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European Foreign Policy Unit Working Paper 2008/1

The EU in the World: Future Research Agendas
Karen E Smith, London School of Econoniics

Academic interest in studying various aspects efgb in the world is growing
apace. In the 1970s and 1980s, a few academictfigierzuropean Political
Cooperation and European Community external relatas developments well worth
investigating’ with the creation of the Common Foreign and Seg@olicy in the
early 1990s, interest grew in the ‘phenomenon’ afdpean foreign and security
policy;® and in the last few years we have seen even niemetian paid to this field.
The number of books on European foreign affaies/esr expanding and there is an
academic journal specifically dedicated to the ptofdEuropean foreign affairs
(European Foreign Affairs Revigwconferences such as those of the University
Association of Contemporary European Studies (UACESropean Union Studies
Association (EUSA), European Consortium for PaditiResearch (ECPR), and
British International Studies Association (BISAua#ly have several panels on EU

foreign and security policy; courses on the Europgnion’s foreign relations are

! This paper is an early version of a chapter tha iappear in Michelle Egan, Neill Nugent and
William Paterson, ed$tudying the European Union: Current and Future Adgs(Palgrave, late
2008/early 2009). An initial version was presertted Palgrave research symposium in March 2007,
and then on the occasion of the Anna Lindh Awarém®ny in Brussels, in October 2007. | am very
grateful to all those participants on both occasiwho offered useful comments and further questions
to address.

2 Classic works from this period include: David AljeReinhardt Rummel and Wolfgang Wessels, eds,
European Political Cooperation: Towards a Foreigoliey for Western EuropéButterworth

Scientific, 1982); Philippe de Schouthedta,coopération politique européen(@russels : Editions
Labor, 1980); Roy Ginsberg@he Foreign Policy Actions of the European Comnyuiibulder: Lynn
Rienner, 1989); Christopher Hill, edNational Foreign Policies and European Political ©peration
(George Allen & Unwin, 1983); Panayiotis Ifest&sjropean Political Cooperation: Towards a
Framework of Supranational DiplomacyA&ldershot: Avebury, 1987); Alfred Pijpers, Elfde
Regelsberger, Wolfgang Wessels and Geoffrey EdwarisEuropean Political Cooperation in the
1980s: A Common Foreign Policy for Western Eurofi@érdrecht: M. Nijhoff, 1988); Gunnar
Sjostedt,The External Role of the European Commutisxon House, 1977).

% Books from the 1990s include: Christopher Hill, €de Actors in Europe’s Foreign Poli¢kondon:
Routledge, 1996); Martin Holland, edhe Future of European Political Cooperation: Essay

Theory and Practicg(Houndmills: Macmillan, 1991); Simon Nuttalturopean Political Co-operation
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1992); John Peterson and Hefguesen, edsA Common Foreign Policy for
Europe? Competing Visions of the CF@&®ndon: Routledge, 1998); Elfriede RegelsberBéilippe

de Schoutheete de Tervarent, and Wolfgang Wessidd;oreign Policy of the European Union:
From EPC to CFSP and Beyo(Boulder: Lynne Rienner, 1997); Reinhardt Rumradl, The

Evolution of an International Actor: Western Eurépblew AssertivenegBoulder: Westview, 1990).



now offered at numerous universities around Euaypkthe world; the activities of
FORNET (an EU-funded network of research on Eurngeeeign policy coordinated
by Professor Christopher Hill) are now continuiaggkely within the framework of

the EU-CONSENT network of excellence (coordinatgdPbofessor Wolfgang
Wessels and funded by the EU); and the online bithig journal CFSP Forum
attracts contributions from scholars around Eufoe-funded networks have helped
to strengthen links among researchers, while thief&an Foreign and Security
Policy Studies Programme has generously suppogtahrch into European foreign
and security policy and fostered an active netvadrkounger researchers in

particular’

There are, however, quite fundamental questionatahe EU in the world that we

still need to address. Research may be incredsirtighere is too little accumulation

of knowledge (not enough attention is being paith®large questions we face and to
the answers that have already been suggested litettag¢ure), and there is still a

great need for more substantial empirical analygisch has historical depth. This
chapter first sets out the core questions whichilshguide research on the EU in the
world; it then reviews the current ‘state of th€ arthis field; and finally it suggests

agendas for further research to fill in the gapsenily apparent in the literature.

Core questionsfor research on the EU in theworld

Studying the EU'’s relations with the rest of therMpincluding how it comes to
agree policies towards outsiders, is inherently gem
- it involves multiple levels of enquiry (internatiain EU, national and below
the level of national governments), and multiploecat those levels; and
- itinvolves a moving ‘target’, in that the EU fogei policy system continues to
develop over time (with new institutions, new pglinstruments, and so on,

as well as enlargement to more member states).

4 Available on the FORNET websitenfrw.fornet.infg and the EU-CONSENT websitenrw.eu-
consent.nét

® The EFSPS programme is sponsored by three foumsatRiksbankens Jubileumsfond, Volkswagen
Stiftung, and Compagnia di Sao Paolo) and run byiititut fur Europaische Politik, Berlin
(www.iep-berlin.dé.




Three challenges for research thus arise:
- to understand and explain the evolution of the Btgifjn policy system (the
institutions, the formal rules, the informal norrasd so on);
- to understand and explain the policy-making prodestuding the output and
implementation of policy; and
- to understand and explain the impact of commorcsdi(or the failure to
agree common policies) on the system itself, omigunber states, on the

world.

The ‘EU foreign policy system’ is understood here&bdmprise the institutions and
norms guiding the making and implementation of canrforeign policies (in the
name of the EU); the EU member states are the im@sirtant actors in the system,
but institutional actors such as the European Casiom and the High Representative
for the Common Foreign and Security Policy exermfie@ence in policy-making.

The system stretches across the EU’s pillars, epassing the Common Foreign and
Security Policy (CFSP, which includes the Europ8anurity and Defence Policy),
the European Community (EC), and the Justice ande-affairs (JHA) pillars,

insofar as the EC and JHA pillars deal with thesiulet world® The term ‘system’
indicates that we are not investigating a morethyghtegrated entity (a state, or a
federation) — thus acknowledging that the consipads ‘messy’ and may not
necessarily produce collectively-agreed outputtrather that there are institutions
and norms which have been specifically created.aaado used, to produce common
policies towards and conduct relations with theé oéshe world. That such a system
exists at all, in a world of states usually trytogassert their sovereignty and freedom
of action vis-a-vis each other, is an astonishiegetbpment — and more than merits

serious and sustained academic attention.

The research challenges can be broken down intoosexquestions that we should be
asking about the ‘EU in the world’. The plea hénepther words, is for question-

driven research and, moreover, for empirically-righestion-driven research. | do not

® There are studies which concentrate just on th@FCfillar (and its predecessor, European Political
Cooperation), but such works are considered hebe # subset of the study of the broader EU foreign
Eolicy system.

Following Christopher Hill, there may be ‘a cohesEuropean impact on international relations
despite the messy way in which it is produced’l,Hilhe Capability-Expectations Gap, or
Conceptualizing Europe’s International Rol&urnal of Common Market Studjel, 3, 1993, p. 309.



stake out preferences for a particular methodotmgyeoretical approach to
answering those questions. Different theories (feord within different disciplines)
can give us different answers to these questibms, gparking a healthy debéte.
Likewise, different methodologies may give us diffiet — and richer — answers as
well. The questions are deliberately broad, anevariag them will also enable
European foreign policy analysts to speak to ladgdrates within the disciplines of
International Relations, European integration ssdand political science in

particular.
The six questions which should guide our researeh a
1) Why do the EU member states agree to act codgtin international relations?

This question derives from the larger question oy states cooperate in the
international system, and the competing answettseininternational Relations
literature that have been offered to that largerstjon could be of use here, though
answers have to take into consideration the spemintext of the EU foreign policy
system. Building on constructivist arguments regeyaollective identity formation,
we could hypothesise that through an intense psogkforeign policy cooperation
and institutionalisation (the process by which sdastandards of behaviour are
developed) EU member states are developing a conufeatity and are thus more
inclined to act collectively.A liberal institutionalist approach would emphasike
extent to which international interdependence erames or creates space for
collective action. An intergovernmentalist woulat@s on the roles that the shared or
overlapping interests of member states and what@&nogberg calls the ‘politics of

scale’ (the benefits of collective over unilatemation) play'® Realists would instead

8 Walter Carlsnaes, however, has cautioned thatla wariety of different conclusions and approaches
is not a sign of health in the literature on Euapéoreign policy, but rather a ‘cacophony of dissat
voices'. Carlsnaes, ‘Where the Analysis of EuropEareign Policy Going?European Union

Politics, 5, 4, 2004, p. 495. The contention here is thdbag as there is debate regarding different
conclusions and approaches (which requires andlysts aware of, and consciously engage with, the
variety out there), then the scope of our undedstenshould increase. Right now it is more impartan
to conduct careful empirical research than to seekdominant approach explaining the evolution and
workings of the system (if indeed such an appraaxhd ever be found).

9 See Alexander Wendt, ‘Collective Identity Formatand the International Stat&merican Political
Science RevievB8, 2, 1994, pp. 389-90.

19 GinsbergThe Foreign Policy Actions of the European Comnyypit 3.



consider how external threats or configurationpafer might prompt collective

action, as they do in prompting alliance formatiam,example.

Moving away from the broad International Relatiditerature, pressures for
collective EU action could conceivably come fromeltw’ the international or state
levels, from domestic public opinion, interest gre@and national parliaments; and/or
it could be fostered by EU-level actors namelyEheinstitutions (above all, the
European Commission). Demands from outsiders calgta build pressure for

collective action.

Understanding whether and to what extent such presexplain why the member
states act collectively in specific cases (as aljenerally) would be a fruitful
avenue of research. In particular cases (such gsolity towards Iran, or towards
the Western Balkans, or the Middle East confli@gearchers could investigate the
roles that internal and external actors — suchdiseatoire of powerful member
states, small groups of other states, the Eurofeammission, the European ‘public’,
outsiders such as the US — have played in promptirmncouraging such action.
Comparative studies of specific cases of EU caitedbreign policy action could
illuminate any persistent patterns in terms of \WHactors, or actors, tend to be most
important in prompting collective action. Comparisaf EU foreign policy
cooperation with any similar efforts in other reggacould also yield potential
explanations for cooperation within the Et.

2) How are policies made?

This question brings us further down into the detai policy-making: who are the
major actors and how do they take decisions (@wekt common denominator
bargaining, or in a ‘problem-solving’ style?), wf@mong member states and various

actors within them, EU institutions) ‘wins’ in poli-making debates, what is the

" The contention here is that the EU is obviousiyue international actor, in that no other
collectivity can match the institutionalisation amgtput of its foreign policy system, but that this
should not preclude comparison with any attemptobéctive foreign policy making elsewhere
(including comparison of explanations for suchrattés). Ben Tonra identifies a divide in the literzst
on EU foreign policy between scholars who consilerEUsui generisand those who take a
comparative perspective. Ben Tonra, ‘Mapping EUekgpr Policy Studies'Journal of European
Public Policy, 7, 1, 2000.



substance of any policies on which the actors gage® Investigations would
undoubtedly need to focus on actors at the EU lgnddrussels-based institutions)
and national level (in various ministries, for exda), but the role that interest groups
or epistemic communities may be of interest toowHwe policies then implemented,
and with which policy instruments? This is clagsieign policy analysis (FPA),

which may, or may not, require modification to ppked in the European conte’t.

3) Why have the institutions and decision-makingcedures for making EU foreign
policies evolved in the way that they have, andtimg@act do these have on the

substance of any common policies agreed?

This question leads us into explaining the dynarofdastitutional development in
this field. Why are we seeing ‘institutionalisatiam foreign and security policy
cooperation*? Is it the result of neo-functionalist spillover,incremental
intergovernmentalism, or intra-EU balancing or elatancing behaviour by the EU
as a whole”? And to what extent, and how, do the member s&#ek to protect their
sovereignty at the same time as they agree toduntistitutional development? How
do considerations of sovereign prerogatives irfaheign policy field affect
institutionalisation? After all, a strong intergorenentalist argument would dismiss
the possibility that much progress can be madedating potentially sovereignty-
threatening institutions and norms; Philip Gordon,example, argued that EU
member states ‘will only take the difficult andfséénying decision to share their

foreign policy sovereignty if the gains of commartian are seen to be so great that

12 A very traditionalist interpretation of FPA woyptieclude its use with respect to EU-level foreign
policy, because the EU is not a state and therefameot produce foreign policy. However, several
analysts have argued that EU foreign policy calikemed to national foreign policy and hence
analysed using similar tools. Hazel Smith argues the European Union does indeed have a foreign
policy and that it can be analysed in pretty mushdame way we can analyse that of any nation-state
H. Smith,European Union Foreign Policy: What it Is and Whtddoes(London: Pluto Press, 2002),

p. 1. Taking this argument even further, Brian WHikplicitly aims to show how FPA can be used to
analyse European foreign policy. Whiténderstanding European Foreign Poligoundmills:
Palgrave, 2001). Walter Carlsnaes pleads for a syrthetic FPA which could then also be used to
analyse European foreign policy. Carlsnaes, ‘Wigetke Analysis of European Foreign Policy
Going?’, pp. 505-7.

13 Michael E. SmithEurope’s Foreign and Security Policy: The Instiomialization of Cooperation
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004).

4 Barry Posen argues that balancing US power isnibtivation behind the development of the ESDP.
EU member states fear abandonment (because thadJtBércapacity to ignore them), and want to
have a greater influence in international relatid?@sen, ‘European Union Security and Defence
Policy: Response to UnipolarityBecurity Studiedl 5, 2, 2006.



sacrificing sovereignty is worth it, or if theirterests converge to the point that little
loss of sovereignty is entailed.” And he maintaitieat ‘these conditions have not
held in the past, do not currently hold, and arelikely to hold in the future'® Is this

the case, and if not, why have such constraints lmesened?

Furthermore, we should look at which actors areimigi the evolution of the
institutions and decision-making procedures: thetpowerful member states, the
European Commission, or other actors? And anatysikl also explore whether, how
and why what David Allen first called ‘Brusseligati may be leading to more

common policies?

A related issue is the perceived legitimacy offeforeign policy system, and
therefore also of the output of that system. Thegridcratic deficit’ in the EU has
attracted much scholarly attention, which has beguspill over into the study of EU
foreign policy as well. Questions for further resdainclude: how legitimate is the
system? Have concerns about legitimacy (and whaibstegitimacy: input, ouput,
and so on) been at play in the development of thdédeeign policy system? What
role do public opinion or the European Parliamemational parliaments play in the
system?’

4) What are the limits to EU collective action?

15 philip Gordon, ‘Europe’s Uncommon Foreign Polidyiternational Security22, 3, 1997-98, p. 81.
16 Brusselisation is usually understood as the #hiftie composition of officials involved in
CFSP/ESDP from those based in national capitalsase based in Brussels: a growing number of
CFSP/ESDRP institutions and policy-makers are naated in Brussels. David Allen, "Who speaks
for Europe?” The search for an effective and catiteegternal policy’, in John Peterson and Helene
Sjursen, edsh Common Foreign Policy for Europélondon: Routledge, 1998), pp. 56-8. Gisela
Miiller-Brandeck-Bocquet argues that Brusselisasdeading to a new form of governance in CFSP,
in ‘The New CFSP and ESDP Decision-Making SysterthefEuropean UnionEuropean Foreign
Affairs Review7, 3, 2002.

" See Esther Barbé and Anna Herranz, €tle, Role of Parliaments in European Foreign Policy
(Barcelona: Observatory of European Foreign PoRE5); the special issue on the Democratic
Accountability of the EU and the Role of the EurapéarliamentThe International Spectatp89, 2,
2004; Kai Oppermann and Alexander Hose, ‘Publicni@pi and the Development of the European
Security and Defence Policyguropean Foreign Affairs Review2, 2, 2007; Donatella Viola,
European Foreign Policy and the European Parliamarthe 1990s: An Investigation into the Role
and Voting Behaviour of the European Parliamentiditital Groups(Aldershot: Ashgate, 2000);
Wolfgang Wagner, ‘The Democratic Control of MilijaEurope’,Journal of European Foreign Policy
13, 2, March 2006.



Again, there are numerous ways to address thigiqnesne of which is essentially
to pose the opposite question to that asked rigiieastart: why might the member
statesot act collectively in international relations? Toatlextent, and why, is there
a ‘capabilities-expectations gap’, a gap betwegeetations of collective EU action
and the EU’s capacity to deliver #?How important is the ‘logic of diversity’ (as
termed by Stanley Hoffmann four decades'd§oDo the member states have
diverging interests that the processes referredbtwe cannot reconcile, even over a

long period of time?

Limits might also be posed by bureaucratic poljtas'turf wars’ between institutions
in Brussels (and/or in national capitals). Howhis fimiting EU collective action? Do

the ‘pillars’ obstruct and complicate common poliogking, and how, exactl§?

Analysis could also focus on the extent to whiaghdbsence of a unified community
or common identity hinders collective action (thgposite of the constructivist
hypothesis mentioned above). Several observersdrgued that foreign policy is the
expression of the identity and interests of a paldr community, and until the Union
becomes such a community, it will never be abl®tmulate and implement
effective, legitimate foreign policy. David Allenaimtains that foreign policy is
intrinsically linked to the ‘idea of a state wittsat of interests identified by a
government?‘l Jean-Marie Guehenno argues that ‘a European fopaticy requires
a European polity, which will produce European fiests.?

Other possible answers might focus on the limitghefforeign policy instruments
available to the EU, and/or the restricted roonmi@noeuvre in the international

system for the EU: realists, for example, woulderntbiat the EU does not and cannot

18 See Hill, ‘The Capability-Expectations Gap’. Séspalan ZielonkaExplaining Euro-Paralysis
(Houndmills: Macmillan, 1998).

18 Stanley Hoffmann, ‘Obstinate or Obsolete? The fdititne nation state and the case of Western
Europe’,Daedalus95, 1966, pp. 881-2.

2 There has been some initial work done on thisfeeexample: Federico Santopinto, ‘Why the EU
Needs an Institutional Reform of its External Rielas’, GRIP Note d’Analyse, 19 June 2007
(available atvww.grip.org; Ursula C. Schroeder, ‘Converging Problems — Carmpentalised
Solutions: The Security-Development Interface in Etisis ManagementCFSP Forum4, 3, 2006
(www.fornet.infg.

L David Allen, ‘The European Rescue of National kgmePolicy?’, in Hill, ed.,The Actors in
Europe’s Foreign Policyp. 303.

22 Jean-Marie Guehenno, ‘A Foreign Policy in Searfca Bolity', in Jan Zielonka, edPardoxes of
European Foreign PolicyThe Hague: Kluwer Law International, 1998), p. 30.



really use military force coercively (because thenmber states will not agree to go
that far), and that this constitutes a serioust imEU foreign policy aspirations —

especially because the international system is tHolebesian than Kantigt.

5) What impact do the EU foreign policy institutsyrecision-making procedures

and common policies have on the member states?

Given their centrality in decision-making, the rtihat the member states play in the
EU foreign policy system is obviously important fbe study of EU foreign polics/

In turn, what effect does the system have on thmlpee states? The concept of
‘Europeanisation’ has recently been imported fremegal EU studies, to see if it can
be of use in the field of foreign policy. Europesation is quite a flexible term, with
numerous interpretations debated in the literafRteben Wong groups the different
usages in five categories: national adaptationd@Ecesses and requirements (the
EU acts as a constraint on member states); nafowopdction (member states use the
EU to achieve their own objectives); elite socwtisn (elites learn to think
‘European’ rather than just ‘national’); modernisat(countries in Europe’s
periphery modernise to fit in with the EU); andipplisophormism (convergence of
policies across Europ&).The question for scholars is whether any (oralthese
forms of Europeanisation is identifiable in thddief foreign and defence policy: do
we see evidence of changes in national institutipabcy-making processes, policy
substance, perhaps even foreign policy identity¢ha be attributed to

Europeanisation?

A related issue for enquiry is whether nationaéfgn policy has been so transformed
by the EU foreign policy system that it no longeakes sense to analyse the national
context without taking into consideration the EUaxt. Even if there may be

pockets of purely ‘national’ foreign policy, thegament has been made that the

% This is, broadly speaking, the argument of bothdtoKagan Qf Paradise and Power: America and
Europe in the New World Ordéerondon: Atlantic Books, 2003) and Robert Coopirg Breaking of
Nations: Order and Chaos in the Twenty-First Ceptlwondon: Atlantic Books, 2003)

%4 Though, oddly, there are only a few book-lengéatments of this subject. See, for example, Hill,
ed.,National Foreign PoliciesndThe Actors in Europe’s Foreign Polickan Manners and Richard
Whitman, edsThe Foreign Policies of European Union Member St@#anchester: Manchester
University Press, 2000);

% Rueben Wong, ‘The Europeanization of Foreign Bglia Christopher Hill and Michael Smith, eds,
International Relations and the European Uni@xford: Oxford University Press, 2005), pp. 13B-4
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analysis of member states’ foreign policy requirexlifying traditional foreign

policy analysis to capture the unique context iclviihe member states operéte.
6) What impact does the EU have on outsiders, @tednational relations in general?

This question forces us to consider the effectigered any EU foreign policies that
emerge from the EU foreign policy system, and #&isoEU’s broader influence in the
international system (as Christopher Hill and Migh@mith have recently enjoined us
to dd’). Considerations of effectiveness include whetherEU’s policies had the
effectintended that is, whether and to what extent they achigliedesults desired.
This question also encompassesuhmtendedeffects of EU policies — and not just
the foreign policies agreed, but also ‘internalligies, such as the Common Fisheries

and/or Agricultural Policies.

Measuring ‘effectiveness’ is inherently a diffictdisk — how can we attribute
‘success’ to the EU, rather than, say, to domestiors or other international actors or
beneficial international developments or just plaitk? But policy-makers — and
perhaps more importantly, outsiders — do make juagmabout the success or not of
the implementation of policies. Of course, we acasideobservers may argue they
may not be the appropriate judgments, and subseqoé&ay-making may not take
such ‘lessons’ into account, but such judgmentstlianade, so for scholars this
should be an important part of the investigatiothef policy-making process. Is the
EU able to influence other actors (third countriem-governmental actors,

international organisations, and so on) to do vithaants them to do?

But this question also raises the more genera¢is$what impact the EU may or

may not be having on international relations inegah— and again, approaches to this

% |an Manners and Richard Whitman consider thabnatiforeign policy has been so transformed
through EU membership that ‘transformational FPAaimore appropriate approach; Henrik Larsen
suggests that, depending on the extent to whithta sonducts foreign policy in a particular issauea
within the EU, traditional or transformational FRMI be more useful. See lan Manners and Richard
Whitman, ‘Conclusion’, in Manners and Whitman, etise Foreign Policies of European Union
Member StatedHenrik LarsenAnalysing the Foreign Policy of Small States infEwé The Case of
Denmark(Houndmills: Palgrave, 2005), especially pp. 209-2

2" See in particular Christopher Hill and Michael 8miActing for Europe: Reassessing the European
Union’s Place in International Relations’, in Choigher Hill and Michael Smith, edsyternational
Relations and the European Uni¢@xford: Oxford University Press, 2005), pp. 404-6

1C
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guestion could go in many different directions. Btiee EU serve as a model for

other regions, such that processes of regionaiisatiound the world may be

prompted or encouraged by the EU? Is the EU stinemgig multilateralism and the
rule of international law, and ho#?0r does the development and enlargement of the
EU prompt balancing behaviour (and therefore p@d#yntraise tensions in

international politics)?
State of theart

To some extent, the current literature on the EdJthe world addresses these
guestions, though some more than others. But therdot of ‘compartmentalisation’
in the literature — a focus on the details of qudaetemporary developments in micro-
studies of limited scope, or engagement only wéftipular scholars working within
the same theoretical tradition. There is also cilyea trend (not to say obsession)
with theorising — and sometimes with not enoughugding in the empirical,
historical record: in other words, grand claimsmgde about implications for theory,
which may not necessarily be supported by adeagmatsrical evidence. Topics that
currently seem to be popular in the literaturerared below, though for obvious
reasons of space not everything that has beenspebliin the field has been cited
heref®

% This is one question explored in Katie Verlin likainen and Karen E Smith, edge European
Union at the United Nations: Intersecting Multileaéisms(Houndmills: Palgrave, 2006). See also
Knud Erik Jérgensen, ‘A Mulitlateralist Role foretleU?’, in Ole Elgstrdm and Michael Smith, eds,
The European Union’s Roles in International Pokti€oncepts and Analysfsondon: Routledge,
2006); Jan Wouters, Frank Hoffmeister, Tom Ruys, ddhe United Nations and the European Union.
An Ever Closer Partnershifl.M.C. Asser Press, 2006).

29 A decade ago, Richard Rosecrance argued thatlitheas unique in international relations, because
even as it became more powerful (larger, richeth wiore capabilities), it did not repel other coigg
and spark balancing behaviour (as realists wouwgdipt), but instead it attracted them, as third
countries sought to strengthen their relations \titRichard Rosecrance, ‘The European Union: A
New Type of International Actor’, in Jan Zielonled.,Paradoxes of European Foreign Policy
(Kluwer Law International, 1998). However, the Eldantinued enlargement and the development of
the European defence policy (aimed at providinggblewith greater capabilities for intervention)
might change that dynamic; the question is at lasth taking into consideration.

%0 Books have been cited more often than articlesplsi because books can provide a more in-depth
treatment of the subject. Alas, English-languagdaipations also dominate the footnotes here, a
reflection primarily of my own linguistic limitatios as well as of the increasing tendency for schola
to write and publish in English, regardless of wieettheir native language is English or not.

11
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Regarding the development of institutions and tmepact on policy-making

Somewhat surprisingly, we have not yet seen a beagth account (much less an
explanation) of the evolution of the EU foreignipglsystem in the post-Cold War
period. Simon Nuttall’s history of the origins éiet Common Foreign and Security
Policy remains the best account we have of thesitian from EPC to the CFSP, and
while it may prove impossible to equal the veryrhegality of Nuttall’'s work, the

lack of a book-length history of the diplomacy retiag the development of the EU
foreign policy system since then is disappointiNgr have we seen many attempts to
formulate explanations (much less competing oneja developmernt: Instead,
analysts have focused on tracking and explainimgeroporary debates and
developments, rather than taking a long-term vihus recently, for example, the
origins and potential impact of the ‘external riglas’ provisions in the constitutional
treaty and now the Reform Treaty have been andireansiderable interest —
particularly in the think tank world (for obviousasons). Analysts have been
especially interested in considering whether in8tihs such as the new-fangled High
Representative (the Foreign Minister by anotherejaand the European External
Action Service could make a difference in termshef convergence of member state
positions, efficiency of EU decision-making, anteefiveness of EU foreign policy

output®

The development and implementation of the Eurof@surity and Defence Policy
has been an area of considerable scholarly activigflecting the (surprisingly rapid)
development of the ESDP since 1999. Some studiesfioaused on the role that the
Franco-British-German trio have played in that depment; others have analysed
problems of coherence across institutions andrpillaparticular instances; some

work has considered whether a common strategiareuis developing within the EU

31 Simon Nuttall European Foreign PolicyOxford: Oxford University Press, 2000). Michael E
Smith’'sEurope’s Foreign and Security Policy: The Institualization of CooperatiogCambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2004) deals primariythe evolution of the system up to the creation
of CFSP. Key EU foreign policy documents from tl#®0s (and some commentary) are included in
Christopher Hill and Karen E Smith, e@jropean Foreign Policy: Key Documerftondon:
Routledge, 2000).

32 Steven Everts and Dan Keohane, ‘The European ®tioveand EU Foreign Policy: Learning from
Failure’, Survival 45, 3, 2003; several short pieces on the cotastétl/reform treaty foreign policy
provisions have appeared@SP Forumwww.fornet.infg.
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(given both ESDP developments and the promulgatiadhe 2003 European Security
Strategy); but only a few studies have appearedtgiarticular ESDP missiors.

The impact of enlargement on the EU’s foreign pelitaking system has also

attracted interest, though it is still early dags$uch studie¥'

Scholars — particularly younger scholars — haven lopete interested in exploring the
intersection between the CFSP and Justice and Hdffiaies pillars (or rather, since
the latter pillar is fast disappearing, the inatusof issues that were part of the
original JHA pillar - immigration, terrorism, orgaed crime, and so on — on the EU
foreign policy agenda). This is a growing area Offareign relations, particularly
since the 9/11 terrorist attacks on the US, s®iiot surprising that research has
followed empirical developments here. Yet receseagch has tended to concentrate
on immigration policy rather than — oddly — tersoni or other JHA issues such as

organised crime, though this is also beginningange®

¥ See, for example, Sven Biscdfhe European Security Strategy: A Global Agend@fasitive
Power(Aldershot: Ashgate, 2005); Paul Cornish and Gegfftdwards, ‘The Strategic Culture of the
European Union: A Progress RepoMtiternational Affairs 81, 4, 2005; Jolyon HowortSecurity and
Defence Policy in the European Uni@iPalgrave, 2007); Michael Merlingen and Rasa @skaite,
European Union Peacebuilding and Policing: Goveroaiand the European Security and Defence
Policy, Routledge 2006; Christoph Meyé&ihe Quest for a European Strategic Culture: Chaggin
Norms on Security and Defence in the European U(Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006).

3 Geoffrey Edwards, ‘The New Member States and th&iy of EU Foreign Policy’European
Foreign Affairs Reviewll, 2, 2006; Gisela Muller-Brandeck-Bocquet, &tle Future of European
Foreign, Security and Defence Policy After EnlarganfBaden-Baden 2006); Elfriede Regelsberger,
‘The Impact of EU Enlargement on the CFSP: Growdlmgnogeneity of Views among the Twenty-
Five’, CFSP Forum 1, 3, 2004. The 1995 enlargement and its impbaatfor institutional
development attracted (brief) attention mostly frecholars based in the three new member states.
% Several EU-funded research networks and projests heen examining this intersection, including
Challenge \www.libertysecurity.oryyand the team on the external aspects of inteetirity working
within the EU-Consent network. On the JHA-foreigiigy interface in general, see Jorg Monar, ‘The
European Union as an International Actor in the Bomof Justice and Home AffairdEuropean
Foreign Affairs Review9, 3, 2004.; Wyn Rees, ‘The External Face ofraeSecurity’, in

Christopher Hill and Michael Smith, edsternational Relations and the European Uni@xford:
Oxford University Press, 2005). On terrorism, seedpecial issue dburnal of Common Market
Studies 46, 1, 2008, edited by Geoffrey Edwards and @bpis O. Meyer. On immigration, see
Christina Boswell, ‘The External Dimension of EUrhigration and Asylum PolicyInternational
Affairs, 79, 3, 2003; Sandra Lavenex, ‘Shifting Up and:@be Foreign Policy of European
Immigration Control’ West European Politic®9, 2 2006. In retrospect it is striking howlditt
attention was paid to the overlap between thenaténal crime-fighting agenda and foreign poliay i
the literature on European foreign policy befor&19/
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Regarding policy-making

Similar to the case of explaining the evolutiortted EU foreign policy system, there
have been few attempts to put forward a book-leagglament about why the EU
member states act collectively in internationahtiehs — though there have been
several edited collections of case studies whictotoe extent seek to generate
broader conclusions, and numerous texts which hestive EU’s relations with a

wide variety of third countrie¥ Most work has focused on describing and explaining
the development and implementation of EU policeggarding particular third
countries, regions and international organisatibitde work as yet has been done to
try to link the various conclusions reached in thosly of literature into a more

general explanation of why the member states p@dommon foreign policie¥.

Some areas seem to be more popular than othersh vehpartly a reflection of actual
EU policy priorities. EU policies towards Africasi and Latin AmericZ for
example, do not attract nearly as much scholatgntibn as the following areas:
1) Policies towards neighbouring countries and espigdlse European
Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) has attracted increaattgntion from scholars,
some of whom have redirected their energies froatyaing the enlargement

process to the ENP.Much work centres on the overlap between the

3% Some of the works published just since 2000 incl@lerlotte Bretherton and John Vogléhe
European Union as a Global Actd™ edition (London: Routledge, 2004); Walter Carlsa¢elene
Sjursen, and Brian White, edSpntemporary European Foreign Poli¢$age, 2004); Nicola Casarini,
and Costanza Musu, ed&jropean Foreign Policy in an Evolving SystéPalgrave, 2007); Martin
Holland, ed.Common Foreign and Security Policy: The First Tearg(Continuum, 2004); Stephan
Keukeleire and Jennifer MacNaughtdime Foreign Policy of the European Uni{fralgrave, 2008);
Dieter Mahncke, Alicia Ambos, and Christopher RdgispedsEuropean Foreign Policy: From
Rhetoric to Reality?Peter Lang, 2004); Hazel SmitBuropean Union Foreign Policy: What it Is and
What it DoeqPluto, 2002); Ben Tonra and Thomas Christianeds,Rethinking European Union
Foreign Policy(Manchester University Press, 2004).

3" Mea culpa: as Ben Tonra noted (‘Mapping EU Fordgticy Studies’, p. 165), my own work on the
EU’s policy towards Central and Eastern Europe @sgbat it is a unique case and not one from which
we could necessarily draw general conclusions. RBriith, The Making of EU Foreign Policy: The
Case of Eastern Eurof@™ edition, Palgrave, 2004). This may or may not pravbe the case, but
only a trawl through the literature and additiocase studies will reveal this.

3 Such areas are (cursorily) covered in the broadeys of the EU’s policies with the rest of the
world, but there are only a few in-depth studieshsas: Richard Balme and Brian Bridges, eds,
Europe-Asia Relations: Building MultilateralisniBalgrave, 2008); Martin Hollan@he European
Union and the Third Worl@Palgrave, 2002); Hazel SmitBuropean Union Foreign Policy in Central
America (London, Macmillan, 1995).

39 Roberto Aliboni, ‘The geopolitical implications tfe European Neighbourhood Policiyropean
Foreign Affairs Reviewl0, 1, 2005; Roland Dannreuther, éflifopean Union Foreign and Security
Policy: Towards a Neighbourhood Stratgdyndon: Routledge, 2004); Judith Kelley, ‘New W/iim
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enlargement and neighbourhood policies, and oextent to which the EU
can influence its neighbourhood without offeringiotiies the perspective of
eventual EU membership.

2) Policy towards the Mediterranean in general hasdéone time attracted
considerable attention — understandably, givendhatof the first attempts at
policy coordination within European Political Coogton centred on policy
towards the Middle Ea&?.Scholarly attention is directed to the process of
policy formulation within the EU (including the loEence that the US may
have on that process), and, to some extent, oBlfeimpact on domestic
and foreign policies in the Mediterranean regioom8 parts of the
Mediterranean are still not well covered, howeveueh as Libya, isolated by
the EU until recently.

3) With a few exception$} the Western Balkans has been given less scholarly
attention than it merits, given the fundamentahsigance of that region in
the EU’s foreign relations since the early 1990srk\has centred on the
EU’s current policies (stabilisation and associapolicy, ESDP missionﬁf,
while the EU’s roles in the various wars in theioaghave attracted less
interest.

4) EU policytowardsthe US is less of a focus than transatlanticimratas a
whole (long of interest to scholars of EU foreigiligy), primarily because
there is little formal ‘EU foreign policy’ regardythe USper se Thus the
scholarly emphasis has tended to fall on the ewmwiudf the relationship (and
particularly on that relationship in economic ared®ve all trade) as well as

on the impact that the US may have on processEsroipean integration,

Old Wineskins: Promoting Political Reform throudie tEuropean Neighbourhood Policygurnal of
Common Market Studigd4, 1, 2006; Katja Weber, Michael E. Smith, MiehBaun, edsizoverning
Europe's Neighbourhood: Partners or Periphe}®anchester: Manchester University Press, 2007).
“% Older works include David Allen and Alfred Pijpeesis European Foreign Policy-Making and the
Arab-Israeli Conflict(The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1984), and Avi Simaéand G. N. Yannopoulos,
eds,The EEC and the Mediterranean Countri€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1976).évior
recent work includes: Federica BiccBiiropean Foreign Policy Making toward the Mediterean
(New York: Palgrave, 2007); Annette Jinemaaum;,0-Mediterranean Relations After September 11.
International, Regional and Domestic Dynamftendon: Frank Cass, 2004); Richard Yourtgs;ope
and the Middle East: In the Shadow of SeptembgBbiilder: Lynne Rienner, 2006).

“I Richard CaplarEurope and the Recognition of New States in Yugias{€ambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2005); Sonia Lucarellijrope and the Breakup of YugoslagTde Hague: Kluwer
Law International, 2000); Brendan Simrsfinest Hour: Britain and the Destruction of Yuznsa
(Allen Lane, 2001).

“2 Most of this work is in the form of journal aris or book chapters; one exception is John
O’Brennan,The EU and the Western Balkah®ndon: Routledge, 2007).
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rather than on the actual impact the US may hawbheprocess of EU foreign
policy cooperation or on EU foreign policies towsather countries, regions
or issues?

5) The EU’s policies and relations towards other regi@roupings is a growing
area of interest, as ‘regionalism’ appears to lyatbered strength in areas
around the world. Topics debated in this literaindude: the extent to which
the EU may be fostering regionalism (and regiooalperation in specific
geographical areas), or that ‘inter-regionalismyrba altering the
international system, or that inter-regionalism rbaycontributing to greater
EU actorness and a sense of EU distinctivenessoapared to other
international actorsY!

6) The EU and ‘multilateralism’ has attracted moreiast quite recently. The
EU’s relations with, and roles in, various interoaal organisations, as well
as its general attitude towards multilateralismehaN been the subject of

recent work*®

The role of values and norms in the EU’s foreigatrens is also generating
considerable intere&t.Such investigations are often combined with ‘atemlies’ —

for example, the promotion of human rights in maitér areas’ A related research

43 But see Catherine Gegout, ‘The Quint: Acknowleddime Existence of a Big Four-US Directoire at
the Heart of the European Union’s Foreign PolicgiBien-Making ProcessJournal of Common
Market Studies40, 2, 2002. A sample of the literature on trdaséc relations includes: Philip
Gordon and J. Shapiréllies at War: America, Europe and the Crisis olraq (Washington, DC:
Brookings Institution, 2004); Geir Lundestd&mpire’ by Integration: The United States and Eweap
Integration, 1945-19970xford: Oxford University Press, 1998); S. McGuand Michael SmitiThe
European Union and the United States: Competitiod @onvergence in the Global Arena
(Houndmills: Palgrave, 2005); John Peterson anckNeailack, edsEurope, America, Bush:
Transatlantic Relations in the Twenty-First Cent(icpndon: Routledge, 2003).

4 See the special issuedifurnal of European Integratiof27, 3, 2005) on the EU as a Global Actor
and the Role of Inter-regionalism, edited by Frie@bderbaum, Patrik Stalgren and Luk Van
Langenhove; Mario Telo, edcuropean Union and New Regionalism: Regional Acéord Global
Governance in a Post-hegemonic E?4' edition (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2007); Jean B. Grugel, ‘New
Regionalism and Modes of Governance — ComparingtSEU Strategies in Latin America’,
European Journal of International Relatigri€, 4 (2004). For a previous discussion, see f@Gsof
Edwards and Elfriede Regelsberger, étsope’s Global Links: The European Community ame -
Regional CooperatiofLondon: Pinter, 1990).

“5 See footnote 28 above.

“6 Sonia Lucarelli and lan Manners, eWajues and Principles in European Union ForeigniBypl
(London: Routledge, 2006).

47 Karin Arts, Integrating Human Rights into Development CooperatiThe Case of the Lomé
Convention(The Hague: Kluwer Law International, 2000); AyiBuney and Aslihan Celenk, ‘The
European Union’s Democracy Promotion Policies igekila: Success or FailureThe Journal of
North African Studiesl?, 1, 2007; Alexander Warkotsch, ‘The RhetorgaRy Gap in the EU’s
Democracy Promotion in Central Asi&FSP Forum5, 1, 2007 Www.fornet.infg; Richard Youngs,
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area is the use (and effectiveness) of politicabdmnality, both to prompt political

reform and to try to resolve conflicts, usuallytire EU’s neighbourhoo‘&.

Regarding the impact of the EU foreign policy sgst@n member states

Research here has recently centred on ‘the Eurggagienm of national foreign
policy’. The concept of Europeanisation, howevan be quite problematic to use in
the foreign policy realm: the procedures, rulesms policies at the EU level are
largely decided on ‘intergovernmentally’, EU instibns play a relatively minor role
in the process compared to the member states thexasand there are few real
constraints on member states to conform to EU jealiand rules (the public disarray
over the Iraq invasion of 2003 illustrating clednlyw member states can ignore
norms of cooperation, agreed declarations, anadiswlen their interests diverge
from each other). But the extent to which the menshetes’ foreign policy interests,
positions, institutions, and even identity, maychanging as a result of the
development of EU-level foreign policy cooperat{oorms, institutions and the

acquis politiqug is nonetheless a significant area for scholanestigatiort'®

The EU’s impact on international relations

Finally, the EU and the broader international Systeceives some scholarly

attention, but a rather large body of work has $eclion how to categorise the EU’s

The European Union and the Promotion of Democr&ayope’s Mediterranean and Asian Policies
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001).

“8 Judith Kelley Ethnic Politics in Europe: The Power of Norms dndentives (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 2004); Frank Schimmelfennig, 8teEngert, and Heiko Knobehternational
Socialization in Europe: European Organizations|ifRkal Conditionality and Democratic Change
(Palgrave, 2006); Nathalie Tocdihe EU and Conflict Resolution: Promoting Peacéhim Backyard
Routledge, 2007; Milada Anna Vachudotayrope Undivided: Democracy, Leverage and Integrati
after CommunisnjOxford: Oxford University Press, 2005).

9 See Eva Grosd,he Europeanization of National Foreign Policy? Tale of the EU CFSP/ESDP
in Crisis Decision-making in Macedonia and Afghégenis London School of Economics, PhD thesis,
2007; Henrik Larsemnalysing the Foreign Policy of Small States infué The Case of Denmark
(Houndmills: Palgrave, 2005); Michael E. Smith, f@orming to Europe: The Domestic Impact of EU
Foreign Policy Co-operationJournal of European Public Poli¢y, 4, 2000; Ben Tonrdhe
Europeanisation of National Foreign Policy: Dutddanish and Irish Foreign policy in the European
Union (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2001); Rueben Wombe Europeanisation of French Foreign Policy:
France and the EU in East Asfeloundmills: Palgrave, 2006); Jordi Vaquer i Fargsanish Policy
Towards Morocco (1986-2002): The Impact of EC/EUhiership London School of Economics,
PhD thesis, 2005.
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‘identity’ as an international actor (is it a ciaih power, military power, ethical

power, normative power, superpower, and so°0n)
Agendas for futureresearch

What could be added to this already copious liteegt There are still large gaps in
our knowledge, and some of the most glaring ongs hiteady been referred to
above. There is a great need for detailed, empiaca/or historical research -
theoretically-informed but nonetheless careful eropi research, the kind of research
that requires lots of digging around in archivasngerviewing, or wading through a
wide variety of sources that are not necessarifylable on the internet (especially
because what is online can be very patchy: for @kanfiollowing the reorganisation
of the Enlargement Directorate-General’s websitis, mow quite difficult to find
information about previous enlargements). It isgagged here that the following

guestions and issues merit further research:
Policy-making process: cross-pillar issues, cooatiion

The challenges of coordination between first arwbsd pillar institutions are
becoming well-known to us (and the implementatibthe Reform Treaty provisions
will give us more material to analyse), particufaareas such as ‘civilian crisis

management’. But there are other similar issueshvliso need more investigation:

- Research on the JHA-CFSP intersection is in ity elys, and the
implications of the disappearance of the JHA piltarthat intersection will

need further analysis in particular. What, for epéamis happening to the role

50 See the special issuelaternational Affairs 84, 1, 2008, edited by Lisbeth Aggestam on ‘Ethic
Power Europe?’; lan Manners, ‘Normative Power Eardp Contradiction in Terms?Journal of
Common Market Studied0, 2, 2002; Parag Khanna, ‘The Metrosexual Sagweer’, Foreign Policy
July/August 2004; John McCormickhe European Superpowgioundmills: Palgrave Macmillan,
2007); Andrew Moravcsik, ‘The Quiet Superpow@tewsweekl7 June 2002; Helene Sjursen, ed.,
Civilian or Military Power? European Foreign Polidg PerspectivéLondon: Routledge, 2007);
Stelios Stavridis, ‘Why the “Militarising” of the iEopean Union is Strengthening the Concept of a
“Civilian Power Europ&, Robert Schuman Centre Working Paper no. 200{Fl@rence: European
University Institute, 2001); Mario Tel&urope: A Civilian Power?Houndmills: Palgrave, 2005);
Richard Whitman, ‘Muscles from Brussels: The Dena&€ivilian Power Europe?’, in Ole Elgstrom
and Michael Smith, ed3he European Union’s Roles in International Pokti€oncepts and Analysis
(London: Routledge, 2006).
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of interior/home affairs ministries and ministemsadross-pillar’ policies such

as the fight against terrorism?

- There is even an undeveloped area of researchdiagdirst pillar — second
pillar coordination, which is the links, or tens@etween foreign policy and
development policy. This is a clear example of @aavhere European
foreign policy analysts could reach out to fosterenlinks with development
policy analysts. For example, the links, or tensjdretween security and

development in EU policy in Africa deserve furtle@aminatior?*
Policy-making process: how and why are policies atad

There is still much room here for detailed, empiri@search — especially
comparisons across policies. Why have the mentaggsstaken decisions to launch
particular ESDP (European Security and DefenceciPoinissions? A comparison
across the cases (now almost twenty) would be gsiéul, and could even give us

clues about how the ESDP might develop, at leastarshort term.

Taking an historical approach could also be higliiyninating. For example, many
of the theories or explanations of why the EU agdar refer solely to the 2004/07
enlargements (and sometimes beyond). Rarely -eifeo we use such
contemporary explanations ‘backwards’, to seeaf/tare helpful in explaining
previous rounds of enlargement (and if not, why).FfoThere is then quite
considerable scope for an historical, comparatyy@@ach to explaining why the EU

enlarges.

Comparison with other regions is also needed:striking that in the UN context
there appear to be blocs that are even more uthiéedthe EU (Africa Group,

Organisation of the Islamic Conference, Arab Graugpn-Aligned Movement, and,

5! See, for example, Marie GibeMponitoring a Region in Crisis: The European UnionWest Africa
Chaillot Paper no. 96 (Paris: EU Institute for S@gustudies, January 2007); Richard Youngs, ‘Fgsin
Security and Development: Just another Euro-pldity FRIDE Working Paper 43, Madrid,
September 2007.

%2 For a wide-ranging discussion of theorising EUaegément, see Frank Schimmelfennig and Ulrich
Sedelmeier, ed§;he Politics of European Union Enlargement: Théios¢ ApproachegRoutledge,
2005).
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until the 1995 enlargement, the Nordic Group), anast of these blocs are often
vigorous in their opposition to the EU. What isrgpbn there (balancing behaviour
against the EU?), and how does it compare to vehging on within the EU?

Impact of the institutions on policy-making process

To what extent has institutionalisation — and #lated (or identical?) process of
‘Brusselisation’— actually prompted foreign policgoperation and the formulation
and implementation of common foreign policies? @durther, can we really claim
that ‘socialisation’ is occurring in Brussels? @iicse, there are obvious difficulties
facing researchers here: how can we identify andethat socialisation occurd?
However, if we cannot ‘operationalise’ this congepéen perhaps we should direct
our research energies elsewhere. But if we thiaktte concept is promising, then
uncovering socialisation will require — at a minimu a lot of interviewing and in-
depth, detailed research. And its effects would aked to be explored: is it really
leading to a convergence of views on interestsjeslpolicies? what effect does it
have on the substance of policies? How does emtageaffect institutionalisation,
socialisation, cooperation? Is socialisation in®els offset by countervailing

pressures from national officials?

The impact on institutions on policy-making pro@sss also an area where European
foreign policy analysts could reach out to legallgsts: what impact is the
‘legalisation® of the CFSP having on the substance of policieseaty and on the
attitude of policy-makers towards the CFSP (do $my themselves as making

‘law’)?

>3 For a recent (and fairly solitary) attempt in tréspect see Ana E. Juncos and Karolina Pomorska,
‘Playing the Brussels Game: Strategic Socialisatiatie CFSP Council Working Group&uropean
integration online papersvol. 10 (September 2006). They argue that ‘irgksation’ of behavioural
rules has not occurred, but that diplomats abidehesn to obtain desired outcomes (strategic
calculation). They also note that research sti#ldseto be done on whether socialisation has andimpa
on the policy process and outcomes.

5 Michael E. Smith, ‘The Legalization of EU ForeiBolicy’, Journal of Common Market Studje39,

1, 2001.
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Impact of the EU foreign policy system on the merstages

Further detailed research is also needed on thadtgd the EU on national foreign
policy-making. This can build on research on ‘Ewanpisation’, or foreign policy
analysis, or constructivist insights about socaim. Large-scale comparative
studies would be of great interest here — and shaoloviously include the new

member states.

We need a much better idea of what is going orational capitals, the ‘depth’ of
involvement of national officials in EU foreign poy processes, the proportion of
national officials that must deal with the EU, dhdir attitudes towards EU
cooperation. It may in fact be that most natioriitials deal rarely with EU affairs:
for example, national officials involved with thgreater Middle East’ may not
necessarily be informed of or interested in whatBtJ is doing in that respect. Can
national foreign policy officials build successtdreers while avoiding ‘all things
European’ (as anecdotal evidence from the UK sugieBy interviewing only
officials involved in EU processes, we may misslérger picture: we may think the
EU is more important in national processes tha Df course we may also discover
that in fact, in some (or all) states the EU adyual quite a significant factor (and the
reasons for variations across countries and ower Would merit exploration). But

we do not yet have enough information to be abkdte this either way.

Such research should then link into studies on vghlaappening in Brussels: we
should connect what is happening in national ckgpitathe questions posed at the
start of this lecture: why do the member statesali¢ctively, what are the limits to

collective action, how are EU foreign policies made

We should take a longer perspective as well. Itld/be interesting, for example, to
know whether policy-makers are aware of the histdrizU cooperation, and how or
whether it affects how they interact within thetsys. | have heard a Council
secretariat official state that the CFSP begarBB1her point was that we shouldn’t
judge the member states harshly if CFSP doesnk werfectly, the system was still
new, everyone was still learning to cooperate.setmember states have had 37

years (and another three almost as many) of cobpenaithin a formal framework
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for foreign policy cooperation. Surely this is loegough for there to have been some
impact on member states, for ‘socialisation’ towcdor ‘identity change’ to be
evident (as constructivists might argue). If — aswnargue — the UK is ‘not really
European’ or not ‘Europeanised’ after 34 yearsdeshe EU (and constructive and
active participation in EPC/CFSP/ESDP), then maileee are limits to socialisation:

but then the more serious question arises as tahhys the case.

The UK is not the only ‘difficult’ case here — wieaild ask the same questions of
other countries. And we could gain insights froomparing ‘problem cases’, member
states with ‘adjustment problems’ in the Europeaeifjn policy system such as
Greece in the 1980s , perhaps Denmark in the 1@99<Lyprus now. Are there
similarities in these cases? How and why do theynmally adjust (are there any
broad lessons there?)? How do other member staetdsvith them?

The EU’s impact on the world

Muchmore research needs to be done on the EU’s ird&uemthe wider world
(especially beyond the EU’s immediate neighbourhoadd particularly on the EU’s
impact on the international system (are we, as sealests have argued, even seeing
‘soft balancing’ now? Is the EU a model for othegions, for international relations?
Is it a ‘power’?), and its actual impact on outsgjeompared to that of local and

other international actors (does the EU influetaat and how?).

Too often, we lapse into assertions that the EUelther considerable or little
influence, without the backing of clear, substdrgiadence for such influence.
‘Proving’ the EU has influence (or not, and what s;md why) requires considerable
empirical research (and particularly a lot of irtewing, and reading materials not in
an EU language) — outside the EU, and necessavighiing non-EU based scholars.
The view from Delhi, Moscow, Beijing, Tokyo, Capewn, Accra, Jerusalem,
Tehran, Caracas or Washington, DC (and so on)uadbto be different from the

view from Brussels and EU national capitals — amghiriead to considerable revision
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of our views on EU power and influenteThis sort of research could go from
investigating the effectiveness of EU aid polidi@sparticular countries, sectors,
regions), to analysing the EU’s influence in inegfanal diplomatic processes, to
gauging the extent to which major powers considergU to be an actor, or even a
power, worth listening to (and so on). This measasating out EU influence from
that of other domestic and international actors +hherently difficult task — but
unless we try to get to the bottom of this, welafewith unsubstantiated assertions

about the EU’s place/role/influence in the wotid.

Doing research on these themes should entail fugsipally leaving the EU and
venturing into other countries, and should entwlinvolvement of researchers from

outside the EU in joint research projects with ¢thbased inside the EU.

This suggestion also means that | think that weishturn our attention to analysing
what kind of power the EU wields and with what effeather than debating what
kind of power the EUs. Debates about whether the EU is or is not aiaivibower, a
normative power, a superpower and so on, are atlyleading us anywhere right
now — certainly not to firm answers to the coredfioms listed at the start of this
chapter. In fact, as Michael Smith has warnedntivenative power debate is
relegating external impact to a residual statusénliterature’” We should instead
engage in a debate about what the EU does, wioeg d, and with what effect,

rather than about what it is.

% There has been some work done recently on whaideus think of the EU. See the special issue of
European Foreign Affairs Review?, 3, 2007; Sonia Lucarelli, ‘European Polititdgntity and the
Others’ Images of the EU: Reflections on an Undeiared Relationship’CFSP Forum5, 6, 2007,
Ole Elgstrom, ‘Outsiders’ Perceptions of the Euap&nion in International Trade Negotiations’,
Journal of Common Market Studjekb, 4, 2007; Natalia Chaban, Ole Elgstom and is&iblland,

‘The European Union as Others SeeHtiropean Foreign Affairs Reviewl, 2, 2006; and Martin
Ortega, ed.Global Views on the European Unio@haillot Paper no. 72 (Paris: European Union
Institute for Security Studies, November 2004). Ekgstrom has argued that much empirical work still
needs to be done on ‘if, or to what extent, outsideerceptions actually have an influence on thksE
chance to achieve its goals’ (Elgstrom, ‘Outsid&siceptions’, p. 964).

*6 One exception to this tendency is Nathalie Tocditee EU and Conflict Resolution: Promoting
Peace in the Backyard.ondon: Routledge, 2007), in which she analypesi§ically the EU’s

influence in several different conflicts (frozenatherwise) on the EU’s periphery. Another is the
wide-ranging work by Roy Ginsbergife European Union in International Politics: Bagpti by Fire
Lanham: Rowman and Littlefield, 2001), in whichdrgues that the EU has considerable ‘political
impact’ on international actors and issues.

*" Michael Smith, ‘Comment: Crossroads or cul-de-dea@ssessing European Foreign Policy’,
Journal of European Public Poli¢yL3, 2, 2006.
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Conclusion

In conclusion, the field of study on the EU’s fayeiand security policy system offers
up numerous research challenges but also numertaresting questions to pursue.
Much research is ongoing, but there are still mgagys to fill. We need more in-depth
empirical research. We could also do more to makenork relevant to other
disciplines and areas of study. We should be abépeak to a wider audience of
academics and analysts, and draw in a wider aifcéeholars from other disciplines.
We must speak to scholars outside the EU and ieviblem in joint research
endeavours. Finally, there is still work to do &oc¢umulate knowledge’: to
summarise important findings, and to stimulate aeseto contribute further findings

to build up our collective knowledge.
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