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Introouction 
Only comparatively recently has the importance of thinking about the European Union's 

role in the international environment become widely recognised, resulting in a substantial 

increase in the volume of work in the field. Despite this, little has emerged in the way of 

general theoretical frameworks, with theorists preferring to concentrate their efforts on 

specific areas or case-studies. While many of these efforts are valuable, the concepts 

developed in this way are often only narrowly applicable. Indeed, Sbragia argued (in 

defence of a comparative approach) against such narrowness, saying that "thinking about 

the Community comparatively will prove to be more fruitful analytically than simply 

describing the Community as 'unique' and consequently analyzing it exclusively on its 

own terms" (in Hix, 1998, p.334). Further to this, it is often the case that discussion of the 

European Union in the international environment is conducted on the assumption that it is 

already understood what actorness and effectiveness entail. These terms are far from 

being generally understood. What is needed is a clear enunciation of their meaning. For at 

least this reason the research undertaken in this thesis is justified. Its value lies in the 

enunciation of clear principles of actorness and their application to the European Union. 

The bulk of discourse relating to the European Union in the international arena 

falls into two basic categories: the analysis of the results of particular EU actions, and the 

analysis of the process of decision-taking for EU actions. The purpose of this thesis 

differs from both these approaches. In attempting to determine the effectiveness of the 

Union as an international actor, the thesis will concentrate not on the reasons for taking a 
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given decision, nor on case studies of particular actions, but rather on the tools the Union 

possesses, and whether it is effective in utilising these to achieve its goals. 

The structure of the thesis is simple. Chapter I begins by outlining what is 

effectively a taxonomy of actor characteristics by which an actor's capacity to act may be 

assessed. It then goes on to consider the analysis of effectiveness, outlining the way in 

which this difficult concept will be applied to the European Union, and indeed should be 

applied to actors in general. The consideration of these issues is necessary in order to fill 

the theoretical gap outlined above. 

Subsequent discussion in the thesis serves two purposes. First, it will provide 

consideration of the effectiveness of the tools utilised by the European Union in pursuit 

of its goals and interests in the international arena. Secondly, it will serve as a test for the 

framework of actorness outlined, highlighting both the benefits and deficiencies of such 

an approach. In conducting this consideration, illustrative examples will be used where it 

is deemed fruitful to do so. For the sake of consistency, where possible these examples 

will be drawn from the same general area, that of the former Eastern bloc, in particular 

the Central and Eastern European Countries (CEECs). 

Chapter II discusses the European union in the economic sphere, the sphere in 

which the Union is generally perceived to be the most effective. Discussion focuses upon 

the use of the trade and aid tools, as well as upon sanctioning behaviour. Where possible 

illustrative examples are drawn, primarily from among the Central and Eastern European 

Countries (CEECs). Chapter III looks at the political sphere, examining the negotiation of 

the Europe Agreements, as well as the place of conditionality within the European 

arsenal. This necessitates drawing upon examples from among the African, Caribbean 
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and Pacific (ACP) States. Chapter IV concentrates on the military sphere, beginning with 

a brief outline of the development of the European security debate, before going on to 

assess the operational capability of the EU/WEU partnership, as well as the recent 

concept of Combined Joint Task Forces (CJTFs). Finally, Chapter V draws together the 

themes that have emerged throughout the thesis, highlighting what they tell us about the 

European Union as an international actor, and using them to make recommendations, 

where necessary, for improvements to the Union's capabilities. Also discussed at this 

point is the development of a new concept, the Rapid Reaction Facility (RRF) for civilian 

crisis response. This also provides the opportunity to reflect upon the validity and utility 

of the model of actorness constructed, and where appropriate to make suggestions for 

change. 
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I Theoretical Framework 

1.1 Introduction 

1.2 The Debate So Far 

1.2.1 Realism and Pluralism 

1.2.2 Actorness 

1.2.3 Effectiveness 

1.3 Actorness 

1.3.1 Actor Capability 

1.3.1.1 Action Triggers 

1.3.1.2 Policy Processes/Structures 

1.3.1.3 Performance Structures 

1.4 · Effectiveness 

1.4.1 Tangibility and Intangibility 

1.4.2 Approaches to Effectiveness 

1.4.3 Measuring Effectiveness 

1.5 Summary: The Effective International Actor 

r.r Introouction 

In any discussion as to the effectiveness of the European Union 1 as an international actor 

there are two variables that must initially be discussed. It is necessary firstly to establish a 

theoretical framework of what it is to be an international actor, and secondly to outline 

1 It is necessa1y at this point to comment upon the use of the terms 'European Union' and 'European 
Community'. Throughout the thesis the term 'European Union' will be used to refer to the three-pillared 
body created by the TEU (First Pillar - the European Communities consisting of the EEC, ECSC, 
EURATOM; Second Pillar - Common Foreign and Security Policy; Third - Justice and Home Affairs). 
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the criteria to be used for determining international actor effectiveness. This chapter 

therefore, develops a broad theoretical framework of actorness, which is used in 

subsequent chapters to analyse the performance of the Union in various areas of the 

international environment. This framework is developed through combining the concepts, 

both explicit and implied, utilised in the numerous 'narrow-focus' approaches, as well as, 

and more importantly, those ideas elucidated in the few seminal works in the area of 

actorness. 

r.2- Tbe Debate So Far 

The following sections address three broad strands of literature, highlighting strengths 

and deficiencies which any new framework for actorness must incorporate or resolve. 

The first of these looks to international relations theory, concentrating in particular upon 

the realist and pluralist debates. The second strand considers literature with a focus on 

actomess, and concentrates particularly upon the work of Gunnar Sjostedt (1977), David 

Allen and Michael Smith (1991), Christopher Hill (1993), Roy Ginsberg (1997) and 

Richard Whitman (1998), but also makes reference to the writings of Paul Taylor (1982), 

Ben Soetendorp (1994), Marise Cremona (1998), John Peterson (1998) and Uwe Schmalz 

(1998). The final body of literature is that discussing effectiveness. The section builds 

upon three further articles of primary importance, those of Arild Underdal (1992), Antje 

Herrberg (1997) and Knud Erik J0rgensen (1998). 

The term 'European Community' will be used to refer both to the body as it stood prior to the TEU, and to 
the First Pillar of the European Union as it is currently constituted. 
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1.2..r The Debate So Far: Rea[ism a110 p[ ura[ism 

The bulk of 'relevant' international relations theory on actorness can be dichotomised 

into two main theoretical conceptual groupings that emphasise different actors and 

processes - realism and pluralism. 

In the realist conception of international relations, the primary actor is the state, 

existing in an anarchic and constantly fluctuating international environment. In this 

conception, anarchy signifies that there exists no authority above that of the primary state 

actors. That is, while the state creates and enforces laws within its own territorial mass, 

there is no corresponding authority above it creating and enforcing laws in the 

international arena. Such a conception revolves around the unitary state "pursuing a 

unified national interest in an anarchical international system characterised by 

competition and conflict" (Whitman, 1998, p.6). In such a system, argued Morgenthau 

(1951), politics is simply a struggle for power, an Hobbesian 'war of all against all' writ 

large. As such, the pursuit and maintenance of national sovereignty becomes a core 

foreign policy goal of all states. 

With the emphasis on states and the ability to remain sovereign, realism inevitably 

downplays the importance of any non-state actors. In effect, to be an actor one must be a 

state, possessed of all those structural requisites necessary for the maintenance and 

expression of sovereignty in the international realm. This usually means at least an 

'adequate' milita1y capacity. Based on this logic, Hedley Bull argued in the early 1980's 

that Europe "is not an international actor and does not seem likely to become one" (Bull, 

1982-83, p.151). In defining actors in such a unitary and universal way, realist theorists 
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effectively excise from consideration entities that, while influential, are not sufficiently 

state-like. 

Pijpers stated in support of the realist paradigm that while "[s]ome national 

capacities may be pooled through international organisations, and there are also other 

vehicles of international power and influence ... compared with the accumulated power of 

national states in the world, such non-statebound capacities are still very restricted" 

(1991, p.19)2. Pijpers later points to Rhein in support of this, saying (with reference to the 

EC) that "most of the potential instruments of foreign policy are outside the Community's 

scope" (1991, p.20). Such assertions should be seen as referring to the effectiveness of an 

actor in an international arena perceived as being universal and singular. Only in this way 

may it be said that states have proven to be the most effective international actors. When 

however, disparity and variability are acknowledged as characteristics of the international 

environment (as explained in 1.3 below), conclusions such as these lose much of their 

validity. 

The second major body of international relations literature is that approached 

from a pluralist perspective. In such a conception it is recognised, as the name suggests, 

that there is a plurality of different types of actors interacting within the international 

arena (transnationalism) which, in contrast to the realist perspective, penetrate state actors 

to varying degrees (interdependence). As such, the state does not exercise complete 

control over its territorial or international areas of competence. This viewpoint erodes the 

distinction between domestic and international affairs, and as such cannot quite be seen to 

be reflective of the cun-ent global situation where hierarchies of issue importance still 

2 It must be noted that the context of this statement was a debate on EPC being conducted by Pijpers. 
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exist. The European Union's three-pillar structure is a good example of such (Whitman, 

1998, p.8). 

Two useful concepts can be drawn from these frameworks. The first is that the 

international system is indeed anarchic in the sense that there exists no undisputed 'world 

body' able to enforce a framework of laws or institute peace within the international 

system3
• While it has been argued that "international norms, agreements, treaties, and 

regimes have undoubtedly curbed the 'unbridled' mechanism of the 'state of nature'" 

(Pijpers, 1991, p.17), the environment in which actors exist is still one of anarchy with 

little more than a thin veneer of order. Any attempt to define a theoretical framework of 

actomess must be made against this relatively disordered and fluctuating contextual 

background. 

The second is that actors are a disparate group of entities, and should be 

recognised as such. It is therefore necessary that any theoretical framework be flexible 

enough that it can be applied to these diverse units. It is also necessary that the 

framework aclmowledge that theoretically actors need not be 'universal' ( as the state is 

often claimed to be), and that an actor need not be an actor in all issue areas. Such a 

perspective views the international system as incorporating not simply states, but also 

non-state actors of varying influence and interests. 

3 While the WTO may be raised as an objection to this, it may be distinguished. The WTO primarily 
possesses resolution procedures rather than enforcement procedures and therefore constitutes an 
international relations system rather than a state-like enforcement body. 
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1.2..2. Actorness 

This section briefly discusses those few works directly relating to actorness which form 

the basis of this analysis. This is not to suggest that these works are complete in their 

coverage or universal in the scope of their applicability: indeed, these works, while 

useful, are in some respects inadequate in ways which this thesis attempts to address. 

Recognising that the theoretical instruments of international relations available for 

assessing actorness "are few, and to the extent they exist, intolerably crude" (Sjostedt, 

1977, p.5), Gunnar Sjostedt published 'The External Role of the European Community' 

(1977), in an attempt to outline a framework for determining the extent to which the 

European Union could be considered a "genuine actor in the international system" (p.6). 

Sjostedt's work both differs from and complements the analysis of this thesis. His 

undertaking was to set out a framework of actor capability against which the then 

European Community could be compared to determine whether at any given time it could 

be said to be an international actor. It is a black and white distinction in that a body either 

fulfils the criteria and is to be considered an actor, or it does not. This is comparable to 

this analysis insofar as in order to complete the stated thesis of determining the 

effectiveness of the Union as an international actor, Sjostedt's black and white distinction 

must first be made. In other words, in order to be an effective international actor, the 

European Union must first fulfil the criteria to be an international actor. It is here that 

'The External Role of the European Community' becomes a useful resource. 

It is from this initial dichotomy that this thesis embarks on the elucidation of 

actorness. It is important to note here that Sjostedt's work, written in the period pre-EPC, 

was constrncted around a body whose presence was predominantly felt in only one issue 
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area - the economic. In the almost quarter century that has elapsed since Sjostedt's work 

was published, Europe has progressed considerably, symbolically illustrated by the 

transition from Community to Union. In the course of this progressive transformation, the 

collective European presence has spilled over from the economic arena, via Treaty 

reforms, into other issue areas to such an extent that it is no longer appropriate to 

undertake an analysis of the Union based upon only one issue area. Consequently, 

theoretical flexibility becomes important. In short, while Sjostedt's work is undoubtedly a 

conceptual foundation for this thesis, it is limited in scope and now outdated. 

David Allen and Michael Smith began their 1991 analysis of the Western 

Europeans in the international arena by acknowledging that the "problem faced and often 

highlighted by analysis of a 'European foreign policy' is that whilst Western Europe is 

clearly consequential in the international arena, its status and impact are inherently 

ambiguous" (Allen and Smith, 1991, p.95). They acknowledged that Europe was neither 

a purely dependant entity, nor a 'fully-fledged state-like actor' (Allen and Smith, 1991, 

p.96), and in so doing suggested that only the state structure of people and institutions can 

be considered to be a true actor. Their work may, in this respect, be seen as an attempt to 

side-step this idea in respect of the non-state Europe. They do this by considering the 

notion of presence, an idea that tries to convey certain aspects of being a state-like actor, 

while falling short of actually being such. 

Drawing particularly upon Wolfram Hanrieder (1978) and Oran Young (1972), 

Allen and Smith concentrate on the participation of various entities4 in issue areas. 

Quoting Hanrieder that "[a]ccess rather than acquisition, presence rather than rule, 
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penetration rather than possession have become the important issues" (Hanrieder, 1978, 

p.1280), they essentially argue that what must be looked at is whether or not an entity 

possesses influence in a given realm of activity. In this way they are able to avoid 

classing such an entity as an actor, saying instead that it constitutes a presence in a given 

realm. This is important when it is remembered that in their work it is implied that 

international actors are state-like in that they are universalist in presence. In this way 

actorness is seen to presuppose presence. Presence, they say, "is defined by a 

combination of factors: credentials and legitimacy, the capacity to act and mobilise 

resources, [and] the place it occupies in the perceptions and expectations of policy 

makers" (Allen and Smith, 1991, p.97-98). They fail however, to develop these factors in 

detail. It is, importantly, aclmowledged in this article that presence can be both tangible 

and intangible as well as positive and negative. Such a realisation is important in any 

consideration of actomess in that influence, the effect of an actor's .action or inaction, is 

not always felt in a concrete and easily recognisable form. 

The work of Allen and Smith is valuable in that the notion of presence is 

conceptually useful in defining actomess. The concept of presence, as they said, "permits 

consideration and analysis of forces in the international arena without committing the 

analyst to a state-centric ... version of international processes" (Allen and Smith, 1991, 

p.98). Such a statement is the result of a 'state as actor, actor as state' approach to the 

topic area. 

Allen and Smith do not extend or apply their discussion on the notion of presence. 

As mentioned above they do not elaborate in detail the framework of factors they 

4 In discussing the ideas of Allen and Smith, the term 'actor' is deliberately avoided as, as has already been 
mentioned above, they seem to imply that only a state may be an actor. The reason for the use of the term 
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describe as important to 'presence', instead considering them only by implication in their 

discussion of Europe, and also therefore primarily focused on Europe. In this respect their 

analysis cam1ot be seen as the culmination of debate, but rather as the starting point from 

which to consider a concept that is an important part of the framework of actomess 

outlined in this work. Essential to this is the tangible/intangible distinction as mentioned 

above. 

The third work utilised here is 'The Capability-Expectations Gap, or 

Conceptualizing Europe's International Role' by Christopher Hi115
• Hill draws from and 

builds upon the work of Sjostedt and Allen and Smith in conceptualising Europe as a 

non-state actor. In introducing this aim he makes the important recognition that "[t]he 

realist view that the state is the basis of power and interest in the international 

system ... has correspondingly damaged the Community's image as a powerful and 

progressive force in the reshaping of the international system" (Hill, 1993, p.306). 

Indeed, this can be taken one step further in asserting that the realist conception of 

international relations damages the perception not only of the European Union, but of any 

non-state actor. 

Hill, writing in the period prior to CFSP, constructs his analysis by extrapolating 

from the functions the then EC had performed, as well as those it is likely to perform in 

the future (with regard to the structural or institutional requisites the Community would 

need in order to fulfil these functions). Hill asserts that a distinct gap has opened between 

what the Community is able to do, and what it is expected to do (the so-called capability

expectations gap). From the possible functions outlined in the analysis, he constructs a 

'entity' will become clearer with the discussion below. 
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table of powers, mechanisms and policies needed, and whether at the time of writing they 

were present. 

The second important aspect of Hill's work is the notion of Europe as a system of 

external relations rather than as a foreign policy-making body as such (Hill, 1993, p.322). 

Such a conception is yet another way around the realist paradigm in which actors are seen 

as unitary and centralised. It allows possible actors, in this case Europe, to be assessed in 

such a way that it is recognised their presence will be "variable and multi

dimensional ... [playing] an active role in some areas of international interaction and a 

less active one in others" (Allen and Smith, 1991, p.96-97). It also allows for treatment 

of both the internal and external aspects of policy-making. 

These two aspects of Hill's work constitute significant contributions to the study 

of Europe in the international environment, but, as presented in this 1993 article, form 

only a brief foray into answering the questions posed. The notion of the 'capability

expectations gap' is useful for this thesis in that it is essentially just an alternative way of 

conceiving European effectiveness. Where the capability-expectations gap outlines the 

discontinuity between what has been expected and what achieved, and therefore 

successes and failures in relation to expectations, this thesis looks at what has been 

attempted and achieved by the Union in various facets of the international arena and 

therefore the successes and failures in relation to attempted actions. 

In short, Hill's article suggests a number of areas in which research would be 

useful but, as with the work of Allen and Smith, is essentially schematic. This thesis 

5 Hill has recently revisited his thesis on the Capability-Expectations Gap, but it is in this initial piece that 
his themes are best stated, and it is for this reason that it is relied upon. 
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poses questions similar to those raised by Hill, and draws upon his ideas, particularly in 

relation to Europe as an external relations system. 

Ginsberg's consideration of the CFSP approaches the subject with the 1996-1997 

IGC and future enlargement in mind. It is argued that the Union is "unable to draw on 

and coordinate its substantial yet underutilized collective assets to make more rounded 

and effective policies" (Ginsberg, 1997, p.12), and until it is able to do so it cannot meet 

its full potential as an international actor. In discussing this issue, it is made clear that the 

absence of a coordinated CFSP will not make the EU any less an actor in other spheres of 

the international arena (the areas advanced being economic and diplomatic). It is in this 

recognition that the article draws on and contributes to the debate on multi

dimensionality and variability outlined so far. 

Ginsberg goes on to outline the (under-utilised) strengths of the European Union, 

highlighting its assets as including those civilian measures ( e.g. preventive diplomacy) 

incorporated as Pillar One of the Treaty on European Union, as well as the intelligence 

and security resources and, importantly, the political legitimacy lent it by member 

governments. It is such ideas, along with the recognition of variability, that make this 

article an important contribution to the debate. As with other of the works discussed so 

far however, this article does not expand in great detail upon the theoretical nature of 

these concepts, preferring instead to concentrate on empirical discussion from which any 

further theoretical criteria must be implied. 

The final work to be considered at this point is that of Richard Whitman (1998) in 

which he asserts that the "European Union has an identifiable and coherent international 

identity" (Whitman, 1998, p.2). Whitman contends that in considering the international 
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identity of the Union, one must consider the external relations and CFSP aspects together. 

He does so for two reasons. The first is that as outwardly directed policies they have 

important similarities justifying a single framework approach to their analysis. The 

second is that with the Maastricht Treaty and the establishment of the three-pillared 

strncture, there is now "a single institutional framework that warrants study in totality" 

(p.3)6. 

Whitman approaches the European international identity from a systems 

perspective, that is, he contends that the systems thinking developed for the analysis of 

foreign policy can provide valuable information on the international identity of the Union 

(p .14). As such he attempts to identify the inputs, outputs and factors contributing to the 

process of construction of the European international identity. The inputs he designates as 

those factors significant in accounting for the identity, the outputs constitute the 

instrnments of the identity, and the factors contributing to constrnction he posits as being 

aspects of the operational environment, such as legal sources of influence, integrative 

sources etc. 

In treating the European Union in an holistic and unitary way for the purposes of 

analysis on a systemic basis, Whitman has overlooked the fact that there are important 

differences, both of function and effect, between the various aspects, embodied in the 

three pillars, of European activity, or indeed that there are differences in decision-making 

processes across these areas. In treating the Union as a whole in this respect, one can only 

come to a conclusion as to the EU as a whole being or not being an actor, it does not 

allow for multi-dimensionality or variability in performance or decision-making. This is a 

6 One might add a third: that states, the dominant actor in the international arena, make no such sub
division of foreign policy, and it would seem peculiar not to adopt a similar approach when considering 
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limitation that this thesis hopes to conect. Nevertheless, Whitman's work is of use both 

for its empirical component, as well as its structured discussion of the Union's external 

relations capabilities as set out in the various documents from that establishing the 

European Coal and Steel Community, to the establishment of the European Community 

and later the Union. 

These five works, drawn from a vast body of EU literature, while supplying 

impo1iant contributions to the field in which this thesis is based, are all limited in areas 

which this thesis hopes to address. In the case of Sjostedt (1977) this is evident in 

problems of scope and datedness. While useful, the work was undertaken when 'Europe' 

was primarily an economic actor. Since then, the establishment of the Union has seen its 

role expand considerably. Allen and Smith's (1991) attempt is similarly limited, though 

in this case in a strictly internal manner; they failed to test those theoretical aspects which 

they raised as being of importance. The work of Hil17 (1993) possesses similar 

shortcomings to that of Allen and Smith, that is, it constitutes only a partially completed 

discussion and remains empirically untested. Similarly, Ginsberg's (1997) article 

concentrates on laying out empirical data to the detriment of theoretical discussion. 

Finally, the work of Whitman (1998) treating the Union as a whole has the inherent 

drawback of not reflecting any performance variation. For at least these reasons, and in 

the context of continually changing Treaty competences, there is a need for further 

research into this field. 

In addition to these works of a more general nature, there are a number of items 

with a somewhat different focus, but from which may be drawn ideas on the nature of 

non-state actors. 
7 Written, as with that of Sjostedt and Allen and Smith, in the pre-CFSP period. 
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actomess and effectiveness. From these works may be elaborated two main themes, the 

need for consistency8 and the need for cohesion9
. Also present in the items are arguments 

relating separately to autonomy. 

Schmalz (1998) states that there are three weaknesses from ·which the European 

Union's external representation has suffered: lack of visibility, lack of continuity, and 

lack of coherence. The two most important are continuity and coherence. Continuity 

refers to the presence of consistency, evidenced by internal history. Indeed., Taylor (1982) 

refers to consistency as a facet of actomess in stating that "[t]he European Community 

has acquired in its external relations the character of an actor, in that its foreign policy is 

likely to be consistent over a period of time" (p.9). Cremona (1998) too refers to 

consistency in a discussion of the need to treat the three pillars of the Union as a whole in 

the conduct of foreign policy, pointing to Article 3 of the Treaty on European Union in 

which it is stated that the Council and Commission have the task "of ensuring the 

consistency and continuity of activities carried out in order to achieve the objectives of 

the Union". While Taylor seems to be utilising consistency as a requirement for 

actomess, Cremona, through the use of Article 3, seems to be pointing to it as an element 

of effectiveness 1°. 

On the topic of coherency, the items argue for a more unitary system of policy

making and action, in other words stronger institutions, in order to provide clear 

leadership. In comparing the Maastricht Treaty's provisions for foreign policy with those 

for Economic and Monetary Union, Peterson (1998) illustrates the institutional wealmess 

8 See Taylor (1982), Cremona (1998), Schmalz (1998). 
9 See Mansbach and Vasquez (1981), Taylor (1982), Bull (1982-83), Soetendorp (1994), Gordon (1997-
98), Peterson (1998), Schmalz (1998). 
10 This distinction will be discussed later. 
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in relation to foreign policy. This institutional weakness he aclmowledges as detrimental 

to CFSP and a global role, but argues that identity and interests are more pressing 

considerations. Soetendorp too points to the necessity of unity and cohesion. In 

considering various theoretical regimes attempting to explain the EU's foreign policy 

evolution, or lack thereof, he states that "the wish of some member states to retain 

national sovereignty in the field of foreign policy remains a major hindrance for the 

twelve to act as a decisive and cohesive force in international relations" (Soetendorp, 

1994, p.104), adding his voice to the call for unity. Such expressions may be found in 

numerous items not directly addressing the topic of the Union as an actor. 

Further to continuity and coherence, the issue of autonomy is raised in works such 

as these, and reflects the treatment afforded it in this thesis, that is, as being separate from 

internal cohesion/external delimitation11
. It is enough at this point to highlight the 

importance placed on autonomy by some of these writers 12
. 

1.2..3 Tbe Seminal Theorists: Effectiveness 

In the area of effectiveness, the second main variable for this thesis, three recent works of 

importance will be considered. The issue is one fraught with difficulty. Either it is 

assumed that effectiveness is already understood, or that it can only be understood based 

upon a simple success/failure model. This section discusses the works of Arild Underdal 

(1992), Antje Herrberg (1997) and Knud Erik J0rgensen (1998) on this topic. 

11 This will be elaborated in section 1.3 .1 below. 
12 See Mansbach and Vasquez (1981), Handel (1990). 
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Arild Underdal (1992) considers effectiveness in the context of regime theory, 

and sets out to answer three related questions: what constitutes the object to be evaluated; 

against which standard is it to be evaluated; how do we operationally conduct the 

comparison? The work is particularly useful for considering hypothetical or optimum 

situations, as Underdal believes these to be the "two points of reference that merit serious 

consideration" (Underdal, 1992, p.230-231) when discussing the standard of evaluation. 

The difficulty with the work is the same difficulty inherent in any work considering an 

hypothetical or optimum situation, that is, how does one determine what the state of 

affairs would have been were the actor not to have acted, or in this case, were the regime 

not to have been put in place. Further, Underdal fails to make mention of an important 

evaluation criterion for effectiveness, namely, who sets the criteria - an independent 

observer or the actor itself. 

The second article of use in considering effectiveness is that of Antje Herrberg 

(1997). Herrberg does not principally set out to consider effectiveness, but the issue is 

important in her consideration of European Foreign policy. Herrberg, in this context, 

briefly discusses European identity and the cohesion of structures, stating that 'tightness' 

of a system, and its possession of a set identity, will enable it to react "more 

effectively ... to the international system" (Herrberg, 1997, p.46). Also important in 

relation to identity is the possession of a system memory: "if the system operates 

smoothly and effectively in some issue areas there is a strong likelihood that it will do so 

in the fitture" (He1Tberg, 1997, p.44). The analysis is valuable because of these insights, 

but given that discussion of effectiveness is merely tangential to the main arguments of 

the article, the issue is not discussed in any great detail. 
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The third item of interest in this area is the work ofK.nud Erik J0rgensen (1998). 

forgensen outlines a number of approaches to the consideration of effectiveness, and in 

doing so indirectly provides the material necessary for broad theoretical trends to be 

recognised. Further to this, he raises the important issue, ignored by Underdal and 

Herrberg, of criteria being set internally or externally to the actor, and the difficulties 

related to the use of various sets of criteria included in these two fields. J0rgensen also 

raises the point that there are ways of considering action to be effective based on a result 

not obviously related to that action. An example he uses is that, interestingly, of inaction 

raised by Weiler and Wessels. Say Weiler and Wessels, "Europe has managed - through 

its procrastination, mixed responses, apparent confusion and ambiguous outputs of EPC 

- to sail through a host of international crises ... with no damage done to her chief 

economic and trade interests nor to her stability and security interests" (in J0rgensen, 

1998, p.9O). Unfortunately, such a procedure of searching out the 'good' of any action is 

difficult to conduct, and is subject to the reality that good may be found in any situation if 

one simply looks closely enough. The nature of J0rgensen's article is simply to elucidate 

issues, rather than to expound a clear definition of effectiveness, and is valuable for this. 

However, given its nature there is little new material in the article to be considered. 

1.3 Actorness 

In 1976 a book entitled 'The Growing Irrelevance of the State-Centric Model' (Mansbach 

et al, 1976) asserted that "the state has not always been the primary actor in global 

politics and has never been the sole actor. And, unless we believe that history is 

irrelevant, we cannot assume a priori that the nation-state will always remain the most 
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important autonomous actor" (p.25). It is with this thought in mind that this 

consideration of 'the actor' will be conducted. As such, this discussion is not anchored in 

the realist paradigm of world politics, and indeed hopes to avoid entrapment by any 

paradigm. While there is currently no satisfactory definition of what it is to be an 

international actor, it is becoming increasingly obvious with economic globalisation and 

the increasing role played in mediation attempts by non-state organisations, that states are 

not the sole actors in the global system; International Governmental Organisations 

(IGO's), Non-Governmental Organisations (NGO's), corporations, religious groups, there 

are myriad such bodies operating, but not necessarily in the same way, areas, or even to 

the same extent. There is almost as much variation among these actors as there are actors 

themselves. As such it becomes necessary to enunciate a framework which can be used to 

distinguish actors from non-actors. Such a model needs to be structured in a way that, 

while indicating those factors necessary to being considered an actor, is not so specific as 

to limit flexibility of analysis in consideration of any institution. Such a discussion must 

begin by elucidating the nature of the international context within which a framework of 

actomess is to be understood. 

There are four main spheres of action which may be delineated within the 

international environment in which actors operate. This is a reflection of the variation 

among actors in areas of action, and performance results. It is a facet of the recognition 

that actors need not be universal in their scope, that they need only 'act' in one or two of 

these areas, either in cooperation or competition with other actors 13
. This is an obvious 

13 Such a notion is expressed in Mansbach et al (1976, p.37) where it is said of the actor tasks outlined that 
"[t]he behaviour of actors in the global system involves the pe1formance of one or more of the ... tasks in 
cooperation or competition with actors responding to the actual or anticipated demands of their 
'constituencies'". 
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step away from the realist paradigm which sees actomess as an holistic concept, that is, it 

sees the only actors as being states, and these states as acting within the entire global 

arena. In short, the characterisation of the international environment as some kind of 

'political singularity' in which a body is either an actor (in the universal sense) or not, is a 

spurious categorisation. Rather, the global environment should be seen as a continuum, in 

which variation is a strong and integral element. This is not to say that the spheres of the 

international system are hard spheres, accepting no penetration from others, nor indeed 

that they are purely homogenous in content. Instead they must be seen as soft spheres in 

that they may overlap and intersect each other14
• Nonetheless, they are still distinct 

spheres of action. An international actor therefore, must be looked at based upon its place 

in any or all of these spheres. These spheres of actorness are: 

l. Economic Sphere: includes trade and trade relations, and aid. 

2. Political Sphere: involves direct interaction betw~en actors in varying 

issue areas in the form of negotiations or overtly 'political' activity15
. 

3. Military Sphere: involves both defensive and offensive military 

capabilities and relations. 

4. Cultural Sphere: includes issues of culture and identity. 

By dividing the international arena in such a way, it is possible to assess the varying 

performance of a single actor. This becomes particularly important when one considers 

the European Union which possesses disparate structures for the differing spheres of 

operation. Only the first three spheres (the Economic, Political and Military) are 

addressed in this analysis of the European Union. The cultural sphere consists less of an 

14 See figure 1.1. 
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actor 'doing' something than it does of that actor's state of 'being', and is as such subject 

to a different type of analysis than that conducted in this thesis. 

This approach may be objected to on the argument that it is simply defining the 

context to suit the subject of analysis. This 

Economic 

Political Military 

Figure 1.1: Intersection of the three 
spheres considered in this thesis 

however, would be an extremely myopic view. 

By defining the international context in such a 

way, allowance is made for the inclusion of a 

broader variety of organisations in actor 

analysis. This reflects the presence of sources of 

"international power and influence" (Pijpers, 

1991, p.19) other than those of the nation-state. 

To deny this presence would be to artificially narrow the field of possible analysis 

through overlooking an increasingly important factor in the functioning of the 

international system. 

r.3.1 Actor Capabi[it~ 

The first facet of importance in considering actorness is identifying the actor. In other 

words, one must be able to distinguish it from its surroundings. This identity with respect 

to the European Union is characterised by Mansbach as "that which is given expression 

through the instruments that are available to the Union and facets of the EU that 

distinguish it from other international actors" (1976, p.20). In his 'Identity Construction 

15 That activity in which the motivation behind interaction is directed primarily towards a political, rather 
than for example economic, outcome, e.g. recognition ofa state. 
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System' model, Mansbach includes internal sub-systems, decision-making structures and 

implementation instruments (p.16). These may all be seen as facets of internal 

cohesion16
. This internal cohesion need only be present at a minimal level, but is such 

that the actor may be distinguished from the external environment. Sjostedt claims that 

the two ( cohesion and delimitation) are distinct characteristics, that the actor must possess 

both internal cohesion and be delimited externally (1977, p.16), but this fails to recognise 

that the two are so closely connected as to be almost indistinguishable. The degree of 

internal cohesion will strongly influence, and perhaps even dictate, the degree of external 

delimitation. That is, the more unitary a body or organisation in nature (the more 

internally cohesive it is), the more easily it is distinguished from its environment, in other 

words, the more delimited it is externally. For the purposes of this thesis, identification of 

an 'actor' is strongly based upon its internal cohesion, in essence that is, upon its 

institutional structure. These forms and structures are termed tangible identity 

structures 17
. 

Another important part of the tangible identity of any given actor is its autonomy, 

defined by Mansbach as the "independent capacity to solicit and receive information, to 

process and refine it, and finally to respond to it" (1976, p.5). If a unit is not 

autonomous, it cannot be considered an actor18
. Sjostedt makes the statement that if a unit 

16 For consideration of internal cohesion, also referred to as unitary behaviour, see Mansbach (1981), 
Taylor (1982), Allen and Smith (1991), Hill (1993), Soetendorp (1994), Herrberg (1997), Neuwahl (1998). 
17 These tangible identity structures are not the sole contributing factors to an institution's identity, they are 
simply the factors relevant when determining the possession of actomess. Intangible identity structures (as 
discussed in 1.4.2 below) are another important aspect of identity, but primarily relate to the effectiveness 
of a given actor rather than to the determination of its actomess. 
18 An objection to this statement may be foreseen at this point relating to partial or absolute autonomy. 
According to the argument in this thesis, a body must be able to undertake action independently of any 
other body in order to be considered an actor. The moment a body must incorporate the permission, 
influence or assets of any other body into its ability to act, it is effectively giving that other body a power of 
veto over its action. This therefore indicates the necessity of a very high degree of autonomy. This must 
however, be taken in the context of the international environment as defined by this thesis (see 1.3). A body 
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possesses both internal cohesion, to at least a minimal extent, and external delimitation, it 

may be considered autonomous (1977, p.15). Given the slightly different interpretation of 

cohesion and delimitation in this thesis, such a contention does not hold. For Sjostedt, 

delimitation involves the lack of significant penetration by external actors, whereas in this 

thesis delimitation is simply a visible result of internal cohesion/integration. As such, it is 

necessary to aclmowledge separately autonomy as a requisite of actor identity. The two 

fundamental characteristics of an actor's tangible identity then, are internal cohesion and 

autonomy. 

Once an actor has been identified in such a way, one must then assess its 

capability, that is, whether or not it possesses certain structural prerequisites to act19
. 

Indeed, said Bretherton and Vogler, "[t]he attribution of actorness does more than simply 

designate the units of a system. It implies an entity that ... is capable of volition or 

purpose. Hence a minimal behavioural definition of an actor would be an entity that is 

capable of formulating purposes and maldng decisions, and thus engaging in some form 

of purposive action" (1999, p.20). These structural properties are the basic factors 

necessary for the expression of the actor in the global arena. Drawing heavily upon the 

work of Sjostedt, these requirements are considered here. There are three fundamentals 

necessary for any action, be it international, local, or even simply personal. These are that 

a body, or indeed individual, is able to set goals, is able to make decisions relating to 

these goals, and is in possession of the instruments for realising these decisions. They 

will be addressed in this thesis under the following three headings: 

may be wholly autonomous in one sphere (therefore tending towards actomess), and only partially so in 
another - it is this variation that defines the intemational environment and actomess in general. 
19 It must be here noted that this is again closely tied to the notion of intemal cohesion. 
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l. Action Triggers: includes goals and interests that may spur the body into 

action. This need not only be set interests of a given organisation, but can also 

include the emergence of crises requiring a response. 

2. Policy Processes/Structures: this involves not only structures and processes 

for decision-making on a given issue, but also those instruments whereby 

information is attained and monitoring conducted in order to ''prepare for and 

control externally-directed actions" (Sjostedt, 1977, p.75). 

3. Peiformance Structures: includes all those structures necessary for the actual 

performance of any given task once the decision to act has been made. This 

also involves possession of the requisite resources20
• 

Given the importance of these factors, it is necessary that they be considered separately 

and in greater detail. 

1.3.1.1 Action Triggers 

All behaviours require a trigger, be it an already formulated goal held by the actor, or the 

sudden emergence of some crisis situation. Such goal orientation may be found in the 

work of Mansbach and Vasquez (1981) on the emergence of political actors. Among the 

prerequisites for actor formation they include 'value deprivation' and the 'availability of 

stakes'. In other words, members must lack an attribute they wish to have, and that 

characteristic must be available for gain should they group together in order to seek it. 

Essentially, there must be a goal to spur formation of an actor. 

20 Sjostedt included the possession of resources along with goals under the heading 'Basic Requirements' 
(Sji:istedt, 1977, p.75). These he considered as the necessary requisites for any given action. 
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It is important to note that action triggers need not necessarily be overt and may 

often be implied by the nature of the organisation itself; for example, a primarily 

economic organisation has as an implied interest action in the economic sphere for the 

benefit of its members. Action triggers can be divided into two general areas: formulated 

goals and general interests. Formulated goals may include those objectives already 

defined by an actor (for example in treaties or founding documents) as well as those 

requiring formulation in response to a new situation or an emergent crisis. General 

interests on the other hand, are less precise in nature and constitute the general focus of 

Outputs 
I .. 
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Decision-making 
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Figure 1.2: Goal and Interest Formulation 

an organisation. This 

can be ascertained by 

looking either to the 

nature of the body ( as 

mentioned above), or, 

given that institutional 

structures generally 

possess some degree 

of continuity of 

activity over time, 

looking to its 

behavioural history. 

This is not to say 

however, that 

behaviour will remam constant; to make such an assertion would be to deny the 
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dynamism of the international system. Rather, it is simply to assert that much activity 

may be contextualised within the body of previous behaviour. 

The formulated goals and general interests of an actor, while distinct, are closely 

linked. Both draw on a variety of inputs, internal and external. External inputs include 

events occurring in the international arena; internal inputs are those stemming from 

decision-making within the actor, as well as the effect that fo1mulated goals and general 

interests have upon each other. Given that general interests may be formulated by 

institutional behaviour over time, any goals overtly formulated will become part of this 

behavioural history and therefore a contributing factor to these general interests. 

Similarly, the existence of general interests will be a strongly influential factor on the 

formulation of specific goals. Indeed, general interests may be simply transformed into 

formulated goals through application to a given situation. This relationship is summarised 

in figure 1.2. 

r.3.r.2. Polk-:9 Processes/Structures 

The ability to make decisions relating to any given situation is a crucial element required 

by any actor in the international arena. It is necessary that an organisation be able to take 

decisions relating to the achievement of its goals or interests. An important indicator of 

such is whether the body has the legal authority to take a given decision21
. If a body does 

not possess this, then short of side-stepping the law, it will not possess the ability to act in 

pursuit of its goals. While this statement is self-evident, it does serve to communicate the 
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imp01iance of decision-making processes. Along with such structures however, are 

included in this category those instruments whereby information is attained and 

monitoring conducted. The connection between decision-making and information is 

obvious. It is necessary that a body possess as much information relevant to a given issue 

as is possible to attain in order to make a given decision22
• This also includes the facility 

for continued monitoring of a situation, and of the implementation of decisions taken in 

relation to it. 

The requirement of decision-making and monitoring structures does not contain 

any reference to the degree of cohesion23 of these structures. The processes are either 

present or they are not, and actomess is correspondingly to be judged based on their 

presence or lack thereof. This is not to say that cohesion of these structures is not a 

positive thing, it is simply to suggest that it is not a necessity for actomess. It is not a 

requisite that decision-making structures not only be present, but also be unitary/cohesive 

at some specified level above minimum. The degree of their presence may reflect the 

effectiveness of their application, but it does not effect the fulfilment of the actor 

characteristics24
. One can plot an actor's degree of cohesion along a continuum from 

multiple ( e.g. intergovemmentalism) to unitary ( e.g. supra-nationalism), but to do so 

would not provide any significant insight into whether a body was an actor or not, rather, 

it would provide insight into the effectiveness of a given actor's decision-making 

21 In addition to being such an indicator, legal authority makes it clear where power and responsibility lies, 
thus streamlining (and therefore making more effective) decision-making processes. Without such clearly 
defined legal authority, the inevitable result is a struggle among institutions competing for jurisdiction. 
22 Although the possession of such knowledge is not always the case. See the discussion of public policy 
literature on 'pseudo and symbolic policy' in Holland (1987). 
23 By 'cohesion' is here meant the unitary nature of a system in the state-like sense, that is, a tightly unitary 
hierarchical decision-making structure. 
24 This is a particularly important aspect in relation to the European Union given the presence of multiple 
decision-making process relevant to foreign policy. 
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strncture. What is necessary however, is that these strnctures be cohesive in that that they 

form a system internal to the actor, rather than one in which foreign bodies exert an 

influence25
. As such, in determining whether a body is an actor, it is only necessary to 

refer to the actual existence of such structures. 

It is important to note that the policy processes/structures of an actor will include 

not only the capacity and authority to make everyday decisions, but also the capacity to 

make decisions in a crisis. It is therefore necessary that there be an element of flexibility 

in decision-making such that an actor is able to respond to emergent crises by malting 

new decisions or altering already existing ones. The capacity for clear procedural 

leadership is a necessary attribute. Also included in this area are autonomous instruments 

necessary for the collection of information and the monitoring of a given situation. 

Without information, it is difficult for an actor to make the requisite decisions for any 

given action. 

In short, what must be ascertained in determining actomess is whether an entity is 

able, and possesses the authority, to make decisions in pursuit of the goals and interests of 

that entity. This will necessitate not only structures, but also some kind of institutional 

'memory' /permanency in order to foster continuity of decision-making. 

1.3.1.3 Performance Structures 

Performance structures, as noted above, include all those instruments necessary for the 

actual performance of any given task, as well as the possession and mobilisation of the 

requisite resources. This may include instruments which are easily identifiable, and those 

25 This is closely tied to the autonomy requisite discussed in 1.3.1 above. 
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less so. The category of perfonnance structures may be divided into two sub-categories, 

those of tangible and intangible instruments. Examples of tangible instruments include 

such things as a defence identity, the ability to impose and maintain sanctions, the 

possession of fiscal resources, and so on. Intangible instruments on the other hand, 

incorporate concepts such as the possession of some kind of institutional 

memory/pennanency within which policy-making and decision-taking may be 

contextualised. Rather than compose a comprehensive list of every possible instrument of 

performance, categorised by tangibility or intangibility, it is preferable to evaluate the 

presence, or lack thereof, of performance instruments on a case by case basis when 

detem1ining actomess. 

Tangible instruments constitute those structures used for actively carrying out an 

action. Intangible structures on the other hand are simply 'influences' on a system such as 

the effects an actor may have on a given issue simply by being present in the international 

arena. In the words of Allen and Smith, "'presence ' is a feature or a quality of arenas, of 

issue-:-areas or of networks of activity, and it operates to influence the actions and 

expectations of participants" (1991, p.97). In conducting the kind of analysis in this 

thesis, it is not necessary to consider in detail the tangible and intangible roles of a given 

actor. Such an undertaking would require a thesis itself. What is necessary for the 

purposes of this thesis is simply the recognition that actions need not always be overt, but 

may be the result of the existence of systems and norms, in other words the mere 

presence of a given actor. An example, at the level of social development, may be found 

in the fonnation of the individual. In such a situation an important part may be played by 

role models who, though completely unaware of their influence, and in most cases never 
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having met the subject, still exercise a significant socialisation impact. Inadvertent and 

intangible influences must be recognised as action in the same vein as more overt factors. 

An important point to make in relation to performance structures, particularly 

those of a tangible nature, concerns 'possession' - must the structures in question be 

'owned' by the actor, or may they be 'on loan' from other actors? This question links 

directly back to discussion of autonomy26
. It is necessary that the actor be able to 

guarantee use of a structure. 'Borrowing' from other actors is therefore a possibility, so 

long as access is essentially a certainty. To be otherwise would be to give another actor 

an effective veto over action, therefore infringing upon the autonomy necessary for 

actorness. 

1.4 Effectiveness 

Determining whether or not an entity is possessed of the requisites for actorness is only 

one facet in this analysis. In considering the effectiveness of the European Union as an 

international actor, an empirical definition and measure of 'effectiveness' is also needed. 

As Underdal said, if we are setting out to consider effectiveness, "[t]ocusing merely on 

the establishment of any kind of joint arrangement would clearly not meet this 

requirement" (Underdal, 1992, p.227). In conducting an assessment of effectiveness, the 

approach taken to the international system as one of overlapping and interpenetrating 

'soft spheres' of operation, becomes valuable. Indeed, J0rgensen has recognised such, 

saying that in analysing success and failure one "should differentiate between different 

26 See 1.3.1 above. 
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sectors" (J0rgensen, 1998, p.87). It is in the discussion of effectiveness that the issue of 

degree, rejected during the discussion of policy processes/structures27
, re-emerges. 

This section begins by discussing the distinction between tangibility and 

intangibility of structures adopted in this thesis. This enables a recognition of the 

separation between the concepts of actomess and effectiveness. The section then goes on 

to outline several approaches that may be taken towards the consideration of 

effectiveness before elaborating the way in which it is addressed for the purposes of this 

work. 

1.4.1 Tangibi[it;'!) ano Intangibi[it;'!) 

In order to best fulfil its aims, an actor must be able to act coherently28 and cohesively. 

As has already been mentioned in the process of defining actomess, cohesion is an 

impo1iant element in the effectiveness of structures, but not in the simple presence of 

such structures29
. As suggested by Herrberg, "the more cohesive, i.e. the tighter, the 

system is the more effectively it can react to the international system" (1997, pp.45-46). 

This points to identity as an important aspect of actomess, that is, the importance of the 

European Union acting collectively rather than just as the aggregate of Member States of 

the European Union. "Accordingly" said Herrberg, "the identity of the European Union 

clearly differs from European identity at large" (p.46). 

In general, theorists seem to combine, either explicitly or implicitly, the tangible 

and intangible aspects of an actor into one all enQompassing 'identity'. This is a result of 

27 See 1.3 .1.1 above. 
28 This is an area where the importance of clearly delimited legal authority may be seen (see 1.3.1.2). 
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treating actomess and effectiveness as being part of the same concept. In this thesis 

however, a distinction has been made between the two, making it possible to be an actor 

without necessarily being effective, thus we have components forming tangible identity 

structures and intangible identity structures. Tangible identity structures were defmed in 

1.3.1 as including the external delimitation/internal cohesion concept30 and autonomy. In 

refening to the 'cohesiveness' of the system, Henberg and others are making the point 

that decision-making structures must be strong in the sense that they are coherent. An 

example of a coherent decision-making structure is a set hierarchical unitary structure -

the nation-state31
• But decision-making itself is not enough. In order to be effective, an 

actor must possess those features termed here as intangible identity structures. 

Perhaps the primary component of intangible identity structures is continuity. 

Indeed, Schmalz outlined the basic weaknesses of European external identity32 as 

including the absence of this factor (Schmalz, 1998)33, and Taylor, commenting on the 

possession of actorness by the European Community, said of an actor that "its foreign 

policy is likely to be consistent over a period of time" (Taylor, P., 1982, p.9). By 

continuity is meant the presence of some kind of institutional history that allows· 

decisions to be understood within the context of previous decisions. This may also 

provide consistency of decisions in that it builds up a 'decision-making personality' over 

time. This personality makes decision-making simpler as it effectively creates an 

institutional memory and set of behaviours and precedents for the decision-makers to 

29 See 1.3.1.2 above. 
30 Remembering that in this thesis no distinction is made between the two. They are simply aspects of one 
concept. 
31 Acknowledging that decision-making structures do vary from state to state, it is still possible to address 
broad similarities. 
32 Schmalz is using identity in the broad sense. 
33 See also Taylor (1982), Allen and Smith (1991), Hill (1993) and Henberg (1997). 
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draw on34
. Thus, personality/institutional memory is closely linked to the concept of 

general interests as discussed in 1.3.1.1. However, one cannot deny dynamism and 

change as an important part of the process35
. Such change however, may be understood 

more easily in relation to what has gone before - there will be a reason for a reversal of 

policy direction, which may be found by looking at policy history and results. 

For the purposes of this thesis, the structural aspects of external 

delimitation/internal cohesion are termed tangible identity structures, while the less 

palpable aspects such as institutional history and general interests will be termed 

intangible identity structures. It is necessary for a body to be externally 

delimited/internally cohesive (to possess tangible structures) in order to be considered an 

actor, and that actor's intangible structures/effectiveness will be built on top of this 

tangible body. The greater the delimitation/cohesion is (i.e. the stronger the actor's 

tangible identity), and the stronger the actor's intangible identity structures, the more 

effective will that actor be in the international arena. 

r.4.2 Approaches to Eff ective11ess 

The obvious difficulty in considering the effectiveness of a given actor is determining 

how to assess this effectiveness. According to Underdal, "evaluating the 'effectiveness' 

of a cooperative arrangement means comparing something ... against some standard of 

34 It may perhaps be suggested that the nature of the Union is such that it fosters some kind of continuity. 
Policy-making and decision-taking in the EU involves a struggle between Member States, the Commission 
and the European Parliament to gain new competences and to protect those they already possess. As such, 
p1ior behaviour and precedent is a factor foremost in the minds of policy-makers from these various 
entities. This contributes greatly to the notion of an 'institutional memory'. 
35 It is in the failure to make such an acknowledgement that the work of Taylor may be seen as overly 
rational. 
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success or accomplishment" (Underdal, 1992, p.228). There are a number of approaches, 

of varying relevance and ease of use, one may take for such a comparison. This brief 

section highlights some of these possible approaches. 

One of the most obvious approaches is purely quantitative in nature. It measures 

effectiveness by allocating positive value to success and negative value to failure, judging 

the given actions of a body in relation to this. It is something of a misnomer to speak of 

'measuring effectiveness', quantification being an extremely difficult if not impossible 

undertaking in relation to a topic so obviously possessed of a strong qualitative 

component. Measurement implies objectivity, the dispassionate rendering of fact, 

whereas the consideration of effectiveness inevitably involves some kind of value base. It 

is possible to imagine a Babbage-like difference engine tirelessly generating a balance 

sheet of supposed successes and failures of a given actor, but such would require a great 

deal of information on specific actions (J0rgensen, 1998, p.87) as well as extremely 

simplistic criteria for success. 

An alternative consideration m approaches to effectiveness is to whom 

effectiveness will be related. It is possible to consider effectiveness as it relates to the 

goals of a given actor or as relates to the effect on a third party. The latter essentially 

involves an assessment of the consequences of a given action, allowing for the inclusion 

of both intended and unintended outcomes. It requires considerable information in respect 

of the object of a given action, and will involve tangential analysis to the extent that 

unintended results must be determined (if such is possible) and assessed. While such an 
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approach is useful in that it allows for a merit component to be attached to an action36
, it 

must be noted that it does relate more to the wisdom of undertaking, and the result of, a 

given action than it does to the effectiveness of a specific actor. In a thesis devoted to the 

consideration of actor effectiveness, such an approach is not valid. 

The final approach to be raised here is that based upon the structure of the actor 

itself. The focus of such an assessment is on the institutional organisation of the actor and 

how it relates to specified criteria elaborated. Effectiveness is defined according to the 

structures necessary in order to, for example, make a quick and/or coherent decision etc. 

Effectiveness is therefore related to the internal functioning of an actor, paying no 

account to perceived externalities such as the results of actions. This approach holds little 

merit when considering 'effectiveness' of an actor in a topic such as this thesis where the 

issue of importance is not whether the actor is internally effective through possession of a 

certain form37
, but whether it is effective in the international environment. This entails 

consideration of the pursuit and achievement of goals, rather than of the actor. 

r.4.3 Measuring Effectiveness 

Having rejected pure quantification in the analysis of effectiveness, it becomes necessary 

to outline how the topic will be approached. The stated goal of this thesis is to consider 

the effectiveness of the European Union as an international actor. What is required 

therefore, is a method for considering effectiveness which allows the role of the actor in 

the international environment to be evaluated. While pure quantification has been 

36 In other words it allows for recognition that some actions are good and some bad in nature. This is not 
acknowledged in an approach based upon the goals of an actor which instead concentrates on their 
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discarded as unattainable, it is still necessary to include a quantitative component. To fail 

to do so would mean an analysis based entirely upon opinion and conjecture, lacking any 

objective validity. The answer lies in an adulterated form of objectivity, that is, in basing 

analysis on some undisputed grounding while injecting the possibility of value 

judgement. In this work two criteria38 are deemed to be important when approaching 

effectiveness in this way. The first criterion - Measurement Origin - is simply a choice 

between alternative bases for comparison, the 'undisputed grounding'. The second -

Level of Analysis - is a continuum referring to the scale of undertaking. They may be 

elaborated as follows: 

1. Measurement Origin39 : 

a. Internal Origin: criteria of success and failure are set by the actor 

itself. 

b. External Origin: criteria of success and failure are set by an 

observer external to the actor. 

2. Level of Analysis: 

a. Simple: makes basic distinctions between success and failure. 

Generally valid for situations of a simple and definite nature. 

b. Profound: involves a definite qualitative component in the analysis 

of any action. May involve comparisons with hypothetical 

optimum situations. 

achievement regardless of merit. 
37 Form is important however, when, as has been outlined, considering whether a body is actually an actor. 
38 These criteria are the authors own, but similar suggestions, in part or in whole, may be found in the 
works of theorists such as Underdal (1992), Haas (1998) and I0rgensen (1998). 
39 Underdal asserts that defining a point of reference against which the actual achievements of an actor can 
be compared is one of the primary steps in outlining a framework for effectiveness (Underdal, 1992, p.230). 
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The result is two continuums, one for each origin of measurement, as plotted in figure 1.3 

below. 

The first decision to be made in analysis is whether to use the criterion of internal 

or external origin. Were success and failure to be determined according to what the actor 

itself considered them to be, for example comparing outcomes to explicitly formulated 

goals, this would constitute an internal standard of measurement. An external approach 

on the other hand would be one where an actor's operations are measured against a set of 

externally imposed criteria for success and failure. 

As an example to illustrate the level of analysis taken for the consideration of 

effectiveness, we will posit a situation of seeking to end an armed conflict. Were analysis 

to be conducted at the low end of the continuum (be it against criterion of internal or 

external origin), the observer would be concerned with asking broad questions of a very 

Internal Standard 

Simple Analysis Profound Analysis 

External Standard 

Figure 1.3: The Twin Continuums of Effectiveness 

46 

simple nature - 'has 

fighting 

Answers 

stopped?'. 

to such 

questions are typically 

black and white, telling 

us little of use except in 

the broadest sense. 

Little initial information 

is required for such 

analysis, and this form 



is therefore most useful where such is limited, or where there is a set, relatively easily 

definable goal. 

Alternatively, were analysis to be conducted at the other, deeper, end of the 

continuum, a considerable amount of initial information would be required. In our 

example it may be necessary to determine what the causes of the conflict were, what the 

participants were hoping to gain through fighting etc. It may be useful in setting out to 

conduct such analysis to create hypothetical optimum solutions based upon the 

information at hand, conducting comparisons between this and actual outcomes to 

determine the degree of optimum achieved. This kind of qualitative analysis may be 

useful when considering situations such as our example of armed conflict, trade 

agreements etc. 

In this thesis effectiveness is considered, for purposes of simplicity and 

practicality, based upon the first option, that is, upon the 'internal measurement origin' 40 . 

In this way an absolute definition as to what was intended is able to be gained. Through 

looking at the attempt to achieve such goals/interests we are able to assess the 

effectiveness of the Union in achieving its goals and interests in the international arena. 

This is in keeping with the statement of Haas that "ejfectiveness ... involves the question of 

whether or not the goals of the commitments are achieved" (1998, p.18). The level of 

analysis conducted depends on the information available, and a conscious effort is made 

in this thesis to select illustrative examples with the maximum available information. A 

judgement is then made based upon the following simple scale. 

40 While this thesis only utilises one continuum, it was deemed necessary to outline the nature of both as an 
acknowledgement of the presence and place of both options in the analysis of effectiveness. 
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(Effective) 
Goal Achieved 

u 
Goal Substantially Achieved or Achieved with Minor Modifications 

u 
Goal Partially Achieved or Achieved with Major Modifications 

u 
Goal Not Achieved 

(Ineffective) 

A number of objections have been raised to such an approach by J0rgensen (1998) and 

these must be addressed. Firstly, J0rgensen claims that using the aims and objectives of 

an actor as a point of departure is problematic, pointing to those "declared aims and 

objectives" (1998, p.89) outlined in Title V, Article 1141 , of the Treaty on European 

Union42 as of a nature difficult to measure compliance against. It must be noted that the 

aims and objectives with which forgensen finds issue are being critiqued due to his 

concept of them falling under the category of general interests as outlined above43 . This 

is an issue of level of abstraction. This thesis however, primarily concentrates on 

formulated goals and the success of the Union in achieving them, that is, it concentrates 

on the application of interests that are objected to by J0rgensen as being too general, to a 

specific situation44 . This is not to say however, that general interests will be completely 

ignored. Where it is possible to conduct analysis based on general interests, this will be 

41 Unless otherwise stated, all article references refer to the consolidated versions of European Treaties. 
42 Title V lists five objectives of the CFSP. These, as contained in Article 11, are: 

- safeguarding the common values, fundamental interests and independence and integrity of the Union 
in conformity with the principles of the United Nations Charter; 

- to strengthen the security of the Union in all ways; 
- to preserve peace and strengthen international security, in accordance with the principles of the 

United Nations Charter, as well as the principles of the Helsinki Final Act and the objectives of the 
Paris Charter, including those on external borders; 

- to promote international cooperation; 
- to develop and consolidate democracy and the rule of law, and respect for human 1ights and 

fundamental freedoms. 
43 See 1.3.1.1 above. 
44 Thus a transformation of general interests into formulated goals has taken place. This is further discussed 
below. 
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undertaken. Indeed, as was noted in 1.3.1.1 above, general interests may easily be 

transformed into fommlated goals when applied to a given situation. It is these 'goals 

stemming from general interests' that will be the focus of this thesis 45 . 

The second objection raised by J0rgensen is related to goal transformation. 

Referring to the use of economic sanctions on the former Yugoslavia, forgensen states 

that the goal of such sanctions (given that the policy's name and substance remained the 

same) altered from coercion to sign a peace agreement to a punitive function and the 

representation of EU solidarity (1998, p.89)46 • Questioning the success or failure of such 

sanctions therefore, he says, is the wrong question. However, if this transition of purpose 

can be recognised, then the question as to success or failure cannot be wrong. The issue 

to be addressed in the first instance is whether or not sanctions were effective in coercing 

a peace agreement47, and in the second instance whether or not the Union was able to 

hold together in the maintenance of punitive sanctions48 . 

Finally, J0rgensen points to situations where the exact goals of the actor are 

achieved, "but where the full achievement of objectives constitutes a policy disaster" 

(1998, p.89). In essence what is being referred to here is the possible unintended 

consequences of a given action, and is therefore an analysis of the effectiveness of a 

given action rather than of the actor itself. Such an approach, as has already been noted in 

1.4.2 above, is not valid in relation to this thesis. 

45 For the transfonnation of general interests into the formulated goals which are the focus of this thesis, see 
2.2 below. 
46 This example illustrates a transition from formulated goals (forcing a peace agreement) to general 
interests (the unity of the Union). 
47 This is recognised as being difficult to assess. 
48 Indeed, it may be argued that holding an EU line is always an objective of policy, and is often more 
important than policy content. 

49 



This section then, has raised some issues of interest in. the consideration of 

effectiveness. It has communicated the idea that there are a variety of disparate 

approaches, and that ce1iain approaches may be relevant for consideration of some 

actions but not necessarily others. Consideration of the effectiveness of the European 

Union in the varying spheres of the international arena is conducted in this thesis based 

upon the approach outlined and with this idea firmly in mind. 

1.5 Summar-:9: Tbe Effective In.ternationa[ Actor 

The above discussions and definitions (where appropriate) given on the nature of 

actorness, and of effectiveness, will hopefully lend themselves well to the nature of the 

international context as defined in section 1.3, and reflect the variability in performance 

Action Triggers Autonomy 
Tangible Identity 
(delimitation/cohesion) 

Policy 
Processes/Structu Actorness 

res 

Performance 
Structures 

Effective Intangible 
Actorness Identity 

Actions 

Figure 1.4: Determinable Aspects of Effective Actorness 

to be expected of 

any actor in the 

modern world. In 

considering the 

European Union in 

this context, 

consideration will 

be made as to what 

extent it can be 

deemed an actor, 

and if so its effectiveness. Reference will be made to its tangible identity (read external 

delimitation/internal cohesion), and to its possession of the structural requisites 
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necessary for actorness. Such requisites include the presence of action triggers, of 

policy processes/structures and of performance structures. An actor will be defined as 

an entity possessing all of these items 49. 

The preceding chapter has served to help define what an actor is, and to point to 

determinable characteristics of effectiveness which may be modelled. It is to be used in 

this thesis as a springboard for consideration of the European Union in the international 

environment. It is not a hard and fast set of criteria against which boxes can be ticked and 

crossed to determine whether a given body is an 'effective international actor'. Any such 

claim would be spurious at best. Based upon the preceding sections, a model has been 

constructed in figure 1.4, highlighting the determinable criteria of actorness. This 

illustration demonstrates how the core ideas expressed in the preceding discussion mesh 

together. 

Given that effectiveness itself is an extremely variable concept, and that there is 

little about it that may be absolute, with tangible and intangible identity structures being 

the only continuums along which increased degree will correspond with increased 

effectiveness, any theoretical model of effective actorness enunciated cannot stand 

entirely alone. An actor that performs well on paper, i.e. that fulfils the set criteria, may 

not necessarily perform well in practice. This therefore points to the continuing need for 

the application of models to case by case, or· area by area analysis of the performance of a 

given actor. It is with this that the rest of this thesis is concerned. 

49 Remembering that degree of possession and cohesion are not important in determining actomess. All that 
is necessary in considering actomess is their presence or lack thereof. 
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2- Tbe Economic sphere 

2.1 Introduction 

2.2 Action Triggers 

2.3 The Economic Incentive: Trade and Aid 

2.3.1 Policy Processes/Structures 

2.3.2 Performance Structures and Effectiveness 

2.3.2.1 The Trade Incentive 

2.3.2.1.1 Withholding the Trade Incentive 

2.3.2.2 The Aid Incentive 

2.4 Economic Pressure: Sanctions 

2.4.1 Policy Processes/Structures 

2.4.2 Performance Structures and Effectiveness 

2.4.3 The EU in the Balkans: The Yugoslav and Kosovo Crises 

2.5 Summary: The European Union as an Economic Actor 

2..1 Introouction 

The Economic Sphere is often said to be the area where the European Union is most able 

to make its presence felt. With the increasing interdependence of the global economy, and 

the sheer volume of trade related to the Union, this would seem a fairly safe assumption. 

Said Sperling and Kirchner (1997, p.9) of this economic web: 

Whereas security during the Cold War was defined primarily in terms of 
military security, and the shadow of war loomed over the European continent, 
security in post-Cold War Europe is defined increasingly in economic terms 
and the shadow of war has been displaced by the threat of political and 
economic chaos in central and eastern Europe. 
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The place of economics in foreign policy is further supported by the words of Bretherton 

and Vogler that "[t]he interdependence of modern economies and the increased 

importance of transnational factors mean that an effective foreign policy cannot be 

limited to the more traditional aspects of international relations. This implies in 

particular to the Union with its strong economic dimension" (1999, p.170). 

This chapter considers the tools of the Union in the economic sphere50, beginning 

by outlining action triggers51 which are utilised, for the sake of unifonnity, throughout 

this thesis. With the words of Joseph Nye that "[p ]roof of power lies not in resources but 

in the ability to change the behaviour of states" (1980, p.157) in mind, the chapter then 

goes on to consider three tools: the economic incentives of trade, of aid, and the 

economic stick of sanctions. These cover a variety of relations within the economic 

sphere, corresponding to mutual exchange (trade), donation (aid) and prevention of 

exchange (sanctions). It is acknowledged that the economic dimension of foreign policy 

is a difficult one to analyse in that there are often a variety of different factors at work in 

any one instance, in particular in relation to sanctions where a variety of politico-military 

solutions may be simultaneously exercised, and analysis is conducted with such in mind. 

Included in consideration of these tools is a brief consideration of a number of case 

scenarios, including reforming states such as Romania and Bulgaria, as well as such 

episodes as the Yugoslav and Kosovo Crises. To these tools could also be added those of 

preferential access and the pursuit of global agendas52, though these are not examined in 

this thesis. 

50 Remembering that the spheres of the international arena are neither impermeable nor discrete. 
51 Goals and interests, see 1.3 .1.1 above. 
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2..2. Actlon Triggers 

As stipulated in the framework: for actomess, all behaviours require a trigger for that 

behaviour, be it an already formulated goal held by an actor, or an emergent crisis 

situation53. It was also noted that action triggers can be divided into two broad 

categories: formulated goals and general interests. It will be remembered that formulated 

goals constitute those goals defined by the actor in treaties and founding documents, as 

well as those requiring formulation in response to a new or unforeseen event, while 

general interests are less precise in nature, being identified as the general focus of an 

organisation 54. 

In the case of the European Union, formulated goals and general interests have 

intersected in a remarkable way. The fullest enunciation of the goals/interests of the 

European Union appear in Article 11 of the Treaty on European Union, as amended by 

the Treaty of Amsterdam which came into force on 1st May 1999, reproduced as follows: 

The Union shall define and implement a common foreign and security policy 
covering all areas of foreign and security policy, the objectives of which shall 
be: 

- to safeguard the common values, fundamental interests, independence and 
integrity of the Union in conformity with the principles of the United 
Nations Charter; 

- to strengthen the security of the Union in all ways; 

- to preserve peace and strengthen international security, in accordance with 
the principles of the United Nations Charter, as well as the principles of 
the Helsinki Final Act and the objectives of the Paris Charter, including 
those on external borders; 

- to promote international cooperation; 

52 A prime example of which would be EC action in the WTO. 
53 See 1.3.1.l above. 
54 Ascertained, for example, by looking to the nature of the body itself - is it an economic organisation, a 
military institution etc. 
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- to develop and consolidate democracy and the rule of law, and respect for 
human rights and fundamental freedoms. 

The tentacles of these interests stretch through the history of European cooperation such 

that they have become the basis upon which the Communities and the Union are founded. 

The founding of the original European Coal and Steel Community was conducted with 

the hope of instituting peace and stability in the European arena. Such a desire stemmed 

from two destructive World Wars which were, at the heart, principally European civil 

wars. This interest was carried over and added to in subsequent treaties, finding its way 

eventually into the above provisions. Article 11 TEU forms a crossover between goals 

and interests in that while those items outlined form the general focus of the EU, they are 

also directly applicable to action internal and external to the EU55, thus creating a 

situation in which general interests are transformed into formulated goals through 

application to specific situations56• 

The interests of t~e Union, stated broadly, fall under the liberal position on 

economic security discourse as outlined by Buzan et al (1998). This puts the free market 

at the root of the social fabric, and defines security in terms which allow its unhindered 

operation. The problems associated with such discourse include "how to maintain 

economic and political stability and how to handle the widening gap between the very 

rich and the very poor that unrestricted markets tend to generate" (p.96). As such, 

stability and stability enhancing regimes are promoted, including such things as the 

preservation of peace through international cooperation, democratisation, the rule of law, 

55 The clearest example of this is the goal/interest "to develop and consolidate democracy and the rule of 
law, and respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms". This may be seen as both an interest and a 
goal in itself, as well as a specific application of the interest of securitisation, also outlined in Article 11 
TEU. 
56 See 1.4.3 above. 
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and respect for human rights and :freedoms57• Say Buzan et al, "[o]ne peculiar 

characteristic of economic security under liberalism is that it is about the creation of 

stable conditions in which actors can compete mercilessly" (p.98). Indeed, in the words 

of Smith, "the EC and the EU have a basic tendency to seek stability and predictability in 

the world arena, and have bent considerable efforts towards the encouragement of these 

qualities" (Smith, M, 1999). 

The pursuit of security and stability has become all the more necessary with the 

events of 1989 which altered the entire structure of the European, and indeed World, 

Order. Say Sperling and Kirchner, "[ o ]vercoming the continuing division of Europe and 

assuring the future stability of the European security order are contingent upon the 

successful transition of the central and eastern European states to the market economy 

and multi-polar democracy" (1997, p.2). It is through this transition and the resulting 

homogenisation of structures in the European arena immediately, and the global arena 

more broadly, that a common framework of reference is able to be created. Through 

incorporating these multiple actors into one framework of reference, stability is able to be 

entrenched. Tlrrough entrenching this stability within the European arena, and creating 

binding ties of interdependence, the incidence of conflict is able to be reduced and respect 

for individual and human rights broadened. 

This thesis therefore, utilises the pursuit of the goal of stability and securitisation 

as outlined in Article 11 TEU, in particular through the development and consolidation of 

democracy and the rule of law, and respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms, 

as the benchmark against which to measure EU action. The thesis looks at the tools with 

which the Union attempts to realise these goals, assessing their success in doing so. This 

57 See note 55. 
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is accomplished within the context of the fall of the Eastern bloc and the desire of the east 

to 'return to Europe', with a particular focus therefore on the CEECs. This is conducted 

with the knowledge that the region does not operate in isolation of other events, indeed 

events in the Balkan states have a significant impact on the CEECs. As Kramer stated, 

"[t]he security related stabilizing effect of .. [ any] measures on the process of systemic 

transformation in eastern and central European states is considerably impaired ... by 

ethnic and nationalist conflicts that jeopardize the internal stability of the former 

socialist countries and which often also threaten their external security" (1993, p.215). 

The limitation of analysis to this region is justified, it is believed, as the issues and tools 

used are more clearly able to be seen here than in any other geographical locality, due 

perhaps to the comparative intensity of focus of the Union. 

The objection may be raised that the goals and interests outlined in Article 11 of 

the Treaty on European Union are too political to be utilised in the analysis of economic 

action. It is necessary in a thesis such as this, which attempts to assess the effectiveness 

of an actor across a variety of spheres, to define a set of general goals that may be used to 

consider all tools. In this way it is ensured that consideration is conducted according to 

the same parameters. It does not matter that the goals may 'seem'58 political, what is 

important is the tools being used to achieve them as it is these that are the subject of 

assessment, not the goals themselves. 

58 Indeed, it may be further argued that the A1iicle 11 goals and interests are not purely political after all. As 
has been outlined throughout this section, there is a strong place for economics in the stabilisation and 
secmitisation to which Article 11 refers. 
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2..3 Tbe Economic Incentive: Traoe ano Aio 

'You must be the change you wish to see in the world' 
- Mohandas Mahatma Gandhi 

Perhaps the greatest attribute currently possessed by the European Union in the pursuit of 

the above stated goals is itself. The EU is the largest single trading entity in the world, 

and access to its market is a much sought-after prize. Already it has concluded trade, 

trade and cooperation, or association agreements with most of the world. This, through 

the inclusion of conditionality clauses59, allows the Union to have some impact on 

stability and security in the global environment. Perhaps the strongest influence it can 

have in achieving its goals of security and stability however, are the advantages gained 

by, and the homogenisation of structures of, its Member States through their participation 

in the joint enterprise. The greatest tool currently possessed by the European Union in 

extending security and stability therefore, is the possibility of acceptance into the fold. 

Indeed, Leigh asserts in his discussion of enlargement and security that one of the crucial 

factors is "the success of the European Union in providing a focus for the ambitions of 

countries in central and eastern Europe" (1998, p.56)6°, and Pinder states that 

"[ m ]embership and, before that, prospective membership, are the Community's most 

powerful contribution to the resolution of conflicts between the states concerned "61 

(1996, p.149). 

59 See 3.3 to 3.3.3 below. 
60 See also Sperling and Kirchner (1997), Smith (1999). 
6 t Pinder is concerning himself primarily with the resolution and prevention of ethno-national conflict in the 
European arena. This forms a facet of the stabilisation that is the goal under consideration here, indeed, 
Pinder argues from the viewpoint of what is often claimed to be the only solid fact in studies of conflict -
'democracies do not go to war with each other'. Thus he asserts that the rule oflaw and democratisation, 

58 



More than just being a tool, the politics of inclusion may be classed as a foreign 

policy tool. Foreign policy is, in the words of Smith, "that area of governmental activity 

which is concerned with relationships between the state and other. actors, particularly 

other states, in the international system" (Smith, K..1999, p.2). Smith goes on to qualify 

this statement by asserting that foreign policy aims are explicitly political or security 

related. While such a description of foreign policy is, to an extent, fallacious, it can be 

argued that such a definition would clearly include the use of economic incentives to 

achieve the security and stability goals outlined above. A more realistic approach 

however, would recognise that foreign policy does include explicitly economic action. 

Either way, the point needs to be made that economics form an integral part of foreign 

policy, be it indirectly as corresponds with the conception of Smith, or as_ an overt and 

individual element as perhaps seems more reasonable. What this section considers is the 

ability of the European Union to use this tool in the pursuit of its goals. 

2.3.1 Polic~ Processes/Structures 

The process of incorporating third countries into the European interdependence web 

stems from the Cold War belief that "positive incentives like trade [ would create ties 

which] would reduce the military threat in Europe" (Smith, K., 1999, p.37). The 

authority to conclude association agreements with third countries is provided by Article 

310 of the EC Treaty, giving rights of negotiating such treaties to the Commission 

incidentally also goals of the European Un1on (see 2.2 above), are necessary tools in the fight against 
ethno-national conflict. It is in this that his arguments become relevant to the topic at hand. 
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according to Council directives, and the conclusion of which 1s undertaken by the 

Council unanimously. 

Atiicle 310 states that: 

The Community may conclude with one or more States or international 
organisations agreements establishing an association involving reciprocal 
rights and obligations, common action and special procedure. 

The procedure for enacting such agreements is contained within Article 300 of the Treaty 

according to which the Commission is to conduct negotiations consistent with a mandate 

from the Council. The Commission is to conduct the process in consultation with 

committees appointed by the Council for this purpose, and within the framework of any 

directives also issued by the Council (Art.300(1)). The agreement is to be concluded by a 

unanimity vote in the Council (Art.300(2)) and upon the assent of the European 

Parliament (Ati.300(3)) acting by an absolute majority of votes cast. While the conduct of 

negotiations by the Commission, within prescribed bounds, allows for strong leadership 

at this point of the process, the final decision does lie in the hands of the Council, to be 

held under the unanimity procedure. While this may impinge upon the ease of decision

making, it is still sufficient for the task. As was noted in 1.3.1.2 above, it is only 

necessary that such structures be present at some level above minimum in order for a 

body to be said to possess this characteristic of actomess. 

From its date of entry into force, the agreement concluded by such procedure 

forms an integral part of Community law. Agreements concluded under Article 310 are 

usually of unlimited duration, with the primary exceptions being the Yaounde62 and 

Lome Conventions. This, point out MacLeod et al, "contrasts with commercial and 

economic co-operation agreements, which are usually concluded for a fixed period" 
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(1996, p.368). The contents of the agreement are not prescribed and can cover any aspect 

of Community activities, indeed, Advocate-General Mayras63 said of these agreements 

that they may establish ve1y close institutional cooperation between the parties, but 

without going as far as the unconditional accession of the associated state to the Union. 

The purpose is, according to Article 182, to promote the economic development and 

social cohesion of the country concerned. 

2..3.2. Performance Structures ano Effectiveness 

The European Union's role in achieving the goals of stability and security, the rule of 

law, respect for human rights and democratisation through the use of econolnic incentives 

is most obvious in the case of the Central and Eastern European Countries (CEECs) and 

South-East Europe, and it is, for reasons of brevity, with these areas that this section is 

primarily concerned. The major contribution of the Union to ethno-national peace in the 

European security sphere, says Pinder, is the indirect contribution it makes through 

support for the development of a market economy, constitutional democracy and civil 

society through the use of mainly economic instruments (1996, p.150). Zielonka (1992) 

goes somewhat further, arguing that the most acute source of instability in the region is 

the possible failure of economic reforms and democracy building64. There are two 

primary economic performance structures utilised to achieve these goals: the 

development of trade agreements with the reforming states (under Article 310 as outlined 

62 Now non-existent. 
63 Case 96/71 Haegamon v Commission [1972] ECR 1005. 
64 This notion of market refo1ms as a precondition for development and democracy among the CEECs 
parallels the experience of Lome and the ACP. 
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above); and the extension of aid and technical assistance for the achievement of refonns. 

A third, the use of structural adjustment conditionality, is discussed in Chapter III. 

2...3-2...1 Tbe Traoe I11ce11tive 

When the market economy is taken as the necessary basis upon which constitutional 

democracy can flourish, then trade, under the Western liberal model, becomes the 

lifeblood of the process. In liberal discourse trade is credited with the efficient allocation 

of resources, greater consumption at lower prices (through the introduction of 

competition) and potentially with increased employment opportunities. The success of the 

reform process in the former Eastern bloc is therefore dependent to a great extent on the 

ability of these states to exploit the market in the west through trade opportunities. 

"Trade will allow the CEE [and South-Eastern] nations to earn the hard currency 

necessa,y to retool their economies, and subsequently lessen the burden on Western 

budgets by reducing these nations' dependence upon Western aid from either bilateral or 

multilateral donors" (Sperling and Kirchner, 1997, p.132). This highlights the 

importance of preferential trading regimes between these states and the West, in 

particular the European Community. This has two effects. First, nations seeking trading 

ties may be more likely to align their positions to that of the body with whom they seek 

economic interaction. Secondly, any disturbance in existing trade relations could have a 

great effect on, and apply significant pressure to, the reforming country. With this and the 

issues discussed in 2.2 above in mind, the question is, in the words of Saryusz-Wolski 

(1994, p.19), "whether the ... west European response to the post-1989 situation has been 

appropriate, as related to the magnitude of the challenge". 
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The initial response of the then Twelve to the eastern situation was somewhat 

disjointed, being a conglomeration of discrete activities in the form of traditional 

economic agreements, rather than a coherent strategy (Kramer, 1993, p.221). The Trade 

and Cooperation Agreements originally concluded with the CEECs from 1986 onwards 

were simply the application of a standard EC procedure to the newly opened states, and 

shared a common structure 65: 

- Trade Provisions: the granting of Most Favoured Nation status on tariffs; 

elimination of specific66 quantitative restrictions on imports; coverage of all 

products but for a few exceptions67; 

- Commercial/Economic Cooperation: provision for coordination/alignment of 

economic and related policies; 

- Institutions: Joint Committee established to recommend further measures for 

the enhancement of cooperation and the (non-binding) mediation of disputes. 

The agreements were notable for their continued protection of Community interests, 

particularly in relation to steel and agricultural products (in which the CEECs possessed a 

comparative economic advantage), and for the inclusion of so-called 'safeguard clauses' 

whereby if EU producers are significantly harmed, or if there are "dangerous 

developments within an EU industry that jeopardize economic activity in the Union" 

(Jovanovic, 1998, p.26), then the EU may institute safeguard measures68• 

Early in the reform process it became evident that the traditional economic tools 

m the form of Trade and Cooperation Agreements would be insufficient for the 

65 Drawn from Sedelmeier and Wallace (1996). See also Kramer (1993), Croft et al (1999). . 
66 'Specific' refers to "inherited discrimination against state-trading countries through their respective 
protocols of accession to GATT or in bilateral arrangements with member states" (Sedelmeier and 
Wallace, 1996, p.358). 
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achievement of EC goals in the East69 (Smith, K., 1999, p.83). The agreements did not 

adequately address the issues of importance in the reform of the East, an unsurprising 

occurrence given their generic nature, and thus their utility was limited. Such tools were 

not designed specifically for the unique situation presented by the CEECs, and this was 

where their inadequacy became clear. 

This is not to say that the Trade and Cooperation Agreements were ineffective in 

their entirety; the agreements were useful in a number of respects. First, despite the 

restrictions outlined above, the agreements did allow the CEECs access to hard currency 

through trade, a necessary commodity for undertaking the reforms confronting them. 

Secondly, the agreements were a means, again extremely limited, of integrating the 

CEECs into the world order, and providing them with valuable experience in negotiating 

trading ties while sheltering them from the full reality of the global economy. Thirdly, in 

establishing the agreements the Commission was able to introduce the norm of 

conditionality, such that if a country were to contravene CSCE70 human rights provisions, 

the EC would withhold the prospect of a Trade and Cooperation Agreement. It must be 

noted that the Commission deliberately chose at this point to confine conditionality to 

measures for the development of the market (Sedelmeier and Wallace, 1996, p.355). It 

was the experience of these three factors which was important for the next, and more 

overtly political step in the process, the institution of the Europe Agreements 71. 

67 Coal and steel products, textiles, agricultural products. 
68 The character of such measures are unspecified. 
69 Refer to the action triggers outlined in 2.2 above. 
70 The CSCE did not become the OSCE until November of 1990. 
71 Due to the overtly political nature of the Europe Agreements, and the emphasis on conditionality 
contained within them, these agreements are classed as a political tool and discussed in respect of the 
Political Sphere. 
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.2..3 . .2..r.r Witbboloing tbe Traoe Incentive 

On occasion the Community has found it necessary to express disapproval of a state's 

failure to fulfil its obligations under an agreement. In such cases rather than resorting to 

overt measures such as sanctions, the Community has utilised the trade disturbance 

measure by suspending agreements or negotiations (withholding cooperation). This falls 

short of outright sanctioning of a state (forbidding cooperation), and is importantly seen 

as within the legitimate scope of European action, something often contested in relation 

to sanctioning episodes. Examples can be seen in the cases of Bulgaria, Romania and the 

former Yugoslavia. 

Negotiations between the Community and Romania, "once the West's privileged 

partner behind the Iron Curtain" (Smith, K., 1999, p.61), were one of the more turbulent 

dialogues on association. In 1988 violations of human rights and the poor treatment of 

minorities in Romania reached their zenith with the development of the programme of 

'systematisation' whereby thousands of villages, predominantly inhabited by the ethnic 

Hungarian minority, were to be destroyed. Strong protests from the Twelve were ignored, 

leading to a Presidency demarche in March of 1989 urging Romania to comply with 

CSCE human rights obligations. Romania's rejection of the demarche as an interference 

in internal affairs led to the suspension of negotiations on the extension of the 1980 trade 

agreement between the two parties. The negotiations were not to be resumed until "clear 

evidence emerg[ ed] of a significant improvement in Romania's respect for human rights 

and its observance of the commitments it [had] entered into through the Helsinki 

process" (European Commission, 1989, s.2.2.16). 
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At the end of 1989 civil unrest broke out in Romania, a problem the government 

attempted to solve through the use of force. The EC condemned government actions and 

suspended the 1980 trade agreement and the application of the generalised system of 

preferences. Christmas day 1989 saw the capture and execution of the Romanian leader 

Nicolae Ceausescu, followed by the assumption of power by the 'Council of National 

Salvation'. Policies for democratisation and recognition of human rights were, however, 

still inadequately developed for the Community to resume negotiations, and it was not 

until the new government, desirous of normalising relations with the EC, responded to 

this by supplying the Commission with . details of economic and political reform that 

relations were restored. 

This would appear to be a positive outcome from EC action, but, given the period 

at which it occun-ed, it may be argued that it is difficult to credit it in such a way. These 

events occun-ed during the less than velvet Romanian overthrow of the Ceausescu 

regime, and from such a perspective it is possible to assume that the policies elaborated 

for protection of human rights and minorities were simply a result of the presence of a 

new, more moderate, government. In such a way the relatively poor record of the 

Community's withholding of aid may be pointed to. However, it does seem clear that the 

postponement of the resumption of negotiations on trade and cooperation forced the hand 

of the new government, encouraging them to address these rights issues in a more 

detailed way than had been elaborated. The Commission postponed negotiations due to 

inadequate details on reform programmes early in March 1990, spun-ing the Romanian 

authorities to "[get] their act together" (Smith, K., 1999, p.62). Information was supplied 

and relations normalised less than two weeks later. Thus, while the actions of the 
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Community under the Ceausescu regime may be considered ineffective in that the goal of 

encouraging respect for rights (per Article 11 of the Treaty on European Union) was not 

achieved, the subsequent encouragement it supplied in the same way to the new regime 

must be considered an effective use of this tool, especially given the speed with which the 

goal was achieved through the compliance of the new government with the request. 

Difficulties were again to arise later in 1990 however, with the government 

allegedly utilising miners from outlying areas to fight protesters in Bucharest. This led 

the Commission to announce that it would not proceed with negotiations on a trade and 

cooperation agreement that had been mandated earlier in 1990. 

The case of Bulgaria was one where the EC believed reforms were not proceeding 

with sufficient pace. In 1989 a programme of forced assimilation of minority Turks 

(numbering around 800 000) was stepped up, leading Belgium to request information 

under the human rights mechanism of the CSCE, and the French Presidency several 

months later to request information on missing dissidents. Negotiations for Article 133 

agreements due to be held in June were suspended by the Commission without official 

explanation, though later the political situation was identified as the root cause. In 

December of 1989 the Bulgarian leader wrote to Commission President Delors to outline 

the intention to hold free elections and improve the record on human rights enforcement 

for the Turkish minority. Based upon this, negotiations were resumed in March 1990. 

While it is true that the approach made to the EC by the Bulgarian leader occurred 

relatively soon after the velvet revolution in Bulgaria and therefore, as with Romania, 

could be seen as simply the outcome of new leadership, it must be noted that in the 

Bulgarian case the revolution led to comparatively little change in the constitution of the 
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political scene. The cabinet, for example, was still composed entirely of Communists. As 

such, this episode may also be classed as successful use of the 'withheld incentive' tool. 

In the case of Yugoslavia, it is again difficult to gauge the specific effect of 

withholding trade ties, though the coincidence of offers to restore trading arrangements 

with the advent of positive, if short lived, outcomes may be seen as indicative. When 

hostilities broke out in Slovenia as a result of its declaration of independence, the EU was 

able, within the space of a few short days, to bring about a formal written agreement for a 

cease-fire. The agreement contained three conditions72, the fulfilment of which would 

mean continued economic cooperation between the Community and Yugoslavia (K.intis, 

1997, p.151). The cease-fire was not to hold. Financial protocols with Yugoslavia were 

suspended in early July, followed several days later by the signing of the Brioni 

Agreement. Again, this was not to pacify the region, and when civil war broke out the 

Community found it necessary in November 1991 to suspend the commercial preferences 

granted to Yugoslavia under a 1983 Cooperation Agreement73• 

While these three cases would not seem to be an overwhelmingly impressive 

record of 'withholding the incentive', it must be noted that these were all instances where 

the tool was in use just prior to, or early in, the initial reform period. At this point the 

necessity of trade and access to foreign markets had not been sufficiently demonstrated. 

In the years since, with the relatively poor performances of eastern economies, in 

particular that of the Russian Federation, it has become clear that access to hard currency 

72 The three conditions were: 
- respect of the cease-fire and return to bairncks of the Yugoslav National Atmy (JNA); 
- a three month suspension of declarations of independence by Croatia and Slovenia; 
- the election of a Croatian to the rotating Yugoslav Presidency. 

73 Due to the nature of this agreement, the suspension affected the whole of Yugoslavia, including the 
'good' areas such as Slovenia and Croatia. This situation was later rectified. 
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is an integral part of the reforn1 process. As such, the possibility of withholding trade has 

become an increasingly impo1iant factor in relations with the region. 

2..3.2..2. Tbe Aio I11ce11tive 

When the iron curtain was drawn aside, the then Community, through a history of 

fostering economic contact with the East, was widely seen as well placed to be the 

cornerstone of the 'new Europe'. By late April of 1989 the Community had arrived at the 

position that there should be a collective, consistent and comprehensive approach to 

Eastern Europe. This approach was affirmed by the leaders of the then Twelve at the 

Madrid European Council of 26th to 2i11 June, and less than three short weeks later at the 

G-7 Summit in Paris (14th to 16th July) the Community was to emerge as the leading actor 

on the Eastern Europe question. At the G-7 Summit, the Commission was requested to 

"take the necessary initiatives in agreement with the other Member States of the 

Community, and to associate, besides the Summit participants, all interested countries" 

(EPC, 1989, p.26). This was significant, says Smith, in that the Commission had been 

given a highly visible leadership role (Smith, K., 1999, p.49) and was "[t]or the first 

time ... aforeignpolicy actor in its own right" (Nuttall, 1996, p.142). The Commission's 

subsequent role in G-24 aid programmes to the East, and the adoption of the Community 

position on conditionality as G-24 policy, illustrate the recognition of European influence 

and competence in the process of reform. 

The bulk of European Union aid to the East is donated within the PHARE 

programme framework set up under Council Regulation 3906/89. "While PHARE 

primarily supports the economic transformation in Eastern Europe, its objective is, in the 
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end, political: in doing so it will help to establish democratic societies based on 

individual rights" (Smith, K., 1999, pp.70-71)74. The aid provided by this programme is 

in the form of grants (MacLeod et al, 1996, p.349). Funds allocated under the PHARE 

programme constitute the largest single source of grant financing available to the East, 

totalling in the period 1990-1996 around 6.6 billion ECU (European Commission, 1997b, 

s.1.1). This far outstrips that contributed by any Member State (except Germany), and 

significantly contributes to the approximately 54% share of global funding provided to 

the reforming states. 

The Commission possesses great influence over the allocation of PHARE funds, 

with responsibility for programme operations in the early 1990s75 being part of 

Directorate General IA (External Relations: Europe and the New Independent States, 

Common Foreign and Security Policy and External Missions). The Commission, via the 

then DGIA Unit, is responsible for the overall management of the programme. Further to 

this, the Commission's Delegations in each partner country also play an increasing role, 

in particular with respect to programme implementation on the ground. It is perhaps due 

to this pre-eminent role that the Member States have on occasion sought to restrict the 

PHARE programme, usually through stipulating funding areas, but "the member states 

cannot significantly challenge PHARE 's importance and the Commission's influence" 

(Smith, K., 1999, p.72). 

One of the primary PHARE programmes directly related to the achievement of 

EU goals76 is the PHARE and TACIS Democracy Programme (PTDP), instituted in order 

to foster the development of democratic institutions with an eye towards inclusion in the 

74 See also McLeod et al (1996), Evans, A. (1998). 
75 The Delors and Santer Commissions. 

70 



western family of states. In line with the goals set out in Article 11 of the TEU (see 2.2 

above), the focus areas of the PTDP include: parliamentary procedure and practice; 

transparency of public administration and management; development of NGOs and 

representative structures; independent, pluralistic and responsible media, awareness 

building and civil education; promoting and monitoring human rights; civilian monitoring 

of security structures; minority rights, equal opportunity and non-disciimination 

(European Commission, 1997b, s.1.1). Through focussing on these areas, the programme 

is effectively pursuing the development of substantive democracy77 in line with the 

interests of the Union. This is seen as a two-step process, with the achievement of formal 

democracy78 the first goal. 

Through the construction of such a programme the Union is actively using the aid 

tool in pursuit of its goals. Its success in achieving those goals with the PTDP is not as 

yet complete, with substantive democracy yet to be achieved. The first step has however 

largely been achieved in relation to the PHARE countlies, with the groundwork for 

formal democracy, a necessary precondition for substantive democracy, in place. The 

same may not, however, be said of the TACIS countries. The evaluation of five PHARE 

and four TACIS countries in the PTDP programme carried out under the auspices of the 

Commission for the period 1992-1997 is summarised in Table 2.1 below. 

76 See 2.2 above. 
77 Defined as being about "the empowerment of citizens, the degree to which citizens are able to participate 
in political life and influence the situation in which they live" (European Commission, 1997b, s.2.1 ). 
78 Defined as the procedures and conditions of democracy (European Commission, 1997b, s.2.1). 
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Table 2.1- Formal Democracy: Main Criteria* 
~PHARE Countries TACIS Countries 

ary I Poland II Romania I Slovakia II Belarus I Georgia azalchstan Russia 

Inclusive C A A A~ D 
A A A 

Citizenship 
Rule of Law BIC AIB A/8 A/B B D C C C 
Separation of A A A B B D B D B 
Powers 

Elected A** A A A A C A C A 
Powerholders 

Free and Fair A** A A A!B A C B D B 
Elections 

Freedom of A A A A A D B BIC AIB 
Expression 

Associational A A A A A B/C A B/C AIB 
Autonomy 
Democratic A A A A A!B D B/C D C 
Control of 
Security Forces 

* Based on 'Table 3: Formal Democracy: Main Criteria' appearing in European Commission, 1997b, s.2.1. 

** Excluding the Russian minority. 

A - Formal procedure are in place and mostly implemented. 

B - Formal procedures are in place but incomplete implementation. 

C - Fom1al procedures are in place but hindrances to implementation. 

D - Formal procedures are not in place. 

This shows that the PHARE countries evaluated have achieved the goal of formal 

democracy to a high level, with the exception of Estonia which did not have inclusive 

citizenship 79. While the Estonian situation has improved80, the Commission still found it 

necessary to comment that "Estonia presents the characteristics of a democracy, with 

stable institutions, guaranteeing the rule of law, human rights and respect for and 

protection of minorities. But measures need to be taken to accelerate naturalisation of 

79 The large Russian minority had to a great extent been unable to gain citizenship in Estonia. Formally they 
were eligible on the basis of residency, but a language requirement in the citizenship criteria had precluded 
many of them from attaining citizenship. 
80 "The government has simplified both the language test and the test on civic knowledge for applicants for 
Estonian citizenship by omitting 10% of the most difficult questions. Success rates are high, around 90%" 
(European Commission, 1997a, s.B.1.2). 
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Russian-spealdng non citizens, to enable them to become more integrated into Estonian 

society" (European Commission, 1997a, s.B.1). The TACIS countries on the other hand 

have a somewhat less impressive record, with two of the four (Belarus and Kazakhstan) 

being characterised by the evaluation as 'personal dictatorships'. 

The success of the Union in achieving its goal of formal democracy on the road to 

substantive democracy has been achieved in seven out of these nine cases evaluated, with 

one important qualifier; Slovakia is regressing. The evaluation states that "in all nine 

countries, except Belarus, Kazakhstan and Slovakia, democracy is developing in a 

positive direction despite weaknesses and hiccoughs" (European Commission, 1997a, 

s.2.1). In six out of nine countries evaluated, the EU's goal of creating formal democracy 

as the major step towards substantive democracy may be classed as achieved; in the 

remaining three however, the goal may be classed as partially achieved (Slovakia), or not 

achieved (Belarus, Kazakhstan). Considering the group as a whole, the goals of the Union 

may be considered to be substantially achieved, at least as far as this :first step is 

concerned. 

2..4 Economic Pressure: Sanctions 

When action in the economic sphere is mentioned, the tool that springs to mind ahead of 

trade and aid is that of sanctions. This reaction has become more common in the post

Cold War world where "the prominence of economic sanctions as a tool of national and 

multi-national diplomacy has increased" (Lopez and Cortright, 1995, p.3). Economic 

sanctions are often, in the words of Lopez and Cortright, a sort of "'minimax' 

opportunity" for disparate actors "to forge a shared policy response in crises where they 
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might otherwise disagree" (p.6). Further to this, the sanction tool is often seen as a 

desirable alternative to military action, or as a means for expressing displeasure where the 

events in question are considered relatively unimportant by the sanctioning state. Said 

Haass: 

Economic sanctions are popular because they offer what appears to be a 
proportional response to challenges in which the interests at stake are less 
than vital. They are also a form of expression, a way to signal official 
displeasure with a behaviour or action. They thus satisfy a domestic political 
need to do something and reinforce a commitment to a nmm, such as respect 
for human rights or opposition to weapons proliferation. 

The intent of sanctions therefore ranges from. the imposition of harm-inflicting non

military measures to a simple expression of disapproval. 

The following sections consider the sanctioning capability of the European Union, 

begi1ming by outlining the existing policy processes/structures, before going on to 

. elucidate performance structures and effectiveness of this particular policy tool. Finally, 

an assessment is made of European sanctioning activity in relation both to the Yugoslav 

and Kosovo crises. The first of these assessments concentrates on the initial break-up of 

the former Yugoslavia, while the second looks at the more recent Serbian action against 

Kosovar-Albanians within the rump Yugoslavia. 

2..4.1 Po[fo;9 Processes/Structures 

It is, as has previously been stated, necessary for a body to have the authority and 

capacity to take a given decision in pursuit of its goals 81. It is therefore correspondingly 

necessary to consider the legal basis for sanctions sent by the European 

Community/Union. 

81 See 1.3.1.2 above. 
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Prior to the coming into force of the Treaty on European Union, the authority to 

impose sanctions was based upon three instruments: Articles 133, 297, and 308 of the EC 

Treaty. Actions under Article 133 were taken within the framework ofEPC, formalised in 

Aiiicle 30 of the Single European Act, and were therefore unanimity based. This had the 

advantage however, of the Commission being fully associated with the process 

(Aii.30.3(a)), with recommendations for action being made to the Council by the 

Commission. The Council could then adopt a regulation under Article 133 relating to 

imports and exp01is to third countries etc. This provision was of limited scope however, 

applying only to the Common Commercial Policy (CCP). There was some dispute as to 

the application of Article 133 (Holland, 1991a; Lasok, 1994; MacLeod et al, 1996), 

focussing on two principal arguments: whether a given action could be described as a part 

of the CCP, and whether a given action was within the scope of Article 133 (MacLeod et 

al, 1996, p.353). As to the first, it was commonly argued that the interruption of trade 

relations was an objective of foreign or security policy rather than of the CCP (p.353), 

though case law suggested the contrary82. As to the second, there was considerable 

disagreement as to whether the Article could apply to services, in particular transport 

(p.353). While some sanctions were imposed on services under Article 133, the European 

Court of Justice (ECJ) in Opinion 1/94 rejected the validity of these precedents in 

determining the issue. Article 133 therefore. remains an unreliable and ill-defined 

instrument. 

Al.tide 297 states that Member States shall consult with each other with a view to 

working together in order to: 

82 R v Searle, R v KCS Products Ltd., R v Bo1janovic and R v Bye Ltd (1995) The Times, 2i" Febrnary, CA 
(Eng.). 
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prevent the functioning of the common market being affected by measures 
which a Member State may be called upon to take in the event of serious 
internal disturbances affecting the maintenance of law and order, in the event 
of war, serious international tension constituting a threat of war, or in order to 
cany out obligations it has accepted for the purpose of maintaining peace and 
international security. 

Under this provision the use of chemical weapons in the Iran-Iraq war was condemned, 

with measures being taken to control the export of chemicals conducive to the 

development of such weapons (Evans, A., 1998, p.589), and sanctions were imposed upon 

Argentina during the Falldands crisis (Kuyper, 1982; Holland, 1991a; Evans, A., 1998), 

though Italy and Ireland initially refrained from implementing them. This provision may 

be invoked to impose sanctions on third states where no UN resolution has been passed, 

but is still limited however, in that it allows for measures to be taken only in the event of 

serious internal disturbances, war, the threat of war or in order to c.arry out peacekeeping 

obligations accepted by a Member State. 

Article 308 has been claimed to be "potentially the most flexible instrument for 

extending the legal basis for EPC action" (Holland, 1991a, p.184) contained within the 

original EC Treaty. It authorises the Council, acting unanimously on a proposal from the 

Commission, to "take the appropriate measures" to achieve the objectives of the 

Community in the operation of the Common Market. While it may indeed be the case that 

prior to the TED Article 308 was potentially the most flexible instrument, it is still 

somewhat limited by the requirement that the measures taken be for the achievement of 

Common Market objectives. 

The Treaty on European Union signed at Maastricht on the i 11 February 199283 

introduced Article 301 into the Rome Treaty Establishing the European Community in 

83 It must further be noted that the Single Market, in effect by 1992, effectively made 'bilateral' sanctions 
redundant - a member state could no longer implement sanctions against a third country given the nature of 
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order to overcome the difficulties inherent in these instruments, and with the goal of 

providing a specific legal base for the imposition of sanctions under CFSP. Article 301 of 

the Consolidated Treaty states: 

Where it is provided in, a common position or in a joint action adopted 
according to the provisions of the Treaty on European Union relating to the 
common foreign and security policy, for an action by the Community to 
interrupt or to reduce, in part or completely, economic relations with one or 
more third countries, the Council shall take the necessa1y urgent measures. 
The Council shall act by a qualified majority on a proposal from the 
Commission. 

There are two important facets of this provision in relation to the Community/Union's 

ability to take decisions relating to its goals and interests: the procedures for adoption of 

measures (their flexibility and ease of use), and the scope of possible action. These must 

be addressed to decide whether the EC/EU possesses the necessary policy 

processes/ structures to impose sanctions. 

It is necessary for an actor to have an element of flexibility in decision-making, 

such that it may quickly respond to any given situation. There are clearly two steps for 

decision-making and adoption under Article 301; not only must the Council act by 

qualified majority on a proposal from the· Commission, but it must first come to 

agreement on a common position or joint action upon which measures under the provision 

may be based. The adoption of a common position or joint action necessary for the 

utilisation of Article 301 falls under the Second Pillar of the European Union's temple 

structure. It is therefore intergovernmental in nature, and replaces the former EPC 

procedures. In principle common positions and joint actions are to be adopted by qualified 

majority in the Council of Ministers84, though there is provision for unanimity voting in 

the single market. Ironically, such a power is seen as evidence for state-centric critiques of the European 
Union in that the state is now less of an actor. 
84 Though in reality votes are never taken. 
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the European Council where a Member State opposes adoption of a position 'for 

important and stated reasons of national policy" (Article 23(2) TEU). 

By enabling qualified majority voting under Article 301, there is increased 

flexibility of action through allowing a Member State to be outvoted. Consensus is 

maintained through necessitating the prior agreement to a common position or joint action 

under Article 23(2) TEU as discussed above. In principle, where a common position has 

already been adopted, the qualified majority procedure under Article 228a will allow the 

Council to respond more quickly and with greater decisiveness to changes in the situation. 

This would allow for stronger leadership in a given area. However, difficulties may arise 

in the initial adoption of the necessary common position or joint action, with resort to 

consensus in the European Council being a possibility. This may result in 'lowest 

common denominator' decisions on cooperation, and therefore constrain action under 

Aliicle 301. 

By referring simply to economic relations Article 301 significantly expands the 

scope of sanctioning behaviour beyond that provided under Articles 133,297 and 308. By 

referring simply to economic relations the Article is able to extend to cover all services, 

the suspension or termination of agreements to which the EC is a party85 as well as those 

areas provided under the above mentioned articles. It has been used in relation to 

perfo1mance bonds when required by resolution of the United Nations Security Council, 

and in relation to economic sanctions86. It would seem that any economic measure could 

be adopted under this provision, indeed, MacLeod et al state that an attempt to impose 

sanctions "is unlikely ... in practice" (1996, p.357) to fall outside the scope of Miele 301. 

85 But not to which the other First Pillar institutions (the ECSC and EURATOM) are solely a party. 
86 For example, Regulation 2543/1994 in relation to Haiti. 
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The article would therefore seem to provide the flexibility in decision-making options 

mentioned in 1.3.1.2 above. 

2-.4.2- Performance Structures a-no Effectiveness 

In the case of economic sanctions, the presence of performance structures and the 

effectiveness of a sanctioning episode are closely linked. Despite the frequency of use of 

economic sanctions in the modern world, there is still significant debate as to their 

effectiveness. It is often argued that sanctions alone are not an effective foreign policy 

tool87, that sanctions are almost an impossibility in the modem interdependent world88 

and so on. A long history of academic discourse on the nature of sanctions has led to the 

gradual enunciation of a number of criteria indicative not only of the probable success of 

a sanctions episode, but in many cases necessary for the actual performance of a 

sanctions episode. This is not to say that these criteria are necessarily true in absolute 

terms, rather it is to say that they are commonly asserted by a wide range of theorists. To 

enhance the debate on the nature of sanctions in great detail is not the object of this 

thesis, therefore the main criteria outlined by contemporary theorists are taken as given, 

and used to consider the probable success, or lack thereof, of the European Union in a 

sanctions episode. 

These criteria fall into two broad categories: predictive and evaluative. Those 

criteria in the first classification are such that they may be used to project the likelihood 

of a positive outcome before, or at the time of, the imposition of sanctions. The second 

grouping constitute those elements best determined once the sanctioning episode is 

87 See paiticularly Hufbauer et al (1985), Doxey (1987). 
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complete. They lend themselves best to a process of reflection and evaluation of a given 

episode in a situation of absolute knowledge. These categories are as follows: 

Predictive: 

1. Unilateral vs. multilateral sanctions. 

2. The target conglomerate. 

3. The relationship between target and sender. 

4. The intent and nature of the sanction. 

5. The economic differential between target and sender. 

6. The volume of trade between target and sender. 

Evaluative: 

7. The speed of imposition. 

8. The cost to the target. 

9. The cost to the sender. 89 

Due to the nature of the two categories, and of this thesis, only the first is addressed. It is 

only important for this work that the predictive criteria be assessed. These are 

summarised below and related to the European Union as an actor in the global arena. 

1. Unilateral vs. Multilateral Sanctions: 

Prior to 1990 approximately half of all sanctions episodes were unilateral actions 

of the United States. In the post-Cold War world this pattern of sanctions has changed 

significantly, with all major sanctioning cases being a multilateral exercise (Lopez and 

Cortright, 1995a, p.5). There are a number of reasons for this development, argue Lopez 

88 See particularly Hufbauer et al (1985), Doxey (1987), Lopez and Cortright (1995), Haass (1997). 
89 Note that both 8 and 9 could perhaps be included under the single heading 'effect'. 
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and Cortright, among them the greater opportunity for cooperation allowed through the 

freeing of states from ideological constraints. Perhaps the most significant factor 

however, in this move towards multilateralism, is the exigencies of action m an 

increasingly interdependent world. The globalisation of the world economy has led to 

greater state dependence on world trade, indeed, trade volumes have increased 

significantly in the period since 1960, expanding from an export level of US$134 billion 

(Statistical Department of the United Nations, 1992) to a 1998 level ofUS$6.5 trillion per 

annum in merchandise and commercial services (World Trade Organisation, 1999). This 

has two effects with respect to economic sanctions: first, states are far more vulnerable to 

discontinuities in trade resulting from sanctions; and secondly, more states must be 

involved in the sanctioning process in order for such measures to be effective (Lopez and 

Cortright, 1995a, p.5). "Without significant cooperation from its allies, a sender country 

stands little chance of achieving success in cases involving 'high ' policy goals" 

(Hufbauer et al, 1985, p.90). The difficulty is that sanctions will often necessitate large 

coalitions of states which, if able to be assembled at all, are unwieldy and prone to 

intemal disputes as to goals and methods. 

The European Union holds one major advantage in this respect which, while 

obvious, nonetheless deserves stating: it is already a conglomerate of some of the world's 

more powerful states. Any sanctioning episode decided upon by the European Union is 

already a multilateral undertaking of 15 states. In addition to this however, the Union is 

often able to rely upon the support of those East European and other associate states tied 

to it by a web of trade and aid relations. Since the joint initiative of Italian Foreign 

Minister Andreatta and British Foreign Minister Hurd in 1993 reinforcing the political 
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dialogue, foreign ministers of associate countries have been able to participate in special 

Joint Councils on CFSP matters as well as having their ambassadors briefed by the 

Presidency after each European Council. In addition, they are able to support troika 

demarches and EU statements, as well as backing some joint actions and being invited to 

coordinate their positions with that of the EU in international bodies. 

Evidence of this voluntary alignment of non-Member States with the European 

Union is not difficult to locate. Early in June 1998 the Council adopted a Common 

Position on Serbia banning new investments, and at the same time announced the 

intention to adopt a regulation freezing the funds of the FRY (European Council, 1998a). 

Two weeks later the associated CEECs, Cyprus and the EFTA members of the BEA 

announced their alignment with this position (European Council, 1998b ). Further 

alignments may be found in support of the ban on supply and sale of petroleum and 

petroleum products to the FRY (European Council, 1999a), and on 'additional restrictive 

measures' towards the FRY (European Council, 1999b). 

This voluntary alignment works as an added benefit to EU decision-making. 

While it may be difficult to come to a decision on a common position ( as highlighted in 

2.4.1 above) necessary for the utilisation of Article 301 of the Consolidated Treaty, once 

established, and once measures have been implemented, there is a strong likelihood that 

associated states will rally in support. The often difficult process of negotiating the 

imposition of sanctions within the EU may actually be an advantage in this respect in that 

associated states may be more likely to support a position where it is clear it has been 

arrived at through a process of negotiation addressing all issues, rather than through 

unilateral decision-making. 
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2. The Target Conglomerate: 

This criterion is the mirror image of the 'Unilateral vs. Multilateral Sanctions' 

criterion, focusing upon international cooperation with the target rather than the sender. 

Lopez and Cortright make passing reference to the need for the sender to have the 

cooperation of those states that may aid the target (1995a, p.9) in order to limit the 

possibility of 'sanction dodging'. The possibility of a target conglomerate is symptomatic 

of the globalisation that has created the necessity for multilateralism in sanctions. It has 

meant that a target may, with relative ease, find alternative suppliers for goods. While 

covert sanctions dodging is an intrinsic part of any episode, it is the presence of overt 

assistance with which this criterion is concerned. The presence of assistance from 

friendly powers can sharply reduce the impact of economic sanctions, indeed, said 

Hufbauer et al, "in several cases, target countries have turned sanctions to their 

economic advantage, coaxing opponents of the sender country to provide new or 

additional funds in order to 'make a stand' against the policy excesses of the rival 

power" (1985, p.36). An example is the assistance provided by the western powers to 

Yugoslavia in the early post-WWII period when it was threatened by Stalin. 

3. The Target-Sender Relationship: 

It is argued by the theorists that sanctions are most likely to have an effect if they 

are imposed upon a state with which there had been a friendly relationship prior to the 

aberrant behaviour which ultimately led to the sanctions. Hufbauer et al claim that 

successful sanctions more often occurred where the target had been either an ally of, or at 
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least neutral towards, the main sender country (1985, p.45), leading them to tender the 

somewhat paradoxical advice for future sanction senders to "attack your allies, not your 

adversaries" (p.84). The higher compliance levels for sanctions directed against friendly 

powers, they state, is a reflection of willingness to modify stance on specific issues in 

deference to an overall relationship (p.84). Elliott (1995) and Eland (1995) concur, with 

the latter asserting that sanctions imposed by a "nation with well-developed political, 

economic, and cultural relations with the target nation - will have a greater chance of 

inducing compliance than measures initiated by an adversary" (p.35). 

4. Intent of the Sanction: 

Said Hufbauer et al, "[s]anctions cannot move mountains nor can they force 

strong target countries into making fundamental changes" (1985, p.81), going on to 

assert that sanctions are seldom effective in impairing military adventure or bringing 

about major changes in domestic policies. Haass proffers the 1991 Iraqi invasion of 

Kuwait as an example of the ineffectiveness of sanctions in this respect, where, in the 

end, it took Operation Desert Storm to rectify the situation (1997, p.77). A still more 

recent example is that of the (various) conflicts in the former Yugoslavia in the 1990s. 

Elliott (1995) further points out that relatively modest goals will reduce the importance of 

multilateral cooperation (traditionally difficult to effect), and minimise the chances that a 

rival power will choose to step in with 'offsetting assistance' (p.53). Further to this, it 

must be recognised that some sanctions are not intended to work, with such 'pseudo' or 
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'symbolic' policy being intended to accomplish other goals, such as averting criticism 

from other actors90 . 

Closely related to the intent of the sanction is the timing of an episode. A goal 

which may be achievable through the use of sanctions early in a situation may not be so 

at a date even relatively near into the future. It is necessary then that the goal of the 

sanctions reflect the situation at the time of its imposition, and that any sanctions be 

imposed at a point before a conflict becomes intractable. 

Also important here is the notion of a delay in legislative orders, for example, a 

ban on new contracts coming into force three months hence. While this may be useful in 

that it gives the target country time to comply with demands before sanctions are 

instituted, it also effectively leaves open a window of opportunity in which large numbers 

of contracts may be finalised before sanctions come into force, thus effectively 

emasculating the sanctions. 

5. Economic Differential: 

In the literature considering successful sanctions episodes it is made clear that in 

successful cases the economy of the sender country is usually considerably larger than 

that of the target country91 . The exact ratio of target to sender indicative of success varies 

among the theorists, with Hufbauer et al (1985) and Lopez and Cortright (1995a) 

attaching a ratio of at least 10: 1 of GNP in favour of the sender in successful episodes. 

Indeed, Hufbauer et al point out that in most cases where "the GNP ratio is under 10, 
' 

sanctions flounder" (1985, p.57). They further note that in fully half of the successful 

90 An example is the EC's 'Code of Conduct' on South Africa (see Holland, 1987). 
91 See particularly Hufbauer et al (1985), Elliott (1995), Lopez and Cortright (1995). 
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sanctions episodes in their study, the ratio is over 50. Lopez and Cortright too assert a 

ratio of 10: 1 in episodes where sanctions successfully damage the target economy. Elliott 

(1995) however, posits a much larger figure, stating that "[i]n successful cases, the 

average sender's economy was 187 times larger than that of the average target" (p.53). 

The GNP of the European Union as at 1995 totalled US$7,979,992 million 

(World Bank, 1997), the largest economic body. Comparing to other states in the 1997 

World Bank statistics according to the above ratios allows a rough estimate of states 

fulfilling the economic differential criteria. Working on a ratio of 10:1, the EU exceeds 

all but two states, the United States and Japan. On a ratio of 50:1, the Union fails to 

exceed only 15 states92, and the final ratio of 187:1 has the European Union exceeding all 

but 33 states93 . 

6. Volume of Trade: 

Again Hufbauer et al (1985) and Lopez and Cortright (1995a) are the primary 

theorists asserting a relationship between volumes of trade between target and sender and 

the success of sanctions. It must be admitted that this is an obvious correlation; a target is 

unlikely to be deeply affected by sanctions put in place by a sender with whom it has few 

economic ties. Lopez and Cortright claim that a level of at least 25% of the targets total 

trade need be with the sender in this respect (p.9). Hufbauer et al too mark a level of at 

least 25% in the successful cases featured in their study, with an actual average of around 

27% (1985, p.58). The point is made, however, that trade linkages seem to play a 

92 Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Canada, China, India, Indonesia, Japan, Republic of Korea, Mexico, Russian 
Federation, Switzerland, Thailand, Turkey and the United States. 
93 Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Egypt, Hong Kong, India, Indonesia, 
Israel, Japan, Republic of Korea, Malaysia, Mexico, New Zealand, Norway, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, 
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relatively insignificant role in episodes concerned with "the disruption of military 

adventure, impairment of military potential, and other major policy changes" (p.58). 

A further important aspect here is the nature of the trade being sanctioned. It is 

clear that some trade items will have more significance to a target country than will 

others, thus a ban on children's toys will have significantly less impact than will a ban on 

oil or coal. It is necessary in any consideration of sanctions to recognise this fact. 

2..4.3 The EU in the Balkans: The Yugoslav an~ Kosovo Crises 

The most recent sanctions episodes in which the European Union has been involved were 

those related to the Yugoslav Crisis beginning in the early 1990s, and the more recent 

situation in Kosovo. The first of these episodes was conducted against Yugoslavia, and is 

summarised, with case-specific details, in Table 2.2 below. A more extended analysis of 

the Kosovo instance follows on from that assessment. 

The main reason for the failure of these sanctions is the nature of their intent, both 

the difficulty and the related concept of timing. The . EU had initially attempted to 

maintain the territorial integrity of Yugoslavia through offering trade and aid incentives 

and closer relations, but when this failed and armed conflict broke out, resorted to the use 

of sanctions in seeking a resolution. This was first evidenced in the relation to the Brioni 

Agreement which was signed a mere two days after the Community suspended all 

Poland, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Singapore, South Africa, Switzerland, Thailand, Turkey, 
Ukraine, United Arab Emirates, United States and Venezuela. 
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Table 2.2 - EU Sanctions in the Yugoslav Crisis 
Criteria Status Positive/ Details 

Negative 
Multilateral vs. Unilateral Multilateral ✓ Aside from the multilateral nature of 

the EU94, ~anctions were also backed 
by the US. Later sanctions came under 
the mandate of the UN and had still 
broader backing. 

Target Conglomerate Weak ✓ An effective cordon was placed around 
Yugoslavia, with the few infringements 
being credited to: individual smuggling, 
the arms trade, the non-identification of 
overseas Serbian front organisations 
and the porous Bosnian border ( due to 
the war situation) (Working Group on 
Economic Issues, 1994). 

Target-Sender Relationship Moderate/Good ✓ Yugoslavia belonged to neither of the 
Cold War military alliances, occupying 
a grey area between. Significant trade 
was conducted between Yugoslavia and 
the West. 

Level of Intent and Nature of High X Initially the actions of the EU had been 
Sanctions directed, through offering trade and aid 

incentives, towards maintaining the 
integrity of the Yugoslav state, though 
when armed conflict broke out they 
were geared towards its resolution 
(sanctions). The sanctions involved 
bans on financial aid and arms exports 
to the FRY. 

Economic Differential High ✓ While the sanctions episode was not 
purely an EU one, the GNP of the then 
Twelve alone of US$5,973,400 million 
(World Bank, 1992) at 1991 figures, 
would have far exceeded both the 10: 1 
and 50:1 ratios, amounting to just over 
85:1 ofYugoslav GNP. 

Volume of Trade High ✓ Over half of Yugoslavia's trade in mid-
1991 was with the EU. This far exceeds 
the 25%-27% threshold discussed in 
2.4.2 above. 

financial aid and banned exports of arms to Yugoslavia. Perhaps the main example where 

the Twelve threatened their imposition however, was upon any party failing to sign the 

Canington Peace Proposal (elucidated on October 25th 1991). This included: 

- independence within existing borders for those republics wishing it; 

- free association of the republics with an international personality; 

94 See 2.4.2 above. 
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- arrangements and mechanisms for the protection of human rights, and the 

special status of certain groups in certain areas; 

- demilitarisation of certain areas. 

On 8th November, after Serbia refused to sign, sanctions were imposed on Yugoslavia 

suspending the cooperation agreement and trade concessions. These were later lifted from 

the 'friendly' republics of Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Macedonia, 

and economic aid re-established. It has already been noted that economic sanctions are 

relatively ineffective in achieving goals related to the impairment or ending of military 

adventure95 , and there was no reason for this episode to be any more effective in that 

respect. Add to this the time delay, and the likelihood of a positive outcome looked 

decidedly grim. Said Zucconi, "the EU mostly wielded the stick of economic sanctions at 

a time when the stakes were already too high to deal with the crisis" (1996, p.272). 

In contrast to the drawn-out situation described above, the situation in Kosovo 

was 'resolved' at far too early a stage for sanctions to have had any real effect. The 

NATO campaign in Kosovo began relatively quickly in relation to the length of the 

conflict, and effectively constituted the final gambit. From that point sanctions were 

likely to have relatively little effect given that they are a longer-term measure, while the 

firepower of NATO suggested a reasonably quick conclusion. Table 2.3 below provides 

an overview of the predictive criteria outlined in 2.4.2 above, followed by details of the 

Kosovo case. 

95 See 2.4.2 above. 
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Table 2.3 - EU Sanctions in the Kosovo Crisis 
Criteria Status Positive/ 

Negative 
Multilateral vs. Unilateral Multilateral ✓ 
Target Conglomerate Weak ✓ 
Target-Sender Relationship Poor X 
Level of Intent and Nature of Moderate/High -Sanctions 
Economic Differential High ✓ 
Volume of Trade High ✓ 

Multilateral vs. Unilateral Sanctions: 

The numerous EU sanctioning measures and dialogues which took place 

throughout the Kosovo crisis96 were quickly supported by other states in the region, 

particularly Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, 

Romania, Slovenia, and Cyprus. Announcements of support for these measures came 

within days of that of the measure itself, and, combined with the fact that there were no 

recognisable measures adopted independently by these states, can be seen as evidence of 

a strong desire to align with the EU, perhaps brought on by the lure of trade, aid, 

association and eventual membership. The use of the trade and aid incentives can clearly 

be seen here. The speed with which associated states seeking membership aligned 

themselves with EU policy is the primary example, but evidence can also be found of 

additional measures such as a two year moratorium ( estimated in benefit value for these 

96 Arms embargo, ban on export of equipment that may be used for intel'nal repression, moratorium on 
government financed export credit and support for trade and investment in Serbia, visa limitations ( see 
Agence Europe 7185, support in Agence Europe 7187). The banning of new investments (see Agence 
Europe, 7212, 7218, 7237and PESC/98/56, support in Agence Europe 7220, 7244 and PESC/98/57). A 
freeze on Yugoslav funds abroad (Agence Europe 7212, 7218, support in Agence Europe 7220, 7240). A 
ban on flights from Yugoslav Airlines into Member States (see Agence Europe 7295, support in Agence 
Europe 7303 and 7308)). A ban on the supply and sale of petroleum and petroleum products to the FRY 
(see Agence Europe 7451, support in Agence Europe 7456 and PESC/99/44). The institution of additional 
resh·ictive measures upon the FRY (see Agence Europe 7463, support in Agence Europe 7465 and 
PESC/99/50). 
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states at FF 1 billion) on Macedonian and Albanian debt. Further illustrations are 

discussed below in relation to Montenegro. 

TheTarget Conglomerate: 

Serbia was effectively isolated, with many of the bordering nations, as mentioned 

above, signing on to EU restrictive measures, while others supported the Western 

position without active participation. What was interesting was the position of 

Montenegro, Serbia's 'partner' within the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. After its role 

in the earlier Yugoslav Crisis, Montenegro chose to side with the West in this encounter, 

with Montenegran President Milo Djukanovic expressing the will of his co.J.1ntry "to 

continue on the path of political and economic reform so as, in a not too distant future, to 

be able to have institutional ties with the European Union" (Agence Europe, 7232, p.3). 

Given the reformist goals of the Djukanovic Government, highlighted by his call 

to the international community to "support us in our effort to form a bloc of reformist 

forces able to bar the road to the harmful politics personified by Milosevic" (Agence 

Europe, 7200, p.5), and given the necessity of trade and aid for the achievement of this 

goal, Djukanovic may be argued to have been focussed on the incentive of close ties with 

the European Union, especially considering the recent Montenegran experience of 

sanctions, another incentive not to follow a Serbian lead. Djukanovic went on .to argue 

that reform in the FRY would not come about through the use of sanctions, "but through 

international support for Montenegro, which plays a positive role in the region" (Agence 

Europe, 7232, p.3). It is in this that the lure of the Union can be seen, also highlighting 

the intermeshing of foreign policy tools. Montenegran efforts were recognised through 
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the lifting of sanctions97 and the reinstatement and expansion of trade and aid 

programmes98 by the European Union. 

The Target-Sender Relationship: 

As a result of the situation in the Balkans through the 1990s, in particular the 

earlier Yugoslav crisis summarised above, the relationship between the EU and Serbia 

was 'somewhat strained' at the onset of the Kosovo Crisis, with Milosevic's Serbia now 

seen as an international pariah state. The paradoxical advice of Hufbauer et al to "attack 

your allies, not your adversaries" (1985, p.84) was not fulfilled in this particular 

scenario. It is for this reason that a negative score was give in Table 2.3 above. 

Intent and Nature of the Sanctions: 

While the ultimate aim was to halt the excessive use of force (European Council, 

1998a), the EU seems to have seen sanctions as an aside, useful for expressing moral 

outrage and inflicting harm upon the target economy. Their encouragement of 

"international security organisations to pursue their efforts ... including those which 

would require an authorization by the UNSC under Chapter VII" (European Council, 

1998a) suggests their recognition that the conflict would be resolved through the use of 

'hard' rather than 'soft' power. Embargoes, such as that on oil, petroleum and petroleum 

products (Agence Europe, 7450, 7451, European Council, 1999a) may therefore be seen 

as measures designed as a complement to the use of 'hard force'. 

97 Agence Europe 7237, 7359. 
98 Agence Europe 7238, 7263, 7359, 7448, 7451. 
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Economic Differential: 

While it is difficult to gain GNP statistics for the FRY due to its withdrawal from 

international economic bodies in the early 1990s, it would seem unlikely that it would 

command a very impressive comparison to the EU, let alone the EU and its supporters. 

Given the lack of GNP statistics, GDP as at 1996 (the last date full data was available) 

will be used as an indicator ofrelative strength. At this date EU GDP totalled US$7,216.3 

billion99 while FRY GDP totalled US$16 billion, a ratio in excess of 450:1, far exceeding 

even the 187:1 qualifier outlined in 2.4.2 above. 

Volume of Trade: 

Again, relevant data is difficult to come by, though the incomplete data available 

shows that in 1996 Italy and Germany ranked among the FRY's top five trading partners 

with combined imports from the FRY amounting to 17.7% of total FRY imports, and 

99 Data gained from UN/ECE, 1999. 
Country GDP as at 1996 GDP as at 1997 

(US$billion) (US$billion) 
Austria 172.4 185.1 
Belgium 222.0 233.8 

Denmark 118.0 131.4 
Finland 96.7 103.5 

France 1198.6 1249.6 

Germany 1736.1 1839.3 
Greece 133.5 unavailable 
Ireland 68.8 71.3 

Italy 1148.0 1203.4 

Luxembourg 13.5 unavailable 
324.5 333.4 

Portugal 130.1 unavailable 
Spain 587.2 627.3 
Sweden 171.4 177.3 
United Kingdom 1095.5 1195.0 
Total 7216.3 incomplete 
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combined exports to the FRY amounting to 23.4% of the total 1°0. This comes near to the 

25%-27% mark discussed in 2.4.2 above, and with other EU states combined (for which 

data is presently unavailable) is likely to go past the mark. Further to this, the 

aforementioned support of associated CEECs and others would also make a significant 

contribution to this differential. 

Conclusion: 

It would seem from the assessment conducted above that EU sanctions against 

Serbia in relation to the Kosovo conflict would have a high chance of succeeding, albeit 

over a considerable period of time. It is particularly interesting to note the pro-Western 

stance adopted by the Yugoslav Republic of Montenegro in contrast to its stance in the 

earlier Yugoslav crisis. This new position goes a long way towards isolating Serbia and 

legitimising the use of sanctions, given the Montenegran place within the federal 

:framework. Given the 'premature' end of the conflict, it is difficult to assess the success 

of sanctions. What can be pointed out is possible results and variation in some goal 

achievement. 

Sanctions were used, among other things, to put in place measures which would 

have contributed to the 'hard power' of the air campaign through limiting the availability 

of oil, petroleum and petroleum products (Agence Europe, 7450, 7451) etc. It is 

impossible to tell if any real contribution was made during the period of operation of 

sanctions before the resolution of the conflict, but it is undoubted that as the situation 

stretched on, a dwindling supply of the necessities for modem warfare would have put 

100 Impo1is to the FRY from the top five amounted to 53.4% of total, and exports from the FRY amounted 
to 44% of total. Bosnia and Herzegovina was the main importer at 17.4%, with Germany the main expmier 
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significant pressure on the target country to submit. Further to this, the freeze on 

Yugoslav assets abroad (Agence Europe 7212, 7218) would considerably reduce the 

ability to finance a war effort. In this respect sanctions may be considered at least 

partially successful. They may be considered unsuccessful however, if the criteria 

initially posited for the lifting of sanctions are taken as a benchmark. Such were defined 

as "a political solution to the issue of Kosovo through a peaceful dialogue with the 

Kosovar Albanian community" (Agence Europe, 7185, p.2). To assert this as the ultimate 

goal however, would be to preclude the possibility of altered objectives. It seems more 

appropriate to consider goals separately. As an aid to the air campaign the sanctions were 

partially successful. As an expression of disapproval the sanctions were successful. As a 

spur to a peaceful resolution of the conflict however, they can only be considered a 

failure. 

2...5 Summar;9: Tbe European Union as an Economic Actor 

From the above discussion it seems that the European Union not only possesses 

the economic tools to express itself in the international arena, but is willing to use them to 

achieve its goals. Through the use of the economic incentives of trade and aid and the 

economic penalty of sanctions, the Union has had some success in achieving its 

objectives. 

The EU, through the use of the trade tool, has had some small success with the 

states of Central and Eastern Europe in the post-Cold War era. While the examples 

provided were of the immediate period of revolution, and successes were minor, the 

at 12.8%. 
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development of these states along the W estem liberal line, and the need for hard cun-ency 

that this has entailed, has made them more dependent on trade and has con-espondingly 

increased the utility of this tool. 

With respect to aid, the EU has shown its ability to pursue its goals with alacrity. 

The PHARE programme, in particular the PHARE and TACIS Democracy Programme, 

is good evidence of this. The Union has aided the CEECs in establishing formal 

democratic institutions, the first step on the path toward the democratisation and 

stabilisation of Europe. While this has been an almost overwhelming success in the case 

of the PHARE countries101, the TACIS countries involved in the programme have not 

achieved quite the same results. Progress towards the EU's goals in relation to this latter 

group of countries may therefore only be considered a partial success. 

The final tool discussed, that of sanctions, is also the most difficult to analyse. It 

may however be said that where the EU has progressed along the lines dictated by 

sanctions theorists, the outcome has been positive. It is only when it has attempted 

outrageous measures that failure has presented itself. In the case of sanctions the EU 

possesses significantly more potential for success than almost every other actor in the 

world today, with the exceptions perhaps of the United States and the United Nations, 

and indeed has replaced bilateral actors within the EU. 

Overall, the European Union must be considered effective in the economic sphere, 

at least as far as the investigated tools are concerned. Even .in those areas where the 

Union, at this early stage, has evidenced some failure, there is now potential for better 

perfonnance in future situations. In relation to the stated goal of instituting security and 

101 Bearing in mind that this concerns only the establishment of f01mal democracy, simply the first step on 
the road to substantive democracy (see 2.3.2.2 above). 
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stability in Europe102, the tools discussed in this chapter can only be said to have been 

partially effective, that is, they have been (in the case of aid, and to a lesser extent trade) 

effective in achieving that small portion of the overall goal toward which they were 

directed, but taken alone cannot achieve the broader aim 103• They have shown themselves 

to be of only limited utility when dealing with a problem that has become essentially 

military. It would seem that in this· sphere the Union has proven itself an effective 

'civilian' actor, but less so otherwise. The theme to be drawn out of this consideration is 

that effectiveness was increased where leadership was strengthened through flexibility 

and cohesion of policy processes/structures. This was shown to be the case particularly in 

relation to aid, where leadership was further strengthened by possession of budgetary 

control. Effectiveness it seems, was increased where actomess was possessed at a level 

greater than minimum. 

102 See 2.2 above. 
103 This need for an expansive and coherent approach is one that will be discussed in more detail, 
particularly in s.5.2.1.1 below. 
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3.r I11troouctio11 

As was stated in discussion on the international context104, the political sphere concerns 

direct interaction between actors in varying issue areas in the form of negotiations, or 

overtly 'political' activity. Two tools are considered in relation to this sphere, the first 

focusing on the negotiation aspect, and the second upon the political activity aspect. This 

chapter is concerned with the use of these tools in· achieving the goals of security and 

stability outlined in Article 11 of the Treaty on European Union105 with respect to the 

extended European continent. 

The first tool to be discussed is that of the Europe Agreements with their 

emphasis on the possibility of Membership/ Accession. As was mentioned in 2.3 .2.1 

above, a distinction is made between the Trade and Cooperation Agreement and 

Association/Europe Agreement tools. The first generation Trade and Cooperation 

Agreements, "[i]n terms of economic and political involvement ... are the least intrusive, 

aiming only for the development and diversification of trade relations and the promotion 

of economic and commercial cooperation" (Dinan, 1998, p.456). The second generation 

Association/Europe Agreements on the other hand, are more overtly political in nature, 

geared towards the promotion of stability and democracy in the associated states. It is due 

to this nature that these instruments, and the method of their conclusion, are included as a 

political tool rather than a primarily economic one. The second tool considered is that of 

104 See 1.3 above. 
ws See 2.2 above. 
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Conditionality whereby the Union attempts to include political elements (primarily 

democratic requirements) in agreements with third countries. 

3,.2. Tbe Association/Europe Agreements 

'Wczoraj Moskwa - Bruksela Dzisiaj' 
'Moscow yesterday - Brussels Today' 

- Poster on a Warsaw street comer106• 

In response to the newly emergent situation in the east and the expectations of eastern 

states, in early 1990 the Commission, under a mandate issued by the Council of 

Ministers, developed the 'Association Agreement', the second generation in trade and 

cooperation tools. "Early approval of the goal of association" it was believed, would 

"contribute to political stability, encourage the development of new instruments for 

cooperation and strengthen confidence on the part of economic operators" (European 

Commission, 1990, p.6). The Europe Agreements107 were to have a more political bent 

than had previous agreements, being part of a deepening strategy to support the 

transfo1mation process. Said Smith of these agreements, "[t]hey were to: create a climate 

of confidence and stability favouring reform and allowing the development of close 

political relations; strengthen the foundations of the new European architecture,· improve 

the climate for trade and investment; and help the East European countries better 

manage the transition process" (Smith, K., 1999, p.92). 

In considering this tool we must again go back to Saryusz-Wolski's question as to 

whether the "west European response to the post-1989 situation has been appropriate, as 

106 Quoted in Blazyca (1999). 
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related to the magnitude of the challenge" (1994, p.19). In assessing this, reference is 

made paiiicularly to the characteristics for effective actomess as outlined in Chapter I in 

pursuit of the goals outlined in Chapter II108 . 

It has already been suggested that the trade and aid instruments so far discussed 

were insufficient for achieving the broader aims of the Union in the European arena 1°9. 

Combined with this were Eastern demands for closer relations (leading to eventual 

membership). Taken together the Community was under some pressure to come up with a 

new approach; the Association/Europe Agreements were their answer. 

By the early 1990's the CEECs were pushing for closer relations with the 

Community. The challenge for the Community and Member States, said Kramer, was to 

"do their utmost to prevent the failure of the political and economic transformation in 

central and east European countries" (1993, p.214). The structures already in place in 

the fonn of Trade and Cooperation Agreements and Aid Programmes had proved 

insufficient to the task at hand, and the CEECs were demanding a special relationship 

based on their historic, geographical and cultural ties to the west European organisation. 

Along with the rapid political and economic transformation in the east came a call for a 

'return to Europe'. Said Jiri Dienstbier110 (in Smith, K., 1999, p.88), "association with, 

and eventual full membership in the EC of Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and Poland is a 

basic precondition for stability and security in Central Europe". 

JO? In essence Association Agreements between the EU and the CEECs. 
108 See 2.2 above. 
109 See 2.3.2.1 above. 
110 Foreign Minister of Czechoslovakia. 
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3 . .2...1 Po[ ic;g Processes/Structures 

As was discussed in 2.3.1 above, Association Agreements are negotiated by the 

Commission on a mandate from the Council (Art.300(1) EC Treaty), and are concluded 

by a unanimity vote in the Cotmcil (Art.300(2)) with the assent of the European 

Parliament (Art.300(3)) acting by an absolute majority of votes cast. The difficulty with 

such a procedure is that the Commission's negotiating power is circumscribed by the 

mandate of the Council, it may only do as much as the Council allows. Such difficulties 

were evidenced by periods of deadlock in negotiation of Europe Agreements with the 

states of Czechoslovakia, Hungary and Poland 111 , each time overcome when the Council 

agreed to increase the flexibility of the Commission's mandate 112. 

Europe Agreements however, have a somewhat different process for conclusion. 

While technically being a form of Association Agreement, these agreements have an 

expanded scope as a response to the special situation among the CEECs. Such 

agreements are mixed in nature, covering areas of both EU and Member State 

competence. As such, they are to be concluded by signature of both the EU and Member 

States, and require the approval of the Council, the European Parliament, and the 

parliaments of the Member States and the associated country concerned. 

It is in this procedure that we see the European Union in a different manifestation, 

that of an international relations system. It is clear from the above procedure that the EU 

as an actor does not possess the requisite policy processes/structures in relation to this 

111 These episodes occurred in March 1991 and July and September 1991 with Poland refusing to send 
delegations to the negotiations. 
112 This situation where the Council issued mandates too restrictive for the circumstances, meaning that the 
Conunission had to continually return for revision, was in stark contrast to the flexibility highlighted as 
desirable in 1.3 .1.2 above. 
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tool 113 . The reason for this claim is the inclusion of the parliaments of the Member States 

in the process of concluding the Europe Agreements. The Union does not possess the 

authority to conclude such agreements without the consent of the Member State 

parliaments. The inclusion of these parliaments differs markedly in quality from the 

inclusion of Member State executives through the Council of Ministers. The Council, 

while composed of members of the collected executives, is still a European body, a part 

of the structure of the European Union with tasks as outlined in Articles 202 and 203 of 

the EC Treaty. The parliaments of the Member States are bodies distinct from the EU, 

having no legal personality within the Union. The Europe Agreements therefore are inter

actor agreements between not simply the European Union and Associated Country, but 

also the Member States through their parliaments. These agreements are formulated 

within the framework of the Union, using it as a system for international cooperation114• 

What must therefore be considered is the ability of the Union institutions, in this case the 

Commission, to work within the framework of the Union in achieving the goals of the 

Union115• What will be looked at therefore, is the competition between EU goals and 

sectoral interests. 

113 Remembering that identification of an actor is strongly based upon its internal cohesion, that is, upon its 
institutional structure (see 1.3.1 and 1.4.1 above). Note also the assertion in 1.3.1 that the autonomy 
necessary for actomess may be defined based upon the independent capacity to solicit, receive, process, 
refine and respond to information, something arguably limited by the inclusion of Member State 
parliaments in the process. 
114 A comparison between the processes for conclusion of 'mixed competency' agreements such as the 
Association/Europe Agreements, and the 'exclusive competency' agreements such as Trade and 
Cooperation Agreements ( see Chapter II) may be seen in Table 3 .1. 
115 See 2.2 above. 
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Table 3.1 - Comparison of Policy Structures: Exclusive and Mixed 
Competence Agreements* 

Authority Representation Ratification Enforcement 
(Flexibility of (Autonomy) (Authority) 
Mandate) 

Exclusive Council Commission Council Commission 
Competence (unanimity) (unanimity) 
(Trade and 
Cooperation 
Agreements) 
Mixed Council Commission Council Commission 
Competence (unanimity) (unanimity) and (under authority 
(Europe Member State delegated by 
Agreements) parliaments Council and in 

consultation 
with Council) 

* Drawn in part from 'Table 1: The Four Stages of Delegation in the European Union: 
Attributes of Delegation to the Commission' (Meunier and Nicolai:des, 1999, p.481). 

** Also requires the ratification of the parliament of the associated state. 

3.2..2. Performance Structures ano Effectiveness 

The importance of trade for the CEECs has already been outlined 11 6, and it is sufficient 

here to simply restate the fact that the reform process in the former Eastern bloc is 

dependant to a great extent on the ability of these states to participate in the western 

market through trade. It is necessary for the CEECs to gain access to hard currency in 

order to fund both the economic and political transformations they are undertaking. It 

therefore stands to reason that the European Union, with the posited goals of ensuring 

security and stability in the region, would have an interest in allowing the reforming 

states access to such trade opportunities. The Europe Agreements must be assessed in this 

context. 

116 See 2.3.2.1 above. 
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The structure of the Europe Agreements was a product of the time; at the period 

of their emergence, the debate on a Europe of concentric circles was gaining greater 

coherency117. As such, an agreement providing for phased economic and political 

integration seemed an appropriate mechanism. The general structure of the Europe 

Agreements is as follows: 118 

- Trade Provisions: progressive establishment of free trade in industrial goods 

involving a phased elimination of tariffs119 and quantitative restrictions120; 

consolidation of previous agricultural concessions and increased reciprocity; 

safeguard clauses; consolidation of GSP benefits; 

- Commercial/Economic Cooperation: approximation of associate legislation 

with EC law; economic cooperation covering all sectors of mutual interest 

and aimed at development of the associate; eligibility for grants under 

PHARE121 and loans from the EIB; no financial protocol122; 

Political Dialogue123 : regular meetings and consultations on all topics of 

mutual interest at highest political and ministerial level to promote 

convergence on foreign policy matters; 

117 See Preston (1997). 
118 Drawn from Sedelmeier and Wallace (1996). 
119 Immediate elimination of tariffs for some products, but a 1-5 year phased withdrawal for sensitive 

fioolducts.d. 1· . . f . . . . b . h . f, . . . 1 d' mme rnte e 1mmation o quantitative restrictions, ut wit exceptions or sensitive sectors me u mg 
ECSC products ( coal: quotas after 1 year and tariffs after 4 years with special exceptions for Germany and 
Spain; steel: quotas immediately and tariffs within 5 years), and textiles ( quotas within 5 years and tariffs 
within 6 years). 
121 PHARE assistance was reoriented by the Copenhagen European Council in 1994 to provide up to 15% 
of its budget for infrastructure projects. 
122 Traditional Association Agreements had provided a fmancial protocol for EU fmancial aid to the 
associate country. 
123 The Copenhagen European Council in 1994 increased the frequency with which meetings were to be 
held, provided additional levels and forms of consultation, and made a shift from bilateral to multilateral 
dialogue. 
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- Institutions: Association Council (ministerial level); Association Committee 

(assists Association Council); Parliamentary Committee (advisory). 

Due to the mixed nature of the Europe Agreements, negotiations, which began 

with Czechoslovakia, Hungary and Poland in December 1990, and with Romania and 

Bulgada in September 1991, were at times tortuous. Member States seemed reluctant to 

provide too many concessions, especially in the area of trade. While having accepted the 

necessity of increased trade cooperation in order to cement the transformations in the 

east, the Member States seemed to turn away from such long-term goals to concentrate 

upon short-term economic interests. Saryusz-Wolski comments on the divergence 

between vested sectoral Community interests and the pursuit of market access by eastern 

producers, stating that the "under-articulation of the interests of consumers in the EC and 

the over-articulation of some of the sectoral interests of pressure groups ... bring[ s] about 

a situation where the Community is not able to assure the fulfilment of its long-term 

political interest because of the over-articulation of short-term vested sectoral interests" 

(1994, p.23). 

As a result, the process was to encounter difficulties from the outset, with the 

initial negotiating mandate of the Commission failing to address, or addressing 

insufficiently, the three issues considered to be of most importance by the CEECs: 

enlargement, trade in 'sensitive products' and the movement of people. It fell to the 

Commission operating within the EU framework to represent the interests of the Union in 

diplomatic discourse, both with the CEECs and the European Member States, in relation 

to these difficulties. 
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Due to the nature of the Union in this context as an 'international relations 

framework', there is a slight skewing of the goals being pursued. The goal of the Union 

acting within this 'international relations system' is the achievement of the Europe 

Agreements themselves. There is no direct pursuit of the action trigger as outlined in 2.2. 

The direct focus of action is on the negotiation of the Europe Agreement, and therefore 

indirectly the action trigger in relation to the CEECs; only through achieving the 

agreements would the goals of security and stabilisation be pursued. This also means that 

the performance structures are not the Europe Agreements themselves, but the tools used 

to negotiate these agreements. It is necessary therefore, to consider the actual negotiations 

surrounding the signing of the Europe Agreements. In effect this will allow consideration 

of whether the Union could negotiate, and indeed deliver on any agreements made. This 

will be seen through the role of the EC as the representative of the Union's interests, 

acting within the international relations system to achieve the ratification of the Europe 

Agreements by both Member State parliaments and the CEECs124. The political sphere 

tool being discussed therefore, is the ability to negotiate. 

3.2..2..r Tbe Negotiations 

The main sectoral difficulty to emerge in negotiations was that of market access for 

sensitive products, primarily coal, steel, agricultural and textile products. The narrow 

political economy formula effectively conditioned the way in which negotiations were 

124 The place of Member State parliaments within this framework, as will become evident in the discussion 
below, has a serious impact on actomess. 
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conducted, in essence bringing to the fore the bargaining asymmetry typically present in 

trade based contacts 125 . 

Due to the increased power of domestic lobbies, the initial Council mandate for 

the negotiation of Europe Agreements was restrictive in the extreme. Trade in sensitive 

products dominated debate, particularly on the part of Spain, Portugal and France. The 

first round of negotiations came to a halt due partially to these difficulties, with the 

CEECs claiming that the fundamental market access provisions of the agreements 

differed little from simple Trade and Cooperation Agreements (Buchan, 1991). Also at 

issue however, was the CEEC demand that the agreements make reference to future 

membership in the EU. 

The negotiating mandate was revised in April 1991, with some concessions being 

made in trade in sensitive products, but was still seen as being inadequate 126 . As a result 

the Commission made further recommendations concerning revision of the mandate 127, 

which were eventually addressed some two months later at a Council meeting on 6th 

September 1991128. Upon request, the Commission communicated to the Council 

proposals for overcoming remaining difficulties in the negotiation of the agreements 129• 

Of primary importance were sectoral difficulties, particularly in relation to access for 

sensitive products opposed by Portugal, Ireland and France. As a result, Portugal, the 

Member State most likely to be affected by increased market access for textile products, 

was willing to drop its reservations in exchange for enhanced Community aid for its 

125 See also discussion on conditionality (3.3 to 3.3.3) below. 
126 Note the Polish criticism reported in Agence Europe (5534). 
127 Refer note 112. 
128 Finally prompted perhaps by the events in the Soviet Union (see European Commission, 1991a, 
s.1.3.13). 
129 See European Commission, 1991a, s.1.3.16. 
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producers in that sector, while France130, a major producer of meat, would not agree to 

easing access restrictions. Further, there was a call among some Member States for the 

associated nations to introduce voluntary restrictions on steel exports to the EU. Such a 

measure was opposed by the Commission which, as an alleviating measure, agreed to 

monitor the steel market to ensure there was no distortion of competition. A compromise 

along the original lines presented by the Commission was reached on 30th September131 . 

The agreements with Czechoslovakia, Hungary and Poland were signed in December 

1991, and were then sent to the Member State parliaments for ratification. 

A second disputed issue was that of possible future accession132 of the CEECs to 

the European Union. From the outset the eastern states advocated the inclusion of a 

provision within the agreements stipulating the eventual goal of membership in the 

Union, while it had been stated by the Commission earlier in 1990 that there was no 

explicit or implicit link between the Association Agreements and accession, and that 

130 Supp01ied by Portugal and Ireland. 
131 See European Commission, 1991a, s.1.3.16. 
132 Enlargement is the primary incentive utilised by the European Union in pursuit of its policies, and is the 
fundamental focus of the Europe Agreements. It became a reality when the Council agreed upon criteria for 
accession in June 1993. Said John Major, "[t]hrough Community membership we can consolidate 
democracy and prosperity across our continent. Without it, we risk turmoil among our neighbours in 
Eastern and Central Europe and endanger our own long-term prosperity and stability" (1993). Among 
others, these criteria required of the candidate countries that they have: 

- achieved stability of institutions guaranteeing democracy, the rule of law, human rights and respect 
for and protection of minorities; 

- a functioning market economy; 
The process of reform in the East entered its most advanced phase after the elaboration of these criteria, and 
is premised on the notion that the market economy is by far the most important aspect of civil society and 
the greatest support for constitutional democracy. This allowed the Union an element of leverage over 
candidate countries in their internal and external policies. Through offering profitable relations and 
eventual membership as a prize, the EU is able to encourage continued reforms. Further, through eventual 
inclusion in the Union, these reforms may be cemented in place, thus allowing theoretically peimanent 
stability and security in the region. 

The approach taken by the Community to the CEECs is very much experiential, with the 
application of a formula that has been successful in achieving the goals of peace and stability in the West. It 
must be noted however, that the promise of membership is a finite resource; once achieved its leverage will 
be exhausted. It is a tool with utility only for a small number of states, after which it is believed that they 
will be so closely tied into the system that instability within and among them will no-longer be an issue. 
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membership of the CEECs in the European Union was "a totally separate issue" 

(European Commission, 1990). Said Smith, "[t]his was the problem with the concentric 

circles idea: most states sought to join the inner-most circle as soon as possible" (Smith, 

K., 1999, p.93). This, in addition to sectoral difficulties in relation to sensitive products, 

led to the April stalemate as described above. With both the UK. and Germany supporting 

the inclusion of reference to membership in the preamble to any agreement, the revised 

negotiating mandate from the Council of Ministers in April 1991 allowed for such, 

stating that the 'final objective' of the CEECs was accession. It must be noted however 

that while the preamble referred to such as the final goal of the CEECs, it did not class it 

as the goal of the Union. Say Sedelmeier and Wallace, "this still fell well short of a firm 

commitment to membership and was interpreted quite widely as antipathy to 

enlargement" (1996, p.370). 

Unique to the Europe Agreements was the development of a political dialogue133 

designed to institutionalise bilateral dialogue between the associate and the Union. The 

purpose of such dialogue, which concerns all international issues of mutual interest134, is 

the increased integration of the CEECs into the European "' ... community of democratic 

nations' and to enhance security and stability throughout Europe" (Smith, K.., 1999, 

p.99). Instead of developing such bilateral dialogue further, and with it a hub and spoke 

approach to the CEECs, the Union at the Copenhagen European Council in 1994 turned 

towards the use of multilateral dialogue. This dialogue has made its presence felt in such 

133 As mentioned in 3 .2.2 above. 
134 See Sedelmeier and Wallace (1996). 
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situations as the Yugoslav and Kosovo crises with coordination of the CEECs with EU 

sanctioning activity and common positions135. 

3.2..2..2. Tbe Institutional Difficulties 

Many of the difficulties that arose can be attributed to the divorce of the negotiation of 

the Europe Agreements from the political context. The negotiations were conducted 

along classical trade lines, characterised by technical experts concentrating on products 

and instruments of trade liberalisation and protection 136, which, when combined with the 

increased influence of domestic polities as mentioned above, quickly fell victim to 

sectoral interests. The process necessary for the negotiation and conclusion of these 

agreements revealed a conflict between long-term and short-term interests and reasoning, 

in both an economic and political sense (Saryusz-Wolski, 1994). 

As was mentioned in 3.2.1 above, the European Union in the context of the 

negotiation of the mixed Europe Agreements was an international relations system rather 

than an actor in and of itself. One of the primary characteristics of this system was that 

the Member States were required to consider domestic pressures, given the necessity for 

domestic parliaments to ratify the agreements. In essence, the Union served as a 

framework within which Member State interests, and the interests of the EU articulated 

by the Commission, competed to be heard, and it was the result of this competition which 

led some to class the Europe Agreements as inadequate. In essence, while legally the 

135 See 2.4.3 above. 
136 See Sedelmeier and Wallace (1996), Bretherton and Vogler (1999). 
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Commission has the responsibility for negotiation, this is not the 'political heart' of the 

decision-making process. 

The process for conclusion of the Europe Agreements was weighted against 

concessions to the CEECs. The necessity of the Member States to seek ratification of the 

agreements from their parliaments gave significant weight to the lobbying of domestic 

sectoral interests. "The associates' lack of diplomatic resources [made] this kind of 

lobbying difficult to resist" (Preston, 1997, p.200). What could therefore be seen 

throughout the negotiation process was a situation in which the Member States, as 

representatives of the sectoral interests within their territories, were working in 

opposition to the interests of the European Union 137 as a whole in negotiating the Europe 

Agreements. This was further exacerbated by the requirement for unanimity in Council 

decision-making. Say Sedelmeier and Wallace, while for an individual state particular 

economic interests might be limited, ''.aggregated in a Council meeting the sectoral 

objections accumulated" (1996, p.372). 

3 . .2. . .2..3 Association/Europe Agreements: Summar~ 

The efforts of the Commission in working within this framework to bring the negotiations 

to fruition and to pursue the interests of the European Union, while not to be 

underestimated, were constrained. "The Commission's mediation role was instrumental 

in improving the Community's trade concessions" (Smith, K., 1999, p.96), however, 

while the Commission was central to the negotiation process, with the capacity to 

monitor, provide information and influence the shape of any negotiations, it did not 
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possess the competence to determine the outcome (Smith, M., 1994, p.266)138 . This, 

combined with the classical trade related nature of negotiations (including the binding of 

the Commission by narrow mandates) and the increased influence of domestic sectoral 

lobbies, meant that considerations of broader economic issues and the political context, 

including justifications for comparatively generous trade concessions, did not feature on 

the negotiating agenda. 

The resulting limitations of the agreements meant that many of the criticisms 

levelled at the Trade and Cooperation Agreements were again directed towards the 

Europe Agreements. The special reservations on trade liberalisation139 included in the 

agreements were again prejudiced against primary CEEC exports where these states had a 

comparative economic advantage. Reductions of agricultural trade restrictions were again 

limited, and free trade in industrial goods covered by the Europe Agreements was again 

subject to safeguard and anti-dumping clauses. As has already been noted 140, it is in these 

areas that the CEECs possess a comparative economic advantage, and it is therefore from 

exports to the Union of these items that much of the hard currency necessary to finance 

the economic and political transition could be gained. Indeed, it is arguable that the 

potential benefits to be gained by the CEECs were these limitations on market access 

removed, far outweigh the minimal cost to the EU. European Union trade with the 

CEECs amounts to only around 2% of total Union trade, with a trade surplus with the 

region in favour of the EU being present since 1991 ('West Meets East', 1993, p.53). 

Says Weber, "[e]ven in sensitive sectors, consensus estimates are the CEE producers 

137 Defined in the context of this thesis as those goals outlined in Article 11 TED, discussed in 2.2 above. 
138 Other examples can be found of the Commission negotiating an agreement which is subsequently 
overturned by the Council, perhaps the most well known being that with South Africa in 1999. 
139 See notes 119 and 120 above. 
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would not make more than 4% or 5% of the EU market" (1995, p.202). In addition, it has 

been suggested by Jovanovic (1998) that the EU's reservations on trade in sensitive 

products, especially non-tariff ban-iers such as anti-dumping provisions, leads to 

uncertainty in trade relations, thus having a detrimental impact on investment. Says 

Jovanovic, where there is the possibility of the institution of protectionist measures by the 

Union against products exported by a given firm, investment, foreign or domestic, in 

these firms will be curtailed. 

In this respect, the final form of the Europe Agreements can be considered to have 

only partially achieved the original intent. It must be remembered that the agreements 

were meant to further strengthen the reform process, and to further tie the CEECs 

politically and economically into the European interdependence web 141 . In attempting to 

achieve this, as with the original Trade and Cooperation Agreements, the Europe 

Agreements have expanded market access, but have not gone as far as perhaps they could 

or should have in that, through preventing a rapid increase in CEEC exports, restrictions 

"tend to prolong the period of economic and social hardship in these countries ... [which] 

will also have a negative effect on the process of political transformation" (Kramer, 

1993, p.236). 

In terms of the Union as an actor, it must in this context be considered ineffective. 

This is an outcome of the EU as an international relations framework rather than as an 

actor as defined in the first chapter of this thesis. It was stated in 1.3.1.2 that the ability to 

take decisions in relation to a given situation is a crucial facet of actomess. It is clear 

from the above discussion however, that the European Union itself does not possess this 

140 See 2.3.2.1 above. 
141 See 3.2.2 above. 
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capability. The inclusion of Member State parliaments, institutions separate from the 

European Union, in the process detracts significantly from this, undermining the 

autonomy outlined in 1.3 .1 as a necessary characteristic of any actor. The international 

relations framework approach had two significant effects on EU institutions: first, it 

allowed for the hijack of the Council by domestic sectoral interests, thus undermining the 

ability/will to take decisions in pursuit of the goals and interests of the Union142; and 

secondly, it placed the Commission in a position as the only EU actor within the 

framework pursuing the goals of the EU, but without the institutional autonomy to 

achieve them. Its goals therefore, could not be effectively pursued. It is due to this that 

the great difference between the final form of the Europe Agreements and the initial 

expectations on both sides can be explained. 

3.3 Co11oitio11aliti!) 

In sh01i, conditionality refers to the imposition of conditions upon contracting parties 

(usually donor and donee) which must be achieved/respected wholly, substantially or in 

part, either before any agreement will be fulfilled or in order to prevent penalties from 

being imposed. Such clauses are not open for negotiation, being included, due to 

substantial discrepancies in bargaining strength between contracting parties, as a matter 

of course 143 . In the case of the European Union this has involved the granting of aid and 

trade benefits conditional upon certain (predominantly) human rights and good 

governance criteria. 

142 See 1.3.1.2 above. 
143 This is discussed in further detail below. 
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For donor governments conditionality is seen as an instrument for pursuing 

foreign policy objectives, and also as a necessary foundation for effective economic 

development. Conditionality is not a new development, though in the past it has been 

more implicit than explicit, for example during the Cold War it was an implication of 

preferential agreements (predominantly aid) that the recipient country would support the 

ideological stance of the donor country, if not necessarily conform to it. Currently 

conditionality clauses are legally required in all third party agreements. 

The development of European Union conditionality has been a slow process, a 

gradual extension of competences of the European institutions and the changing global 

context contributing greatly to the increasingly commonplace inclusion of human rights 

and democracy provisions in European agreements. The development cooperation policy 

of the European Union and the Western World as a whole has evolved from one which 

effectively sidelined human rights and democracy in pursuit of other, more pressing, 

goals144 into one which places these ideals at the centre of policy development. 

3.3-1 Po[ ic~ Processes/Structures 

There is no set decision-making structure in relation to conditionality. A conditionality 

clause is agreed to based upon the decision-making process for the agreement in which it 

is included, thus for a conditionality clause in a trade and cooperation agreement it is the 

policy processes/structures for concluding such an agreement which are the relevant 

framework for consideration. Given that these have been addressed elsewhere, this 

section will concentrate on alternative areas of conditionality policy processes/structures. 
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There are two important aspects to the policy processes/structures aspect of 

European Union conditionality. The first is the place of conditionality in the international 

context, that is, against the objections of proponents of non-intervention in the internal 

sovereignty of the state. The second is the development of conditionality as an instrument 

of the EU. This second comes in two parts: (i) the internal legitimacy of conditionality as 

a European instrument; and (ii) the actual practice of conditionality as an instrument. The 

first of these is discussed below, the second is addressed as part of the consideration of 

performance structures. It will be noted that both of these factors relate to the 

authority/legitimacy component of policy processes/structures. 

There are two aspects to consideration of legitimacy: external (i.e. legality within 

the international arena) and internal (i.e. internal legality/authority). In terms of the first, 

perhaps the primary objection that has been raised to conditionality is a normative one, 

based on the two international law principles of sovereignty and non-intervention145 

(Uvin, 1993; Stoldrn, 1995a; Smith, K., 1998). While this objection does not directly 

affect the ability of the European Union to enact a policy of conditionality, it does reflect 

on the legitimacy of that policy, and therefore of EU action in the field. It is necessary 

therefore, especially given the Union's much touted respect for the rule of law (Art.11 

TEU)146, to briefly address this objection before considering EU conditionality. 

Stoldrn (1995a) notes two important questions that are raised as a result of these 

international norms. The first is whether foreign governments and international 

organisations should refrain from interfering in the internal affairs of states in all 

circumstances. The second is whether intervention is justified in some circumstances. 

144 Notably security and the maintenance of a sphere of influence during the Cold War. 
145 These are further discussed in 3.3.2.4 below. 
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(pp.34-35). In other words, Stoldce is questioning how far sovereignty and non

intervention extend. Given the direction of development of modem international 

jurisprudence and practice, the answer seems to come down to the nature and purpose of 

the intervention. That is, it is increasingly becoming the case that some principles are 

held to be so fundamental as to override such norms as sovereignty and non

intervention 147. Thus it is no longer an issue as to whether an abuse of such principles 

justifies intervention, but rather how significant an abuse is required. The question has 

moved from one of 'if' to one of 'how far' 148 . 

The principles most commonly held to override the norms of sovereignty and 

non-intervention are those of fundamental human rights149. Says S0rensen (1993, p.1), 

"putting human rights first means that ... [they acquire] priority over respect for the 

sovereignty of states. It points to a system ... where universal agreement on basic human 

rights sets a baseline against which the international community may legitimately 

intervene in domestic affairs of single states". Recognition of such is to be found in the 

Luxembourg European Council's Declaration on Human Rights where it was stated that 

"expressing concern about violations in human rights, as well as requests designed to 

secure those rights, cannot be considered as interference in the internal affairs of a 

State" (in Smith, K., 1998, pp.256-257)150• 

146 Particularly important in the context of this thesis. 
147 Though frequently other considerations are seen as being of greater importance, as the Chechnya case 
testifies. · 
148 A recent example may be_ seen in intemational treatment of the Russian action in Chechnya, with the 
OSCE's statement that it no longer saw the conflict as an internal matter, i.e. it had passed that level at 
which the international legal principles of sovereignty and non-intervention were overruled. 
149 Witness for example, the fact that well in excess of one hundred states have become signatories to the 
International Covenants on Civil and Political Rights, and on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights. 
150 It must be noted however that the rights commonly described as 'universal' are in effect Western. 
Further, some Western states provide examples of glaring omissions even in this framework, the USA and 
the right to life with the death penalty for example. 
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The weakening of the two nonnative principles of sovereignty and non

intervention may also be attributed to one of the trends which has led to the development 

of agreements in which conditionality is embedded. The process of globalisation which 

has fostered the ability of recipient countries to seek aid and trade agreements with donor 

countries has simultaneously led to a weakening of the principle of sovereignty and a 

strengthening of other nonns, such as the protection of human rights, in international law. 

It is in the context of the growth in international recognition of the legitimacy of certain 

kinds of interference that the European conditionality instrument has developed. 

The second strand of legitimacy is, as was stated above, internal authority. An 

important element under the policy processes/structures of a given instrument is that of 

the authority upon which said instrument is based. In this case this concerns the authority 

upon which the Union has sought to enforce respect for human rights and democracy 

externally151 . In the case of human rights and fundamental freedoms, the European 

Community initially lacked an explicit legal authority for the operation of an external 

policy. This may be attributed to the fact that the EC was wrongly seen as a purely 

economic undertaking, not as an actor with political interests152 . As such, as Fouwels 

points out, the only reference to such things as human rights in the original EC Treaty 

was a resolution in the Preamble to preserve and strengthen peace and liberty (1997, 

p.292). However, since the 1960's a number of measures for the external protection of 

human rights regardless of strict legal authority have been developed, as well as, with less 

pace, a legal basis for such. 

151 The following is drawn mostly from Hartley (1998) and Kapteyn et al (1998). 
152 It did after all stem from an attempt to make war in Europe inconceivable. 
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The logical step was to begin to extrapolate a jurisprudence based legal authority 

for human rights from the legal authority of member states. Arguably, the first major step 

in this process occurred in 1969 with the Erich Stauder Case153• In this case it was the 

view of the ECJ that fundamental human rights were a part of the written and unwritten 

laws of the Community154. This was further affirmed in the later Internationale 

Handelsgesellschaft Case155, which also went beyond the Erich Stauder Case in noting 

the origin of Community law in the legal traditions of the Member States 156 . Further to 

this, in Nold v Commission157 it was stated by the court that in protecting fundamental 

rights, "the Court is bound to draw inspiration from constitutional traditions common to 

the Member States "158 and also that "international treaties for the protection of human 

rights on which the Member States have collaborated or of which they are signatories, 

can supply guidelines which should be followed within the framework: of Community 

law" I59 • These two sources of inspiration160 were used overtly in analysis by the Court in 

Hauer v Rheinland-Pfalz161 , the judgement in which looked to the constitutions of 

Germany, Italy and Ireland, and to the European Convention on Human Rights. 

This early jurisprudence was recognised by the central institutions of the EC in 

what Baehr (1994, p.105) regards as the first major step ( obviously ignoring the ECJ) in 

153 Case 29/69, Erich Stauder v City of Ulm Sozialamt [1969] ECR 419. 
154 This recognition is found in paragraph 7 of the judgement where it is stated: "Interpreted in this way the 
provision at issue contains nothing capable of prejudicing the fundamental human rights enshrined in the 
general principles of Community law and protected by the Court". 
155 Case 11/70, Internationale Handelsgesellschaft GmbH v Einfuhr und .Vorratsstelle fiir Getreide und 
Futtermittel [1970] ECR 1125. 
156 "[R]espect for fundamental rights forms an integral part of the general principles of law protected by 
the Court of Justice. The protection of such rights, whilst inspired by the constitutional traditions common 
to the Member States, must be ensured within the fi-mnework of the structure and objectives of the 
Community" (ibid. at 1134). 
157 Case 4/73, J. Nold, Kohlen und BaustoffgrojJhandlung v EEC Commission (1974] ECR 491. 
158 Ibid. at 507. 
159 Ibid. 
160 Member State legal traditions and international treaties. 
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incorporating human rights into Europe's field of activities in terms of legal authority. 

The 1977 adoption by the Commission, the Council of Ministers and the European 

Parliament of a Joint Declaration on the Protection of Fundamental Freedoms recognised 

the 'prime importance' to be attached to the protection of fundamental rights as 

elucidated in national constitutions of the Member States, and in the European 

Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms. 

Perhaps the most important element in recognising the authority of a European 

human rights regime, and incorporating along with it notions of democracy, is the 

Resolution on Human Rights, Democracy and Development adopted on 28th November 

1991 (European Commission, 1991b, s.2.3.1) which built upon the earlier jurisprudence 

and joint declaration. The Resolution reaffirms the 21st July 1986 Declaration of Foreign 

Ministers of the Community on Human Rights162 that "respecting, promoting and 

safeguarding human rights is an essential part of international relations and one of the 

conzerstones of European cooperation as well as of relations between the Community 

and its Member States and other countries" (s.2.3.1.1). It further states that "[i]n this 

regard [the Council] stresses its attachment to the principles of representative 

democracy, of the rule of law, of social justice and of respect for human rights" 

(s.2.3.1.1). The Resolution effectively recognised human rights as having a universal 

nature, and it therefore being the function of all states to protect them, and specifically 

incorporates "the consideration of human rights [ and del.)locracy] as an element 

of .. [Community] relations with developing countries" (s.2.3.1.10). It is, in the words of 

161 Case 44/79, [1979] ECR 3727. 
162 See European Commission, 1986, s.2.4.4. 
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Marantis, "the most comprehensive link to date between human rights, democracy and 

development" (1994, p.12). 

3.3.2. Performance Structures ano Effectiveness 

Conditionality in European development aid policy has progressed significantly since the 

1970s, with a changing global political context contributing to increased support for the 

inclusion of conditionality clauses within agreements. This development can be traced 

clearly through the development of the Lome Conventions, the democratisation of Latin 

America, and the systemic transformations in the East. 

At this point it is useful to recognise the variety of conditionality clauses that have 

been used from time to time. They may be broadly classified into two categories: 

'content' clauses and 'remedy' clauses. Five have been identified 163 : 

Content Clauses: 

1. 'Human Rights Principles' clause: incorporates respect for human rights 

into agreements. 

2. 'Democratic Principles' clause: extends the coverage of conditionality 

clauses to include both human rights and democracy. 

3. 'Essential Element' clause: stipulates that human rights and democracy 

provisions are an essential element of the agreement, thus providing legal 

basis for the suspension of such agreements. 

Remedy Clauses: 

163 Drawing particularly on the work of Crawford (1998), which is based, among others, upon European 
Commission (1995a) and European Commission (1995b). 
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1. 'Suspension' clause: allows either party to immediately suspend the 

agreement in whole or in part if a serious infringement of essential 

provisions occurs. 

2. 'Non-performance' clause164 : elaborates the procedures to be followed in 

cases of alleged violations, involving the use of the 'Association Council' 

as an investigative body, and the adoption of measures least likely to 

disturb the functioning of the agreement165• 

Each of the above categories is internally listed chronologically in order of development. 

Remedy clauses are used in conjunction with 'essential element' clauses, together 

constituting what is commonly referred to as conditionality. 

3.3.2..1 Four Waves: The Development of EC/EU Conoitfonalit~ 

Four successive waves166 may be identified in the emergence of European Union 

conditionality, with each beginning in response to a situation confronting the European 

Community, or as the result of a change or series of changes in the international arena 167 . 

The first wave was the beginning of a gradual movement to develop an human rights 

jurisprudence internal to the Community168, and therefore the authority upon which 

conditionality could be based. 

164 The Commission has reconunended that this clause be included in all agreements with third countries 
(European Commission, 1995a). 
165 Note that this is less severe and possesses greater flexibility than does the suspension clause. 
166 A fifth wave seems to be emerging under Lome V and the more recent Free Trade Agreements, but until 
Lome V is signed and its negotiations may be assessed, it is premature to include it in discussion of 
development of EC/EU conditionality. 
167 Thus the EC/EU may be seen as an actor responding to a new situation or chain of events in 
reformulating itself and the tools it possesses. 
168 See 3 .3 .1 above. 
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169 African, Caribbean and Pacific states. 
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The second of the three 

waves began after the entry into 

force of the Lome I Convention 

(1975), and may be considered to 

be the true beginning of the 

conditionality process. In the late 

1970s a number of abuses 

occurred among the African states 

of the ACP 169. In particular, the 

situation under the Amin regime 

in Uganda spurred the 

Commission to seek solutions to 

the inadequacy of European 

responses to violations of 

fundamental human rights. In the 

Uganda scenario the Council 

could do little more than issue a 

statement deploring the situation 

and asserting that it would take 

steps within the Lome I agreement 

to "ensure that any assistance 

given by the Community to 



Uganda [ did] not in any way have as its effect a reinforcement or prolongation of the 

denial of basic human rights to its people" (European Commission, 1977). 

As a further response, in 1978 the Commission came to advocate the inclusion of 

a human rights clause within Lome II170. It was this that constituted the second wave, the 

emerging belief in a need to tie aid to certain fundamental principles. It was proposed that 

reference to human rights be included in the preamble to Lome II, and that the provision 

of development assistance be linked to the observance of international labour 

standards171 • This was opposed by the ACP states172 who feared that "the nature of the 

links designed by the Community were capable of abuse and to be used as a pretext for 

intervention in their domestic affairs" (Addo, 1988, p.73). Again, as with Lome I, human 

rights conditions were omitted from the agreement. For the period of the first two 

conventions, aid from the EC to the ACP remained in effect an 'entitlement'. 

Marantis (1994) argues that three factors detrimentally affected the place of 

human rights and democracy clauses in these trade and aid packages in the late 1970s and 

early 1980s. The first of these was the status of the Community itself; human rights were 

not seen to be politically important in a purely economic organisation173 . Secondly, the 

Member States in the immediate post-colonial period did not want to be seen as too 

critical of the newly decolonised states. Thirdly, the ACP itself was opposed to political 

strings on agreements, with this view bearing more weight given the economic 

conditions 174 . To this could be added a fourth, the Cold War. The perceived need of the 

west to secure zones of influence in opposition to the communist Eastern bloc meant that 

170 See Addo (1988). 
171 See European Commission (1978b), and European Commission (1978a). 
172 Except for Senegal. 
173 See also Addo (1988). 
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the bargaining position of the developing world was strengthened, and that the support of 

a third state for the 'western grouping' was more important than the regime or conditions 

within that state. Further to this, the ACP states at the time of negotiation of Lome I and 

II were able to form a cohesive negotiating bloc 175. As a result of these factors, Lome I 

and II negotiations were situations in which bargaining asymmetries were minimised 

between the EC and the ACP groupings. It is for this reason, along with British advocacy 

of Commonwealth ACP states' views, that comparatively great advantage with few 

strings attached was able to be gained by the ACP. 

In 1982 the Commission again placed human rights on the development agenda as 

an implicit focus of its 'Memorandum on the Community's Development Policy' (the 

Pisani Memorandum) (European Commission, 1982). The Lome III Convention adopted 

in the same year incorporated human rights in both its preamble and Article 4176, but once 

again failed to further the cause of civil and political rights and democratic principles or 

to provide effective response mechanisms for human rights violations. However, the 

swing in bargaining asymmetry in favour of the Europeans was beginning to be 

evidenced during the negotiations. The ACP states sought to make those references to 

human rights within the convention reciprocal, enabling them to question human rights in 

Europe, and also endeavoured to gain guarantees for the protection of the rights of their 

own citizens within the territory of the EC (Addo, 1988). They failed to achieve either. 

This convention represents a transition period in EC development cooperation, signalling 

the beginning of a move away from the entitlement approach. 

174 The OPEC oil shock highlighted the dependency of the west on commodity imports from the developing 
world. See also Ravenhill (1979-80) on the economic issue. 
175 See Ravenhill (1979-80) for elaboration of this point. 
176 Refers to economic, social and cultural rights. 
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In the period from Lome III to Lome IV the international situation changed 

dramatically. It is this change that constitutes the third wave in the development of 

conditionality. The European Community, with the coming into force of the Single 

European Act in 1986, had expanded its role beyond that of being purely economic, 

becoming a project in which it was foreseen that Member States could increasingly 

coordinate themselves in every sphere of the international arena. In addition, economic 

conditions within the ACP states had markedly declined, placing them in a position 

heavily dependent on foreign aid in order to meet basic needs 177. Finally, at the close of 

the long decade of the 1980s the Berlin Wall fell and the Cold War came to an end. The 

exigencies of security politics were no longer the overriding force they had been, 

allowing an increasing place for such considerations as those of human rights and 

democracy. Indeed, one may go so far as to say that from the period of the mid-1980s the 

notion of security had been transformed to a great extent from one emphasising force of 

arms to one recognising the place of regime stability through human rights, 

democratisation and the rule of law. This period saw the emergence of ever more forceful 

recognition of the place of human rights and democracy. This is reflected internally in the 

EC/EU178 particularly by the 'Statement on Human Rights' (European Commission, 

1986), the 'Resolution of the Council and of the Member States meeting in the Council 

on human rights, democracy and development' (European Commission, 1991b) and, 

importantly, in the debate leading to the formulation of the then Article J.1.1 (now Article 

177 Commodity prices bottomed-out in the 1980s, the flow of resources between the EC and ACP reversed 
from a net transfer ofUS$43 billion to the ACP in 1981, to a transfer ofUS$33 billion to the EC in 1989, 
and ACP debt reached US$ l .3 trillion (Marantis, 1994). 
178 See also 3.3.1 above. 

127 



11) of the Treaty on European Union 179 . The period's increasing international emphasis 

on institutional issues may also be seen in the OECD recognition of the importance of the 

economic and political environment within which aid ties operate (OECD/DAC, 1985; 

OECD/DAC, 1992), and in the conditionality of the Breton Woods Institutions. 

Lome IV was the first time a 'human rights principles' clause180 was included in 

an agreement with a third count1y. It constituted the fullest enunciation of human rights in 

an EU-ACP agreement, with Article 5 explicitly linking development to human rights, 

and thus in the words of Marantis, "creating a legal basis for advancing the observance 

of human rights through specific development programs" (1994, p.9). In other words, the 

EU was now able to grant aid conditional upon specific programmes being enacted. In 

spite of this, Lome IV conditionality was less than absolute. Aside from general 

statements in Article 5, the agreement continued the tradition of failing to adequately 

address civil and political rights. It is these shortcomings, says Marantis, that ''prevented 

Lome IV from becoming a comprehensive human rights, democracy, and development 

program" (1994, p.10). 

While this first generation of conditionality emergmg from the Third World 

financial crisis of the 1970s and 1980s was concerned primarily with human rights, a 

second generation concerned with democratisation and the rule of law was to emerge 

with the systemic transformations in the East following the collapse of the Berlin Wa11181 . 

It is this that marks the fourth wave in the emergence of conditionality. The geo-strategic 

interest of the south had virtually disappeared, further weakening the bargaining position 

179 The genesis of this Treaty can be seen in the 'Delors Report' of 1989, and the final (if unpolished) 
product came into force on November 11, 1993. 
180 See 3.3.2 above. 
181 This first/second generation classification is drawn from Stokke (1995a). 
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of Third World states in relation to the Europeans. In the new world order, says Stoldce, 

"with the competition between East and West for political influence and strategic 

position in the Third World removed, Western governments felt freer than before to 

pursue basic political concerns vis-a-vis the nations of the South" (1995a, p.9)182. To this 

may be added a firmer assertion, that the emergence of the East as a region of political 

and economic, and as a result potentially military, instability directly on the borders of 

the EC/EU states served to refocus security interests away from global towards more 

regional concerns, and away from traditional security policy concerns towards the 

pursuance of political and economic stability in the f01m of democracy, the rule of law 

and the market economy. This was an intrinsic part of the emergence of soft power over 

hard power as the primary fom1 of foreign policy tools 183 . A further integral part of this 

fourth wave was the focussing of the internal debate on human rights, democracy and the 

rule oflaw. On November 1st, 1993, the Maastricht Treaty on European Union came into 

force, legally integrating human rights, democracy and the rule of law into the treaty law 

constituting the European Union, thus obligating the Union to respect and pursue these 

goals. 

As a result of these fourth wave changes, the 1995 mid-term review of the Lome 

IV Convention saw the significant attempt to broaden conditionality within the 

agreement. Aiiicle 5 was upgraded to included an 'essential element' and 'suspension' 

clause, the first time such a remedy clause had been included in an agreement with 

l82 As a part of this process, 'aid' was redefined in such a way that it became a purely CEEC measure, and 
not one that could be applied to the ACP. 
183 It is useful to note that the period of the collapse of communism in the East and the refocusing of 
security in the way discussed above also conesponded to the period of negotiation and adoption of the 
Maastricht Treaty on European Union. It is valuable therefore, to view Article 11 TEU (see 2.2 above) in 
this context. 
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countries outside of Central and Eastern Europe. This remedied the inadequacies in the 

initial Lome IV agreement. 

The Four Waves of development of European conditionality may be seen as 

illustrative of an important aspect of actorness, as outlined by Antje Herrberg (1997) 184; 

that of the possession of a 'system memory', in other words, the presence of some kind of 

institutional history that allows decisions to be contextualised 185 . Such is important in that 

it fosters continuity of decision-making186 and is a contributing factor to the consistency 

f f:'. • 1· . 187 o .1ore1gn po icy over time . 

3.3.2..2. Conoitiona[it~J: Assessing Effectiveness 

Assessing the effectiveness of conditionality in agreements involves a number of separate 

questions. It is sometimes claimed during consideration of conditionality that it can only 

be said to have been effectively exercised where a recipient country agrees to undertake a 

policy change that it would not otherwise have undertaken (Uvin, 1993). Such an 

approach belies the complexity of the international system and fails to credit 

conditionality with being anything more than a coercive instrument. Along with possible 

coercive intent however, conditionality is a useful tool in terms of assistance toward 

achieving a goal. Indeed, Nelson and Eglinton (1992) and Stokke (1995a) acknowledge 

that conditionality is most effective when donor and recipient possess broadly similar 

policy goals188• That is to say, conditionality is a useful tool for setting a given policy 

184 See 1.2.3 above. 
185 See 1.4.1 above. 
186 See 1.3 .1.2 above. 
187 See 1 .4.1 above. 
188 See also Uvin (1993). 
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firmly on the agenda, and fo1malising the achievement of that policy goal in a 

legal/political context. Fmther to this, it may be argued that many governments welcome 

the use of conditionality as it enables them to overcome domestic resistance to change by 

claiming that the responsibility lies with the EU. 

Another factor often linked to conditionality when considering effectiveness, and 

with considerably more legitimacy than the above, is that of consistency of approach. 

Says Stokke, "if it is not enforced consistently the credibility of conditionality as an 

instrument is weakened and thereby its effectiveness" (1995a, p.80)189 . This has been one 

of the major criticisms directed towards EU conditionality. S0rensen (1995) asserts that 

conditionalities are applied only when it is politically expedient to do so. Indeed, 

Crawford (1998), in an analysis of regiona1190 distribution of the application of 

conditionality in the period 1990-1996, documented an overwhelming predominance of 

application in sub-Saharan Africa 191 . Among his conclusions as to why this should be the 

case was the assertion that in this region there were fewer countervailing pressures in the 

form of economic interests or geo-strategic interests, and that therefore the EU had less to 

lose 192 . Crawford further notes a lack of correlation between the level of action taken and 

the extremity of the violation, citing examples of the Tiananmen Square massacre in 

China in June 1989, the poor human rights record of Nigeria under the military 

government of General Sani Abacha, and systematic violations of human rights in 

Turkey. 

189 See also Crawford (1995), S0rensen (1995), Smith (1998). Marantis (1994) refers to inconsistency in 
application of measures as being a large part of the difficulty faced by the EC with conditionality. 
19° Concentrating on four areas: Sub-Saharan Africa; Asia; Latin America and the Caribbean; and the 
Middle East. 
191 Conditionality was applied in 15 out of 22 cases. 
192 See also Waller (1995) who concludes in relation to Germany that conditionality is most likely to be 
successful in heavily aid-dependent countries where the donor has few other interests. 
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China has often been the source of consternation for the West for its 

imprisonment of political dissidents, large scale use of the death penalty, lack of an 

independent judiciary, the use of torture, the presence of labour camps, and its repression 

of the rights of minority Tibetans193 . But, as Fouwels points out, "China is a 'large' 

country - in terms of economic, strategic and political weight - which can get away with 

more than 'smaller', politically, strategically and economically less important countries" 

(1997, p.321). Following the Tiananmen massacre, the EC did little more than introduce 

short-term (approximately 16 months) restrictions on new project aid, and a ban on arms 

sales. In October of the following year the European Council decided to normalise 

relations, despite the fact that the poor record of China on human rights has continued, 

with repression of dissent arguably intensifying following the incident in Tiananmen. The 

most recent example of the Chinese willingness to trammel human rights is that of the 

crackdown on the Falun Gong religious sect. 

European actions towards Chinese abuses have largely been limited to the use of 

demarches and other economically non-confrontational instruments. This is not to say 

that conflict has been wholly avoided, with the Union raising the ire of China in the early 

1990s when it chose, on six consecutive occasions, to take the highly public step of 

introducing draft resolutions on human rights in China into the UN Commission on 

Human Rights194• Fouwels (1997) asserts that the Union's policy seems to have made a 

difference, highlighting the proposition by China to develop a regular dialogue with the 

EU over rights (later at a ministerial level), beginning in 1994, and the recent ratification 

by China of the Conventions on Torture, the Rights of the Child and on the Elimination 

193 See Aglietta (1994, pp.11-12). 
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of Discrimination against Women 195, as well as the invitation to the UN Human Rights 

Commissioner to visit China. This all points to a softer approach of 'constructive 

engagement' such as that taken by the Europeans towards the communist Eastern bloc 

during the Cold War196. 

Further examples of inconsistency of application may be seen in relation to the 

recognition of former Yugoslav republics as independent states, which was promised 

conditional upon fulfilment of certain conditions. The outcome however, was one in 

which Croatia, which was deemed not to have met the conditions, was recognised, 

whereas in contrast the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, which was considered 

to have realised them, was not accorded official recognition. 

An issue of relevance, closely related to the inadequate responses discussed 

above, is the process for implementation of negative measures (as these particular 

episodes197 involve). As has been reiterated throughout this work, the EU has frequently 

encountered difficulties due to the exigencies of unanimity politics. In order to overcome 

these difficulties, and importantly to develop an EU line, the Union at times finds itself 

accepting whatever compromise can be reached, usually a demarche or other non

confrontational tool. This means that the ability to take the necessary decisions in order to 

give full effect to a conditionality clause of which a recipient is in breach is severely 

restrained. The result is the exacerbation of the dichotomy between measures applied to 

states in which the EU has significant economic, political or strategic interest, and those 

in which it does not. This leads to increasing inconsistency in outcomes of episodes 

194 The practice was interrupted in 1997 due to the opposition of the governments of France in particular, 
but also Ge1many, Italy and Spain. 
195 All of which had been up for ratification since the 1980s. 
196 See 2.3.1 above 
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involving conditionality breaches198. The conditionality clause therefore, must not be 

seen as a guarantee that the EU, or indeed any other body, will take negative action in 

case of breach. It is this fundamental error that is made by most critics of conditionality. 

Rather, the clauses should be seen as a gateway to the possibility of such action 199. 

3.3.2..3 Factors r-nf [ uendng Success 

As was the case with sanctions200, and with reference to the factors indicated in that 

context, certain elements may be extrapolated to indicate likelihood of success201 . 

1. The Extent of Dependency: 

In essence, this corresponds to the 'Volume of Trade' criterion for sanctioning 

episodes. In short, the greater the aid in question as a percentage of GNP, the more 

weight the conditionality will hold. Where a country is dependent to a great extent on aid, 

any reduction will be influential. A further component of this relationship relates to the 

relative economic size of the two parties, in other words the 'Economic Differential' 

sanctioning factor. 

2. The Target-Sender Relationship: 

197 And indeed most episodes upon which critiques are based. 
198 While it may be argued that this is simply a product of the realisation by the EU of where it can be 
effective and where it cannot, it is nevertheless a situation destructive to the Union's credibility. 
199 See 3.3.2.4 below. 
200 See 2.4.2 above. 
201 These factors are drawn from the above discussion of conditionality, from discussion of sanctions {2.4), 
and from the work of Nelson and Eglinton (1992) and Stokke {1995a). 
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As with the sanctions criteria, it is important to consider the exact nature of the 

relationship between the parties. Says Stoldce, "if relations are broadly based and involve 

sensitive strategic interests or extensive economic interests ... the donor government's 

willingness to take action is likely to be reduced ... [and] added weight is given to any 

pressure that is applied". Indications of this may be seen in the dependency of the West 

on Third World oil which was arguably a factor in preventing conditionality entering into 

202 the early Lome agreements . 

3. The Conglomerates: 

This combines the 'Unilateral vs. Multilateral Sanctions' and the 'Target 

Conglomerate' criteria in recognising that large powers have a greater ability to mobilise 

support for their position, thus increasing the likelihood of their success. Further to this, 

there is the possibility that another power seeking to increase influence may mobilise to 

fill the aid vacuum created by the conditionality. 

4. The Intent of the Conditionality: 

As was noted earlier, conditionality is most likely to be successful when donor 

and recipient possess similar policy goals203 , and correspondingly less likely to be 

successful when policy goals are a source of tension between donor and recipient. While 

it is self-evident that it will be an easier task to encourage a recipient to do something in 

line with its own policy than otherwise, this is a point necessarily made. The issue of 

202 See 3.3.2.1 above. 
203 See 3.3.2.2 above. 
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broad correspondence of policy objectives 1s one that needs to be addressed when 

considering any conditionality clause. 

These outlined criteria reflect the likelihood of success in incorporating 

conditionality clauses within agreements. In short, the first three factors indicate the 

extent of power asymmetries between the protagonist parties, a theme which can be seen 

throughout the second, third and fourth waves in the development of European 

conditionality204 . The fourth criterion can be seen as one relating to level of difficulty. 

The greater the similarity between policy orientations, the less the power asymmetry will 

need to be in order to ensure the clause is included in the agreement. 

3.3.2..4 European Union Co-noitio-na[it-:g: Assessment a-no 
Proj ecti o-ns 

In terms of the inclusion of conditionality clauses in agreements with Eastern Europe, a 

brief summary related to the four factors highlighted above is enlightening. First, in terms 

of the 'Extent of Dependency', it is clear, as has been highlighted throughout this thesis, 

that the CEECs rely to a great degree upon access to the European market, and upon aid 

packages, in order to fund the economic and political transformation currently being 

unde1iaken. Further to this, the CEECs are pursuing a goal of which the EU is a limited 

supplier - membership205 • As such, the CEECs are dependent to a great degree upon 

204 See 3.3.2.1 above. 
205 As such, human rights conditionality could almost be perceived as some kind of 'value added tax' on 
potential member states. This group therefore, perhaps needs to be viewed somewhat differently to those 
states for whom membership is not an option. 
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being able to complete this economic and political transformation, and perhaps more 

importantly upon a positive view being taken of them by the Member States of the Union. 

Secondly, in terms of the 'Target - Sender Relationship', the EU has no interests in 

the region sufficient to override the necessity for systemic transformation with a view to 

entry into the Union. To do other than accord high priority to this transformation before 

entry is accepted would be to make a fundamental change in the nature of the Union 

itself. It may even be argued that given the perceived need to incorporate at least some of 

the CEECs into the European Union within a reasonable period of time, the goal of 

systemic transformation in the East has effectively trumped all other interests of the 

Union in the region. 

Thirdly, the EU, as was discussed in respect of sanctioning behaviour, is a 

formidable conglomerate. Given the nature of negotiations with the East as 

predominantly bilateral (EU - Eastern State), this disparity is given added weight. What is 

interesting is the tendency of the EU to prefer negotiation over dictation of terms. 

However, having said this, the Union does now include these conditionality clauses 'as a 

matter of course'. 

Finally, with reference to 'Intent of the Conditionality', it is clear that the broad 

policy goals at issue are not a cause of significant tension between the EU and CEECs. · 

As was noted above in discussion of the 'Target - Sender Relationship', the goal of 

systemic transformation is one pursued by both parties. This has allowed a 'meeting of 

the minds' over the nature of such clauses included in agreements. Given this, and given 

the assessments of the other three elements, it seems to have been almost an inevitability 

that when conditionality appeared on the agenda, it would be successfully (from the EU 
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perspective) included in any agreements with the East. Also relevant here is the 

previously mentioned use of conditionality by third country governments as a way to 

overcome domestic resistance to change by placing responsibility upon the EU206. 

A further issue of critical importance in considering EU conditionality is the 

natme of the performance instruments used. Performance instruments may be broadly 

divided into positive and negative measures, corresponding generally to development aid 

and sanctioning behaviour207 respectively. Said Barya (in Uvin, 1993, p.76), "the very 

idea that people can be forced to be democratic and/or free is quite startling. Freedom 

and liberation from autocratic rule, as well as democracy and accountability cannot be 

decreed. They must have a social basis in which they arise, are nurtured and sustained". 

It cannot be expected that such a social basis can emerge when the only instrument in use 

is a penalty for failure. In the works of Marantis (1994) and Smith (1998) are outlined a 

number of advantages of positive approaches over negative approaches. The first of these 

is that while negative measures only expose and punish violations, positive measures 

provide the conditions under which fundamental principles of democracy and human 

rights can be protected. Secondly, positive measures are less intrusive upon sovereignty. 

Thirdly, donors are less likely to behave inconsistently when pursuing a positive 

program. Finally, positive measures are less likely to adversely affect the population than 

are negative measures. This is not to say however, that positive measures are always the 

most useful instrument, for, as Marantis (1994, p.16) and Smith (1998, p.269) point out, 

positive measures are an insufficient response to gross violations of democracy or human 

rights. Success is most likely to be achieved therefore, when a combination of the two is 

206 See 3.3.2.2 above. 
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utilised, that is, when positive measures are encouraged and negative measures resorted 

to in extreme cases only. It is this approach that the EU adheres to208 . 

In short, what has been stated above, and indeed throughout the thesis, is that the 

EU possesses an asymmetry of power209 in relation to the CEECs, and that the EU uses a 

combination of sanctioning210 and aid measures in relation to the goals it is pursuing. If 

such is the case, then the question inevitably to be asked is - 'what is the importance of 

conditionality clauses?' The answer to this relates back to 3.3.2.1 and 3.3.2.2 above. 

The conditionality clause, as stated in 3.3.2.2, is a 'gateway clause'. While it was 

asserted in 3.3.1 above that the principles of sovereignty and non-intervention are being 

weakened by a greater respect for fundamental principles such as human rights, it must 

also be aclmowledged that these principles still carry significant weight in the system as it 

stands, in other words, they are not lightl?' violated. It is here that the importance of 

conditionality clauses is to be found. According to Smith (1998, p.255), "[t]he 

conditionality norm is an enabling one, allowing specific actions to take place". In other 

words, conditionality clauses create that convenient loophole in the principles of 

sovereignty and non-intervention, allowing actions that may not otherwise be possible. 

By including a clause in an agreement to which both parties are signatory, claim may be 

made that both parties accept and acknowledge the duties/responsibilities that it 

establishes, including the use of positive and negative measures within the jurisdiction of 

one of the parties. As such, the use of direct positive aid measures such as promoting 

207 In terms of assessment, as with any sanctioning behaviour, recourse may be had to the framework of 
factors discussed in 2.4.2. 
208 "The Community Approach is geared to the principle that international cooperation must focus 
especially on positive measures providing incentives for the promotion of democracy and human rights; the 
use of sanctions should be considered only if all other means have failed" (European Commission, 1992). 
209 With respect to the four factors outlined. 
210 Which it seems to be in a good position to utilise, as discussed in 2.4 above. 
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human rights and democratic refo1ms within a country, which may otherwise be 

considered an intervention in that state's domestic affairs, is legitimated through 

international treaty force. It is a tool therefore, that 'allows' the use of other tools. It must 

be noted however, that this does not necessarily mean positive or negative instruments 

'will' be used, for the dictation of such is not the object of conditionality. The goal of the 

conditionality clause is simply to facilitate their use. 

In terms of effectiveness therefore, the assessment of conditionality clauses 

involves thrne questions. First, was the conditionality clause included in the agreement? 

In this respect, and in· relation to the CEECs, the Union must be considered effective in 

that the goal of inclusion of conditionality clauses was achieved. Indeed, with the new 

focus on including such clauses as a matter of course it seems that this effectiveness will 

continue indefinitely. Secondly, did the clause contain the goals desired? Again the 

Union must be considered effective in that this goal has been achieved, with human rights 

and democracy provisions in the form of 'Essential Element' clauses211 becoming the 

norm. Thirdly, did it allow for the use of positive or negative instruments, or both?212 . 

Again the EU has been successful in this respect, with both positive and negative 

measures constituting elements of any European response to a violation. It would seem 

then, that in terms of opening a 'legitimacy gateway' in the form of the conditionality 

clause, the European Union has proved itself effective in pursuing its goal. 

21 l See 3.3.2 above. 
212 Remembering that a combination of both positive and negative measures was identified as being of 
greatest utility. 
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3.4 Summar;'9: Tbe European Union as a Political Actor 

In terms of the two tools discussed above, the European Union has proved to be of mixed 

effectiveness. The Europe Agreements showed themselves to be a test which the Union 

was not unequivocally able to pass. We saw in relation to this tool the European Union in 

a wholly new incarnation, that of an 'international relations framework' in which the 

competing voices of domestic sectoral interests represented by Member State 

parliaments, and of Union interests represented by the Commission and the European 

Parliament, strnggled to be heard. In considering the long process of negotiation of these 

agreements within the EU as an international relations framework, an important theme 

were able to be recognised: in order to be effective, political authority/power must not be 

divorced from the interests being pursued. Due to the position of the Commission as 

representative of EU interests, but without the institutional capacity to fully achieve them, 

and due to the necessity of ratification of the agreement by Member State parliaments and 

the EP, the process by which the agreements came into being was effectively weighted 

against the CEECs and arguably the Article 11 goals of the Union itself. In effect, the 

requirements for actorness as elucidated in s.1.3.1 were not met. While the action trigger 

was present with the Commission embodying the goals and interests of the Union, the 

policy processes/strnctures effectively existed outside of the Union as an actor (as 

represented by the Commission), but within the Union as an international relations 

system. This power was held primarily by the Member State Parliaments, who were also 

in possession of their own interests (influenced by domestic sectoral lobbies) and 

therefore possessed the actor capability that the Commission was denied. The conclusion 

was that in terms of these agreements, the European Union was only partially effective in 
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achieving its goals as it goals and interests of the Union had no effective voice and were 

therefore diluted by the goals and interests of Member States. 

In terms of the second tool discussed, it was concluded that the Union was indeed 

effective, though the utility of such is not overwhelming. While over a period of thirty 

years the goals of the Union, in what came to be Article 11 of the Treaty on European 

Union, were gradually incorporated into agreements with third states through a process of 

conditionality, the clause itself is not a tool of ultimate effect. The conditionality clause is 

simply an 'enabling tool' or 'legitimacy gateway' through which the use of other Union 

instruments, namely aid or sanctions, are able to be used with some legitimacy in 

contravention of the international norms of sovereignty and non-intervention. Whether 

the actual goals of the European Union as outlined in the clauses are able to be achieved 

is dependent to a great extent on the will of the Union to use these other tools. Thus, 

while the EU was effective in achieving the form and inclusion of conditionality clauses, 

its utility in achieving Article 11 goals is subject to the effectiveness of those tools it 

enables. Consideration of this tool once again reinforced the theme of possession of 

authority to act that, in this case, is provided by the conditionality 'enabling tool'. 
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4 The Militar~ sphere 

4.1 Introduction 

4.2 Development of the Security Debate 

4.3 Policy Processes/Structures 

4.4 Performance Structures and Effectiveness 

4.4.1 The Operational Capability of the EU/WEU 

4.4.2 Extending WEU' s Operational Capacity: CJTFs 

4.5 Summary: A European Military Capacity? 

4.r Introouction 

In a recent publication, Soetendorp, commenting on the Yugoslav crisis, stated that it 

"has revealed a fundamental weakness of the CFSP, namely the lack of a military 

capability to support its foreign policy" (1999, p.128)213 . Such a notion is not new, 

indeed it is commonly argued that strength and diplomacy go hand in hand: "For 

diplomacy to be successful, it requires the support of a credible threat of force, and as a 

last resort, the ability to undertake military options if necessary" (Biscop, 1999, 

p.256)214• Regardless of the validity of such an assertion, the European Union has come 

under frequent attack for its apparent lack of a military capacity with which to project 

such a 'threat of force'. Indeed, Hodge asserted that as a "defence and security entity, 

Europe is today no more readily visible than it was in 1991, and a European foreign 

213 See also Sperling and Kirchner (1997), Ortega (1998) and Bretherton and Vogler (1999). 
214 See also Hodge (1998) and Soetendorp (1999). 
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policy worthy of the name is a suitable subject for academic speculation but no more'' 

(1998, p.490). As a result of these beliefs, the Union is currently immersed in a transition 

period with regard to military tools, attempting to overcome this perceived limitation. It is 

with the shape of the emerging security architecture that this chapter is concerned. 

Beginning with a brief discussion of the relevant history of European military 

cooperation, the chapter then considers the system currently in place within the context of 

the framework for actorness set out in Chapter I. 

4.2. Development of tbe Securit-;g Debate 

It must not be forgotten that the fundamental rationale behind European integration was 

one of securitisation, a desire to insure against the possible resurgence of German 

militarism. It was this that led to the signing of the Treaty of Paris on April 15th, 1951, 

which brought into being the European Coal and Steel Community. Prior to this 

integrationist approach, however, more traditional protective measures had been 

undertaken. In 194 7 the Treaty of Dunkirk, an agreement between the UK and France for 

mutual defence in case of armed attack, was signed. Only one year later this was 

superceded by the Brussels Treaty, which extended the agreement to include Belgium, 

The Netherlands and Luxembourg. Immediately after the signing of this treaty, and as a 

response to the emergent Soviet threat, negotiations were begun with the USA and 

Canada for a broader trans-atlantic alliance. The Washington Treaty, creating the North 

Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO), came into force in August 1949. The Washington 

Treaty was to form the backbone of the Western European security architecture. 

144 



During the 1950s, the USA began to push for a larger European commitment to its 

defence, putting forward a proposal for a European defence force (including German 

troops) under the command of NATO. This was opposed by France, which put forward as 

an alternative the creation of a European Defence Community (EDC), essentially a 

federalist proposal for a European army tied to European political institutions. In 1952 

the Treaty creating the EDC was put forward for ratification, and was eventually signed 

by Germany and the Benelux states, with Italy on the verge of joining them when, in 

1954, the French National Assembly voted down the proposal. 

The collapse of the EDC was followed in 1954 by the signing of an amended 

Brussels Treaty that incorporated West German rearmament within the framework of 

NATO, but through a European institution, the WEU. The effect of this compromise was 

twofold. First, it embedded NATO as the primary institution for the defence of Europe, 

and secondly, it meant that until the 1980s defence issues were only to be discussed 

outside of the supranational EC framework. The development of Europe as such was to 

be, from this point onwards, a primarily economic affair. 

At the beginning of the 1980s, the debate on security led to the proposition that 

EPC be expanded to include security and defence related issues. The proposal was 

defeated. This spurred the reactivation of the WEU after three decades as, in the words of 

Jopp (1997), a 'Sleeping Beauty'. In 1984 it was used for the first time, in the absence of 

NATO legal competence, to coordinate a Western European military operation215 . 

The debate on a European security identity was placed firmly on the agenda with 

the end of the Cold War in the late 1980s, and the subsequent concern over the future of 

NATO. The WEU itself quickly adopted a platform on security interests, in which it 
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asserted that "the construction of Europe will remain incomplete as long as it does not 

include security and defence "216. With the collapse of the Soviet threat, Western states 

felt less dependent on US protection, and the time seemed ripe to bring security and 

defence into the architecture of European integration. 

The sudden prominence of security issues was reflected in the Treaty on European 

Union which came into force on 1st November 1993. Article 17(1) TEU states that: 

The Western European Union (WEU) is an integral part of the development of 
the Union providing the Union with access to an operational capability.. . It 
supports the Union in framing the defence aspects of the common foreign and 
security policy. . . The Union shall accordingly foster closer institutional 
relations with the WEU with a view to the possibility of the integration of the 
WEU into the Union. 

The TEU, by creating a relationship with the WEU instead of creating a true European 

defence dimension, thus formed a compromise solution to the security debate, seeking to 

satisfy both those Member States with an integrationist approach to security and defence, 

while at the same time answering the concerns of the 'Atlanticist' states such as the UK., 

The Netherlands, Portugal and Denmark who feared weakening the Trans-Atlantic 

Alliance. 

The next pivotal step in the re-emerging European security debate occurred at 

Portschach in October 1998 when British Prime Minister Tony Blair suggested a reversal 

of the previous British position on security217 by announcing support for a European 

defence capability which would enable Member States to act together in the military 

215 Naval patrols in the Persian Gulf during the Iran-Iraq war. 
216 s.2 of the WEU Ministerial Council Platform on European Security Interests, signed at The Hague, 2i" 
October, 1987. 
217 This reversal is credited by Biscop (1999) to a British recognition that "the CFSP with its current 
structures lacks effectiveness, especially when weighed against the economic power of the EU, and is not 
capable of protecting Europe's strategic interests" (p.256). 
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sphere218• This British reversal was followed up at the Franco-British summit in St. Malo 

in December 1998 during which was issued a joint declaration calling for the framing of a 

common defence policy, thus "making a reality of the Treaty of Amsterdam" (s.l). The 

declaration called for the development of a "capacity for autonomous action, backed up 

by credible military forces, the means to decide to use them, and a readiness to do so, in 

order to respond to international crises" (s.2). This was later reiterated in the 'Presidency 

Report on Strengthening the Common European Policy on Security and Defence'. 

prepared by the German Presidency and adopted by the Cologne European Council in 

June 1999, in which it was stated that "the Union must have the capacity for autonomous 

action, backed up by credible military forces, the means to decide to use them, and a 

readiness to do so" (European Council, 1999c, annex III, s.1). 

4.3 Pof ic~ Processes/Structures 

As was stated in 1.3.1.2 above, actomess requires that a body possess the authority and 

capacity to take decisions in relation to its goals and interests. The authority of the 

European Union to act in a military capacity is accorded by Article 17(1) TEU which 

notes that the CFSP covers all aspects of security, including military. Article 17(1) states: 

The common foreign and security policy shall include all questions relating to 
the security of the Union, including the progressive framing of a common 
defence policy. . . which might lead to a common defence, should the 
European Council so decide. 

218 He did however, reject the notion of developing a European army, or a role for the European 
Commission in security issues, and preserved the British opposition to undermining NATO. 
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This is further elaborated by Article 17(2) which lists humanitarian and rescue tasks, 

peacekeeping tasks and tasks of combat forces in crisis management, including 

peacemaking, as within the scope of Union action. 

In terms of decision-making, competence for establishing principles and 

guidelines relating to the military sphere lies with the European Council (Art. 13(1)). 

Importantly, the European Council is not an institution of the European Union in a strictly 

legal sense. Its genesis was not as a result of any of the constitutional treaties of the 

European Union, but through a decision of Member State governments at the Paris 

summit of 1974. It was subsequently recognised in the Single European Act and the 

Maastricht Treaty on European Union, but only in provisions relating to areas outside of 

the core supranational EC. It therefore is not subject to the treaty-based checks and 

balances that the other institutions of the Union are. Functionally speaking, however, the 

European Council exists as part of the institutional structure of the EU, indeed it stands as 

architect of the European construction. 

Decision-making within the CFSP :framework is intergovernmental in nature. It is 

the Member States rather the EU institutions themselves who form the primary actors. 

According to the TEU, as stated above, the European Council identifies areas of common 

interests and establishes guidelines and common strategies for joint actions on such (Art. 

13(1), (2)). Decision-taking at this level is conducted by consensus. It is up to the General 

Affairs CounciI219 to define and implement the CFSP based upon these guidelines (Art. 

13(3)). The Commission shares the right of initiative with Member States in the 

fonnulation and execution of joint actions at this level. While decisions on joint actions 

may be taken on the basis of qualified majority voting (Art.23(2)), such will not be the 
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case with "decisions having military or defence implications" (Art.23(2)). This process is 

set out by Article 23(1) which states that decisions taken under Title V220 are governed by 

the unanimity procedure, but with the possibility of 'constructive abstention'. 

Constructive abstention allows for a Member State to decline to take part in a decision 

without casting its veto, in which case it will not be obliged to implement the decision, 

but will accept that the decision does commit the EU. In what the TEU describes as "a 

spirit of mutual solidarity" (Art.23(1 )), that Member State will refrain from undertaking 

any action that will conflict with or impede Union action based upon the decision. 

However, if Member States with a combined voting weight (per Art.205(2) TEC) of more 

than one third abstain, this will effectively serve as a veto. 

The process by which the European Union decides to undertake an action with 

military or defence implications is, theoretically, one of' double-veto'. Any decision must 

first pass by consensus through -the European Council before it enters into the legal 

framework of the Union. Once these guidelines/strategies have been adopted by the 

European Council, the elaboration and development of joint actions based upon them is 

to be undertaken by the Council of Ministers, again on the basis of unanimity, but with 

the possibility of constructive abstention. While this would seem to make the passage of 

any CFSP proposition doubly difficult, it must be remembered that both the European 

Council and the Council of Ministers are forums for the Member States, and it is 

therefore unlikely that a position adopted by the European Council would fail to pass 

through the Council of Ministers. The problem, however, may lie in the quality of the 

joint action that emerges from the Council of Ministers, possibly, as has been suggested 

219 Comprising the Foreign Ministers of EU Member States. · 
220 Title V: Provisions on a Common Foreign and Security policy. 
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in previous chapters, emerging as a lowest common denominator compromise solution. In 

addition, as Krupnick has asserted, "[l]ong term policy creation and follow through are 

also difficult because of the six month Council presidency" (1996, p .14 7)221 . In other 

words, the development of a long term, coherent, security and defence policy is 

effectively hamstrung, giving credence to the assertion of Hodge that there is "no 

European foreign policy vision, much less one worthy of a great power" (1998, p.503). A 

further difficulty is the lack of congruence between EU and WEU membership 222, raising 

the issue of whether countries not willing to commit forces should have voting rights in 

the European COlmcil and Council of Ministers on security and defence issues. 

It must be remembered that decision-making processes need not be 

unitary/cohesive in order to contribute to actomess, it is only necessary that they be 

present at some level above minimum. It is clear from the above that such processes are 

present in relation to the CFSP and therefore the military sphere. However, it must be 

aclmowledged that the possibility of a Member State veto does impinge upon the 

.flexibility, and therefore ultimately the effectiveness, of this process, and reduces the 

capacity for clear procedural leadership223 and therefore a rapid response in crisis 

situations. Indeed, the new High Representative for CFSP Javier Solana recently stated 

that, in order to ensure a rapid reaction to crisis, it is essential to have a "decision-making 

process as short and flexible as possible" (Agence Europe, 7619). This is only slightly 

alleviated by the possibility of constructive abstention. 

221 See also European Voice (1999). 
222 There are ten full members of the WEU, all of whom are also members of the EU. They are Belgium, 
France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Luxembourg, The Netherlands, Portugal, Spain and the United Kingdom. 
223 See 1.2.2 and 1.3.1.2 above. 
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If a decision to act militarily is reached, Article 17(3) TEU may be invoked. 

Article 17(3) TEU asserts that the European Union "will avail itself of the WEU to 

elaborate and implement decisions and actions of the Union which have defence 

implications". As such it is necessary to look to the constitutional underpinnings of the 

WEU to establish the presence of the authority to act, as well· as to the relationship of EU 

toWEU. 

Table 4.1: EU Member States in Security Organisations* 
Member State NATO WEU UN Security 

Observer (1995) · No 
Full (1954) No 
Observer (1995) 
Observer (19 

Full (1954) No 
11 (1995) No 

1986) No 

United Kingdom Yes (1949) Full (1954) Yes 
*Drawn from Dinan (1998), Appendix 3. 

Council 

The foundations of the WEU lie not simply with the Brussels Treaty of 1948, nor 

with the amended Treaty of 1954, but with a series of declarations and communiques that 

have in recent years been used to reform the organisation in an informal way. Indeed, the 

Protocol of Accession of Greece to the WEU includes not only the constituent treaties, 

but, among others, the WEU' s Maastricht Declaration, the St. Peters berg communique 

and the Treaty on European Union. 
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The WEU has undergone two important transformations since the ending of the 

Cold War. First, its purpose was fundamentally altered with the elaboration of the 

Petersberg Tasks in 1992, changing it from an organisation conceived primarily for 

collective defence into one willing to undertake 'out of area' peace support operations. 

Secondly, as a result of the Amsterdam Treaty it lost its status as an autonomous 

organisation through subordination to, but not incorporation within, the European Union. 

While the WEU remains autonomous when the EU chooses not to utilise it, it still exists 

under the shadow of Article 17(3) TEU and its own Maastricht Declaration of 1991 

which recognises that the "WEU will be developed as the defence component of the 

European Union and as the means to strengthen the European pillar of the Atlantic 

Alliance" (s.2). This effectively means that it is bound to follow EU direction when 

given, at which point the WEU Council becomes subordinate to the EU. The role of the 

WEU is one of determining whether any given action is feasible, but the delimitation of 

objectives, and the ultimate decision to undertake military action, lie with the European 

Union. 

By this process, an organisation otherwise wholly independent of the European 

Union is incorporated within the Union framework. It effectively becomes a part of the 

Union, and will act upon EU stipulations. This does not, therefore, infringe upon 

European autonomy in any way. Were, however, the WEU Council to maintain a 

decision-making capacity through some kind of double decision-making procedure, the 

European Union would no-longer be architect of its own action, losing the autonomy 

outlined in section 1.3 .1 above. 
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A further element of performance strnctures that must be considered, particularly 

in respect of an external organisation such as the WEU, is the functional relationship 

between the two organisations. It is necessary that such a relationship be close in order to 

make decision-making more effective. The WEU's Maastricht Declaration, and more 

recently the Declaration relating to the WEU annexed to the Treaty of Amsterdam224, 

both recognised the need to foster closer cooperation between the two organisations in 

order to enhance the capacity for action. This does not, however, appear to have been 

achieved to any great extent. Bretherton and Vogler argue, based upon interviews with 

DG officials, that from the perspective of the EU the level of contact has been 

'disappointing', and that information flows from EU to WEU are not reciprocated (1999, 

p.205). A number of reasons are given for this state of affairs, including that the WEU, 

due to its close relationship with NATO, is privy to sensitive information for which EU 

officials do not possess the appropriate security clearance, and that the organisational 

separation maintained by the Treaty of Amsterdam, which effectively keeps security 

matters outside the EU, exacerbates the problem. 

The inadequacy of the institutional relationship between EU and WEU was 

recognised in the Treaty of Amsterdam and in the 1997 Brnssels Declaration of the WEU 

which highlights the need to enhance consultative mechanisms between the two bodies. 

The Treaty of Amsterdam attempts to remedy this by providing for enhanced cooperation 

between the EU's Policy Planning and Early Warning Unit (PPEWU) and the WEU's 

Planning Cell, Situation Centre and Satellite Centre225 . In addition, there has been a 

functional linking of the offices of High Representative for CFSP and Secretary-General 

224 Declaration 3 annexed to the Treaty of Amsterdam. 
225 Declaration 3, s.A, para.7. 
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of the WEU in Javier Solana who has been appointed to both positions. It is still too early 

to assess how these associations are developing, but such ties are necessary to make the 

functioning of EU/WEU decision-making procedures more effective. 

4.4 Performance Structures a-no Effectiveness 

As has already been mentioned, the St. Petersberg Declaration of 1992 radically altered 

the role of the WEU in the new Europe. It also acknowledged however, that if the 

capabilities of the WEU were not greatly enhanced, then the organisation would remain 

little more than a 'paper tiger'. As was stated in 1.3.1.3 above, it is necessary or actomess 

that a body possess those instruments deemed necessary for the performance of a given 

task. It must further be remembered that the issue of autonomy is closely tied to this226 • It 

becomes necessary therefore, to consider whether, in the period since 1992, the WEU has 

developed the capabilities needed in order to operate effectively as the security and 

defence arm of the European Union. What follows is an assessment of the capabilities of 

the WEU as they currently exist. 

4.4.1 The Operational Capabi[it~ of the EU/WEU 

In the Maastricht Declaration of 1991, the WEU Council suggested a number of areas 

necessary for development in order that the WEU be able to fulfil its requirements as the 

security and defence arm of the EU. These may be summarised as the need for: (i) a 

strategic planning capability; (ii) a defence intelligence capacity; (iii) military units 
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answerable to the WEU (FA WEU), including strategic mobility; and (iv) enhanced 

cooperation in the field of armaments227 . This, however, is to be taken within the context 

of Article IV of the modified Brussels Treaty which asserts a desire to avoid the 

duplication of NATO structures. This provides a convenient list of those instruments 

deemed necessary for the pursuit of the goals and interests of the EU/WEU in the military 

sphere. As such, the development of these four core areas, with the view to enhancing the 

WEU's operational role and therefore its effectiveness as a military organisation, is 

discussed below228 . 

The need for development of a strategic planning capacity was recognised in the 

St. Petersberg Declaration of 1992 (s.II(9)), in which the WEU Council announced the 

establishment of a Planning Cell within the General-Secretariat of the WEU. This Cell 

was credited with the tasks of preparing contingency plans for the deployment of WEU 

forces, and with preparing recommendations for the necessaiy C3 ( command, control and 

communication)229 arrangements, and with keeping an updated list of units which might 

be allocated to WEU for specific operations. The Cell came into operation in April 1993, 

and currently comprises around 60 military officers. It is divided into six sections, 

responsible for communications, coordination, intelligence, logistics, operations and 

plans. Additionally, a Situation Centre230, consisting of 5 personnel, has been created 

within the Planning Cell, and became operational in June 1996. The Situation Centre is 

charged with monitoring crisis areas nominated by the WEU Council, and operations 

226 See 1.3.1, 1.3.1.2 and 1.4.1 above. 
227 See the 'Maastricht Declaration on the Role of the W estem European Union and its Relations with the 
European Union and with the Atlantic Alliance', section C(5). 
228 This structure of elucidating the mechanisms needed, and assessing their presence or lack thereof, 
parallels that taken Hill in 'The Capabilities-Expectations Gap, or Conceptualizing Europe's International 
Role' (1993). 
229 Note that this has now been expanded to include computers and intelligence, with the acronym C4I. 
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being undertaken by the WEU. The information collected and processed by the Centre is 

made available for the preparation of Council decisions relating to WEU actions. 

The Planning Cell is small, however, and has been given only a limited mandate 

in tenns of fostering a relationship with its equivalents in NATO231 , something necessary 

in order to overcome its own institutional inadequacy. It needs to be expanded greatly in 

order for its effectiveness as an operational planning and crisis-monitoring unit to be 

enhanced. 

Related to a strategic planning capacity is a defence intelligence capacity, 

necessary in order that decisions be taken based on the most up to date and accurate 

information available. The main WEU institution for defence intelligence is the Satellite 

Centre established in Ton-ej6n, Spain. Prior to this development, the WEU232 had no 

intellig_ence service to draw on in possible decisions relating to the dispatch of forces for 

peacekeeping or crisis management. Of course, as Oberson has pointed out, "since it did 

not have any soldiers either, that shortcoming was of little consequence" (1998, p.19). 

The Centre has the responsibility for training experts233 in the interpretation of satellite

derived data, as well as the compilation and processing of data accessible from other 

sources, and its dissemination to members of the WEU. The Centre still has only a 

limited operational capacity, insufficient for the needs of the WEU, and leaves a situation 

in which the Europeans rely on the United States for satellite surveillance support. 

Having said this however, the Centre does possess a large operational budget234 with 

which to purchase commercially available satellite-derived data. In addition to the 

230 See also below under 'Defence Intelligence Capacity'. 
231 See van Ham (1997). 
232 As is the case with NATO, the EU and the OSCE. 
233 It has 68 staff. 
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Satellite Centre at Torrej6n, two bodies within the Planning Cell bear an intelligence 

capacity: the Intelligence Section and the Situation Centre. 

The Intelligence Section is a minimalist body, comprising only six posts for which 

the ten full members of the WEU can put forward candidates for two to three year 

rotations. Its role is to analyse and evaluate intelligence. The Section is divided into two 

groups. The first deals with cunent intelligence on specific regions of interest, while the 

second concentrates on basic intelligence relating to actual or potential crisis situations 

world-wide. The budget of the Intelligence Section is small, preventing it from procuring 

its own source material. As such, the documents with which it works are for the most part 

donations from members with an interest. 

The role of the Situation Centre in intelligence is simply that of the compilation 

and dissemination of open-source data235 . It produces situation reports based upon this 

data, which are effectively summaries of a situation rather than intelligence assessments. 

The intelligence capacity of the WEU has been criticised on a number of grounds, 

two of which stand out as of particular importance. The first of these concerns the 

mandates by which the various bodies operate. These mandates are criticised as overly 

restrictive in that they do not allow an 'early warning' role to develop. The difficulty lies 

in a lack of flexibility; the Intelligence Section may only focus on areas where the WEU 

Council has provided a specific authorisation. Secondly, the need to enlarge the 

Intelligence Section in particular is highlighted. With only six posts and a rapid turnover 

(two to three year rotations) little time is allowed for staff to become familiar with their 

work. Further, with such a small number of posts it is likely that any emerging crisis will 

234 As at 1999 this stood at 8.76 million Euros, down from a peak of 10.03 million Euros in 1995 (sourced 
from the WEU at: http://www.weu.int/eng/info/figures.htm. 
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lead to the inundation of the section. There are two possible solutions to this problem. 

The first, obviously, is to credit more posts to the section. The second is to build upon a 

developing network of institutional cooperation. The rapid rotation of posts has been seen 

as producing the benefit of exposing a large number of European nationals to a process of 

institutionalised European cooperation (Oberson, 1998, p.22). This may be developed 

further by strengthening links between national intelligence services and the WEU 

Intelligence Section, effectively moving some of the burden from the Section back to the 

members, and avoiding the need to increase staff numbers. As a further criticism ofWEU 

intelligence capacity, in operational military terms, there is a distinct lack of 'real time' 

intelligence monitoring for situations of military engagement236• The WEU is reliant upon 

the use of information gathered by NATO AW ACs (Airborne Warning and Control 

System aircraft). As the situation currently stands, the WEU does not possess the capacity 

for intelligence monitoring and assessment necessary for an organisation intending to 

undertake a large-scale military operation237 • 

A further limitation to undertaldng military operations is found in the fact that the 

WEU has neither its own forces, nor its own command structures. As such, part of the 

role of the Planning Cell, as outlined above, is the identification of units from WEU 

Member States that could be utilised for WEU operations, the so-called 'Forces 

Answerable to the WEU' (FA WEU). One of the central elements of this list of forces are 

those multinational forces established between Member States. One of the goals of the 

creation of such units was, in the words of Moens, "to create decision-making and 

235 Data readily available from the press etc. 
236 See Molard (1998) for discussion of the need for a 'projectable' Satellite Centre able to be transported to 
the theatre of operations. Molard was Director of the WEU Satellite Centre from January 1996 to 
December 1998. 

158 



operational capacity to deal with security problems" (1998, p.466). The EUROCORPS 

was the first of these units. Created by a Franco-German initiative in 1992, it was later 

expanded to include units from Belgium, Spain and The Netherlands. The EUROCORPS 

was declared as FAWEU at the Rome WEU Council of Ministers in May 1993, and 

became fully operational in November 1995. If all possible troops were assigned to the 

force, it would stand at 60 000 strong, the major components of which include the First 

French Almoured Division, the Tenth German Panzer Division, the First Belgian 

Mechanised Division, and the First Spanish Mechanised Division238 . The Corps has its 

headquarters in Strasbourg, and a staff of over 200 officers with a rotating European 

command. Due to these ready made command structures, it has been touted as a possible 

nucleus for a European land army. In addition to the EUROCORPS, the FA WEU include 

a number of other multinational forces: the Multinational Division (Central)239, the 

United Kingdom/Netherlands Amphibious Force240, the EUROFOR (Rapid Deployment 

Force/41 , the EUROMARFOR (Maritime Force)242 , the First German/Netherlands 

Corps243 and its headquarters244, and the Spanish-Italian Amphibious Force245 • It must, 

237 See also the criticism of Jopp (1997) relating to peacetime monitoring capacity. 
238 Sourced from the WEU at: http://www.weu.int/eng/info/faweu.htm. 
239 MND(C). Comprises Belgian and Geiman airborne brigades, and Dutch and British airmobile brigades, 
able to muster up to 200 helicopters of vaiying configuration. Headquartered in Morchengladbach, 
Germany. This is primarily a NATO unit, but with agreements for use by the WEU. 
240 UKJNL AF. Comprises Dutch and British amphibious brigades, with organic fire support and self
defence capabilities. Numbers around 6000 strong. 
241 A joint Spanish, French, Italian, Portuguese rapid deployment land force of varying size depending upon 
the action. Headquartered in Florence, Italy. 
242 A non-standing, pre-configured maritime force with amphibious capabilities usually comprising one 
aircraft carrier, four to six escorts, a landing force up to brigade size, amphibious vessels and one combat 
resupply vessel all drawn from Spanish, French, Italian and Portuguese forces. 
243 Comprises the First Dutch Mechanised Division and the First Geiman Armoured Division, totalling 
around 40 000 strong. It includes combat support, logistic and medical troops, and is therefore, as much as 
possible, self-supporting. 
244 Located in Munster, Ge1111any, it has the capacity to offer planning and preparation support for WEU 
ogerations. 
2 5 SIAF. This is a pre-structured, non-peimanent force with no headquarters. 
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however, be recognised that this list does not constitute an agreement to commit forces, 

merely being declaratory of those which may possibly be utilised. 

Says Chilton, "[p ]utting together ad hoc multinational forces is easy. The 

difficulty is in providing multinational headquarters capable of becoming operational 

just as quickly" (1996, p.228). In this the multinational FAWEU have an advantage, 

particularly through the headquarters of the multinational forces such as the 

ElJROCORPS. In addition to this, the British have made available the NATO 

headquarters at Northwood for the command of any future EU led operations (Agence 

Europe, no.7602). The institutionalised cooperation which has become common in the 

multinational FA WEU, and the already operational multinational command capacity, 

would allow any possible troop deployments to be built up around already existing 

structures. However, while the command structures present may be of use, criticism has 

emerged relating to the composition of such forces, in particular EUR.OCORPS. Such 

forces are, it is asserted, of only limited use in that their components are ill-suited to rapid 

deployment. The EUR.OCORPS, it is argued, is composed of heavy units primarily 

designed for battle on the European front (Sperling and Kirchner, 1997, p.33), and is 

therefore of only limited utility. To this may be added the further criticism, relating to_ 

'out of area' action, that intelligence gathering246 and logistical support for these 

multinational fonnations247 is currently inadequate. Of particular importance is the. lack 

of a strategic airlift capacity248• It is therefore unsurprising that in a 1995 report the 

Council of Ministers asserted that "the FAWEU concept has still not been put into 

246 As discussed in 4.4.1 above. 
247 Excluding the First German/Netherlands Corps. 
248 See Wilson (1998) and Teunissen (1999). 
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practice in a way that would confirm the existence of a WEU capability effectively to 

generate force packages" (European Council, 1995, p.15). 

Further to the need for an actual military capacity is the need for these units to be 

inter-operable. In recent years the logistical problems of non-standardised weaponry have 

become more pronounced. Said Hayward, "[I]ife was easier when military planners only 

had to plan for a short war ... where the logistic problems of non-standard equipment 

serviced by short supply lines were a marginal issue. Now that European armies may be 

called upon to operate in protracted missions over long distances, the penalties for low 

levels of harmonisation and standardization are more severe" (1997, p.2). Along with 

such 'out of area' difficulties may be included the gradual process of multinationalisation 

of forces taking place among EU states, thus placing greater emphasis on the operational 

compatibility of Member State units. In addition to improving compatibility of forces, 

there are economic benefits to be gained from weapons standardisation through reduction 

of procurement costs, increased production runs and reduction of life-cycle costs (p.5). In 

an age where defence budgets are shrinldng, such economic savings are necessary249 . 

249 The problems of shrinking budgets and the expense of standardisation are exacerbated further by the 
Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA) which has led to a significant elevation in procurement cost for 
modem weaponry. The RMA is not so much a 'revolution' as it is an advance in development of weapons. 
It depends upon "the interaction between systems that collect, process, fuse and communicate information 
and those that apply militmy force" (Freedman, 1998, p.11 ), and as such is heavily dependant on high 
levels of technology, particularly in the fields of computers and communications. This in turn requires 
innovation in that 'off the shelf computer solutions provide a significant security risk in a way that 
conventional weaponry does not. A high level of military technological expertise in therefore required in 
order to develop a fmely balanced system combining 'secure technology' with interoperability. The risk of 
using civilian applications for military purposes can be seen in the example of the 'Love Bug' computer 
vims which had dramatic consequences worldwide, but was only a propagation risk to those systems 
tunning the Microsoft Outlook e~mail system. "The challenge for many countries will be to identify that 
level of extra capability that is worth a dedicated militmy investment rather than a much cheaper 
adaptation of programmes under development for the civilian market" (p.70). As an example of adaptation 
of civilian technology to military use, the Japanese government has recently imposed a temporary 
injunction on export of the new Sony Play-Station II games machine as its controlling chip can be readily 
applied to missile guidance technology due to its high speed optical processing capabilities. In short, RMA 
further increases the costs confronting countries wishing to develop a projectable military capacity that is 
both secure and interoperable. 
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The history of European cooperation in armament procurement is not overly 

inspiring. Ad hoc collaborative efforts among the larger European nations date as far 

back as the 1950s, indeed, three recent high-profile attempts at joint development of 

armaments, the Eurofighter250 , the Tiger attack helicopter251 and the Horizon frigate252, 

have been the subject of constant delays253 , and in the case of the Eurofighter became so 

ac1imonious254 that one partner255 withdrew from the project entirely. 

In 1993 the WEU created the W estem European Armaments Group (WEAG) as a 

replacement for the Independent European Programme Group (IEPG). The role of the 

organisation was to encourage armaments harmonisation, strengthen the defence 

technological and industrial base and foster research cooperation256 • The WEAG went on 

to set up a Study Group to research the creation of a European Armaments Agency 

(EAA) in order to further foster cooperation through establishing a coherent armaments 

·programme and undertaking a long-term procurement role under a clear political 

mandate257 • The Study Group concluded that the conditions did not yet exist for such an 

agency to be created258, and instead a diluted W estem European Armaments Organisation 

(WEAO) was developed within the WEAG to foster research and development 

cooperation. 

25° France, Ge1many, Italy and the United Kingdom. 
251 France and Gem1any. 
252 France, Italy and the United Kingdom. 
253 Completion dates for all three units have been pushed back well beyond 2000. 
254 Debate over the operational role of the fighter was ongoing. Indeed, it took some three years to come to 
agreement on a common outline requirement, and still the disagreements on this issue contirmed. 
255 France. 
256 Sourced from WEU at: http://weu.int/weag/eng/info/weag.htrn. 
257 Cooperation in the field of armaments was mooted by the TEU as part of the progressive framing of a 
common defence policy (Art.17(1)). 
258 Sourced from WEU at: http://weu.int/weag/eng/info/weag.htm. 
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The WEAG has failed to enhance armaments cooperation in a significant way. 

Reference is frequently made to the 'crisis of the European defence industry'259 as a 

further factor in the failure to harmonise. A situation of governments jealously guarding 

inefficient national defence industries is blained for lack of cooperation and non

competitiveness in the world market, particularly as related to the fast coalescing US 

defence industrial complex. Said Hayward of the WEAG, and of relevance to most 

defence industry cooperation in Europe, "work is inevitably constrained by divergent 

national interests and procedures, and with technical and administrative matters that 

cause delay. In short, for the procedures to work effectively, there has to be a coherent 

programme and long-term political guidance" (1997, p.31). 

4.4.2. Extenoing WEU1s Operational Capacit:g: CJTFs 

When Article IV of the modified Brussels Treaty recognised the undesirability of 

duplicating NATO structures, the operational capacity of the WEU itself was limited, and 

the corresponding need for the WEU to cooperate with NATO was effectively 

entrenched. At the NATO summit in January 1994, the North Atlantic Council (NAC) 

came to three important decisions regarding the WEU and the European security debate: 

first, the recognition of the development of a European Security and Defence Identity 

(ESDI); secondly, the decision that collective assets of NATO could be used by the 

WEU; and thirdly, the development of the concept of Combined Joint Task Forces 

(CJTFs) (NATO, 1994, paras.4, 6, 9). The CJTF concept is to provide 'separable but not 

separate' military capacity employable by either NATO or the WEU (para.9). 

259 See Walker and Gummett (1993), Chilton (1996), Hayward (1997) and Politi (1998). 
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Functionally, this may mean supplying the WEU with the airlift and C4I (command, 

control, communication, computer and intelligence) capability that it otherwise lacks for 

undertaking 'out of area' operations260. Says Soetendorp, "the decision to create the 

CJTF could be the beginning of the setting up of a real European defence capability" 

(1999, p.146). 

In practice, a CJTF operation conducted by the WEU would involve NATO 

structures, but without the non-WEU NATO members. The command and control 

structure would be altered such that the CJTF commander would receive guidance from, 

and report through, the WEU command structure ultimately headed by the WEU Council, 

rather than through NATO channels. This would involve the double-hatting of personnel 

within the NATO command structure. NATO combined assets, such as a NATO 

headquarters or the AW AC fleet, used to support a WEU operation would be placed 

under the operational control of the WEU commander, with the relevant NATO 

commander (particularly in the case of headquarters) serving as a supporting commander 

(Kintis, 1998, p.551). US assets utilised in such an operation would remain under US 

command, but would provide services to the WEU operation. It is important to note that 

asset availability is not automatic, requiring the consent of the NAC and thus infringing 

upon European autonomy. This is discussed in greater detail below. 

260 As discussed in sections 4.4.1 above. 
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4.5 Summar;g: A European M1l1tar~ Capacitr,? 

As far as policy processes/structures are concerned, it has been shown above that the 

European Union does fulfil the requirements for actomess in . relation to the CFSP 

process, and therefore the military sphere, remembering that these need only be present at 

some level above minimum. It is acknowiedged however, that this capacity is limited by 

the unanimity requirement in decision-making, which is alleviated only slightly by the 

possibility of constructive abstention. As a result of the consensus rule, "the EU's foreign 

policy has often been formulated on the basis of a lowest-common-denominator approach 

instead of reflecting the combined diplomatic weight of 15 of the world's richest nations" 

(European Voice, 1999, p .10. The capacity for clear procedural leadership is 

correspondingly reduced. 

It is clear that the WEU may be incorporated relatively quickly within the 

European Union :framework, in essence making it a temporary part of the European 

architecture. The wording of Article 17(3) TEU, which has been accepted by the WEU 

itself, removes the element of doubt from this process; the Union 'will avail itself of the 

WEU. However, this is only a superficial incorporation. Given that the WEU is otherwise 

m1 autonomous organisation, the peacetime relationship of EU and WEU becomes 

particularly important. This relationship in practice leaves much to be desired, and this 

will have an effect on decision-making, if only through lack of experience of institutional 

cooperation at a military level. In order to function effectively, relations between the two 

need to be institutionalised to a degree greater than has been achieved thus far. It is as yet 

unclear whether this will be accomplished by the remedies introduced in the Amsterdmn 
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Treaty261 , or by the functional linking of the High Representative for CFSP and the 

Secretary-General of the WEU in the person of Javier Solana. 

In relation to operational capability, it is clear from the discussion in s.4.1 above 

that the WEU itself lacks the strategic planning and defence intelligence capacity, to 

undertake 'out of area' military operations. In addition, the WEU has only a 'paper army' 

to rely on, with forces tagged for use, but not guaranteed for such. Further to this, the lack 

of harmonisation of armaments raises questions as to the interoperability of units262 . The 

inadequacy of the WEU in these areas, which were outlined as necessary in order to fulfil 

the WEU's role as defence arm of the EU263, was recognised in the WEU Audit 

completed in November 1999264 . 

The lack of WEU operational capability was to be alleviated through the use of 

the CJTF concept, notably through the provision of strategic airlift and C4I capability, and 

to an extent this is so. However, one element of this process makes the CJTF inadequate 

for fostering European actomess - the participation of the North Atlantic Council in the 

fonnulation of the CJTF in effect allows non-WEU states a veto over WEU and therefore 

EU action265 . This veto is particularly important given that only the US possesses certain 

assets necessary for any serious military operation. This subordination is reinforced by 

Aiiicle IV of the modified Brussels Treaty which made the WEU functionally 

261 Namely the linkages established between the PPEWU of the EU, and the WEU's Planning Cell, 
Situation Centre and Satellite Centre. 
262 Witness, for example, the difficulties encountered by the French during the Gulf War. 
263 In the Maastricht Declaration of1991. See 4.4.1 above. 
264 WEU Council of Ministers: 'Audit of Assets and Capabilities for European Crisis Management 
Operations: Recommendations for Strengthening European Capabilities for Crisis Management 
Operations', 23 November 1999. See also Agence Europe, 7598. 
265 See Croft et al (1999), Sperling and Kirchner (1997). 
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subordinate to NATO by prohibiting the duplication of structures266 . While it has been 

acknowledged that the 'bon-owing' of capacity may not detract from actomess267, this 

was qualified by the necessity that the actor be able to guarantee use of such a structure. 

This is clearly not the case with the CJTF assets. The CJTF concept therefore, infringes 

significantly upon EU/WEU autonomy, and therefore its status as an actor. As was stated 

in s.1.3 .1 above, if a unit is not autonomous, it cannot be considered an actor. Further to 

this, suggestions of a dilution of autonomy may be found in a recent statement of US 

Undersecretary of State Strobe Talbot that allies "who are not members of the EU 

deserve special status in the EU's security and defence deliberations" (Agence Europe, 

7617)268 . This notion was carried further by the US Ambassador to NATO Alexander 

Vershbow who commented that it would be a 'good thing symbolically' for the NATO 

Secretary-General to participate in high level EU meetings concerning the security and 

defence dimension (Agence Europe, 7623)269. In addition, the difficulty of non-EU 

members and the CJTF was highlighted by a statement of the Turkish Foreign Minister 

Ismail Cem who confirmed that Turkey was intent upon participating in future European 

decisions on military undertakings, and hinted that if it was not adequately consulted it 

may oppose the placing of NATO assets at the disposal of WEU (Agence Europe, 7617). 

It seems then that, in the words of Hodge, "[t]he Atlantic Alliance remains the brain, 

sword and shield of the Old Continent's defence" (1998, p.490). 

266 In order for the EU/WEU to be able to mount an 'out of area' operation certain structures would need to 
be duplicated. 
267 See 1.3.1.3 above. 
268 Three reasons were given for this: their commitment under Article 5 of the Washington Treaty in the 
event that a crisis escalates; their readiness to contribute NATO and national assets to EU led operations; 
and their willingness and ability to participate in European security in their own right. 
269 Javier Solana has recently come under fire from some Union governments over plans to involve NATO 
in the shaping of the EU's security and defence policy as this would "give the transatlantic militmy 
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5.1 Tbe Present Revisiteo 

It proves necessary at this point to restate certain elements of the above analysis, and in 

so doing draw out a number of themes from the assessment of the European Union in 

relation to the theory of actomess proposed in Chapter I of this thesis. The primary theme 

is the aclmowledgement of variability and multi-dimensionality in the international 

alliance too much influence over decisions 011 how and when the Union should intervene in a crisis" 
(Taylor, S., 2000, p.1). 
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arena270, allowing one to step beyond traditional state-centric theories to recognise that a 

body need not show strength in all issue areas, or even be present in all issue areas, in 

order to be considered an actor. Ironically, such a recognition involves perception of the 

international arena in a more realistic way than do realist theories of international 

relations. The European Union has shown itself to be a prime example of the variable and 

multi-dimensional actor. Its strength in the economic sphere is great, and its presence in 

the political sphere, while still emerging, is considerable. Only in the military sphere has 

it shown itself to be less than adequate. Why is this the case? 

5.1.r Tbe Actorness Mooe{ 

The model of actorness outlined in Chapter I has two basic elements: identity and 

capability. In identifying the actor, one must be able to distinguish it from it 

surroundings. In his 'Identity Construction System' model, Mansbach defines this as 

including internal sub-systems, decision-making structures and implementation 

instruments (1976, p.16). These all indicate the presence of some kind of internal 

cohesion. The more cohesive an entity is, the more easily it is distinguished. In addition 

to this however, it is necessary that a body be autonomous, that it have the "independent 

capacity to solicit and receive information, to process and refine it, and finally to respond 

to it" (Mansbach, 1976, p.5). Once an actor is identified in this way, its capability must 

be assessed. 

Actor capability has three elements: the presence of action triggers, policy 

processes/structures and performance structures. Action triggers were defined as that 

270 See 1.2.2 above. 
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which spurs an entity into action, be it a formulated goal, a general interest, or the 

emergence of some crisis situation. Formulated goals and general interests, while distinct, 

are closely linked. Both draw on a variety of inputs, internal and external, which include 

the effect that each has on the other. Thus, formulated goals become a part of the 

behavioural history which helps define the general interest, while in tum the formulation 

of specific goals is strongly influenced by the existence of general interests. 

Policy processes/structures were defined as the ability to take decisions in relation 

to the achievement of goals or interests. An important indicator of this is possession of 

the legal authority to take a given decision. No requirement for cohesion was made of 

these decision-making structures. Actorness is to be judged on possession, or lack 

thereof, of these processes/structures, not on their cohesion. This is not to detract, 

however, from the benefits of cohesion, it is just to say that they are not an element of 

actorness. Cohesion is a continuum refening to effectiveness rather than actorness. One 

can plot an actors cohesion on this continuum which extends from multiple to unitary, but 

to do so would not provide an insight into whether an entity was an actor or not. Rather, it 

would suggest the effectiveness of that entities' decision-making processes/structures. 

The only cohesion requirement made of policy processes/structures is that they be 

internal to the actor, rather than a process in which foreign bodies exert an influence 

therefore infringing upon autonomy. 

The final element is the possession of performance structures. This was defined as 

those instruments necessary for the actual performance of a given task. Such instruments 

may be tangible or intangible. Tangible instruments are those structures used for actively 

carrying out an action, whereas intangible instruments constitute simple 'influences' on a 
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system such as the effect an actor may have on a given issue purely by being present in 

the international arena. An important element of this is whether performance structures 

are 'owned' by the actor in question, or 'on loan' from other actors. This links back to 

autonomy. 'Bonowing' of instruments is a possibility, so long as access is a certainty. To 

be otherwise would be to give another actor an effective veto over action, thereby 

infringing upon the autonomy defined as being necessary for actomess. 

5.1.2. Tbe Economic spbere 

In relation to the trade and aid tools discussed271 , the EC/EU has shown itself to be 

increasingly effective in the pursuit of the security and stability goals outlined272 . The 

primary reason for this is the possession of a greater degree of cohesion in policy 

structures than is necessary for actomess to be realised273 . The use of the trade tool is 

stipulated under mandate from the Council established under the unanimity procedure. 

While the presence of an effective veto in such procedure reduces this stage of the 

process to a 'minimum level' in terms of actomess, subsequent action based upon the 

mandate provides the Commission with the exclusive competence necessary in order to 

exercise strong leadership. Any agreements however, are subject to unanimous 

ratification by the Council. As was discussed in 2.3.2.1 above, trade and the access to 

hard cunency it provides is necessary for the successful transfo1mation of the CEECs. 

The EU has been able to effectively utilise Trade and Cooperation Agreements as a tool 

for providing this access, as well as for integrating the CEECs into the world order and 

271 See 2.3 above. 
272 See 2.2 above. 
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introducing the norm of conditionality into relations with third states. Trade 

disturbance274 too has proven useful. Falling short of outright sanctioning, the suspension 

of agreements and negotiations has shown itself to be an effective way of encouraging 

third states to return to the 'correct' path. 

The Commission is able to exercise significantly more leadership in relation to 

aid, instituting its own aid and technical assistance programmes funded from the 

Community budget275, and acting as effective leader of the G-24 in aid policy towards the 

CEECs. It has shown itself remarkably effective in this, helping the CEECs in particular 

to take major steps on the path towards democracy, the rule of law and respect for human 

rights276 . In addition to possession of the capacity for actorness therefore, the theme to be 

drawn in relation to effectiveness is strong leadership through flexibility and cohesion of 

policy processes/structures, aided considerably in this instance by budgetary control. 

In tenns of sanctioning episodes277 , decision making takes place under Article 301 

of the Treaty Establishing the European Community, and therefore falls under the 

intergovernmental Second Pillar. Based upon common positions, sanctioning episodes 

may, according to this article, be adopted under qualified majority voting in both the 

European Council and Council of Ministers, except where a Member State opposes 

adoption of a position "for important and stated reasons of national policy" (Art.23(2) 

TEC) in which case unanimity is the rule. Flexibility of action is thus increased by 

allowing for the possibility of majority voting at all levels. Further to this, an expansive 

authority for action is given under Article 301 which allows for the interruption or 

273 See 1.3.1.2 above. 
274 See 2.3.2.1.1 above. 
275 In particular the PHARE and TACIS programmes as discussed in 2.3.2.2 above. 
276 See 2.3.2.2 above. 
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reduction, in part or completely, of' economic relations', a term so broadly stated as to be 

able to extend to cover all economic associations to which the EC278 is a party. In 

addition to the possession of the requisite performance structures279 for the achievement 

of its goal/interests, the theme here is again an increase in flexibility of policy 

processes/structures in order to improve effectiveness as an actor, as well as an expansive 

and coherent authority for action such as that provided by Article 301 TEC. 

Overall, the Community/Union has been shown to be an effective actor in the 

economic sphere. It is in this sphere that decision-making and the capacity for the 

exercise of strong leadership has been shown to be the greatest, particularly with the 

introduction of qualified majority voting in some areas. Indeed, the most success has been 

shown in areas where leadership was devolved to one body, the Commission. The most 

telling example is that of aid and the position of the Commission in relation both to the 

EU's own internal PHARE and TACIS programmes280, as well as in the G-24 policy 

process. 

5.r.3 Tbe Political sphere 

In consideration of the Association/Europe Agreements, the European Union was found 

to operate in a different way to that of the economic sphere. Whereas in the economic 

sphere the Community/Union operated as an actor in its own right in pursuit of its 

goals/interests, in terms of the political sphere's Europe Agreements, the Union operated 

as an 'international relations system' within which various actors competed for the 

277 See 2.4.1 above. 
278 But not to which the other First Pillar institutions (the ECSC and EURA TOM) are solely a party. 
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achievement of their respective goals and interests. The Europe Agreements were in 

effect inter-actor agreements between the European Union, the Member States of the 

European Union and the Associated States, requiring ratification by both Member State 

and associated parliaments. In this incarnation as international relations system, the 

Commission acted as the embodiment of Union goals and interests281 , in competition with 

domestic sectoral interests282 being expressed directly through Member State parliaments 

and indirectly through the Council of Ministers. The tool considered therefore, was the 

ability of the Commission to negotiate the agreements283 • 

The mixed nature of Europe Agreements requiring ratification by Member State 

parliaments lent considerable power to domestic sectoral lobbies, which also found 

expression in the Council of Ministers on whose mandate the Commission was to 

negotiate284. The competition between these interests and the interests of the EU as 

articulated by the Commission led some to class the agreements as inadequate. The main 

problem with the process was that while the Cominission possessed responsibility for 

negotiations, it was not the 'political heart' of the process. The theme to be drawn from 

this then, is the absence of clear authority/power related to the EU's interests. This 

authority/power essentially was in the hands of the parliaments of the Member States who 

represented their own sectoral interests, in effect removing the policy processes/structures 

from the EU and depositing them with actors external to the Union (the Member States). 

As a result, the goals and interests of the EU had no effective voice. 

279 Drawn from the work of sanctions theorists and outlined in 2.4.2 above. 
280 Particularly the PHARE and TACIS Democracy Programme (PTDP) as discussed in 2.3.2.2 above. 
281 Defined as being the establishment of the Europe Agreements and therefore indirectly the Article 11 
TEU goals (see 3.2.2 above). 
282 In essence short-term economic interests (see 3.2.2 above). 
283 See 3 .2.2 above. 
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The second area considered as part of the political sphere was that of 

conditionality. This was classified as an 'enabling tool' or 'legitimacy gateway' through 

which the use of other Union instruments, notably aid or sanctions, are able to be 

utilised285 with some legitimacy in contravention of the international norms of 

sovereignty and non-intervention286 . The effectiveness of this tool was therefore judged 

according to three criteria: its incorporation, its content, and the tools it enabled. The 

Union was shown to be effective due to the emergence of this tool as a norm in 

contractual relations allowing responses to violations of democracy and/or human rights 

using both positive and negative measures. The theme again therefore, is the provision of 

autho1ity to act that, in this case, is given by the conditionality 'enabling tool'. 

5.r.4 Tbe Mi[itar;g spbere 

The conclusion drawn from consideration of the military sphere is simply stated: the 

European Union is not an actor in this sphere in that it possesses neither the performance 

structures287 nor the institutional autonomy288 defined as being necessary for actomess. 

While the WEU is easily incorporated within the Union framework, and policy 

processes/structures at the Union level function sufficiently289, with increased flexibility 

being provided by the possibility of constructive abstention290, it lacks those requisites 

284 The increased power of domestic sectoral lobbies meant that the initial negotiating mandate was too 
restrictive (see 3.2.2.1 above). 
285 See 3 .4 above. 
286 See discussion in 3.3.1 above. 
287 See 1.3.1.3 above. 
288 See 1.3 .1 and 1.4.1 above. 
289 Subject of course to the inadequacy of the peacetime relationship between EU and WEU, a factor 
detrimental to decision-making (see 4.3 above). 
290 See 4.3 above. 
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outlined by the EU/WEU as being necessary in order for the WEU to be able to fulfil its 

role as the defence arm of the Union291 • This problem is further exacerbated by Article IV 

of the modified Brussels Treaty which asserts a desire to avoid the duplication of NATO 

structures292, in effect limiting the development of WEU capabilities by removing the 

otherwise innate authority to do so. The attempt to alleviate this deficiency through the 

concept of Combined Joint Task Forces (CJTFs) does little to redeem the situation. 

Indeed, the CJTF concept further limits the EU/WEU through introducing an effective 

veto of non-EU NATO states over EU/WEU operations293 • The situation of the EU in the 

military sphere serves as a useful counterpoint to that of the economic sphere. It 

emphasises the importance of the actomess model by illustrating the impotence created 

due to a lack of authority294, autonomy295, and performance structures. 

5.1.5 Themes Restate~ 

A number of themes have emerged throughout this thesis. The most obvious theme that 

has become clear is that of the actual possession of actomess. It is an unsurprising 

assertion that in order to be an effective actor, one must first be an actor. This has been 

evidenced most clearly in relation to the military sphere. Aside from such a truism 

however, the theme that has most often asserted itself is that of leadership. The European 

Union has shown itself to be most effective in those situations where leadership has been 

clearly provided. Thus it scored highly in areas such as provision of aid where leadership 

291 See 4.4.1 and its sub-sections above. 
292 See 4.4.1 and 4.4.2 above. 
293 se·e 4.5 above. 
294 This is a theme drawn in relation to both the political sphere (the Europe Agreements - see s.3.2 and 
subsections above) and the military sphere {as a result of Article IV of the modified Brussels Treaty). 
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was devolved to one body. Further to this notion of the provision of clear procedural 

leadership is the theme of flexibility of decision-making. The Union has been more 

effective where decision-making procedures were more supra-national than 

intergovernmental in nature. Again in relation to the leadership issue, the theme of 

expansive and coherent authority to act has come through. Thus the difficulties 

highlighted in negotiating the Europe Agreements where authority was divorced from the 

interests of the Union as expressed by the Commission. This expansive and coherent 

authority, it has been shown, has involved not simply the ability to take a decision on a 

given area, but also budgetary control in relation to that decision. The Union has been 

most effective where responsibility for action, and control over the budget for that action, 

reside in the same body. Again, aid is the primary example of this. 

In addition to these themes drawn in relation to the tools discussed, it has become 

clear that effectiveness has increased where a comprehensive and coherent approach has 

been taken towards a given goal. The relationship between the European Union and the 

Central and Eastern European Countries is evidence of this. A sort of 'unplanned logic' 

has been characteristic .of the response of the EU to the end of the Cold War and the 

process of systemic transformation in the East. This expansive logic has involved the use 

of positive and negative measure to aid these transformations. Said Soetendorp of the 

positive measures used, "[w]ith the benefit of hindsight, we may say that the member

states chose a stage-by-stage strategy whereby the movement from one stage to another 

was not automatic and depended on internal developments in the central and eastern 

European countries and the internal developments in the EC/EU itself" (1999, p.123). 

Indeed, the work of Karen Smith (1999) on EU foreign policy towards the CEECs 

295 Particularly in the case of the CJTFs. 
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reinforces this concept of coherency of action. It is a theme therefore, deserving of 

emphasis, the ability to apply a range of policy tools to a given goal or interest. It is this 

recognition that needs to be incorporated within the model outlined in Chapter I. 

In summary, effectiveness was most often evidenced where clear procedural 

leadership emerged, based upon flexibility and an expansive and coherent authority, and 

the possession of the capacity to act. It was further enhanced where goals and interests 

were able to be pursued with a variety of instruments, positive and negative, in a more or 

less coherent fashion. 

5 . .2. Areas for Reform 

Having collected the findings of this thesis in a coherent whole, it becomes necessary to 

consider what can be done to improve the effectiveness of the European Union. "The 

events of the 1990-1 period fuelled expectations that the TEU would create conditions for 

proactive foreign policy making - that is greater overall policy coherence, increased 

decision maldng capacity, and enhanced access to policy instruments, including the 

ability to enforce policy where necessary" (Bretherton and Vogler, 1999, p.179). The 

following sections consider these three issues under two headings: The Supra

nationalism/Intergovernmentalism Debate and the Civilian Power/Superpower Debate. 

5 . .2..r Tbe Supra-natio11alismllntergover11mentalism Debate 

It is clear from the analysis conducted throughout this thesis that in order to increase its 

effectiveness as an international actor in those spheres in which it possesses actomess, the 
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European Union must concentrate on increasing its cohesion and flexibility. In terms of 

policy processes/structures this will involve an expansion of qualified majority voting 

(QMV). From the consideration of those tools covered by this thesis, it has become 

evident that the Community/Union has been most successful where this flexibility was 

present. Indeed, said Ginsberg, with reference to the Rio Earth Summit, "[ w ]hen legal 

authority was not firmly established, or when voting rules allowed dissenters the right of 

veto, EU capacity to act collectively was frustrated" (1999, p.447). Only through 

removing the Member State veto, therefore, will the Union's effectiveness be increased. 

The need for a more cohesive and flexible system was anticipated by the model created in 

Chapter 1296, which recognises that while an intergovernmental style of decision-making 

will satisfy the criteria for actomess, it is at the lower end of the continuum in terms of 

effectiveness. This recognition has allowed for the aclmowledgement that even where the 

Union was at its least effective, it exerted an influence on the international arena. 

The institution of QMV as the norm of decision-making will have four possible 

effects. First, it will help to avoid the production of 'less than optimal' decisions, or of no 

decision whatsoever, which are destructive of the EU's identity as an actor, and will 

therefore also lead to greater flexibility of mandates for Commission action, thus 

providing the authority for stronger leadership at this level. Secondly, it will lead to an 

elevation of cooperation among the Member States themselves through the need for 

greater coordination of Member State action. Thirdly, it will allow for the development of 

a true foreign policy identity in that decisions are likely to be coherent and consistent 

over a period of time297, rather than subject to the possibility of sudden reversals of 

296 See in particular s.1.3.1.2. 
297 See 1.2.2 above. 
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position that a veto allows298 . The fourth possible outcome of QMV is that it will 

undermine effective action through non-compliance by outvoted states. QMV, 

particularly in cases of CFSP, would be dependent upon the willingness of those states in 

the minority to accept a majority decision, in effect acting in the spirit of the Union. If an 

outvoted state were to refuse to do so however, particular if it was one of the large 

Member States, action would be undermined and the Union brought into disrepute. 

In order for this extension of QMV to take place, however, a major change will 

need to occur in the Member States' perceptions of sovereignty. So long as the Member 

States retain expansive and individual conceptions of core national interests, the 

collective policy formulation process will remain limited. Even in the economic sphere 

where policy has been most deeply integrated and Community competence most firmly 

established, flexibility has been limited as a result of Member States jealously guarding 

issues of so-called national importance. The best example of this is the situation relating 

to trade in services and intellectual property299 . While the Community possesses 

exclusive competence in relation to trade in goods, when negotiating international 

agreements relating to trade in services and intellectual property it shares competence 

with the Member States. This situation was unable to be remedied in the Amsterdam 

Treaty due to the opposition of the 'sovereignty camp'. 

The difficulties posed by intergovemmentalism will only be exacerbated by 

enlargement, and effectiveness will be correspondingly curtailed. It is arguable that if the 

Union is expanded while intergovemmentalism remains the rule, integration will 

effectively halt. The Member State veto will prevent, except in exceptional 

298 Such reversals are detrimental to the EU's identity as an actor, and may be destrnctive to the stability of 
the international system. 
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circumstances, the expansion of EU competence into other areas, thus limiting its 

actorness in that it will not possess all of the necessary policy processes or perforn1ance 

structures in a given sphere. In addition, effectiveness will be reduced through limiting 

the likelihood of achieving consensus among a Union of 20 or 25 members. In short, the 

Union cam1ot be a truly effective actor so long as the Member State veto exists. 

5.2..2. Tbe Civilian Power !Superpower Debate 

In addition to an increase in flexibility through the expansion of supra-nationalism, the 

Union needs to make a clear decision on the place of a military capacity within its 

architecture. Ginsberg pointed out that "[t]he EU as a civilian power could be viewed in 

positive terms but also in negative ones as a rationalization of military impotence. Others 

maintain that what makes the EU's impact on world politics unique is the fact that the 

EU is not a military superpower" (1999, p.445). In essence what is being debated is 

whether military capacity is necessary in order to be an effective international actor. It 

needs to be asked, therefore, whether the EU seeks to become a superpower in the 

traditional sense, or whether it seeks to exercise its influence through civilian means. In 

sh01i, can it achieve those goals outlined in s.2.2 through purely civilian means, or does it 

need a military capacity in order to back up its civilian foreign policy? Related to this is 

the question as to whether the Union's current lack of actomess in the military sphere is 

in any way detrimental to the European project. In other words, will a lack of actomess in 

the military sphere influence actorness and effectiveness in other spheres of the 

international arena? 

299 See in particular Metmier and Nicola1des (1999). 
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Said Bretherton and Vogler, "[t]here is an alternative to the conventional military 

perspective informing contemporary debate. This focuses upon the EU's presence as an 

island of peace in Europe, serving as a reference point for its relatively unstable 

neighbours to the East and South" (1999, p.196). Such a perspective looks to the 

achievement of the EU' s goals of security and stability through the process of 

incorporation and creation of norms, rather than through active intervention. It is in this 

process that the Union has shown itself to be most effective. Through the utilisation of 

the economic tools of trade and aid300 and the political tools of the Europe Agreements 

and conditionality301 the Union has achieved great success in the process of systemic 

transformation, and therefore stabilisation and securitisation, among the CEECs. The 

process of enlargement is the prime example of this technique. Indeed, it may be argued 

that through enlargement the Union will be further increasing its capacity as a civilian 

power in the international system in two main ways. First, it will enlarge the single 

market such that the EU can remain self-sustaining/fuelling for many years to come. This 

will reduce the need to compete for markets external to the Union. Secondly, it will make 

the CEECs subject to EC/EU rules, therefore allowing the EC/EU to influence access to 

these markets. This will provide a certain amount of power over third states who want to 

trade with the CEECs as, in the words of Meunier and Nicola'ides, "[g]lobal economic 

competition is based not only on market dynamics, but also on the capacity of states to 

use access to their own markets as effective negotiating chips in global trade wars" 

(1999, p.478). Instruments such as the Common External Tariff (CET) will therefore 

become more powerful, leading countries such as the US to feel increasingly uneasy 

300 See s.2.3 and its subsections. 
301 See ss.3.2 and 3.3 and their subsections. 
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about integration of the CEECs into the EU. The Union therefore, is in a position to exert 

significant influence as a civilian power. Said Bretherton and Vogler of this 'soft' 

security approach, "[t]he EU's potential both to provide a 'security community' model 

for the wider Europe, and to actively project stability beyond its borders, ensures that it 

is highly significant both as presence and as actor in the post-Cold War security 

environment" (1999, p.214). 

The difficulty of civilian power action lies in its inability to deal effectively with 

entrenched armed conflicts. The role of the Union in the fo1mer Yugoslavia is a concrete 

example of this. It becomes necessary therefore for the EU to make a decision as to 

whether it wishes to be able to respond to such crises, or whether it wishes to remain a 

civilian power. It is important for the foreign policy identity of the Union th?,t this 

decision be made, and that a clear line be drawn between the possession of civil and 

military capacity. It is not possible to preserve the status quo, with the EU existing in a 

quasi-military limbo; such a situation is destructive of its foreign policy identity by 

leaving a clear capabilities-expectations gap. As long as the Member States vacillate on 

this issue, and as long as there is the suggestion of EU military action, this gap will 

remain. 

If the Union is to remain a civilian power, it will need to develop the capacity to 

effectively project this power out of area in response to civilian crisis situations. This may 

be as simple as the monitoring of elections, or as complex as negotiating cease-fires or 

civilian peace monitoring. In order to provide a comprehensive and coherent European 

approach to civilian crisis management, a wide array of civilian mechanisms will need to 

be available, and able to be committed rapidly. This will necessitate clear procedural 
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leadership, expans10n of authority to enable a more comprehensive approach, and 

budgetary control3°2. The Commission has recently proposed the creation of such a 

facility (Agence Europe, 7696; European Commission, 2000a), with Chris Patten stating 

of the undertaking that "[t]he creation of a Rapid Reaction Facility (RRF) will allow us 

to mobilise our resources within hours or days rather than weeks or months. This is one 

of the main lessons learned from the experiences the international community made in 

Bosnia and Herzegovina, Kosovo and East Timar" (European Commission, 2000a). This 

is discussed in greater detail in 5.2.3 below. 

The question remains however, will a lack of military capacity interfere with 

European Union actomess in other spheres? The model of actorness outlined in Chapter I 

recognised variability and multidimensionality as inherent aspects of the international 

· environment. In doing so it allows for the possibility of an actor being present in one 

sphere but not in others. While it is recognised that there is an element of intersection of 

these spheres, they are still distinct, and as such action may be confined to only one of 

them303 . It is arguable however, as has become apparent throughout this thesis, that at the 

points of intersection of these spheres effectiveness may be adversely influenced. It was 

shown, for example, that sanctioning is of only limited utility in relation to settlement304 

of entrenched conflicts, and that the intersection between 'hard' and 'soft' areas of 

security is an important area for increasing effectiveness in long term conflict situations. 

For example, sanctions on oil, petroleum and petroleum products, necessities for modem 

warfare, would have hit hard in a long-term military intervention. Alternatively, it may be 

302 See discussion in 5.1.4 above. 
303 See discussion in s.1.3 above. 
304 This makes the assumption that the intent of the sanction is the ending of the conflict, rather than some 
other 'pseudo' or 'symbolic' policy goal (see discussion of the intent of sanctions in s.2.4.2 above). 
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argued that the goals of security and stability may not be achieved through the use of 

'hard' military power alone. In order for a military peace to be cemented, it is necessary 

to encourage economic recovery, democratisation and the rule of law305 through the use 

of civilian power tools such as those discussed in Chapters I and II. Additionally, actions 

such as those involving civilian monitoring may be significantly enhanced where their 

presence is support by an underlying threat of military action. Effectiveness therefore, 

may be increased through coordination with tools from other spheres. It is this 

recognition that needs to be strengthened in the theoretical model outlined in Chapter I. 

Having accepted increased effectiveness through cross-sphere coordination in 

certain instances, the question remains as to whether this requires all of these tools to be 

present within the arsenal of a single actor? It seems, from the brief consideration of the 

conflicts in former Yugoslavia, that this need not be the case. What is needed, however, is 

a close relationship between the actors operating in the different spheres in relation to a 

given goal. The possibility of 'contracting out' operations, or joint strategies between 

actors is raised. In the first option it is possible for an actor pursuing a given goal to 

effectively 'employ' another actor to fulfil those tasks for which it is not equipped. The 

UN' s use of regional organisations is a prime example of this. It must be acknowledged 

however, that such an approach is likely to be a rarity. 

A more credible option is that of joint strategic coordination in pursuit of a single 

goal. The effectiveness of such an approach will be increased where there is an organic 

link between the two organisations, for example the overlapping memberships of the EU 

and NATO. In such a conception, where the organisations concerned possess a similar 

view of the endpoint at which they hope to arrive, coordination of this pursuit through the 

305 See discussion in s.2.2 above. 
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use of their separate tools can be undertaken. As an example, the goal of stability and 

security in Europe in relation to the former Yugoslavia, particularly Kosovo, involved 

coordination of the EU and NATO. NATO undertook those military tasks to which it was 

most suited, whereas the European Union took the civilian role, encouraging 

democratisation, respect for human rights and the rule of law through the use of, among 

others, those economic and political tools discussed in this thesis. Coordination was 

fostered through the partial congruence of membership. The difficulty of such an 

approach however, is that it requires there to be a common perception of a threat or the 

need to act, something less likely to occur in 'out of area' situations. This in turn will 

mean that, in situations where coordination is necessary, where an actor is unable to 

coordinate with other bodies through lack of a mutual perception of the need to act, their 

effectiveness will be significantly reduced. It is for such occurrences that the CJTF 

· concept was developed. However, the limitations of CJTFs306 make them inadequate for 

this purpose. 

This brings the discussion back to the capabilities-expectations gap. If the Union 

expects to be able to undertake action effectively in situations where spheres intersect, it 

will need to expand actor capability into those areas where its goals and interests 

stipulate. If it expects to be able to take part in 'out of area' actions307 where the use of 

military power may be necessary, it will need to give itself the capability to do such. The 

most fundamental change necessary in this case, is the abolition of Article N of the 

modified Brussels Treaty. This would allow the EU to duplicate certain capabilities of 

306 See 4.4.2 above. 
307 The collective defence guarantee given by Article V of the Washington Treaty has meant that EU states 
perceive the need for increased military capacity primarily in terms of 'out of area' operations. Indeed, 
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NATO necessary for the conduct of large-scale operations. In this way it could retain the 

decision-making autonomy classified as necessary for actomess308 . The likelihood of 

such an occurrence, and the development of a European military capacity, is difficult to 

predict. It would require a fundamental change in attitudes towards NATO which, 

currently, provides both collective defence and 'out of area' operations in crisis 

situations. What is needed is a collective realisation that the non-EU NATO states, in 

particular the US, will not always share the European view on the necessity of action. 

This would necessarily involve an 'out of area' crisis situation in which the EU Member 

States see their collective fundamental interests threatened in a way that no other NATO 

states would. In addition, the CJTF concept would need to be undermined in this instance 

through the veto of a non-EU NATO State over the use of collective assets309. In this way 

the spur to formation of actor capability in the military sphere would be given. 

Additionally, such a capacity would have its effectiveness increased through provision of 

its own budgetary line financed through the Union, rather than through Member States. 

Only in this way could an operational capacity for 'out of area' military operations 

become a truly European capacity. 

It is arguable that the greatest hurdle confronting CFSP at this point is the lack of 

an operational military tool. This lack is of significance due to the ambiguous European 

position on security issues. So long as the expectation exists that the EU will form a 

common defence policy which may lead to a common defence (Art.17 TED), then the 

lack of this capacity will be injurious to the perception of the Union, which in tum will be 

Solana commented that European security and defence policy is not about collective defence, and NATO 
will "remain the foundation of the collective defence of its members" (Agence Europe, 7619). 
308 See s.1.3 .1 and subsections for discussion of autonomy, and s.4.4.2 for discussion of this in relation to 
the 'bonowed' capacity of the CJTF concept. 
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destrnctive of its ability to act310. Were this ambiguity to be removed, either by 

developing a European military role, or by removing it from the debate entirely, this 

difficulty would be ameliorated. The actual development of a European military capacity, 

however, would have a significant effect on European integration. Were this capacity to 

be developed in a way that was not simply intergovernmental cooperation, real teeth 

would be given to the CFSP, and integration along the road to a possible future federal 

strncture advanced significantly. Much, however, depends upon the perceived goal or end 

point of European integration. 

5 . .2.3 Recent Developments 

A number of developments have recently taken place within the European Union for 

improving its effectiveness as an actor, the two most important of which stem from the 

Helsinki European Council of 10th and 11th December, 1999. The Council adopted 

Presidency Reports on 'Strengthening the Common European Policy on Security and 

Defence' and 'Non-Military Crisis Management of the European Union' 311 . The first of 

these reports addresses the establishment of a European Rapid Reaction Force (ERRF) 

for military intervention according to the Petersberg Tasks in order for the Union to have 

"an autonomous capacity to take decisions and, where NATO as a whole is not engaged, 

to launch and then to conduct EU-led military operations in response to international 

crises" (European Commission, 1999d, Annexes, p.19). 

309 Note the words of Turkish Foreign Minister Ismail Cem in Agence Europe (7617) as mentioned in s.4.5 
above. 
310 Note the farce of the former Yugoslavia. 
311 See Annex IV to European Council (1999d). 
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The core of the proposal is the establishment of a 50-60 000 strong rapid reaction 

capability able to be deployed with 60 days, to be self-sustaining with the necessary 

command and control, intelligence and logistics capabilities as well as other combat 

support services including, where necessary, air and sea elements, and to be able to stay 

in the field for up to one year (therefore requiring additional units for rotation into and 

out of active service). 

Decision-taking in relation to this military capability is, according to the report, to 

be conducted by the Council per Article 23 TEU in addition to which all Member States 

will be entitled to participate fully and on an equal footing in all decisions relating to EU

led operations. In this can be seen a reflection of the EU as an 'international relations 

system' with all its deficiencies as outlined above312. Funding of the ERRF is not 

specifically discussed in the report, but given the mature of the proposal its is understood 

that Member States will be individually responsible for those units they choose to 

contribute. 

The second development is that of the aforementioned Rapid Reaction Facility 

(RRF)3 13 . The goal of this undertaking is to accelerate the process by which funds are 

provided to the EU' s own civilian activities, as well as those of other international and 

non-governmental organisations, as well as to enable rapid deployment of non-military 

instruments either as stand alone measures, or in support of the application of hard power, 

and to ensure inter-pillar coherence. 

Interventions using the RRF are "aimed at the preservation or reestablishment of 

the civic structures necessary for political, social and economic stability" through using 

312 See s.3.2.2 and its subsections. 
313 See 5.2.2 above. 
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"existing Community instruments contributing to the alleviation of financial crises, 

human rights work, election monitoring, institution building, media support, border 

management, humanitarian missions, de-mining operations, police training and the 

provision of police equipment, civil emergency assistance, rehabilitation, reconstruction, 

pacification, resettlement and mediation" (European Commission, 2000a). It is thus 

distinguished from humanitarian aid which is focussed upon the individual. 

The facility is to work under the operational control of the Crisis Management 

Unit of the Directorate-General for External Relations in conjunction with a Crisis 

Advisory Committee comprising representatives from the Member States which is to be 

consulted prior to any intervention (Agence Europe, 7696; European Commission, 

2000a). A budget line is supplied, consisting of 30 million Euros for 2001, and 40 million 

for subsequent years up to 2006 (ibid.).This will allow for urgent deployment with a cost 

of up to 5 million Euros, and with a maximum cost for extended deployment of up to 12 

million Euros with a time limit of nine months. Said Patten, "[t]he added value of the 

rapid reaction facility compared to existing Community instruments lies in its rapidity 

and flexibility in very tense situations, before, during and after crises .. .It will enable the 

EU to develop an exhaustive and coherent approach to security measures abroad and 

improve the visibility and effectiveness of the EU" (Agence Europe, 7696). 

As an aside, it is interesting to note that major announcements in relation to the 

RRF are being made by Chris Patten, the Commissioner for External Relations. This 

raises questions as to the areas of competence of Patten and the High Representative for 

CFSP Javier Solana. Unless competences are carefully laid out, the image of the EU may 

be damaged by political infighting between the two. Taylor points out that both have 
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already been highly criticised for seeking to maintain a high profile (Taylor, S., 1999, 

p.10). So long as this continues, the relationship between the two positions is likely to be 

an uneasy one. It is uncertain whether Kissinger's much touted single phone number.has 

emerged in the office Solana occupies, indeed Alexander Vershbow, the US Ambassador 

to NATO, commented that when he and the US Ambassador to the EU had called Solana 

upon his taking office as the High Representative for CFSP, "the people in the building 

couldn't find his office" (Agence Europe, 7623). 

The final development to be discussed is that of reforming external assistance 

programmes through which the Commission distributes 10% of global development 

assistance. On 16th May, 2000, the Commission announced a refom1 plan for the 

management of external assistance programmes with the aim of making development 

assistance policy more coherent in order to restore the EU's credibility as a foreign policy 

actor in one of its major fields of action (European Commission, 2000b ). This involves 

action in a number of key areas, the most important of which are: (i) an overhaul of 

programming to better reflect EU goals and interests; (ii) integration of the project cycle 

(from identification of projects to implementation) in one coherent structure; and (iii) 

creation of a single body with responsibility for implementation. 

The bulk of EU assistance programmes will, as a result, be managed by a new 

office to be set up within the Commission based upon the Common Service for External 

Relations, and which will report to a board of External Relations Commissioners. A 

greater emphasis will be placed upon consistency and effectiveness through charging the 

new management body with monitoring external assistance to ensure they meet the 

standards, priorities and goals of the Union (European Commission, 2000b). 
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These developments all seek to respond to the limitations of the European Union 

as outlined in this thesis. While none are yet fully implemented, certain conclusions may 

still be drawn. In terms of the ERRF, the structures outlined in the Presidency Report 

adopted at the Helsinki European Council (European Commission, 1999d), while 

constituting a significant step in the development of a military capability, are not 

sufficient for the establishment of actorness in this sphere. The structures elaborated in 

the 'Report on Strengthening the Common European Policy on Security and Defence' 

(Annex N to European Commission, 1999d) give the European Union a role as an 

'international relations system' rather than constructing its own actor capability. The 

deficiencies of such an approach were evident in discussion of the Europe Agreements 

above314
. The structure of the RRF and the external assistance reforms, on the other hand, 

conespond to that dictated by the themes of flexibility, coherency and expansiveness that 

have emerged throughout this thesis315
, and are therefore likely to increase the 

effectiveness of the European Union in the application of these tools. Their development 

and effectiveness over time will be observed with great interest. 

5.3 Summar~ 

Said Ginsberg, "[t]heorists struggle with defining and categorizing EFP behaviour. The 

EU is neither a state nor a non-state actor, and neither a conventional international 

organization nor an international regime" (1999, p.432). What has been shown 

throughout this thesis, however, is that to struggle with the problem of whether the 

314 See s.3.2.2 and its subsections. 
315 See particularly s.5.1.4 above. 
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European Union is state-like in an holistic sense, or a traditional international 

organisation, or whether it falls under the umbrella of any number of other 

characterisations, is to ask the wrong questions. It does not matter whether the EU falls 

under one or another conceptualisation, what matters is its ability to focus and project 

itself on the world stage, what matters is its ability to act. 

The thesis has considered this ability to act in relation to a number, but by no 

means all, of the tools available to the Community/Union in three spheres of the 

international arena: Economic, Political and Military. The work began by outlining a 

model of actorness, a kind of taxonomy of actor characteristics, which has been used to 

relative advantage in undertaking this analysis. Under the heading of the economic 

sphere, consideration was given to the instruments of trade and aid, as well as of 

sanctions. In relation to the political sphere, the thesis assessed the negotiation of the 

Europe Agreements, as well as the role of conditionality in the European arsenal. In terms 

of the military sphere, focus was given to the development of the security debate, and the 

actual possession of actorness in military terms, including discussion of the concept of 

Combined Joint Task Forces which has recently had much attention. Finally, the thesis 

drew out a number of themes from the preceding analysis, and used these to make certain 

recommendations for reform. Considered in this last phase were the supra

nationalism/intergovemmentalism and civilian power/superpower debates. 

Overall, the framework for actorness outlined initially has proven to be a useful 

tool for analysing the effectiveness of the European Union as an international actor. One 

major deficiency has emerged however. While the model recognises the nature of the 

spheres of the international arena as interconnecting, it fails to carry this beyond a mere 
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recognition. Thus the model concentrates on areas 'exclusive' to a sphere to the neglect 

of those areas of intersection. What is needed therefore is recognition of the advantages to 

be gained in certain instances through the application of a range of tools from differing 

spheres to a goal or interest316
. While the model did not preclude this idea, neither did it 

overtly include it, and it is in this that the framework needs to be remedied. 

As a final statement on the effectiveness of the European Union as an 

international actor, it is sufficient to assert once more that the EU is a variable and multi

dimensional presence in the international arena. It has proven itself effective in some 

areas, and less so in others, and possesses the potential to develop itself further in all 

areas. Necessary for this is a clearly defined goal for the European project. 

316 This theme is drawn out in ss.5.1.4 and 5.2.2.2. 
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AppenOix 
Chronology of European Treaty Development 
Drawn from Dinan (1998). 

1948 
March li11 

1950 
May 9th 

June 20th 

1951 
May 27th 

1952 
August 10th 

1954 
August 30th 

October 23rd 

1955 
June 1st 

- 2nd 

June 26th 

1956 
May 29th 

1957 
March 25 th 

1958 
January 1st 

1961 
July 31st 

Brnssels Treaty signed by Belgium, France, Luxembourg, The Netherlands and the 
United Kingdom. 

French Foreign Minister Robert Schuman calls for the pooling of Franco-German 
coal and steel production in one supra-national organisation. 

France convenes an IGC to implement the Schuman Plan and form the proposed 
European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC). 

Treaty establishing the ECSC is signed in Paris by France, Germany, Italy, 
Belgium, The Netherlands and Luxembourg (known as 'the Six'). 

The ECSC begins operating. 

· French National Assembly refuses to ratify the European Defence Community 
Treaty. 

The Brnssels Treaty is amended to establish the Western European Union (WEU). 

At the Messina conference of the Six, Belgian Foreign Minister Spaak is asked to 
prepare a report on the future of European integration. 

IGC convened in Brnssels to discuss the Spaak proposals. 

Spaak presents a report proposing that the objectives of sectoral (atomic energy) 
integration and economic integration through a common market be realised in 
separate treaties. 

The Treaty establishing the European Community (TEC) which established the 
European Economic Community (EEC) and the European Atomic Energy Agency 
(EURA TOM) is signed in Rome. 

The EEC and EURA TOM begin operating. 

Ireland applies to join the European Community (EC). 
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August 9th 

August 10th 

1962 
April 30th 

1963 
January 14th 

January 29th 

July 20th 

1964 
June 1st 

1965 
April 8th 

1967 
May 10th 

May 11th 

July 25th 

November 27th 

December 19th 

1969 
July 23rd 

1970 
October ih - 8th 

October 27th 

November 19th 

1971 
January 1st 

1972 
January 22 11d 

September 25 th 

1973 

The United Kingdom applies to join the EC. 

Denmark applies to join the EC. 

Norway applies to join the EC. 

French President de Gaulle effectively vetoes UK membership by declaring it 
unready to join. 

Accession negotiations with the three applicants are suspended. 

Yaounde Convention signed. 

Yaounde Convention enters into force. 

The Six sign a merger treaty fusing the executives of the EEC, ECSC and 
EURATOM thereby establishing a single Council and Commission of the 
European Communities. 

The United Kingdom re-applies to join the EC. 

Ireland and Denmark re-apply to join the EC. 

Norway re-applies to join the EC. 

de Gaulle again vetoes UK membership. 

Council fails to reach agreement on negotiations with applications. 

Following de Gaulle's resignation in April, the Council resumes examination of 
the membership applications of the UK, Ireland and Denmark. 

Report (Werner Plan) on Economic and monetary Union (EMU) presented by 
committee chaired by Belgian Prime Minister Pierre Werner. 

The Six adopt the Davignon Report on European Political Cooperation (EPC). 

First EPC meeting held. 

Second Yaounde Convention enters into force. 

Instruments of accession of the UK, Ireland and Denmark are signed in Brussels. 

The No1wegian electorate vote down accession in a referendum. Noiway asks the 
Six for a free trade agreement instead. 
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January 1st 

1974 
September 14th 

1975 
March 10th 

- 11 th 

June 12th 

1976 
April 1st 

1977 
March 28th 

July 28th 

1979 
May 28th 

October 31st 

1981 
January 1st 

1984 
December th 

1985 
February 1st 

March 9th 

June 12th 

June 28th 
- 29°1 

December 2nd 
- 3rd 

December 16th 

1986 
January 1st 

Janua1y 17th 
- 18th 

1987 
April 14th 

July 1st 

1989 

The United Kingdom, Denmark and Ireland join the EC. 

Decision to launch the European Council consisting of Heads of State or 
Government of the EC. 

First meeting of the European Council. 

Greece applies to join the EC. 

First Lome Convention signed. 

Portugal applies to join the EC. 

Spain applies to join the EC. 

Instruments of accession of Greece are signed in Athens. 

Lome II signed. 

Greece joins the EC. Lome II comes into force. 

Lome III signed. 

Greenland leaves the EC, but remains associated as an overseas territory. 

Dooge Committee recommends an IGC to consider reforming the TEC. 

Instruments of accession of Spain and Portugal are signed. 

European Council decides to convene IGC on the TEC. 

Based on the IGC proposals, the European Council agrees to reform EC 
institutions. 

Proposed refom1s are included in a Single European Act (SEA). 

Spain and Portugal join the EC. 

SEA signed. 

Turkey applies to join the EC. 

SEA enters into force. 
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July 14th 
- 16th 

July lih 

November 19th 

December 15th 

1990 
February gth 

July 4th 

July 16th 

October 3rd 

1991 
July 1st 

December 9th 
- 10th 

December 10th 

December 16th 

1992 
February ih 

March 18th 

May 26th 

June 2nd 

June 19th 

November 25th 

December 6ih 

December lih 

1993 
February 1st 

March 8th 

April 5th 

At the G-7 Summit in Paris, the Commission is asked to coordinate Western aid 
for Poland and Hungary. 

Austria applies to join the EC. 

An extraordinary European Council discusses events m Central and Eastern 
Europe, and the possibility for German unification. 

Lome IV signed. 

Commission sets up an emergency committee to deal with German Unification. 

Cyprus applies to join the EC. 

Malta applies to join the EC. 

Germany unifies. 

Sweden applies to join the EC 

The draft Treaty on European Union (TEU) is settled in Maastricht. 

Maash·icht Declaration of the WEU on cooperation with the EU and NATO. 

EC signs Europe Agreements with Poland, Hungary and Czechoslovakia. 

TEU signed in Maastricht. 

Finland applies to join the European Union (EU). 

Switzerland applies to join the EU. 

Danish electorate rejects the TEU in a referendum by less than 2%, putting the 
TEU in doubt. 

St. Petersberg Declaration of the WEU. 

Norway applies to join the EU. 

Swiss electorate rejects the EEA agreement effectively stopping Switzerland's EC 
membership application. 

In order to sway Danish public opinion, the European Council agrees a number of 
Danish 'opt-outs' from the TEU. 

Accession negotiations begin with Austria, Finland and Sweden. Europe 
Agreement signed with Romania. 

Europe Agreement signed with Bulgaria. 

Accession negotiations begin with Norway. 
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May 18th 

June 21 st 
- 22nd 

November 1st 

1994 
March 31st 

April 5th 

June 24th 
- 25 th 

November 28th 

December 20th 

1995 
January 1st 

Februa1y 1st 

June lilt 

October 2?1h 

November 28th 

December 12th 

December 16th 

1996 
Janua1y 1 ?1h 

June 10th 

1997 
October 2nd 

1998 
March 31st 

In a second referendum the Danish electorate approves the TEU. 

Copenhagen Criteria: the European Council announces that the associated 
countries in Central and Eastern Europe will be admitted to the European Union as 
soon as they satisfy the political, economic and administrative requirements set 
out. 

TEU enters into force and the European Union comes into existence. 

Hungary applies to join the EU. 

Poland applies to join the EU. 

Accession agreements signed with Austria, Finland, Sweden and Norway. 

Norwegian electorate rejects EU membership by a small majority in a referendum. 

Europe Agreements concluded with Romania, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic and 
Slovakia. 

Austria, Finland and Sweden join the EU. 

European Agreements with Romania, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic and Slovakia 
enter into force. 

Europe Agreements signed with Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia. 

Romania applies to join the EU. 

Latvia applies to join the EU. 

Estonia applies to join the EU. 

Lithuania applies to join the EU. 

Bulgaria applies to join the EU. 

The Czech Republic applies to join the EU. 

Slovenia apples to join the EU. 

Treaty of Amsterdam signed. 

Accession negotiations begin with Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, 
Poland and Slovenia. 
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