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the Union as a beacon of hope for a more progressive, humane international order. Or,
we might share the despair of the issuer of the plea at how the EU continues to ‘punch
well beneath its weight' on human rights (Roth 2007). The EU consistently fails to meet

Ll
‘ | j‘ | One of the founding fathers of what is now the European Union (EU), Jean Monn & ~ expectations while never ceasing to develop new ambitions.
once described European integration as a ‘key step towards the organization of to-,
| morrow’s world’ (quoted in Jergensen 2006: 521). Nevertheless, Monnet and the
other founders of the original European Economic Community (EEC) had litt]e
. ambition to create a new kind of international power. In fact, the EEC was initially
i given explicit external powers only to conduct international trade negotiations,

b Introducing European Foreign Policy

How it developed

The EU international ambitions have their origins in the 1960s. In particular,

; since a common market could not, by definition, exist without a common trade American disregard for European preferences in Vietham and the Middle East pre-

T e

policy. Yet the Community’s trade policy quickly produced political spillover: trade
agreements with whom? What about sanctions against oppressive or aggressive
states? Member states soon felt the need to complement trade policy (and the exter-
nal aspects of other EC policies) with political criteria that they laid down in what
was at first a separate, informal framework of ‘political cooperation’ and then later
became a formal treaty objective of a common foreign and security policy.

The European Union now aspires to be a global power: that is, a major interna-
tional actor that can, like the United States (US) or China, influence developments
anywhere in the world, and draw on its full range of economic, political, and security
Instruments. It can be argued that ‘foreign policy has been one of the areas in which
European integration has made the most dynamic advances’ (Tonra and Christiansen
2004: 545). Still, the EU is a strange and often ineffective global actor. Distinctive
national foreign policies endure in Europe and show few signs of disappearing. The
notion of ‘European foreign policy’, comprising all of what the EU and its member
states do in world politics, collectively or not, has gained prominence (see Carlsnaes
2006; Hill and Smith 2011).

Debates about European foreign policy tend to be about whether the glass is half-
full or half-empty. On one hand, the EU has used enlargement as a tool of foreign
policy and dramatically transformed the regions to its east and south (see Chapter 8).
The Union is an economic superpower. It is gradually developing a military capabil-
ity for crisis management or humanitarian intervention (see Chapter 9).

On the other hand, the EU suffers from chronic problems of disunity, incoherence,
and weak leadership. European foreign policy can be undermined by all manner of
rivalries: between its member governments, between EU institutions, and between
them and national foreign ministries. The EU was entirely sidelined during the 2003
war in Iraq because it could not come even remotely close to agreeing a common
policy (see Peterson 2003/4). The Union stood accused of providing ‘far too little
leadership far too late’ to the aborted 2005 effort to reform the United Nations (UN)
(Laatikainen and Smith 2006: 21-2).

Sometimes, the same international event or issue can be used to defend either the half-
full or half-empty thesis. Consider the call by the head of a leading non-governmental
organization, Human Rights Watch, for the EU to ‘fill the leadership void’ on human
rights post-Irag, after the US was widely viewed as flaunting them. Here, we might see

sented the European countries with incentives to defend their interests collectively,
and thus more effectively, in foreign policy. According to a logic known as the ‘poli-
tics of scale’, the whole—the EU speaking and acting as one—is more powerful than
the sum of its parts, or member states acting individually (Ginsberg 2001).

By 1970, a loose intergovernmental framework, European Political Cooperation
(EPC), was created to try to coordinate national foreign policies. Linked to the Eu-
ropean Community, but independent of it, EPC was very much dominated by na-
tional foreign ministers and ministries. Member governments identified where their
national interests overlapped, without any pretension to a ‘common’ foreign policy.
The European Commission was little more than an invited guest, and the Parliament
largely excluded.

Nomnetheless, EPC fostered consensus on difficult issues in the 1970s and 80s, in-
cluding the Arab-Israeli conflict and relations with the Soviet bloc (through what
became the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE); see Box
10.1). EPC also became the vehicle for the Community’s condemnation of South
Africa’s apartheid system. Europe was mostly limited to saying things—issuing dip-
lomatic démarches—as opposed to doing things via EPC. But increasingly it backed
up EPC positions with European Community actions using economic aid or sanc-
tions (which were applied to Argentina during the Falklands War).

EPC’s perceived successes led to claims that Europe could become a ‘civilian
power’ (see Galtung 1973). That is, the EC could emerge as an alternative to the two
Cold War superpowers, uphold multilateralism, liberalism, and human rights as
values, and be an advocate for peaceful conflict resolution. EPC was given treaty
status and formally linked to the activities of the Community in the 1986 Single
European Act.

Yet, the geopolitical earthquakes that shook Europe beginning in 1989 exposed
EPC as weak and unable to foster collective action. The idea of strengthening foreign
policy cooperation in a new ‘political union’ was given impetus by the dramatic tran-
sitions in Central and Eastern Europe, the Gulf War, the collapse of the Soviet Union,
and war in Yugoslavia. Thus, the 1992 Maastricht Treaty grafted a new Common
Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP, along with a new Justice and Home Affairs
(JHA) policy) onto the existing Treaty of Rome, resulting in the European Union’s
then three-pillar structure. There is no question that the EU became far more active
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BOX 10.1 Key concepts and terms
o

The Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) was created by the 1992 Maastrich
Treaty as a successor to the European Political Cooperation mechanism. It has b
embellished by successive new Treaties and given (by the Treaty of Nice) a Brug
based Political and Security Committee to prepare Foreign Ministers' meetings and (7
Lisbon) a ‘new look’ High Representative and the EEAS.
= .‘., "
The Cotonou agreement was agreed in the African state of Bénin in 2000 angd theﬁ.' i
revised repeatedly (lastly in 2010). It is the successor to the Lomé Convention and js
claimed to be a ‘comprehensive partnership’ between former European colonies and |

the EU.

The European External Action Service (EEAS) was created by the Lisbon Treaty and |
became active in 2010. It works under the authority of the High Representative and
brings under one roof EU (Commission and Council} and national diplomats. One in-
tended effect of the EEAS is to make the Union's missions in foreign capitals more like
real embassies, with clout and resources.

The OSCE-—the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe—brings
together 56 (as of 2011) states from Europe and beyond in what is the world's Iargeét ‘
regional security organization. It claims to take a ‘comprehensive approach to security’,
extending especially to human rights. The OSCE works on the basis of unanimity and its
decisions are politically, not legally, binding. It thus is criticized as toothless, even though
its predecessor—the Conference on SCE—was important in putting into motion the
changes that led to the end of the Cold War.

internationally in the years that followed. There is considerable debate about
whether it also became more effective.

The basics

The EU aspires to international power for two basic reasons. First, even the Union’s
largest states are medium-sized powers compared to, say, the US or China. All Euro-
pean states, especially smaller ones, seek to use the EU as a ‘multiplier’ of their power
and influence. There is controversy about whether the Union is a truly global, as
opposed to a regional power (Orbie 2008; Krotz 2009). However, its largest member
states—France, UK, Germany, and Italy (the first two being members of the UN
Security Council)—give the Union a ‘pull towards the global perspective which
many of the [other member states] simply do not have as part of their foreign policy
traditions’ (Hill 2006: 67). New EU military and civilian missions in Africa and
Afghanistan, as well as the Balkans and Middle Fast, illustrate the point.

John Peterson

Second, the Union’s international weight increases each time it enlarges or
expands its policy competence. The twelve countries that joined after 2004 were
all (besides Poland) small and (mostly) pro-American states with limited foreign
poliCY ambitions. But EU membership allowed them to distance or defend them-
celves from the US on issues such as Russia or trade policy, while making the Union
a potentially more powerful player on these and other international issues. Mean-
while, the EU has accumulated new foreign policy tools, beginning with aid pro-
grammes for Africa in 1963 and most recently a Common Security and Defence
Policy (CSDP; see Chapter 9). It also has created, via the Lisbon Treaty, new figures
to represent the Union externally: a ‘permanent’ European Council President and
a High Representative for Foreign Policy who is also Vice-President of the Com-
mission. Lisbon also gave birth to the European External Action Service (EEAS),
potentially a nascent EU foreign ministry. But whatever institutions it creates, the
EU is powerful internationally above all because it presides over the world’s largest
single market (including nearly 500 million consumers, or around 40 per cent
more than the US).

Still, European foreign policy is hindered by three basic gaps. One is between task
expansion, which has been considerable, and the integration of authority, which has
been—at least prior to the Lisbon Treaty—Ilimited. Before the creation of the EEAS,
the total number of European diplomatic staff worldwide (EU plus national officials)
was more than 40,000 diplomats in 1,500 missions. Yet, no minister or government
could give orders to this huge collection of officials. No one claimed that the US—
with around 15,000 staff in 300 missions—was weaker because it was so outnum-
bered (Everts 2002: 26). The new High Representative was given authority over the
EEAS, which at least promised finally to give the Union an official who could direct
the EU’s own diplomatic corps, which often proved impossible in the past because of
fragmented institutional structures in Brussels.

The gap between the EU’s economic power and political weakness is a related
but separate problem. Europe manages to defend its interests on matters of low
politics—economic, trade, and (less often) monetary issues—with a more or less
single voice. External trade policy is made via the Community method of decision-
making (see Chapter 3), which delegates considerable power to the Union’s insti-
tutions and where Council acts by a qualified majority. The EU also has significant
resources in aid and development policy, and has emerged as a potentially major
power in international environmental diplomacy.

In contrast, the Union often fails to speak as one on matters of traditional diplo-
macy, or ‘high politics’, which touch most directly on national sovereignty, prestige,
or vital interests, and where Council acts by unanimity. The CFSP created by the
Maastricht Treaty was meant to cover ‘all aspects of foreign and security policy’.
However, there is no single EU foreign policy in the sense of one that replaces or
eliminates national policies. In contrast to (say) EU trade policy, the CFSP relies
overwhelmingly on intergovernmental consensus. It remains difficult to envisage
member states ever delegating power to decide life and death questions, such as
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whether to contribute military force to a *hot’ war. In short, the gap between the EUs.

economic power and political weight endures largely because the Community-sys—
tem remains more efficient and decisive than the CFSP system. '
A final gap is between the world’s expectations of the EU and its capacity to meeg

them (Hill 1998). In the early days of the post-Cold War period, European foreign

policy-makers often oversold the Union’s ability to act quickly or resolutely in iner.
national affairs. Nearly two decades later, the rhetoric had muted but the EU s
struggled to be a truly global, as opposed to a regional power in its European neigh-
bourhood. Chris Patten (2005: 176), a former Commissioner for External Relations,
was frank:

America is a superpower, partly because it is the only country whose will and intentions
matter everywhere, and are everywhere decisive to the settlement of the world’s prob-
lems. Europe can help to solve these problems, but there are only some parts of the
world—like the Balkans—where our role (while not necessarily crucial) is as important
as, or more important than, that of China in the case of North Korea.

These three gaps—between task expansion and integration, economic unity and
political division, and capabilities and expectations—all contribute to a more
general mismatch between aspirations and accomplishments. To understand its
persistence, we need to unpack European foreign policy and consider it as the

product of three distinct but interdependent systems of decision-making (White
2001):

* anational system of foreign policies;
¢ a Community system focused on economic policy; and
* the CFSP

These systems remain distinct even if there is considerable overlap between them
(see Table 10.1). To illustrate the point, the Lisbon Treaty essentially eliminated the
pillar system and put all EU policies under the umbrella of a single institutional
system. The ‘EU system’ now incorporates the CFSP as well as internal security
policy. However, as Piris (2010: 260) notes, leaving aside the High Representative,
‘the Lishon Treaty confirms that CFSP remains clearly subject to different rules and
procedures from the other activities of the EU. It therefore remains a second pillaras
it was before.’

Overlaps between the EUs external policy systems are, however, rife. Europe is
the world’s largest foreign aid donor, but only when the disparate and largely unco-
ordinated contributions of the Union and its member states are added together. EU
environmental policy is made via the Community method but it is often unclear who
speaks for Europe in international environmental diplomacy, as was revealed—to
the Union’s cost—at the 2009 Copenhagen UN summit on climate change. Leader-
ship of the CFSP sometimes falls to sub-groups of member states, as illustrated by
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the ‘EU-3’, with France, Germany, and the UK taking the lead on nuclear diplo-
macy towards Iran.

These overlaps reflect how high and low politics often blur together in the twenty-
frst century. Disputes arising from Europe’s dependence on Russia for energy, or the
rendency of Chinese exporters to flood European markets, can touch upon vital
national interests and preoccupy diplomats and governments at the highest political
levels. Meanwhile, the EU has begun work on a security and defence policy: the ul-
timate expression of high politics. Blurred boundaries between both policy realms
and systems for decision-making make European foreign policy an elusive subject
that is far more difficult to ‘source’ or study than (say) Indian, Mexican, or South
African foreign policy.

TABLE 10.1 European foreign policy: three systems

System Key Location (or Primary actors Policy
characteristic Treaty basis) example
National Loose (or no) Outside EU's National War in Iraq
coordination structures ministers
and ministries
Overlap Some coordination  Coordination National Cotonou
of national and EU  with EU with ministers agreement
efforts nuances (in and ministries,
annexes to Commission
Treaty; no
funds from
Community
budget)
Community  EU usually speaks Pillar 1" Commission Commercial
with single voice and Council (trade)
policy
QOverlap Turf battles Pillars 1 Council and Economic
and 2* Commission sanctions
policy
CFSP ‘Common, not Pillar 2° High Nuclear
single’ policy Representa- diplomacy
tive; national towards
ministers Iran
and ministries
(especially of

large states)

*Pre-Lisbon Treaty
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A National ‘System’ of Foreign Policies

Distinctive national foreign policies have not diséppeared from Europe, even if the
EU has become a more important reference point. France uses the EU to try 19 ep.
hance its own foreign policy leadership of a Europe that is autonomous from the Us,
Germany has wrapped its post-war foreign policy in a European cloak in order to
rehabilitate itself as an international power. The UK views the EU as useful for on
ganizing pragmatic cooperation on a case-by-case basis. Small states have consider.
ably ‘Europeanized’ their foreign policies (Tonra 2001) and rely on the EU to haye a
voice in debates dominated by large states. But all EU member states conduct their
own, individual, national foreign policy.

Whether or not national foreign policies in Europe form a true ‘system’, they are
notable for;

¢ their endurance;
¢ their continued centrality to European foreign policy; and

e their frequent resistance to coordination.

The last observation points to what makes foreign policy different from other EU
policies: the logic of foreign policy coordination differs markedly from the logic of
market integration. Integrating markets mostly involves negative integration:
sweeping away barriers to trade. Separate national policies can be tolerated as long
as they do not impede free movement of goods, services, and people. Market integra-
tion typically has clear goals, such as zero tariffs or common standards. Progress can
usually be measured and pursued according to timetables.

In contrast, it is plausible to think that a common foreign policy (analogous, for
example, to the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP)) requires positive integration:
new EU institutions and structures to replace national ones. Foreign policy often has
a black or white quality: if all states do not toe the line when the EU condemns a
human rights violation or imposes an arms embargo, then the Union cannot be said
to have a policy at all. Foreign policy coordination is often difficult to tie to specific
goals or timetables. Compare the two main policy projects of the Maastricht Treaty
(see Smith 1997). Monetary union had a clear goal—the euro—a timetable for
achieving it, and criteria for measuring progress. The CFSP was given no clear goal,
nor any timetable or criteria for achieving it.

Defenders of Europe’s system of foreign policy coordination, including Chris Pat-
ten (2001), concede that Europe lacks a single foreign policy. However, they insist
that the EU usually has a common foreign policy through which its member states
and institutions act collectively. Each plays to its strengths and contributes policy
resources to a (more or less) common cause. Increasingly, all member states tend to
respect common EU policies and procedures.

Critics counter-claim that the war in Iraq showed how the EU is easily mar-
ginalized on matters of high politics. Decisions on whether to support the war

John Peterson

were almost entirely made in national EU capitals, not Brussels. Nation-states
have long been primary sources of European foreign policy. They are likely to
remain so.

The Community System

The Community system for foreign policy-making consists of three main elements:
external trade policy; aid and development policy; and the external dimension of
internal policies, not least the internal market.

Commercial (trade) policy

The European Union is a major trading power. It is the world’s largest exporter and
second largest importer. It accounts for more than one-fifth of all global trade, and
claims a higher share than the US. The EU is sometimes portrayed as a purveyor of
neoliberalism (which emphasizes the benefits of the free market and limited govern-
ment interference; see Cafruny and Ryner 2003). Yet, all trading blocs discriminate
against outsiders and more than half of all EU trade is internal trade, crossing Euro-
pean borders within a market that is meant to be borderless. EU member states are
sometimes accused of acting like a protectionist club in which each agrees to take in

~ the others’ ‘high cost washing’, or products that are lower in quality or higher in

price than goods produced outside Europe, ostensibly to protect European jobs (see
Messerlin 2001).

In practice, the EU is a schizophrenic trading power, not least because it blends
very different national traditions of political economy. Generally, its southern mem-
ber states are less imbued with free-market values than those in the north or east.
One consequence is that it is sometimes more difficult for the EU to agree internally
than for it to agree deals with its trading partners. The power of the Commission in
external trade policy is easy to overestimate (see Box 10.2). However, the EU does
a remarkably good job of reconciling Europe’s differences on trade. When the EU
can agree, international negotiations become far more efficient. There is capacity in
the Community system for shaming reluctant states into accepting trade agree-
ments that serve general EU foreign policy interests. For example, in 2001 the
Union agreed to offer the world’s poorest countries duty-free and quota-free access
to the EU’s markets for ‘everything but arms’ (see Faber and Orbie 2009), which
France firmly opposed but eventually agreed to accept. The deal was criticized
for not doing enough to promote third-world development. But the EU generally
claims that it offers the world’s poorest countries a better deal than de most
industrialized countries.

Europe increasingly finds itself facing fierce economic competition from emerging
states such as China, India, and Brazil that have maintained much higher economic
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growth rates than the EU over recent years, even during the post-2008 recession I
i . ; " i
1] the circumstances, EU trade policy has been accused of becoming aggressive, reac-

! tive, and defensive. The Union also shouldered much of the blame for the breg).

il down of the Doha Development Round of world trade talks, which floundereq in Trade policy is the most integrated of all EU external policies. The Commission negoti-

2008 mostly over its (and the US’) agricultural subsidies. With multilateral trade ates for the EU as a whole in most cases. There is no specific Council of Trade Ministers, |

BOX 10.2 How it really works

. commercial (trade) policy

negotiations at an impasse, the EU has sought bilateral preferential trade agreements ' and effective oversight by member states {through the so-called Article 207 Committee
(PTAs): its PTA with South Korea in 2009 represented a breakthrough of sorts, since of national trade officials) seems limited. The EP gained significant new powers from the
itinvolved a relatively large state and a high volume of trade. However, little progres_g Lisbon Treaty, with many measures adopted by co-decision, and its consent is now re-
was made in the pursuit of PTAs with India or the 10-state Asian group ASEAN quired for all trade agreements. Still, the Commission is clearly the lead institution and at
(Association for South-Fast Asian Nations) even after the Union committed itself tq first sight, its position often ssems indomitable.

these agreements in its 2007 strategy paper Global Europe: Competing in the World In practice, power is considerably diffused. Member governments defend their own
(Commission 2007). economic interests robustly at all stages: when the Council defines the Commission's

mandate for negotiations, during the negotiations themselves, and when the Council
ratifies draft deals. The Treaty says that the Council can (with a few limited exceptions )
decide by qualified majority. In practice, important external trade measures almost naver
pass without unanimity. Moreover, there seems little doubt that the post-Lisbon Parlia-
ment will be ‘quite ready to make use of its right to reject an agreement’, as it did in the

An interesting question for students of European foreign policy is: how much is the
EU’ economic power used in the pursuit of its foreign policy objectives? The answer
seems to be sometimes, but not often. The 2010 agreement to apply severe economic '
sanctions to Iran in response to its nuclear programme illustrates how the EU occa-

B ————

]} sionally (in this case, after years of US cajoling) uses its economic power for political case of a US-EU counterterrorism agreement in 2010 (Piris 2010: 287), or set conditions,

[1 objectives. The same can be said for the PTAs the Union has agreed with developing as it did with the EU-South Korea PTA the same year. Thus, tensions between intergov-

i countries and states on its borders as part of its Neighbourhood Policy (see Chapter8). ernmentalism and supranationalism exist even at the heart of the Community system, |
d[ A striking example was the Libyan crisis of early 2011, when the EU rapidly adopted even though the EU has a solid record of achievement in trade policy.

E sanctions, travel embargoes, and asset freezes against the Gaddafi regime, even if there Increasingly, the EU seeks region-to-region agreements such as the EuroMed part-

”1 were visible misgivings among several governments about the military action. But EU nership with the countries of the Mediterranean, and the Cotonou agreement, a trade

"‘ trade policy structures and behaviour challenge the idea of Europe as a ‘civilian power’. ‘ and aid accord between the EU and 79 African, Caribbean, and Pacific (ACP) states. Such

package deals require links between different systems for making European foreign
policy. For example, most aid to the ACP states is distributed via the European Develop-
ment Fund (EDF), which member states finance directly and is not part of the EU's
general budget.

The Union’s aid policy has faced serious challenges in recent years. Evidence that
EU aid programmes are not very effectively managed has contributed to ‘donor fatigue”.
The new wisdom—reflected in World Trade Organization (WTO) rules—is that poorer

i The Lisbon Treaty states that trade policy ‘shall be conducted in the context of the
principles and objectives of the Union’s external action’. But responsibility is left in the
l I hands of the Commissioner for Trade, not the High Representative. Damro (2010)

characterizes the EU as ‘Market Power Europe’: that is, an EU that defends its eco-
, nomic interests aggressively in individual trade disputes with little regard for broader
| foreign policy objectives. An even less charitable portrayal is ‘Parochial Global Europe’

| ! LA

{ | (Young and Peterson 2012): a trading power whose preoccupation with its own countries need trade more than aid. Trade is seen as helping poorer countries to grow
i internal politics and policies, involving the staunch defence of its economic interests, : from within in a sustainable way, while aid is often wasted, especially through corrup-
il hampers the Union’s attempts to play a global role. | tion. The labelling of the twenty-first century’s first global trading round as the Doha
it P p playag y Y

development agenda both reflected the new wisdom and focused global attention on
| the EU (and US) for their reluctance to open (especially) their agricultural markets to
developing countries.
The EU and its member states spend around €50 billion annually on development | The world's poorest countries continue to insist that they need large injections of
aid, or over half of the global total. Aid and access to the Union’s huge market are ' a‘d{ gnd [EIain, wery of t_he EU's new preference (driven by WTO rules as \.NeH as
frequently combined, along with other policy instruments, as in the cases of the EUS political choices) for creating free-trade areas. Large transfers of EU aid continue to
Y Wi 8 ) P : . ! i flow to the Cotonou countries, most of which are in Africa. The EDF's budget, set at
free trade agreements with Mexico and South Africa. Market access or aid also may

b f volitical . Bt d oo ’ €13.8 billion for 2000-7, was increased to nearly €23 billion for 2008-13. Besides
¢. part of political cooperation agleemments designed: to promote ey Y Africa, the Mediterranean and the Balkans are also priority areas for Community

spending on development.

; Aid and development

human rights. The EU’ relations with its most important neighbours—such as
Turkey, Ukraine, or Russia (see Box 10.3)—are usually conducted through complex
package deals involving trade, aid, and political dialogue.
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BOX 10.3 How it really works
The EU and Russia

The EU's relationship with Russia is a classic glass half-empty or half-full story. A pesg": 1
mist would make much of the EU's dependence on Russia for energy, particularly sincg
price disputes between Moscow and former Soviet republics in 2005-9 led to interrup-
tions (or threats of them) in flows of Russian natural gas. The EU's concern for s energy ‘
security is often viewed as making it the weaker partner in its relationship with Moscow,
One consequence, according to this view, is that the Union is reluctant to speak truth to n
power about the erosion of Russian democracy, the suppression of human rights jn. -
Chechnya, or even the 2007 cyber-war waged (apparently) by Russia on Estonia, an EU
member state.

In practice, the EU and Russia are mutually and heavily interdependent. The EU relies:
on Russia to supply more than a quarter of both its oil and natural gas. But sales of raw
materials to the EU account for most of Russia’s hard currency earnings and fund nearly
40 per cent of Russia’s federal budget. Around 60 per cent of Russia’s export eamings
come from energy, most of it in the form of sales to the EU. One former EU diplomat
puts it bluntly: ‘Europe should clearly work for a comprehensive partnership with Russia,
but at the moment it is nonsense to suggest that this will be based on shared values’
(Patten 2005: 178).

The point was illustrated at the 2006 Lahti EU summit held under a Finnish Council
Presidency. Vladimir Putin was invited to participate, a first for a Russian President. By all
accounts, the meeting was fraught and Putin bristled at any criticism of his government.
When the President of the EP Josep Borrell (a Spaniard), told Putin that the EU could not
trade oil for human rights, Putin reportedly replied that corruption was rife in Spain. Putin
also noted that mafia was an Italian word, not a Russian one. The French President,
Jacques Chirac, enraged other EU delegations by arguing that morality should not be
mixed with business in the EU's dealings with Russia.

Still, the (then) EU of 26—including former Soviet republics (such as Estonia) or
satellites—delivered a more-orless common message to Russia for the first time. The
German Chancellor, Angela Merkel, insisted that she would continue to push Putin on
human rights in Russia. So, perhaps the glass was half-full?

The Union has also become the world’s largest donor of humanitarian aid through
the European Community Humanitarian Office (ECHO), located within the Com-
mission. It announced the largest contribution of any donor to humanitarian aid in
Afghanistan within days of the start of the 2001 war. ECHO also contributed more
relief than any other donor to areas affected by the 2004 Asian Tsunami and 2010
Pakistani floods.

The EU’s good deeds are often marred by bad ‘plumbing’. ECHO was slammed for
its lax spending controls by the Committee of Independent Experts whose 1999 re-
port sparked the mass resignation of the Santer Commission. For years, EU develop-
ment funds helped prop up dictators who were overthrown in Egypt, Tunisia, and
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elsewhere in the 2011 Arab Spring. EU aid delivery certainly has become more
efficient over time. But the Commission still has some distance to go before it es-
capes the memorable charge (made by a UK Minister for Development) that it is the
worst development agency in the world’ (Short 2000).

Externalizing internal policies

In a sense, the European Union has no internal policies: its market is so huge that
every major decision it makes to regulate it (or not) has international effects. When
the Union negotiates internal agreements on fishing rights or agricultural subsidies,
the implications for fishermen in Iceland or farmers in California can be immediate
and direct. The ultimate act of externalizing internal policies occurs when the EU
enlarges its membership, as it did when it more than doubled in size from twelve to
27 member states after 1995.

A rule of thumb, based on a landmark European Court decision (see Weiler 1999:
171-83), is that where the EU has legislated internally, a corresponding external
policy competence for that matter is transferred to it. The Community has frequently
taken this route in environmental policy, and now participates in several interna-
tional environmental agreements. Where internal lines of authority are clear, the EU
can be a strong and decisive negotiator. The Commission has become a powerful,
global policeman for vetting mergers between large firms. When the Union
seeks bilateral economic agreements, whether with China, Canada, or Croatia, the
Commission negotiates for the Union as a whole.

The Union’s most important international task may be reconciling rules on its single
market with rules governing global trade. The EU sometimes does the job badly, agree-
ing messy compromises on issues such as data protection or genetically modified foods
that enrage its trading partners. External considerations can be a low priority when the
Union legislates, and effectively treated as someone else’s problem. Most of the time,
however, the internal market has offered non-EU producers better or similar terms of
access than they were offered before the internal market existed (Young 2002).

We have seen (in Chapter 9) that EU security policy has been subject to consider-
able criticism from both academics and practitioners. In contrast, EU enlargement
has been widely hailed as the most effective tool of European foreign policy, in terms
of exporting both security and prosperity (Nugent 2004; Smith 2005). But it has also
produced enlargement fatigue and the European Neighbourhood Policy, a frame-
work for cooperation with states on or near EU borders such as Ukraine or Russia
which, in the Brussels jargon, do not have the ‘perspective’ of membership anytime
soon (Dannreuther 2004; Weber et al. 2008). It is difficult to see how the powerful
lure of actual membership could ever come close to being replicated by a policy that
forecloses that possibility. Member states continue to tussle over how far the Neigh-
bourhood Policy is a direct alternative, rather than a potential stepping stone to, EU
membership (see Chapter 8). Neighbourhood Policy is another area where the
EU struggles to meet expectations.
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The Common Foreign and Security Policy

The gap between the Union’s growing economic power and its limited political cloyg
was a source of increasing frustration in the early 1990s. Thus, a distinct system of
making foreign policy was created with the CFSP at its centre. This new system
overlapped with but did not replace the Community system. Over time, it incorpo-
rated a nascent Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP). Confusingly, the
Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and CSDP are mainly labels for ‘insgi-
tutions that make [policies] but are not proper policies’ in themselves (Jorgensen
2006: 509).

The CFSP unveiled in the Maastricht Treaty marked a considerable advance on
the European Political Cooperation mechanism. But it still disappointed proponents
of closer foreign policy cooperation. The CFSP gave the Commission the right—
shared with member governments—to initiate proposals. It even allowed for limited
qualified majority voting, although it was always clear that most actions would re-
quire unanimity. Compliance mechanisms in the CFSP were not made as strong as
those in the first pillar, with the European Court of Justice mostly excluded. The
CFSP (like the initial JHA policy) remained largely intergovernmental, even if links
to the Community system were gradually strengthened.

Established habits of exchange between foreign ministries meant that member
governments were able to agree a considerable number of common positions and
joint actions in its early years (see Nuttall 2000: 184-8). Some measures, such as
the 1993 Stability Pacts to stabilize borders in Central and Eastern Europe, or
support for democratic elections in Bosnia (in the 1990s) went well beyond the
usual EPC declarations. Nevertheless, critics scorned the CFSP’s inability to deal
with more complex or urgent security issues, above all the wars in ex-Yugoslavia
(see Box 10.4).

The 1997 Amsterdam Treaty’s main foreign policy innovation was the creation of
a new High Representative for the CFSP (who also served as Secretary-General of the
Council). The High Representative was meant to help give the EU a single voice and
the CFSP a single face. After his appointment to the post in 1999, former NATO
Secretary General Javier Solana at times proved a skilful coordinator of different ac-
tions and instruments, whether sourced in Brussels or national capitals. He fronted
the Union’s diplomatic efforts, in cooperation with NATO, to head off civil war in
Macedonia in 2001, and had a leading role in nuclear dialogue with Tehran. How-
ever, the EU continued to be represented externally by its troika, with Solana joined
by the Foreign Minister of the state holding the Council Presidency and the Euro-
pean Commissioner for External Affairs. In some cases, such as the Group of Eight
summits, special formulae for representation involved a confusing mix of Commis-
sion and national representatives. Thus there,was never a clear answer to the legen-
dary (and apparently apocryphal) question asked by the US Secretary of State, Henl’)’f
Kissinger, in the 1970s: ‘What number do I call when I want to speak to “Europe™?

BOX 10.4 How it really works

| Making foreign policy decisions

Provisions in the Maastricht Treaty for Qualified Majority Voting (QMV) on foreign pol-
icy seemed to mark a major change from European Political Cooperation. However, QMY
was rarely used in the second (or third) pillar. The glass remained (at least) half-empty:
rules on when QMV could be used were far more complex than in the first piflar, and
nearly all important CFSP decisions required a consensus. Because it could not agree a
unanimous position on Iraq {far from it), the EU was completely sidelined during the drift
to war in 2003. Itis difficult to identify any major foreign policy decision of the George W.
Bush administration that was influenced by any CFSP decision, except perhaps a soften-
' ing in tactics for dealing with the Iran nuclear dossier. The CFSP's annual budget is in the
range of a paltry €150 million. Looking to the future, foreign policy by unanimity seems

impractical, even impossible, in an EU of 27 plus. Procedurally, it is clear how the CFSP
‘ works. Substantively, there is controversy about whether it works at all.

But perhaps the glass is half-full. Each time the EU is faced with an international cri-
~ sis, it tends to act more quickly, coherently, and decisively than it did in response to the
last crisis. Following the terrorist attacks of 9/11, the EU agreed a raft of statements or
decisions within days. Subsequently, the EU moved decisively—sometimes controver
sially so—and gave its consent to counterterrorist agreements with the US on issues
such as airline passenger records and container security (see Rees 2006). The EU’s diplo-
macy {through the 'EU-3') on Iran, its participation in the Middle East Quartet (on an
equal footing with the US, Russia, and the UN), a range of actions in central Africa
- and the Balkans, and the Lisbon Treaty's new foreign policy machinery suggest, for
' optimists, a steady integration of European foreign policy.

=

But after the rejection of the 2004 Constitutional Treaty, the Lisbon Treaty as-
signed that single number to a new EU High Representative, who would do the same
job the Constitutional Treaty gave its EU Minister for Foreign Affairs (even if that
title was rejected as too provocative). The new High Representative, Catherine Ash-
ton in the first instance, combined the roles of the previous High Representative and

~ the Commissioner for External Affairs. Ashton also served as Vice-President of the

Commission and chaired EU Councils of Foreign Ministers, in perhaps the most au-

. dacious attempt ever to combine the supranational with the intergovernmental in

one position. Doing so involves tricky compromises: for example, the High
Representative has the (non-exclusive) right to propose CFSP initiatives without
passing them through the entire College of Commissioners.

Ashton spent most of her first year (2010) in post navigating a minefield of insti-
tutional bickering between the Commission, Council, and Parliament about the pre-
tise composition of the EEAS. One upshot was to highlight how long it would take
before the Service operated as a single—and single-minded—foreign service as na-
tional EU foreign services do. Yet, many EU diplomats agreed that the EEAS offered
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a ‘streamlined system for developing, deciding and executing European for
policy. It should create new ideas and new synergies and enable the EU to act.
decisively in international affairs’ (Avery 2011: 2).

Theorizing the EU as a Global Actor |

The expansion of the EUs foreign policy role confounds many international rela.
tions (IR) theorists, particularly those in the realist tradition. Most realists make tyo
assumptions. First, power in international politics is a zero-sum commodity. Sec-
ond, all alliances between states are temporary (see Mearsheimer 2001; Waltz 2002).
On one hand, realists claim to be able to explain why the EU is often weak or divided
on matters of high politics, such as Iraq or Russia. On the other hand, realists find jt
difficult to explain the EU’ international ambitions and activities (see Box 10.5‘):,};(;%
even why it does not collapse altogether. More generally, twenty-first century works
of IR theory often barely mention the EU, or ignore it altogether (see Sullivan 2001;
Elman and Elman 2003; Burchill et al. 2005).

One consequence is that research on European foreign policy ‘has come to re-
semble an archipelago’ (Jergensen 2006: 507), which is only barely connected to
the study of IR more generally. Consider intergovernmentalist approaches to
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: p0OX 10.5 Compared to what?

European Security Strategy

‘Equipping the EU with a military capability made it possible also to give the Union a
security strategy: a set of principles that could guide foreign policy action and specify
how ESDP might be deployed together with other EU policy instruments. The 2003 Eu-
ropean Security Strategy (ESS) was agreed at a tumultuous time after the Union's sharp
| and bitter divisions over Irag. It was possible to view the ESS as a step forward for the
| QUnion as a global actor (see Biscop 2005), but also impossible not to view it as partly, at
| |east, a response to the 2002 US National Security Strategy (NSS; see Dannreuther and
| Peterson 2006).
The NSS was unveiled, with powerful symbolism, one year and one day after the ter
| rorist attacks of 9/11. Many US allies were shocked by its endorsement of three princi-
I ples: the need for shifting cealitions in a war on terrorism, the sanctity of unchallenged
| US military superiority, and the right to 'pre-empt’ threats to American security unilater-
Ea‘!iy. The NSS was full of dark warnings about the nature of the terrorist threat and how
I the US would respond to it.
In contrast, the tone of the ESS was largely celebratory: extolling the achievements
;-of European integration, while urging that European habits of cooperation needed to be
| exported. The ESS ended up being a much shorter document than the Bush administra-
tion's NSS. In places, it reads more like a set of ambitions than a genuine strategy (Heis-
bourg 2004). A report on its implementation in 2008 echoed the self-congratulatory tone
- of the ESS and but also admitted that Europe needed to be ‘more capable, more coher
| ent, and more active’ to realize its potential {Council 2008: 2). On balance, there was just

European integration, which are themselves derived from liberal theories of in-
ternational politics (see Moravesik 1998). Intergovernmentalists assume that gov-
i ernments respond to powerful, domestic economic pressures. When governments
agree economic policy deals that benefit national economic interests, they try to
‘ lock in those gains by giving EU institutions powers of enforcement. In contrast,
l { governments face far weaker incentives to delegate foreign or defence policy pow-
ers to EU institutions, which explains why the EU’s trade policy is far more inte-

enough that was common to the two strategies—especially about the need for proac-

tive policies to counter terrorism—to make it possible to think that the transatlantic alli-
| ance might be more durable than it sometimes appeared around the time of the Iraq war
| (see Anderson et al. 2008; Lundestad 2008).

S

grated than the CFSP Beyond that insight, however, intergovernmentalists have
shown little interest in the EU’s global ambitions. As such, what has been described
as ‘the most suitable theoretical tradition’ for explaining Furopean integration also
seems to be ‘currently running out of steam and relevance’ to European foreigh
policy (Jergensen 2006: 519).

In contrast, one of the oldest theories of European integration—neofunctionalism—
may still have mileage, at least by proxy. Institutionalism, a theoretical cousin of
neofunctionalism (see Haas 2001), focuses on how the EU produces habits that
eventually mature into institutionalized rules of behaviour (see Smith 2003;
2004). For example, habits established through twenty years of foreign policy
exchanges within EPC led to the CFSP. The EU often creates new roles of
organizations—such as the High Representative or the Political and Security
Committee—which develop their own interests, missions, and escape close inter-
governmental control.

Yet, the leading theory of European foreign policy has become constructivism
(see Tonra and Christiansen 2004; Bretherton and Vogler 2006). Constructivists de-

part from realists and liberals in insisting that the interests and identities of EU
‘member states are not fixed before they bargain with each other. Rather, they are
“constructed’ through bargaining, which is a highly social process. Constructivists,
in contrast to institutionalists, insist that ideas matter as much as (or more than)
institutions in IR. Alexander Wendt (1992; 1999), perhaps the leading IR construc-
tivist, portrays the EU as more than a temporary alliance because its member states
‘assume a measure of common identity through shared ideas, including ones about

the desirability of multilateralism, environmental protection, and so on. Many con-

Structivists do not shy from questions about what the EU should do in foreign policy,
insisting on the importance of a ‘normative power Europe’ that stands up for its val-
Ues and principles (Manners 2002; 2008).
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Arguably, however, constructivism sets the bar too low. Its proponents eap
become apologists for EU inaction or incoherence in global politics by always falling
back on the argument that Europe remains ‘under construction’ as a global actor, Ag
much as constructivists insist the glass is half-full, others—such as Toje (2010), whg
portrays the EU as a ‘small power’ analogous to Canada, Peru or Switzerland—-_argue
that it remains half-empty.

Conclusion

When the former British Prime Minister, Tony Blair, urged that the EU should be-
come a ‘superpower but not a superstate’ in 2000, he provoked little controversy
outside of his own country. The idea that the EU should take a lead in expressing
European power internationally has become almost a mainstream view (see Morgan
2005; Peterson et al. 2012). The EU has come a long way from humble origins in
foreign policy. But it remains an odd global power, which has difficulty living up to
its ambitions. It has increased its potential international power each time it has en-
larged. Yet, EU foreign policy is only as good as the quality of the consensus amongst
its members, and it is often of poor quality in an enlarged EU of 27+ member states.

One reason why assessments of European foreign policy vary so widely is because
it is unclear how the EU’s success should be measured. There is no question that the
Union is far more active internationally than its founders ever imagined it could be.
In several policy areas, especially economic ones, it is a global power. No other inter-
national organization in history has even tried, let alone claimed, to have a‘common’
foreign policy.

There were signs post-Iraq that foreign policy was being reclaimed by European
national capitals, or groups of states acting together, even if none appeared to be giv-
ing up on the CFSP altogether (see Hill 2004). The Lisbon Treaty’s institutional re-
forms may move the EU closer to a truly common foreign policy (see Rogers 2009).
Consider the US Secretary of State, Hillary Clinton’s, view: ‘These are historic times
for the EU. I expect that in decades to come, we will look back on the Lisbon Treaty
and the maturation of the EU that it represents as a major milestone in our worlds
history’ (21.1.11; http://euobserver.com/9/29322/2rk=1).

Or, Lisbon’s effect might be, yet again, to raise expectations that cannot be met.
How, for example, will coherence emerge from the constellation of a new European
Council President, a new(-ly empowered) High Representative, and the Commis-
sion President, as well as Commissioners for development and trade policy? The
EU’ interlocutors are often understandably confused about who to approach about
what issue and how the CFSP actually works.

The future of European foreign policy will be determined largely by two factors:
the EU’s relationship with the US (see Toje 2009) and its ability to wield its ‘soft
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power’, OT its power to persuade rather than coerce (Nye 2004; 2011). Whether the
George W. Bush era marked a glitch or a watershed in transatlantic relations is an
open question. The failure of hard (mostly) American military power to achieve US
policy goals in Afghanistan or Iraq, let alone Iran or North Korea or the Middle East,
rekindles questions about whether Europe’s soft power might make it an alternative
source of leadership in the twenty-first century (Rifkin 2004; Leonard 2005).

Alternatively, Europe’s declining population and military weakness might fore-
close such questions. One of the EU’s top diplomats argues that Europe will never
maximize its soft power until it invests far more in hard power (Cooper 2004a), a
prospect that became increasingly remote in a climate of post-recession austerity as
the second decade of the twenty-first century began. Yet, there is no question that the
EU faces powerful incentives—especially as it loses economic ground to states such
as China, India, and Russia—to become more united in foreign policy: As Howorth
(2007: 22) argues, ‘The pressures for the EU to speak to the rest of the world with a
single voice will become intense. The refusal to make collective EU choices in the
world of 2025 will be tantamount to an abdication of sovereignty.’

It is easy to see why debates about Europe as a global actor are so lively. The EU is
likely to remain an often uncertain and hesitant global power but one that never
stops trying to be more coherent and effective. It will no doubt continue to frustrate
its partners, but sometimes show surprising unity, and fascinate—probably as much
as it confounds—future students of international politics.

I DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

2

1. Define ‘European foreign policy’. Explain why this term has assumed wide usage

amongst those who study the EU’s international role.

2. Why are member states reluctant to entrust the Commission with responsibilities for
the political side of foreign policy, while they have done so for important areas of eco-

nomic external relations?

3. Why is the most effective way for the EU to promote development in the less-devel-

oped world increasingly seen as ‘trade not aid'?

4. How best to characterize the EU as a global actor: Civilian power? Normative power?

Market power? Small power?
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based Institute for Security Studies http://www.iss.europa.eu/), which fori
became an autonomous European Union agency in 2002. Other specific areas of E
policy have their own, dedicated websites:

s External relations (general): http://www.europa.eu/pol/ext/index_en.htm
 Foreign and security policy: http://www.europa.eu/pol/cfsp/index_en.htm
e Humanitarian aid; http://europa.eu/pol/hum/index_en.htm

e Justice/fhome affairs: http://www.europa.eu/pol/justice/index_en.htm

¢ Trade: http://europa.eu/pol/comm/index_en.htm

* Development: http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/index_en.htm

The Commission’s site (http://ec.europa.eu/index_en.htm) has general informa
about EU foreign policy, but the websites of national foreign ministries often rev'eag
more. On the EU's relationship with the US, see http://www.eurunion.org/ a
http://www.useu.be/. Web links on the EU’s other important relationships inclu
ones devoted to the Cotonou convention (http://www.acpsec.org/), EU-Canadian
relations (http://www.canada-europe.org/), and the Union's relationship with Latin =
America (http://aei.pitt.edu/view/subjects/D002022.html). To see how the EU's
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ald policy has shifted towards promoting trade (instead of aid) see: http://ec.europa.
eu/development/icenter/repository/SEC_2010_0419_COM_2010_0159_EN.PDF.
The Brookings Institution (based in Washington DC) offers a ‘scorecard for European for-
eign policy’ at: http://www.brookings.edu/reports/2011/0330_european_scorecard
vaisse.aspx.

Visit the Online Resource Centre that accompanies this book for additional material:
www.oxfordtextbooks.co.uk/orc/bomberg3e/




