), its willingseto back up its
diplomacy with the use of military force, and itsnamitment to NATO

and the transatlantic alliance (Wallace, 2005:%3).

Both of these feed into a third factor. The higheleof continuity
reflects what is, essentially, an elite politicabnsensus regarding
Britain’s place in the world in general, and thegj purposes, costs and
benefits of British participation in European fapeipolicy co-operation

more specifically (Bache and Jordan, 2008: Bjus, the relationship

reported to have suggested that the UK might tarest leave the EU unless “they
give us back our sovereignty” (Walters, S. (201%)e're ready to walk out on
Europe’: Prime Minister's closest ally Michael Geparks EU furore with dramatic
admission’ Mail on Sunday13 October).
%t is worth noting the efforts in this regard undféilliam Hague to re-institute the
European fast-track recruitment scheme to incrélsenumber of British civil
servants working within the Commission and othess8els institutions as a means
to improve British influence (see Kassanal, 2010).
% Wallace notes that over the last half century gobave been more actively
deployed overseas by Britain than any other Eunopgmawer, including France
(2005: 53).
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with the CFSP is judged in terms of Britain’s deteration to maintain
the primacy of NATO within Europe’s security ar@uature, and its
transatlantic security relationship with the B\t the same time, it is
evaluated according to Britain's ability to exeeciseadership and
influence in foreign and security policy by virtoé its power (military,

diplomatic and economic) and global reathThis is frequently
emphasised in official discourse. For exampleofwihg the signing of
the Maastricht Treaty, then Foreign Secretary Dasiglurd wrote:

“With our record of making and effecting a globalrdign policy,
Britain is now well placed to play a leading role making [CFSP]
work: setting the European foreign policy agendg1994: 421)

Six years later, Labour Prime Minister Tony Blagcthred: “Britain’s
place has always been at the centre of Europe.aldito my view that
Britain’s destiny is to be a leading partner in &ne” >’

Obviously Britain is not alone in seeking to use E@mbership
to help mitigate and adapt to the upheavals in ithernational
environment that have occurred since 1989 (For2@0: 58). However,
it is important to note that although dramatictenms of the pressures
these geopolitical changes have imposed on the héKita EU partners
for political and institutional adaptation, theypresent not so much a

new phenomenon as an upping of the tempo, albsigrificant one.

% As Wallace points out, though, none of the othejomEuropean powers would
accept the UK'’s claim for a privileged position-ais/is the US (2005: 56).
% That said, Parag Kharma (2012: 22) argues tha¢@ium-sized country such as
the UK can only “focus on a maximum of 10 countaesl try to have a meaningful
impact...That's very small”.
" From ‘Committed to Europe, Reforming Eurdg2000). There are numerous
other examples. In 2001, when discussing secunity gefence cooperation, Blair
stated: “[W]e must get in on the ground floor ofcd@n-making so that the
decisions are ones we are happy with. That is whgnM saw the debate over
Europe’s common defence policy developing, | deti@eitain should not hang
back but step up front and shape it...” (Blair, 2001dn 2007, then Foreign
Secretary David Miliband emphasised the UK’s “leadrole within the European
Union and NATO” (Miliband, 2007). More recently, rcent Foreign Secretary
William Hague highlighted how Britain had been ftmsnental in strong EU
leadership on Iran and the Balkans” (Hague, 201@hjle in a speech on CSDP,
David Lidington, the Coalition’s Minister for Eurepdeclared that “ever since St
Malo, the UK has been at the heart of developind@dESand that Britain’s
contribution along with that of France had beemli$pensable” (Lidington, 2012b).
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Instead, the key change in foreign policy priostiactually occurred
much earlier, at the beginning of the 1970s with dlecision by member
states to participate in foreign policy co-openatiwithin EPC. This

represented a clear recognition on the part okestéike Britain and

France that their ability to act uni- and bilatgralvas no longer
sufficient, something that had already been demnatest in defence
terms with the establishment of NATO. Consequentlgat has altered
over the last two decades are not British foreigficg priorities, but

rather the methods and means of achieving thentehiie identification
of first EPC and later CFSP in terms of the mukigamplifier effect

guoted above.

What is interesting, therefore, is the extent to iclwh
determinations of CFSP’s utility in achieving Bshiforeign policy goals
may have altered. An institutional expression ofs thas been the
significant shift in focus in recent years withlretFCO. This has seen it
retrench, pulling back from EU policies where ishe direct or strategic
interest, and “from the day-to-day monitoring” ofKREP’s work
(Kassim 2011; Kassinet al, 2010). Instead, it has focused on foreign
and security policy and institutional/constitutibpalicy, issues the FCO
“owns” (UK02) (see below{® In part this is explained by the greater
control exercised by line ministries over the Ewap components of
their policy areas and particularly over the instians sent to UKREP,
thereby greatly reducing FCO involvement in broaBaropean policy
formulation (Kassim 2011; see also Forster, 20@0: 1 also reflects, in
no small part, the effects of long-term pressuoenfthe Treasury on the
resources provided to the FCO, which the Coalitgovernment's
deficit-reduction plans have only exacerbated. Thhe trend over at
least the second half of the last decade has $eeRG@O continuously

having to achieve more with le¥5The result, according to a senior FCO

% UKO2, Foreign and Commonwealth Office, LondonNiB/ember 2010

% The FCO’s annual budget for each financial yeamfi2004-5 to 2009-10 is as

follows: 2004-5 — £1.797bn (£1.762bn); 2005-6 -0£2bn (£1.901bn); 2006-7 —

£1.983bn (£1.926bn): 2007-8 — £2.076bn (£1.957R0P8-9 — £2.194bn
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official, has been a “conscious decision to skEfiaurces” in recent years
away from Europe and towards the Middle East anel world’'s

emerging economie'§’

However, a third factor is also important. The powkdomestic
line ministries and reduced resources notwithstagydihe shift also
reflects a deeper belief (and sense of pessimisgn)ethat has emerged
over the last decade as to how far the EU has lactigivered on its
promise to develop into a genuinely effective fgneand security actor.
One official involved in negotiating the Anglo-Fi@nSt Malo agreement
in 1998, and afterwards closely involved in BritailCFSP policy,
suggested that the EU had “never really taken aff’a foreign policy
actor subsequently. Rather, it had “reached aioetti@eshold” and had
actually been less effective than other actorshsas NATO, which
seemed to have more to offer when dealing withptioblems and crises
of recent year§®*

This highlights several things. First is the claad obvious sense
of pragmatism underpinning British foreign polidjus, Britain seeks to
instrumentalise the CFSP and the foreign policytrumsents it
incorporates, while also utilising alternative miateral venues as
required, and prioritising these ahead of the EWEFas necessary.
Second, and more importantly, however great itstridmrion to the
development of CFSP, Britain’s priority has alwdyeen to ensure that
cooperation at EU level does not reduce the effen@ss of other actors,

particularly NATO. This highlights a sense almosgt Rritish semi-

(£2.124bn); 2009-10 — £2.367bn (£2.345bn) (therégim brackets represent the
actual spend which is less on each occasion) (RRDO5a, 2006a, 2007a, 2008a,
2009, 2010b). While this shows a year-on-year msee according to a 2010 report
by the House of Commons Foreign Affairs Committeeepresents “one of the
tightest [budget settlements] in Whitehall”, withdacrease in real terms of 1.2%
and 2.8% in the financial years 2009-10 and 201@e$pectively (2010a: 25). This
is further underlined by the financial constraiplaced on the FCO under the
Coalition’s Spending Review covering the period @@5. This will see the FCO
implementing real terms reductions of 24% in itsorgce budget, 55% in capital
s(!oending, and 33% in administration (FCO, 2010a).
1% yKO1, Foreign and Commonwealth Office, London Sbtember 2010.
191 YK 06, Foreign and Commonwealth Office, LondonJaBuary 2012.
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detachment towards foreign policy cooperation otha very least that
“ambiguity with regard to [its] wholehearted commént remains”
(Oliver and Allen, 2006: 187).
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5.2.2 Declinism or realignment? The ‘turn to Eurb(945-1990)

The apparent lack of a “wholehearted commitmenthtegration
has been a prime feature of Britain’s relationsWigh her European
partners both before and since accession in 1933rigins lie in the
UK’s changing fortunes in the decades following §exond World War,
which have impacted on its foreign policy, partaoly vis-a-vis the
EU.2%2while it is beyond the scope of this thesis toreixe the entire
post-war period in depth, a brief discussion of sokey themes is a
necessary precursor to the examination of Britlicp since Maastricht.
In a very real sense, Britain’'s semi-detachmenmfrmany of the
developments on the continent reflects the widestjan British policy-
makers have struggled with since 1945, encapsulatel$ Secretary of
State Dean Acheson’s oft-quoted observation that lsadd “lost an
empire and has not yet found a role”. Indeed, Achssremark provides
a useful short-hand to describe Britain's on-godigmma throughout
this period, and helps us understand why the cglahiip with Europe has
been so problematic.

192 These have been the subject of extensive study.fSeexample: Wallace, W.
(1978) 'Old states and new circumstances: thenatemnal predicaments of Britain,
France and Germany'. In Wallace, W. and Paterson(eds.) Foreign Policy-
Making in Western Europe: A Comparative Approagfarnborough: Saxon
House); Hurd, D. (1981) 'Political Co-operatidmternational Affairs57(3): 383-
93; Smith, M.et al, (eds.) (1988British Foreign Policy - Tradition, Change and
Transformation (London: Unwin Hyman); Clarke, M. (199British External
Policy-Making in the 1990s(Basingstoke: Macmillan); Hurd, D. (1994)
'‘Developing the Common Foreign and Security Policyernational Affairs70(3):
421-8; Hill, C. (1996) 'United Kingdom: Sharpeni@pntradictions’. In Hill, C.
(ed.) The Actors in European Foreign Poli¢iondon & New York: Routledge);
Tomlinson, J. (1996) ‘Inventing “Decline”: The Halj Behind of the British
Economy in the Post-war YeardEconomic History Review49(4): 731-57;and
(2003) ‘The Decline of the Empire and the Econoridecline’ of Britain’,
Twentieth Century British History14(3): 201-221; Wallace, W. (2005) 'The
collapse of British foreign policyinternational Affairs 81(1): 53-68; Williams,
P.D. (2005)British Foreign Policy under New Labour, 1997-20(asingstoke:
Palgrave Macmillan); Wall, S. (2008) Stranger in Europe: Britain in the EU from
Thatcher to Blair (Oxford: Oxford University Press); Self, R. (201Byitish
Foreign and Defence Policy since 1945 - Challergas Dilemmas in a Changing
World (Basingstoke and New York: Palgrave Macmillan);riiar, M.J. (2010)
Britain's International Role, 1970-199(Basingstoke and New York: Palgrave
Macmillan); Kettell, S. (2011New Labour and the new world order - Britain's role
in the war on terroManchester: Manchester University Press).
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At the heart of the dilemma are two competing l®lated ideas.
The first is of a deep decline in Britain’s powerdanfluence, captured
especially in the discourse of ‘declinism’ (Tomlms 2003: 202) and
symbolised by traumatic events such as the Suesisfi956) and the
1976 IMF loan request. The second is the notionaofpost-war
realignment, whereby the locus of British influerac®l interest changed,
with Europe becoming more important. While not degythat decline
occurred, this allows it to be set in context anehted with greater
circumspection. In a basic sense, the power andidatipns of the idea
of steep andabsolutedecline have often predominated, particularly in
political discourse, thereby eclipsing the reatifythe latter, and creating
a significant tension and dissonance between thgnpatic advantages of
moving closer to Europe, and what this means imgesf how Britain’s

position in the world is understood.

In the decades following 1945, Britain did expecena
significant but relative economic and geopolitidatline. It was engaged
in a steady retreat from empire, was rapidly eelipby the two Cold
War superpowers, and was forced to adjust to a stemtegic reality
wherein large-scale independent action was all ioytossible (as
evidenced by Suez). However, Britain was not alonéis — France, for
example, was also struggling with the impact of thar and
decolonisation. Moreover, however straitened heruenstances, Britain
continued to operate from a position of relativeersgth, remaining a
major financial centre and militarily the most pofué European
member of NATO (Self, 2010: 23 The discourse accompanying this
period of change and readjustment was deeply pesgimhowever,
seeing it in terms of absolute decline, especiaitpnomically, and

193 Self notes that in the early 1950s, Britain wasdpcing one third of the
industrial output of non-Communist Europe (2010: 2)
166



resulting in a ‘what’s wrong with Britain?’ canohat propagated the
culture of ‘declinism’ (Tomlinson, 2003: 208}

Alongside this, though, was a view shared by botingervative
and Labour governments that Britain would and sthordmain an
influential global power, a belief that continuesthe present. Thus, even
after Suez, Prime Minister Harold Macmillan dencethsuggestions that
Britain was no longer a power of the first rank,ilehn 1964 Labour
Prime Minister Harold Wilson declared that Britdiad no intention of
relinquishing its world role (Self, 2010: 4). It wao surprise, therefore,
that Margaret Thatcher saw victory in the FalklaMiar in 1982 as
demonstrating beyond doubt that the British declsee apparent in the
1970s, had ended. Writing after her departure foffice, she suggested
that upon coming to power in 1979 she felt there wétacit assumption”
both in the UK and abroad that Britain’s world rol@s “doomed to
diminish” (1993: 173). The implication is that folWing victory in the
South Atlantic, her government had somehow ‘stoppedrot’ and that
“Britain’s name meant something more than it haithid¢). Similarly,
Tony Blair, Gordon Brown and David Cameron have atiphasised
Britain’s global role and influence, even if, adfS2010: 5) notes, the

rhetoric has changed®

The assumptions underlying ‘declinism’ — and theaidof a
subsequent ‘resurrection’ in the 1980s and late0499 are difficult to
sustain, however, and obscure the more complegfsgtanges that was
occurring. Although Britain’s post-war internatioreconomic position
was certainly “reduced”, particularly as pressurewgon sterling as an
international reserve currency (Schenk, 2010: Hg, hroader economic

basis of declinism was unsound (Tomlinson, 2003; 2@e also 1996).

1% Tomlinson identifies a number of works that for@rtpof the “What's wrong

with Britain?” literature. These include Andrew $ifield’s British Economic
Policy since the Wa(1958); Michael ShanksThe Stagnant Societ{1961) and
Anthony Sampson’&natomy of Britainf1962). See Tomlinson (2003: 203-4) for a
detailed discussion of this literature.
1% For example, Self notes that Gordon Brown and @afiliband, his Foreign
Secretary, talked in terms of Britain being a ‘glbbub’ (2010: 4).
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The reality was that the 1950s and 1960s wereadively “golden age”
for Britain’s economy, and serious questions capdsed as to precisely
how much decline “actually occurred” during thisripd (ibid: 202)'°
Likewise, Turner is critical of the assumption aftaep decline in British
power and influence. Whilst not disputing a redwctiin Britain’s
international position, he maintains that it waghes as sharp, nor the
apparent resurgence following the Falklands’ Wat982 as dramatic as
often assumed (2010: 1-2). Rather, throughout ¥4 all the advanced
industrial economies were suffering the consequerafea range of
negative factors, most notably rising oil pricesd although Britain was
affected particularly badly, in official circlesdtre remained a sense that
the “problems would pass” (ibid: 25-26). What teraphasises, therefore,
is the considerable dissonance between how Britgild#ce and position
in the world were understood and articulated —i@aerly through the

narrative of decline — and what was actually hapyen

The source of this dissonance was not decline sthras change
and realignment, particularly in Britain’s myriadf dilateral and
multilateral relationships, and its reduced capadir independent
strategic action. Again, this was something allaasbed economies faced
as they struggled to deal with the “impact of idegrendence and
transnationalism” (Smithet al, 1988: xiv). To understand Britain’s
response and particularly the perpetuation of tb&on of decline,
though, Hill (1988: 26, 28) contends that two fastare important: the
first is the “immense power of traditions of thouigtbout policy”; and
the second, the “longevity of established imaged belief systems”
within the UK’s political and foreign policy-makingstablishment. In
this context, therefore, applying for an IMF loaasaa humiliation, even
if economic reality meant Britain had little altative, and indeed may

have benefited from the structural changes the ¢omawlitions demanded

1% Catherine Schenk makes a similar point, notingt tBaitain benefited
considerably from the so-called ‘long boom’ fronb0973 (2010: 430).
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(Schenk, 2010: 6’ However pragmatic the decision, though, it was the

symbolism of seeking such a loan that mattered.

Beliefs and traditions were (and remain) crucial riotions
surrounding Britain’s international status and ratea global actor, and
these have been especially salient in its attitboards Europe. Europe
represented one of what Churchill characteriseBraain’s three circles
of international influence (e.g. Allen, 1988: 1d9addow, 2010; Self,
2010: 2), the others being the ‘special relatiop'siith the US, and the
links to the Commonwealth. Arguably the most sigaifit change in
terms of interdependence and transnationalism katsathich took place
in Britain’s relationship with Europe during the 58 and 1960s,
whereby Britain could no longer remain separatdevbeing a “closely-
related ally and friend” (Self, 2010: 2). This chganchallenged directly
British traditions and established beliefs, howearticularly regarding
its status as an independent power, with the “tarBurope” being seen
as evidence that Britain “counted for less” in therld (Turner, 2010:
26). Consequently, while greater economic integraivith the continent,
and particularly the advantages more recently ofmbership of the
Single Market, can be considered sensible and pafgnchoices,

politically their implications were and remain higlproblematic.

Perhaps the clearest example of this is the resognaf Margaret
Thatcher as Prime Minister in 1990. Although undedly an influential
international leader, having played a significaolerin facilitating the
détente between US President Reagan and Soviet leader alikh
Gorbachev that led to the end of the Cold War, lpargear after the fall
of the Berlin Wall she was forced from office besawf a split with

senior colleagues over policy towards Eurofl&.Meanwhile the

197 Schenk notes that sterling was “embedded in broattghal and regional
economic and political relations” and consequetitly options available to the
British government were “more complex than is ulsuatknowledged” (2010: 6).
1%Although Thatcher had enthusiastically endorsedaBrs 1961 membership
application, she lacked Edward Heath's “instinctsygmpathy for the European
ideal” and was deeply suspicious of the ‘Euro iceal of some of her more
federalist-inclined partners, seeing them incraggims having “a grandiose but
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government of her successor, John Major, was isorgly paralysed by
disputes over the direction and extent of integrgtand even Tony Blair,
despite enormous levels of popularity, never fetbireg enough to settle
the ‘issue of Europe’ (e.g. Mandelson, 2011: 382T)us, however
important Europe has become to Britain, it hastedea continuous and
at times intolerable tension with notions of thesifon Britain should
(and does) occupy in the world. At the same timis, @xtremely difficult
now to separate discussion of the two. For exanipldescribing Blair's
views on Britain's international role, former Cabinminister Charles
Clarke declared: “I think he would say that he doltl make a holistic
speech about Britain’s international position witho.addressing Britain
in Europe”!®® Relative post-war decline thus necessitated aisBrit
realignment towards Europe. However, strongly-he&tional beliefs
about and perspectives on Britain’s place in thédvbave made highly
problematic the implication that such a realignmeviuld further
constrain or curtail its room for manoeuvre. Tlsigarticularly pertinent
in the context of Britain’s participation in foreigand security policy

cooperation.

muddled vision of Europe...interventionist, protenigs, ultimately federalist and
profoundly anti-British” (Self, 2010: 129). Her geenistrust of the direction of
integration ultimately led to splits with senior mieers of her government over
British participation in European Monetary Uniom particular, it was the
resignation in autumn 1990 of her deputy, Sir GegffHowe, and his stinging
criticism of her in his resignation statement ire tHouse of Commons, which
precipitated her own departure a few weeks latewed strongly criticised her
position on Europe, declaring famously: “It is mtHike sending your opening
batsmen to the crease only for them to find the emnthat the first balls are
bowled that their bats have been broken beforegme by the team captain”.
However, his subsequent comments were even momgiaticg as to the potential
impact of her stance: “The tragedy is...that the Brivfinister's perceived attitude
towards Europe is running increasingly serioussrifgk the future of our nation. It
risks minimising our influence and maximising ourances of being once again
shut out. We have paid heavily in the past for latarts and squandered
opportunities in Europe...If we detach ourselves detefy, as a party or a nation,
from the middle ground of Europe, the effects Wil incalculable and very hard
ever to correct” (Hansard, HC Deb 13 November 189080 cc464-5).

199 |nterview, Norwich, 20 June 2011.
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5.2.3 ‘Pusillanimous realism’ — Britain and the GF$1991-1997)

Compared to other aspects of integration, the afdareign and
security policy cooperation, if not always the pi@e; proved relatively
uncontroversial for Britain during the 1990s. Itdhalready been very
supportive of EPC, with officials and politicianerithusiastic” about the
possibilities this offered (Allen, 1988:. 187), wilthe Thatcher
government produced a paper in 1985 that “wholébdlyr endorsed” it
(Self, 2010: 132j*° Indeed, Britain was considered the prime mover in
terms of EPC outputs and institutional developmepasticularly during
its first decade (Hill, 1996: 77} This support reflected two key points
of principle that remain central to how the UK apgrhes foreign policy
cooperation. The first was that EPC remain instindlly separate from
the EEC, and the second that cooperation would yswée
intergovernmental, with the “traditional instrumentof foreign
policy...[and] the right to make decisions...the prapaf the member
states” (Hurd, 1981: 386).

These principles formed the basis for how Britaggotiated the
CFSP elements of the TEU, and subsequent treMm®over they were
and continue to be pursued and defended by govertsnot all parties.
This implicit consensus notwithstanding, howevée handling by the
Major government (1990-97) of cooperation on specifssues,
particularly Bosnia, was problematic, demonstratiaug inability or
unwillingness to understand the ramifications & émd of the Cold War
and what these would mean for the recently estadisSCFSP. Along
with high profile disputes over the ERM, the safefyBritish beef and
the government’s opposition to the Social Chaptbis left Britain

increasingly marginalised until the election of bab in 1997, thereby

19 This was despite the bruising and bitter disputer ahe British budget rebate
which had only been settled a few months earlier.
Y Hill suggests that in part this was because theranember states gave the UK
more space in this field in an effort to help iclaoatise to the “idea of Europe”
following accession (1996: 77).
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weakening its claims to leadership (e.g. BacheNungent, 2007: 530-1;
James and Oppermann, 2009: 286).

Alongside France and Germany, Britain dominatedotiatjons
over what became the CFSP in 1990-91 (Smith, 20@9). Initially it
had not welcomed the discussions, considering tHamegotiation
before its time” (Dryburgh, 2010b: 259). Howeverttwthe end of the
Cold War, the need to anchor a newly-unified anteiptitally dominant
Germany within the structures of Europe had pregelpolitical union
onto the IGC’s agenda, meaning Britain had littleoice but to
participate fully to ensure the predominant positdd member states vis-
a-vis control over foreign policy cooperation wast rihreatened or
diluted. The Major Government was ultimately “deligd” by the 3-
pillar system that emerged which, from its perspectinstitutionalised
the two preferences outlined above (Dryburgh, 20260). The question,
though, was whether they had any longer-term obgxtfor CFSP
beyond the desire to consolidate and protect mesthgrs’ prerogatives
and ensure cooperation did not impact negative\N&TO (e.g. Hill,
1996: 82). Hill's analysis in the mid-1990s suggest, with apparently
“little willingness in London” to look too far intthe future (ibid: 85).

The limitations of London’s view of the purpose tbe newly-
established CFSP came quickly and tragically tontligvith the
disintegration of Yugoslavia, however. As notedvpasly, Yugoslavia
disappointed wider expectations that CFSP woulcaeod and improve
European actorness in foreign and security politmuwever, the reality is
that it was never designed to provide the kind mimediate crisis
management needed in the BalkdrisThis in turn reflects the essential
weakness in what the member states had themselgeated — i.e. an
intergovernmental system that risked lowest comaemominator policy

and inaction as the price of consensus (e.g. Regrgler and Schmalz,

1121t is worth remembering that Yugoslavia also pnése enormous challenges to

the UN, OSCE and NATO, and not merely the EU andGESP (Smith, 2004:
196).
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2001; Menon, 2008; Tojé 2008a,b). For Britain sfeally, Bosnia
reveals its lack of ambition for the CFSP, andealpolitik perspective

on how national power should be exercised in thst-gold War period.

For Britain, CFSP was a forum for intergovernmegtaperation
between sovereign states. This was made especiaidy by Foreign
Secretary Douglas Hurd who maintained that it wasthe job of the
member states operating through CFSP to end thei@osonflict —
ultimately only “those doing the fighting” could ke that decision
(1994: 424). Rather, the CFSP’s role had been tvemt rivalries
between the then 12 member states over policy tsvBosnia, and to
help them develop a framework through which a nated settlement
could be achieved (ibid). In other words, for th& WLFSP was
continuing from where EPC had left off — it wasrmaddification” rather
than a fundamental transformation of the existimgragements (Oliver
and Allen, 2006: 192). In Bosnia, the outcome Bmitaas pursuing was
a solution that would avoid the use of force ihlifpossible, an ambition
many of its partners shared (Gow, 1996: 87). The obthe CFSP was
thus limited to facilitating the intergovernmentadoperation necessary
to achieve this. This narrow view of its utility svéurther underlined by
the creation of armd hoccontact group consisting of the UK, France,
Germany, Italy and the US and Russia which provittes principal
arena for diplomatic discussions on Bosnia. FotaBrj whatever role
CFSP played, the important decision-making wouke talace elsewhere,
a similar attitude to that displayed in its respore Iran’s nuclear

programme (see Chapter 7).

The Major Government’s approach to Bosnia was iy
conservative, rooted in a realist and highly pratmanalysis of the
international system and the ability of states épldy power within it.
This identified no British national interest asrgeat stake in Bosnia and
so “the instinct of the realist was to stay outu¢d, 1997: 130). Instead,
London advocated a policy of non-intervention, seghko use sanctions

and an arms embargo to contain the conflict witthie collapsing
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Yugoslav state. Whatever the rationale for suchawdy-focused British
pragmatism® it exposed a lack of understanding of the impiaat of
ethnic violence for the integrity of states, of theed for a robust
European response to avoid potential regional diistation, or of the
obvious national interest in ensuring this did potur. Moreover, not
only did Britain suffer considerable and sustaicaticism on a number
of levels, being accused variously of indifferenogpbeing pro-Serbian
and even of supporting appeasement (Gow, 1996-'8it3, strategy also
resulted in splits with key allies, particularly ¥hangton. Indeed, so
stark were the disagreements between London andheke Clinton
Administration that relations were soon strainedimtast to breaking
point” (Self, 2010: 94; see also Simms, 2082)\With the government
struggling across a range of issues, particulazbnemic, its handling of
Bosnia only undermined further its credibility aoldim to leadership.
Far from being pragmatic, British realism insteadreed “pusillanimous”
(Gow, 1996: 97), with efforts to protect nationaéqmgatives in foreign

and security policy of limited value given the laokstrategic direction

1131t should be noted that at this time, the MinistfyDefence was in the midst of

the ‘Options for Change’ defence review, intendeddpitalise on any post-Cold
War peace dividend by reducing the size and costeoUK’s armed forces. Thus, a
?riority was to avoid costly deployments as fapassible (Gow, 1996: 90).
“Gow argues that while London recognised the Serlgiadership as being “the
source of the war”, it tended to emphasise theefisbmmunal aspect” of the
violence (1996: 89). Thus, although supportive afhcsions, it resisted strongly
efforts to provide meaningful assistance to therBosMuslims, particularly by
lifting the arms embargo, a policy strongly advecaty the Americans. Both
Simms and Gow also emphasise the importance afritiat experience in how
Britain viewed the conflict in Bosnia. Simms (20Q2-13) suggests that Britain
was historically ‘pro-Serb’, whilst its support fthe maintenance of a Yugoslav
entity would in any case inevitably favour the Seds the largest component of
that state. Meanwhile, Gow (1996: 90) notes conciernLondon over the
similarities between events in Bosnia and recepeggnce in Northern Ireland,
both in terms of the potential military commitmelotit also anxiety that support for
an externally imposed solution would create a pienein Northern Ireland.
115 Self (2010: 94) notes that even before Clintoéstion there was considerable
tension with London following the Major Governmen#ttempts to expose him as
a potential draft-dodger to support George H W Busb-election. Robin Cook,
Foreign Secretary from 1997-2001, makes a simiteseovation in his diaries and
then continues: “[T]he State Department had beestriited by the infuriating
caution of the Conservatives on Bosnia and thewillingness to get tough with
Milosevic. At our first meeting, Madeline Albrigktry tentatively asked, ‘Can | be
frank about your Conservative predecessors?’ Whesgonded that she could be
as rude as she liked about them, she turned tadwsers and said, ‘This is going
to be fun.” (2004: 103).
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from London. Arguably the only positive longer-teontcome was the
development of closer defence and security linkk Wrance which bore
fruit in 1998 at St Malo (Oliver and Allen, 20082) (see below).

Addressing the deficiencies in CFSP exposed by ¥laga was
a priority of the foreign policy negotiations atetl1996 IGC which
produced thelTreaty of Amsterdanfsee Chapter 4). Britain supported
many of the proposed changes, including establisthie post of High
Representative provided he/she remain clearly withie institutional
structures of the Council (ibid). However, so diveshad Europe become
within the governing Conservative Party, and consetly so heated the
domestic debate around all aspects of integratiat,far from providing
any kind of leadership, the contribution of the hond government to
the IGC was essentially obstructionis€ For their part, Britain's
European partners were happy to delay the finabtigns until the
general election when they hoped and expected & mp@-European
Labour government would take office (Wallace, 2088). Thus, when
the new Foreign Secretary, Robin Cook, addressed Hbuse of
Commons on 9 June 1997, he was able to declaréNbat Labour goes
to the Amsterdam summit in a constructive spiripaftnership, not the

sterile spirit of oppositionalisnt’

18 For example, it blocked proposals to incorporhie $chengen Agreements into

the EU (James and Oppermann, 2009: 286).
17 Hansard, HC Deb 9 June 1997, Col. 804.
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5.2.4 ‘Pragmatic vision’ — Britain and the CFSP @1292007)

The assumption of leadership was a central ando#ixplement
in British foreign policy under Tony Blair's goverments. Moreover,
even though Blair's premiership was ultimately @hadowed by the
consequences of 9/11 and the 2003 Iraq War — ede#st of which was
the ultimate confounding of his hopes for a seaigkan the relationship
between Britain and the EU — few recent prime nbémgs have so
dominated its formulation and implementatidfiln part this reflected
the almost unprecedented authority over domesticypexercised by his
Chancellor, Gordon Brown. Even so, Dyson (2009:)2Z®hsiders Blair
“unusually proactive” in foreign affairs, while Bukr-Thomas (2006: 2)
believes he was so dominant that it is “not unreabte” to consider
British foreign policy during this time as “Blair'soreign policy”.
Moreover, this dominance was achieved despite fficedacking clear
prerogatives in this area (O'Malley, 2007: f. What is striking,
therefore, is that despite this, Blair's attempt®tfect long-term change
in the relationship between Britain and Europe, emsure for Britain the
kind of leadership role in the EU he desired, ultiety failed. Moreover,
it is Blair himself who must shoulder much of tharbe for this. As will
be discussed, his determination to support the BAgdministration in
Iraq, and his inability to overcome the domestiendwance of Brown,
who effectively vetoed British membership of thengte currency
through his five economic tests, meant that by éhd of his time in

office, Blair's European policy was largely defunktdeed, in the view

18 The Iraq War, and particularly Tony Blair's invelwent in it, remains

controversial to this day. See for example, Helm(2D12) 'Tony Blair should face
trial over Irag war, says Desmond Tut'he ObservefLondon: Guardian News
and Media Ltd). Indeed, Robin Cook contended inrhésnoirs that even as soon
after the war as 2004 it was “becoming hard to famy [ministers] who do not
resignedly accept that the war has been an unnatgdisaster for Labour in
domestic politics” (2004: 269).

119 0'Malley highlights Blair's ability to structurehe choices facing those whose
support he needed to achieve the outcomes he wisHedhotes in particular how
he was able to garner support for the war in Irggdéfining the choice facing
Cabinet, Parliament and even the public as onétludreliberation or appeasement
(2007: 10). Julie Smith, meanwhile, suggests thafact neither of Blair’s first two
foreign secretaries, Robin Cook and Jack Straw.ewespecially Europhile in
outlook may have contributed to his ability to leadEuropean affairs (2005: 711).
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of his former Home Secretary, Charles Clarke, 4$t@swvardship was, if
not a failure [then] very close to failure in rédat to Europegiven what
his ambitions [weré] (my emphasis)*® To understand New Labour
foreign policy, therefore, one must examine the i Blair in framing

and driving it, and the restrictions he faced.

Blair's starting point was that Britain could arttbsld be a force
for good in the world (Williams, 2005: 31). Thusneeded to be willing
to intervene, militarily when required, somethimglected strongly in the
interventionist positions he frequently adopted. @krke put it, he
repudiated the “walk passed on the other side $¢hather

“he believed absolutely...that Britain can and showdd therefore
Europe can and should, influence what's going otthin rest of the
world, including militarily” *%*

To achieve this, Britain needed to play a “strongiebal role”, looking
beyond Europe and the Atlantic Alliance (Oliver ahiten, 2006: 193),
but only on the basis that these two essentiahrgilbf British foreign
policy were strong and engag¥d it was to achieve this that so much of
his energy was devoted, based on the premise thiée¢ Britain might
not be materially or economically dominant, thecéorof its moral
argument combined with material action — for exampbverseas
development aid increased substantially during Labatime in office
(Williams, 2005) — and a heavy dose of pragmatisould enable it to
cajole and lead its allies in the direction want&tis was reflected in
how the UK approached both Europe and the worlceuiiair, which
he himself characterised in terms of “pragmatidovis (1999b). Two
elements of this ‘vision’ stand out, and were can& throughout the
period. The first was his efforts to re-invigordeitain’'s relationship

with the EU and reposition it the heart of decisiaking. As he himself

120 |hterview, Norwich, 20 June 2011.

2L |nterview, Norwich, 20 June 2011. Clarke statede “absolutely believed that
the ‘walk passed on the other side’ school, the & small, faraway country of
which we know little’ school, is something which bempletely repudiates...that’s
absolutely core to his set of beliefs.”
122 BJair declares in his memoirs: “[t]here is no dbafe facing the world today
that would be met more easily if the US and [Eldpst apart” (2010: 676).
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declared in 1997, “we cannot shape Europe unlessatter in Europe
(Kassim, 2008: 172). The second element was a braadiculation of
how Britain should engage with the world, for whithrelationship with
the EU and US were crucial. Both will be discussexi.

Re-positioning Britain

The idea of Britain as a “bridge” between the US#l &urope
has been a central facet of British foreign pohay at least six decades
(Paterson, 2007; Sherrington, 2006; Stephens, 2@&ysequently, a
central principle of Blair's foreign policy was &slre to redefine and re-
energise Britain’s relations with Europe whilst anbing its role as a
“bridge” between the EU and US. Blair saw the relahip between the
two as crucial to ensuring a stable internationatesn. Moreover, a
Britain at the heart of EU decision-making woulddbenger in the eyes
of the US, in turn making Britain more influential Europe (Williams,
2005: 29). As Blair put it:

“Britain is stronger with the US by reason of beingeurope...we are
stronger in Europe if strong with the US. Strongmyether. Influential
with both. And a bridge between the two” (1999c).

He elaborates further on the underlying pragmatsthis position in his

memoirs:

“[Flor me, Europe was a simple issue. It was towdth the modern
world. | supported the Europe ideal, but evenhhftn’t, it was utterly
straightforward: in a world of new emerging poweBsitain needed
Europe in order to exert influence and advancerésts. It wasn't
complicated...It was a practical question of realgofi (Blair, 2010:
533)
Blair invested considerable personal time and aterin trying
to achieve this, particularly prior to 2001, and lafforts were not
without success. The party he took over in 1994 argsiably more at

ease with Europe, and Britain’s relationship withthan it had been in
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decades? Much of the credit for this should go to Neil Kivzk, leader
from 1983-1992, who worked hard to persuade Lalbbtine merits of a
more positive attitude to Europe as part of wideerapts to make it
more electable following the election defeat of 39Bassim, 2008: 169;
see also Smith, 2005: 706). Labour’'s pro-Europ@argsntinued under
John Smith, Kinnock’s successor, and from 1994 edsvhecame “a key
element of New Labour's modernizing project”, witupport for
“constructive engagement” with Europe “a mainstrgparty] view” by
the time of the 1997 general election (Kassim, 2A0®, 171; see also
Kassim, 2010).

As part of this, Blair demanded a more strategiprag@ch to
relations with European partners. For example,asustl efforts were
made to improve the links between Labour and it©pean sister parties
(Smith, 2005: 706; Kassim, 2008: 178jMeanwhile, even before his
election victory in 1997, Blair met with senior diges from the
governments of other member states to emphasigewthatever the
Conservative positions at the soon-to-convene Amigite IGC, they
could expect much more positive engagement from Ladour
government that would likely be representing Bnthy the end (Kassim,
2008: 170). Once in office, Blair also sought tomgete support within
partner states for his ‘Third Way’, resulting in hagh-profile joint
initiative with German Chancellor and SPD leadeert@rd Schroder
(Schroder, 2007: 275-6; Kassim, 2008: 172). Atabministrative level,
meanwhile, a concerted effort was made at Blanigative to launch a
“step change” plan designed to “upgrade relationstween the Civil
Service, Ministers and MPs and their peers in “hkeded partners”
across Europe with a view to “promot[ing] the UKttee status of core

123 According to Julie Smith, Europe had “divided Brétish Labour party for most

of the past 60 years” (2005: 705).
1241n the 1994 European Parliamentary elections,ef@mple, Labour ended up
with more MEPs than any other party within the af European Socialists
(PES), the umbrella group for left and centreefities within the parliament. As a
consequence, it was a Labour MEP, Pauline Greea,wds elected Group leader
(Kassim, 2008: 170).
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insider” (Kassim, 2008: 172; Paterson, 2010c: ®jth 2005: 709)*

Ultimately these efforts “petered out” (Kassim, 80A73). However,
they contributed to a sense that Britain was bettpais an “essentially
constructive” partner (Smith, 2005; 709). Moreowbey made possible
future British initiatives, not least plans to dygethe EU’s foreign and

security policies.

In was in foreign and security policy were Brit@antlaim to
leadership was most realistic and achievable. ThagldAFrench
agreement at St Malo in December 1998, which maadesiple the
establishment of the European Security and Def@utiey (ESDP) (see
Chapter 4), was arguably the most eye-catchingopeasn’ success of
Blair's first term in office (see, for example, Mam 2004). Indeed, it
was probably the most significant British contribatto EU foreign and
security policy since the launch of CFSP. Crucjaliyje agreement
between the EU’'s two major military powers (andgtrent rivals)
seemed to have resolved the perennial question theerelationship
between NATO (and thus the US) and an autonomouspEan crisis
management capability. In paving the way for ESDRJlowed Britain
to restate its European leadership credentials ageih held back from
participating in the single currency. This was aly the view of
Jacques Chirac, French President at the time, wdatakd that the
launch of the “European defense policy alongsidevas for Blair a way
of accomplishing a useful task without taking toany electoral risks”
(2012: 216).

Although one senior diplomat suggested “there wersrany
other areas we could easily come it is too simplistic to characterise

ESDP simply as the Blair government casting ardon@ European role,

1% paterson characterises these efforts as being “bainang[ing] an emphasis on

tactics for one of strategy and adopt[ing] a pobfstrategic alliances in pursuit of
a leading position in the EU” (2010c: 317). He sotes well the important role
played by Robert Cooper in pursuing this. Coopeantvea to be a senior adviser to
both Javier Solana and Catherine Ashton.
126yK04, Foreign and Commonwealth Office (retired)epdione interview, 22
September 2011.
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however (Howorth, 2007: 38). Rather, ESDP was bawoe of the
growing Anglo-French convergence around the ideat, tfollowing
Yugoslavia, Europe needed greater autonomy inscnenagement and
less reliance on the US (e.g. House of Lords, 2Q@: While sustaining
the transatlantic alliance remained central to rRidioreign policy, he
saw a more capable Europe acting to complement NASHaring the
security burden and thereby strengthening thenaialndeed, this latter
view remains central to British policy, as will ldgscussed below. In
essence, while NATO continues to do “the heavynlift, the EU can act
autonomously when the situation demands, but always the
understanding that “CSDP is the junior partner &TR in terms of
military capabilities” (UKO8)*’

What made St Malo so important was the setting easigl
Europe’s two leading military powers of long-stamglidifferences over
European security and defence — and especiallyheh@ATO should
be exclusively responsible for this (Howorth, 20@7). This in turn
started a process resulting first in the creatiorESDP, followed by
initiatives to improve member states’ military chpigies and
coordination, and the launch of a number of cmsaagement missions.
For Britain, these developments — particularly ioyad capabilities
among NATO’s EU members — could only be positiveo&s, 2009:
5).1% Moreover, in the years following Britain played tgading role in
all the EU’s major security initiatives” (William&005: 60):%° In foreign
and security policy, at least, Blair's ‘pragmatisign’ seemed initially to

bear fruit.

127 yK08, Ministry of Defence, London, 3 May 2012.
128 That said, as recently as 31 December 2012, thArdiSassador to NATO was
calling on the UK and other European NATO memberspend more on defence
and assume a greater share of the security bu{8en, for example: Hopkins, N.
(2012) ‘UK urged to spend Afghan withdrawal savingsdefence'The Guardian
31 December.)
129 Two examples are British support for the developtmué Battlegroupsand the
provision of an integrated headquarters@meration Atalanteoff the Somali coast
(discussed in detail below).
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The desire to return Britain to ‘the heart of Ewbguffered
major set-backs following 9/11, however. Indeedg tlgenerally
“proactive” approach to the EU in Labour’s firstrte encompassing the
launch of ESDP, opting-in to the Social Chapted anonomic agenda-
setting at Lisbon in 2000, can be contrasted whikh fnore “reactive”
nature of the second, and “defensive engagementfieothird (Menon,
2004; Smith, 2005: 704; Sherrington, 2006: #2)The global shift in
priorities following 9/11 and the war in Iraq, whisplit the EU’s leading
powers, are often cited as crucial in upsettingrBlglans to “re-anchor”
Britain in Europe (Paterson, 2007:4)In his unqualified support for the
Americans over lIraq, Blair demonstrated to Britai2U partners that
however constructive it sought to be, his governmmeamained
fundamentally Atlanticist in inclination, despitehet obvious and
increasing difficulties this created (Dorman, 2003-6; Smith, 2005:
703; Sherrington, 2006: 72% However, this does not tell the whole
story. Although 9/11 and Iraq contributed to thgngicant loss of
momentum in Blair's European ambitions from 2001iluns departure
from office in 2007, domestic politics — indeedteimal Labour party

politics — also played a major role.

Despite being considered the most Europhile BritBhme
Minister since Heath (Smith, 2005: 707; Cook, 20030), the reality
was that the pro-European credentials of both Elad his government
were never unambiguous. For example, New LaboW%7Imanifesto
pledge to “lead a campaign for reform in Europecfuese] Europe isn’t
working in the way this country and Europe needsds a clear
indication of the terms by which Britain’s ‘consttive engagement’
would take place (Smith, 2005: 707). ‘Reform’ atehtership’ were the

mantras in how Blair approached the EU throughdasifphemiership. In

130 Bulmer-Thomas describes New Labour’s first termeiign policy as a “qualified
success” (2006: 2).
131 Jack Straw believed that “9/11 defined our forefmiicy (and much of our
home policy) for years after that, and in many wstilsdoes” (2012: 336).
132 phjlip Stephens notes that Gerhard Schroder steghéisat “the traffic on Mr
Blair's bridge is too often one way” (2005: 20).
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effect, Labour’'s domestic electoral message wasgb#ansposed onto
the European stad@® with Blair seeking to portray Britain as rescuing
Europe from itself in “unapologetically populistrites” (Kassim, 2008:
171).2* That Blair needed to characterise the relatigndetween
Britain and Europe in such terms reflected morgédeeted problems in
how the British electorate viewed its membership tioé EU. The
challenge which Blair never really confronted (elt fable to confront)
was how to engage with the electorate on this gurest

This was arguably the the greatest failing of BsaiEuropean
policy. Throughout his premiership, he remained illmg or unable to
‘sell’ Europe to an increasingly sceptical domediedience, despite
overwhelming majorities in his first two terms (ksaw, 2008; Smith,
2005). Indeed, Kassim argues that his choice noterigage in a
conversation with the British electorate about treater benefits of
integration, particularly during the relative hongyon period of his first
term in office, wasted a “once-in-a-generation apyuty” to settle this
question (2008: 183). Rather, throughout this pmker®lair and his
government showed an “unwillingness to confront fpeedominantly
Eurosceptic] print media” (Paterson, 2010c: 31@rtipularly on the
question of membership of the single currency wibtebame emblematic
of this weakness. Indeed, Stephens argues thathenEtro Blair's
government “lived in the shadow of the Euroscepimdia” (2001: 67).
At the same time, Blair himself lived in the shadofahis chancellor on
this issue. Brown’s decision to veto British mendhgp — taken with
little or no input from the Prime Minister (KassirBp08: 174) — was

revealing in terms of the real extent of Blairswsy as head of

133 This is particularly important as the case fottiBni membership of the EU “was,
and continues to be, framed in overwhelmingly ecoisoterms” (see Paterson,
2007: 4).
134 BJair is not alone in pursuing such themes. Fanaple, in the introduction to
his recent and long-awaited speech on Britain’ati@hiship with the EU, David
Cameron declared: “| want to speak to you today wigency and frankness about
the European Union anlgow it must change both to deliver prosperity and to
retain the support of its peoples” (Cameron, 2q&8) emphasis).
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government® While in theory Blair could have replaced Brownttwi
someone willing to pursue British membership of sivegle currency, he
felt unable to do so, refusing either to openlyligmge or over-rule his
chancellor (e.g. Stephens, 2001: 74). This reftethe reality that Brown
was “invulnerable and immovable” as a result oft@n’'s economic
success (Paterson, 2010c: 31#).It also suggests that despite his
electoral success, Blair was unwilling to risk bissition by taking on
both his most influential minister and a broadlystile media over the
Euro (ibid: 317). More than Iraq or his close suppof the Bush
Administration, it was ultimately his refusal nob tjoin battle
domestically on the question of Europe that thwhittee first aspect of
Blair's vision, his ambition to re-position Britain Europe.

Engaging with the world

The second constant in Blair's ‘pragmatic visionasw his
articulation of how Britain would engage with, asekek to influence, a
dramatically changing world. This he set out mdsaxy in his Chicago
speech on thédoctrine of the International CommunityBlair, 1999a),
which made an intellectual and moral case for vetion in states
deemed to pose a risk to international stabilitptigh their potential to
spread chaos and disorder across borders (AtkDG6:277)**" Early
manifestations of these ideas came in Robin Co@R87 call for an
“ethical dimension” to UK foreign policy, and thetablishment of a new
Department for International Development (DfID)wna key component

% The decision on the Euro was “[from all accountaken by the chancellor

within input from his advisers, without the priménister’'s participation” (Kassim,
2008: 174). Moreover, the disagreement betweenePkimister and Chancellor on
this and Europe more broadly was such that not ditlythe government refuse to
engage in a meaningful debate with the electorat¢he subject, within Cabinet
there was almost no discussion either, effectitebving the field open to the
sceptics to make the running (Kassim, 2008: 174).
13 Some have argued that although Brown was moréoesuabout membership of
the Euro, he was “personally more positive abowt fwossibility of eventual
membership than was widely acknowledged” (Smitl®520'19).
137 For a detailed analysis of the speech and itsidapdns, see Atkins (2006).
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in foreign policy-making in Whitehall (see belowjowever, in Chicago
Blair was espousing something much more radicakinygesting that
when necessary the principle of non-interventionfurdamental in
international relations — “must be qualified” (1299His analysis saw
globalisation as having political and security ricaitions, not merely
economic, meaning traditional distinctions betwdemestic and foreign
policy no longer applied Furthermore, such was the level of
interdependence that in the case of disasterscia® or even failed
states, liberal democracies were obliged to inteevsoth morally and for

their own security, albeit on the basis of inteiomadl co-operation (ibid).

Made against the backdrop of NATO’s Kosovo campaigh
which he had been a strong advocate, Blair's speachbe seen as a
justification for military actions not sanctioneg the UN. However, for
him the justice of the cause was beyond questiasedh as it was on
“values” and “not on any territorial ambitions” @i, 1999a). Crucially,
if those international institutions, particularlizet UN, responsible for
maintaining peace and security were unable or dingilto act, they
risked being side-lined by those who would — i.ealitions of like-
minded liberal democracies, particularly the US &t (ibid). Williams
(2005: 23) sees considerable continuity betweesetideas and Labour’s
long tradition of liberal internationalism. Thers, imoreover, a clear
connection between Blair's thinking on foreign atmmestic policy. In
essence, he was endeavouring to apply his ‘Thirg' Walosophy to the
problems of the international community by ‘margyirrealism and
idealism in a new iteration of enlightened seleneist (Atkins, 2006:
275)13°

138 Thus, Blair declared: “[m]any of our domestic piehs are caused on the other
side of the world” (1999a).
139 For example, Blair stated: “our actions are guitigda more subtle blend of
mutual self-interest and moral purpose in defentligvalues we cherish” (1999a).
Similarly, in a speech in 2006, Foreign SecretagkJStraw declared that “the
strongly activist foreign policy we have pursuenksi 1997 has been as much about
values as interests. And the values which we prerabtoad are those that guide us
at home” (Straw, 2006).
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Perhaps more significantly, his moral discourse méended to
bridge the fault line between Britain’s relatiornshvith Europe and its
‘special relationship’ with the US. For Blair, tHanguage of shared
values was a ‘moral glue’, enabling him to emplasisifying factors at
a time when events risked forcing the two aparplicit in this was the
recognition that Europe could not rely on the US8eimitely for its
protection and so needed to make a security caniito commensurate
with its economic power:’ Equally, the US needed to remain involved
in the maintenance of international stability, loutpartnership with its
European allies. To achieve this, the EU neededktelop foreign and
security policies that complemented NATO, strengihg EU/US ties
rather than weakening them, or even setting the UpUas a rival
(Paterson, 2007: 28f* A language which emphasised shared liberal,
democratic values and the need for the US and EWorl together to

protect and promote these, was therefore essential.

These were influential ideas. The language was es;hdor
example, in the 2003European Security Strategyreflecting the
considerable British influence on the document &larm, 2003a)-*
However, a policy based around bridging transatiashtferences could
not be “an end in itself” (Niblett, 2007: 627). Bla closeness to the
Bush Administration, particularly over Irag, ensditbat in his twin aims
of bringing Europe and the US closer together,iarttle process putting
Britain back at the heart of Europe, he failed.t ®athis was due to the

“exaggerated view” Blair had of his own influencezo US policy under

1“9 Robin Niblett argues that the EU can no longereko act simply as a regional

security power or even a global civilian power.t&asuch as China and India
expect it to be a “full partner” — i.e. contribuédfectively at the international
diPIomatic level, including standing up to the U&écessary (2007: 633).
1L Alister Miskimmon gives the example of the creatiof the European Rapid
Reaction Forcewhere Blair's arguments in favour of British itwement were
“almost exclusively centred around the idea thatropean capabilities will
strengthen the transatlantic link” (2004: 290).
12 This declared that “distant threats may be as ncocicern as those that are near
at hand” (Consilium, 2003a: 6). Similar ideas dtgorm the UN’s ‘Responsibility
to Protect’ (R2P). See Evans, G. and Sahnoun, BD2R ‘The Responsibility to
Protect’ in which the authors conclude that “[tlh@s a developing consensus
around the idea that sovereignty must be qualbiiethe responsibility to protect.”
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Clinton but especially Bush (Williams, 2005: 63Equally, though, the
unsettled domestic questions discussed above, cyplarly around

economic integration, always overshadowed his tsffor

Ultimately, Britain’s ability to claim leadershipniEuropean
foreign and security policy made sense, but wollkhgs be contingent
on building support among partner states. To somene it was
successful, particularly in creating the ESDP, pbny initiatives such
as Battlegroups, et¢*However, these could never compensate for the
failure to participate in the key European inteigrafproject — the single
currency. Thus, when the split occurred with Fraaod Germany over
Irag — in essence, when Britain chose the US ageEU partners — it
was marginalised in the two most important debtdkig place within
Europe. Thus, Blair's sometimes “grandiose and eadareign policy
objectives (ibid: 207) never squared the circléoiv to be at the heart of
Europe whilst remaining close to the US.

As argued above, the most significant differencesvben the
Blair Governments and those of his immediate prestar lay less in the
substance and underlying direction of travel, timatine tactics employed
to get there and the personality of the leaderymgsthem. Both Blair
and Major saw Britain as having an important indégional role, although
Blair made far greater efforts to instrumentalise EU and CFSP to
support this. Equally, the key to this instrumesttion — the agreement
between Britain and France at St Malo — was theltre$ several years
of convergence that began during Major’s premigxsfihis was based
on a pragmatic recognition of the need for greatdlaboration within

Europe to give it more autonomy in security, whigsimultaneously

143 Again, Robin Cook offers an interesting perspectiv this in his commentary
on his diary entries during the build-up to thegl@nflict. “Tony Blair deserves
credit for persuading President Bush that he malg trag to the United Nations
for multilateral agreementt is the only point in the whole saga where ipassible
to pinpoint a clear instance where British influenmade any difference to US
?olicy on Irad (2004: 205) (emphasis added). Blair would doigstidemur.
44 Battlegroups were a joint initiative to create 8mapid reaction forces capable
of quick deployment in crisis management operati@@ensilium, 2009c) (see
Chapter 6).
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making it a more effective partner to the US. Insthve can see
significant continuity not only between Major andaiB, but between

Blair and his successors, including David Cameron.
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5.2.5 ‘Defensive engagement’ — Britain and the CEBiee 2007

Blair's ‘pragmatic vision’ continued to some extemtder Gordon
Brown’s administration, while it has given way that can essentially be
considered ‘defensive engagement’ under David Camdn an early
pronouncement after becoming Brown’'s Foreign Sacyet David
Miliband declared that Britain needed to use itsrgjths “so that we are
a force for good for Britain by being a force fooagl in the world”
(2007d). Again, though, the pragmatism is clear the wish to
instrumentalise the EU to support this objectivéghviMiliband calling
for the EU “to be a greater asset in foreign pdli@iid). At the same
time, under Miliband’s leadership, a major re-oiigation of the FCO
was initiated which saw a significant re-focusing atention and
resources towards the wider world at the expenstheofEU. Miliband
characterised this re-organisation as follows:

“[We] refocused ourselves within the Foreign Offioe our strategic
priorities. We had a more rigorous approach to wiatvere trying to
achieve... We went through a strategy refresher enfitist six months
and really asked some rather searching questionsit alvhat the
Foreign office was for, and we concluded ...it wagabal network, it
was there to provide services to business andnii?*

As will be discussed in the next section, thoubis has led not only to a
major down-grading of Europe as an area of FCO ewn¢something
that has not been reversed under the coalitiort)hasi also impacted on
the capacity of the FCO to provide long-term stgatehinking on the
relationship with the EU.

Under the current Conservative-led coalition inaafsince 2010,
meanwhile, ‘pragmatic vision’ has been replaced Udgfensive
engagement. Thus, although involvement in the EUemognised as
having value — it “extends the impact and weight bveg to bear in
foreign affairs” (Hague, 2010a) — the Governmers @aphasised that it

remains only one option:

145 |nterview, London, 6 December 2010.
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“Co-operation within the EU on the great globaliss has allowed us
to advance our shared interests and values wigitcteBut that does not
mean we should try to forge a single European iposénd voice on
everything. ...The EU is part of but far from all thie solution to the
fundamental challenges we face.” (Hague, 2012).
While such rhetoric is perhaps unsurprising givegovernment’s more
Euro-sceptical positioning, this is not the wholetyre. As suggested
above, a broader frustration is emerging within Fi@O over the failure
of the CFSP to live up to previous ambitions. Om@omnat involved

with the PSC after St Malo suggested:

“[T]he EU has kind of bumped up against the linatsts ambition and
its resources...if we, Britain, really want to lewsider change then
investing more and more in the EU is not necessgoing to deliver
those results. What we ought to be investing ithés Americans, the
Chinese, Brazilians, Indians, etc. because a bitlef influence there is
going to have more impact than a lot of influenceBrussels... [T]he
bigger debate at the moment [is] about whetheEdeeven if we got
it working the way we want it to, is ever reallyigg to amount to as
much as...these other big powers™*’”

Unsurprisingly, therefore, (and as will be discas&elow), increased
effort has been put into alternative options, ppshanost notably
bilateral cooperation such as the Anglo-French ritefeagreement of 2
November 2010 (e.g. Lindley-French, 2010; Menori,®0although it is
too soon to judge the likely impact of this on thevelopment of CSDP.
What is clear, though, is that British engagemanand enthusiasm for
the CFSP has fluctuated since Maastricht and @ylito continue to do
so. What has not is the view that the CFSP (ancEthemore broadly)
remain only one element in Britain’s foreign polimplkit, or that when
Britain actively engages with it, it expects to slo from a position of

leadership.

148 Menon (2010: 16) warns, though, that “the roadails [British] collaboration
with Paris may run through Brussels”, given thenErecommitment to developing
European defence and security initiatives througbE.
147 UK 03, Foreign and Commonwealth Office, LondonJasuary 2011.
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5.3 Britain’s domestic foreign policy regime: politcal leadership,
structures and processes

5.3.1 Political leadership and strategic management

The political leadership and strategic managemdnBritish
foreign policy are formally exercised by the Foretgecretary as head of
the Foreign and Commonwealth Office (FCO). Howewasr,implied in
the previous discussion, the power and authorityhefForeign Secretary
over the strategic direction of UK foreign policemend very much on
his/her relationship with the Prime Minister, arattgcularly the interest
taken by the latter in foreign affairs (e.g. Alland Oliver, 2008). As one
official noted, “strength of personality” matterd{O2). Poguntke and
Webb (2007) argue that this reflects a wider trienctcent years that has
seen a growing concentration of power around tlzel lnd government, a
process they characterise as the ‘presidentiadizatof democratic
politics. While this might be contested, in the o of foreign policy it
Is certainly the case that some prime ministersr-ekample Tony Blair
— do at times operate very much as their own forefginister,
particularly when it comes to the ‘history-makingdgcisions, while the
actual foreign minister is left to deal with moreutine or day-to-day
questions (e.g. House of Commons, 200%4)This is also a feature of
the German system, discussed in Chapter 6). Meimpers the EU
seems to have contributed to this. In particulae treation of the
European Council has to some extent institutioadlsnd formalised this
development, bringing together European headsabté stnd government
in quarterly meetings which amongst other things the strategic
direction of European foreign policy and the pties for the CFSP*°

8 |n evidence to the House of Commons Foreign Adfflommittee, Sir Peter
Ricketts — a former Political Director and Permdreecretary at the FCO as well
as the first National Security Advisor to the Prinvinister — disputes this
somewhat, arguing that “the Prime Minister has &dehding role in foreign policy
for generations” (House of Commons, 2009: 117)

149 Although first established in 1974, the Europeani@il only became a formal
EU institution under th&@reaty of Lisbon(Official Journal of the European Union,
2009).

191



The current government notwithstanding, coalitians generally
rare in the British system so, unlike the Germarstay where
traditionally the junior coalition party holds tHereign ministry, in
Britain it is normally reserved for a senior padl ally of the Prime
Minister (or occasionally a potential leadershigfj.*>° The relationship
between Prime Minister and Foreign Secretary isessarily close,
however dominant the former may be. For examptdifkCook noted
at the time of his departure from the FCO in 20@dt it was pointless
seeking to stay once Blair had resolved to replace “[They] work so
closely together...that |1 knew it was impossible to the job with
authority if I did not have Tony’s backing” (2004). This is not to argue,
though, that Foreign Secretaries are always cansttar lack autonomy.
Despite, for example, the significant role playgdBsair, the volume of
work and sheer number of issues requiring attentiaike it impossible
for any Prime Minister to devote all his/her attentto foreign affairs.
David Miliband notes, for example, that he enjoyadretty free hand”
throughout his time in office despite tension wikie “No. 10 briefing
machine” over one speech he gave touching on defesces® More
importantly, as the formal and institutional centt foreign policy-
making and implementation, the FCO — and therefang Foreign
Secretary — enjoys advantages in terms of infoonatexpertise and
human resources significantly beyond those aval&bDowning Street.
The key point is that on the major strategic questi which in turn often
dominate the frequent bilateral and summit meetinlgat appear

%0 For example, John Major's first Foreign Secretags Douglas Hurd, a senior
minister under Thatcher and rival for the Consévegparty leadership in 1990. He
served in the post from 1989-1995, becoming an ftapd ally and advisor to
Major. Blair's first Foreign Secretary, Robin Co¢k997-2001), was a highly
respected senior member of the Labour frontbenc®pposition. His successor,
Jack Straw (2001-6), was equally senior, moved¢oRCO from the Home Office
and played a crucial role in trying to gain supgdortthe additional UN resolution
Blair sought ahead of the invasion of Iraq in 208&aw was very surprised at
being offered the position, noting that his initi@sponse to the Prime Minister
involved an expletive (2012: 326). David Miliban@Gordon Brown's Foreign
Secretary, was seen as a likely future Labour leadd in the latter days of the
Brown government there was frequent media speculatiat he would mount a
leadership challenge to Brown. Currently, the piesheld by William Hague,
himself a former Conservative leader and now pargndee’.
151 |nterview, London, 6 December 2010.
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regularly on the Prime Minister’s schedule, s/h# @ipect — and need —
the agreement and support (or at least acquiescaicthe Foreign
Secretary in terms of the outcomes to be pursundidctics to achieve
them, etc">

Although lacking the resources of the FCO, the Brivinister’s
ability to provide strategic and political direatido UK foreign policy,
including, ultimately, on issues relating to Biitignput into CFSP, is
supported in a number of ways. Within Downing Strefhe has a small
civil service team consisting of a Principal Prev&ecretary and four to
five private secretaries, one of whom is secondedhfthe FCO and
responsible for foreign affair$>® This official acts as “the Prime
Minister’s voice”, working with the Cabinet Secmstaand feeding into
the Cabinet Office (CO) in any foreign policy-r&dtdiscussioh>* The
role of the Cabinet Office and Cabinet Secretaryganwhile, is
“intergovernmental coordination”, and the serviciof the numerous
Cabinet committees in which policy is determinag;rsas théeuropean
Affairs CommittegUKO2). Within the CO, meanwhile, there are two
secretariats dealing with EU policy. The firsthe European and Global
Issues SecretariagfEGIS), which has a staff of approximately 30, and
focuses primarily (but not entirely) on the coortion of policy which is
“internal-to-the-EU” (UKO2). CFSP, however, has ened largely
separate and “owned by’ the FCO (UKO2, UKO3). Whtrere is a
cross-over, for example relating to CSDP policyisimore likely to be

*2The comments of Jack Straw are again interestmg. Having determined that
he was interested in becoming Foreign Secretamgir Bhaid: “There’s just one
thing we do need to get clear...The euro. If the Gethiecommends that we go in,
| have to know that you'll be onside.” ‘The man’strdaft,” | thought to myself.
Close though we were, Tony knew that we came aisthees of the EU, and the
euro, from different positions” (2012: 326). KnogirStraw to be Eurosceptic —
Straw describes himself as ‘a practical Europeaih,an enthusiast’ (ibid) — Blair
wanted to avoid being ‘boxed-in’ over any decis@mnthe Euro, something which
ultimately came to pass once his political capitak lost on Iraq. Indeed, Charles
Clarke found it very surprising that Blair had @@d Cook, a Euro-enthusiast,
with Straw, meaning that 3 of his most senior Caboolleagues — Straw, Gordon
Brown and Deputy PM John Prescott — were all agdins Euro (Interview,
Norwich, 20 June 2011).
123 Charles Clarke, Interview, Norwich, 20 June 2011.
154 Charles Clarke, Interview, Norwich, 20 June 2011.
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discussed in th&oreign and Defence Policy Secretar{®DPS), which
is responsible for “driving the coherent qualitydatelivery of foreign

and defence policy across departments” (Cabinet€2012Db).

As part of its role, the FDPS also supports themdg established
National Security Council An innovation of the current coalition
government, the Council was created in 2010 spadlji to provide
political leadership in wider questions of foreignd security policy,
with the objective of achieving “a strategic andhtly coordinated
approach across...government to the risks and oppbesi the country
faces” (Cabinet Office, 2010: 9). Meeting weeklybrings together the
Prime Minister and all senior ministers with setuniesponsibilities,
including Foreign, Defence and International Depeient Secretaries
(Cabinet Office, 2012a,c). The FCO normally rai$earticularly high
profile or sensitive or difficult” issues with thEDPS and National
Security Council to ensure that the FCO and DowiStrget “are joined
up” (UKO2).

The political leadership exercised by Prime Mimstad Foreign
Secretary is also supported by the Ministry of Deée(MoD) and DfID,
which both have significant interests in and makpartant contributions
to the direction of foreign policy-making (discudseelow). In this
context, it is worth noting the publication in 20@0a BritishNational
Security Strategyfor the first time in [the] country’s history” (&inet
Office, 2010: 5). This is intended to provide anfiwork for coordinated
government decision-making, based around an appraik national
priorities, the capabilities required to achievenh and the resources
available to do so (ibid)> While certainly an innovation, it is perhaps
most revealing in terms of the desire to addresst WiKO5 considers the

long-standing British problem of a “lack of strategonsistency” by

135t sought to do this by providing “a hard-headedppraisal of our foreign policy

and security objectives and the role we wish oumtry to play” (Cabinet Office,
2010: 9)
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encouraging more ‘joined-up’ strategic-level pakii thinking in British

foreign and security policy?®

Finally, in terms of the political management ofrgaean policy,
it is important to highlight the significant shift the centre of gravity
within Whitehall in recent years. The Foreign Stame serves as the
Prime Minister's most senior adviser on all aspaiftdoreign policy,
with the FCO his/her primary source for that advikkstorically, the
FCO, UKREP and CO have formed the triangle or Bugilupon which
all British policy inputs into the EU have been é&@&sand controlled.
However, as noted above, the direct control exedclsy line ministries
over their policy inputs into Brussels and theimeounications with
UKREP has increased in recent years — as UKO1 ntdesry lead
department has a direct link to UKREP”. At the sammee, the FCO has
faced a significant resources squeeze under sueeags/ernments over
at least the last decade which, combined with (stifying post hog¢ a
belief that “sufficient expertise” existed withirther ministries to deal
with EU issues, has consequently significantly oedl its staffing
allocation on European policy (Kassim, 2011; Kassiral,2010)**’

This has created an interesting contradiction inmse of
responsibility for and management of policy-makifignus, while the
influence and need for oversight by the FCO ovéermal EU policy
issues and coordination has reduced, the Foreigretaey and Minister

for Europe retain formal responsibility for “all mects of European

136 yKo5, Ministry of Defence (retired), telephoneentiew, 10 November 2011.
The criticism of government lacking strategic dir@ec more generally remains an
issue. Conservative MP Bernard Jenkin, chair ofHlbese of Commons’ Public
Administration Select Committee, recently commentéd is a problem of
coalition: all the evidence we have received igd thare is no national strategy,
there is a lack of coherence at the centre” (se&l&@wsan, A. (2012) “Sir Jeremy
Heywood: the civil servant propping up the governthelhe GuardianLondon, 6
November.)
137 UKO1 notes that 200+ FCO officials were dedicate&U policy at the time of
the British EU Presidency in 2005. In 2010 that bamhad fallen to around 90. He
also notes that posts in UKREP and the EU institigtiare less popular among FCO
staff that in the past with many preferring to gdroad-abroad” rather than spend
3-4 years in Brussels.
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policy” (UKO1).**® Moreover, the CO now plays a far greater rolehwit
the “policy neutral” EGIS responsible for policy ardination across
Whitehall since 2005 (UKOZ2), while the FCO simplshan interest “as
any other department” (UKO1), and no longer playe role it did 10-12
years ago” (UKO9)*° Thus, while formal e-grams (through which
instructions to UKREP and reports back to Londom @mmunicated)
still come from the FCO, it “[doesn’t] pretend te la filter or channel
which others must come through” (UKO1). The consege has been a
strategic decision by the FCO to reallocate ressunut of Europe and
towards the Middle East and emerging economiesh whe aim of
having “more foreign, less office” (UKO1). UKO1 args, though, that
the FCO remains a key player in broader Europeéaypoy virtue of its
ownership of the bilateral diplomatic network, atslinvolvement in a
range of regional diplomatic networks within Eurppecluding the
Iberia, Benelux and Nordic-Baltic network¥.The picture that emerges,
though, is of an FCO that has been under continpoessure in recent
years, and has seen its overall role decreaseg vitsilinfluence has
fluctuated depending on the strength of the Foredgaretary within
government, and his/her relationship with the Priviieister (UKO2; see

also Kassinet al, 2010)*%*

138 An illustration of the nuance of this separatican e seen in the Foreign

Secretary’s chairmanship of the European Affairsn@ittee (EAC). This he does
as a senior minister rather than as Foreign Segrptr se with the committee
serviced by the CO and not the FCO (UKOZ2). Under dbalition, an additional
committee, theSub-Committee on European Affaitsas also been established.
Currently chaired by David Lidington, Minister fRurope, it brings together junior
ministers and “sits between the EAC and Cabineic®ffneetings”. The EAC will
task it to deal with certain issues, either to mevmore information or broker
a%reement (UKO2, UKO1).
19 UKO9, United Kingdom Permanent Representation, sBgls, telephone
interview, 22 November 2010.
%0 The House of Commons Foreign Affairs Committeeched a similar
conclusion in their FCO Annual Report for 2008-@cldring that this approach
“represents a sensible—and potentially beneficiaky-wf maintaining the global
network while reducing costs, as long as it dodscome to act as “cover” for the
downgrading or closure of British Embassies” (Hoos€ommons, 2010a: 46).
181 YKO2 suggests that under the current governmbatbalance has been better
between the FCO and CO because William Hague &rarlg Foreign Secretary”,
while the current UK Permanent Representative, Qonliffe, was previously the
Prime Minister’'s adviser on Europe.
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5.3.2 FCO structures and processes

Below the ministerial level is a dense network ofnfal and
informal interactions through which British foreigrolicy-making and
implementation take place, and inputs into CFSPnaa@aged. At the
centre of this sits the FCO for which CFSP has tmxdan exclusive
area of competence” since cooperation first begattme 1970s (Aktipis
and Oliver, 2011: 79). Although the FCO “takes lgmd” in determining
what the government’s position will be in CFSP'wbrks closely” with
those other ministries which need to feed intopgbkcy-making process
(UKO2). In particular, the MoD and DfID as the twather core
ministries involved in CFSP make regular policy utg particularly —
but not only — in the context of military and/orviian crisis
management situations (UKO8, UKO1YY. The fourth key actor is
UKREP which is responsible for negotiating outconmeBrussels based
on the instructions agreed in London, but whicho athapes those
instructions by determining “what is desirable amthievable” in the
Brussels context (UKQO9). The expectation, therefmréhat coordination
and consultation will take place as and when regliwith the FCO
leading the process. An illustration of this woblel policy on the CFSP
budget. Thus, while the FCO would take the leadestablishing the
government’s position, it could not, for examplastruct UKREP to
negotiate a budget increase without first liaisimth the CO to ensure
consistency with the overall UK position on EU batigchanges,
something which would necessarily also involve injpom the Treasury
(UKO3).*3

162 UKO10, Department for International Developmengnton, 10 September

2010.
183 YKO3 described the CO as “the kind of gear-boxbtigh which such policy
coordination will go.
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The European Correspondent and the Political Direatr

Following accession in 1973, British participatian EPC
required important organisational changes withenFICO (e.g. Allen and
Oliver, 2008). Most notable was the establishmdnthe key posts of
European Corresponderand Political Director. As head of the CFSP
department, it is the job of the Correspondent nake CFSP work”
(UKO®B). Thus, s/he leads on all CFSP policy-makamgl coordination,
and is responsible for “pull[ing] together the amb/i that will go up to
ministers when addressing a CFSP question (UK®@33. ihteresting to
note that while each member state has a Correspgritleir specific job
description tends to vary, meaning they “have simjibbs but ... [with]
slightly different components to them” (UKO2). Thuthe French
Correspondent is also closely involved in the Westalkans, and so
will often deal directly with the FCO’s Western Rahs expert as well.
The German Correspondent, unlike his British coyoate, is not
responsible for the EEAS as an institution, thesl#iter will speak to a
different official on these issues (UKO2). There afso different views
within EU foreign ministries about where the Copasdent should be
based, with some sitting closer to the Politicatebior than others
(UKO2). In the FCO, the Correspondent reports armutks/ to the
Political Director (UKO2, UKO3).

Within EU circles, the position of Political Direxstis regarded as
the “key job” (UKO4). Today styled as Director-GealePolitical within
the FCO, the post had to be created to enable UHcipation in the
preparatory sessions for EPC ministerial meetingsiich were
formalised with the creation of the Political Contiee after Maastricht
(Duke, 2005: 7) (see Chapter 3). The Political Etwe deals with “hard
foreign policy issues, including negotiating EU ipgl, and serves
essentially as the “number 2” at the FCO, and isegaly regarded as
“the right-hand man” to foreign ministers across U (UKO4). For

example, the UK Political Director was a centrgjufie in the St. Malo
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negotiations (UKO4}%* S/he is the “most senior advisor” to the Foreign
Secretary on the types of issues being discussadinwihe CFSP
(UKO2), particularly on crisis areas such as IraKQ3), and “the hard
stuff” with the US and Russia (UKO4).

While the Correspondent and the CFSP departmenageaGFSP
policy, within the FCO ownership of specific polidossiers remains
with the desk officers in the respective geograghidirectorates or
departments. The CFSP department will coordinatefibgs, for
example for the PSC, “but with the component brigdining from the
geographical department, whose “job [it is] to lead put that policy
together” (UKOZ2). Thus, these departments will @ithdevelop
instructions and send these directly to UKREP, arkwon these in
conjunction with the CFSP department officials wdre developing the
broader British approach on a particular policy,t balways in
consultation with the relevant stakeholders aciddstehall (UKO2).
(As will be discussed in Chapter 7, the creationtltdé EEAS has
introduced a new actor into this process, addingadditional set of
relationships to be developed and managed (UKE&7ph example of
how the stakeholder network on a particular issarespread beyond the
FCO can be seen in British policy towards Sudan@hnitha. In the case
of the former, there is a dedicat8ddan Unitwhich, although based in
the FCO, includes officials seconded from DfID tosere that the
development and coordination of policy is sufficlgnclose (UKO2).
Moreover, these officials will also be dealing witheir respective
counterparts in other major EU capitals and momadiy. Similarly,
there is a specific FCO department responsible@édicy towards China
but which works within a wider Whitehall group taseire coordination
across departments (UKO2). As will be discussedRER also plays an

important role in this process.

184 UKO4 described how in 1998 the then Political Bice worked through the
night drafting what became the St Malo agreement.
185 UKO7, United Kingdom Permanent Representation, sSels, telephone
interview, 30 April 2012.
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The domestic CFSP stakeholder network

The interaction with the broader stakeholder nekwerperhaps
most apparent in the interactions between the F@GD and DfID,
particularly in relation to ESDP/CSDP. Thus, whd&DP policy is led
by the FCO’sSecurity Policy DepartmerftJKO8), the relationship with
the MoD is very closé®® UKO2 noted the importance of informal
relationships between officials and emphasisedgbed understanding”
he had established with both MoD and DfID colleaguenother official
described the FCO/MaoD relationship as “hand-in-gloxhey [FCO]
write the cheques and we [MoD] have the money” (BKO'his can in
part be explained by the relatively small size loé British ‘Pol-Mil’
community, with many officials often having worketh both
departments. UKO5 considers this a positive aspethe system as it
has ensured that their mutual briefing is “actualiyte good” and the
“policy-generation process is efficient”. UKOS8 segts that in part this
is helped by virtue of geography as, unlike martyeptEU capitals, in
London foreign and defence ministries are locatéasec together.
Furthermore, there are regular meetings between &@MoD officials.
For example, UKO8 would normally meet his FCO opigosumber 3-4
times per week “and vice versa”’, and the MoD alss bfficials in
UKREP able to feed directly into CSDP policy-makingBrussels.

The close cooperation has also resulted in thelolevent of a
model of CIVMIL cooperation based around an “intggd campaign
planning process” (or Comprehensive Appro&thhat is almost unique
among member states. Many of Britain’s partnensgsfle with the role
and place of the military within their politicalrgttures for both cultural
and historical reasons and so it is generally ‘@xlinarily difficult” to

get meetings involving both foreign and defence istiies (UKOS8),

1% This contradicts a statement by the House of ComsmBoreign Affairs
Committee that the “Ministry of Defence, not the GCis also the lead UK
department for ESDP matters” (House of Commons82001).
187 See House of Commons (2010bpfence CommitteeThe Comprehensive
Approach: the point of war is not just to win batrhake a better peace — Seventh
Report of Session 2009—{l0ondon: The Stationery Office).
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despite this being themodus operandiin London. Meanwhile,
FCO/MoD/DfID cooperation has been facilitated amthanced with the
creation of theJoint Stabilisation Unit®® Located in DfID, it brings
together officials from all three ministries to pesd to failing or
“conflict-afflicted states” (Stabilisation Unit, 2@).1°° As such it has
become a key actor in the development of CIVMILragghes and is the
“object of deep scrutiny” among Britain’s EU pantse(UKO8).'"°
Finally, when a CSDP decision is required at thigipal level, a paper
will be drafted jointly by the three ministries ftine National Security

Council to consider and approve (UKJ8).

The impact on the FCO of the creation of DfID in yMAa997
should briefly be mentioned. Along with the growirge of the Prime
Minister, DfID’s establishment has been consider@gdsignificant
challenge to the FCQO’s primacy in foreign policyt heast because the
provision of development aid has been one of th®B@nost important
foreign policy instruments:’? For example, Jack Straw (Foreign
Secretary, 2001-6) argues that a government’s alttigs inevitably
have consequences for its foreign policy as “dgvalent aidis foreign
policy” (2012: 394) (emphasis in original). Indeeal,Tony Blair's own
words the decision to create DfID was “not populath the Foreign
Office” (2010: 24), not least as by separating faisn the FCO, it was

188 First set up in 2004 as the Post Conflict Recasisn Unit, it became the
Stabilisation Unit in 2007 to “reflect its role supporting the management of the
MoD’s Stabilisation Aid fund” (House of Commons,12b: 30).
%9 The House of Commons Defence Committee recommeii@®10 that the
Unit should be relocated to the Cabinet Office étwsure it has sufficient political
clout with other departments” (House of Commond, @0 4).
0 The French Strategic Affairs UniDirection des Affaires Stratégiquesvhich
brings together officials from the Foreign and Defe Ministries in the Quai
d’Orsay, is similar to this although not as develdp
"1 Such papers are never more than 4 pages long (WKO8
"2 The creation of DfID was one of the first actstoé Blair Government and
followed a historical pattern. This has seen Lalgmwernments tending to separate
the management of aid from the FCO — for exampéepld Wilson established the
first Ministry of Overseas Development in 1964 —ilehunder Conservative
governments, responsibility for aid and developmgolicy have normally been
“subsumed” into the FCO under the “semi-autonomoOsérseas Development
Agency (Williams, 2005: 144).
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losing a major part of its budg&® More broadly, this decision has
contributed to a sense that the FCO’s place aspiteeeminent foreign

policy-making body” is under threat (House of Corm$,02010a: 116).

Moreover, there are indications that DfID’s intdrac with the
FCO and MoD is not without difficulties. Despiteitiatives like the
Stabilisation Unit UKO5 suggests that while the FCO/MoD relationship
is strong, DfID “remains the problematic area”. $halthough it may
produce strong policy statements, cooperation aadrdmation is
hampered by a culture of “moral superiority” oveatlb diplomats and
military officials, while its policy of outsourcingmplementation, for
example to NGOs, has created problems at the opeabtevel (UKOS).
Indications of tension are also apparent from DdIBide. Suggesting that
the FCO, CO and Treasury can often behave likeligu&’, UKO10
emphasises the importance of DfID having a secomi¢lee FCO who
can “report back to us when they feel DfID hasmterest™* In light of
these, it is worth noting the Foreign Affairs Cornter’s
recommendation in 2010 that the government shoulstigate a
“comprehensive, foreign policy-led review” of th#ugtures, processes
and priorities of the three departments with a vi@vimproving the
ability of the FCO to perform its primary functiofldouse of Commons,
2010a: 119)"° This indicates a concern that the FCO is increggin

13 The House of Commons Annual Report on the FCO2688-9 (2010a: 117)
notes that among OECD member states, only Germasyalsimilar arrangement.
That said, in evidence to the same committee oec&mBber 2009, David Miliband
said that “it would not be healthy or right for thereign Office to see DfID as its
enemy”
1" These comments are backed up by the conclusiotisedfiouse of Commons
Defence Committee’s report in 2010 on tbemprehensive Approachkhich noted
that the 3 departments had “made efforts to redudéural and operational
differences but all acknowledge that more needsetdone” (House of Commons,
2010b: 4-5).
%5 Noting the reduction by 2 of the number of Ministé State portfolios since
1997, the Committee also recommended that whichgasy took power in 2010,
the new government should restore at least oneesktposts (House of Commons,
2010a: 14). Under the current government, the FO® has 4 Ministers of State
supporting the Secretary of State, up from an aeed three under the previous
administration.
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struggling in the face of organisational changewadl as financial

stricturest’®

‘Mainstreaming’ CFSP

Within the FCO, one of the key responsibilitiestioé European
Correspondent is the management of the departmeattseular method
of CFSP policy-making, known as ‘mainstreaming’ (O®). In essence,
this involves ensuring that country or area sp&t&lwho may or may
not have experience of EU foreign policy-makinggasses, understand
what CFSP is, and what it might mean for areas g purview — for
example, it is the responsibility of the Africa Bitor to determine “what
they want EU policy on Africa to be” (UKO2). Theole of the
Correspondent and CFSP department is then to etfsar@olicy made
by other departments is “consistent” with the UlKi®ader EU policy,
and that UKREP receives appropriate instructionK@3). A key
element of the Correspondent’s job is therefore lubricate the
communication” around the FCO (UKO2) to ensure ttted CFSP
component of a policy is properly understood armbiiporated into the
policy-making process. Thus, if a particular geptieal department
complains that “Europe doesn’t get it...[our job] tis explain, well
there’s a reason they don’t” and offer alternatapproaches (UKO2).
The intention, therefore, is to ensure that CFSRotsmerely an add-on
or afterthought.

There has, though, been a debate in recent ye#rghne FCO
over the merits of mainstreaming as opposed teyiseem preferred in

many other EU member states, particularly Fran€dhawing a strong

" The report is particularly critical of the Treagsrtreatment of the FCO, and

acting as if it were “just another department”. ctntinued: “it is clear from
international experience that foreign ministries aot like other departments. We
further conclude that it is incongruous that thesifian of the only government
department with a global reach is threatened witbsien at a time when
globalisation is acknowledged as the key phenomesfoour times” (House of
Commons, 2010a: 18).
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centre — i.e. “a big, powerful CFSP department whiasically makes
the policy and checks that the geographical departsnare okay with
[it]” (UKO3). One advantage of mainstreaming isttlitashould mean
that the policy pursued is better attuned to thedseof the respective
geographic departments; equally, however, thetieeslanger these only
pay lip-service to the EU aspects of their poligyithout seriously
attending to them (UKO3). The challenge with maigeting, moreover,
Is to be able to manage it given the potentiallgéanumber of issues and
officials involved, and not merely encourage it (OK). Therein lies
some of the attraction of the strong centre, medawlas this can
generate much more consistency and coherencetateésssoverall CFSP
policy, although the danger remains of the “tailggiag the dog” in
policy terms (UKO3)’” This has been observed in how the French have
sometimes pushed for CSDP missions not necessaslyause a
particular country requires one but because “[tliAyjk it's about time
[they] had another...and it will be good for the CEBPKO3).1"®

Communication networks

Both the European Correspondent and Political Doreare also
members of important networks within the wider menship
community (UKO2, UKO3), meeting regularly with theopposite
numbers. Correspondents deal with “lighter andezapioints while any
unresolved or more political issues will normallg beferred up to
Political Director level (UKO6). Both will accompgnthe Foreign
Secretary to meetings of the FAC, with the Politib&ector meeting

"7UKO3 goes on to suggest that French CFSP polisytherefore been overly

influence by ESDP, stating that: “their defaulttiset for almost any given problem
in the world is to send an ESDP mission, and éally frustrating. We spend huge
amounts of time talking them off...”

178 UKO5 makes a similar point, arguing that the Fremere keen primarily to

operationalise the ESDP “by showing what it coutit dnd, particularly before
rejoining NATO’s military structures, because thégwed the relationship between
the EU and NATO as “a straight competition”.
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his/her peers formally at 27 at the beginning &frasidency, in parallel
to the Council (UKO2). Outside this, they will meetgularly and

informally, often with their American counterpartsr “a bit of horizon-

scanning” to identify likely future areas of crigldKO2).

Following the creation of the PSC in 2000 and theantment of
permanent ambassadors to coordinate CFSP, Pol@icaktors have
become more removed from this process, howevepath this reflects
the reality that with Political Directors increagin “pulled off in so
many different directions” nationally, there waseal need for a body
that would exercise ownership over CFSP (UKO3). kv, “an
architecture of informal meetings” remains, withittzal Directors from
other member states often “coming in [to the FQ@} jo check-in and
catch-up” (UKO2). Despite this, there is a sensat tthe control
exercised by the Political Director in London magvé weakened
somewhat, although it depends to some extent omtheidual in post
and whether they are “on top” of their subject (UJOOne former
Political Director emphasised that he made a paficalling his opposite
numbers regularly so there was “no hiding placenftbe Brits”, with the
aim of ensuring that no-one felt “ignored, condeslesl to and only
picked up when somebody thinks you can be usetiK@4). Finally, all
these contacts are supported by formal monthly Fti€fings for the
other member states on Britain’s approach on thednge of European
issues (UKO2).

For the European Correspondent, communication Wwigiiher
European counterparts is even more regular. Mudome by email or
phone with the aim, for example, of determining twwbther governments
are thinking on particular issues, what their pties will be in Council
meetings, etc (UKO2)’® Mirroring UKO4’s comments, UKO6 notes

" The scale of the undertaking such intense comratioit involves was made
clear by UKOG6. Recalling a time when there wereydrd member states, he noted
that a Political Directors meeting with an agenfla®items could entail up to 190
conversations. These in turn would have to be ccieduover a very short time
period of 24-48 hours.
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that the European Correspondent normally makesdaetiort...to talk
to everybody”*® Moreover, such interactions are “classic [FCO]
diplomacy” and are conducted not only by the CF§padment but by
other department heads and directors, with the afm‘trying to
understand...so that when there are differences letderstand what
[they] are” (UKO2). The European Correspondentisstin regular one-
to-one communication with his/her opposite numbdfer example,
conversations with “the larger, more active memdtates” would take
place once or twice a week, as would those with @menmission,
Secretariat and, latterly, the EEAS (UKO2). UKO6anwhile, recalls
conversations with his peers in Paris and Berlkina place “pretty
much every day”. However, Correspondents will naraket at the same
time as their Political Directors prior to Counakssions, or have
formalised monthly meetings as they are often “busyning around re-
writing drafts”. Instead, most of the interactian Brussels occurs over
“coffees in the margins” (UKOZ}*

The role of UKREP

UKREP is the other key actor involved in organisargl making
British inputs into the CFSP. It is not merely thehicle through which
instructions generated by the capital are purshediever. Rather, it is
“integral...the deliverer of policy” (UKO2) and “verglosely plugged

180 An interesting addition to this was the BritishFEP Twinning Programme’ run

prior to the 2004 enlargement. In the late 1990, RCO looked at the formal
twinning programme being run predominantly by th@amission and, seeing that
nothing was being done on CFSP, established arvadqot programme whereby
FCO officials would advise the Political Directars European Correspondents in
accession states about the changes they wouldtoaedke to participate in CFSP
and how to go about doing this. The programme,inigsii-3 days, focused
predominantly on process, including timings, praced, the nature of documents,
etc. By the end of 2000, they had visited all theegsion states and were able not
only to build relationships with the top diplomatiadre in each, but also promote a
British vision of European co-operation, particlyain security and defence
(UKO®).
81 David Miliband also noted the importance of thésformal encounters: “|
always found the meetings...there were always boeingugh parts of them so
you'd want to go and just have a gossip with peoglginterview, London, 6
December 2010).
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in”, playing “a significant role in policy-making(UKO3). Thus, for
UKO8, “policy is not made in Brussels or in Londbat somewhere
between the two”. It should be noted, though, tatst UKREP and the
process within Brussels are obviously importangythre just part of a
wider policy-making machine. For the UK, traditibndilateral
relationships and the information transmitted fr@nd via national
embassies remain essential, with the latter remgithe “key source of
permanent understanding” of how a particular couwiews a particular
issue (UKO2)'¥2 UKREP is just one aspect of a broader relationslitip
each individual state. Thus, its work should bensage complementing
and building on the communication taking place leetv London and
Paris, London and Berliff* London and Madrid, etc. As UKO2 argues,
“forg[ing] an agreement on a policy...can't just bend by bureaucrats

in Brussels”.

UKREP fulfils a number of functions in this regafarticularly
important is its ability to provide the FCO withntelligence on the
ground” on developments within Brussels (UKO2, URO®f more
significance, perhaps, it also makes judgements afat is “doable and
not doable” in negotiations (UKQ9). This is refledtin the process by
which instructions are generated. These will nolyn&ébcus on the
outcomes London is seeking, with “quite a lot oévey” given to
UKREP in terms of achieving them, something th#fedentiates the UK
from most other member states (UKQ9). In the césleonegotiations to
establish the EEAS, for example, UKREP providedeagdeal of advice
which was subsequently incorporated into its irdtoms (UKOZ2). In
essence, therefore, UKREP’s role is to “make thes8els machine turn
in the direction we want” (UKO2), meaning it is emportant element in

182 YKO2 identifies 3 essential sources of informataiyout where, for example,
France or another member state might be on an FE@da item: what UKREP is
telling the FCO; reports from the UK embassy ini®and a direct channel via the
European Correspondent to the French foreign mynist
183 One example of such communication at the minisitdevel is the annual
deutsch-britische Europakonsultationderman-British European Consultation
meeting) at Minister of State level between Davidiigton and his opposite
number at the German Foreign Ministry, Michael L{AQ, 2013a).
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how London makes and coordinates policy. The aimtads “try
and...influence people and their thinking upstreand ansure that when
a policy or action comes up for decision, “you’veeady got your
fingerprints on them as much as possible” (UK&3)The flexibility
allowed UKREP to achieve this means that on CFS#stgans, British
officials are widely regarded within Brussels ateetive and efficient,
and frequently in a position to craft compromi§&sThis is not to argue
that there are not differences between London akBEP in terms of
understanding “what the market will bear” (UKO5)s AJKO3 notes,
“we often underestimate just how much other peaple having to

compromise.*®°

The desire for efficiency and continuity is alsdlaeted in the
UK’s military representation in Brussels. Britaim one of 19 states to
have the same official act as Military Represem&a{iMil Rep) both to
NATO and the EU, something which UKO5 felt was ‘fhyeessential” in
ensuring effective policy-making. The Mil-Rep nolipaattends 1-2
NATO Military Committee meetings per week, plus MNorAtlantic
Council meetings as required, and the weekly EUtdMy Committee
meeting, as well as occasional meetings of the PI3@. instructions
given to the UK’s Mil-Rep vis-a-vis the EU meetinigave tended to be
to avoid “sign[ing] us up to anything or get[tingk into any trouble
while we’re engaged in the real business in Iraqg @fghanistan”,
reflecting what UKO5 described as the EU’s statss“a bit of an
optional extra” in the eyes of the MoD, and a “atdl view” that serious,
large-scale operations would remain the domain AT®. That said,
UKOS5 contrasted positively the more “unstructuredd “free-thinking”
nature of PSC meetings which is “normally disposednake progress”

with NATO meetings which always face the possipitift Greco-Turkish

184 UKOS5 provides a more colourful description: “Brakssworks on meals, not on

the Council meetings, so you see a problem andyiberdecide who you are going
to invite to dinner to thrash it out”.
185 0MS1, Swedish Permanent Representation, Brusséphone interview, 22
May 2012.
18 UKO8 makes a similar point, stating that oftenr¢his “insufficient awareness
in London of what other capitals want”.

208



tensions causing problems. (UKO3 made a similantpsuggesting that
there was a greater sense of “complicity” in PS@tings compared to
NATO.) For UKOS5, perhaps the most important effetthe “double-

hatting” has been to help prevent duplication andnegessary
competition between the two organisations, a symbaevhich has been
the ongoing tension between Britain and France Gadnany over an
Operational Headquarters for the EU. (UKO7 alsohlgipted the

tensions over the OHQ.)

The process of interaction between London and UKRE&P
constant. UKREP officials normally report to Londoam the day a
meeting is held, although this is “not a hard-aaskfule” (UKO1)'®’ At
the working group level the channels of communaativill go directly
from desk officers in the FCO to officials in UKRE&Nd officials “up to
head of department level” may go to Brussels tenalt particular
working group sessions (UKO2). At the same time RER can often act
as the initiator of a policy-making process in CF$Rus, it may identify
a particular issue that “is going to happen” in tmaning months, will
draw London’s attention to this and suggest an @gagr or course of
action which, in turn, will often form the basis dabndon’s formal
response (UKO3). Similarly, in a fast-moving crisiguation such as
Georgia in 2008, or if there is an important issungler consideration
within the PSC, UKREP can often drive the Britigsponse (UKO3).
This ability to provide leadership is facilitated/ ihe comparative
efficiency of the British system which makes a $wiésponse from
London possible, despite the range of people whgy meed to be
consulted. UKOS identifies the “speed and openoés®mmunication”
between UKREP and the key domestic ministries asadrthe strengths

of the British systent®® In this he draws a favourable comparison

87 As of 12 November 2010, UKREP's CFSP team cortsiste 14 diplomats
(UKREP, 2010)
188 UKO3 described occasions during the 2008 Geomgisavhen, whilst sitting in
PSC meetings, he would be copied into emails framdon providing an account
of a discussion that had taken place with the goreninister just an hour earlier
which he was then able to feed into the PSC digmuss
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between UKREP and other states, particularly Geymavhich are
“normally quite a lot slower” whereas Britain isditsistently the...most
responsive and the quickest movirtg®Indeed, one German official also
contrasted his own system unfavourably with thexiliiéity and

efficiency of British structure¥

There are some differences in how UKREP organisesand
approaches the CFSP compared to other statesx&mpée, in contrast
to states such as Germany, France and ltaly, Brisgnds only a
relatively junior official to the Nicolaides group, which prepares
meetings of the PSC as tiAatici group in the Council Secretariat does
for meetings of Coreper | and Il (GO1, GG2)Although not criticising
this approach, GO1 does note that by not sendimgra senior official,
Britain is not always able to provide an immediagsponse, particularly
on major issues, needing instead to consult withersenior diplomats or

with London.

A second important difference is the role played Bitain’s
Deputy PSC Ambassador. The position is not uniqué¢ UK — France,
Sweden and Germany each send one, for example. \¢owthe brief
given to Britain’s deputy is, and “doesn’t reallyig” in other permanent
representations (UKO3). In most cases, the Dep8ty Rmbassador will
act as their state’s PSC coordinator, “sitting e SC, coordinating
instructions” (UKO3), and participating in workirgyroups such as the
POLMIL or CIVCOM groups. While the British Deputy SE
Ambassador does a certain amount of this, his/hef tends to focus on
looking more effectively “at the big picture” andpecially “get[ting]
more upstream influence over what was coming oth®fSecretariat and

the Commission” (UKO3). In particular, ensuring stency between

189 UKO3 notes that the Swedes are also “pretty gasiare the French “when
they've got their mind to it".
19 G0O1, German Permanent Representation, Brusseldyol@mber 2010. He
reflected that in Germany “we have a less flex#d less perhaps, if | can be self-
critical, a less-operative structure as for insgaiine Brits have”.
191502, German Permanent Representation, Brusseléod@mber 2010.
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the issues being dealt with in the PSC, and theemacternal relations
business dealt with by Coreper — such as the pmépar of trade
negotiations with % countries, for example — has been a priority for
Britain. Thus, for UKO3, the fact that the Ambadsawas regularly
involved in PSC meetings allowed him the flexilyilio carry out this
more roving role. Moreover, it is an approach aeéwhiby others. For
example, GO1 sees great advantages in having tworsdiplomats
doing “behind-the-scenes dealing and wheeling”,cdemsg it as an

“interesting concept” that contributes to the Ulgieater flexibility.

This discussion of the structures and processqgsostipg British
participation in CFSP policy-making suggests a nemddf things. First,
it demonstrates that in foreign policy as in ahetareas of EU policy-
making, Whitehall places a premium on effective rdamation. Britain
will always seek to have a position on a given Ck3RBe and this will
represent the settled view of all the relevantettakders. Moreover, the
process by which this is achieved demonstratesamgtand obvious
coordination ambition (Kassimet al 2000; 2001). Second, this
coordination ambition in CFSP is supported by isie® and continuous
interaction involving capital-based officials, affals in UKREP, and
also their counterparts in Brussels and other naticapitals. This is
intended to ensure that London is fully aware & frerspectives and
viewpoints of partner states on a given issue, dsb to enable it to
deploy influence as necessary at multiple pointdiwiits diplomatic
network. Taken together, these reveal a sophisticaiachinery designed
to manage and instrumentalise the CFSP for theupuo$ particular
objectives, whether ‘positively’ — i.e. by the protion of particular aims
— or ‘negatively’ by preventing or blocking certgmolicies or initiatives
deemed as damaging to British interests. How the ddKs this — i.e.
how it engages with the CFSP — is considered next.
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5.4 How the UK engages with the CFSP

As noted, Britain’s coordination ambition in CFSFs i
comprehensive and very much geared to the exedfismfluence.
Moreover, as a bigger member state it is “expedtedntervene” in
discussions and decision-making (EU%¥ The previous section
highlighted how positions are agreed among allveaié stakeholders on
the full range of policy issues as quickly as passi before being
pursued at EU level, with UKREP playing a crucialer especially in
terms of determining ‘what the market will bearhi3 section examines
how Britain engages with the CFSP, consideringetationships with
partner states, the ways it seeks to exerciseeinfle and examples of
policy issues where it has sought to do so. It@sghat UK officials are
very effective at therocessof CFSP, demonstrating an ability to operate
within an environment governed by norms of consensmd the
avoidance (as far as possible) of vetoes, reflgctime theoretical
argument here that constructivist approaches cartribate to our
understanding of thdow of policy-making. However, when talking
about CFSP, their language is pragmatic rather tiol@al-' or ‘value-
based’ — i.e. they emphasise the practical anduim&ntal importance of
the CFSP. This supports the argument that whilésBrofficials are
socialised to the ‘rules of the game’ and normbedfaviour, these matter
only in terms of how they help achieve British abjees. Strategically,
in terms of thevhat, Britain continues to view and engage with the BFS
in rationalist and instrumental terms that are glesi to achieve

predominantly nationally-based preferences andctibgs.

192EU4, DG RELEX, European Commission, Brussels, #2ewber 2010
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5.4.1 Managing relationships with partners

The requirement to find consensus among 27 memtagess
makes the building of coalitions and partnershigseatial to exercise
influence or achieve a particular outcome withinSBE® For the UK,
this process is a pragmatic exercise carried owmissue-by-issue basis
(UKOB8), and something at which it is consideredhhigeffective (FO1,
OMS1, EU1)'** No British interviewees identified particular ststor
groups of states as constant or natural allies.Cramid Miliband, it was
important that “you try and be an ally to everybodyly towards all,
enemy towards noné®> However, several suggested that the northern
European and Nordic states often shared similavs/igr outlooks to the
UK. Sweden, Denmark, The Netherlands and Finlangk waentified as
being the states Britain most commonly forms atdemwith (UKOS3) or
who would be most likely to support British positsoon CSDP (UKO5).
A Swedish official (OMS1) concurred, indicating tHaer country was
often close to Britain, but also emphasising tlik, Britain, Sweden did

not have ‘natural allies’ within CFSP.

Britain’s key relationship in CFSP, particularly @SDP/CSDP
questions, is with France, regardless of whethey #re in agreement
(and they may often not be). UKO3 describes thiBatin’s “most
important” EU relationship, echoing Downing Street’eference to
France as “natural partners” (Prime Minister's €d4{i2012a). For Britain,
the bilateral defence and security relationshipag developed with Paris
over the last 15+ years has become fundamentalote it views
European security, and this importance manifesedfiregularly at EU

level, most obviously in how it seeks to instruna¢ise CFSP and CSDP.

19 The “honourable exception” remains Cyprus whiclefilies any given issue

through the prism of ‘what does this mean for ogpdte with Turkey?’ and then

just ruthlessly pursues that, no matter what tteentcircumstances” (UKO3).

1% FO1, French Permanent Representation, Brussedpv@mber 2010. OMS1,

Swedish Permanent Representation, Brussels, telepimterview, 22 May 2012.

EU1, Council Secretariat, Brussels, 8 November 2010

19 Interview, London, 6 December 2010. He continuéttiere are political

links...geographic links...interest links...personal bnkthere are some who end

up being more tricky than others, and you hope.. theyt the influential ones.”
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Unsurprisingly, the French have a similar view aft@n’s importance.
FOL1 in the French Permanent Representation dedoridoesultation with
his British counterparts as “the first reflex” irrder to determine
“whether there will be space for decisions anddgreement”. Another
French official, closely involved in CSDP in theré@n ministry, also
highlighted France’s close cooperation with Britailescribing them as
“a unique interlocutor and partner” as a conseqeeasfctheir range of
diplomatic and military asset$?”® For UKOS8, the Anglo-French
relationship is so important because as well assgsssng such
capabilities, both are also “ready to use them”easlenced by their

leadership of and participation in NATO’s operation Libya in 2011.

A consideration of capabilities and a readinessuse them,
although significant, only provides a partial ex@ton as to their
mutual importance, however. Rather, Anglo-Frencbpeoation reflects
the fact that they share what Simén (2013: 21)scain ‘extrovert’
strategic culture and global vocation” and so thewveloping partnership
“transcends European matters®’ UKOS8 suggests, therefore, that
although in their political rhetoric the French aneich more explicitly
and “viscerally attached” than the British to aradf European defence
and to having “a European fingerprint on any crssigation”, the reality
is that their objectives vis-a-vis the EU/CFSP ‘aret that different”.

Both want the EU to play a more significant sequrdtle and seek more

1% FO3, French Foreign Ministry, Paris, 1 Februarg20n 10 February 2011, in
evidence to the House of Lords Select CommitteéherEuropean Union focusing
on British-French defence relations, outgoing Freng&mbassador, Maurice
Gourdault-Montagne, stated: “the UK and Franceratiral partners in security
and defence for the reasons that we are similaiz@, similar in our capabilities
and similar in the budgetary allocation that we enédr defence. Internationally,
we have the same kind of responsibilities; we aemanent members of the UN
Security Council; we are NATO allies; European mersband nuclear weapons
states, so we share common interests and resgiiesibiiHouse of Lords, 2011:

2).
19)7The House of Lords European Union Committee makasmilar point: “The
UK and France are the two major European militdayers. These two countries
share a global approach...and a willingness to defdoges” (2012: 22). In this
context, it is worth noting the arguments of KempMawdsley and Steinicke
(2010) that the recent Anglo-French bilateral iematepresent a challenge to other
EU member states to improve and increase their ¢omant to CSDP.
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in terms of capabilities and investment by theirtpers to support this.
Despite disagreements over other aspects of integraherefore, their
relationship is built around a strong sense of matism**® as evidenced
by the two bilateral defence treaties signed ona¥eber 2010, and
additional agreements made subsequently in Parizbtuary 2013%°

For the moment, this bilateral relationship progidbe foundation for

any significant CSDP missidfi°®

A vital component of any CFSP decision, therefasewhether
the two can find the space for some degree ofdradatagreement or
consensus. Achieving this is something both willaals seek to do prior
to any formal discussion in Brussels. The consilaetractions between
their officials at multiple points in the systenoy fexample between the
different ministries or between diplomats in Brussdacilitate this,
ensuring that their mutual awareness and underlsigad each other’s
priorities and concerns will usually be strong. leaample, in UKO4’s
experience, where they have been able to reachoa ggreement or
consensus on a particular point, it “always wemaight through” in
Brussels; however, if agreement was not securedrddednd, for
example if the Presidency tabled an issue unexggcte‘then
metaphorically the other[s]...would sit back...and vmathe Exocets

being exchanged” (UKO4). Of course, this is notatgue that the two

1% The same term was used by the French Ambassa@idmé Minister Cameron
and President Sarkozy decided to give a signifidampulse to a pragmatic
approach to foster our bilateral co-operationsisted on the word “pragmatic” and
that is what we got from the British side. We weoikel, “Don’t be hyperbolic, be
?ragmatic”, and we tried to be pragmatic” (Houséafds, 2011: 4).
“These outlined more concrete steps for their caujoer, including the
development of the Combined Joint Expeditionarcéorthe establishment of a
Joint Force Headquarters, and a programme to dewelmanned aerial vehicles
(Prime Minister's Office, 2012a). Following this Bt#ng, Foreign Secretary
William Hague stated in the House of Commons tikatifice and the UK are co-
operating more closely on foreign and securityqyoissues than at any time since
the second world war” (Hansard, HC Deb 20 Febr2ad?, Col. 65WS).
20 For example, the House of Lords European Union @ittee report on
European Defence Capabilities states: “The Libyeraion also gives an advance
marker that European military capability relies stabtially on UK-French
involvement. There is a danger that...a dispropoatienburden for European
defence will rest on these two nations at a timemBurope’s near abroad remains
unstable” (House of Lords, 2012: 9).
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can together dictate to their EU partners or thmagreement between
them guarantees an agreement at 27. Rather iréectgnise, given their
resources, capabilities and status, that any patentisagreement

represents a major obstacle to CFSP decision-making

In contrast, and although obviously still importamgritain’s
relationship with Germany is different and, in s#guand defence terms
at least, less a partnership of equals. On majolomtiatic issues, for
example the negotiations over Iran’s enrichmeng@mme (see Chapter
7), Germany’'s voice always matters. And as noteovebthe FCO'’s
CFSP officials will normally speak with both thétrench and German
opposite numbers daily on a wide range of issué€2] UKO3, UKOA4,
UKO5, UKO6, UKOB8). However, it is interesting to teothat while
German officials highlight the importance lodth France and Britain as
their primary interlocutors in CFSP (see Chaptertbg UK seems to
regard Germany as having less to offer, certainlyferms of security
capabilities. Having the Germans involved remamgpartant but they
have tended to be “less active on ESDP” (UKO4) altitbugh having a
significant interest on certain issues, “are lessscstently involved”
(UKO3). Indeed, in the context of security Britdwould like them to do
more” (UKOB8). It is interesting to note, moreovirat the Germans were
unhappy about the Anglo-French Lancaster Houseeawgnts, and as a
consequence an additional “structured dialogue” Ibasn established
between Britain and Germany (UKOS8) (see also Haideords, 2012:
23) 2% This reflects the reality that as Europe’s biggest economically
most powerful state, Germany will always be a kastier. Furthermore,
as discussed in Chapter 6, where Britain can maka&ron cause with
both France and Germany, they constitute a fornhedbloc. Indeed, the
FCO’s White PapeActive Diplomacy for a Changing Worsdates that it

21 YKO8 describes the Germans as being “pissed ®ifuathe Lancaster House

treaties, but notes that both London and Paris dvdikbk Germany to become
involved in this, but only with a commitment to tagtcapabilities and a willingness
to use them. Similarly, in evidence to the Houselofds European Union
Committee, Gerald Howarth MP, then a Minister dcdtStat the MoD, suggested
that the agreement had “put a few noses out of, jainparticular the Italians and
Germans” (House of Lords, 2012: 23).
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is Britain’s interests “as a global player...to wavkh our EU partners,

in particular France and Germany” (FCO, 2006c).

A final and important point regards Britain’s irdetions with
those where a meeting of minds is less easily asduAs UKO3 puts it,
diplomacy is “not just about talking to your mate$hus, in the context
of CFSP UK officials often spend more time trying tesolve the
differences it has with others (UKO3) or ensurihgttsmaller states do
not feel that adirectoire of larger states is trying to dictate policy
(UKO5).2%? Similarly, there may be occasions where officitism a
partner state find themselves in a difficult sitoatas a consequence of
domestic politics or the policy being pursued bgithcapitals. UKO4
highlights the case of Austria in 2000, when theright Freedom Party
entered government with the mainstream People’'dsyPand as a
consequence the other 14 member states broke fadfabfdiplomatic
contacts for several months. UKO4 recalls going ‘@umy way” to talk
to his Austrian counterparts at meetings, howewer,the basis that
government policy was “not their fault” and evenlty#ere would come
a time in the future when their support might bquieed. Maintaining
relationships across the board is vital and consetty “you’ve got to
deal with what you've got” (UKO4). Pragmatism isetefore a key

aspect of how Britain deals with its partners inSEE

292 YKO5 described being “very conscious” of this faad therefore “tried to form

relationships with as many as possible”. As disedss Chapter 6, this is also a
major preoccupation among German officials.
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5.4.2 The input process

The channels of communication outlined above atal ¥o the
processby which Britain (and indeed all member stateskesainputs
into CFSP policy-making. While important, size amg$ources do not
automatically bestow influence. Rather, being dbleperate effectively
within the CFSP environment matters and is somgthinwhich the UK
is considered very effective (EU1, EU4, FO1, GOQ350MS1). For
David Miliband, the basis for this is straightfomgta“leadership is about
persuasion — you can’t lead if you can’t persudd@UKO4 identifies
two important elements to this ability to persuadéhe quality of the
papers Britain tables, and the degree of preparati@ad of any decision.
As he sees it, the objective of any British conttibn, whether a paper or
in a meeting, must always be that “we were listetoeblecause we were
authoritative”. UKO3 echoes this: “expertise andwing what you're
talking about is gic) a big thing and something we normally do quite
well”. OMS1 concurs, describing British officialss “very effective,
efficient and well-organised”. UKO3 also highlightsoral weight” as
an important factor. Thus, states with a demonkribowledge about
and experience in a particular issue, country grore can expect their
views to carry weight, such as Poland when disogsBielarus as they
“probably have thought about it a lot and they’rellinformed” (UKO3).
Britain would expect its voice to be heard, for mpde, on questions
relating to South Asia, its former colonial terries and defence and
security questions (e.g. EU4, GO4). Meanwhile, Bawliliband
highlighted Zimbabwe — “for obvious reasons” — Irand especially
Pakistan — “the EU-Pakistan relationship was reatirted thanks to

Britain”.?%*

293 |nterview, London, 6 December 2010.

2% Interview, London, 6 December 2010. In this regérdiorth noting the support

being given by the EU, and particularly Germany tredUK, to France, the former

colonial power, in the recent operations againgnisst militants in Mali (e.qg.

Traynor, I. (2013) ‘EU set to back French war inliMa’he Guardian17 January).
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If knowledge and expertise are to make a differetiwgugh, they
must be deployed in support of a good argumentersadring the
importance assigned above to the quality and exiepreparation. As
part of this and relating directly to the previousscussion of
relationships, papers and proposals must take atooiuthe views,
interests and concerns of others, something to hwBiGtish officials
devote considerable time (UKO3, UKO4). A succespfalposal will be
“carefully balanced...[and] take account of as mamsy possible of
the...reasonable interests of others” (UKO4). FomgXa, in the context
of the PSC a successful argument is “strong imnderlying basis” but
also recognises the interests of other membersstdtad[ing] ways in
which they will need to be reflected in the poli@nd that can make
quite a difference” (UKO3). Britain enjoys an imgant linguistic
advantage in this regard. With Council Conclusidresng drafted in
English, British officials are very well placed ftraft compromise
wordings or come up with alternative language (OMSIming also
matters. It is much easier to find ways of incogtiorg the views of
others earlier on in the process, rather than Igavin re-jig” later
(UKO3), hence the time and effort devoted to camigrwith partners in
advance of any decision. UKO8 emphasises thisarctimtext of CSDP.
Discussions, compromises and trade-offs take pfadermally and
bilaterally”, with British officials occasionally ven meeting their
opposite numbers and “sharing instructions” as anseof finding
agreement. The key point is not to “negotiate iretimgs to the extent
possible” (UKOS).

Finally, the willingness to commit resources — finial, military,
diplomatic, etc — as well as time and energy alhdinfluence in the
input process. Being “willing to put your money wheyour mouth is”
(UKO3) sends an important signal of intent. Forregke, Britain chose
not to participate in the 2008EBUFOR Tchad/RCAnission (Consilium,
2009q). As a conseguence, although asking occdsimestions in the

PSC and making clear their ‘red lines’ over theglbarm future of the
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mission, Britain “more or less stayed quiet”, aliog/ those who had
committed resources or troops, such as France alahd to lead the
discussion®®® The drafting of the firstCommon Strategyon Russia
following the Treaty of Amsterdamrovides a different exampf€® Here,
Britain was concerned that if it did not participan the drafting process,
what would be designed “would be horrible” (UKO&onsequently, it
cooperated with France and Germany to create tagegy, even though
the process was difficult, and from there was dablebuild a wider
consensus around it (UKOG6). All these differentmedats contribute to
Britain’s effectiveness — and being regarded a$ sudn terms of the
process of CFSP. But it is how it relates to parsiates that is perhaps
most significant. Thus, according to OMS1, in tr#tish officials enjoy
a certain advantage, even over France and Gernaanygeven though
they strive for their policy, they're also flexiblehere is a sense they’re

being humble and not pushy”.

295t is worth noting the opinion of UKO5 on the extéo which member states are
learning from participation in such missions. Irs hiilew, practical experience
means that it “has got better and each operatioplpeet a bit more realistic and a
bit more serious, and begin to look at their owsoteces”. He cited the example of
Chad as being a case where important lessons waraed over the problems
caused by availability of air-lift resources, peutarly when the Americans were
not involved.
2% see Annex IIPresidency Conclusion€ologne European Council, June 3 and 4
1999 (150/99 REV 1).
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5.4.3 Policies and ‘red lines’

While Britain seeks to articulate a clear and agreesition
across the full range of issues dealt with in CR8fl CSDP, an
important point to emerge from the interviews iatthnlike Germany or
France, there is no over-arching British ‘Europe#ion’ providing a
narrative for the policies pursued. Rather, Britishgagement is
pragmatic and conducted on an issue-by-issue Hasssperhaps a fair
criticism that this contributes to an ongoing aleseof strategic direction,
discussed above. Certainly, UKO5 believes Britaacks “strategic
consistency” despite being effective at the leviesmecific policies. On
the whole, therefore, it is possible to charactemsitish engagement
with the CFSP and CSDP as predominad#yensivan nature — it can
be said to be more about preventing certain dewedops than initiating
new forms of cooperation. The main exception tcs,ttas will be
discussed, is its championing of ESDP/CSDP, althoengen here the
momentum and interest has dropped off as the stimeigs on civilian
crisis management is not necessarily what Britaon FErance) had
initially envisaged. If there is a British ‘narna¢i of CFSP’, therefore, it
is based around a small but specific set of ‘reddi. The most important
of these remains the general principle that foreagd security policy
cooperation will remain intergovernmental (e.g. FQ008b, para 5}’

but there are a number of specific policy exampkesvell.

The first example of this defensive approach is Bwtain has
approached the EU’s continuing embargo on armséssab China.
Instituted following the suppression of demonstrasi in Tiananmen
Square in June 1989, the embargo was announceBunopean Council
declaration the same month (European Council, 198&)ause of this, it
is only politically binding, unlike similar embargoes adopted sinee th
signing of the Maastricht Treaty. These are nomynadopted as

27 This states: “The Lisbon Treaty's assertion of Member States’ responsibility

for setting the strategic direction of EU exterrsaition through the European
Council...underlines the Government’'s success inramghat foreign policy will
remain an intergovernmental area of activity cdlgtbby Member States...”
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Common Positions through the CFSP, and are lepailging on
member states (Hellstrom, 2010: 22). Moreover, nmangiates have
interpreted the precise terms of the Chinese erobdifferently (ibid).
For example, France considers it as applying ooliethal equipment,
Britain to lethal equipment that could be used‘faternal repression”,
while Germany places tight restrictions on any tawiyi equipment (ibid).
The lack of clarity and differences in interpretatihave resulted in
disagreements between member states over whethiéiritpsomething
China has sought consistently since 2000 (ibid). &@mple, in April
2004 there was a “heated” debate within the PSC whether to end it,
with the French demanding its removal, the Dang®sing this without
clear links to progress in Chinese human rightd, Biitain among those
broadly in the middle (Rettman, 2014} That said, Britain remains
sensitive to the strong US opposition to its Iitifibid). Thus, at present
the ending of the embargo as Britain interpretefiresents a ‘red line’
issue, much to the frustration of what UKO3 calie tpanda-hugging”

member states who are keen for it to be erfffed.

What is particularly interesting, though, is theteg® to which
Britain’s position provides diplomatic cover forhet, smaller states who
support the ban. Thus, UKO3 contends that wereairisuddenly to
advocate its end, Sweden, Denmark and others wikely follow suit
quite swiftly. As it stands, these states are happsllow Britain to be
seen as the one “holding out against the Chinesé’b& “punished” for
doing so, enabling them to avoid this while stéhraining popular in
Washington. It remains to be seen, however, whetetain can
continue to balance its position of maintaining ltla@, something the US

wishes?!® with the growing desire within the Council and ethEU

%8t is interesting to note that the account of fABC debate came from a leaked
US diplomatic cable. The embargo has been suchnaitivse subject among
member states that they have generally avoidednglaton the political agenda
gHeIIstrbm, 2010: 8).
%9 UKO3 identifies particularly France, Spain and &
1% For example, having advocated a lifting of the argb at the end of 2004, Tony
Blair subsequently changed his stance the followiegr following pressure from
the US (Hellstrom, 2010: 18).
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institutions that it should be ended. In 2010, @stte Ashton, the High
Representative, described the embargo as “a majpediment” to
stronger EU-China cooperation on foreign and secyrolicy matters
(Rettman, 2010). At the same time, one of the aoé&EAS policy that
the UK has supported is its development of thdegia relationship with
China (UKO2). As it seeks to strengthen its owatieital ties with China,

the tensions in these contradictory positions ¢dy increase.

The second example of the defensive approachBsitish policy
towards the ESDP/CSDP, arguably its most importaeta of policy
engagement in CFSP. As discussed, alongside Fra&mitain was the
prime mover in initiating security and defence ceapion following the
St Malo agreement. Since then, three consistentiquus have provided
the basis for Britain’s subsequent engagement. t, Fivghatever
cooperation takes place, the primacy of NATO indpagan defence must
be maintained. Second, the relationship of ESDPEE&DNATO must
be one of complementarity, and ESDP/CSDP cannatlbeed to either
duplicate or undermine NATO. Finally, a primary pose of
ESDP/CSDP must be to encourage not only increasedl®o ‘smarter’
investment in defence and security capabilitiesEhy member states,
something that will ultimately also have a benaficmpact on NATO. In
the 14+ years since St Malo, there has been ndfisant change in any
of these positions, with the first two in partiautepresenting ‘red lines’
for the UK. This is notable particularly as, despiteir unease when in
opposition, the current Conservative-led coaliti@s adopted the same
positions in government, articulating them as dleand stridently as
their predecessors, thereby emphasising the catytinbetween
governments identified at the start of this chageerd also noted by
UKQOS3).

The primacy of NATO in Europe’s security architeetinas been
a regular aspect of government comments on ESDPPCEDr example,
Tony Blair told the House of Commons in Decembed@fbllowing the

Nice Council that “[c]ollective defence will remathe responsibility of
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NATO” (Oakes, 2001: 44) and in evidence to the Hxmig-oreign
Affairs Committee, Robin Cook stated clearly thaiothing that has
happened in European security is going to undertmatecentral role of
NATO” (House of Commons, 2000b). Similarly, wherked if NATO
would remain the “cornerstone of European defenckck Straw
declared: “We are determined that it should do(stuse of Commons,
2003a). In the Commons, NATO was referred to ircigedy those terms
by David Miliband (2008) and Willilam Hague (201yjth Hague
adding that CSDP could provide “a range of secuiityis” in areas
where NATO would not be engag€d.Similarly, in a letter to Baroness
Ashton, Hague and Phillip Hammond, the Defence &ary, described
NATO as “the UK’s primary defensive alliance” (2Q1Finally, a recent
Lords report noted that the Government continuedeéa NATO as “the
cornerstone” of European security and defence, @BDP playing only

a “complementary role” (2012: 21).

Likewise, the official position that ESDP/CSDP must
complement NATO, and not be permitted either to lidae or
undermine it, has been clear, unequivocal and stamgi Thus, Cook
stated that: “we have quite explicit statements.t.g will only launch
a European-led [ESDP] operation where NATO as alevhe not
involved” (House of Commons, 2000b). In 2002, melitey the FCO
Political Director, Peter Ricketts, emphasised i8hitopposition to any
idea that ESDP/CSDP could develop down the patiolidctive defence:

“We have always said that ESDP should not underngne
duplicate NATO...[T]here are different views amongdsgfterent

member states...our position has been that it is tmedteep
collective defence guarantees with the integrateditany

structure to deal with them, which is NATO” (Housd

Commons, 2002).

Similar points were made by Jack Straw (House ofm@ons, 2003;

2004) and were central to a working paper on EStiRledd ‘Food For

21 HansardHC Deb 9 December 2008, Col 419; HC Deb 5 Decerbéd, Col
5WS.
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Thought, presented to the Italian EU Presidency in Au@@@3 (House
of Commons, 2003b). This declared UK oppositionatty proposals
“which would imply competition, rather that complentarity, with
NATO” (ibid). In 2006, Margaret Beckett describeeiryy “very mindful
of the dangers of duplication” and of the need #tweh“a set of
complementary strands” (House of Commons, 2006tg. rleed to avoid
duplication along with the Government’s efforts Bnussels to ensure
this were both stressed in its official response tbefence Committee
report on NATO and European defence (House of Consni2008b: 17);
meanwhile, the original report quoted the MoD’s wieon the
complementarity of ESDP/CSDP and NATO:

“NATO has a far greater capability than ESDP. B¢ trange of
security instruments that the EU can deploy alliwt® add valuen
different ways.(House of Commons, 2008a: 84) (emphasis added)

That this view had also prevailed at EU level ipapnt in the December
2008 Presidency Conclusions which called for aetgjthening” of the
EU/NATO partnership “in a spirit of mutual enhanear and respect”
(Consilium, 2008a: 17). In their letter to Baronésshton, Hague and
Hammond also emphasised the “unique and complenyeraée” that
CSDP can play, declaring, moreover, that “compleardy is vital”
(2011). Finally, in December the same year, Hagtaed in the
Commons that the government “will never agree taiplatating
institutions (Hansard, 2011d). Again, the consisyenn official

pronouncements is clear.

Capabilities represent Britain’s third key objeetiand concern.
From the outset, an important British objectiveseturity and defence
cooperation has been to provide a catalyst for aofaiwide
improvement in capabilities. These, in turn, woattengthen Europe’s
contribution to NATO, thereby also reinforcing theomplementarity. A
key component of this has been the refusal to emamice unnecessary
institution-building which again has been a comsistred line. In 2000,

for example, Cook talks about the “stress” Britplaced on capabilities
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and that these forces “are not available only” he EU (House of
Commons, 2000b). Similarly, a specific British gadl Nice was that
member states “meet capability requirements” (ibidile Straw argued
that ESDP was “a very important means by which Menttates...will

be required” to improve capabilities (House of Coomsy 2001).
Ricketts described how ESDP would put “further pues” on partner
states to spend more on capabilities, noting thist important British
aim had been incorporated into a key EU workingugraeport on
defence (House of Commons, 2002). Britairsod for Thoughtpaper

focused primarily on the need for improved captbg| whilst also
demanding that any institutional development b@@adagainst “whether
it would increase the EU’s capacity for rapid arnffecive action”

(House of Commons, 2003b). Meanwhile, both the igaréffairs and

Defence Committees have concurred with the Goventismposition that
improved capabilities must be at the forefront obpgeration (House of
Commons, 2008a,b,c). Indeed, the last of theseequbdtvid Miliband

who stated: “improved capability development amoridember States
is a key UK objective” and that “the European peoblis not an
institutional one, it is to do with capabilities..(House of Commons,
2008c: 75). British support for the developmen&bf Battlegroups(see

Chapter 6) and Permanent Structured Cooperationrelect these aims.
More importantly, they again emphasise the higlnstrumental view
Britain takes of the value of ESDP/CSDP.

The importance of these 3 positions is confirmed the
interviews. For UKOS8, the overall British positioon CSDP has
remained essentially unchanged since 1998 - ie.atthievement of
“‘complementary burden-sharing with NATO”. UKO2 debed both
institution-building and the possibility that CSDhight be a “challenge
to NATO” quite explicitly as ‘red lines’, somethinthat “has been a
long-standing British position for years”. Moreoyvée describes the
view of CSDP missions as being “part of our toolkltich we can use

when it’s the right time and...place”, provided thag focused, provide
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value for money and are time-limited. UKO3 concwigh much of this.
Arguing that within the PSC the UK has “generallanted to make
things happen”, he accepts that at times “we’ve hadore defensive
agenda...[on] institutional development”. UKO5 not&dtain’s desire to
transform not only European capabilities, but dts® philosophy under
which they would be used. Thus, a key aim — and ibreought to
promote through the development B8fattlegroups— was to make
European forces “more expeditionary” whilst avogliduplication with
NATO, for example in relation to French, German d&mualish plans to
develop a permanent Operational Headquarters (OH@).admitted,
though, that to an extent Britain has become distth by its
commitments in Iraq and Afghanistan, and thus @asan it provided an
OHQ for Operation Atalanta the anti-piracy mission off the coast of
Somalia, was to refute accusations by France amih&ws, amongst
others, that Britain was “not pulling our weight time EU”. UKO5 was
adamant, though, that in terms of developing cdipialsi Britain has
been highly influential, with states such as Derkraard Sweden keen to
hear British ideas on force transformatfofilt is also interesting to note
his view that British engagement in ESDP/CSDP lmasdme extent
relied on “temporary enthusiasms...driven by Numk®r This suggests
that more positive and particularly consistent gegaent from the top of
government might have helped achieve British aimisereas instead
“we’ve missed opportunities to show leadership aedelop CSDP”
(UKO5).

212 Citing former Defence Secretary Des Browne, théeBee Committee note, for
example, that the “Nordic Battlegroup...has beenrtiqudar success and has been
“a very effective vehicle for the transformationtbe Swedish military”.” (House
of Commons, 2008a: 75)
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5.5 Conclusion

This chapter has argued that Britain engages WweahCFSP based
on an assumption of leadership and seeks to insfrtalise it in the
pragmatic pursuit of particular objectives. It hiagefly outlined the
historical origins of this leadership assumptiaguang that while Britain
may today find itself in reduced circumstances ammis of its global
power, it maintains both a capacity and desire xerase influence
internationally to promote and protect its intesestoreover, while there
may be differences in emphasis, there is a broatertsus on this
between governments of left and right. Participatio CFSP is thus
regarded as an important component in the foreigjicyp toolkit, but
forms only one aspect of this. Moreover, an impdrtaroviso of
participation is that cooperation in CFSP remaintergovernmental.
Britain’s global perspective, meanwhile, is refegttin its interest in a
broad range of policy issues and in its extensivadination ambition.
This is backed up by complex and extensive polioprdination
machinery at the domestic and Brussels levels, saamgported by its
extensive network of bilateral diplomatic relatibiqps. While able to
deploy considerable economic, diplomatic and nmiligaower in pursuit
of its aims, it does not rely exclusively on theRather, it seeks to lead
in CFSP through the power of persuasion and eWfecrgument, but to
lead nonetheless. Its effectiveness in this regaatknowledged by its

EU partners.

This enables us to draw several conclusions. Thet mgortant
relates to the assumptions within constructivistalgses that
participation in the CFSRvould lead to a transformation not only in how
British officials might behave, but in how the irgsts and goals they
pursue and protect are calculated and articulaié@. evidence here
suggests no such transformation. Despite long-temmolvement in
foreign and security policy cooperation, Britishsfiimns in key areas of
policy — for example, how it has engaged with ESIBDP — have
remained unchanged. Moreover, expectations of dBritleadership
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suggest instead that in the CFSP it is well placeifluence the nature
and direction of EU responses to particular iss@exond, while there
have been specific changes to the internal orgammsaf the FCO, and
its domestic influence over wider EU policy has uished as other
Whitehall departments have taken control of thewoliqy areas,
fundamental practices have not altered. The impoetaof certain
Brussels structures — particularly the role of B&C — has increased, but
the effect has been to make UKREP’s voice more mtapb only insofar
as navigating the centre is concerned. Bilaterdtslibetween national
capitals remain as vital as before. Third and diydollowing this, the
effectiveness of British officials in CFSP reflet®ir ability to “play the
game” well. However, while this demonstrates ttsgicialisation in the
context of CFSP, there is no evidence that this d@gond their need to
be able to operate appropriately within this sphéhederstanding the
difficulties of peers and being able to forge coompise provides
evidence only of standard diplomatic practice witra multilateral
environment, not of some deeper transformationsTiunen considering
how Britain engages with the CFSP, constructivitcgas may help us
understand théow (i.e. the process), but do not explain thieat (i.e.

policy, outcomes, etc).
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Chapter 6: Germany and the CFSP:
The Accidental Leader?

“German foreign policy has been marked by contynditring the last

few decades. It is reliable and calculable. Itugdgd by our values and
interests... However, German foreign policy is naitist It always

reflects the world around us.”

(Guido Westerwelle, 2010a)

6.1 Introduction

These remarks encapsulate both the nature and iamiwnf
German foreign policy in the two decades since icatibn,
communicating a combination of apparent continaitg dramatic if not
always obvious change. Moreover, they go to thethefathe debate
within this thesis over the extent to which the €H%s been responsible
for a transformation not only in how member stateske foreign and
security policy, but in whether it transforms holey conceive of and
identify their preferences and interests. Germaoyld/ seem to be the
perfect exemplar of such a transformation, havingbedded its
international identity within a European frame eference, and anchored
itself to the common values and norms of behaviomderpinning this.
However, its development since 1990 suggests samgethfferent and
more subtle. Thus, while rhetorically it places fitseign and security
policy within the multilateral context provided lge CFSP (as well as
NATO, the UN etc), it is increasingly comfortablsing the CFSP as a
venue to pursue its own particular preferencescdmektives. Indeed, not
only do German policy-makers seek to use the CFSk&em and
structures to promote German influence, their matieystems of policy-
making are intended to give clear direction overrhand how such
influence is to be exercised. This chapter examinoss and why this has

happened.
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Germany'’s evolution as a foreign and security pyo#ctor is of
particular interest given the historical sensitivisurrounding its
behaviour in these contexts. Having initially begmxious to reassure its
neighbours and partners that unification would tiloeaten Europe’s
peace and stability, the trajectory of change witGiermany has been
dramatic in the post-unification period. It has heen alone in seeking to
wrestle with the security challenges thrown uptflsg the collapse of
Yugoslavia, then the War on Terror, and more rdgdnt the need for
coherent and effective crisis management to respomastability in the
EU’s near-abroad. However, these have posed fan iadditional and

unique set of political and moral dilemmas, as mim (2001: 51) notes:

“[Kosovo] confronted the German foreign policy eliand the wider
public with a conflict between key norms of its p8gcond World War
foreign policy: multilateralism (never alone), obsence of the law
(never again), and human rights (never again cdrat@n camps). The
tension between these core values and betweenpttoé@rgonists in the
German public debate was much more serious tharany of
Germany’s allies...the Kosovo War in particulauskrright at the heart
of Germany’s post-Second World War role as a @nil{if not pacifist)
power.”
German involvement particularly in NATO and the Bdd CFSP has
been crucial to its ability to address these dilemmwith these
constituting the “two pathways” through which iecarity is conceived
and pursued (Aggestam, 2000: 64). They have crehtedpace within
which it has been able to play an increasingly iant role as an
international actor, often under pressure from rartstates, whilst
addressing some of the most difficult moral questithrown up by its
20" Century history. They have also enabled it tabe two ostensibly
competing internal narratives: its position as tbwilian power
(Zivilmach) par excellenceand a determination to move beyond its
history, key to which has been a willingness to ntenance the
deployment of military force abroad. Together, thésghlight what is
perhaps the most interesting aspect of Germanyreigio policy
evolution over the last two decades: while its difaosition remains

rooted in multilateralist and partnership-based rapghes to foreign
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policy, it seems far more willing to assert itsadfien if this results in
public splits with key allies, as withessed indecision not to participate
in NATO’s implementation of a No-Fly Zone over Léyn 2011, or its
current separation from Britain and France overcgdbwards Syria (e.qg.
Speck, 2013).

To explore this, the chapter is divided into thssetions. The
first analyses briefly the trajectory of change German foreign and
security policy from unification to the present.eTbecond examines the
structures and processes established in Berlin Bingsels for the
development and pursuit of German foreign policyhe Tfinal part
considers how Germany acts in practice, examiniggnteractions in
terms of four different but interlinked leadershiples — shared
leadership, leadership by example, leadership tiromediation, and
direct or overt leadership. These highlight the #&sme of this chapter:
that German foreign policy — and its interactiothwhe CFSP — has now
reached a point of emergent or “accidental” leaupra/hich challenges

constructivist claims about the transformative poefehe CFSP.
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6.2The trajectory of change in post-unification Germa foreign and
security policy

A decade plus since Hanns Maull (2000) asked whe&leemany
remained a civilian power in the aftermath of theskvo War (see also
Kundnani, 2011 and Tewes, 2002), it is possiblelémtify this crisis as
a watershed moment not only in the developmentwbjean foreign
and security policy more widely, but also in theoletion of German
foreign policy in the post-unification period. Inveery real sense, the
reaction to Kosovo of the newly-elected Red-Gremalitton government
under Chancellor Gerhard Schroder and Foreign Rkéinisloschka
Fischer represented the culmination of the presshreught to bear by
the combination of events and changing expectatiomat had
accompanied Germany’s first decade as a unifige.skadeed, it forms
part of a clear and unmistakeable trajectory ohgean the last 20 years
that has seen Germany exchange its status asi¢pbliwarf”, first for
reluctant participant (Wittlinger, 2010: 118), udw more recently for
one as an important initiator of policy in the CESKhile the CFSP
remains just one facet of Germany's engagement thighEU and the
wider international community, it is nonethelesghty significant having
formed a key part of German efforts to build traistl confidence with its
partners, and maintain stability and predictabiirtyits foreign relations
(Aggestam, 2000: 69). One German Foreign Ministfigial described it
as ‘the essential part...this is the forum where we actuadly express
our foreign policy”*® Another stated that he “could not imagine”

conducting foreign and security policy withouthte continued:

“[T]his is the framework in which...in thBundesrepublik Deutschland
security and defence policy happens. Everything &s..a complete
non-starter. It's not imaginable, quite simpf)}.‘”
Such statements highlight the unique nature of @ay’s relationship
with the CFSP and its importance in German coneaptof its foreign

policy role today.

13503, Federal Foreign Ministry, Berlin, January 20{nterviewee’s emphasis.)
24602, German Permanent Representation, Brusselgnier 2010.
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As discussed, the CFSP was one part of the soltletrEurope’s
policy-makers devised to address the challengesm#raber states faced
at the beginning of the 1990s. With the end of @loéd War, a political
vacuum was created in Europe and new initiativesewseeded to
promote co-operation (Muller-Brandeck-Bocquet, 2Q&7), and ensure
that external pressures would not interfere with forther disrupt
integration. At the same time, and linked to tinas the question of how
to manage the EU’'s inter-state and inter-institdio dynamics
(Keukeleire and MacNaughtan, 2008: 148), and padity the necessity
of anchoring the newly-unified Germany firmly withi Europe,
something the Kohl government was as anxious teaelas Germany’s
partners. Together, these pressures provided theatrcatalyst for the
establishment of the CFSP (Muller-Brandeck-Bocg@602: 257), and
the backdrop against which the trajectory of chasmee unification

should be viewed.

6.2.1 The Kohl years: Restraint and ‘Leadership Avance’

Within the literature, much of the analysis of thature and
degree of change in Germany’s role and role commeptithin both the
EU and wider international community has been baasslind the
concept ofnormalization(e.g. Katzenstein, 1997; Paterson 2003, 2010;
Bulmer and Paterson, 2010; Hyde-Price, 2003; Rumniglo6;
Wittlinger, 2010). This is concerned with the exttéo which a post-
unification Germany could, should or would seelbézome a “normal”
nation-state, and what this would mean in practiten dealing with
foreign policy. Throughout its existence, the basif the Bonn
Republic’sforeign policy consisted of a renunciation of powpelitics
and the rejection of any form of nationalism withime international
arena, coupled with a strong commitment to muéialism (Rummel,
1996: 42; Katzenstein, 1997: 2; Wittlinger, 201@6). Indeed, from this
perspective the CFSP represents an ideal expres$itins ‘European
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vocation’, characterized by a “reflexive multilaaksm” through which
German actorness could be “veiled by multilateratpss and discourse”
(Paterson, 2010: 42; see also Heisenberg, 2006: Me generally, in
its membership of NATO and the EC/EU Germany soudgdntgely
successfully, to balance its loyalties to the Eesop and Atlantic
alliances as the two key components in its intéonat identity,
consciously avoiding situations where it would hawechoose between
them (Wittlinger, 2010: 116). The chief charact@es of its foreign
policy could therefore be encapsulated as modsstf:limitation and a
‘culture of restraint’ — or, in Paterson’s words;l@adership avoidance
reflex” (2003: 211).

Following unification, however, the sustainabiliof this role
conception soon came into question. Domestically,Maastricht Treaty
represented the apogee of Chancellor Kohl's Eumrdpegaolicies. From
then on, “Euro-idealism” in Germany — or GermaniEsiro-vocation’
(Paterson, 2010; 2011) — began to decline sigmifigaparticularly as
the economic costs of unification and possible icbpaf future eastern
enlargement became clearer (Wittlinger, 2010: #&)the same time,
unified Germany faced growing pressure from itennational partners
to live up to the ‘international responsibilitiess new status entailed,
particularly in light of its decision not to paipate in the first Gulf War
coalition where it was criticised for its “chequedk diplomacy”, and
then its apparent “assertiveness” in its unilatezabgnition of Slovenia
and Croatia (Hyde-Price, 2003: 188, 190). Consdtyeermany’s
political and foreign policy elite faced the chalie of trying to balance
their Zivilmacht role conception with the need to demonstrate @r th
allies that Germany was a stable and reliable pgrimilling to share the
burdens of maintaining international peace andragoiVittlinger, 2010:
118).

Paterson (2003: 206) frames this dilemma in termsealist or
Westphalianversuspost-Westphaliaranalyses. He argues that in the

period immediately following unification the prelrag post-
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Westphaliarorthodoxy saw Germany as a “post-national staied, in to
both Europe and the wider international system ufino“ever higher
degrees” of integration and interdependence (idid)Germany’s case,
such “post-nationalism” had a number of charadiess including an
exaggerated multilateralism, a readiness to poelersignty at the
European level, a reliance on ‘soft power’, and dkieidance of explicit
leadership, except in conjunction with France (il#07). Countering
this, the Westphaliananalysis saw in the post-unification period an
opportunity for Germany to escape from the “constsa of semi-
sovereignty” and “pursue a normalization courseat#img it to talk
more confidently in terms of national interestsnd éherefore making it
no different from either France or Britain (ibid02). Moreover, by
following an approach based consciously and unastipnaround self-
and national interest, Germany would be able tarsedor itself the
position of “central balancer” in key decisionsidif, an important point
given the subsequent change in its approach topgaro integration
generally, and foreign and security policy morecdpmlly discussed

below.

Rejecting the notion that Germany would return fealist

‘normalcy’”, however, in 1997 Katzenstein arguedatthfollowing
unification it was a version of this post-Westphalistate that had come
to pass. Noting that German political leaders spokierms of political
responsibility rather than power, and consciousigided either a high
profile or an explicit leadership role, he contethdiat these were
indicative of a “deeper transformation” whereby @any had been
“tamed” by the institutionalization of power at tBeropean level (1997:
3). The German focus on ‘soft power reflected tensiderable
similarities with the EU in terms of institutionad practices, meaning a
milieu had been created at EU level in which Germpalicy-makers and
politicians felt “at home” and that helped “anch@eérmany in Europe
(ibid: 40-41). This, in turn, demonstrated Germanyindirect

institutional power” — the ability to “shape thdas of the game” at the
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European level in ways that would favour its poilieythe long term (ibid:
25). In their analysis of indirect institutionalveer, Bulmeret al. (2000:
135) set out how such power ‘pays back’ throughsegbent systemic
empowerment, for example through Germany’s abibtgnsure that the
European Central Bank, when created, reflected dbecerns and
priorities of theBundesbankOverall, Germany and the EU had evolved
in “mutually supportive ways” (Katzenstein, 19974)4 Thus, while
Germany remained “semi-sovereign” and more int@natized in both
the European and Atlantic institutions than eitReance or Britain who
took more instrumentalist and realist approachdbdéaexercise of power
at the European level, German political elites warell-placed to
“exploit the fortuitous institutional fit” (ibid: 4).

A decade later, however, and the notion of Gernasg ‘tamed
power no longer seems to hold. For Harnisch andiesier (2006),
Germany’s European policy had become weaker, lemm&meaner over
the previous decade, a point with which Bulmer #&waterson (2010:
1052) concur, arguing that Germany has become rassertive and
willing, if necessary, to proceed alone. Moreovdgmestically the
previously permissive consensus that supported etarpower’ has
become far more conditional (ibid.). Thus, evenuttoit will remain a
key participant in the EU’s core groups, not ledis¢ Eurozone,
Germany’s European diplomacy is becoming more taiog with it
likely to be a far more robust negotiating partrgasticularly regarding
the EU’s finances (ibid: 1073). This latter concehas become
increasingly important within the CFSP (see belo@yerall, therefore,
for Bulmer and Paterson (2010: 1052), this williags to be more robust
and assertive reflects the reality of Germany as imgreasingly

‘normalized’ power.

Such robustness and assertiveness is clearly tedledthin the
field of foreign and security policy. For Wittling€2010: 135), it is this
aspect of German policy that has undergone the mloghge since

unification, while Hyde-Price (2003: 184) notes tlygiiet revolution”
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that has been underway throughout this periodiqodattly regarding the
use of force as an “instrument of statecraft”. Weegg2006: 79) makes a
similar point, noting that Germany in the mid-200@as using military
instruments to achieve foreign and security goadach more intensively”
than in the previous decade. The pressure on dridiErmany to assume
a greater burden in relation to international sigugnoted above)
became particularly acute in relation to the cwirs in the former
Yugoslavia in the 1990s, which challenged the tytibf Germany’s
Zivilmacht role conception (ibid: 188). For the Kohl Govermpeand
indeed for theBonn Republicmore generally, the historic memory of
German militarism meant that the explicit exeradepower was to be
avoided. However, this seemed increasingly incoinleatvith the need
to preserve stability in Europe, one corner of Whicas engaged in a
particular brutal conflict, aspects of which seemeédngerously
reminiscent of Germany’s own troubled history (Psta, 2010: 45). The
decision by the Federal Constitutional Court onJ@l® 1994 that out-of-
area operations by Germany's armed forces were ipgibie if
conducted under a clear UN mandate was thereforenemmus
(Miskimmon and Paterson, 2003: 333). While not degyhe principle
that armed force only be used under exceptionaligistances, it did not
preclude its use altogether. Thus, while non-vibleonflict resolution
would remain the guiding principle of German foreigolicy, the way
was open for more robust action, particularly imtparship with allies,
and based on the central objective of securing @ndmoting
international peace (Hyde-Price, 2003: 185).
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6.2.2 The Schroder years: ‘Quiet Revolution’ and th end of
‘Equidistance’

The implications of this “quiet revolution” becanskear in the
response of the SPD-Green government’s responie tlosovo crisis.
Indeed, the arrival of the new Gerhard Schroderctealition, which took
office in October 1998, proved highly significat Germany’s foreign
and security policy in a number of ways. The getr@mal change meant
that in Schroder and his deputy Joschka Fischeeigio Minister and
Green Party leader, Germany was now led by pditeiwith no memory
of the Second World War and for whom German hisfangvided the
justification for action rather than inaction. lhig context, Kosovo
challenged the three key norms in the country’s p@s foreign policy
identified by Harnisch (2001: 51) and noted abdvee role of Fischer in
persuading both his own party and the wider putdisupport German
participation was particularly striking. Just a fgwars before he had
been highly critical of German military participai in out-of-area
operations, but his position changed following $erbattacks on UN
‘safe havens’ in Gorazde and Srebrenica. As Hyds=Rnd Jeffrey note,
for Fischer, Schroder and their generation, humghts have become
“central to their political beliefs” giving “politial coherence, direction
and legitimacy to their foreign policy objectiveg2001: 706). Thus,
Fischer contended that in the face of genocidéfipac— however moral
its basis — was simply not an acceptable respadaengich, 2001: 51)
while Schroder, in a televised address on 24 Mag99, declared: “We
defend freedom, democracy and human rights. Weatahiow that only
one hour away from here by air, these values agdd with contempt”
(quoted in Schweiger, 2004: 38). The decision tods4,000 military
personnel to participate in IFOR was thus momenioulke evolution of
Germany'’s post-unification foreign policy, represeg what Wittlinger
(2010: 123) characterises as a conscious effort move from
“rehabilitation to emancipation”. This was furthemderlined by
Germany’'s championing of th®tability Pact for South-East Euraopa
post-conflict strategy designed to stabilize thgiae through economic
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investment, democratization and improved relatiwith the EU (Hyde-
Price, 2003: 193).

However, whilst the normative argument was a kest pathe
Red-Green decision to become militarily involved the NATO
campaign in Kosovo, it also reflected a more pragmaet of
calculations. Kosovo was the first major foreigrsisrthe new coalition
government had faced. Untried and untested, it ecbed prove itself
domestically by dealing with the very real probleflarge numbers of
refugees potentially arriving in Germany as a cquseace of the fighting;
and internationally, by demonstrating to the US atiters that it was a
reliable ally and genuine strategic partner (Hami001: 52; Wittlinger,
2010: 123). Taken together, Schroder was not sgeakiabandon the key
tenets of four decades-worth of German foreigngyolhe was, however,
seeking to ‘re-tool’ it for a Germany that was flgaemerging as an
equal partner. Thus, in a speech in November 2@0deblared:

“[Alfter the epochal changes since autumn 1989 Gegyrhas regained
its full sovereignty. With that it has also takem mew duties which our
allies remind us of. We have no right to complaioat that. Rather we
should be pleased...we have become equal partnéne ipommunity
of nations.” (Schréder, 2006: 180)

However, although participation in the Kosovo caigpamay have
reflected a more “self-confident” Germany, it hadoastretched the
Zivilmachtconcept to “breaking point” (Hyde-Price, 2003: 205

Following Kosovo, Germany was in forefront of et®rto
improve the EU’s crisis management capabilitiegotighout the 1990s,
the German government had made the case for comBupvapean
defence, but had faced opposition particularly frBntain which was
concerned about the deleterious effect this migatehon NATO
(Miskimmon and Paterson, 2003: 337). However, Kosdgmonstrated
all too clearly that despite huge investments itional defence, Europe’s
states collectively remained unable to mount sulbisia military

operations without the leadership or support of th8. A direct
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consequence of this was the decision, discussedopsty, to develop
the ESDP as the crisis management arm of the CE&Hding on the
Anglo-French St Malo Agreement, in 1999 Germanyduse concurrent
presidencies of the EU and WEU to drive the profeoward, seeing in
this an opportunity to further the cause of Europeéefence co-operation,
but in a way complementary to NATO (Hyde-Price, 20096). This aim
was also boosted at the latter's annual summit asiihgton in the same
year, where agreement was reached on ‘Berlin Phas/ing the way for
future EU use of NATO capabilities for crisis maeagent tasks
(Miskimmon and Paterson, 2003: 331). Thus, as H3dee and Jeffrey
(2001: 706) argue, while the creation of ESDP destrated an
increasing convergence between the formerly opggsasitions held by
France and Britain on European defence co-operadtiafso signalled an
acceptance by Germany of both the “utility and tietacy of military
crisis management”, further underlining the chategeng place within
German foreign and security policy.

Germany’'s response to the terrorist attacks of %hil the
subsequent war in Afghanistan further demonstrat®dincreasingly
participatory approach” and “greater assertivenassforeign policy
under the Red-Green coalition (Wittlinger, 20108)11As Hyde-Price
(2003: 200) notes, the Schréder government playedagr role in
consolidating the international alliance that ha@rb created to conduct
the war on terror, underlining its commitment bypldging 3,900
Bundeswehrtroops to Afghanistan, the largest combat deplayme
undertaken since 1943 Indeed, Foreign Minister Fischer even
threatened to resign if thBundestagfailed to support the mission
(Schweiger, 2004: 38). Thus, while the German gawent maintained
the position that military measures were first afmdemost about

deterrence, such deterrence would now also inclmdgor offensive

15 Despite the significance of such deployments, Wiy Ischinger is critical of

the Bundeswehr’'sapproach to Afghanistan, noting that it “has agiydgingly and
belatedly engaged in [the] counterinsurgency operst which have been a key
element in UK and particularly US strategy (2012).4
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operations, ensuring tigundeswehbecame “an army in action” and not
merely a standing defensive fordéefteidigungsarmggWagener, 2006:
84-6). However, when Washington’s attention turtedraq, it became
impossible to hide the growing split between thdl sivowedly
multilateralist Germany, and a US that had losthfan the ability of
existing international institutions and allianceustures to support it in
its prosecution of the war on terror (e.g. Overh@®6)>*° Moreover,
Schroder did not simply refuse German participatibe made his
nation’s vociferous opposition to the Iraq conflarnt article of faith to
such an extent that it became a key element o2@#02 German federal
election campaign, one of the few times foreigngyohas taken centre

stage in this way (Paterson, 2010: 47).

Although Schrdder’'s coalition secured re-electidrgwever,
victory came at the expense of growing isolatiorthimi the EU. The
consequent German dependence on the Franco-Gethaatea within
the EU, and Germany’s reduced ability to have atipesimpact on the
key debates surrounding enlargement and constialtiohange (over
which Fischer had been especially influential dgrihe first Red-Green
government), demonstrated the essentially tachesire of Schroder’'s
stance on Irag (Paterson, 2010b: 501). In terms Gafrmany’s
relationship with its two largest EU partners, lidid result in a renewal
of its partnership with France that had previoustgn in a serious state
of decline, but the possibility for a new axis aoperation between
Berlin and London disappeared, while the UK alsaggiled to maintain
influence (Schweiger, 2004: 35)’ As Wittlinger (2010: 132) notes,

2% Overhaus argues that the Iraq War served to kighk deeper structural crisis
within transatlantic relations, caused by an endwtwat he terms the “benign
American hegemony” which underpinned post-1945 itatdralism. This
manifested itself principally in an unwillingnesa the part of the Americans to
allow their European partners a greater say ovicypmaking, which was itself a
consequence of a repeated European inability teigwopolitical and military
leadership when the situation has required (208€g. also: Valasek, T. (ed.) (2012)
All Alone? What US retrenchment means for Europe IMATO (London: Centre
for European Reform).

27 Schweiger sees this as a failure on the part ¢ hondon and Berlin who
“failed to take advantage of the promising corregf@mces in their positions on the
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ultimately Schréder's ‘No’ to Irag — and his wilgness to create an
alliance of opposition that included Paris, Moscand Beijing —
suggests not only that the ‘leadership avoidanftex‘avas no longer an
appropriate descriptor, but also that Berlin Republichad finally been
“freed from the constraints” of its Bonn predecesstowever, German
foreign policy emancipation came at the price ofesely damaging the
bilateral relationship with Washington, whilst Sgter’s rhetoric served
to create unease amongst his European allies amndh “unilateralism”
(Hyde-Price, 2003: 202). The policy of equidistanbetween the
European and transatlantic alliance structuregyaekement in th&onn
Republic’sforeign policy, seemed to have been abandonedwéhdit,
in the short term at least, went an important paGermany’s ability to
exercise a ‘balancing’ influence.

future” of the EU which had been emerging, andeadtfound themselves pushed
into “two opposing camps” (2004: 35).
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6.2.3 The Merkel years: the emergence of a ‘reluats hegemon’'?

To date, Angela Merkel has led two coalition goveents — the
so-calledGrand Coalitionof the CDU/CSU and SPD (2005-9) and its
CDU/CSU-FDP successor (2009-13§. German foreign policy since
2005 has been marked by a striking activism inagrdmg to the need to
rescue and revitalise the EU’s constitutional nef@rocess, culminating
in the agreement of thé&reaty of Lisbonin 2008; and latterly in
addressing the Eurozone crisis (although the Initesponse was
somewhat lacklustre). In contrast, her governmbate demonstrated a
marked reluctance to become involved in any kindirgérnational
military action, whether in Libya in 2011 or morecently in Syria, and
even German participation in th&ernational Stabilisation ForcéSAF)
in Afghanistan has increasingly been called intesgion domestically,
amid concerns that what began as a stabilisatissiam now looks more
and more like a war (e.g. Kundnani, 2011: 3?Despite this contrast,
German foreign policy has remained assertive abdsty and Kundnani
(2011: 35) argues that its previously reflexive nhateralism has now
become much more “contingent”. Whatever the chamgstyle and tone
from the Schroder years, therefore, there is angtmntinuity between
Merkel's governments and those of her predecessoteims of a
willingness to pursue what are considered Germangsonal interests’,
and to do so when necessary overtly and explicilyis reflects the
continuing trajectory of change since unificatioiith Germany prepared
to accept a greater leadership role, particulanlyfareign economic
policy, and with the potential to do so in termgdtsefapproach to security

and crisis management (see below).

A foreign policy priority of the first Merkel govement was to

repair the damage done by her predecessor to omdatwith key

218 At the time of writing, Mrs Merkel was predicted win a third term as
BundeskanzlerirfFederal Chancellor) in the parliamentary eleditm be held on
22 September 2013.
19 Opinion poll data published by tfBindeswehshows an increase in opposition
to German involvement in Afghanistan from 34% in020to 55% this year
(Bundeswehr, 2013).

244



European partners and Washington. In this regah# ‘“nade an
enormous effort” (Dempsey, 2013: 9), although agei@an argues
“simply not being Gerhard Schroder was enough t@rapiee a positive
impact” in Washington (2011: 63}° Frank-Walter Steinmeier, Foreign
Minister from 2005 to 2009, suggested that Gernmagidn policy was
characterised by a “confident modesty” during timse, and a sense of
mission in which the focus on human rights has reath central
(Wittlinger, 2010: 133). While this may be truewas also characterised
by the dominance of the Chancellor herself (e.gwlord and Czuczka,
2013), something that was perhaps “unexpected’ngifat it is usually
the foreign minister who leads in foreign policy]east in the early years
of any coalition (Paterson, 2011: 63) (see beldvgrkel, though, was
able to assert herself quickly in this area. Int,p#ris reflected the
difficulties she faced in driving her programme fitmmestic economic
reform. Her consequent willingness to allow her SRBance Minister,
Peer Steinbrick, to do “the heavy lifting” here leled her to focus
instead on foreign affairs (Paterson, 2011: 63uslDempsey (2013: 3)
notes that she took “a lively interest in foreigoligy” from her first day
as Chancellor and was helped by the fact she téfategust as Tony
Blair and Jacques Chirac were about to leave, gn@Gdrmany’s 2007
presidencies of the EU and G8 (Paterson, 2010b; 3QB1: 63). The
result was that Merkel very quickly became the “pnmeinent European
leader” and its “uncontested leading figure” (Psder, forthcoming), and
“Europe’s star politician” (Barysch, 2007

Crucial to this was her successful and deft retasmn of the

apparently moribund European constitutional refprocess that resulted

*0Despite disagreements with the US over actionduress climate change and

regulate hedge funds, George W Bush and Angela @llerkickly established a
warm personal relationship. Merkel hosted the Besgiand his wife to a “folksy
summer barbeque” at a village in her home stathaénformer East Germany, and
Bush later described Merkel in his memoirs as twosthy, engaging, and warm”
and “one of my closest friends on the world sta@&awford and Czuczka, 2013:
104-5).

22 paterson goes on to note that she was supporttsity her appointment of
Christoph Heusgen, the former Chief of Staff to @ESP High Representative
Javier Solana, as her chief foreign policy advisor.
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in the Treaty of LisbonThere is little doubt that both the actions o th
Merkel government, and Merkel herself, were esakmdi the eventual
agreement?” Paterson (2011: 64) considers Germany's interganti
particularly during its 2007 EU Presidency, as actessful salvage
operation” while Bulmer, describing it in similaertns, considers the
German government’s actions as ‘“vital’, and thatrendoroadly
Germany’'s “contribution to the whole constitutioréggbate leading to
[Lisbon]...[had] been fundamental” (2010: 62, 56§ Laursen
characterises it as a “rescuing mission with Germeadership” (2012:
19), highlighting Merkel's personal involvement key negotiations,
while Dempsey considers that her efforts in thigard demonstrated
“her formidable energy” (2013: 4). The importanae Germany of
achieving agreement on the new treaty should notrmker-estimated.
Having pressed for a mandate during the 2006 AarstRresidency to
resume negotiations during the German Presideneyfdliowing year
(Bulmer, 2010: 61), it was then prioritised by BeilLaursen, 2012: 20),
with the subsequent negotiations “conducted in ghlizi centralised
manner” from the Chancellery (Paterson, forthcominipdeed, an
official in the Auswartiges Amt(Federal Foreign Ministry) emphasised
the importance of this, noting the involvement @ykofficials in the

Chancellery and Merkel herself in driving the prescéorward:

“The gentleman who was sitting at this desk [in @tencellery]...had
a clear vision of what is essential and what isr@hd it was basically

our Chancellor, Mrs Merkel, who then said, thisoig chance — let's

make use of it

As part of this, Merkel suggested a negotiatiormiatr based around
‘focal points’, with each government appointing twespecial
representatives and with government leaders dedliregtly with one

another (Paterson, forthcoming). The result was “amusually

22 For a detailed discussion of Germany and the deweént of the Constitutional
Treaty, see Bulmer (2010).
22 5ee Chapter 7 for a more detailed discussion ofm@ey’s contribution to the
constitutional reform process with particular refegze to the establishment of the
European External Action Service.
224 506, Federal Foreign Ministry, Berlin, April 2012.
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disciplined” negotiation in which Merkel's own neguing skills were
“an important ingredient of the success” (Laursg®il2: 28). The final
outcome was considered a triumph for the Germaremorent “and
Chancellor Merkel personally”, leaving her Européjsre-eminent”
leader (Paterson, 2011: 65).

If Merkel's handling of the Lisbon Treaty processsw‘sure-
footed’, her initial response to the issue that dasiinated her second
government, the Eurozone crisis, has been fardedain (although she
has hardly been alone in that). Thus, even as Gerinas emerged as a
“reluctant hegemon” as a consequence of Europesoetc and
financial travails and its own economic predomireiiaterson, 2011:
57; see also: Soros, 203%;:Bulmer and Paterson, forthcoming), Merkel
has been criticised for being focused on problemisgp while lacking
an overall strategic ‘European vision’ (Patersod](b: 513; 2011: 66;
Dempsey, 2013: 7¥° For Paterson (forthcoming), Merkel’s inability to
set an agenda beyond saving the Euro and retapomger has meant
“extreme caution” has predominated. Thus, evenghoGermany has
become increasingly important within Europe anddoely her second
administration has been marked at times by a saefindeft and “a loss of
focus” (ibid). In part, Crawford and Czuczka (20E3Yue, this reflects
her own natural caution. At the same time, Merkat been careful to
recognise the limitations placed on her by domestiglic opinion. This
has provided a powerful back-stop in terms of htve bas dealt with
negotiations over bail-outs to struggling Eurozaoeintries (Paterson,
forthcoming; see also Crawford and Czuczka, 20T3jus, she has
worked hard to persuade the electorate &uwthdestagdeputies that
providing such support should not be equated to dfeation of a
“transfer union” (Kundnani, 2011). Rather, she aagied that Germany,

% 5oros declared that “As the strongest creditontrgu Germany is emerging as
the hegemon”.
226 5ee also Paterson ‘Germany in the European Uitiddévelopments in German
Politics 4 (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan) (forthcominggripsey suggests that
this lack of vision is not restricted to Europe,t lalso extends to Germany’'s
relationship with the US (2013: 9).
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as “Europe’s largest economy, has a particular omsipility for our

continent”; equally, she has been forthright in dading that Germany’s
partners accept their share of the burden (MeBa40)?*’ Her approach
has been to present these as “two sides of the same- Germany’s

interests were Europe’s interests” (Dempsey, 26).3:

The significance and all-consuming nature of theoEane crisis
should not be underestimated. However, the conseguef Merkel's
need (and preference) to focus on this has meantotiner aspects of
foreign policy, particularly security and defenbaye been neglected at a
time when important strategic questions have arisehleast regarding
Europe’s Southern and Eastern neighbours (Demp&4y3: 4). Indeed,
Dempsey argues that she has “very little intergs8ecurity and defence
policy (ibid). Certainly, the agreement bisbon which she worked so
hard to achieve had, among other results, an impbimpact on the
foreign policy role of the EU, not least througte thstablishment of the
European External Action Service (see Chapter 7)oredver,
domestically there have been significant reformdht® German army
(Bundeswebhrunder her administrations (e.g. Dyson, 2013). Ehav,
beyond this any larger, more coherent strategy setmhave been
lacking. Indeed, outside of economics, Germanyigifm policy seems
to have been based on a determination — robuspisesged at times — to
keep Germany from becoming embroiled in militaryiac of any kind
overseas. The result, argues Dyson (2013), isGeatany’s “record as

an alliance partner” has been “significantly taned” by the current

22T Indeed, Merkel's willingness to be assertive iis tregard led to accusations

recently that Germany — and she in particular Hiegppnasty pressure” to other
Member States, including Ireland and Hungary, ileoito postpone debate on new
regulations intended to further reduce car emissi@urActiv, 2013). The report
contends that Germany raised the prospect of tiskfuture bail-out funds for
Ireland and the closure of car plants in Hungargssithey supported its wishes,
leading one anonymous EU source to describe itavialr as “rogue” (ibid).
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government?® The clearest example of this came with Germanigh h

profile opposition to military intervention in Lilayin 2011.

German opposition to the NATO-led operations inykilwas not
the first occasion the Merkel government had dertnates] a willingness
to pursue a policy path at odds with that of keytneas or a more
equivocal attitude to multilateralism. In 2010, fexample, Foreign
Minister Guido Westerwelle called publicly for théS to remove its
nuclear weapons from Germany, rather than seelangegotiate this
through NATO structures as might have been expgé&taddnani, 2011:
35). The decision to oppose the Libyan interventinaanwhile, placed it
at odds with its two key European defence and ggqoartners, Britain
and France. Moreover, while Westerwelle may haveebed that the
German decision was “understood and respected’1&)31° the fact that
Britain and France have recently been developinmgclaser bilateral
defence and security ties can in part be explaibgdGermany’s
unwillingness to use force, and the consequent ¢mpé this on the
utility of the EU’s crisis management policy, theSBP (see Chapter
5).2° And while domestic public opinion may certainlyvilaplayed a
role in the decision regarding Libya, it was nothaut its critics at home
and even in government. For example, Wolfgang e, a former
German ambassador to both the UK and US, suggéstedl2 months on,
Germany’s behaviour during the UNSC Libya vote isriwas viewed
within government with embarrassment, and notes\Weasterwelle has

% |Indeed, Dyson notes that the Opposition SPD’sygaxtgramme sets out much
more ambitious aims in defence and security, vigwtime current government’s
time in charge of the Defence Ministry as ‘wastedrg’ and making clear the need
for ‘stronger German leadership’ in CSDP (2013).
2% |n a statement to tHBundestagpn 18 March 2011, Westerwelle stated: “During
the last few days, we've talked over and weighedheppotential benefits and the
risks of a military operation in Libya... We respecid understand those partners in
the [UNSC], in the [EU] and in the Arab League...Howe in view of the
considerable foreign policy and military risks itved, the German Government
came to a different conclusion...That's why we wemnahle to agree on this part of
the Resolution...Our partners indicated...that theyeusiwod and respected our
decision. Germany’s international commitment is rapfated” (Westerwelle,
2011a).
230 As UKOS8 put it, “France was enormously embarragse@ermany’s UN vote
against Libya intervention”.
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been criticised both by Chancellor Merkel and hismygarty (2012: 51-
2).?%! Moreover, although Ischinger suggests that feaesm@ny is
embarking once again on sohderwey(lit. ‘special way’) are misplaced,
he does warn of the danger of the country beinggdeed as an unstable
or unreliable ally in the future (ibid: 46). Twentyears on from
unification, therefore, it is possible to arguetteaen if there remains
substantial continuity in terms of the ongoing etraent toZivilmacht
multilateralism and maintaining key bilateral redaships, German
foreign policy — and its role conception as anrnméional actor — has

changed considerably.

Kundnani (2011) suggests that a better way of stdeding
German foreign policy today, therefore, is by cqtaalising the country
as a “geo-economic power”. For Kundnani, Germamyrgergence as an
economic hegemon within Europe represents a movay dwm its
‘civilian power’ identity, meaning that while it ngaavoid the use of
military force as a foreign policy tool, this shduiot be equated with a
rejection of other instruments, particularly ecomgnthat enable it to
project power internationally. This it has done mobviously in its
response to the Eurozone crisis where it has becomee willing to
impose its economic preferences” on others (201): Such an analysis
highlights the considerable continuity between tp@vernments of
Angela Merkel and those of her predecessor, GerGahdbder. However,
while Kundnani sees a contradiction between Gerrsampre assertive
economic stance and the ‘no’ vote in Libya, suchublic and high-
profile rejection of military intervention does denstrate a willingness
to be robust in broader issues of foreign policprébver, it seems likely
that German governments will remain fully prepategay ‘no’ to their
NATO, EU and UN partners, even if they choose tosdowith less
rhetorical vehemence and a greater awareness dafebe to maintain

unity of purpose within these organisations. WhatMerkel years show,

231 |schinger notes that Germany’s abstention fromattt®n in Libya was also the

subject of considerable criticism from several fermChancellors, foreign and
defence ministers, and members of Bumdestaq2012: 45-6).
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therefore, is not only how important Germany cams to be to its
partners, but also that it has become an increlgsitpmplicated”

partner (Ischinger, 2012: 57). How this complexityanifests itself in
terms of its policy-making for, and involvement agrgagement in, the

CFSP will be discussed next.
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6.3Germany’s domestic foreign policy regime: politicalleadership,
structures and processes

6.3.1 Political leadership and strategic management

Day-to-day management of German foreign policy e t
responsibility of the Foreign Minister and the Fedld-oreign Ministry,
the Auswartiges AM{AA). However, as in Britain where the Prime
Minister predominates as head of government, innfaay the overall
strategic direction of foreign policy rests with ethChancellor
(Bundeskanzler/in}through the principle ofRichtlinienkompetenzor
‘overall coordination and guidance’, as set outAiricle 65 of the
GrundgesetdBasic Law) (Press and Information Office of thedEral
Government, 2012a). The nature of Germany’s proapuwat electoral
system, meanwhile, means that coalition governme@she norm, with
the long-standing convention that the junior caafitpartner takes the
Foreign Ministry. This makes the relationship besweChancellor and
Foreign Minister, a key element of any governmehparticular interest
as having them come from separate parties woule $seedd additional
complexity to the political management of foreigalipy. It is further
complicated by the fact that the Foreign Ministerads a large,
permanent bureaucracy while a new Chancellor upkimg office will
need to reconstruct their foreign policy staff withthe Federal
Chancellery (Bundeskanzleramt).This means that historically the
Foreign Minister has frequently dominated foreigiiqy, at least during
the early years of a coalition (Paterson, 2011: %B)s can be seen, for
example, in the influence exercised by JoschkahErsduring the first
SPD-Green coalition, although this subsequentliedaoff during the
second. The exception to this, however, has beegelanMerkel, as
discussed (ibid.).

One of the characteristics of post-war German forgiolicy has

been the relative longevity in office of its foreigninisters, leading to a
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strong level of continuity and political stabil#}? Consequently, how the
relationship between Chancellor and Foreign Mimisterks, depends on
the degree of interest taken by the former in ftprepolicy and
particularly EU-related issues. For example, Hel@ahmidt (1974-82)
was particularly concerned with European Monetaoijcl, but far less
so with institutional issues and so left those tansiDietrich
Genschef* Similarly, Schroder (1998-2005) left institutiomaktters to
Fischer (Bulmer and Paterson, 2010: 1060), whildmide Kohl by
contrast was completely dominant “in defining wkesgrmany should do
in Europe” (Hyde-Price and Jeffrey, 2001: 697). $ome extent,
Chancellor Merkel has been able to emulate hergoestor and mentor
in this regard, exercising considerable dominaneer &serman policy
towards Europe. Indeed, the significance of theoEome crisis has seen
the Foreign Ministry lose influence over broaderrdpean policy in
favour of the Finance Ministry and the “centralieat of European
policy-making within the Merkel’s Chancellery (Pegten, forthcoming).
At the same time, so dominant has Mrs Merkel bectiraeher Foreign
Minister has been described as “missing in actiofPaterson,

forthcoming.

This highlights the extent to which Chancellors raog interested
in the “high politics” aspects of foreign policynet least the continuous
high-level summitry that is a hallmark of modermemrmational relations
(e.g. Dunn, 20043** As noted, this has partly been driven by the r@gul

232 Frank-Walter Steinmeier held the post in the CBU-1Grand Coalition’ from

2005 to 2009. His predecessor, Joschka Fischeredéor seven years during both
of Gerhard Schroder’'s SDP-led coalitions (1998-20@&rmany’s longest-serving
post-war foreign minister was Hans-Dietrich Genscbk the Free Democrats
(FDP), who led the ministry from 1974 until 1992erScher served under both
Social Democrat Chancellor Helmut Schmidt (1974-&2)d from 1982 his
Christian Democrat successor Helmut Kohl, with theeption of a two-week
period from 17 September to 1 October 1982. Dutiig) time Schmidt served as
his own caretaker foreign minister after GenschEE$ switched their support to
Kohl's CDU, enabling the latter to form a new ctah government.
233 schmidt also suggested that he was free to dewolte 10% of his time to
foreign affairs because of the other demands otirhis(Paterson, forthcoming).
234 Dunn states: “The growth of executive power inhbgeneral terms and in
foreign policy in particular is a feature of modgmlitics in many countries, which
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European Council meetings, along with frequent BMATO summits,
which together have ensured that Chancellors (agid prime ministerial
and presidential peers) are seen to be taking kh&oty-making’
decisions. It also demonstrates how Chancellor&ke- rhost heads of
government — will usually grow into the internatbmaspects of their role
as their administration progresses and they urataisbetter the most
important issues and relationships that impacthenstate. For example,
Fischer was far less influential in the second Beden Coalition (2002-
5) largely because Chancellor Schréder had by tleamned the ropes”
and deliberately taken charge of key relationshijls Paris, Washington,
Moscow, etc (Grant, 2005: 3). How successful he wamother question.
For example, his unsuccessful efforts with Predid&dnrac of France to
have the EU arms embargo on China lifted succeededeating anger
across the US political divide, leaving the impresghat “commerce not
principle” was driving EU foreign policy (ibid), a@nfurther undermining
his position in Washington. By contrast, and agdptipon taking office
Angela Merkel was immediately thrust into the cerdf German foreign
policy with the Presidencies of the European Cduared G8, although
this seemed to suit her. One AA official declarkdttshe “loves dealing
with international affairs...she loves dealings andewlings (sic)...she
knows she’s good at it. She gets good marks inptiess for that and

where does that leave the Foreign Minister?” (GO3)

Beyond this central ministerial relationship, théseve been two
other elements to the relative continuity and ditggbwithin German
foreign policy since unification. The first has beg significant degree of
cross-party consensus in favour of European integrand the CFSP on
the one hand (e.g. Derlien, 2000), and a trandatlaecurity relationship
based around NATO on the ottfét The second has been the generally
pro-integration attitude of the public which Bulmeend Paterson (2010:

has also led to the growth of summitry. In foreppiicy this trend is at the expense
of both the professional diplomatic corps and tireifyjn minister” (2004: 143).

25 For example, in a speech in 2009, Chancellor Matkelared that NATO “is
and will continue to be the crucial corner-stoneof collective defense” (Merkel,

2009).
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1064) describe as a “permissive consensus”, althtlugy also note that
this has become increasingly fragile in recent yeaven if it does
remain above average for the EU-27. And even ifGkeman ‘love affair’
with Europe may be waning among the citizenry, Afe €onsensus,
particularly among politicians and officials, remsibroadly supportive
of integration, and the CFSP and NATO as the kempmnents of

Germany’s foreign polic®® This is reflected in how the wider political
goals of German foreign policy are set out, for negke in official

government documents and discourse, as well dseicamments of the

officials involved. One, GO4, stated that:

“German foreign policy is based on a large, domestinsensus on the
EU politically, [creating] a very high degree of ntmuity and
predictability if governments change. German fangiglicy is always
defined through Europé¥

The centrality of Europe to German foreign polisyexplicit in official
discourse. The AA declares that Europe “is the dation of Germany’s
foreign policy” (AA, 2012e), while the Federal Msatiy of Defence
(Bundesministerium der VerteidigyngBMVg) 2006 White Book
declares that Germany’'s concept of security is ‘jmahensive...
forward-looking and multilateral” with its polititagoal being to
“strengthen the [EU] as the core area of Europesurgy” (BMVgQ,
2006: 6, 33). Similarly, théefence Policy Guidelinesf May 2011
declare that the UN, NATO and the EU together fdne “international
framework of our security and defence policy” (BMVg011: 5). In
describing the different elements of German forepggplicy, one AA
official located them clearly within its Europeamda international
commitments, using the analogy of concentric c&cl&éhus, a first
EU/CFSP circle sits inside a second, wider NATQleirinside a third
representing other multilateral institutions inchgl the UN and the
Security Council. This he contrasts with the eHdoy the French and

British to compartmentalise and separate theiretbfit commitments,

2% See: lan Traynor, ‘End of the love affair with Bpe isolates Merkel’,
Guardian 3 June 2010, cited in Bulmer and Paterson (20064).
%37 G04, Federal Foreign Ministry, Berlin, January 201
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particularly to the UN Security Council and the HGOS3). Such
comments echo those quoted at the start of thetehamo emphasise
the centrality of the EU and especially the CFSPGErman foreign
policy. For some, though, grandiloquent sentimeetgarding German
multilateralism need to be contrasted with the weses it is willing to
commit in support of its goals. Thus, Ischinger 12047) is highly
critical of the “modest” level of ambition expredse theDefence Policy
Guidelinesand the general lack of attention he believesgtheernment

and officials pay to military issues.
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6.3.2 Structures and processes

Domestically, the Chancellery, AA and BMVg form tlere
network of ministries involved with foreign polignd particularly the
CFSP and ESDP/CSDP. Increasingly, efforts are hésng made to
improve the ability of the Ministries of Justicatérior, and Economic
Cooperation and Development to make inputs intopbkcy process.
Reflecting the growing “nexus” between security alevelopment, this
implies recognition in Berlin that improved coordiion is required,
even if in practice there still remains “less ofeed” for this in foreign
and security policy because fewer ministries amlired (GO1y* At
the same time, the Finance Ministry has become rameasingly
important interlocutor given the on-going ‘resowocerunch’ and the
centrality of funding to foreign policy (GO3). Atlhis reflects what GO4
sees as a constant effort “to improve things”. Ptiothe CFSP, such
coordination structures barely existed between different German
ministries whereas today, “even if it looks slovworfr the outside”,
structures within the AA, BMVg, as well as the Imbe and Justice
ministries, have been changed. One example of B34 notes the
increased “need for lawyers and judges for legatsmons”. More
striking, as noted above, has been the increasamgratisation of
decision-making over foreign policy — particuladgreign economic
policy — within the Chancellery (Paterson, forthaeg). Not only does
this reflect the significance attached by the aurr€hancellor to
resolving the Eurozone crisis, but more broadbiuiggests that Derlien’s
thesis of Germany ‘failing successfully’ in term$§ Buropean policy
coordination is no longer appropriate (if, indegdver was). As shown
in the discussion above, Chancellor Merkel's deteation to rescue the
constitutional treaty process as well as the orgyoieed for action to
stabilise the Eurozone has resulted in the emeegeha new, central co-

ordination machinery better able to support théses.a

#8501, German Permanent Representation, Brusselgner 2010.
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Within the AA, responsibility for EU policy is didied between
two Directorates-General. Tligropean Directorate-Genera the “hub
for cultivating Germany’s bilateral relations widil other EU member
states” and devises, shapes and coordinates Gepoliy on Europe
(AA, 2012b). Meanwhile, thePolitical Directorate-General 2is
responsible for analysing, planning, shaping andrdioating German
foreign policy within the EU and more broadly, watparticular focus on
European and transatlantic security (AA, 2012c)islffrom here that
German policy-making for the CFSP and CSDP is meaiamnd directed.
Within the Chancellery, oversight of EU foreign ipggl takes place
within Abteilung 2 — Agen-, Sicherheits- und Entwicklungspoliténd
Abetilung 5 — EuropapolitikPress and Information Office of the Federal
Government, 2012} Foreign policy specialists in these departments
are generally seconded from the AA for a finite dimeriod, with the
official likely to have an interest in ensuring an@oth relationship
between the two ministries as he/she usually retante the secondment
is completed (GO3, GO&%°

While the AA is significantly larger in terms ofelresources and
numbers of officials it dedicates to the CFSP (&mckign policy in
general), the relationship with the Chancellerynad as asymmetric as
might first appear. The latter is still able to bgpsignificant influence,
particularly at the highest echelons of governmast noted above,
although often the Chancellor will need to makeatsgic choices
regarding the issues to prioritise, such as Irapalicy towards China
(GO5)?*! The relationship between the two is perhaps Hestacterised
as both cooperative and competitive. GO3 desciiesifollows:

“[Tlhe Chancellery has a tiny apparatus, but they ltave people
concerned with foreign policy. ...There is a certaompetition. The

2% These areDepartment 2 — Foreign, Security and Developmerifcoand
Department 5, European Policy
20 G06, Federal Foreign Ministry, Berlin, April 201Eor example, the current
head of Ayfen- and Sicherheitspolitiin Abteilung 2 was formerly European
Correspondent within the AA.
241 505, Federal Foreign Ministry, Berlin, January 201

258



Chancellor meeting with Medvedev or Putin or, Salgama, obviously
that’s a different level with which we cannot corgeBut we prepare
all the paperwork for the Chancellor’s office. Whiagéy make of it, we
don’t see. They usually shorten it and make tezrgpgeaking notes or
something like that out of it, but the politicahdi should be the same.
And of course there’s muclsi¢) interaction. We telephone when we
have a new idea about something, or when we daagehof direction
we ask them. And of course also on their level Yawe telephone
conferences with Paris and London: Downing Street rot the FCO;
and Elysee and not the Quai d’Orsay.” (GO3)

Meanwhile, GO5 emphasised the need for the Chamgeid focus on

strategic issues rather than more detailed policy:

“[Plolicy formulation honestly is a matter of theimistry of Foreign
Affairs... Obviously we have to harmonize our viearticularly with
the Chancellery. But again the Chancellery, inesgt what is said
sometimes, doesn’t have the capacity, | mean th& eapacity and the
filtering capacity, of really looking into the ddta of foreign
policy...[W]hat they do and what the Chancellor hirdees is to pick
certain important strategic points and issues, @ndecide on their
direction... | would say, to a certain extent thenldossier is one...and

perhaps policy towards Russia...and certain aspectsup policy
towards China.”

The Chancellery may also become involved if andsagreed at the
highest political level, for example between theaftellor and another
head of government, subsequently reappears asbkeprat the working
group or Council level (GO1). However, there rersdime possibility of
tensions between the Chancellery and AA on subseissues of policy
which can be exacerbated by the different outlablestwo may have.
For example, on the issue of policy towards Irage(€hapter 7), one
senior Brussels diplomat noted a “split”, with #a taking a far broader
or flexible perspective:

“[T]his is not surprising because the psychologibéhg is if you work

in a foreign ministry and you know that you havectmperate with

other countries on many things, you cannot isabaie thing. You are
always inclined to be more cooperative than if yate in the

Chancellery and you don’t have so many foreigngydsues and most
of the cooperation is on economic issues or ottiags.” (EU6J*

*

242 EUB, European External Action Service, Brussefsjl®2012.
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Like Britain, the AA officials central to policy-nking are the
Political Director, who is the overall head PDG2 as well as being the
chief advisor to the Foreign Minister, and the @an Correspondent
who is the “accessory” to the Political Director G@).*** The
Correspondent directs work on the CFSP in BerlahiarBrussels, and is
the focal point for coordination within the broadational foreign policy
structures dealing with CFSP. As such, he/she pa&3eSP-related
instructions to Germany's Permanent RepresentaiionBrussels,
including to the PSC Ambassador, and prepareshioi-oreign Affairs
Council (GO1, GO4), demonstrating that since Maastrthe AA has
been “substantively in charge of” German inputs ithie CFSP (Derlien,
2000: 70). Within the AA, the division of labour cearly expressed,
with the staff in the Permanent Representation rtegotiators, while
Berlin determines the parameters of what they aagotiate, including
where any ‘red lines’ may be (GO3, GO4). Howeverirtg the 2008
German Presidency, this separation was relaxed sbatewith Berlin
providing framework instructions but leaving it wp the officials in
Brussels to work out the details. Normally, howewvbey are given “a
line to take, points to make and background” (GGadhough some
Brussels-based officials see the boundary as leas-cut (see below).

For the PSC, as the key CFSP arena in Brusselsinaalised,
routinised process of agreeing and communicatirsgruntions exists.
The guiding principle for policy-making in Berlirs ito always have a
position on any given issue, thus emulating botitaBr and France. As
GO3 put it “with our economic connections to alfmers of the world,
we are always concerned”, and this they try toemfln the instructions
transmitted to Brussefé? With the PSC meeting twice per week, this

requires instructions to have been agreed in thmtataamong the

3 The current Political Director, appointed in Ju2@l1, served previously as
Germany’s Ambassador to the PSC (AA, 2011f).
2 He contrasts this with the Italians, for exampldiom he suggests are more
inclined to “follow the stream” with solid instruiohs provided on important issues
but with the Italian Permanent Representation tefwork out which way the
stream is going.
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relevant ministries, signed off by the Political r&@tor and then
transmitted the night before a meeting (GO1, GG8)lowing each PSC
session, a report is then received in Berlin uguayl midnight the same
day. This gives feedback on how particular Germasitipns were
received by partner states, and the direction afelrin the discussions
and is made available to all those in Berlin resgae for formulating
the original instructions (GO3). If the matter tekto a CSDP crisis
management mission, instructions must also be dgnath the BMVg
first, as well as the Ministry of Finance if thexee cost implications, and
more widely as required. In such situations, thécpdead is usually
taken by the relevant desk or regional officer hvilie CSDP unit in the
AA providing technical details. Once a formal resjuleas been made by
the PSC for a crisis management concept, follovemgcommendation
from a particular PSC working group, the domestiadl in Berlin then
transfers from the desk/regional officer to the ®SDnit who advise
accordingly (GO4§*

While the process of instructing the PSC is “vetyicty
formalised”, at the level of working groups it issk so, with individual
country/thematic desks working more directly on itheespective
dossiers with their PermRep colleagues. These rim puovide Berlin
with feedback in a permanent and continuous rempirocedure, and
can recommend a change in policy if and when nacg4604). Being
informed about and able to comment on papers thatecfrom other
states is a crucial aspect of this. Thus, GO4 esipbathe importance of
a speedy response time: “We will always read a mpapel give
instructions...whenever it comes in — even if it ign¥ the evening
before”. An example of the close working relatiopshbetween Berlin
and Brussels is the AA’s Africa division which feethe relevant CFSP
working groups with instructions as required. Timsans that officials in

Berlin are able to establish “close and directdihto their colleagues in

245G04 contrasted the dynamism of EU processes \itket of NATO. While
similar, the latter are much more formalised, wfieg in his view the “much more
advanced” dynamics at work between EU members.
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Brussels, with “immediate desk-to-desk communicgtar even session-
to-desk communication” (GO5). At the same time, rehefficials report

regularly, there is an expectation that instructiovill be “along those
lines” suggested, while PermRep desk officers aneoeraged to

communicate with Berlin as soon as they have andagéor a meeting in
order to “impress our ideas” on the consequentunsbns (GO1). The
same official noted that despite the injunctiont tBarlin has a position
on everything, however, there were many occasiomsnwhe had none
for his particular working group, in which case ‘td to go [his] own

way” (GO1).

Finally, where an issue or region requires it, aickted task
force can be created to support inter-ministry gwinhaking and
coordination, although one senior official notedttltreating such a
group is “reasonably rare” (GO5). For example, ingAst 2012Task
Force Syriawas established by the AA to coordinate all measineing
taken across the government in relation to thea®yerisis (AA, 2012g).
A similar task force was created to coordinateqyaiowards Sudan prior
to the country’s division in 2011, in particular émable more effective
participation by the Ministry of Economic Coopeaatiand Development,
which GO5 noted had been somewhat laggard in ¢wing up to that
point. The creation of the Sudan Task Force wemtesway to resolving
this, in turn removing the need to formally involtree Chancellery and
thereby providing “a polite and face-saving” wayward (GO5). It also
indicates a desire on the part of the AA to mami& central role in
coordinating CFSP inputs and avoid involving theafitellery as far as

possible.

The domestic coordination of policy-making and agrg of
instructions can be onerous and places considemddeands on all
national systems, and Berlin is no exception. GQggssts that the
process has become more complicated, particulailyces the
establishment of the PSC in 2001, although he rbsscomplexity “has
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always been there”. However, as he goes on to iexgle key point is

that the whole system is geared to one, clear [gerpo

“[T]here is just one official position... This is,think, the answer that
our system gives to all this complexity... the stthng@f it only
becomes evident when you think about the compleaitgl the very
many different layers involved. The good thing abibwe instruction is
if, on the basis of that, you decide somethingnthebody at home can
complain anymore. They've all agreed to it.” (GO2)

Consequently, the Permanent Representation plagataal role in how
Germany coordinates and pursues policy in BrusggdsKassim and
Peters (2001: 298) have argued, governments inrgewdl respond to
initiatives in Brussels in the context of what egotiable; the role of the
Permanent Representation is therefore to makedaumestic ministries
understand what is realistic in this context. la German system, which
is characterised by more autonomous line ministitieé in France or
Britain, and both horizontal and vertical fragméiata within the
administrative system more broadly, the PermReg&s in the formation
of policy becomes even more important (ibid: 334).

For example, GO1 noted that the PermRep can beasiéion to
identify stakeholders in a particular issue thaymat yet be recognised
as such in Berlin. An illustration is the greatecds on internal security
since Lisbon which has included the creation of a new standing
committee in Justice and Home Affairs to be theiejant of the
PSC?* The increasing linkage between internal and ea&tesecurity has
meant that ahead of their Berlin colleagues, PepnBidicials have
begun discussing security matters internally witkirt Interior Ministry
colleagues with a view, for example, to future golj missions that
would be decided initially within the PSC (GO1)06¢ cooperation with
officials seconded to the PermRep from other miigistis also important.
For example, discussions with BMVg officials wor§iim Brussels can
identify issues that may not have been raised latwee two ministries

in Berlin, and the AA can then be quietly made awaf the need to

24 The Committee of Internal Security or COSI.
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coordinate better domestically before issuing ugtons (GO1). Finally,
GO2 argues that the PermRep has the advantagengf &ele to bring
together officials within a “PSC team” with opematal, financial, legal
and regional expertise who are able to work togetthelevelop policy

comprehensively and “in a sound way”.

The policy-making process is also underpinned lyitieraction
between the member states. There are frequent foandh informal
contacts between the national capitals at forailgfence and chancellery
level, and particularly between Germany, Britaind &nance (GO1, GOS3,
GO4, GO6). For example, Branco-German Security Policy Council
meets twice a year at ministerial and politicaledior level and a
Security Policy Directors meeting involving all ¢der states meets 1-2
times per year (GO4). More generally, as well as rdgularGymnich
sessions and meetings on the fringes at the UN 8aptember, within
the AA it is considered “a necessity” for the Eusap Correspondent to
speak regularly to French and British colleaguesO%}5 The
establishment of these personal relationships cawepvery important,
enabling the Correspondent to “just pick up thern@iaf confronting
difficulties on a particular issue (GO3). Consudiat also takes place
using ‘non-papers’. This technique is commonly eygpd within
German administrations to float policy ideas orcplassues on the
agenda while circumventing strict rules on legisascrutiny. There is a
legal requirement on all ministries to inform tBendestagabout any
official papers or opinions (GO6), including theegment of agendas for
the Foreign Affairs Council (EU3Y’ and as such it is a time-consuming
process that also makes it harder to have polisgudsions before
arriving at a formal position. Instead, therefatee AA will produce a
non-paper on an issue it wishes to discuss befmaulating this
domestically or among partner states to gauge @pioi move the policy

discussion forward (discussed below). Indeed, OM&dalled having

47 Such requirements also exist in Denmark and Ttibevands.
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received a number of non-papers from German officim a range of

issues within her working group.

The network of contacts established by PermRepgial$§i is also
a vital source of informal interaction, informatigiathering, testing of
ideas etc. GO2 emphasised the importance of thi®rfnal track” to
decision-making, noting that “the more people yall with the better, in
all directions — other member states, inside thenRep, with capitals,
also with other ministries”. For example, withinetiRELEX group,
responsible for drafting the legal instrumentsdanctions once the PSC
has taken the political decision, formal meetings take place regularly
— in the case of Iran they were held five days aknat times — and are
supplemented by frequent telephone and email cwffddhe officials
involved thus get to know and understand each wthpositions
extremely well (echoing Lewis’s findings on COREPERand indeed,
on the more complex issues it is impossible fonthe rely purely on
using formal meetings to find agreement. Rathers iin the informal
exchanges where movement can be made and agreszaehed, with
ideas often floated here before being formally psgal to capitals (GO2).
Although there may be those in the AA who wouldteshthe assertion
that “most matter-of-fact foreign policy” is nowibhg made in Brussels
(GO1), the fact remains that the PSC and its suimgostructures have
become crucial arenas for decision-making and thexeplace German
PermRep officials at the heart of their nationdlgyodiscussions.

There are, though, some criticisms of how the Garsystem
functions. For example, GO1 suggested that “degpigudice we are
badly organised and we don’'t prepare things prgherHe also
contrasted the relative lack of flexibility in tli&erman system with that

in Britain. Thus, while UKREP, as noted, has rekly senior and

248 \While the PSC can task the PMG or CIVCOM to foousparticular issues, it
can only invite RELEX to draft a mandate on samdias the latter remains
answerable to COREPER Il rather than the PSC —-u&nce but it is nonetheless
important”. EU4, DG RELEX, European Commission, &eis, 12 November
2010.
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experienced diplomats dedicated specifically tailtte-shooting rather
than having a specific working group responsibijlithe German
PermRep lacks such freedom over where to focusxpertise. At the
same time, GO1 believes that Germany does noti¢akiership positions
commensurate with the country’s size and foreigficpamportance,

something he feels is particularly problematic gitkat other countries
often expect it to lead (see below). Indeed, algfmoGerman PermRep
officials may well receive instructions on neariyeey issue, he is critical

of what they demand — or fail to demand:

“[W]hat we usually do is, we sit in the meeting aout instructions say
“listen carefully to the others and what they warttid then we decide
what we want, which is completely absurd...we are aintbe very few
delegations who get instructions on every and @aaftt but very often
our instructions are dilatory. They are null...I'mtreure whether the
Brits receive instructions on each and every pdimobably not. But
they don’t say anything. | mean, embarrassinglyughove actuallygay
what we have in the instructions, which is somesimeill.” (GO1)
(interviewee’s emphasis)

There can also be significant differences in parspe depending on
whether an official is capital- or Brussels-bassainething that affects
all member states. Thus while many AA officialsytigalarly younger
ones, will have had direct experience during tlwaireer of working in
the Brussels environment, this is not always treecAnd even for those
who have, there may be different understandingshef priorities or
approaches to take. For example, EU1, a Germariadfeconded to the
Council Secretariat, contrasted the understandihgtsorole among
PermRep officials with the lack of awareness otitsstence in Berlin. In
describing the 2008 Presidency, she noted how féwials were aware

of what it did or of how policy-making in Brusséisctioned:

“I had the impression that when we started thei@easy for example,
nobody...had a clue what the Secretariat is...[FJorgheple here in
the Permanent Representation, of course it's norifay know that
the Secretariat exists ... But this also gives youegample on how
much capitals know what's really going on in Bruss®ecause they
get the reports of course, but if these people haseer been to
Brussels, then they don’t know how Brussels is wayk.If you don't

have this background, then you don't know...and tligs really

difficult sometimes to judge what's going on, besmthere is a special
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dynamic here, and if you don’t know about it, thercapital you just

write down your instructions. But | don’t think eybody’s always

aware that this is maybe unrealistic.” (E&f1)
She makes the point that this can often be dowhe@ge of many of the
heads of unit involved. Usually they are 45-50 geald and will not
have been to Brussels in the early parts of theear in contrast to their
peers in the UK, for example. Efforts are being enad change the
German system, though, with it now being normal younger AA
officials to have a posting to Brussels (EU1).

The picture that emerges is of a system attemptngchieve a
policy-making and coordination ambition commensarawith the
country’s size and potential influence. Policy-nmakis dominated by the
AA on the basis of its extensive expertise anddiimiled and exclusive
focus it is able to give to the CFSP. However, tlogs not prevent the
Chancellor from intervening in more strategic issuer dominating
‘history-making’ encounters at European Council timgs and summits.
Other ministries are also being encouraged to ifg@dhe policy-making
process more effectively, and the creatioradfhoctask groups implies
an understanding of the need for flexibility in #estem to facilitate this,
but also a determination on the part of the AAdtin overall control of
the policy-making and coordination process as $gp@ssible. Within the
AA there is a hierarchy not dissimilar to that int&in, with clear lines
and formal processes of reporting. This is undemyh by a less
formalised network of continuous interactions betw®erlin-based desk
officers and their Brussels colleagues which sutgggsnore flexible and
fluid approach to the day-to-day business of fegdmo the CFSP,
particularly at working group level. Overall, batiternally and among
partner states, there is an expectation that Ggrwihbe in a position
to respond in any given situation. However, in pcacthe fact that
instructions received by the PermRep in Brussedsoar occasion vague
or lacking in detail indicates that the system arlB is unable to react as
quickly to the demands placed on it as it mightéhop

29 EU1, Council Secretariat, Brussels, 8 Novembe0201
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6.4 How Germany engages with the CFSP: Emergent or
“Accidental” Leadership

Under theBonn Republic Germany avoided either an explicit
leadership role in foreign and security policy qgyerhaps more
importantly, the risk of isolation. However, itsmancipation’ as a
consequence particularly of Kosovo and Afghanistalong with its
refusal to participate in the Irag War or camparghibya, has brought it
to a point where, although not explicitly seekinigadership role, neither
will it avoid one. It therefore finds itself increiagly in a position of
emergent or “accidental” leadership in foreign awaturity policy (to
some extent mirroring its more natural leadershigeéonomic matters),
with this being the logical next step in the trépeg of change mapped
out above. Indeed, it seems to be a response td wma official
identified in 1997 as the need for a normalisedn@aer foreign policy to
be less reliant on partners and “more self-configethe formulation of
German interests” (Aggestam, 2000: 7 More than a decade on,
while emphasis continues to be placed on the naepairtners, it is also

displaying a greater self-confidence in foreign aadurity policy.

This represents an interesting challenge to the addé&sermany as
a state uncomfortable or unwilling to pursue natldanterests in a policy
area that has historically been very sensitive blatmestically and to its
neighbours. The constructivist analysis outlinedvabwould seem very
well-suited to explaining how Germany approaches @FSP (and
foreign policy-making more broadly), locating itegitions and interests
in the language of common and shared values anchasiging the
transformation that has taken place since 1945veismuch a state that
was reconstructed and reconstructed itself aroumelg multilateral and
civilian identity and role conception. Equally asich as the EU was

historically intended to ‘contain’ any dangeroudufe expression of

%0 Thjs is one of four aspects of a normalised Gerfoegign policy identified. The

others were: the need to take on greater intemetioesponsibilities; assure
neighbours of good relations; and affirm that theeild be no repeat of the past
(Aggestam, 2000: 71).
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German ambition, equally it is a system — as Buleteal. (2000) have
argued — which reflects German concerns and pasritindeed, upon
closer inspection we can discern a far more ralisnapproach within
German foreign policy-making in the CFSP than iemfassumed. It is
perfectly willing to pursue national preferencead adeterminedly so.
Moreover, in doing so its younger diplomats feelist acting no

differently from either the UK or France:

“...France and the UK view the EU as a vehicle téofmltheir political
goals...and that's what we get now criticised foatthow reunification
is fulfiled and Germany has a prime weight insithe [EU], is
Germany now following its own interests? Hey, wguist doing what
France and the UK have been doing all along... Thunger generation
now...[they] say, ‘well we're all here to follow ounterests and
become basically as France and the UK have beenGO3)

The difference, therefore, lies imow it goes about this — i.e.
multilateralist, never isolated, prioritising ciah means, emphasising

human rights, et&>*

German leadership within the CFSP manifests itbetiugh four
inter-linked and co-existing forms and it is thrbughese that its
behaviour within the CFSP is examined here. Ths&t 8 the notion of
shared leadershipwhereby Germany works in conjunction with others
to achieve or promote particular objectives. Theosd isleadership
through examplewhereby Germany behaves as a focal point or hub,
particularly (but not exclusively) for smaller statseeking to align their
foreign policy positions with it, often as an altative to France or
Britain. The third isleadership through mediationvhereby it acts as a
bridge, again primarily between France and Britdihe final form is
direct leadershipwhereby when there is no other choice Germanly wil
actexplicitly in defence of its own foreign and security policterests. It
Is important to note, though, that t@avilmacht role conception and
preference for multilateralist approaches remaintreé¢ to its foreign

11t should be emphasised that no member state diksseks to be isolated — “this

is a ‘red line’ for all’. EU5, DG RELEX, Europeano@mission, Brussels, 31
March 2010.
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policy-making, particularly for crisis managemenpeaations in the

CSDP which may involve the use of military instrurtse
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6.4.1 Shared Leadership

An important practical aspect of EU foreign andusig policy,
referenced by interviewees from both states, is dheious need for
members to cooperate if they are to make theiregoleeard and protect
and promote their interests globally. GO3, for eglanstated that “all
European partners know full well that by themseltresy're not strong
enough”. The question, therefore, is the degreetich an individual
member state is able to set the direction of traweh particular issue.
For Germany, shared leadership is the preferredoapp (as it is to the
achievement of its EU policy goals more generallyjus, GO4 reflects
what remains an instinctive multilateralism: “Noitiative can be
successful if Germany alone presents it — we neathers”. GO6,
meanwhile, suggests that “it's always better ifr¢hare two big countries
making a proposal’.

The bilateral relationship with France is the obsarexemplar of
this and for many years has been one of the prighavers of integration.
Indeed, under Chancellors Schmidt and then Kold,dévelopment of
this relationship enabled Germany to progress ftéwiower to co-
leader” in action if not in name (Paterson, 2018). 4An interesting
corollary to this is the suggestion by Hans St&®06: 120) that the
French have traditionally tended to over-estimagen@n power, while
Germany has underestimated theirs, and as a carssgjuhe French
“attach greater importance” to the relationshipnthiaeir neighbours.)
But although the Franco-German relationship hasoluved close
cooperation in the economic field, it has been sse in security and
defence. In part, this comes from a different baditude towards the

purpose of the EU and CFSP, characterised as fellow

“France wants Europe as a vehicle for their ownionat interest
and...glory, and we want Europe as a safe haven asthlde and
prosperous community which gives us the chanceotout business
with all these countries and make money. So, thet&cally a different
outlook.” (GO3)
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As Aggestam (2000: 76) notes, a number of moreifspdactors have
contributed to this, including France’s withdrawall966 from NATO’s
military structures. Most notable, though, has b#enopening up of a
clear division in their strategic priorities sintee end of the Cold War.
Thus, while for France the Mediterranean and Frphooe Africa have
been of principal interest, Germany has prioritisethtions with its
eastern neighbours and the stabilisation of thefgan neighbourhood
(ibid). GO1 believes, for example, that Easternopaan states would be
more likely to gravitate towards Germany: “A lot Bastern Europe, of
new member states, they would seek our advice landwould come to
us. | assume more so than to France or to [the] Smilarly, EU1
emphasised Germany’s interest in Eastern Europaes,Tihile France
remains “for historic reasons our major partnerO@&, there is clear
evidence of Germany’s more eastward focus. A go@angle is in how
it has traditionally approached the state holdihg totating Council
Presidency:

“We would always try to find out where does the drtency sit...for
instance with the Czech Presidency it was an ea#fyybar for us
because in so many topics we are very close. Shetiiss so, but
nevertheless. And then you have the Spanish, where is a sort of
traditional coalition perhaps with Mediterranean @outhern
countries...you knew there would be differences... \Whesrwith the

Czechs or with the Belgians, Hungarian, Poles cgmin, that's close

to us sowve would always try to be close and we did joitlings with

them now before we come into the Presidency inrdadbuild on that
for later on” (GO1) (emphasis added)

One of the most important eastern channels of é&hbradership’
is the relationship with Poland. For Germany, Pdlamole in the East is
“analogous” to that of France in the West (FragfQ9: 2), a sentiment
also expressed by Foreign Minister Westerwellal like to see relations
with Poland reaching the level achieved betweennfaas and the
French...That's why my very first trip as Foreign léiter took me to
Warsaw” (2010a). As with France, German-Polishtiehs have great
historical significance, placing them in a muchduter context that the
CFSP. This is emphasised, for example, by symlaéents such as the

joint cabinet meeting chaired by Chancellor Merkald Polish Prime
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Minister Donald Tusk on the 20anniversary of the 1991 German-Polish
Treaty, and by the joint interview given by Westelte and his Polish
counterpart Radek Sikorski to tAeagesspiegebn 5 November 2010
(AA, 2012i; 2010dy°? Equally, again as with France, when Germany
and Poland disagree this can have a deleterioestedin EU policy-
making, as has occurred in budget negotiationsef@mple (Bendiek
2008: 3).

These bilateral links have been augmented by theaked
Weimar Triangle which brings together Germany, Poland and Framce
a regular ‘trialogue’ to create “a forum of equalripers at the heart of
Europe” (AA, 2012e). This illustrates Bendiek’s amgent that both
countries are “of the utmost importance” to how i@any formulates its
foreign and security policy (2008: 13® Consequently, while its remit
takes in a range of matters, including economies,Weimar Triangle
has enabled Germany to share leadership with Paand number of
foreign policy initiatives intended to end whasées as historic east-west
divisions, for example through thEastern Partnershipthe eastern
component of the European Neighbourhood PrograntaNP) (ibid).
More broadly, trilateral cooperation and coordioatithrough the
Weimargrouping also supports the promotion of their eetipe national
interests at EU level, and the setting of policgradas (Bendiek, 2008: 3).
Together, they can form an influential ‘core’ growghich Bendiek
believes is “indispensable” to finding solutions ttee range of issues

currently on the EU’s security policy agenda (ibid)

The importance of Poland and tiléeimarformat to Germany’s
ability to lead in the CFSP was highlighted by sabeofficials. For

22 Jutta Frasch emphasises the particular importanGerman-Polish relations of
“symbols, gestures and serious expressions of comeni” (2009: 3). Westerwelle
and Sikorski (2012) also wrote a joint article ire New York Timentitled ‘A
New Vision of Europe’ and published on 17 Septenaidr2.
53 First established in 1991 by German Foreign Mémi&enscher and his French
and Polish counterparts, Roland Dumas and Krzyszkaofbiszewski, th&Veimar
Triangle format is designed to facilitate annual consuitai between the three
states on issues of European policy, althoughstdeen hampered at various times
by tensions between them (Bendiek, 2008).
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example, GO3 emphasised the positive impact thapgng has had in

terms of policy inputs:

“[It] actually has been quite fruitful...One suchtiative just recently
has been the CSDP where we make suggestions asvttohincrease
the capabilities of the EU. This was born inside Yeimar Triangle,
and from there it was presented to the wider foafrthe EU partners,
but not as dait accompli..as a proposal.”

Similarly, GO1 suggests that Germany and Polandyaite close “in a
lot of topics”. In seeking to explain this, GO4 gegts that a shift in
recent years in Warsaw's traditionally Atlanticeignment to a more
“European” perspective has been important — assaltrePoland “has
triggered some ideas”, particularly regarding th8DP. These have
involved proposals to strengthen the CSDP through dreation of a
permanent civil-military EU headquarters for crigsmnagement (GO1,
GO4) (Major, 2010). They have also formed partrofabitious agenda
presented by Poland for its 2011 Council Presidewtyere it prioritised
the development of CSDP in order to improve the ttisis response
capabilities (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2011: 14As Major and
Wassenberg (2011: 1) note, the agenda was drawriruglose
consultation with France and Germany”, and setioat letter from the
Weimargroup which was subsequently accepted by the goraifairs
Council in January 2011 (Ministry of Foreign Affeir2011: 14).

The most influential leadership partners for Gerynaamain
Britain and France, and where Germany has beent@lieoperate with
both it has arguably been able to demonstrate dhasslership — and
therefore exercised influence — most effectivelg.mdted, the three have
launched a number of joint initiatives that haveerbesignificant in
shaping the direction of both the CFSP and ESDPE88m the outset.
For example, using its Council Presidency in thst fsemester of 1999,
Germany was instrumental in the establishment@B8DP following St
Malo — although, as GO4 notes, it was operatingesamat in “reactive
mode” to this initial impetus. Perhaps the moshkigofile cooperation
currently is the E3+3 negotiation process with Ifdiscussed in Chapter
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7). Several officials made the point that whereythee able to act in
concert, their ability to achieve particular poliopitcomes is greatly
enhanced. GO3 stressed that “if the three decidedomething, and
really want badly to have it, then there’s quitdeserage...[to] push
something through”. Similarly, GO4 declared thdithie Big 3 can agree
the chances of success are very high”. Howevers tbay might create a
so-called Directoire that would dominate the CFSP are somewhat
misplaced:

“It's easier to agree with one partner than witlo partners at the same
time, especially if it's partners of the same lagdl. | think it's easier
to find agreement with Luxembourg on some issue, Franceand
Britain is rare, actually.” (GO3)

OMS1 supported this, suggesting that where theethre able to agree,

they work well together, noting in particular theooperation on Iran.

Underpinning this cooperation is the intense aeduent contact
that has become the norm across their foreign afehde ministries, as
well as at the highest government levels. As natadier, there are
institutionalised and semi-institutionalised forsdbr their interaction,
including the Franco-German Security Policy Coundit* and the
security policy directors meeting involving all ¢der (GO4). Moreover,
GO4 noted that when a CSDP issue is particulayentr, he can be in
contact with his French and British counterpartgesa times a day.
More generally, he suggests that while “the geoymnes mixed”
depending on the issue — for example, Italy, Pokamd Spain may also
be important actors — Britain and France are “amtgpartners”. Perhaps
the most obvious expression of this can be seehoin they have
supported each other’s Presidencies. For exam@4, iidted the intense
efforts between the three prior to the French Beesly in the ¥

semester of 2008:

24 For example, Westerwelle and Defence Minister Tammle Maiziére met their

French counterparts on 1 October 2012 to discussmige of issues including the
situation in the Middle East, the ‘Arab Spring‘,datihe future development of the
CFSP (see AA, 2012q).
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“[IIn CFSP in general, we would be close to France the UK and
you could see that during the French Presidendetore... The French
had a strong interest in being successful, obwoudierefore a lot [of]
things were prepared among the three at foreigistnynat chancellery
level, between capitals, before the French Presidenorder to try to
guarantee success...”

The ESDP/CSDP provides a number of instances ofthewthree
have cooperated successfully to provide leadership particular issue
or initiative. For example, the establishment o Buropean Defence
Agency(EDA) and the creation of EUattlegroupswere two important
steps in its initial operationalisation, while maezently they cooperated
on the inclusion of a mechanism fBermanent Structured Cooperation
in Defence (PSCD) within Lisbon (see Chapter 3). Thbattlegroup
concept came about as a consequence of the sudagssfoyment of a
small EU force in the Democratic Republic of Comg@003 QOperation
Artemig. This joint initiative was designed to createatiglely small but
easily deployable and autonomous rapid reactiocetofor use in crisis
management operations (Consilium, 2009d). Undeglyvis aim was the
shared belief that the EU needed to improve itsotiffeness in this area,
so the development dbattlegroupswas considered essential both to
increase the numbers of deployable troops avail@lsuch operations,
but also as a tool for the broader goal of natidoale transformation as
the key to greater overall European capabilitiesnething Britain was
particularly keen to achieve (UKO5). It was thedgeotives that lay at
the heart of the original paper submitted jointly the three in 2004
which was subsequently adopted by all member statdsincorporated
into the EU’s ‘Headline Goal 2010’ (Consilium, 2@)$°° Similarly, the
initiatives that led to the launching of the EDAdahe PSCD mechanism
reflected positions shared and then agreed bynhtiee.t

Taken together, these examples illustrate how Geyreaacts its
preference for working with partners when promotipgrticular

initiatives or policy goals within CFSP and ESDPOFS As well as

5 |nterview with Dr Claudia MajorStiftung Wissenschaft und PoljtiBerlin,
January 2011.
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reflecting the practicalities of operating in a sensual system — i.e. the
need to develop alliances with like-minded states-ethis also sits well
within a German role conception based around ratdtibl approaches to
foreign policy-making. But while the strategy ancethods employed
place a premium on sharing leadership, the gotl isse that leadership

to achieve outcomes that satisfy German interegtsupload these to the

European level.
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6.4.2 Leadership by example

This second type sees Germany acting — or see&iagttas — a
“hub” around which other states, normally but ngtlasively smaller,
will coalesce with an expectation of and desireGerman leadership on
a particular issue or policy area. GO1 describad #xpectation as

follows:

“You will find easily, and that's reallyeasily, fifteen or a dozen
member states who come up to us in every meetisigdlly and ask:
“what do you think about it because we would likethink the same
way you do.” They're looking for leadership, and dan’t provide this
necessarily all the time...For instance our PSC asdmis at the
moment, he’s a great Russia expert... Whatever heisahe PSC on
Russia, you will find easily a lot of people, alsom bigger member
states who say, “that’s correct”.” (GO1's emphasis)

This reflects some interesting features both abimaistructural reality of
operating within the CFSP, and of the role concepteerman officials
assign their country in this arena. As discussemv@bfor many states,
and particularly the smaller, there are clear resoussues inhibiting
their ability to participate fully in the CFSP ar@SDP’s numerous
working groups and committees (see also Drybur@i02 70). Being
comparatively resource-rich particularly in ternigpersonnel and access
to information, Germany, like France and Britaieglss to ensure its
views and perspectives are fully represented atidukated across all

policy and issue areas.

That Germany may sometimes be less effective atttian the
other two has been noted. At the same time, iidaed — and perhaps
more importantly seems to view itself — as représgnan alternative
centre of gravity to the others, holding positiothat are generally
considered as more mainstream and less extreme)(@@8by making
them easier for other states to align with. Thislleed with a sense of
responsibility to protect the interests of sma#iaates, something that it
also sets out to do in other policy areas, and Wwi@©3 considers a
“trademark” of German foreign policy. As Bulmer aRaterson (2010:

1058) have noted, in its European policy more Hsoadermany’s
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“strong pro-European credentials” have been impbrita enabling it to
upload its preferences in other policy areas bexdusas been perceived
as less threatening by its fellow member states fHflection of its more

mainstream positioning was highlighted as follows:

“[A]t the beginning of the Belgian Presidency thel@ans came to us
and said, “well, like it or not but we tend to foll rather your lead than
the UK or French...because they have extreme positeomd you,
Germany, are more mainstream and you're also takingp
consideration the positions of smaller countriesw&'re very much
leaning on you...” [T]hat comes through as a motfee many,
especially the Eastern Europeans who wouldn’t sety Germany is the
greatest”, but they tend to discover and state tloemselves
“...basically we can sort of align our foreign polippsitions rather
with the German position”...for pragmatic reasons. higyj recognise
there are possibly three centres of gravity insidgeEU, [so] which is
the one that actually takes on board our nation@résts as a Baltic
state or as Slovakia, or something like that?” (O3
A recent example was Germany's promotion of a ‘paper’ on
progress in developing the new EEAS sent to theénHRgpresentative,
Catherine Ashton, in December 2011. The AA’s intenivas to raise a
number of issues upon which Germany had conceios far the High
Representative’s publication of her own officialpogt, but also to
demonstrate how widely shared these anxieties vi@asequently, the
final document was co-signed by 11 other foreigmistéers although
there was disappointment later that the High Remtagive “did not
make one single concrete suggestion...on how to iveprohe

functioning” of the EEAS in her own report (GO6gésChapter 73°°

A higher profile version of such leadership candeen in the
recent publication of the ‘Final Report’ by the calledFuture of Europe
Group convened by Guido Westerwelle in early 2012 amrt‘pf the
strategic debate on the future of European integrat(AA, 2012n;
Reynders, 20125’ The report offers recommendations on a range of

issues, including “decisive steps” to be takenugnaent the EU’s power

%% The other signatories were the Foreign MinistérBelgium, Estonia, Finland,

France, ltaly, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, thetherlands, Poland and Sweden.

%" The other states involved were Austria, BelgiumenBark, France, lItaly,

Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal ggainSsee Reynders, 2012).
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as a global actor. These include strengtheningHigh Representative’s
coordinating powers vis-a-vis other Commissioneith wxternal action
responsibilities; the operationalisation of PSCbxl @ahe introduction of
more majority voting within CFSP to “prevent onagie member state
from being able to obstruct initiatives” (AA, 201216-7)%°® While the

Polish Foreign Minister took a high profile in ammging the group’s
conclusions, they reflect strongly views expresaedboth official and

ministerial level within the AA. For example, in speech in August
2012, Westerwelle (2012d) made a number of deatesmtthat are

represented in the final report:

“[W]e need Europe to be a stronger global playee YWeed more
cooperation, for example in external relations aitth respect to the
Defence and Security Policy. | know full well...thadt everyone in
Europe wants to go down this path. But it is absdyuobvious that we
are a continent with common security interests. #ve a security
community. And it is therefore a matter of simptgit that greater
cooperation in the ESDP could be the next tangitdp...”

Similarly, theFinal Reportstated:

“There is a need to strengthen the [CSDP]. Ourraefepolicy should
have more ambitious goals which go beyond “poolimgl sharing”.
The possibilities for the Lisbon Treaty, in partauthe establishment
of Permanent Structured Cooperation should be imghdéed.” (AA,
2012m: 6)

More specifically, GO6 emphasised the German unhagp with, and
desire to reduce the disconnect between, the fiakimstruments the
Commission has at its disposal, and the role ofHiglh Representative

and EEAS in deploying these:

“[T]here’s an Annex [in Lisbon] which states verlearly which units
from which institution will be merged together twiin the EAS and one
of the decisive factors was financial aid, finahawtruments. There's
a long Article — Article 9 — which...will tell you he difficult
negotiations were and that we reached a compromaise, that we
member states aren't really happy with it. We wan¢vision of that in
2013 because still it's the Commission that has rttemney and the

%8 Thjs has been taken to mean the UK. See, for elearipaynor, I. (2012) 'EU
heavyweights call for radical foreign and defenoéicy overhaul',The Guardian,

18 September.
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EAS...plays a very minor role... And | don't know holketsaying goes
in English, but the person who has the money dadishots.”

Again, theFinal Reportemphasises the need to expand the authority of
the High Representative and EEAS in this regaraiXitConsequently,
Germany has positioned itself as a ‘hub’ around ctwhothers can

coalesce in order to promote this particular chaaggnda.

A final example can be seen in the approach takeGdrmany
since the start in 2011 of its two-year term onle Security Council, a
role it describes as “a special responsibility asHo live up to” (AA,
2012e). This has involved adopting a very differsmategy to Britain
and France, which actively seek to avoid any pdiaepof a formal
linkage between their roles as P5 members and mmendiethe EU.
Instead, Germany is making a conscious effort toagca hub for, and
representative of, its European partners, declaitsxgole to be “self-
evidently as a representative of all UN members padicularly EU
member states” (AA, 2011c). GO3 described the aums:t

“[Britain and France] do not want to be appeariogcbordinate a
European position...[T]hey do not want to infornitpars in Brussels to
the extent that these partners should not get thmengv idea
that...France and the UK are obliged to take back thédback into
their work in New York, whereas we see our taskKeddntly. We
actually want to play this European perspective aagllarly tell our
partners what we are doing, why we are doing it] #mus basically
living up to a sort of a European seat.”
In this they are assisted to some extent by thetfet on certain issues
the EU and Security Council agendas complement ama&her, for
example in advancing peace and security in Afraga] particularly in
Sudan (Schondorf and Kaim, 2011: 4). Germany hae abught to
promote the position of the EU itself within the Ulbr example by
sponsoring a 2011 resolution to give it independgpeaking rights
within the General Assembly (AA: 2012p: 11). Howev&ermany’s
ability to play this role is hampered as it lacks structural advantages
of permanent Security Council membership, and by hs own efforts

to secure a permanent seat may be perceived (A?9)0OMoreover, as
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discussed, its refusal to support UN resolutiond.iiya left it isolated,

breaking its own long-standing rule.

Together, these examples indicate how Germany waeks
promote and articulate its interests and objectilgsworking with
partners and endeavouring never to be isolatad.dlso revealing as to
the role conception it assigns itself, althougls iimportant to recognise
that it has not always been successful at exegeisiis kind of leadership.
The Schréder Government was criticised, for exampbe having
“betrayed its role as a champion” of the smallember states during the
Irag crisis (Overhaus, 2006: 74). Overall, thougte role of hub or
‘example state’ allows Germany to operate in a ey distinguishes it
from France or Britain, and act as an alternatiote pf influence. A
further question is the extent to which it may sexeasing opportunities
for this kind of leadership. Given that the Fore#ffiairs Council will
from now on be chaired by the High Representatheeall its supporting
bodies by his/her representative, this could creatn greater impetus
for the smaller states in particular to seek tgralihemselves with a
bigger ‘champion’ when seeking to push for actiancbhange on a

particular issue.
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6.4.3 Leadership through mediation

While leadership through mediation might legitinhatebe
considered as underpinning both previous formsd-iageed be seen as
a subset of both — it does merit individual consatlen as it highlights
how for Germany acting as a mediator sits well wmitt role conception
based around multilateralism and protecting theredts of smaller states.
Germany as mediator has been explored in otheextmtfor example
by Adomeit (2000) in his examination of German-Raisselations. The
concept of mediator — or ‘bridge’ — is particulatgeful here given that
EU decision-making is designed around achieving sensus,
particularly in questions of foreign and securitfipy. Moreover, this is
a policy area where two states, France and Brita&ive traditionally
predominated, but have also often had cause togrdisaover the
direction and purpose of cooperation, not leagerms of its impact on
NATO and the transatlantic security alliance. As tither ‘big’ state,

therefore, Germany feels itself ideally placed leyghe part of balancer.

Such a role conception is reflected in several rintevee
comments about how Germany acts in the CFSP. B3g, sets out how
it prefers to be viewed by partner states, ancttgjespecially the idea of
big states imposing their views or preferences @snwller partners:
“This is not the position that traditionally Gernyawould like to be seen
in. This is not the picture we have — | have — ofselves”. Similarly,
GO3 declares that “we always respect the interaflstsmnaller partners,
and defend their interests, and that's what makes natural mediator”.
Indeed, he is clear of the centrality of the medratole to how Germany
operates in this environment: “we need to bridgpsgave need to be
mediators to play our roleMoreover,in his opinion the manner in which

policy is made in the CFSP actually facilitates andourages this:

“[It brings very often into the situation where vege the mediator,
where we are actually trying to be in the centré.of..| think it's fair

to say that up until 1989 we basically followed thainstream and we
were needed sometimes to bridge gaps between extpesitions of
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partners. But we've never been extreme in our jpostat any time.”
(GO3)
A refusal to adopt extreme positions again refl&egshistorical desire to
avoid isolation and a determination to build coeafis to achieve
particular outcomes. Moreover, it is a role thatr@an representatives

have played at the highest level:

“[O]bviously if you have a foreign minister whoasbully, or...who is a
weakling, who never speaks up in any circumstagoe, have two
extremes there. And if you are somebody who isgieed as being a
mediator with a good cause then obviously your tmosi is
stronger. ..we have been lucky with our foreign
ministers...Genscher...with a big competence and sonbigl really
counted...[and] Fischer...” (GO3)
Two examples of leadership through mediation aferedl here.
The first is Germany’s role with regards to politcgwards Iran.
Mediation here has taken place at two levels. Tis¢ i at the strategic
level within the E3+3 format by facilitating agreemt between France
and Britain, but with the additional complicatioh dealing with the

United States. This has not always been straigh#iat:

“[W]lhenever we meet...we have a pre-consultation &irrfhat is the
Americans with the 3 Europeans. So there’'s a 2rldhag. So
beforehand we know exactly how the others feel...arstially
Germany had sort of kept the middle ground and oftsn able to
bridge gaps or bridge differences between partnbi®w, this is
possibly sometimes more difficult. There’s Franeereharder than the
US. The UK in between and it's more difficult.” (@D
The other level, meanwhile, has involved Germanrtffat maintaining
the EU-wide consensus on the sanctions regimeugisd in Chapter 7).
The second example relates to the negotiationsdeetthe ‘big 3’ states
in 2005 over plans for the creation of an operaticentre, HQ and
military staff for the ESDP. In this case, the keyany agreement lay in
the ability to find a compromise between the Freaetl British positions,
and Germany found itself holding the balance. djureed 18 months of
negotiation a trois’ to reduce the gap between the two. Ultimately the
disagreement came down to a difference in the manlavels for the

HQ each considered acceptable, with France and &srmanting a
284



figure of 89 and Britain 87. The French had inijiavanted significantly
more, while the British significantly less — altigbuafter agreement was

reached, manning levels eventually rose to 130+4)GO

Germany has a unigue position at the centre of f&yrdoth
geographically and in terms of the integration pssc Along with the
financial weight it can bring to bear when neceggdrscussed below),
this means that its voice cannot be ignored inasitas where it may
hold the balance, particularly between France anthiB. What is less
clear, however, is whether the ‘mediator’ role cepton is so readily
recognised and accepted by its partners, partlguBaitain and France.
For example, when asked which member states hedwmalst often
discuss CSDP-related issues with, FO1, a senionchreofficial in
Brussels highlighted his close interactions with GHicials and with
others from Spain, Poland and Hungary, but madenmmtion of
Germany. That Germany could play such a role sesas, though.
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6.4.4 Direct Leadership

Direct or overt leadership is the least common famd arguably
the approach German foreign policy makers remaastleomfortable
with, particularly if it risks isolation. As notedor Germany the natural
approach involves working with partners and shariegdership on
particular initiatives. Traditionally, the Coundfresidency has provided
member states with a formal route for the exeroiskeadership within
the CFSP, although the strategic parameters siiebfuropean Council,
the need to operate within tAgoika system, and latterly the changes
instituted undelLisbon have all restricted the freedom to plan and set
agendas. Crisis management, and particularly ted fo rapid response,
iIs one area which by its nature challenges effiartgchieve longer-term
continuity, demanding (but not always getting) inuiag¢e reactions from
the member states (e.g. Menon, 2008). It is perhapsurprising
therefore that the handful of situations where Gatynhas been willing
to give an explicit lead to achieve a particulatcome has usually
involved either a specific crisis management situmabr the structures

created to respond in such circumstances.

In general, these situations have involved ‘rec’lilssues for
Germany, of which two stand out. The first is agonatic concern over
budgets, particularly in the context of militarysea CSDP missions,
reflecting a greater assertiveness on the issuexpenditure more
generally across the full range of EU policy areasecent years (e.g.
Grant, 2005). The second is Germany's normativefepgace for
civilian-based over military-based crisis resporigggether, these reflect
what GO4 identifies as the three key principles rupghich German
participation in the CFSP and CSDP is guided: thengcy of the
Bundestagegarding decisions over military deployments; separation
of police from military command, and civilian andlitary components
in crisis management; and clear rules over fundiigile the defence of
‘red line’ issues can be characterised as essgntiafative, necessarily
involving the rejection or prevention of initiatv@r proposals deemed to
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cross them, Germany has demonstrated a willingtoeteke a stand that
may isolate it when this is felt to be in the na#ibinterest. GO1 puts it

as follows:

“l think if something is important for us, basigallhe only thing that
counts is our red lines, and we would strongly ffiggr our position
without...trying to accommodate others’ positions throse areas. |
mean, you might have a main aspect and you migle haside aspect
where you would be willing to give in...from the beging, but | think
our red lines would be so important...that we wotickso them.”
As an example he notes the determination of Gernmtarstick to the
EU’s agreed policy towards Cuba, based on the I83®&@mon Position
which places progress towards improved human rigirtd greater
political freedoms at the heart of EU-Cuba relatiét More than a
decade on, and even though unclear as to why Wergment maintains
such a tough stance on this issue, he noted Gersnaytinuing

unwillingness to sanction any weakening of EU deaisan

“I don’t know why it is Cuba, why we stand there swongly, but
there’s a strong red line. We have gone througim fnrking group to
PSC to Minister in Council, where the Minister sége, no way” and
where the Chancellor says “no way, we're not mowingthat”, which
is interesting.” (GO1)
Similarly, the security of Israel has been non-ttiadpte for Germany, to
the extent that Council Conclusions will be “on tt®mma” — i.e. the
minister will defend a particular formula in Couindown to the tiniest
detail, something that happens very rarely givew mouch will have

been agreed in the working groups and at the PSI1)G

For GO4, the operational funding of crisis managame an
issue of regular concern for Germany, and one whéreials “are not
willing to be in a position of having to react”. 0%y while Germany
remains strongly committed to the CFSP, this dadsentail providing a

blank cheque for its execution: “German foreignigpols always defined

29 5ee Official Journal of the European Communitie296) '‘Common Position of
2 December 1996 defined by the Council on the lasisticle J.2 of the Treaty on
European Union, on Cuba (96/697/CFSP)'. (Brus&asasilium).
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through Europe...[but] because of budgetary condsaie don’'t accept
everything automatically”. The 2006 review durindnet Finnish
Presidency of thAthenafunding mechanism which administers common
costs relating to EU military operations under EBDHDP provides a
prime example of this (EEAS, 2010a). Proposals weagle to include
intelligence in the list of items covered by comnionding automaticity,
which Germany feared would mean adding the cosatdllite imagery,
with the potential of doubling the existing €60kudiget. Having known
about what was essentially a French plan in adya@eeman officials
promised to block them throughout the remaindahefsix months, and
even to raise them in the Council under their oulosequent Presidency
where they could face a veto. They then tabled umtes-proposal that
had been pre-negotiated with like-minded membetestand which
formed the basis of the ultimate agreement preglicah “cost efficiency

and operational needs” (GOZY.

A second example relates to proposals to senditamimission
to Cote d’'lvoire. In this case, the German prefeeefor civilian-based
crisis responses provided the impetus. Followingireat Gbagbo’s
refusal to accept the outcome of the 2010 presaleslection that had
seen his rival, Alassane Ouattara, victorious,vd wiar had broken out.
Strong statements from the High Representativefceofat the time
highlighted the need for an orderly transition aedpect for human
rights, while detailing the EU'’s initial responséish was based around
sanctions on senior ex-regime figures (EEAS, 2Ql0&ance in
particular had strongly advocated a military reggobut for Germany,
however, although the French interest in its fornoamlony was
understandable, the resort to a military soluti@ased significant
concerns, going against their red line that thetanyl option should only

be considered after all civilian options had be&pla@ed. Moreover,

#0504 went on to note that the UK had acceded tétaech request to ensure the
French would not block a British proposal in NAT®eo the development of its
rapid reaction capability. However, the UK “was pgphat we blocked it!”
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there was some concern regarding how France vighee@SDP and the

military instruments at its disposal:

“[France] wants to use the EU to protect Frenchrigts in places like
Céote d’lvoire. We understand but it depends onntlieans. France very
quickly looks to military means — for us, these anéy as the last resort
— the preventive action in the [European Securitgt&gy].” (GO4)

GO3 made a similar point, highlighting a generatiaty in Berlin over

the possibility of being dragged into an overseasflct that might be
“disastrous and bloody”:

“Céte d'lvoire is far away. It could, in the end, there was an
international engagement, be disastrous and bldsdywvhat we rather
want is for the Africans to settle this problemthgmselves, foremost
and not appear as sort of colonial interventioniSts we made a policy
of saying okay, we can make all kinds of offer&tmago...to leave. We
make all kinds of financial offers and offers ogagement for the new
elected President Ouattara. Red line: we don't vea@SDP operation
going on.”

GO4 also noted a general concern that having theigage in an area

where the UN was involved would undermine the tatt#timately, the

French acted instead in conjunction with the UNDbtong about a

resolution to the fighting.

A final example where pursuit of a far clearer oadl interest
seems in evidence was the agreement between GeramahfRussia to
construct theNordstreamgas pipeline. Creating a direct link between the
two across the Baltic, the pipeline bypassed a rurobstates, including
EU members such as Poland, whose relations withctoswere
becoming increasingly fractious (e.g. BBC, 201 2d)hough technically
more an issue of economic policy, German pursuigrefater energy
security — and the development of stronger tiesh VRussia — had

significant foreign policy implications, as EU1 aggl:

“[T]his pipeline with Russia...has nothing really tio with foreign
policy, it's an economic question, but still...Thelould have known
and they knew that this would create major trowtith Poland at least
and others...but then they just wanted to do it, lesy tstill did it.

Taking into account probably what would happen...pdéloMaybe
not.”
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These examples demonstrate both the willingnessadiliy to pursue
particular national interests within the CFSP. he ffirst two cases,
Germany felt it had no choice but to take a preacsitance in support of
particular objectives regarding the managemenesburces and use of
military instruments within the CSDP. The final exale emphasises a
preparedness to ruffle the feathers of EU partimetise development of a
bilateral relationship with a major external traglpartner. Overall, while
instances of direct leadership remain the exceptibe increasing
‘emancipation’ in German foreign policy noted abaweans there are

likely to occur more often in the future.
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6.5 Conclusion

This chapter has argued that since 1991, a un@ednany has
become increasingly normalized in terms of its imghess to pursue its
preferences in foreign and security policy. Cruttathis have been the
structure provided by the CFSP, which has allowed achieve stability
and predictability in its relations with its neighlrs and partners, its
reflexive multilateralism, and it8ivilmachtrole conception. However, at
the same time, Germany has shown an increasingngviktss to use
military means as a policy instrument, albeit watthe confines of CSDP
crisis management frameworks, and on the basistthas a moral duty
to intervene militarily to protect human rights. Mover, although the
avoidance of isolation has long beesiae qua norof its diplomacy, it
has also been willing to stand alone, even in #ue fof criticism from
partners. As a consequence, it has been arguedtih&rewithin the
context of the CFSP it has moved first from rehtdtibn to
emancipation, and now to new stage of emergent amcidental”

leadership.

Underpinning this has been German success in apgnaithin
the ‘CFSP milieu’. Thus, while it pursues and préesgpolicy objectives
primarily by seeking partners and building alliasicthis represents an
understanding ofiow to act successfully within the CFSP rather than an
apparent reticence over using it to achieve pdaicuational goals.
Moreover, the structures created in both Berlin ahd Permanent
Representation in Brussels indicate a clear ammbitio identify,
coordinate and pursue such goals, even if the éwecaf this ambition
is not always so successful. As the comments byoffieials indicate,
Germany is increasingly comfortable behaving likarfee and the UK —
l.e. ‘normally’. Thus while its strategy and tastitt within constructivist
conceptions ohowthe CFSP operates — in particular the socialinabio
its officials — the rational calculation of natidnaterests and objectives
in a given situation determines how decisions aeglenin Berlin, and
then pursued in Brussels. Rationalist understaisdiafy how states
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interact therefore remain important in determiningw Germany
operates within the CFSP. They also challengedéa that the CFSP has
transformed Germany’s national interests and peafsss.
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Chapter 7: Iran and the EEAS:
Two Case Studies of British and German
engagement with the CFSP

“We launched our diplomatic initiative because wanted to offer an
opportunity to Iran to address international conser Iran’s decision
to restart enrichment activity is a clear rejectiointhe process the
E3/EU and Iran have been engaged in for over twarsyevith the
support of the international community® Statement by Germany,
United Kingdom, France and the EU High Represewmatin the Iran
nuclear issue, January 20@6onsilium, 2006a).

“The [EEAS] will mark a new beginning for Europedoreign and
security policy...which will enhance our ability tatamore creatively
and decisively in an increasingly challenging wbrld Catherine
Ashton, EU High Representative for Foreign Affaasd Security
Policy, December 201(EEAS, 2010b).

7.1 Introduction

Chapters Five and Six examined the underlying pples and
drivers of British and German foreign policy, aslivas the structures
and processes by which they interact with and niragiets into the CFSP.
In doing so, they identified definite if individualpproaches to pursue
nationally-derived objectives, based around cleaructires and
processes of coordination. In the UK these are noomprehensive,
ambitious and perhaps successful than those in &wsrnbbut the latter is
nonetheless seeking to improve its performancehia tegard. This
suggests that in terms of the first indictor ideged in Chapter Three —
complexity of policy coordination machineryboth states are seeking to
instrumentalise the CFSP to achieve national obgxt However,
although this examination of coordination demoresaa strong,
nationally-driven impetus in how they engage witke CFSP, as would
be expected in a policy arena that remains hightigrgovernmental, on
its own it is not enough to demonstrate that caotitrist-based,
supranationalist assumptions about the transfommaitnpact of the
CFSP on their national interests and preferenaesaccurate.
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To do this, this chapter provides a more detailedi @mparative
analysis of British and German interaction with @ESP in two specific
cases. The first is their response to Iranian ptangdevelop its nuclear
programme and the second their involvement in nagog and
establishing the European External Action Servérce] latterly in how it
has developed since its official launch. The tweesaare interesting in
that they represent two very different aspects hef CFSP, the first
relating to a classic security issue while the sdomoncerns institutional
change impacting on the fabric of the CFSP enviemmBritain and
Germany have been closely involved in how both éhgglicies have
developed, and have expressed and pursued cleanalgtreferences in

terms of their final outcomes.

As discussed above, constructivism has been uilise
supranationalist scholarship to support the cldiat participation in the
CFSP has a significant transformative effect on temstates. This
thesis has argued, however, that this representssaapplication of
constructivism as it ignores the tenacity of statesonly as independent
political actors within the CFSP, but as significgenerators of ideas,
identities and norms in their own right. The faduof supranationalist
analyses of CFSP to acknowledge this is therefaigraficant omission
that undermines their theoretical approach. Thedases chosen for this
thesis provide a clear illustration of this themalt weakness. Analyses
that regard the CFSP as having a transformativactmwould assume a
number of things in the context of how Britain aBdrmany approach
Iran and its nuclear programme, and the establishofehe EEAS. First,
in both cases, British and German preferences wbeldassumed to
reflect either pre-existing ‘European’/EU normstloat during the period
under examination their national positions woulstehaonverged around
such a ‘common’ point. Second, a significant impdtr policy-making
and agenda-setting would be expected to come fiwencentre, for
example from the office of the High Representafise CFSP and its

supporting structures in the Council Secretariabilev policy and
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agreements at the Brussels level could be expdotembnstrain both
states at the national level. Third, how both statenceive of these two
iIssues in political discourse would either refladturopean/‘EU’-defined
norm from the outset, or evolve towards such a ndraken together,
these would suggest the dominance of the supramaédtlevel over the

national level, and the ability of the former tartsform the latter.

What will be argued here, however, is that the gfipas true. In
each case the two states engaged with the CFSRedpastis of a clear,
pre-existing national preference. Rather than fomnsng these, the
CFSP instead provided the basis for projecting thenthe European
level and represented for each an instrumental snéanpursue and
achieve their desired policy outcomes. Moreovet, ordy have their
preferences remained constant, they have to soteatéeen reinforced.
Furthermore, in line with the types of leadershipbéion both states
exhibit, each has sought to ensure not only thiatypon these two issues
remains as close to their national preferencesoasilgle, but that they
are providing leadership to achieve these prefe®rénally, and as will
be shown, political discourse in the UK reflectsosgly national
preferences in each case, with the EU charactedaseah instrument to
achieve certain nationally-framed goals, while ier@any although
political discourse is more reflexively ‘pro-Eur@me, it nonetheless
reflects clear German preferences for what a ‘Eemop position should
be. The chapter examines each case in turn, offe@n short
chronological summary of the background before icmmgg the
respective British and German approaches and Igokirkey points of

comparison.
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7.2 Case study 1: Britain, Germany and the EU respwse to Iran’s
nuclear programme

7.2.1 Iran’s nuclear programme as policy issue

There is an extensive and ever-growing literature the
development of Iran’s nuclear programme and thdlerhge it poses to
international non-proliferation efforts. This fo@ss particularly on its
deeply troubled relationship with the US, and titerapts by Britain,
Germany and France as the E3 to lead an effectiv@pgan (and
international) respons8! This brief discussion offers some context for
these efforts as the basis of the case study. Thmdhtion of
international efforts to prevent nuclear prolifevatis theTreaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapor{8!PT) which came into force in
1970 and provides the “basic legal instrument”tfer international non-
proliferation regime (Denza, 2005: 290). Britainsan@ne of the original
signatories in 1968 and was strongly committedt trom the outset”
(ibid: 289), while Germany signed the following ye@atifying the treaty
in 1975 (AA, 2006). These commitments thereforeqate EU efforts
through EPC and then CFSP to address proliferadiwh indeed, for

Britain pre-date even its membership of the Eurog@ammunity.

%1 See, for example: Ansari, A.M. (200&onfronting Iran - The failure of
American foreign policy and the roots of mistrdsbndon: Hurst and Company);
Borda, A.Z. (2005) 'The Iranian nuclear issue ardl3 Ehegotiations'FORNET
Working Paper 8; Bowen, W.Q. and Brewer, J. (2011) 'Iran's eaclchallenge:
nine years and countinghternational Affairs 87(4); Dalton, R. (ed.) (200&)an:
Breaking the Nuclear Deadlogkondon: Chatham House); Denza, E. (2005) 'Non-
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons: The European Wnind Iran'.European
Foreign Affairs Review 10, pp. 289-311; Dryburgh, L. (201C(Examining
adaptation: UK foreign policy and the Common Foreand Security Policy 1990-
2001 (Dordrecht: Republic of Letters Publishing); Haeti, S. and Linden, R.
(2005) 'Iran and Nuclear Proliferation — EuropdevwsBurning Diplomatic Crisis'.
German Foreign Policy in Dialogu&(17), pp. 11; Heisbourg, Et al (2005) 'Iran:
The Moment of Truth'European Security Forum Working Paper No; 20shi, S.
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negotiations'. In Posch, W. (edranian Challenges (Chaillot Paper No. 8@aris:
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Both states therefore demonstrate pre-existinglamgtstanding
national preferences for non-proliferation. Thesenmitments are also
reflected in their membership of other multilatesajanisations such as
NATO, the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA3Nnd, in
Britain’s case as a P-5 member of the Security CibuRor example,
responding to a House of Commons’ report on Weapohdviass

Destruction in 2000, the UK government agreed that:

“Britain as a nuclear weapon state, a permanentbaewf the Security
Council, a leading member of NATO, and a membeahefG8 and EU
has a key role and a key responsibility in tryiagut all [WMD] under
international arms control regimes...” (FCO, 2000: 9)

The German government made a similar statemertsi@006 defence

policy Weissbuch

“[Tlhe Federal Government is strongly engaged ie tbertinent
international institutions and forums, in particula the [UN], the
Disarmament Conference...and the G8. Given the theeanating
from [WMD], special importance has to be attached the
universalisation and reinforcement of the treatieghe prohibition and
non-proliferation of [WMD]...particularly the [NPT]..In the EU,
Germany supports arms control policy efforts witkike scope of the
EU strategy against the proliferation of [WMD].”\{®1g, 2006: 45)
Thus, whilst commitment to non-proliferation can dferacterised as a
significant international norm, it is not one tlwan be attributed to the
EU either in terms of its origins or its place aslear and unambiguous
national interest for these two states. Rathensithe NPT which
provides the basis for how non-proliferation is @@ehed in the EU and
CFSP. This is shown in tHeU strategy against proliferation of Weapons
of Mass Destructiomwhich declares that the NPT regime is a key element
in the broader system of “existing disarmament aod-proliferation

norms” (Consilium, 2003b: 6).

A better characterisation of the CFSP in this cantderefore, is
as a tool or instrument through which member states pursue and
promote non-proliferation. The CFSP provides an raypmate and

effective forum through which to pool their efforis achieving this
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shared national interest. This can be seen, formplg in the
unambiguous language with which the 2@8opean Security Strategy
(ESS)addresses WMD proliferation. Identifying this asecof the five
key threats to European security, it declares ibéo“potentially the
greatest threat to our security” (Consilium, 2003p: The ESS’s sister
document, theEU strategy against proliferation of Weapons of Blas
Destruction (Consilium 2003b), agreed at the same DecembeB 200
European Council, re-iterates this point, statheg the

“EU must act with resolve, using all instrumentd gpolicies at its
disposal. Our objective is to prevent, deter, haltl, where possible,
eliminate proliferation programmes of concern wawhte” (Consilium,
2003b: 2).
It went on to emphasise the “collective respongiiishared by member
states and EU institutions in meeting these rigkd:(4) before detailing

a range of measures to be adopted by the Union.

Two important points emerge from these documernitst, Rhey
are setting out very clearly a framework througholvhmember states
should — and agree to — address potential prdiifera thereby
necessitating action where it is identified. Tlisréflected in the nature
of the EU sanctions regime imposed on Iran whick baen more
punitive than that imposed at UN level (GO2; sesoaHouse of
Commons, 2008d: 43). Second, any EU action musttale account of
the “real and legitimate security concerns” manidttcountries have
(Consilium, 2003b: 7). This foreshadows the ‘twiaek’ approach
adopted by the E3/E3+3 towards Iran, whereby incest for
cooperation have been as important as penaltiesofoicooperation (e.g.
House of Commons, 2008d: 44). It is also intergstim note that the
initial concerns about Iran’s nuclear programmestfemerged in the 18
months prior to these strategies being agreed, thithE3démarcheto
Tehran taking place just two months before. Thanignsuggests there
were already long-standing concerns over lraniaangl- and indeed

over the nuclear ambitions of other states sucNath Korea — which
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necessitated an agreed and codified EU-level appro® non-
proliferation. The EU strategy documents can tloeeebe seen as part of

wider efforts to address the Iranian challenge.

Iran was also one the original signatories of treTNout has
never hidden its desire to develop its nuclear mnogne, although
always maintaining it is for civilian purposes onlyhe origins of the
current tensions — which Joshi (2013: 1) charasssrias a “permanent
crisis” — lie in the IAEA’s failure in the early 89s to detect clandestine
efforts to develop nuclear weapons programmesjcpéatly in North
Korea. As a consequence, the IAEA agreed a strength control
regime in 1997 (Jones, 2009: 109). However, althongn signed the
protocol introducing these stricter controls, itdhget to ratify this by
August 2002 when an Iranian opposition group maddip information
regarding two undeclared nuclear facilities, stteaging “long-held
suspicions” in the international community abowainls ultimate nuclear
ambitions (ICG, 2006: 1; Ansari, 2006: 198; Bowend aBrewer,
2011)%°? EUB, an official involved in EU Iran policy, waslubter,
declaring that “in 2003, Iran was caught red-haid#d subsequent
failure or refusal to “provide assurance to tho$®woubt its intentions”
(House of Commons, 2004b: 19) thus lies at thethafathe problem.
Achieving such assurances has been a primary olgeuft the E3/E3+3

process, and the sanctions agreed within the CFSP.

The diplomatic crisis that developed over Iran’sclear
programme coincided with the build-up to the US-legasion of Iraq in
2003. Kienzle (2009) highlights the stark contraststhe approaches
pursued by the so-called ‘big 3' EU states towdha@stwo countries. Iraq

was the cause of the most serious foreign poligisidin to date among

%2 The opposition group wakhe National Council of Resistance for Iramhich

the ICG describes as “a front group for tMejahedin-e KhalgMKO or MEK”
(2006: 1). Ansari notes that tHdKO/MEK opposition is not uncontroversial,
having been “banned as a terrorist organizationsdoyeral European states as well
as the US. He goes on to note that the revelatawut the Iranian nuclear
programme were also “as much an embarrassment stevidntelligence agencies”
who failed to detect them as they were for theidnasm (2006: 198, 200).
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EU states, with France and Germany on one side sippa US-led
intervention, while Britain was among those, indhgd a number of
soon-to-accede Eastern European states, sidingWatshington. While
the divisions came about as a consequence of tl8ateadership in
favour of a policy of invasion, they were exaceeolaby the decision of
the three to “push their Iraq policies towards appg extremes”, making
consensus impossible (ibid: 15). EU5, an officrallG RELEX at the
time, noted that prior to the invasion of Iraq tteef problem was “not
enough discussion”. Thus, at the European CoumciBarcelona in
March 2002, for example, Iraq was discussed fompfaximately 1%
minutes” because the member states “did not watalkaabout it” (EUS).
By contrast, the absence of any kind of US leadetshwards Iran by the
Bush Administration made the same kind of Europehwisions
“virtually impossible” (Kienzle, 2009: 15). Indeedn Iran a leadership
vacuum existed, with Washington having apparenitile| to offer
beyond the perpetuation of the “tough rhetoric andnomic sanctions”
that had represented US policy for so long, butctiiad produced few
if any concessions (Takeyh and Maloney, 2011: 1357)

The origins of this vacuum lie in the nature of W8ategy
towards Iran. This Ansari characterises as esdignt@ne of neglect”
whereby Iran could do what it wished “as long adidin’t bother anyone
else” (2006: 136). However, he goes on to argueitheas ideologically
driven rather than either rational or realist, andreasingly placed
Washington at odds with its European allies (algiothe continuing
absence of US competition to European companiefaim was not

something they were anxious to change) (ibid: 1By)contrast, the EU

%3 ran did in fact make a secret proposal to the iW3ay 2003 which was

rejected by neo-conservatives in the Bush Admaisin despite some interest
from within the US State Department (Sauer, 20Q7:Hboman Majd identifies
former Iranian foreign minister Kamal Kharrazi d® t“principal author of the
infamous Iranian ‘proposal’ to the White House” ualhiset out the steps Iran was
prepared to take to normalise relations but whiels tvejected by George Bush out
of hand” (2008: 186). See also David Patrikarak¥l2: 22-25) who argues that
“[tlo dismiss the offer out of hand must go down ascolossal act of short
sightedness bordering on the negligent” and whoteguthe response of Vice
President Dick Cheney'’s office to the offer: “Wendmegotiate with evil”.
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approach towards Iran has emphasised engagemtegit, @nditional on
political and economic reform (e.g. Commission, Z00onsilium 2002a;
2002b; 2009b%%* Thus, although approaching questions of proliferat
with no less seriousness, the EU has sought tdidnghts support for
multilateral solutions. Thus, it emphasises it®f since 1998 to “seek
possibilities for co-operation” with Iran, undesgiah by the launch in 2002
of negotiations for alrade and Cooperation Agreemeand for a
Political Dialogue Agreemer(Consilium, 2009b: 1; see also, Consilium,
2012b). Overall, the EU’s objective “remains to eeyp a durable and
positive relationship” with Iran, even as it seeksolution to the issue of

nuclear proliferation (Consilium, 2012b: 1).

When the crisis developed, there was “a clear aeTidbetween
Britain, France and Germany that the E3 format thasmost appropriate
way to respond to Iran (UKOG6) and that they fettWias natural...that
the three of us should be doing something togettverthe issue (UKO4;
also GO3). This consensus — or at least apparekitofadivision — was
demonstrated most strikingly on 21 October 2003mtie E3 foreign
ministers, Dominique de Villepin, Joschka Fischerd alack Straw,
seized the diplomatic initiative. Flying to Tehrahey agreed an accord
that would see the Iranians re-engage in co-omeratiith the IAEA,
ratify the additional NPT protocols and suspend umtdrily its
enrichment activity (IAEA, 2003; ICG, 2006: 1). taturn, the way was
open to dialogue “as the basis for longer-term peration” (ICG, 2006:
1). This was a high-risk strategy necessitatechbyldck of a meaningful
US response to the revelations about Iran’'s nugagramme, but

which at the same time presented Europe with aorypty. As Ansari

%4 The Council Conclusions of May 2002 stated: “Theufxil, reiterating its

continued support for the process of reform andwilingness to strengthen

relations...evaluated progress in EU-Iran relationk) npted that broad agreement
existed on...the overall approach for developingti@hs with Iran...these should

include a serious dialogue on questions such esri@n, proliferation and regional

stability” (Consilium, 2002a); those of June deethr"The Council restates its
continued support for the process of reforms in lad...reaffirms its willingness

to strengthen relations between the EU and Irant].wjkhes to see an intensified
political dialogue...leading to better understandiras..well as to significant

positive developments in the areas of concernddeth...” (Consilium, 2002b).
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(2006: 202) notes, the fall of Saddam Hussein’smegn neighbouring
Irag in February 2003 and an IAEA report criticilan for violating its
NPT obligations increased significantly the pressom Tehran. The E3
states could therefore “prove the merits and effiaaf diplomacy, bring
Iran to heal, restrain the United States, and traak-Atlantic wounds”

(ibid). In short, this was a diplomatic opportuniop good to miss.

However, despite initial success, the negotiatiracgss quickly
became bogged down, with the IAEA claiming aspeatsiranian
declarations on its nuclear programme were missaigle Iran in turn
was “unhappy with the ‘carrots’ obtained from thg”"ESauer, 2007: 10).
This has led to criticism of the value of the E8qarss. Harnisch (2007)
argues, for example, that it was in essence a ébyf§erving as a tool by
which the three could resolve domestic disputestiad emerged in the
post-lraq setting (2007: 2). He goes on to sugdbketigh, that anyone
who believes that the E3 demonstrates these dtatt®vercome their
differences following Iraq and “finally got theircia together” is
misguided or “in a state of denial” (ibid). Rathée contends that the
diplomatic démarcheof October 2003 relied on implicit recognition by
the Bush Administration, the IAEA, fellow EU membstates and
ultimately the Iranian government to have any vglidSuch criticism is
perhaps over-stated, though. For example, UKO4gdkes with this
analysis, suggesting that while it “may have had #ifect...it wasn’t the
primary purpose”. Certainly the apparent failuretloed E3 process was
demonstrated when it was superseded by the E32306, when Russia,
China and the US formally joined the group. Howetke fact remains
that in October 2003 the US was not in a positionatt, therefore
negating the possibility of a meaningful Securitpu@cil response.
Meanwhile as important members of the UN and IAEAv&Il as the EU,
the E3 states could legitimately claim to be actiogsupport their

principles and objectives.

Questions can be asked about the relationship kettte E3 and

their fellow member states over the longer termthédgh the E3
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received support from their EU partners, the otsiates nonetheless
asked Javier Solana, High Representative for th8RCFo act as a go-
between to ensure they were not left out of thegss (Sauer, 2007: 10).
Furthermore, EU6 notes that the E3 format “wasesmly antagonising
for some”, notably Italy, while for smaller statdeere was the feeling
that they “are always in the hands of the bigg&iKO4 and UKOG6
concur, noting that the Italians were always unaotable with the
concept of the E3. This is an interesting obseovatjiven that both
British and German officials made clear their desiot to be seen as
dominating their smaller partners (e.g. GO2, GOBQO3). That said,
EUG6 believes that apart from their involvement eridion-making on
sanctions, the other 24 member states have mady Iitie positive
contribution” to the process. That EU sanctionsenbeen consistently
tougher than those imposed by the UN (GO2, EU6;9damf Commons,
2008d), indicates, moreover, that the E3 have lz®e to maintain a
consensus in support of strong action, however ppjhhdome member

states may have beéf.

One further point of interest is the evolving raé the High
Representative in the E3/E3+3 process. Prior to620be High
Representative’s function — and that of the Coufdtretariat — was
primarily to provide support to the E3 (e.g. Coinsil, 2004a). Indeed, at
first it was essentially “a kind of postman assigmti (EU6). However,
once the E3 had expanded to become the E3+3 in, 20@6High
Representative’s role “completely changed” (EU6)e Became in
essence their joint representative, a role formatognised in Security
Council Resolution 1929 (UN, 20165° It is unsurprising that the
importance of the E3 states has been eclipsedtidtimvolvement of the

%5 EUG notes, for example, the difficulties in perding Greece to support the
recent round of EU sanctions against Iranian opogts. At that time it was
importing more than 60% of its oil from Iran, ara“snade a big fuss” even though
it was actually losing money exporting the refirmgdo the Balkans.
%% paragraph 33 states that the Security Counf|ntourages the High
Representative of the European Union for Foreigfaifs and Security Policy to
continue communication with Iran in support of goél and diplomatic efforts to
find a negotiated solution...” (UN, 2010).
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US, Russia and ChirfR’ What is perhaps more so is that the High
Representative has not only remained involved,hastbecome such an
important actor in the process, and that the nor+BUare willing to be
represented in this way, rather than asking, foangde, the UN
Secretary-General to perform this task. For EU&, ¢hange in 2006
reflected the fact that none of the six states adtb take the lead —
Solana “basically was just the only person who weady to go to
Tehran”. Furthermore, he suggests that one of ipeathievements of
Solana’s successor, Catherine Ashton, has beeraitctain the unity of
the E3+3 in dealing with Iraff®

The overall success of the E3 process and the engayg with

Iran that it initiated is certainly questionableU6 contends that the E3
essentially failed.) The complexity of the negatias has been matched
only by the repeated impasses and delays, and DdnNilshnd suggests
the process has spent “more time in stasis...thaacton” over the
whole period?®® However, of interest here is what this tells ustathow
Britain and Germany interacted with the CFSP onginestion of Iranian
nuclear proliferation. They decided to create, wittance, what was
essentially a 3-state contact group -dimectoire — and through this have
sought to lead the EU response to Iran, even tfeet+3’ states became
involved. Moreover, whilst there have been somedimstrong
disagreements between member states over the axterseverity of EU
sanctions (GO2, EU6, OMS1), sanctions have not bagn maintained,
they have even been strengthened. This demons&atetermination on
behalf of Britain and Germany (as well as Franceytilise the CFSP
first to achieve nationally-based security goals the absence of
meaningful action by the UN Security Council, ahért to ensure their

objectives remain the basis of EU policy in thegenterm. This is not

%57 EU6 suggests that the E3 remain involved simpiy‘fiistorical reasons. But in
practical terms...if the exercise would be startimyvnI'm not so sure the E3
would be involved. But this is almost a hereti¢ahg [to say]”.
%8 507 also praises her contribution, declaring skedbing a very good job”.
Interview, Federal Foreign Ministry, Berlin, ApaD12.
289 Interview, London, 6 December 2010.
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unusual for Britain, given what has already beed ahout its pragmatic
and instrumentalist view of the CFSP; what is ppshaore interesting is

the willingness of Germany, which identifies itsed6 much more

communautairgto do the same.
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7.2.2 British policy towards Iran

British policy towards Iran over the last decaddents the
importance of the domestic foreign policy regime ondon in
formulating and pursuing national preferences, #wedpragmatism with
which it does so, as outlined in Chapter 5. The F@© led on Britain’s
response to the Iranian nuclear programme, but implit from other
departments with an interest, particularly Numbey the MoD and the
Security Services (UKO4). Two national preferendese remained
central to British policy throughout: first, thegie for an improvement
in bilateral relations with Iran; second, the dedhdhat Iran recognise
and live up to its international responsibilitiesdaobligations under the
NPT and other WMD treaties (e.g. FCO, 2004a, 200%hiccessive
governments have seen in the achievement of threefoea means of
promoting the latter, which is reflected in the twey principles which
have formed the basis of British policy: “constiuetengagement” (e.g.
House of Commons, 2000d; FCO, 2004a,b), and “crmdility” (e.g.
FCO, 2004: 1). Both have been crucial componentsoin Britain has
engaged in all multilateral contexts dealing witlanl including the
E3/E3+3 process and the CFSP, and so provide alusamework to

analyse this engagement.

Historically, Britain’s bilateral relationship withran, like that of
the US, has been complex and at times diffiédItFollowing a period of
significantly increased tension immediately aftbe t1979 revolution,
there were signs of a gradual rapprochement fro86 léhwards, and
particularly during the late 1990s (House of Coms)az004b: 7). The
policy of “constructive engagement” pursued ovee fast 15 years
reflects the strategic importance British governtaaontinue to assign
to Iran, and the guarded optimism with which thecebn in 1997 of the
reformist Mohammed Khatami as President was vievied2000, for

example, the government highlighted the advantémgeBritain not only

?"or a detailed examination of Anglo-Iranian relaticince the i'@)Century, see
Ansari, A. (2006)Confronting Iran chapters 1 and 2.
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from improved economic relations, but also as aseqoence of Iran’s
“central strategic position, and its key role igional security”, giving it

the potential to support efforts to address thresatsh as narcotics
trafficking and international terrorism, as well the possibility it could

play a positive role in the Middle East Peace PsscéHouse of
Commons, 2000d). For example, in 2004, Jack Sttaiec

“Iran is a crucial player in a region central te tthallenges which the
UK and the international community face: the figlgainst terrorism,
the proliferation of [WMD], international crime ariltegal migration...”
(FCO, 2004a: iii).
Moreover, even after the 2003 revelations aboutn’dranuclear
programme, London remained positive about the pdiigs for bilateral
relations. Thus, the government concurred with Hozeign Affairs
Committee’s conclusion that *“the prospects for lemgrm
improvements in the [Anglo-Iranian] relationshipma@n good” (House
of Commons, 2004b: 13), even if they remained diffi in the short
term (FCO, 2004a). In other words, the policy ofnstouctive

engagement would remain the basis for interactiin inan.

Conditionality, the second principle, is directigked to Britain’'s
support for the international non-proliferation irag which, as noted,
has been a long-standing British interest pursuexigh a range of
multilateral structures such as the UN, IAEA, etodeed, the
government makes clear that anti-proliferation roess “require a
collective international response” (FCO, 2004b:.2Bpr the UK,
maintaining the integrity of this regime therefoegjuires Iran to satisfy
the concerns of the international community abtsubuclear programme.
As successive governments have been at pains tbamisp, Britain is
not seeking to prevent Iran exercising its rightdevelop a civilian
nuclear programme — even if some question whetraatually needs to,

given its oil reserves (e.g. House of Commons, apté Rather, they

"1 The Foreign Affairs Committee’s 2004 Report omIstated that “the arguments

as to whether Iran has a genuine requirement fanedtically-produced nuclear

electricity are not all, or even predominantly, ame side. ...[However] we do not
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are demanding that Iran follow the same rules go#mer member of the
international community. In other words, it mustsetve what is
arguably the key norm of international relatiopscta sunt servanda
(‘treaties must be observed’) (e.qg. Rittberger Zadgl, 2006: 63), in this
case by responding appropriately to the IAEA’s goes and concerns
(e.g. FCO, 2003a; 2004a; 2005b).

Conditionality should not be understood only imterof Britain’s
bilateral response, however. It has also been itapbrin how this
response has been internationalised, somethingiBritas consistently
sought and encouraged (e.g. FCO, 2003a; 2004ap2@096e; 2008f).
In particular, it has provided an essential meafsattaining and
maintaining consensus first with Britain’s E3 and gartners, but also in
the E3+3 format and at the UN and IAEA. Thus, wHigtain has
followed a policy of constructive engagement, its Haeen with the
proviso that such engagement is contingent on femmognising and
living up to its international responsibilities andlligations (e.g. FCO,
2003a; 2004a; 2005b). It should be noted that thexs disagreement
between Britain and the US over the constructivgagement policy,
particularly once President Bush identified Iranpast of the “axis of
evil” in his 2002 State of the Union speech (Bug@02). Jack Straw
played this down as an “honest disagreement” (Hafs€ommons,
2003a)2? but on 2 April 2003 made clear to the Foreign Affa
Committee that Britain would have “nothing whatseewo do with any
military action against Iran (FCO, 2003a: 14). tndoing, he reiterated
Britain’s preference for a diplomatic approach, iamportant point of

consensus with Germany, France and other EU states.

The focus on engagement and conditionality does mean

British policy has been monolithic. The key chaneugh, has not been

believe that the United States or any other couh&ry the right to dictate to Iran
how it meets its increasing demands for electricityfHouse of Commons, 2004b:
19).
?"2He sought to dismiss any hint of a split with Wiagton, declaring: “sometimes
you have a difference of emphasis? So what?” (Hot€mmmons, 2003a).
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of substance but of emphasis, with a shift awaynfrengagement
towards conditionality as negotiations with Irancéme progressively
harder, particularly following the election in 20@% the conservative
Mahmoud Ahmadinejad as President. This shift carsden in official
government pronouncements during this period. ID02@&lthough
expressing wariness over Iran’s nuclear intentiamduding “reports of
Iranian efforts to acquire nuclear weapons capgbilvith Russian
assistance, the government emphasised that it mssah Iran’s
“legitimate security concerns” (House of CommonsQ0Q).
Consequently, improved bilateral links, facilitateg domestic political
reform, represented “the best means” of ensuriag lived up to its NPT
responsibilities (FCO, 2000: 3Y* Following Iranian agreement to
suspend uranium enrichment after the E3 visit tordie in October 2003,
Jack Straw reported to Parliament that this “regmesa good start to the
process of resolving international concerns...[bbg teal test will be
full and early implementation of the [Iranian] contments” (Hansard,
2003).?’* In 2004, the tone started to change. The governmen
emphasised that engagement “should remain ouryddtiat that Iran
would “need to address our political concerns” (FQQ04a: 3-4). Later
that year, however, it was talking of “critical”ther than constructive
engagement (FCO, 2004b: 14). In 2005, it again esighd that Iran
needed to “fulfil its international obligations” @ 2005b, 31).
Meanwhile, in 2006 Jack Straw observed that whdeone was certain
Iran was seeking to develop nuclear weapons, “we abvsolutely
sure...Iran [has] failed to meet its very clear odigns” under the NPT
(House of Commons, 2006a), and an FCO report detldmat Iran was
“failing to cooperate adequately with the IAEA” (BC2006e€). In 2007,
although accepting that it had “every right” to dm®p a civil nuclear

23 Similarly, in a memo to the Foreign Affairs Comteé&, the FCO stated:
“Ultimately...we believe the best means of ensuringnlabides by its treaty
commitments lies in the continuation of the poditiceform and rapprochement
with the West begun under President Khatami...Hengepolicy of engagement
with Iran on non-proliferation and other issuesb(lde of Commons, 2000f).

2" In December 2003, when asked by the Foreign Affalommittee about
progress since the Tehran agreement, Straw respdiydsaying “so far, so good”
(House of Commons, 2004b: 40).
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programme, David Miliband chastised Iran, demandingccept that it
has responsibilities to the...international communritgannot violate the
[NPT]” (Hansard, 2007). Finally, in 2008 an FCO ggpwvas even more
explicit, declaring that Iran “must not be allowtd develop a nuclear
weapon. This is the primary goal of UK, and E3+&jqy” (FCO, 2008f:
5).275

Engagement and conditionality have been the basiBritish
policy towards Iran. At the same time, it has fazlisn the necessity for
a collective international response to Iran to ugibe integrity of the
NPT regime. Consequently, for Britain the UN andERAas the source
of authority for the NPT regime are the primarytitogions, while the
role of the EU and CFSP is to support them. For @Kthe CFSP has
been “essential” in this sense, while he believest the fact that a
European consensus around a tough sanctions regiase been
maintained for so long suggests that Britain hasicésssfully
Europeanized” its policies. For Britain, the CF®Rst has an important
instrumental role to play vis-a-vis Iran and asl Wwé discussed, Britain
sees the E3 as a means of galvanising the otherberestates and

ensuring their response to Iran remains suitalidyso

25 Currently the British government “does not encgergrade with or investment
in Iran” (FCO, 2012c).
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7.2.3 German policy towards Iran

The comments of two Foreign Ministry officials engeass how
German policy towards Iran’s nuclear programme lfen constructed.
GO3 declared: “we can't allow Iran to escape nucbteatrol. They can’t
just go about and create an atomic weapon”; medewBiO7 described
it as “unthinkable” that Germany and its E3 parsme&ould do anything
on Iran “without the backing of the other membeatest”. It is within
these parameters that German policy has developeel the crisis began
in 2002. In many ways the basis for German polgyhie analogue of
Britain’s. It focuses on political, economic anccisb engagement (e.g.
Bundesregierung, 2001; Bundestag, 2004) while eynmdodiplomatic
pressure and sanctions to prevent Iran developilcear weapons — i.e.
the same ‘dual approach’ as its partners (e.g. 2007a; 2011b). This
policy in turn fits into a wider objective of praveng WMD proliferation,
with a clear, long-standing and vital national rest identified as
preventing either state or non-state actors fromuiaimg nuclear
weapons (e.g. AA and BVMg, 2009: 10; BMVg, 20113)2-Again, like
Britain, Germany considers this objective achiegatnily multilaterally
and in partnership with other states (e.g. AA, 20B0ndestag, 2005b;
BMVg, 2011: 5). There are, though, some importadeational
differences, discussed below, in terms of how Gesmeonceptualises
the problem of proliferation itself, and how it rddies itself within the
multilateral environment it believes essential ésalving this. However,
it is as committed as Britain to achieving an dffe; comprehensive
and sustained European response as an essenttalofpdrow the

international community deals with Iran.

As noted, Germany has strongly supported the iateEmmal non-
proliferation regime from the outset. It is commdttto the “values and
objectives” of a system that is “treaty-based, spament and verifiable”
(AA, 2006: v). The NPT represents the “cornerstookthis system and
a “key task” of the international community is tohold and strengthen it
(AA, 2011e). Indeed, it has often called for thegdl and political
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instruments” underpinning it “to be strengthened®A( 2000: 69),
something requiring the *“universalisation and reinément” of the
treaties (BMVg, 2006: 45). Non-proliferation andgaimament represent
important components of a German security policaree first and
foremost to conflict prevention (BMVg, 2006: 45ndathe emphasis it
places on linking these agendas represents a botalinportant area of
difference from Britain. Germany sees them as niiytsapportive or
mutually undermining: nuclear disarmament requfas efficient non-
proliferation regime” but this is unsustainabletime absence of nuclear
disarmament, making them “two sides of the sama”dMWesterwelle,
2012b). This emphasis on the inter-linkage of dimsanent and non-
proliferation indicates a different ideational lsago how Germany
approaches proliferation compared to London, whithturn reflects
Germany'’s status as a non-nuclear weapons staie.isThot to suggest
that Britain does not also pursue nuclear disarnmameather, that for
German this aim is more explicit and fits into fitde conception as a

civilian or ‘pacifist’ power.

Like Britain, Germany considers an effective intgronal
response essential to the achievement of non-pratibn. Crucial to
regional and global security and stability, nonlfecation can only be
achieved through a “co-operative security polic&A( 2000: 69). In this,
the UN is the key actor — it must “play a centi@et in the framework
of broader security cooperation (Bundesregieru§22 4) and be the
“central institution if multilateralism is to befettive” (Bundesregierung,
2007c: 23). Germany has also called for a “newtesfia consensus” on
international measures to combat proliferation (@sregierung, 2004b:
5) and has pursued this within the UN system. B@nwple, it was a
founder member in 2010 of the ‘Friends of the NPa'group of states
which wishes to advance the non-proliferation arsdrthament agendas

as “mutually reinforcing processes” (AA, 20168)Germany has also

2% As well as Germany, this group consists of AuktraCanada, Chile, Japan,

Mexico, the Netherlands, Poland, Turkey and thetddhiArab Emirates (AA,

2010e).
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promoted both objectives through its 2011-12 mestiopr of the

Security Council (AA, 2011c; Permanent Mission, 201Beyond the
UN, Germany used its 2007 Presidencies of the G8 Baropean
Council to prioritise non-proliferation. Thus, i&d its G8 partners in
committing to “counter[ing] the global proliferatiochallenge” and to
supporting the UN and Security Council in achievinipis

(Bundesregierung, 2007a,b), while pushing its EWtneas to do the
same (Bundesregierung, 2008).

Compared to Britain, there are small if significaifferences in
how Germany approaches the international structpagsicularly in how
it views the role of the EU and CFSP. Both stategiausly recognise
their instrumental importance. However, whereagaBritakes a more
pragmatic view, Germany's stance could be chanzeras more
ideational and absolutist in the sense that Gernfiargign and security
policy are “largely defined” through the EU and GF@A and BVMg,
2009: 11). Indeed, it describes itself as beingmiotted to serving
world peace” by being a strong partner in Europ#Vg, 2011: 3).
Consequently, while for Britain the CFSP may hagedme an essential
channel in resolving the Iranian crisis, for Germdinwas always so.
One explanation for this is Germany not having fbus in the Security
Council. Consequently, while it may be influential the UN, the EU
represents an important formal international framwthrough which it
can pursue its objectives vis-a-vis Iran. (UKO7 uag that this is a
reason Germany is in favour of a stronger EU rolether international

organisations more generally.)

German-Iranian relations over the last decade HeNewed a
similar path to those of Britain, with a focus ongagement and
negotiation giving way to growing frustration andpport for stricter
international sanctions. Prior to 2002, Germanyimpry concerns were
I[ran’s human rights record, which the governmentnsodered
“catastrophic” (Bundesregierung, 2001: 1), and ridfoto develop

political and economic relations with Tehran. AdBirtain, Iran was also
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seen as a potentially important strategic partmerddressing drug-
trafficking (ibid: 10). From 2002 onwards, howevkgn is mentioned in
the official retrospective government assessmeintgobal disarmament
(Jahresabristungsbericht Initially concerns focus on its links to
importation and exportation of rocket technologyuiiBesregierung,
2002: 19). However, in 2004, following the visit B003 of the E3
foreign ministers to Tehran, more detailed analysgllight its failure to
comply with IAEA demands for full and transparemcthrations about
its nuclear programme (Bundesregierung, 2004b), lewhhere is
increased “concern” over the impact of its nuclies&entions on regional
security (ibid: 21-22). As a consequence, Iransgedl alongside Libya
and North Korea as being at the centre of “inteomai non-proliferation
efforts” (ibid: 5). The same year, Foreign Ministéscher declared that
while Germany was not trying to infringe on the Veoeign right” of
states to develop civilian nuclear programmes, aleam-armed Iran
would be “a dangerous development in...one of thetndasmgerous

regions” (Bundestag, 2004).

Assessments in subsequent years paint a similaar@jcbut
demonstrate growing concern and frustration at gyeed Iranian
intransigence. For example, the 2004 document abesst identical
wording, again bracketing Iran with North Koreahalgh highlighting
progress following the E3 visit (Bundesregierun@02 4). In 2005, as
the negotiations become difficult, the governmeemends that Iran act
in good faith and build trust if it wants coopeoatifrom the E3 and their
EU partners (Bundesregierung, 2006: 4). In 2006 ,gibvernment refers
explicitly to a “secret” weapons programme (Bundgsrung, 2007: 4),
and to the growing risk to Iran of “self-isolatiand confrontation” (ibid:
15). It also notes that, despite lacking Securiguiil membership,
Germany will remain active and engaged in the EBreRess to achieve
a “diplomatic solution” (ibid). The 2007 assessmieruses particularly
on the efforts of Germany's EU Presidency to pramstipport for

Security Council Resolution 1737 which strongly s@med Iran
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(Bundesregierung, 2008: 15). It also noted its regfavith France and
Britain to promote another resolution, 1803, adaire, and re-iterated
the risks to Iran of “self-isolation” and “confratton” (ibid). In 2008,
the government notes the EU agreement to implenagtdnomous
sanctions against Iranian banks in addition to ongefforts at the UN
(Bundesregierung, 2009: 18). Finally, in 2010, ¢fowernment re-states
its objective that Iran return to negotiations,imgtthat sanctions are just
one part of the “double-track” strategydppelstrategig with the
possibility of resolving the crisis remaining in amian hands
(Bundesregierung, 2010b: 2-3).

This brief discussion illustrates a number of kejngs. First, like
Britain, the German government has pursued a densigolicy of
demanding cooperation and transparency from Iraer ot nuclear
programme, in return for which it will enjoy impred political and
economic relations. Second, German remains enticelyymitted to
achieving a diplomatic solution to the crisis, f@nich the UN and EU
are vital and mutually supportive. Thus, while @eg not enjoy Security
Council membership, it has nonetheless sought ppat and promote
UN efforts to compel Iran to comply with Securitp@cil Resolutions.
To do this, it has operated individually, but aleoough its Presidencies
of the EU and G8. Of particular importance, theawéhbeen Germany’s
efforts through the E3 to set the policy directmm Iran within the EU
and CFSP.
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7.2.4 British and German engagement with the CRSRanm

Of interest here is how Britain and Germany haveceptualised
the E3/E3+3 and sought to use it to operationaiseCFSP (and EU) in
the international response to Iran. Both wish mapley it as one of
several instruments to ensure Iran lives up to iitgernational
responsibilities, something that can only be adiein a multilateral
context — a “multifaceted system and architectufgKO2). In this
architecture, the international institutions thatter most are the UN —
particularly the Security Council — and IAEA as sbeorovide the legal
basis and authority for any international actioraiagt Iran over its
nuclear programme. For Britain, therefore, the fiomcof the CFSP and
EU has been to contribute to the enforcement cfetliesolutions, not to
achieve a particulaEU objective per se (although this may be an
additional outcome), or act according to an EU-gateel norm.
Germany takes the same view of the importance bblging and even
strengthening the international non-proliferatiegime. Moreover, while
it may be more comfortable in identifying its fayei policy within a
European framework, the desire to instrumentaheeGFSP is as strong
as it is for Britain, and perhaps even stronger.&ermany, the E3/E3+3
format has been an important instrument for achgvhis, and can be
seen as the most notable example of its share@rgag with France
and Britain discussed previously.

For both states the role of the EU is to operataiwithis larger
international framework. This is not to suggestt tthee EU is not an
important actor in its own right, but rather to ember that it is part of a
wider picture, and that ensuring Iranian non-peosétion has far greater
ramifications, involving as it does the enforcemehtUN and IAEA
resolutions. The EU matters in terms of its apitv deploy foreign
policy instruments (legal, economic, etc) in pursdithis objective. EU
sanctions, as well as their corollary in terms afiteptial political,
economic and trade links — the “carrot for Iran’K@4) — give the
organisation weight and influence. Moreover, notlyowmlo these
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instruments enable it to play a meaningful rolejrtiavailabilityrequires
it to do so. Along with the consensus among merstaes in support of
non-proliferation, they have provided the basistfeg sanctions regime
constructed over the last ten years. Equally tbasensus, exemplified
by the EU strategy against proliferation of Weapons of Blas
Destruction as well as the interdependence and membershgs-onger
between the EU, UN and IAEA, mean that the E3 expething less
than the maintenance of a robust sanctions regimde @oreover, one
that will be tougher than that of the UN. For exén®&O2 declared that
with the sanctions package, Germany’s “nationa¢cidje, together with
the E3 partners, was...to make sure that the EU sendsy clear and
strong message to Iran”. Similarly, UKO2 suggested having “worked
very closely” to develop the sanctions packagey thweant all member
states to respect [it]...and do what they can to makee they're

implemented”.

The E3 format has served two important functionthis process.
It has been a tool for Britain, Germany and Fraacgalvanise action at
European level and ensure the EU continues to lye to its
commitments vis-a-vis support for non-proliferatidinhas also provided
a means of engaging with global partners, as wellran, and in the
absence of meaningful US involvement in the inisiElges of the crisis,
to provide leadership in the international respoAsea consequence, the
E3 is thus both part of and also separate fromEtle Its authority (as
well as that of the High Representative as the E&tf®oy) is
underpinned and reinforced by the EU by virtuehaf $anctions the latter
can deploy or improved economic links it can offBut equally, E3
diplomacy operates beyond the EU, engaging with+#Beat the global
level and in other multilateral contexts. In sugpafr this function, the
intention of all E3 states has been to instrumesgdhe EU to achieve a

very particular goal as part of the wider non-geshtion architecture.

This is demonstrated by the manner in which E3destdp was

presented by Britain, Germany and France to thdipRrtners —i.e. as a
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fait accompli Although GO7 notes that achieving E3 policy oanlr
“would be unthinkable” without the backing of thther member states,
no agreement was ever formally negotiated among wWiele
membership delegating power to them. Indeed, therattates “didn’t
have any choice” (UKOG6). Despite this, accordinglisO4 and GO3
they were generally willing to accept — or at leastjuiesce in — E3
leadership. What is interesting, though, is thatpite their anxiety to
avoid being seen as one of “the big ones tryinguity the small ones”
(GO2), Germany had no objection to creating thisogean mini-contact
group ordirectoire Indeed, as one senior official demonstrated etieern
definite realism in the German stance towardshtxexd leadership role
on Iran:

“[lt has to do with...economic weight and the weigie can throw in

when it comes to sanctions, because most of thendasss with Iran

inside the EU is done by Germany, the UK and Franéed the other

aspect obviously was the set-up in the SecuritynCibuvhich has less

to do with the [EU]. That's why we could convincargartners...to

hold still and let theDirectorium lead the way...And it's too serious
and threatening a situation that we can just biekeut who has better
mediating qualities...[T]hat was fairly quickly acde@.” (GO3)

It is also shown by the fact that key decisionslram are taken
within the E3+3 or UN Security Council (plus Gerngfi’ not by the
EU. Perhaps the clearest evidence for this isdhethat Iran policy has
remained predominantly a matter for Political Dioes (UKO3, UKOG6).
Within the FCO, for example, the Political Directbeals directly with
the department’s Iran experts, with the CFSP deypant only becoming
involved in terms of briefing other states and ‘targ Italy” (UKOG6)
which, as noted above, has had difficulties in pting the predominance
of the E3. Similarly, EU6 notes that in a real setiee E3+3 process is
not “a Brussels-driven exercise” despite the imgace of the High
Representative, with the key meetings and discossigarticularly with

the ‘+3’ going through capitals.

"’ This is depending on whether or not Germany hasehseat on the Council as
one of the 9 non-permanent members which it dicckample from 2011-12.
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The role of the CFSP, then, has been to perfornuraber of
important functions to facilitate E3 leadershiprsEi it is the arena in
which the political agreements are made to ingtitahd strengthen
sanctions on lIran. Thus, although their legal andnicial frameworks
are negotiated and finalised in the RELEX workingup, the political
mandate comes from the PSC (AA, 2008: 32). Thega®dor turning
this mandate into an agreed set of measures reguireturn, often
intense negotiations that can involve meetingsngst2+ hours a day,
three to four times per week (GOZ§.Beyond this, the CFSP has also
facilitated the diplomatic interactions between tB8 and their EU
partners. Thus, it provides a vital framework withivhich the E3
communicate with the other member states aboutstatus of the
negotiation process with Iran, the thinking of th@’ states, etc. As part
of this, within the PSC the efforts of the E3 héeen aimed at ensuring
a level of transparency in their briefings thasisficient to “reduce the
level of discomfort” for their partners caused hgit leadership (UKO6).
In general, the FAC and PSC will receive formakfings prior to and
de-briefings following meetings of the E3+3, altgbuhese do not take

place at working group level (OMS1).

Meanwhile, the decision quite early on to invohaviér Solana,
the High Representative, was also made with the @irmaking the
management of this dynamic easier. Not only didertve the practical
purpose of ensuring that the Council Secretaria @asely involved in
drafting the relevant papers relating to the offiea strategic relationship

between the EU and Iran — a key element in anytisatd’® it also meant

2’8 GO2 offered an interesting insight into how suelyatiations can proceed: “you
spend more time with these people that with younilfg definitely...[Iln general
this kind of personal relationship is absolutelgessary. And it also has to do very
much with the drama...There are situations in whieffiote a decisive meeting
there is an informal pre-meeting in which peopkcdss the choreography of how
it's going to go...so as to create the drama thathedp everybody in the end to go
back showing ‘I fought like a lion and this herehg best thing we could get, and
nobody could possibly get anything better than .this
29 EU6 notes that the Council Secretariat was “b#gitlae supporting structure”
when it came to Iran — a role now taken on by tBAE — with the team of officials
involved remaining very small to this day.
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that to some extent the other member states wpresented. For UKOA4,
Solana’s role in this sense has been to act ala®tie “conscience” of
the other states. OMS1 also notes the importancethef High

Representative in “balancing” the process as tieromember states
“don’t have to turn to the EU3” to find out what ippening vis-a-vis

Iran.

Although not always straightforward, it has beea élchievement
and maintenance of agreement at 27 on the poliggrtds Iran that has
been the E3 states’ chief concern and objectiveiwiCFSP. There is a
“basic agreement” on the need for the two-trackr@ggh of negotiations
and sanctions, but beyond that there are “diffewgws” (OMS1). One
of the most significant challenges has been to tamrthe consensus on
the robustness of the sanctions currently in pl&oe.Britain and France
as P-5 states especially, it has been vital tretEld’s response has not
only remained in lock-step with that of the Segu@ouncil, but that its
sanctions regime has been even more stringent asaa, senior Iranian
diplomat put it, “more Catholic than the pope” (Mawian et al.,
2013).%%° However, there are a range of attitudes towardstsms
among the member states, with some less convindexit atheir
effectiveness, and others of the need for themetsdtough (GOZF*
EUG6 offers the examples of Greece, which is stipmgfluenced by its
commercial relationship with Iran, and Sweden which “more
idealistic”, preferring engagement and cooperationsanctions. The

challenge of achieving unanimity is not limitedthe PSC, moreover, but

%80 seyed Mousavian, senior nuclear negotiator fon §2003-05), believes that
because of this the EU has lost its position a®katively impartial arbiter” able to
balance Washington (Mousavian et al., 2013).
%1 There was anxiety among some, for example, thafhtdEU sanctions on Iranian
oil would be undercut by other states such as Jnifipan and China keen to take
advantage of the availability of cheaper oil. EUgues that the opposite has
actually happened, and that in many ways the EUbleasme a “trend-setter” as
other states have also reduced their oil importespite this, other countries
including China, India and South Korea have conted to a “20% increase in
non-oil exports, such as cement, iron ore, petnmoteds, pistachios and Persian
rugs” (Hanke and Iradian, 2013). This led the arg¢hto declare that the
“inconvenient truth about economic sanctions ig thay do not shut down global
trade with the target nation” (ibid).
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also extends to decisions taken in the RELEX groAfthough
technically the regulations on Iran could be agrégd QMV, GO2
declares that “I think very many colleagues wowdther be shot than to
allow for that, because it would absolutely chatigeway that the game

works”.

Overall, therefore, while the E3/E3+3 format mayén@roduced
few tangible results in terms of action by the iaas, it has been an
important device for all three states in terms @faloping a meaningful
European response to Iran. This is something tlemdvital for the
maintenance of the international non-proliferatiegime. Thus, its most
important achievement has been to enable them totama agreement
among their European partners both over the pdiggroach Europe

should take and in then implementing this.
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7.3 Case Study 2: Britain, Germany and the EuropearExternal
Action Service

7.3.1 The EEAS as policy issue

The European External Action Service (EEAS) represeart of
the institutional response to the perennial proBlexhinefficiency and
incoherence that have affected the CFSP (outlime@hapter 4). For
Hemra et al. (2011: 3), it is the “institutional embodiment” dhe
member states’ “somewhat ambivalent ambition thatEU should be a
diplomatic heavyweight”. The challenge policy-makéiave faced since
the creation of the CFSP, encapsulated in Hillsncept of the
“Capabilities-Expectations Gap” discussed previpusd of achieving
that coherence and efficiency by making more effectise of all the
instruments and resources available to the Unianpadrticular, this
involves better use of the significant economiadé and aid instruments
traditionally deployed by the Commission to supptbré foreign and
security policy goals determined by the Councibtlyh the CFSP. As
discussed, while attempts were madeAmsterdam(1997) andNice
(2000) to improve the ability of the EU to agreed ahen implement
particular CFSP objectives, these did not addiesey issue relating to
the institutional division between EU external tiglas as practised by
the Commission on the one hand, and the CFSP asitdy controlled
and administered through the Council’s structurestie other. The
Lisbon Treaty in sum, was an attempt to turn the “rather actmle
arrangements” that had existed up to that poird fisbmething more
sensible and coherent” (Crowe, 2008: 13). As phathis, the EEAS is
one ofLisbon’s “more eye-catching innovations” (Whitman, 2008:-6)

the show-piece of a new joined-up approach to Eigraal relations.

In brief, the idea for a European diplomatic sesviicst emerged
from the Convention on the Future of Eurogaunched in 2002. It
envisaged an entity that would support the work tbé High
Representative by bringing together the policy eelyprovided by the
Council Secretariat, the Commission’s relevantdoetes-general and
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its global network of overseas missions (Miller03050). The process
by which the EEAS formally came into being begathvihe signing of
the Draft Constitutional Treatyn October 2004. However, it went into
abeyance twice — first, following the rejection thife Constitutional
Treatyby French and Dutch voters in referenda in 2008,then in 2008
when the revised treaty was also rejected, this tay the Irish (Behet
al., 2010: 4). It was only with the final ratificatiof theTreaty of Lisbon
in 2009 that the serious work of constructing tieAB could begin in

earnestLisbondefined the role of the EEAS as follows:

“The scope of the EEAS should allow the HR to fuddrry out his/her
mandate as defined in the Treaty. To ensure thsistency and better
coordination of the Union's external action, theASEshould also assist
the President of the European Council and the...Casion in their

respective functions in the area of external refetias well as closely
cooperate with the Member States.” (Consilium, 20@)

However, since its inception the development of BAS has been
notable for a considerable vagueness over its Westucture and
ultimately its purpose beyond the fairly generallioe provided above.
Lieb and Maurer (2008: 2) note the “considerabtanigy” in the treaty
text over interpreting the EEAS’s actual role, whiCrowe (2008: 7)
notes thatisbonis “thin on detail” beyond its role in assistirfgetHigh
Representative. A number of observers have arghat the reforms
introduced byLisbonhave the potential to bring considerable benédits
the development and exercise of EU foreign and riggcpolicy. For
example, Behret al. (2010: 5) highlight the potential for far greater
coherence among the different institutional actow®lved, consistency
in pursuing particular agendas and pushing politiesugh to their
conclusion, better use of existing resources anphlulities, and a far
higher overall visibility for the EU as a foreigolcy actor. Duke (2008)

and Lieb and Maurer (2008) make similar points.

Despite the EEAS’s considerable potential, howeaeignificant
proportion of the analysis since it formally canmtoi operation on 1
December 2010 has been critical. In particulals ttas emphasised the
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challenge faced by the new High RepresentativeheCmie Ashton, in
terms of building up institutional capabilities,lidering immediately an
expanded and more coherent foreign policy, anduitieg the staff to
deliver it (Burke, 2012: 2). For example, Heneaal describe it as
suffering from an “institutional and political m&a” and lacking “a
vision and clear strategy to make the most of agsabilities” (2010: vi,
23). Similarly, Lehne (2011: 18) suggests thereaislanger the new
service could “drift into irrelevance” without thiMore recently, he has
suggested that the EEAS suffers from a “weak unsdibal identity”
(Lehne, 2013). Arguably of far greater concern ftre High
Representative, though, are the anxieties exprelgeshember states
over the extent and direction of the EEAS’s develept. For example,
in a letter to Baroness Ashton of 8 December 2Q21foreign ministers,

including those from France, Germany, Poland andd&w, stated that:

“The [EEAS] has the potential to significantly enba the
effectiveness and coherence of the EU’s exterrtadrad-rom the start
we have strongly backed the view and have a majerést in a strong
and efficient EEAS...We would like to join efforts to further enhance
the effectiveness of the EEAS and to help it dgvé®full potentialin
this context we would like to offer some suggestion how the
functioning of the Service could be further impive (emphasis
addedd®
Although expressed in diplomatic language, thia islear statement by
the signatories of their concerns over what they i® the slow pace of
development, and the need for the High Represeat#di take a firmer
grip of the process. Similarly, an Austrian foreigimistry non-paper of
April 2011 noted that cooperation in the field @mrhs of EU delegations
to third countries was “not very homogenod&. In particular, it

identified coordination, information-sharing withidelegations, and

282 Joint letter from the Foreign Ministers of BelgiuBstonia, Finland, France,
Germany, ltaly, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, tiNetherlands, Poland and
Sweden to the High Representative of the UnionFaneign Affairs and Security
Policy and Vice President of the European Commmssi®atherine Ashton, 8
December 2011.
283 pustrian non-paper,European External Action Service — Cooperation ketw
EU Delegations and EU Member State Embassies ogrthend, 12 April 2011.
The use of non-papers as a policy tool is discussatbre detail in Chapter 6.
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between EU delegations and member state embasaresk, crisis
management as areas of concern (see also Stefae,|2B11Y3* GO7

also identified these as problems.

The establishment of so important an institutiors &@l&vays going
to be complex and difficult, particularly as the A was seeking to
absorb long-standing components of both the CoBexretariat and the
Commission, raising what Duke (2008: 15) calls “altitude of turf
sensitivities”. However, the problems it has fa@é illustrative of a
deeper issue, which is the role of the member siatés inception and
construction. Crowe argues that the creation oh s institution with
“so little guidance” in the Treaty would obvioudbg contentious (2008:
7). In this regard, it is interesting to note tlmikar paucity of detail in
the original TEU regarding the CFSP, which stands in stark contast
the detailed proposals set out for the path to Beon and Monetary
Union. As Ginsberg (1998: 14) notes, the provisionsthe CFSP were
“necessarily vague” in order to secure agreemermsthdbviously, this
highlights the similar challenge in this case oftimng flesh on the bones
of a policy that touches on issues of national szmgaty and
consequently remains hugely sensitive for some neestiates.

It is this that makes the establishment of the EEAS$elevant for
this research given the important role Germany Britin have played
and continue to play not only in the negotiationat tled to its creation,
but in the subsequent debates over its strategectdin, management
and staffing. In particular, it encapsulates thegomg dilemma they
have faced since cooperation first began in for@igd security policy.
On the one hand, with the EEAS they have sougbtdate an institution
able not only to play a strong diplomatic role floe EU and be of benefit
to their overall foreign policy aims, but also ®duce the power of the

Commission by accruing the main instruments ofigprgolicy-making

%4 More recently, Lehne noted that while the EEASasamnally “displays the

leadership role of a collective EU foreign minisStrymore often than not it
“amounts to little more than a secretariat for igmepolicy co-ordination” (Lehne,
2013).
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and implementation to the Council. On the otherdhavhilst doing this,
they have also sought to maintain their own natididomatic networks
and relationships (Furness, 2011: 13). Or, to putanother way,
“[e]verybody supports coordination in principle,tyat the same time

nobody wishes to be co-ordinated” (Lehne, 2013).

Once again, therefore, we must consider what tpaiticular
national interests were as regards the EEAS, hegetlwere articulated,
and the extent to which there was any convergeeteden these. The
argument here is that far from representing a toamstion in how the
member states conceive of and conduct the CFSP amsiructivist
analysis would imply, the EEAS is a pragmatic amacfional attempt by
member states to create an institutional countkmlba to the power of
the Commission in foreign affairs. At the same timagher than provide
a new ideational or normative centre for genuinebynmon’ foreign and
security policy, it has instead become a new aremacompetition
between the member states in terms of their aliditgxercise influence
over the EEAS’s strategic direction, staffing eis, well as the broader
direction of the CFSP.
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7.3.2 British policy towards the EEAS

British policy towards the EEAS has been based ratairee
core principles: the maintenance of intergovernesth within foreign
and security policy-making at the Brussels levelyemeral scepticism
towards institution building, expansion or develgnmy and a
determination to ensure value for money. Each hi@smed how Britain
has viewed the EEAS and its potential impact onGR&P, and again
emphasise the pragmatism inherent in UK foreignicgolInitially,
Britain was ambivalent towards proposals to creat&uropean-level
foreign service (UKO45% The government was particularly concerned
about the much moreommunautaireapproach advocated initially by
Germany (e.g. House of Commons, 2003e; 2004a; C20®4), which
amongst other things suggested that the Commissemome more
integral to EU external relations decision-making.

As the process of negotiating thraft Constitutional Treaty
progressed in the early 2000s, however, the goventisposition altered.
The reforms that would bring the EEAS into exiseerwere seen as
offering the chance to streamline the Union’s exdérelations capacity,
bringing more of this under the Council's ambitresgthening the
intergovernmental character of the CFSP and in aaimeving greater
accountability to member states. These pragmatid &mctional
justifications have been used consistently by gawents ever since,
including by the current coalition, even though apposition the
Conservatives opposed the establishment of the E&#dthave more
recently raised hurdles to its functioning (UKOZXeé below). For
example, William Hague stated in the House of Comsnon 3 June
2010:

“[M]y party did not support the creation of the Extal Action Service,
but it is now a fact... It is our task now to enstirat the service is both

285 UKO4 says that “when it came [we] weren’t the marsthusiastic in the club”
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useful to the nations of Europe and respects the ob national
diplomatic services” (Hansard, 2016G8.

For Britain, therefore, the appeal of the EEAS fiest and foremost in
its ability to complement national foreign policyjectives, while the
idea of establishing a rival or competitor to memétate predominance
in foreign and security policy is unacceptable.sTdypproach is consistent
with previous British positions supporting the éthment of CFSP
within a separate pillar at Maastricht, the appuoent of a High
Representative for CFSP operating from within theu@il, and the
creation of the PSC.

The evolution of the British position revolves mipally around
British understandings of what the EEAS is, and twh& not. Britain
does not consider it a diplomatic service in thessic sense, so a first
priority has been to ensure it does not encroachraitional national
responsibilities, particularly the provision of f@onsular services. For
example, in a written Parliamentary answer in J20@2 outlining the
Government’'s view about the creation of a “commonropean
diplomatic service”, Jack Straw declared thatsitor EU member states
to organise their respective diplomatic serviceghat national level”
(Hansard, 2002). Similarly, Peter Hain, as Leadethe House, noted
that Britain had “argued against” Convention praesfor a “fully-
fledged diplomatic service” (House of Commons, 2§33 In 20086,
Geoff Hoon, Minister for Europe, declared that th@vernment was
“sceptical” about the advantages of having a “cigdiomatic service”,
arguing that “[w]e still believe that this kind ekternal representation is
best done through the Member States, and indeed..naps of that
opinion” (House of Lords, 2006: 38). In 2009, CHais/ant, Minister of

2 That said, former Labour Foreign Secretary Davidibeind criticised this

position, declaring: “[T]he current government...doséem to have much of an
agenda and they’re particularly conflicted whemrames to Europe because they
don’t know if they want a stronger European forepplicy or not, but that's for
them to work through.” (Interview, House of Commph®endon, 6 December,
2010).
8" Hain was the British government's representativéneConvention
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Europe, again dismissed suggestions the EEAS raghime a consular

role on behalf of member states:

“l disagree with...[the] characterisation of the [EEJAas a diplomatic
service in all but name. ...we are determined thhsfiould not move
down that route. It is important that we retain cawn consular
services...we believe that we provide those seniitean exceptional
way...” (House of Commons, 2009b)

British opposition to any provision of consularngees at European level
was re-iterated by UKO6 and UKO7. UKO6 noted therggoment’s
opinion that no European-level body could be trdisteprovide the same

level of service to British citizens:

“[W]e had no faith whatsoever that a European fiemctcould ever

provide the level of service to British nationafatt we felt that they

expected, so no politician would ever take the.tisk
Meanwhile, UKO7 highlighted the political sensitii particularly for
the coalition government, about any “perceptiort tha EAS was taking
on work that properly belonged to national foreigffices”. A
determination to prevent the EEAS from ‘encroachorgthe diplomatic
prerogatives of member states thus representsaa ‘cél line’ for the
UK. The EEAS “supplements and complements, but doéseplace, the
UK diplomatic service” (Hansard, 2012).

The second British priority has been to ensurettt@EEAS does
not dilute the CFSP’s intergovernmental characidris is something
which it interprets “strictly”, according to Balforand Raik (2013: 6),
and the question of the precise role to be playgdthe High
Representative as head of the EEAS is illustradivehis. As discussed,
Britain supported the creation of this post, butewhthe idea first
emerged from theConventionthat the High Representative would
‘double-hat’ as head of the CFSP but also as thenrfiissioner
responsible for external relations, this was higiigblematic for London.
In particular, there were questions over what siwhble-hatting would
mean in terms of the Commission’s relationshiphe €FSP. In 2003,

for example, Peter Hain highlighted government eons that as a
329



consequence the Commission might in effect gaibdek door into the
[CFSP] in areas where it does not have a compétemze while there

might be *“tight linkages” between the two posts,cldeed the

government “not satisfied with the position asutrently stands” (House
of Commons, 2003e). The government position, deted subsequently
by Peter Ricketts, was therefore against the nest peing “a full

member” of the Commission (House of Commons, 206%d)

Equally, there was determination to ensure thah libe High
Representative and EEAS would be subject to conigolnational
governments through the Council of Ministers. InsthRicketts was
confident in 2003 that the British view was prewvejl among EU

partners:

“[T]Ihe debate is moving in the direction that ouov@rnment has set
out...the idea that we should strengthen the High ré&smtative

and...his attachment to the Council as the delivererdecisions

adopted in the Council is gaining ground...we needather as many
as we can around our approach.” (ibid.)

In 2004, Jack Straw reiterated this, noting Britawiew of the basis for

the High Representative’s authority:

“[Their] responsibility is to carry out the commdioreign policy
agreed...by Ministers. ...The overwhelming respongibiin him or
her is very clear, it is the mandate of the Councilull stop. ...he
cannot possibly give us orders. This is a unionNaefion States.”
(House of Commons, 2004%)

% For a more detailed discussion of the debates tiverrole of the High

Representative in th€onvention and Britain’s approach to it more broadly, see
Menon, A. (2003) ‘Britain and the Convention on tleture of Europe’,
International Affairs 79(5).
289 Straw went on to stress British efforts to addtéssproblems the draft Treaty
represented in this regard: “I was concerned.. itiatperson could not be tripped
up by responsibilities to the College of Commissi®n in particular...that:
"...Commissioners shall neither seek nor take insityas from any government or
other body." | felt that that statement...was quitappropriate for the European
Foreign Minister, which is why...one morning [I] wethitrough this in very great
detail with colleagues. Most of them...had not thdugihout this but...considered
what | was saying and agreed it had to be charsged;has been changed” (House
of Commons, 2004a).
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He then emphasised the increased control membissteould enjoy
over the external relations functions exercised thg Commission,
particularly the overseas missions, as a consequeinthe strengthened
role of the High Representative and the creatiothefEEAS (ibid). In
2007 Kim Darroch, the UK Permanent Representatvbe EU, made a

similar argument:

“Our view is that...the High Representative repreisgntboth the
Council and the Commission and [EEAS]...does incrélseCouncil’s
role. It gives us more influence over how the Coswsiain spends its

external affairs budget...the opportunity to put dipats from Member
States into...joint missions overseas and...enhancesrdle of the

Council overall, so we see this as a good thindhaut wanting to

caricature it as a Council takeover.” (House ofdspr2007: 26)
Following the agreement afisbon in 2008 the government stressed its
success in ensuring that the CFSP remained “ilndnels of the Member
States based on consensus” (FCO, 2008b). Underethearrangements,
the role of the High Representative would be toatgragreed foreign
policy” which in turn would “remain an intergoveremal area of
activity controlled by the Member Statesd strengthening [their]
authority over other areas of EU external actiofibid) (emphasis
added).The Government also re-iterated the possible adgastfor Britain of

the new dispensation. Thus, Chris Bryant stateédatober 2009:

“llIn a country where all the Member States of tk& have a
significant interest we would want the High Repreatve to be able to
use all the different levers that are availabl®ulgh from pre-conflict
to conflict to post-conflict to peace-building, aatithe moment those
are spread differently around the various differetements of the
Council and the Commission and we believe that iitnportant to have
much better co-ordination.” (House of Commons, 2009
That said, while Parliament encouraged the govenhnte “engage
positively” (House of Lords, 2008b: 197) with pastnstates in
developing the EEAS followindLisbon it noted the lack of detail in
either the treaty or the government’s responsegusstions as to what

structures would ultimately emerge (House of Comsn@®08c; House

of Lords, 2008b).
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The third British priority, linked to both of thesis to ensure
complementarity and value for money. British oppogito unnecessary
institution-building has been discussed above ia tontext of the
ESDP/CSDP, and similar concerns pertain here. Téwefiis of the
EEAS are in bringing the EU’s disparate range dfemal relations
functions as far as possible under one institutiooaf. It is therefore
imperative to prevent expensive and unnecessanycdtipn of functions
or bureaucratic growth. For example, in 2006 Gétdbn emphasised
the need not to “duplicate existing services pregidiery effectively
already by Member States” (House of Lords, 2006). &milarly,
following Lisbon the FCO made clear that the purpose of the High
Representative and EEAS should be to “reduce baratw duplication
and improve the coherence and effectiveness o€yatiplementation”
(FCO, 2008b; see also House of Commons, 2088#s UKO7 notes,
these were objectives established originally byduatbut have also been
pursued by the Coalition since 2010.

An important aspect of this since 2010 has beerptimeiple of
‘budget neutrality’. In essence, this demands timt EEAS should
require no more expenditure than that spent byrtstetutional elements
it is replacing/combining. For UKO2, the EEAS musteate savings”
and that the British government were “committedctist and budget
neutrality overall”, a position with which UKO7 comrred. This aim is
repeated regularly in official government stateraeRbr example, David
Lidington, Minister for Europe, declared that th&tablishment of the
EEAS “should be guided by the principle of cosiedincy aiming
towards budget neutrality” (Hansard, 2010a) andtmpusvide “value for
money” (Hansard, 2010b; see also Hansard, 201181t2®@011cy™*
That said, UKO7 noted that in practice “we [haveldhto tolerate a

2% Regarding consular services, it is worth notingt tiome smaller states have
seen in the establishment of the EEAS “opportusitie reduce their own
diPIomatic networks and in so doing to save a bihoney” (UKO7).
291 That said, UKO7 notes that in practice “we haddlerate a certain amount of
growth in the EAS budget and from the perspectiveoar ministers, that's
something we’re not very happy about”.

332



certain amount of growth in the EAS budget and ftbm perspective of

our ministers, that's something we’re not very happout”.

Overall, therefore, Britain’s view of the EEAS remsaguarded.
UKOY7 articulated the main British attitude as beiogooperate with the
new institution “where it has a clear added valnessues that matter” to
Britain, for example in achieving stability in theEuropean
neighbourhood, conflicts in Africa, Iran and the ddie East Peace
Process. The unspoken inference, though, is thatenih does not do so,
Britain will remain wary of engagement with it,latist under the present
government. This guardedness can be seen in the ture principles
which underpin British policy set out above. Aslvaé shown in section
7.3.4, these have determined how Britain has empagéh the

establishment and subsequent development of theSEEA
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7.3.3 German policy towards the EEAS

In contrast, German policy towards the EEAS hasagéirbeen
more favourable. However significant the potentfainctional or
instrumental benefits of the EEAS in terms of suikaing foreign
policy-making (e.g. AA, 2007b), for Germany it is amportant for the
emphasis it places on whatasmmonin CFSP. This fits very much into
its broader ideational view of how the CFSP shduitttion, particularly
that it should provide “the famous telephone nuntbet Mr Kissinger
mentioned” and enable Europe “to speak with onee/aiGO6; Merkel,
2010; Bundesregierung, 2010d:?UKO7 also notes that Germany has
arguably “a more genuine commitment to a real Eteigm policy”.
Consequently, Germany was always “very much in davof it and
pushed it from the start, and we’re still doingtth@&O6). Historically,
Germany has favoured bringing the CFSP closer é&oGbmmunity’s
frameworks, and was unhappy with the separatiaitutisnalised by the
pillar system at Maastricht (Aggestam, 2000: 73pr&broadly, it has
sought a better linkage and coordination betweermptiicy produced by
the CFESP, and the financial and economic instrusnawndilable through
the first pillar to implement this. It has also éaved the extension of
majority voting within the CFSP and allowing thergpean Parliament

greater scrutiny over it (ibid).

This would suggest there is little common groundween
Germany’s morecommunautairevision and Britain’s championing of
intergovernmentalism. However, it is interestingntate that while both
apparently come from opposite sides in terms ofdinection of travel
they favour for the CFSP, there are areas of conalitgnin particular,
both see an effective High Representative suppotedan efficient
EEAS as important to strengthening the EU’s glalmate (albeit only in

certain circumstances for Britain), and Germangi$® anxious to ensure

22|n a recent article examining the attitudes of EE@fficials towards their new

service, Juncos and Pomorska found that despiteridid views on how best to
organise it, one important shared idea was “sudporta stronger European voice
in the world to be achieved with the help of thevrservice” (2013: 15).
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that institutional development delivers coherencel &fficiency, not

unnecessary bureaucracy or expense. The differsrthat Germany has
presented these ‘macro’-objectives in terms of ehg broader
‘European’ goals, whereas Britain’s approach hanbwaore functional,
focusing on how the EEAS can support the achievérmémational

objectives. That said, Germany nonetheless viewsEfBAS (and High
Representative) as contributing to the accomplisttraeGerman foreign
policy objectives as pursued through the CFSP.

At the root of German policy has been a frustragbrhow the
CFSP interacts with other areas of EU externaticgla. The EU suffers
from a “disconnect between money and politics” (Gd6terms of how
it delivers foreign policy, and a key aim btfsbon from the German
perspective is to develop a genuinely “comprehenapproach [on] all
aspects of the [EU’s] external action” (GO1; semaBundesregierung,
2010d: 2). Indeed, the “philosophical idea” behthd role of the High
Representative, supported by the EEAS, is to “quagd this (GO2).
Greater coherence, coordination and continuity areign policy are
essential, but can only be delivered centrally (GO607,;
Bundesregierung, 2010d: 3) through what is refetceds the “single-
desk principle” (Bundesregierung, 2010d: 8). WhiBkermany and
particularly its foreign minister, Joschka Fischadvocated a more
federalist approach at tli&onvention(e.g. Fischer, 2000; see also Menon,
2003), what ultimately emerged were proposals for High
Representative who would be independent, both @iGbmmission and

of the European Council, and supported by the EEAS.

The German government has repeatedly emphasised the
importance of this independence if the High Repriedeve and EEAS
are to deliver on the three objectives requirethem. It was referred to,
for example, in the 2009 coalition agreement betwtee CDU, CSU and
FDP which suggested that the “interlinkage of Eteifign policy with the
individual foreign policies of member states is tbashieved by an

independent EEAS” (Bundesregierung, 2009b: 118;a¢e® AA, 2008:
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84). Other official statements have made similaringso (e.g.
Bundesregierung, 2009c; 2010b: 2; Bundestag, 2010&A, 2012q).
From the German perspective, indeed, if the problesh “lowest
common denominator” policy and “conflicting intet@gamong] member
states” (GO6) are to be resolved, achieving inddpece from the
Council is just as important as independence frobwa €ommission.
Policy should rather be driven by a “neutral pefs@@®O3), with the
achievement of a coherent CFSP “in the interestllahember states”
(Bundesregeriung, 2010d: 3). (The views of Germféinials on how far

this aim has actually been achieved are considezkxiv.)

As noted, an important area of commonality witht&n is to
avoid the creation of unnecessary additional buneay and ensure
value for money. For example, GO7 notes that opeerd advantage of
the EEAS will be the “institutional memory” it prmles now that the
High Representative and her staff have replaceddtating presidency
in chairing meetings of the FAC, PSC and variouskimg groups (GO7;
see also, AA, 2008: 10). However, if the new stites are to be justified,
such streamlining must also be accompanied by acoromant
improvement in the “interconnectedness” of EU-lef@leign policy-
making (Bundesregierung, 2009c). Equally, the ppilec of ‘cost
neutrality’ must apply (Bundesregierung, 2010dB&ndestag, 2010a: 2).

At the same time, there are a number of significhfierences.
First, Germany officially welcomes the additionaiwger of scrutiny the
European Parliament now enjoys through the budgetsponsibilities
the High Representative exercises as a Commissime-Rfesident
(Bundesregierung, 2009c; 2010d: 3). It is intergstd note, though, that
while this may be seen as increasing transparemtyaecountability (e.g.
Bundesregierung, 2010d: 4), some German officiedsless convinced.
For example, GO6 suggests that it would not becal gdea for MEPS to
have any further involvement as they “don’t redtlyow much about
foreign policy”. Furthermore, the Government hasassaired the

Bundestaghat its rights of scrutiny over Germany foreigolipy are in
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no way changed byisbon (Bundesregierung, 2010d: 3). A second
important difference comes in the German positias-awvis the
provision of consular services by the EEAS. Whastepting that this
remains a possibility only in the long-term, thevgmment is open to the
possibility provided the relevant legal question® aesolved (e.g.
Bundesregierung, 2010e: 7). GO6 makes the same, pmiting that the
first priority is for “the EAS to do its job proggt but that in a few years
“we can talk about [it] taking over consular afidir A third difference
comes in German attitudes to EU representation‘icdintries and in
international organisations. Again, an emphasiplé&ced on the EU
being able to “speak with a single voice” (AA, 20(88), with the
EEAS having a vital role to play through the EUetgltions, but this is
an issue upon which there has been considerabsgrdsment with

Britain’s current government (GO6, UKO7) (see bélow

Overall, it is important to note that while the éedlist vision
outlined by Joschka Fischer in 2000 may not be essprtative of
Germany’'s overall objective for EU foreign and g@gupolicy, the
achievement of further integration is. For Germastyengthening the
roles of the High Representative and EEAS is aroitapt component of
this. For GO7, the aim is to create “a strongeroar..in this situation
we need more Europe, so this is our approach”. &\thik contradicts the
principles of British policy towards the EEAS, # interesting that both
see it as an instrument able to accomplish theitiqodar aims. This
indicates not only that there is much still to teean terms of how the
EEAS will develop and the role(s) it can play, that determining these
will continue to be an area of disagreement and pstition between

member states.
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7.3.4 German and British engagement on the EEAS

While the establishment of the EEAS represents goma
institutional reform, it is not yet clear whethémiill prove to be “one of
the most meaningful innovations” okisbon (Bundestag, 2010b).
Although it has the potential to transform both toatput and
implementation of the CFSP, the vagueness in thatytrprovisions
concerning its creation noted above reflect the iaatddnce of member
states identified by Hemmt al. (2011). Moreover, they demonstrate the
stalemate in negotiations between those preferangiore centrally
managed, ‘European’ foreign policy machine — esglcithe smaller
states (UKO7) — and those (e.g. France and Brimngerned with the
maintenance of intergovernmentalism and presenvaid national

sovereignty. UKO7 summarised this division as foko

“[Tlhere is some pragmatism but...the approach ddes &eflect
relatively deep-seated views...I think Germany haditionally wanted
more Europe across the board, and that includes remrope on
foreign policy, whereas...the UK and France haver@nger tradition
of independent diplomacy and are perhaps...moreas.ti

In this sense, the EEAS is a microcosm of the akménsion that has

always overshadowed foreign policy cooperation.

Britain and Germany are excellent exemplars ofdlesnpeting
approaches. The arrangements that led to the amneafi the EEAS
demonstrate that neither has achieved an ascendauicglso that there
Is no over-riding norm for greater integration iRSP that is leading to a
transformation at the national level. Moreover, thet that both see the
EEAS (and High Representative) as important to dbkievement of
national foreign policy objectives again underssadifee instrumentalist
approach both take towards the new institution,ardigss of the
‘European’ language that Germany may use in ddsgrilts long-term
benefits. Consequently, the EEAS and the negotistihat brought it
into being represent first and foremost an areneoaipetition between
the states. Moreover, now that it has been estedulisthis competition

continues, the focus being on the policies the EEBA&uId prioritise and
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the allocation of key portfolios within its Brussedtructures and in its
overseas missions. For example, GO6 notes thas ‘at’ bit of a
competition” to get national diplomats into key tswith the French
“ahead there?”®How Britain and Germany engage in this competition

has and continues to be driven by national interest

For the purposes of this analysis the period cadivided into
two halves — pre- and pokisbon As noted, the preisbon period was
punctuated by periods of intense diplomatic agtiéginning with the
Conventionitself and followed by the two IGCs in 2004 andd201In
between these was the so-called ‘period of reflatt{e.g. House of
Lords, 2005: 18; AA, 2007b), during which time tHiscussions “went
off the boil” (UKO7). Prior to the 2007 IGC, howayethe UK
government sought to re-open the decisions on ékissed role of the
High Representative and the establishment of thaSE® seek further
‘clarifications’ of what the new arrangements woeldtail, which Avery

and Missiroli suggest came as “ a surprise to m&2907: 6).

More broadly, British engagement has followed théhputlined
in Chapter 5. Input into the negotiations on theABEwvas led by the
FCO’s Europe Directorate, which ensured consultatith ministers
and drafted the instructions for UKREP (UKO7). Hoee other parts of
Whitehall were consulted as appropriate, partityldor example, the
Treasury on the issue of budget neutrality andetheas “a lot of
interaction with DfID” on the question of developmeprogramming
(UKO7). UKREP, meanwhile, played an important imfi@tion gathering
role, particularly from the Commission, Council 8ariat and
European Parliament (UKO2). One key issue for Britgas the place of
ESDP/CSDP within the new structures. As UKO7 notemt of the
rationale for the EEAS was “to better integrate theft power

instruments...with the more hard power instrumerts €CSDP”. French

2% G506 notes some of the problems in recruiting Gerrdgplomats to EEAS
postings overseas: “If you're looking for somebddy Abuja...then you have to
knock on doors. If you're looking for someone foew York, you'll have a lot of
applicants.
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determination not to dismantle or rebuild the emgptstructures or
change reporting lines meant that much “was lefthanged” and the
current structures “are not as joined-up” as Bmitaould like (UKO7).
Ministerial involvement was also significant, wibavid Miliband, and
then William Hague and David Lidington having besosely involved
and “very interested” pre- and pdssbon respectively (UKO2). Thus,
despite initial concerns or misgivings followinget@onvention Britain

did become fully engaged in the process of estaiblisthe EEAS.

Germany by contrast was always strongly supportvethe
concept of an EEAS, as noted. An initial proponehthe service, it
cooperated with France in presenting the initigtiies demonstrating its
preference for working in partnership when makimdjiqy proposal$®

As GOG6 notes, however, some member states needbedctmnvinced:

“l think we hand to convince a couple of them. Tingt idea that came
to many people’s minds was: foreign policy, now eltwy Brussels? No
way. This is national sovereignty. So we had tolarpwhat we
want[ed] and how it's supposed to work and by apd think more
people understood that it's basically a good idehwse should give it a

try.”
During the ‘period of reflection’, German commitmem the longer-term
to achieving treaty change remained strong, althouliscussions
remained “behind closed doors”, involving the higthefficial and
ministerial levels in the AA and Chancellery (GOB)deed, GO6 is very
clear of the importance of Germany in getting tleatly process back on
track. Noting that the input for the 2007 IGC “wset by Germany”, he
argues that “it was basically our Chancellor, Mrerkél, who...said, this
is our chance, let's make use of it”. The Germapragach can therefore

be seen as much more positive and proactive thisarBs.

2% Germany had also consulted closely with Francadioéthe 2000 Nice Summit
which initiated the treaty reform process that tedhe Conventionand ultimately
to Lisbon(Fischer, 2008: 345). In his memoirs, meanwhieglies Chirac is quick
to claim the credit for the idea of a European tiarign: “In the speech | gave to
the Berlin Bundestag in June 2000, | was the fiestid of state officially to launch
the idea of a European constitution”; he goes oadmowledge, though, that “it
could not have seen the light of day if there had Ipeen a Franco-German
agreement to develop it” (2012: 307-8).
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PostLisbon meanwhile, Britain and Germany have demonstrated
similar preoccupations in terms of ensuring theceficy and cost
effectiveness of the EEAS. The formation of Britaincoalition
government in 2010 changed the underlying politicgalv of the EEAS
as noted. Thus, while philosophically opposed s$oeistablishment, the
government has taken a pragmatic decision to engdabahe EEAS “as
something which was an established fact and to thanage the risk”
(UKO7). UKO2 notes that it is very important for FCO oféits to
remember that the “bottom line was that the Tormggposed [its]
establishment... which is our backstop on the polichfiis has been
reflected in a determination to ensure the EEASHigth Representative
“[k]eep their political focus” on issues where Biit sees them as adding
value (UKQO7), such as the development of stratpgitnerships. These
were an idea that Britain “signed up to...from thartStand which will
be “a really important bit of European policy” (URD given the
potential impact of bringing the EU’s collective iglet to bear on
relations with the US, Russia, China etc. For Brjtéhis is an area where
the EU can add genuine value through the stratamgitinuity the High
Representative and EEAS can provide. For exampéjdDLidington
stated in July 2011 that Britain was

“keen that the EU identifies concrete goals [foatgtgic partnerships],
preferably using its trade levers, with each counénd that the EU
places an equally high priority on its relationghwindia.” (Hansard,
2011e)

However, UKO7 suggested there was some “frustrataibout the
EAS’s inability to really grip” the strategic paérships policy. Indeed,

in the foreign policy component of the British Gaweent’s recent
Balance of Competencesview exercise, concern has been expressed
that in the case of the EU and China, the strategitmership “has never
equalled the sum of its parts” (FCO, 2013: 51).

British pragmatism is also clear in the focus odd®i neutrality

and in the considerable sensitivity it exhibits otree EEAS and external
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representation. For example, in a written statemen2011, David

Lidington emphasised that “the EAS should limitrépresentation of the
member states to agreed areas” (Hansard, 2011pariicular, there are
concerns over how far the EEAS would seek to “agkerright to make
greater statements on behalf of the EU”, somethihigh is a “red line”

for Britain (UKO7). British opposition on this quems has led to
tensions with Germany and other member states, Vew&O6 was
particularly critical of Britain’s refusal to allowhe EEAS to speak in
international organisations unless it was “in tlaene of the ELand its

27 member states”, something he described as Baingpst sabotage”
given the large number of international declaratithis had affecte®?

He went on to suggest that FCO officials were distuévery

uncomfortable” with this position, but were opengtion “strict and
direct orders” from William Hague. UKO7 suggestbdwever, that the
German view “probably” reflected the fact that thengre not on the
Security Council and so the alternative was “thestmromising for a
bigger German role”. However, he entirely accepteat Germany was

“on the opposite side of the argument”.

This indicates a number of things. First, Britaastishown a clear
willingness to reject any proposals that it fedliseaten the prerogatives
of member states in CFSP. It also suggests it Hapted an essentially
defensive stance, as outlined in Chapter 5. Equiédbugh, the EEAS is
encouraging some potentially interesting changeshen processes by
which Britain makes inputs into the CFSP. Whilevmwasly it would
have prioritised engagement with incoming presicescbecause this
work is now carried out by the EAS the FCO in martr is now paying
more attention to the new body (UKO7). For exampl€O7 suggested
that whereas previously the FCO’s Africa Directoigim not have
engaged especially with the Brussels’ institutionsider the new
dispensation he/she will need to get to know anchroanicate more
regularly and effectively with the EEAS’s Africa fector, and so on.

29 At the time of the interview, GO6 put the figutteoaer 100.
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This in turn could re-energise the FCO’s ‘maingtégsy’ policy.
Similarly, the PSC may now become “a more importptace for
brokering compromises” (UKO7). It is interesting ote the differing
views about the longer term prospects for co-opmrdietween London
and the EEAS. Thus, while UKO7 suggested therelbemh a “greater
alignment” of UK and EEAS interests, UKO6 was legstimistic,
however, concluding that while Britain would workthvit, “they don’t
really add a lot”. Finally, it is interesting to teo that the High
Representative being British is not considered @afye significant and
the current government has certainly not deemed reason to be
supportive of her. As UKO7 put it, “I think that mhinisters had felt that
there were wider issues for the UK interest thanmhehat we had to
publicly oppose the EAS...they would have been dcuatepy to do that.”
Rather, where Britain has been satisfied with whatEEAS has done, it
is “not necessarily because Ashton’s British, agcause] their policy
instincts are similar to our policy instincts” (UKQ

Despite Germany’s more positive and proactive gaogvards
the EEAS, it demonstrates some similar preoccupstiparticularly with
body’s functioning and organisatiof° In part these reflect an
organisation that is not yet functioning “at fulleed” (Consilium, 2009d:
10). Thus, GO4 criticises the EAS for being slowptovide documents
on CSDP questions, doing so “only at the very tastute”, but then
demanding an immediate comment or policy respomgm fhational
capitals®®’ Of more serious concern, however, has been thexenan
which the High Representative has managed the BERAS first months
of operation. GO3, for example, suggests that tA8 Eacks “political
clout” and that the High Representative’s lack offaseign policy

2% See also Pomorska and Vanhoonacker (2013) in whiehauthors identified
similar concerns among officials in the EEAS arfieotPermanent Representations.
297 OMS1 makes a similar comment, suggesting she watslly shocked that
papers, documents were not sent out. You had t& Koo things. And |
thought...this [is] Brussels, this well-organised...itapof the EU, so | was very
much shocked... [But] it's still quite a young orgsattion and it's getting better.”
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background means she struggles to “live up to” pexdecessof®®
Similarly, GO5 questions the ability of either tHeEEAS or High
Representative to deal with policy in crisis arsagsh as Sudan. For
GO3, part of the explanation lies in the differenggh the rotating
presidency system. Previously, when a member diatk only six
months, “you put all your energy in it”; with fouears, the High
Representative seems to think “why should you ruskpecially if you
are meeting lots of resistance (GG%).

These concerns form part of a wider series ofeissbermany has
with the current structure and set up of the EEASs, for example,
seeking a number of revisions to Article 9 of tf8@ Council Decision
which set out how the EEAS would function (Consiliu2010) relating
to financial aid and financial instruments. In parar, it is concerned
the Commission has retained too much financial robnteaving the
EEAS merely “involved in programming” (GO6). Thimd related
concerns about how the EEAS is being organisedided significant
intervention in the form of theNon-Paper of the 12 Foreign Ministérs
sent to the High Representative in December 20iktdsed in Chapter
5). A “German initiative” intended to offer “conattive” input (GO6),
the non-paper was intended to further enhance ftieetieeness of the
EEAS and to help it develop its full potential”. @o this, it highlighted
5 areas of concern: preparation for the FAC; cowmtbn with the
Commission; internal EEAS procedures; the buildupg of overseas
delegations; and the full involvement of membertesta From the
German perspective, the value of the EEAS liessimbility to provide a

coherent and global approach. This non-paper entzps, therefore, the

2% 507 notes that when Solana was High Representaties though he was not
chairing the FAC, “still, you had the impressionvisgs chairing”.
29 EU3 suggests part of the problem is the High Remretive’s difficulty in
asserting her authority, particularly in the FA@e'had a Foreign Affairs Council
and one of the agenda items was the Middle EastePPaocess...we had an
exchange of views on where things are and how shémg happening. What did you
have? ...11 of the 27 ministers taking the floor ¢ésatibe their own personal visit
to Gaza... How could Ashton shut some up? Shespist well | take note of all
your experiences and all your contributions, andlwwve on.”
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wish for a more effective linkage between the EEESmmission and
member states (GO7), something which needs to beesskd both in
Brussels but also in the EU’s many overseas detewai(GO6). The
comprehensive nature of what it covers suggestsvamalist approach
that contrasts with the almost ‘hands-off’ Britigiew of the EEAS, and
is designed to fulfil its potential as set outhie briginal treaty. While the
ideas may have been presented in partnership witer states, they
represent a clear effort by Germany to influeneelting-term direction
of the EEAS. Moreover, GO6 suggests that Germamready looking
to the new Commission and the next High Represgatab see if there

will be more dynamism in the EEAS after that”.

This discussion demonstrates that there remainseat gleal to
resolve as far as the EEAS is concerned. Morealiterences between
Germany and Britain seem more pronounced now tmaewiqusly and
based around long-standing preoccupations ovedéfeee of integration
they wish to see in CFSP. The conclusion, therefsréhat in the short
term at least, the EEAS will represent an arena dontinuing
disagreement and competition over the direction aaidire of foreign
and security policy cooperation.
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Conclusion

Introduction

This thesis has set out to answer two interlingadstions: how
do Britain and Germany interact with the EU’s Conmrfeoreign and
Security Policy, and why do they employ the stregeghat they do? It
took as its starting point the constructivist turrthe literature examining
European integration, and particularly how this hasn applied within
supranationalist theoretical explanations of thgetment of CFSP.
This posits a transformation in how member stafgsaach the CFSP
both in practice and ideationally (e.g. Glarbo,3;99anners, 2002; 2006;
Risse, 2004; Sjursen, 2001; 2005; Smith 2004). &mtiqular, this
literature argues that continuous interaction andagement over the
long-term by member states in the CFSP resulthanges not only in
how they pursue, articulate and defend their natigmeferences and
interests, but in how they formulate these in tinst fplace. These are
powerful claims implying that the CFSP has evolugd a major giver
and shaper of norms and identity, not merely gttaiop a structure
created by the member states, but penetrating easpgct of that
structure, including the institutions and processkethe member states
themselves. Consequently, the impacts and effedtslong-term
cooperation and interaction are likely to be profuwith the logical
conclusion being changes not merely to the prosebsewhich EU
member states make and conduct foreign and secpoligy, but a

transformation in how they view the world and th@ace in it.

The question, therefore, is whether supranationalisalyses
drawing from constructivist explanations of ourlitgacan adequately

explain what has and is taking place in the CFS&tiqularly in

346



reference to these two states. The answer offeyethib thesis is that
while constructivism can provide important insigiiserms of thenow
of policy-making through important concepts suchsasialization, its
utility in accounting for thewvhat specifically the policy outcomes that
member states seek and which reflect their natiansdrests and
preferences — the pursuit of which explains theaision to engage in the
CFSP in the first place — is much more open to tiuesand critique
when employed in support of a supranationalist ritiiezal explanation.
Indeed, the apparent absence of any serious coasale of what is
taking place at thaational level — including in terms of the norms,
values and identities that are being generatedabigmal institutions such
as foreign ministries and diplomatic systems —ha supranationalist
literature is an important omission. This thesis ti@erefore sought to
look at what is taking place at the national lewid the traditions,
structures and processes represented there, in tordeetter understand
how these states interact with and within the CFBRs final chapter
summarises the findings from the country and casdies to support the
main argument, and offer some ideas in answerddadgical follow-up
question: if constructivism has been mis-applied sipranationalist
theoretical analyses, can it be useful in alteveatineoretical approaches?

347



Empirical findings

The research question this thesis set out to anssveDoes
constructivism as applied in supranationalist arsgly provide a
satisfactory framework through which to explain hamd why member
states interact with the CFSP in the manner thatytldo? It has
examined two member states, Britain and Germanwsidering the
historical backgrounds and traditions of their fgre policies; the
structures and processes by which they make fommgnsecurity policy;
and how they have approached a range of policessdtthen provided
a more in-depth analysis of two specific policyesasheir responses to
the crisis surrounding Iran’s nuclear programmej #re establishment
and development of the European External ActiorviSer Guiding the
analysis have been four indicators. These aréhdizomplexity of policy
coordination machinery; (i) the degree of convexa®e in policy
structures and outputs; (iii) the projection of ioaal interests and
preferences; and (iv), change in national discourke findings as they
relate to each indicator are summarised here feitbwoy some

conclusions that can be drawn.

(i) The complexity of policy coordination machinery

The argument made in the coordination literaturg. (Kassimet
al., 2000; 2001; Derlien 2000) is that how memberestairganise can
make a difference in terms of their ability to exse influence over
policy-making in Brussels. Moreover, where a stateh as Britain
exhibits a strong coordination ambition, this ieely to be reflected in
complex and sophisticated administrative machiraryoth the national
and Brussels levels. The application of this liwr@ to the question of
how these states interact with the CFSP is impbitagauséiow they
organise is indicative both of the degree to whithy seek to project
national preferences in foreign and security polecyhe CFSP, and then

instrumentalise it to accomplish them. In short,ywdevote time and
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resources to effective coordination if not to acpbsih nationally

derived interests and goals?

Both states demonstrate a determination to acheffective
coordination in foreign and security policy in orde be best placed to
exercise influence. Both consider isiae qua northat they will have an
agreed position on whatever policy issue or questis under
consideration. Britain has well-established insiioal mechanisms in
place in the FCO to ensure effective internal polioordination; and
more broadly to bring together other stakeholdech @s the MoD, DfID
and the Prime Minister's office. This reflects aod&der coordination
ambition, regardless of whether the issue in qoestlates specifically
to the CFSP or another multilateral setting. Thmordination is
supported by the FCO’s internal policy of ‘mainairéng’ designed to
highlight the significance of the CFSP for all aresd Britain’s foreign
policy. A number of those interviewed also emplesithe importance of
regular meetings and less formal discussions witle@gues in-house
and in other departments. This is particularly imgat, for example, in
matters relating to CSDP which involve particulatiie MoD but also
DfID. The evidence here is that the FCO and MoD kwparticularly
closely, supported by the relatively small sizeaafl familiarity within
the ‘Pol-Mil' community which is seen as facilitagj efficient policy-
making. While political and policy leadership comlesgely from the
FCO, the Prime Minister also plays an importanerol setting the
strategic policy direction. UKREP is also a keyoacin this policy-
making process, providing vital information and tduting
significantly in terms of the strategy and tactie®ded to accomplish a
particular outcome in Brussels. Finally, the impade of bilateral
diplomatic networks should not be ignored, remigdus that although
significant, for the UK the CFSP represents jusé @omponent in a

broader matrix of engagement and foreign policyrdmation.

While German officials have openly acknowledgedt ttieeir

success in achieving effective coordination is a®tgreat as Britain’s,
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Germany nonetheless demonstrates a significantic@dion ambition in
foreign and security policy. This reflects the fd#wht while it locates the
accomplishment of its foreign policy within a rangé multilateral
contexts, of which the EU is possibly the most imt@at, it nevertheless
has a clear set of national preferences and gaghsn, coordination is
achieved through a combination of formal and infakrstructures and
processes. These seek to ensure good linkagesdretiaee AA and other
key foreign and security policy stakeholders suglth@ Chancellery and
BMVg. This is supported, for example, by the seeconadt of senior AA
officials to act as advisors to the Chancellor (sthing that also happens
in the UK). Moreover, efforts are also being madanprove broader
coordination of foreign and security policy withihe German system,
and particularly to involve other departments, sashhe Ministry of the
Interior, more effectively. As in the UK, the GemmaPermanent
Representation is also a key actor. Important giffees remain in terms
of the degree of efficiency and flexibility in ti@erman system overall,
echoing previous findings (e.g. Derlien, 2000) ithey policy areas.
Meanwhile, although the objective of German poloordination is to
ensure a clear and agreed position on all isshegvidence is that this is

not always achieved.

Regardless of their effectiveness, what is periapst significant,
though, is the intent these efforts at coordinatepresent for both states.
However important the CFSP to both, they have cfeegign policy
agendas that look beyond the European level angl @SP forms just
one part of the wider ‘toolkit" available to purstieese. This requires,
though, that their domestic foreign policy-makingegimes are
appropriately organised and prepared in order fendeand promote
their preferences and objectives. This also festtsthe leadership role
both play within the CFSP. Again, there are imparidifferences — for
Britain, such leadership is assumed but not neabsalwvays successful,
whereas for Germany it is a role it plays reludigriut is increasingly

playing (and is expected to play). Neverthelessh lstates expect their
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policy positions to carry weight in CFSP. It isdrgsting to note the
potentially different trajectories they are on, lewer. For Britain, there
Is a growing sense of frustration with the abilifythe CFSP as a whole
to deliver what it wishes, while Germany is becognmore comfortable
acting ‘normally’ in articulating and pursuing iational objectives. This
would seem to contradict constructivist notions aoiCFSP-generated

transformation in British and German national prefiees or interests.

(i) Convergence in policy structures and outputs

The Europeanization literature (e.g. Cowdgsal, 2003; Jordan,
2003; Laffan, 2007; Radaelli, 2003; Radaelli anddeger, 2007) has
frequently wrestled with the question of convergeas a consequence of
EU membership. While complex to define, for simpjiconvergence is
considered here in terms of foreign policy struesuand policy outputs.
As has been demonstrated elsewhere (e.g. Allen Qincer, 2008;
Pomorska, 2011; Wong and Hill, 2011), participationCFSP places
certain organisational demands on foreign ministrene of the most
notable at national level being the need to haveEwopean
Correspondent, while in Brussels to be able toigpdte in structures
such as the PSC and its network of working groBpi&ain and Germany
have both organised their national and Brusselststructures in order
to engage effectively with the CFSP. However, vitthere are parallels
between the two, as indicated in the country stjdieere are small but
important differences in terms of the roles asdigtoeparticular officials,
the dossiers they cover, the working groups or citees they
participate in, etc. The FCO has also reducedrdader coverage of EU
policy, and now focuses primarily on CFSP. Thisewf both the greater
ability of the wider Whitehall network to handle ethEuropean
components of its policy areas, and the need fer RRO to target
increasingly scarce resources on areas of increadiptbmatic
importance, particularly the emerging economiesAgia and Latin

America. For both countries, convergence towardsicodar forms of
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organisation reflects the practical demands ofigpdtion in CFSP.

However, as implied in the previous discussion aordination,

organising their foreign ministries to facilitateid participation seems
first and foremost a matter of functional effectiess.

The picture in terms of convergence in policy pties is more
complex. A strong argument can be made that throtnghacquis
politique the CFSP represents a significant body of pretiegis
commitments, repeated cooperation and agreed pplcjtions on a
range of issues. This in turn is supported by geawf shared practices,
the most notable of which is the consultation sefi@hich are captured
under the broader concept of socialization. Howewtbe evidence
presented indicates that Britain and Germany botfticue to focus on
their own policy priorities andomaines réservéas well. For example,
Germany has a particular interest in developing&astern Partnership
and the links to former Soviet-bloc states; Britameanwhile, has
promoted EU relations with Pakistan and former o@s in Africa.
These priorities may or may not be shared by thgona of other
members. Equally, they — and the outputs they gémer represent
national interests that pre-date both the EU andeida policy

cooperation in CFSP.

As noted, there has been some convergence on & raihg
important policy issues. These include the prirecipf developing the
EU’s crisis management response capability andoreipg to Iran’s
nuclear programme. However, while these are shasaariorities, again
either their origin pre-dates CFSP — for exampleommitment to the
NPT regime in the response to Iran; or their imgmoee is derived from
an external source — for example, for Britain thesice to improve
European military capabilities through CSDP to achi a broader
improvement in capabilities available to NATO, stnmeg Germany
also shares, if perhaps to a lesser extent. Morgovéhe case of CSDP,
Germany has a clear preference for civilian oveditany crisis

management responses, indicating an importantrelifte with Britain.
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This perhaps says more about the commonality oblenas and

challenges facing these (and other) states, rétlerany transformation
of underlying interests. It also supports the cosicin that both states
seek to instrumentalise the CFSP to achieve péatiqoolicy goals.

While these may be shared, and the arena provigetitiedo CFSP may
have been important in helping states reach a ososeon a policy
action, this does not suggest that these partiodtional interests have
been changed or transformed via involvement ifhts leads directly to
the third indicator.

(i) The projection of national interests and peegnces

In considering the projection of national interemtsl preferences,
we can again draw on the Europeanization literapagicularly in terms
of policy uploading (e.g. Borzel, 2002; Major, 2088ong, 2005). Here,
there are some interesting outcomes. Given theellarstrumental
perspective its takes towards CFSP, it is unsungyithat Britain seeks to
upload particular national preferences to the Ekgllevhich, as noted,
represents an important component in its widerigorgolicy ‘toolkit’.
Thus, we have seen British-inspired initiativesdvelop EU relations
with its former colonies, to develop an EU militaryapability
complementary to NATO, and to ensure a robust BlgtHeesponse to
Iran to underpin wider international efforts at tddl and IAEA. From
the British perspective, these are areas wher€B&P and EU can ‘add
value’ to its broader foreign policy. Equally, hovee, where it has less
interest in the policy in question, for exampledegcision not to become
involved in the ESDP mission to Chad, it remainsnisgetached,
allowing those who have promoted the policy to ldadvill then only
intervene if particular red lines are crossed nedgtfor example, to the
financial implications of policies or missions. $htan be characterised
as a pragmatic and essentially defensive appro@bhs, while the

British system will certainly be taking on boarcetperspectives of its
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partner states through UKREP and bilateral linkesé may have only a

limited impact on broader foreign policy making destically.

Germany, however, adopts a slightly different stan@s
discussed, its engagement with the CFSP can baatbesed in terms of
four varying approaches to leadership, with itfgrred choice being to
operate in partnership when promoting a particplaicy preference —
such as the joint proposal with France for the EEABwever, while
avoiding unilateral action wherever possible, & havertheless sought to
upload its particular preferences in terms of depelg the Eastern
Partnership responding to the Iran crisis etc. It is more tmtable than
the UK in articulating these preferences in ‘Eumpeor even broader
terms — for example, in its stance on Iran and riked for robust
European action. Indeed, the close identificatiberman foreign and
security policy with the frameworks provided by tB& (and NATO)
certainly make such an articulation easier and mataral than it would
perhaps be for Britain. However, as has been shihig should not
disguise the fact that Germany is nonetheless pugsuolicy objectives
and preferences determined at tiedional level as being ohational
importance. Moreover, like the UK it is equally paged to adopt a
defensive stance to prevent a particular policyetiver it relates to
expenditure, relations with Cuba, or decisions )ntd deploy
ESDP/CSDP missions.

One final point concerns the ability of both statesvork with
partners, whether in presenting policy proposalsrafting compromise
etc. The evidence suggests that both are effeatideregarded by their
partners as such. The UK seems to enjoy an adwambaterms of its
ability to persuade partner states, partly lingaidut also due to the
effectiveness of its arguments, its preparatior & flexibility, all of
which are founded upon a generally efficient doimepblicy-making
process. Germany, meanwhile, represents an impaamterbalance to
both the UK and France, with the former sometinesnsas an outlier in

policy terms. According to German accounts, attleamaller states are
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often eager to coalesce around the German posiibile Germany
seeks to position itself as a champion or defedi¢he interests of its
smaller partners. What this indicates most cleaslythat both are
effective at the process of policy-making — tiev of CFSP — although
British officials could perhaps be considered agoyng a slight
advantage over their German peers. The importaint,gbough, is that
being good at the process cannot be equated targehn thevhat— i.e.
it does not indicate a change or transformationational preferences or
interests as a consequence of what is taking plten the CFSP.
Indeed, the opposite might be a more plausibleasgtion: what better
way, after all, to pursue and promote a nationafgsgence at European
level than by ensuring you are effective at fgrecessitself? Such a
conclusion echoes the findings of Juncos and Pdwao(2008), for
example, about how new member states have ‘leawittin CFSP

committees.

(iv) Change in national discourse

The final indicator concerns the national disceurssed in
connection with the CFSP, reflected in official gavment statements,
declarations and speeches, but also in the langusgeé by officials.
Perhaps unsurprisingly, how officials from eachtesttalk about the
CFSP reflects to a reasonable extent their comtrgdader perspective
on integration: thus, German officials were gergrahore positive,
happier to locate German policy within this framekyowhile British
officials were more pragmatic, underscoring the enéunctional and
instrumental perspective Britain adopts towards tBESP. These
positions were also reflected in official governmstatements, speeches
and policy documents. German politicians such aanCéllor Merkel
and Foreign Ministers Fischer and Westerwelle raigethe importance
of the CFSP and EU both to the enactment of Gemadilonal foreign
and security policy but also to how it is concepsgal in the first place.
Meanwhile, official British documents and speeckesphasise, where
appropriate, the benefits of cooperation, but abvag part of a wider
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context that incorporates NATO, the UN etc. Theetasf political
statements differs somewhat between Labour misistexho have been
generally (but not universally) more supportivetioé EU dimension to
British foreign and security policy — and their Gervative counterparts
who have been more sceptical, placing a much greatghasis on
NATO etc. Overall, if German official discourse lezlts perhaps a more
normatively-derived or ‘idealistic’ view of the CPS its British

counterpart remains essentially pragmatic.

That said there are some potentially interestingeucurrents for
both. In the case of Britain, there is a sense freome of those
interviewed of an increasing frustration with theabhility of the
European-level to deliver meaningfully in the areafsforeign and
security policy it prioritises — e.g. improved sgtucapabilities, etc. The
causes of this deficiency, though, are seen asapitmrelating to
continuing preoccupations with institution-buildjnthere is never any
questioning, for example, as to whether the inteegomental character
of CFSP might contribute to this. On the Germare sisheanwhile, a
legitimate question can be posed about whether atege official
statements emphasising German commitment to ntetakstructures
and locating German national policy within theseanisreasingly about
reassuring partners — that Germany “doth protestriach”. A Germany
that has become markedly more assertive in foraigh security policy
over the last decade may feel an increased needeiterate its
commitment to multilateralism, even while being mauilling to ‘flex its
muscles’. Taken on their own, the national discesirdo not seem to
reflect any dramatic alternation from what mightdxpected from a state
that is broadly pro-integration and one that isalditg sceptical. Equally,
however, neither do they indicate the kind of idwadl alteration that
constructivists might assume. Indeed, if anythiig, underlying trends
may suggest the opposite to be true. On this aquresthough, further
research is necessary in order to draw firm commhgs
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Theoretical contribution

This thesis has examined the application of consw#igm in
supranationalist theoretical analyses of CFSP. ds hguestioned
assumptions that long-term cooperation and intenaatithin the CFSP
results in a transformation in how member stateatifly and conceive of
their national interests and preferences. Thisoistm say that the CFSP
has not had an impact on member states, or tha tfas been no change
or adaptation as a consequence of their participat its structures.
However, if we are to avoid falling into the “trapf taking a state’s
identity or interests “for granted” (Ruggie, 1998, equally we must
avoid making the same mistake from the other sidadsuming that the
CFSP has more of an impact on member states tlatuially does. We
cannot assume the national will be changed or foamed by the
international or multilateral. More specifically, the cases of Britain and
Germany, we cannot assume that it is@kSPthat is the source of any

change, if such change can be identified.

Following directly from this, a significant omissioin the
analyses provided by Smith and others is a coraiderof the enduring
importance of the national level in CFSP. As thapthrs on Britain and
Germany demonstrate, their domestic foreign paln@king regimes are
dense and complex with the institutions and netadhey comprise
placing their own demands on the CFSP. Moreovergetlare important
and deeply-embedded traditions, behaviours andrgsgns about the
world and their place in it that feed into the msses by which they
determine their preferences and interests, anditbenthese are pursued
in CFSP. This can be seen clearly in the case eduain Iran and the
EEAS. Certainly, Brussels makes an important cbation to these
processes. However, it is by no means clear ireeitbuntry that their
national institutions, which are important sourcésnorms, values and
preferences in their own right, are being subsuaresipplanted by what

is taking place in the CFSP. Indeed, the policyecstadies indicate that
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the opposite may be true as both have promotednadtinterests based

on long-standing national preferences to the Biadeeel.

A further illustration of this is the preferencethin the FCO for
‘mainstreaming’ that places the onus on individiedk and departments
to engage with the CFSP rather than having a stoemiye setting the
direction of policy which is then followed. This ggests a significant
potential barrier to transmission from the EU te tfational level where
officials may only ‘pay lip service’ to mainstreamgi Similarly, the
importance of the MoD in formulating British polign CSDP has been
made clear. However, defence ministries remaimfare detached from
EU-level interaction, so greatly reducing the likebd and impact of
‘EU-generated’ norms penetrating the MoD and itekimg. Indeed, the
evidence suggests a far more pragmatic undersigoditne utility of the
CSDP, based on a wish to ensure any CSDP-baseditraemts do not
impinge on other ‘more significant’ commitmentsnélly, we cannot
ignore the impact of inter-ministerial rivalrieder example between the
Chancellery and AA over Iran — in this processntéiiest and preference
formation. None of this is to argue that Britishda@German national
identities or interests “are given or fixed” (ibid) rather that their
domestic institutions remain robust and resiliemirses of identity and

interest, demanding of attention as well.

The value of applying constructivism in analysestied CFSP
thus seems to lie more in what it can tell us alibathow of policy-
making at the Brussels level but also at the natitevel. As Moravcsik
(2001) argues, for example, constructivism can rdoute greatly to
developing our understanding of the impact of psses of socialization.
The research of Lewis (1998; 2000; 2005; 2006),lax et al. (2006),
Quagliaet al. (2008), Juncos and Pomorska (2008) etc, has deratets
the potential significance of socialization. Regulateraction between
national officials over the long-term has resultadthe emergence of
accepted norms that regulate the behaviour ofgyaatits and can result

in the development of secondary loyalties (Egeb®9§9). The evidence
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offered here also confirms this. British and Gernadiicials based in
Brussels recognise a responsibility to reach agee¢sn“make the room
work” etc, while among European Correspondentsethsra definite
ésprit de corpghat helps to facilitate their work. But we mustwary of
equating the impacts of socialization with a deegp@rsformation in how
national officials involved in CFSP conceive theenests and preferences
it is their job to protect, promote and pursue.ngegffective and efficient
at theprocesss essential if a state is to achieve its goalSHSP.
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Future research

There are several potentially interesting pathsfdture research
that emerge from this thesis. First, we need tosiclem how our
understanding of the socialization process impactsour theoretical
understanding of the CFSP as decision-making emviemt. The debate
over whether or not the CFSP is an intergovernnhemtna and, if so,
what type has been considered in Chapter 4. Chbrtaivhile CFSP
retains many of the facets of formal intergoverntaksm, particularly
the member states’ power of veto, developments degitralise or
‘Brusselize’ — such as the expanded role and resbitity of the High
Representative and the creation of the EEAS — hanermined more
traditional intergovernmental explanations that stder it in terms of
bargaining. Perhaps, therefore, a more pragmagecgavernmentalism is
required that seeks to better incorporate the quacef socialization,
communicative rationality and problem-solving diseed above.
Whether this intergovernmentalism is ‘rationalisgiiVessels, 2001),
‘modified’ (Duke and Vanhoonacker, 2006) or ‘refihgWessels and
Bopp, 2008), in order to understand how statesrante it would be
useful to understand more about what makes a mestéier's argument
persuasive when they are promoting a particularcpobr outcome.
Research that can develop our understanding of sdaalization means
in the context of the CFSP — for example, the ciifié norms of
behaviour and how these are enacted — would thergimvide insights

into the particular nature of intergovernmentalisithin CFSP.

Related to this is a second avenue, this time fmtusn the
national level. If, as is argued here, the natiomatters more than
supranationalist theorizing acknowledges, then wednto understand
better the institutions that comprise a state’s e&tin foreign policy-
making regime, the ideas and identities, norms weades that they
themselves generate, and how these contributestprtitess of national
interest and preference formation. The issue of lpmhtical life is

organised is a central concern of the literaturenew institutionalism
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(esp. March and Olsen, 1989; see also, Campbel;2Peters, 2005;
Rosamond, 2000; Scott, 2008). That is, the natwoks, behaviour,
structure, etc of the institutions created to feat® and manage it, and
particularly the role of collective action withih(March and Olsen, 1989;
Olsen, 2010). This provides the basis for undedstenhow political
systems function, how and why certain decisionstaken and certain
policy directions pursued. It is here that condtwst tools, particularly
socialization, could be deployed to enable a motmnoed and
sophisticated analysis that recognises the impoetari governments as
political actors, but sees them as more than meMbravcsik's
‘aggregators of interests’. For example, socialmatan offer insights
into domestic foreign policy-making processes,\willg us to understand
how institutions such as the FCO or AA operate aberact with other
ministries; the way they generate particular ideadles and identities;
how these feed into their articulation of natiomaérests and preferences;
and how these are then expressed and pursued bthendtional level.
If the CFSP does not transform the national lethedn it is important to
understand what is taking place in the domestitit®ns that are such
important alternative sources of norms and valAeplying the insights
constructivism offers to this question would addngicantly to our
theoretical understanding of how national interestd preferences are

identified and pursued.

A third area of research relates to the impacthef EEAS on
national systems of foreign policy-making. As notadChapter 7, the
EEAS raises the possibility of organisational chengithin foreign
ministries — for example, the need for departmenictbrs, desk officers
etc to be aware of a new and potentially significastitutional actor
within their area of responsibility. The possilyilis that the EEAS will
lead to new connections and increased levels efantion directly with
foreign ministries — and particularly with officealwho might not
previously have taken great interest in the EUlleliee impact of these

lines of communication on policy-making and on &R structures such
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as CFSP departments and Permanent Representatidindew an
important area for future research, particularlyegi the argument made

here about the importance of taking the natiornal account.

Finally, a fourth potentially productive directiofor future
research would be to re-examine how we understsumgranationalism’
in the context of today’s EU. As has discussedplseh have invested
considerable time and effort in analysing, critigquiand re-interpreting
the application of intergovernmentalism as a fraomw for
understanding the CFSP. This is an entirely reddenadertaking given
the considerable changes to the foreign and sgquoitcy landscape in
recent years, most noticeably sindsbon It would seem equally valid,
therefore, to re-visit the other ‘mountain’ on thigeoretical landscape:
supranationalism. At the most basic level, supranatlism offers a
particular view and understanding of the EU’s canitnstitutions which
sees them as having accrued — and, indeed, camgitwiaccrue — greater
power, largely at the expense of the member statesg with the ability
to act with increasing autonomy. What developmsoth as the growing
power of the European Council and broader effoytsnember states to
reduce the influence of the Commission tell us, éwav, is that such a
classic understanding of supranationalism may mgedo be valid. For
instance, we could usefully focus on how both tloai@eil of Ministers
and European Council have — and will — become asngly influential
‘agents’ of member state power, counter-balancihg power and
influence exercised by the Commission and Europgeaunt of Justice.
Similarly, a consideration of what the developmenftthe European
Parliament as an institutional actor means in tesfisw we understand
the EU’s institutional landscape would be worthwhil Such
investigations, in turn, could encourage new d&éins of and ways of
understanding supranationalism, and its applidghib analyses of the

all aspects of the EU.
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The extent, complexity and degree of co-operaitioioreign and
security policy-making and that EU member statesehachieved
through EPC and CFSP are unique. As has been shiowns reflected
in a variety of ways, most notably in the levelsaiphistication in their
diplomatic and official interactions, something tth@annot be found
among any other grouping of states. More fundantigntat is
demonstrated in the fact that the CFSP today reptesa system of
international relations unrivalled in its stabilitg consequence of the
degree of trust between states and of predictabilithow they will
behave towards one another. That there will beidaasn a system that
has to continually balance concerns over nationgéreignty with the
desire for greater efficiency in its policy-makiagd greater impact from
those policies is inevitable. But it is in thesenxsiens that we are
reminded time and again of the basic truth of CHE&Rvever close the
co-operation and however great the levels of tigemains first and
foremost a system of nation states. This will h@rgge any time soon.
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