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ABSTRACT

The High Representative for the Common Foreign &weturity Policy (High
Representative) was first established by the Ardatar Treaty in 1999 to enhance the
effectiveness and credibility of EU foreign policgince its creation, this body has
played different roles vis-a-vis varies policy dess. In some cases, the High
Representative has successfully coordinated thetigpus of Member States and
enhanced the worldwide visibility of EU foreign myl. On other occasions, the High
Representative played a more proactive role bytityamg and operationalizing common
European interests.

The varying role of the High Representative in etiéint policy dossiers reflects
the ambiguity of the EU political system. Unlike most European statesvhere the
executive and legislative powers are linked throtlgh same parliamentary majorty
within the EU supranational and intergovernmentalrees legitimacy coexist. It is the
ambiguity deriving from it that permitted the Higepresentative to adopt different roles
in response to different external challenges.

This research investigates the reasons that ledHitje Representative to play
sometimes the role of mediator and at other tinteg of policy entrepreneur by
examining the influence of security culture on Ebfefign policy processes. Security
culture is defined as the convergence of socialyjngmitted norms shared by the
majority of political actors belonging to the EUcadty community. The norms
constituting security culture concern the idenéifion of security threats, the definition
of the appropriate instruments to deal with themd ahe interaction with the
international community.

The comparison of the cases of the 2001 Macedoarsss @nd the negotiations
over Iran’s nuclear programme reveals that shaceths—and thus the emergence of a
shared culture—with regard to a given threat hadirapact on policy processes
involving the High Representative. In particulane temergence of a shared security
culture created a positive context which enabled Hiigh Representative to adopt the

role of policy entrepreneur, rather than simply ragdg among Member States.



In order to address the capability-expectations gaperged among citizens’
expectations, and EU’s ability to deliver in theldi of foreign policy, scholars have long
stressed the need to build stronger institutiorie &b constrain the powers of Member
States. However, this research identifies the deweént of a shared vision about
common security as a factual pre-condition for éhgowerment of central institutions
and, thus, for further integration in this fielcth hddition, even though the existing
literature has mostly identified diverging norms the use of force in the international
arena and on the alliance with the US as the nadjstacles to an effective EU foreign
policy, this study suggests that another major ambstin this regard lies in diverging
norms concerning the role of international coopenaand the relation between national

and international security vis-a-vis external thgea



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ADDIEeVIAtIONS. .. .. vil......
1
CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION ...,
The High Representative for the CFSP and EU forp@ity: an ambiguous
institution in a complex institutional system ... 4
EU foreign policy: overview of the institutionalstem.............ccovvvvii e 5
The Amsterdam COMPIOMISE ... ve e et aee i e eesaaa e aesaaaarnaeeaeenns 8
The HR: an ambiguous job description........ovveverevierer i e ernennns 11
The puzzle: the HR’s ambiguous role in EU foreighqy ...................... 14
Purpose of the WOrK ... e 16
CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW .........ccoooi, 21
Rational choice institutionalism and EU foreignipgl.............cccccce i 22
Liberal intergovernmentaliSm. ... .....vueeervie e e vieiee e cieiee e enenenans 23
Principal-agent approaches. ... ...vevvve e e it ie e e e e e e 26
Comparative politics: the challenge to intergoveentalism .................... 28

EU institutions and socialization proCesSes .............ov e e venvennnn. 31

The role of norms in IR: from regime theory toistmmical institutionalism....... 31

Norms, socialization, and EU foreign policy .....c.cvvvviviiieriiiiiiennnnnes 35

CONCIUSION ... e e e e e e 38

CHAPTER 3. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK ....................... 42
The EU institutional structure: neither a state aointergovernmental

(o]0 F= 101 74= 11 0] o I 43

The role of the HR: conceptualization .............cccoiiiii i, 46



ReSearch QUESHION ..o ettt e e e e e e e e 50

SECUNLY CUITUIE ...t e e e e e e 51
Security culture: the origin of a research progmae. ............coeevvvviiieeenns 51
Security culture and the EU. .....cuvivinvieiee i ieiee e ciiee e cneneeeenens 53
EU Security culture: definition. . .......ccoeveii i i i e e e 56

Norms, interests, and INSHtUIONS ... e, 57

CONCIUSION ..o e e e e e e e e e eanes 59

CHAPTER 4. METHODOLOGY ..o 61

Security culture: operationalization .............coooiiiii i 62

Norms and behaviour: what relation? ................cooo i s 67

Case study Selection ..........cccovii i O
The 2001 MaCEAONIA CHiSIS. « v v v vnvavueeetan e esereetnenveeeneeeeanens 71
The negotiations over Iran’s nuclear programme. ........c.c.ceevveneeseennennns 72
(0707 0Tl 1151 o PPN 73

Norms and EU foreign policy: evidence from what? e eovvovvvevennnn... 74
Data COIBCHION ...o.e ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e 76

CHAPTER 5. THE HIGH REPRESENTATIVE AND CRISIS
MANAGEMENT IN MACEDONIA: THE EMERGENCE OF A
POLICY ENTREPRENEUR ... oo oo, 9

Macedonia 2001: a crisis coming from abroad ............... e eeennenn. 82
The mediating role of the High Representative: fyaoticy implementation
to policy fOormulation ...........ooi i e e 88

The HR and ideas formulation: the Balkans as arftsi for EU foreign policy.... 89

The HR in Macedonia: transforming ideas into pplproposals and

Implementing them. ... ..ot e e e e e i e 91
(00 1ol (VTS o NP 95
The EU coordinated response: in the wake of th&édalars ................. 96
The Bosnia and Kosovo precedents: shaping a newdgurity culture......... 98



The Macedonia Crisis as a SeCUrity threal..........vvvereverieirevenireeinnn. 102

EU’s responsibility 10 @Ct.. ... .vuei it iee e it eee e it ce e i v e e 104
Macedonia as a target f&U SOft POWET. . .....uiueeeiiiie i iiee e cieaaens 105
CONCIUSION ... e e e e e e e e 106

CHAPTER 6. THE HIGH REPRESENTATIVE AND THE
NEGOTIATION OVER IRAN'S NUCLEAR PROGRAMME:

FROM BARGAINING CHIP TO MEDIATOR ... .......cooii, 109
The E3/EU initiative: an alternative tothe US? ..., 111
High Representative: policy entrepreneur or baiggichip? .................. 119

Shaping ideas against inaction: non-proliferatias a security threat............ 121

Policy formulation and implementation: the HR asbargaining chip and

RS0 = (o 124
Iran: a testing case for EU foreign poliCy ..........ccooiiiiiiemeiiiiiiineenns 128
The EU and nuclear proliferation: diverging norasd perspectives............... 132

Nuclear proliferation and the Iranian nuclear pr@gnme: a common security

L0 ST 138

Dossier Iran: what role for international COOPEI@N? ..........vvvevvererieenenns 141

Iran: iNStTUMENtAl NOTMS ... e. e ie e et et e et e et et e e e e e e ens 142

(07074 o1 1 oo 143
CONCIUSION ...t 144
CHAPTER 7. CONCLUSION ..ot 147
Looking at the two cases: Macedonia and Iran .............cccceeviviiiiens 148
Theoretical findings: a twofold contribution ............ .o, 152

EU INSHEUIONS. 1+« .t et ve et e e et e et e e e e e e e e e eeen e 152

EU SECUMLY CURUIE .. vttt vttt e e et eee e et eee e e ate e et eae e enneaeaes 155

Empirical implications and future perspectives .....ccvveeveveiiiiienen... 156

BIBLIOGRAPHY .., 161
ANNEX | e 189



Vi



ABBREVIATIONS

CFSP: Common Foreign and Security Policy
CSDP: Common Security and Defense Policy
DG: Directorate General

DPA Democratic Party of Albanians

EEAS: European External Action Service

EPC: European Political Cooperation

ESS: European Security Strategy

EU: European Union

EUMC: EU Military Committee

EUMS: EU Military Staff

FRY: Federal Republic of Yugoslavia

fYROM: former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
GSZ: Ground Safety Zone

HR: High Representative for the Common Foreign Seadurity Policy
IAEA: International Atomic Energy Agency
KFOR: Kosovo Force

NAM: Non-Aligned Movement

NATO: North Atlantic Treaty Organization

NCRI: National Council of Resistance of Iran
NLA: National Liberation Army

NNWS: non-nuclear weapons states

NPT: Non-Proliferation Treaty

NWS: Nuclear weapons states

PDP: Party for Democratic Prosperity

PoCo: Political Committee

Policy Unit: Early Warning and Policy Planning Unit
PSC: Political and Security Committee

vii



SDMS: Social democrats

SFOR: Stabilization Force in Bosnia and Herzegovina

TCA: Trade and Cooperation Agreement

UCPMB: Liberation Army of PreSevo, Medie and Bujanovac

UNPREDED: United Nations Preventive Deployment [Eorc

UN: United Nations

UNSC: United Nations Security Council

VMRO-DOMNE: Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Orgaation — Democratic Party
for Macedonian National Unity

WMS Strategy: Strategy against the ProliferatioM@apons of Mass Destruction
WTO: World Trade Organization

viii



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Since 1992, EU Member States have undertaken imposdfforts to coordinate their

foreign policies and build a common foreign poli&ven though twenty years have
passed since then, and significant institutional alitical developments have occurred,
the EU has not developed yet a common and effeftikegn policy, and complaints

about its lack of coherence or cohesion endure.

With the aim of tackling some of these problems thisbon Treaty (2007)
introduced significant innovations in EU foreign lipg. In particular, the Treaty
radically reformed the powers of the High Represtéve for the Common Foreign and
Security Policy (HR) first established by the Amden Treaty (1997), and renamed it
High Representative of the Union for Foreign Aféaiand Security Policy (High
Representative of the Unioh).

The reform of the HR was one of the most debatsdess during the negotiation
of the text. After considering various options, tBenvention on the Future of Europe
proposed to merge the positions of the former Casimner for External Relations and
the HR and to name the post ‘Union Minister fordtgn Affairs’, signalling the high
ambitions attached to its role. However, afterregjection of the Constitutional Treaty by
French and Dutch voters, national governments pexfeto stress the enduring
importance of national interests and to renamefith@e High Representative of the
Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy. Abe same time, they significantly
reformed the HR’s role and powers. In particulbeytattributed the High Representative

of the Union the task of presiding over the Foreidfairs Council and to be one of the

! In order to distinguish the High Representativioteand after the reform, this study will referthe
institution before the entry into force of the LisbTreaty as the HR, and to the institution in plaimce
December 2009 as High Representative of the Union.



Vice-Presidents of the European Commission, ingdhaf external relations. In addition,
they put the High Representative of the Union a ttead of an important new
structure—the European External Action Service (BlEAand gave it a wider right of
initiative in EU foreign policy?

The reform of the High Representative of the Unicas hailed as one of major
innovations introduced by the Treafjhe fact that this person would chair the Foreign
Affairs Council and at the same time be the VicesiRtent of the Commission generated
expectations for a more coherent and efficientifprg@olicy (Avery 2009: 26; Brady and
Sola 2010; Ruger 2011). Similarly, major expectaiovere generated by the fact that
the High Representative of the Union would represies EU in the international arena,
and at the same time maintain control over a danmt portion of the EU budget for
external relations (Juncos 2009).

Despite these important reforms, and even thoughe nivan ten years have
passed since the HR was first established (Treatnasterdam, 1999), only a few
studies have investigated its legacy, and the tsssbcould provide for the future,
including for the setting up of the High Represéméaof the Union and its EEAS.

While giving birth to the HR, the Treaty of Amstard attributed to this body
little powers and a low administrative profile (Bt de Neuilly 2002; Grevi, Manca,
and Quille 2005a). The appointment of Javier Solasdirst incumbent for the post,
however, raised expectations for this figure tongastronger political role. Javier Solana
had been former Secretary General of NATO and Bor®linister of Spain. Moreover,
subsequent reforms attached to the authority oHfReew bodies meant to perform new
executive tasks especially in the field of secuaityl defence. The combination of these
elements contributed to render the future impacthid institution on EU decision-
making mostly unpredictable.

2 Art. 18, 26, 27, and 30 of the Lisbon Treaty.

% The only work explicitly addressing the legacyttoé HR is an edited volume by Miiller-Brandeck-
Bocquet and Riger (2011b). In addition, few joularéicles have specifically focused on the rol¢hef
HR and its relation with other institutions: Me{(Z001), Buchet de Neuilly (2002), Crum (2006), Djks
(2010a) and Kurowska (2009).



Scholars and commentators observing the role oHiRehave offered different
and, at times, contradictory evaluations. For nsabblars the HR played a fundamental
role in EU decision-making (Buchet de Neuilly 2004{iller-Brandeck-Bocquet and
Ruger 2011a: 5), and “successfully increased [..f¢ativeness of the CFSP on key
occasions” (Keukeleire and MacNaughtan 2008:*78t, when it comes to defining its
contribution, little or contradictory explanationave generally been provided. For some,
the HR was one of the driving forces behind theu$3elization’ of EU foreign policy
(Muller-Brandeck-Bocquet 2002; Duke 2011: 36). Bthmers, the empowerment of the
HR led to question “whether the central actorshim CFSP/ESDP framework now play a
role similar to that of the Commission in the fimllar” (Keukeleire and MacNaughtan
2008: 77). Some have defined the HR #we‘face of the EU” (Duke 2011: 35) as it
provided “the CFSP with a degree of visibility apdrmanence which had previously
been entirely absent.” (Keukeleire and MacNaugi@@8; Piana 2004). Others have
highlighted the role and contribution of the HRresm entrepreneur (Kurowska 2009),
or mediator in the negotiations among Member St@aser 2008; Musu 2003).

This research posits that the difficulty in reachia comprehensive and
unanimous evaluation of the role played by the KHRoa be attributed to two main
factors. First, the HR was given an ambiguous jascdption—in between an
administrative and a political figure—generatingnitadictory expectations about its
future role (Buchet de Neuilly 2002; Dijkstra 20148-80; Duke 2011; Regelsberger
2011). Second, the ambiguous institutional strectofr the EU—characterised by the
coexistence of supranational and intergovernmeanstitutions and ambiguous identity
configurations—permitted the HR to adopt very d#éf@ roles vis-a-vis different policy
dossiers. While on some dossiers the HR formuldteg policy proposals and
transformed it into common policies, in other issitevas sidelined or played the limited
role of honest broker.

Starting from these assumptions, this researchstigages factors that have led

the HR to play sometimes the role of mediator atigerotimes a more proactive role.

* At the end of Solana’s second mandate (in 20a8ygelver, some offered a less positive assessmétiss of
contribution in all these fields (European Voic®2p



Traditionally, scholars investigating the empoweninaf EU central bodies have focused
on two main variables: the interests of Member &staiHoffmann 1966; Moravcsik
1998), and the ability of institutions themselve®tode competences to national capitals
(Stone Sweet and Sandholtz 1997; Smith 2004; B280B). By contrast, by drawing on
the literature on sociological institutionalism,isthstudy looks at the impact of the
emergence (or lack) of a shared EU security cultureolicy processes involving the
HR.

This Introduction starts by illustrating the rolé the HR and the institutional
context in which it was collocated. The first sentiargues that the complex political
system in which the HR was located and the ambigyolo description it was given in
Amsterdam rendered its future role in EU foreigiigyomostly unpredictable. The
second section presents the main puzzle at thenarighis study—which is the varying
involvement of the HR in different policy dossielfSubsequently, the third section

illustrates the purpose of this study and the platme work.

The High Representative for the CFSP and EU foreign policy: an

ambiguous institution in a complex institutional system

Since the entry into force of the Maastricht Tre@ty1993), EU foreign policy has been
managed by a complex institutional system charisetrby a division of powers and

competences between the centre and the periphewy, by the coexistence of

supranational (the European Parliament and the Gssion) and intergovernmental (the
Council) institutions. Within this institutional dmework, the management of high
politics issues like the Common Foreign and Segwitlicy (CFSP) and the Common

Security and Defence Policy (CSDRyere characterised by a limited intervention of
supranational (vs intergovernmental) institutioms)d by the maintenance of key
implementation powers at the national (rather thain the supranational) level

(Regelsberger, Schoutheete de Tervarent, and VEek3@T).

® In this work CSDP will be used also as synonyritoprecursor, the European Security and Defence
Policy.



In 1997, in Amsterdam, Member States agreed teaitreform aimed to tackle
two of the chronic problems of EU foreign policycasce coordination and lack of
leadership. To this purpose, they decided to creat@ew institution: the High
Representative for the CFSP (art. 18 of TreatyhenBuropean Union).

On that occasion, however, divergences among Hea8sate and Government
rendered it difficult the emergence of a coherasibrm. Eventually, the Amsterdam
Treaty gave birth to a post with a vague job desicm and only week powers. The low
ambitions of this reform, however, were subseqyerdhtradicted by the attachment to
the post of the HR of a series of new bodies—actspecially in the field of the
CSDPR—and by the appointment, as first incumbent, of esqe with a high political
profile. All these elements contributed to the egeace of an institution with an
ambiguous profile and an unpredictable impact olicpanaking (Dijkstra 2011: 68;
Regelsberger 2011: 19-22; Duke 2011: 35-37).

EU foreign policy: overview of the institutional system

EU foreign policy manifests itself through actiansa number of policy areas, ranging
from trade, to development, and humanitarian ag&well as through security and
defence policies. Since the entry into force of kaastricht Treaty (1993), all these
common policies have been managed by the samautistial framework, composed by
the Council of Ministers, the European Commissang the European Parliament. While
the Council represents the interests of MembereStathe European Parliament
represents the interests of European peoples.

Despite associating them to the same institutidreehework, the Maastricht
Treaty established different instruments and procesifor regulating low politics issues
(mainly trade, humanitarian aid, and internatiash@elopment), and high politics issues
pertaining EU foreign policy (the CFSP and the CyMRecision-making in the area of

trade, humanitarian aid, and international develpnwere associated to the Union’s



first pillar: the European Community.Accordingly, in these policy domains the
Commission was generally given the exclusive rightinitiative, while the Council
(acting by qualified majority) and the European lidaxent obtained joint decision
powers’ Even though Member States retained key competéagespt in the case of the
commercial policy), moreover, in most of these @pldomains common institutions
obtained autonomous implementation powers.

By contrast, the Maastricht Treaty limited sigraintly the powers of the
European Commission and the European ParliamethenCFSP and in the CSDP,
which constituted the Union’s second pilfain these fields, greater prerogatives were
attributed to the Council. For example, the Tre#tilaastricht established that decisions
concerning the principles and general guidelineshef CFSP shall be adopted by the
European Council (art. J8 Maastricht Treaty). Theur@il of Ministers alone was
charged with the implementation of these guidelinesough the adoption of common
positions or joint actions (art. J3). As these awtse to be adopted by unanimity, this
procedure de facto granted a veto power to eachbder@tate. Unlike in other policy
areas, moreover, the European Parliament was otiljed to be consulted “on the main
aspects and the basic choices of the common foegigrsecurity policy” (art. J7 of the
Maastricht Treaty}° Similarly, the powers of the Commission were lxitas it was not
the only body entitled with the right of initiatiyso were single national governments,
art. J8). Unlike for policies adopted under thestfipillar, the Court of Justice had no

jurisdiction over the acts adopted under this polic

® See for example art. 110-116 and art. 130u-13Qgefitle | (Treaty establishing the European
Community) of the Treaty on European Unibttp://eur-
lex.europa.eu/en/treaties/dat/11992E/tif/JOC_1992 21 EN_0001.pdf

" Key differences, though, distinguish commercidigyo(which is a common policy) from development
and humanitarian aid (which are not common poljci€ke role of the Commission is much strongehi t
common commercial policy: in this field this bodwayninitiate proposals for trade negotiations, aasl h
decision-making powers with regard to anti-dumpimgasures. In both cases, the role of the European
Parliament is rather weak (in the case of the comamanmercial policy it is only consultative).

8 For example, the Commission manages the EU aigdiwahd the European Development Fund. In
addition, it negotiates cooperation and trade agesgs on behalf of the Council.

° Title V (Provisions on a Common Foreign and SegwRblicy) of the Treaty on European Union
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/en/treaties/dat/11992BMIC 1992 224 1 EN_0001.pdf

9'In addition, it “shall be kept regularly informedind “may ask questions of the Council or make
recommendations” to the Council of Ministers.




In addition, unlike in other foreign policy domajrthe Maastricht Treaty left
CFSP and CSDP implementation tasks with the Menfates, while attributing
common institutions (intergovernmental or supramatl) no or very limited executive
powers (Regelsberger 2011; Regelsberger, Schoatbeelervarent, and Wessels 1997).
This decision reflected existing trends in the dngtof European integration. Indeed,
already before the adoption of the Maastricht TyeBU Member States had established
a mechanism of foreign policy consultation—the Paan political cooperation
(EPC)—based on purely intergovernmental arrangesreanbng Member States’ foreign
ministries. As such, the EPC was not supportednyycammon institution (only starting
in the 1980s did Member States establish a smdépandent secretariat, charged with
limited administrative tasks). Following this priaet even though formally placing the
CFSP (and the CSDP) under the same institutionaleila of other common policies, in
Maastricht EU Member States did not give centratifutions key implementation
powers as in other policy fields. For example, treyitled the Presidency—not the
Commission—to be responsible for the implementatib&€FSP common measures and
to represent the EU in the international arena. (38). Similarly, the Council's
Secretariat was entitled to assist the Presidemdize performance of its tasks; yet, its
role was to be merely administrative (preparingdgenda, keeping records of decisions
taken) and not political.

The powers attributed to central institutions bg Maastricht Treaty were even
weaker with regard to security and defence. Eveudh Member States ambitiously
asserted that the CFSP “shall include all questreteted to the security of the Union,
including the eventual framing of a common defepakcy, which might in time lead to
a common defence”, they did not create or expjicitiarged any central body with the
implementation of this policy (as we will see iretfollowing section, this occurred at a
later stage, with the Amsterdam and the Nice Tesatin addition, national governments
attached to the Community’s budget only administeaexpenditures relating to this
policy, while operation expenditures were to bepsufed by Member States (art. J11).

The institutional system created in Maastricht getesl contradictory trends. On

the one hand, by formalising and institutionalisingoperation in this field, the



Maastricht Treaty provided Member States with nestruments to develop common
decisions in the foreign policy realms. On the otinend, however, given the limited role
attributed to central institutions, the Maastridfreaty left the EU with no common
instrument to implement these decisions. This dig@ncy was at the origin of the
capabilities-expectations gap between citizens'eetations on EU foreign policy, and
institutions’ ability to deliver described by the&erature (Hill 1993).

The Amsterdam compromise

During the 1990s, the failure of the EU to previrat conflict in Bosnia, and its inability
to intervene in the Kosovo conflict contributed iterease the awareness about the
inadequacy of the EU institutional system as eithétl in Maastricht. Accordingly, in
mid 1990s EU Member States convened an intergovantahconference to elaborate a
treaty reform which was to tackle, among otherdhjrtwo of the chronic problems of
EU foreign policy: scarce coordination and lackeafdership™*

In view of this reform, French leaders first formtgdd the idea to create a new
institution which would represent the EU in theemmational arena. This idea was
initially put forward in public speeches and pubtieclarations? and subsequently,
refined in the context of a Reflection Group chaitey Carlos Westendorp, set up to
prepare the work of the intergovernmental confezemtawing the new trealy.
According to the French proposal, the new post—Hie—was to be a high political
figure, able to give new impetus to EU foreign pgliand provide it with strong
leadership. French leaders argued that the HR dlamrlve its political legitimacy at the
highest political level—from the European Councilrdaact independently from other
EU institutions. In order to perform its tasks, tHR should have the right to formulate

policy proposals within the limits of the mandatestablished by the Council, and

" The need to give the Union greater capacity foemal action was identified among the three piiesi
of the reform by the so-called Westerdorp ReporS(fategy for Europe 1995), produced by a group of
experts and officials convened to make proposalsdbsequent negotiations.

2| e Figaro, 10 July 1995, 20 February 19898p://www.europarl.europa.eu/igc1996/pos-fr_en.hird
Jacques Chirac, “Pour une Europe forte”, RevueAdiesres Européennes, 1:1995 cited by Buchet de
Neuilly (2002: 15).

13 See A Strategy for Europe (1995) and Grevi, Maquelle (2005b).




operate with the help and assistance of an anayglsplanning centre (whose creation
was contemporary being negotiated). Finally, the $hiBuld have a role in the external
representation of the EU and in the negotiatiorth wiird countries. For all these tasks,
the French government recommended the appointnientperson of real stature, not to
say international renowr* French diplomats did not make a secret of the thaat the
proposal was aimed to strengthen the role of thein€ib vis-a-vis that of the
Commission, as they perceived that the former “ttutes the ultimate expression of the
political will of the Union”®

This proposal formulated by the French diplomacyoemtered significant
opposition from the European Commission and othidr rfational governmentd.he
Commission considered the new figure as a possiepetitor in the foreign policy
realm and feared that it could challenge its r&er¢pean Commission 1996). Other
national governments argued that the creation eitw post would have further raised
bureaucratic conflicts without improving cohererar@d coordination. In addition, the
representatives of small Member States were waangfproposal strengthening the role
of the Council vis-a-vis that of the Commission, they perceived the former as
dominated by large Member States (Benelux 1996}héir eyes, the HR would have
permitted to large Member States dominating thenCibuo pursue their foreign policy
goals within the framework of the EU. The fact ttte¢ proposal had been formulated by
France did not help reduce these fears.

In light of these divergences, the Reflection Grahaired by Westendorp and
appointed to formulate options of reforms envisayeal alternative solutions. According
to a first option, the new figure could be appaih&t the highest political level, by the
European Council, and receive orders from it. Adoay to a second option, the new
post could have a mainly administrative role, b@aapted by the General Affairs
Council and be based within the Council’'s Geneegr&ariat.

The institution finally established by the TreatiyAmsterdam was based on a

compromise—between these two solutions—proposeéragice and Germany during

14 See France (1996).
15 |bid. See also Jacques Chirac, “Pour une Europe’fdRevue des Affaires Européennes, 1:1995, cited
in Buchet de Neuilly, (2002: 15).



the intergovernmental conference (Chirac and Ko896). The final compromise
considerably lowered the ambitions of the initiaéch proposal. According to the text
agreed in Amsterdam, the new HR was to be appoioyetie Council of Ministers and
its tasks were to be performed by the Council'sr&acy General. In addition, the post
was given little power and a rather vague job dpson; its main tasks were:

* to give assistance to the Council with the prepamatformulation and
implementation of foreign policy decisions.

* upon request of the Presidency, to have a role he éxternal
representation of the EU, together with the Comiminss for External
relations and the President of the Courtéil.

According to some commentators, the Amsterdam Yreraated a figure with a merely
administrative profile, with the role of a “bureaatic actor, although at a senior level”
or of an “agent” of Member States (Grevi, Mancal &uille 2005a; Buchet de Neuilly
2002).

During the intergovernmental conference, howeuee, dttribution to this new
subject of a merely administrative role was pdjstiabntradicted by other decisions. EU
Member States, in particular, created an Early \Wagrrand Policy Planning Unit
(hereafter Policy Unit), and placed it under thepansibility of the HR! This body was
to become the centre of analysis and planning & ftireign policy domain and,
therefore, was bound to have a political rathenthdministrative role. Although the
debate about the creation of the Policy Unit itgtiaseparately from that concerning the
HR, negotiations on the two institutions soon mdrgggain, even though agreeing on
the need of new instruments to provide the EU witmore coherent foreign policy,
Member States disagreed on how to do that. Whilenb&r States in favour of a more
supranational foreign policy wanted to attach tbicy Unit to the Commission, those in

favour of a more intergovernmental approach preteto set it within the Council. In the

6 Art. 18 and art. 26 TEU. The role and functionshef Secretary General were to be performed by a
deputy.

" See Declaration 6 annexed to the Treaty of Amatardn the establishment of a policy planning and
early warning unit. The Policy Unit was to be corseo of seconded national diplomats and
representatives of the Commission, the Council&adat, and the WEU. On this subject: Lodge and
Flynn (1998).
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end, the second option prevailed and the Unit wesclaed to the Council. Somehow,
this decision counterbalanced the low profile btited to the HR: while fears of a too
strong intergovernmental pillar limited the ambitiof the HR, concerns over a too
strong Commission in the foreign policy realm cidmited to attach the Policy Unit to
the office of the HR.

The HR: an ambiguous job description

In Amsterdam, divergences between Member Statesatighermit to clarify important
aspects of the reform. Some national governmeatsgeXample, suggested that the HR
could chair the Political Committee (PoCo), butagreement was reached on this point
and the issue was deferred to subsequent talksilaBym even though a general
agreement was reached on the mix composition oPtliey Unit, the balance between
the different components and its working methodeewmt clarified. Certainly, the need
to reach a compromise played a significant roléhat. Indeed, the role of the HR (and
the Policy Unit) in this context has been be cohegsed as that of “repertoires”, or
policy options, vague and flexible enough to berpteted in different ways by different
Member States. While those supporting a suprargltif@meign policy saw in them the
possibility to enhance the role of central vis-a-mational institutions, those willing to
enhance the powers of Member States interpreted #sea new instrument in the hands
of national governments (Buchet de Neuilly 20022gbtiators, moreover, were aware of
the fact that the future role of the two entitiepended much more on the future politics
of foreign policy than on the formal provisions endiscussion.

In light of the vague provisions contained in thengterdam Treat} the
subsequent implementation of the text played a kdg in shaping the envisaged
reforms. Even though the Treaty attributed the ta#skppointing the HR to the Council
of Ministers, for example, Heads of States and @uwents took on this task. In
December 1998, indeed, the European Council agiesdthe new HR should be “a
personality with a strong political profile” and lapointed as soon as possible. In

18 On this point see Regelsberger (2011) and Duk&1(285)
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addition, Heads of States and Governments rectidiidhe HR was to work closely with
both, the Council and the Commission, and addedttieaCouncil could give it specific
mandates (European Council 19885ubsequently, in June 1999, the European Council
agreed on the appointment as first HR of Javiear&nlformer Spanish Foreign Minister
and NATO Secretary General (European Council 1999&he appointment of Solana
reached very fast an almost unanimous backing frational governments.Unlike the
compromise reached in Amsterdam, it signalled sasedesire to give the new post a
high political profile and not to relegate it to administrative rolé?

The meaning of and reasons behind this appointmmantot be understood
without considering the changed political enviromte which it took place. To be
short, one could say that just after the Amsterdaeaty was signed, the Franco-German
leadership that had led to its formulation wasaeetl by a new Franco-British ‘entente’.
This change was mainly due to the fact that, utiteemew leadership of Tony Blair, the
UK decided to give up her long standing veto on ¢heation of a European defence
policy. The new course was launched in Decembe8 H8®ing a Franco-British bilateral
meeting in Saint-Mald and was soon adopted by thelevEU? The shift was broadly
described as a response to the events of the Kosavpowhich had highlighted the
inadequacy of the existing intergovernmental areamgnts and the incapacity of the EU
to react to external challenges (Sheperd 2009).

Within this new course, the Head of States and Gowents agreed also on the

creation of new institutional bodies to become tlee of the newly born European

¥ The implementation of the Amsterdam Treaty wase discussed by the General Affairs Council
(Council of Ministers of the EU 1999).

% The decision was ratified by the General Affaisu@cil of 13/10/1999 and was to have effect from
October 1999.

2L Surprisingly, in this new context only France esgsed some reservation on the appointment of such a
high profile candidate, allegedly for fears thatauld shadow the action of traditional (national)
diplomacy. Apparently, after supporting a strong tdRenhance the role of the Council vis-a-vis tifahe
Commission, France was now keen to reassert evea mational prerogatives in the foreign policy
domain.

22«By nominating the NATO Secretary General Javiela8a as the first incumbent of this role, Member
States opted for a high profile political figuré&kgukeleireand MacNaughtan 2008).

% See Bilateral Declaration of Franco-British sumrSit Mald 4 December 1998. In June 1999 the
substance and the wording of this Declaration virezerporated in the conclusions of the Cologne
European Council (European Council 1999a).
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Security and Defence Policy. Most importantly, thésdies were designated to work in
close relation with the HR (European Council 199%¢mber States agreed, in first
place, on the creation of the Political and Seguibommittee (PSC), taking the place of
the PoCo in the coordination of Member States’itprgolicies. Initially created under
the European Political Cooperation, the PoCo wasrapermanent body in charge of
foreign policy coordination; once a month it gadtethe Political Directors of Member
States. Unlike the PoCo, the PSC was to be a pemhdody composed by national
representatives (always assisted by a member ofCiwencil Secretariat and the
Commission); despite initial disagreement on tivellef appointments to this body (UK
wanted it to be low level in order for it to remasnbordinate to CoReper), Member
States eventually agreed in principle that the BB@uld be at the ambassadors’ rank (a
solution strongly supported by France). The PSC waated to perform the duties
associated to the emerging CSHRut provided also the HR with a new permanent
political interlocutor?®

In addition to the PSC, Member States agreed oncthation of a Military
Committee (EUMC) formally composed of national Ghief the Defence Staff. Finally,
they created the European Military Staff (EUMS).tlBohese bodies were created to
provide the EU with institutional instruments to rijpem EU-led military crisis
management operations—the so called Petesberg (@skspean Council 1999¢j.As
the EUMC and the EUMS were placed under the authofi the HR, the latter was
closely involved in the launch of the CSDP and bezda key contribution to make to
the efficiency and consistency of the CFSP andlthelopment of the common security

and defence policy” (European Council 1999c).

4 |n particular, since in December 1999 Member Sthgl decided that the EU should be able to perform
low level military operations (Petesberg tasksyyas clear that the PoCo could not be in chargbaifand
that a more permanent body was needed.

% The PSC was first set up as a temporary bodyring000 and became a standing body after the
European Council of Nice, December 2000.

%6 petesberg tasks were first listed in the conteXVBU in 1992 and included operation ranging from
humanitarian to peace-keeping and crisis managemyenthey did not include territorial defence wlhi

has always remained a task of NATO. Even thougtethdirst declared its willingness to perform these
tasks for the first time in the Amsterdam Trealng process of setting up the necessary instrumergs

only initiated in 1999 (European Council 1999b).
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The fact that the newly appointed HR was the forMa&TO Secretary General,
moreover, cannot be regarded as a mere coincidétcthe time of his appointment
(June 1999), Solana had just led the NATO campaigKosovo (Spring 1999). As
already mentioned, by exposing their incapabildyréact to events even in their own
backyard, this campaign played a major role in pugEU Member States to develop
crisis management capabilities. The launch of tIl®DE was broadly considered a
fundamental part of this process. In general, treation of the HR at the top of the
institutional hierarchy leading the CSPD considbraktrengthened its profile, and
rendered it one a potential key player in EU fangiglicy.

In conclusion, the creation of the HR was the ttestila complex compromise
between an ‘integrationist’ camp, favouring a sgnrole of central and supranational
institutions, and an ‘intergovernmentalist’, sugpw a stronger role of
intergovernmental institutions. Divergences betwdbase two camps rendered it
impossible to define whether the HR was to playoltipal or an administrative role,
whether it was to act only as a mediator among Men&tates—and limit itself to
implement policy decisions taken by them—or it wasct as a politician—elaborating
policy proposals and a vision of the future EU fgnepolicy. At the time of its creation,
therefore, the future impact of this institution &W foreign policy remained highly

unpredictablé’.

The puzzle: the HR’s ambiguous role in EU foreign policy

The involvement of the HR in EU foreign policy dugi the ten years in which this
institution remained into place in its original fiothas been addressed by many scholars
analysing different foreign policy dossiers. Givéime ambiguous job description
attributed to the HR by the Amsterdam Treaty, thetsdies have mostly evaluated this

institution on the basis of various and differarinis of reference. Moreover, as most of

2" The novelties of the institution, together witle ttague identification of its tasks, and of thetieh with
other bodies were certainly the main constitutileenents of this ambiguity. As Cohen, March, ande@ls
(1972) observed, ‘unclear technology’, or the ambigs interpretation of the organizations’ processes
its member is one of the major sources of ambignigrganizational choice. See also March and Olsen
(1976).
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these works have aimed to assess the effectiveh&ld foreign policies in general, and
not the role not of the HR in particular, they hasenflated the evaluation of this
institution with that of EU’s successes (or fails)ieA survey of this literature, in any
case, reveals that the HR was inconsistently iradin different policy dossiers and thus
played an ambiguous role in EU policy-making.

First, the literature shows that, while the HR whsely involved in some policy
dossiers, at times playing a role similar to thfathe Commission in market integration,
it was marginalised or excluded from others (Rdggriger 2011: 26). This ambiguity
emerges clearly from the observation of EU crisenagement (Dijkstra 2010a): while
the HR was at the forefront of EU’s action in soonises, it was not in others. Yet, the
HR’s ambiguous role was not limited to crisis maeragnt, but extended to other areas.
Many scholars, for example, have highlighted tigmnigicant role played by HR in EU
foreign policy towards the BalkaR$jn particular during the 2001 Macedonia crisisj an
the resolution of the conflict between Serbia anonMnegro in 2001-2002. Similarly,
most scholars have stressed the important roleir@cgy the HR in the management of
the negotiations over Iran’s nuclear programme, Bk policies towards the Middle
East?® In addition, a number of scholars have highlighteglinvolvement of HR Solana
in the CSDP (Karlas 2005; Keukeleire and MacNaugi2@08). By contrast, little or no
mention is made in the literature on the role & HR in other policy dossiers, such as
those relating to Asia and Russia (European Voi&Op

With regard to those policy dossiers in which tHe Was more involved, scholars
have detected different roles and different lexdl€mpowerment. According to some
scholars, the HR was fundamental in elaborating arnoting a political discourse
legitimating the growth of EU foreign policy (Kureka 2009). For others, it gave an
“invaluable” impulse to EU foreign policy (Piana@n 125) by increasing “the visibility
of the Union and the coherence between the Memtag¢esS, or by enabling the EU to

28 Stahl (2011), Piana (2002; 2004: 119), Friis (90@apadimitriou, Petrov and Greigevci (2007); dioc
(2004); Moore (2002); Noutcheva (2006), Darmang2i207).

% On Iran: Sauer (2007a); Harnish (2007a; 2007b)rt&\@004a); Heisbourgh, Clawson and Sazhin
(2005). On Mediterranean and Middle East: Gunep80Korkmaz (2008); Musu (2008); Dagci (2007);
Dosenrode and Stubjaker (2002); Tocci (2008a); MarsliCasarini (2007).
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create a more effective presence in third countiresegions (Aoun 2003; Piana 2004;
Soetendorp 2002). Some have considered it a dridirge behind the ‘Brusselization’
process of EU foreign policy (Miller-Brandeck-Boegji2002; Duke 2011). According
to Keukeleire and MacNaughtan, finally, the HR pldya role similar to that of the
Commission in the first pillar, that is identifyingnd operationalizing the common
“European interest” (Keukeleire and MacNaughtan80®)

Other scholars, however, have offered less posdbsessments. For some the
involvement of the HR in sensitive policy dossigras just a compensation to small
Member States for their support to the initiatidsbig Member States (Sauer 2008).
Accordingly, the role of the HR was rather limitadd more similar to that of mediator.
In this context, its ability to formulate an effeet common policy was constantly
hampered by divisions among Member States and thet sntergovernmental
framework in which it was forced to act (Sauer 20@8su and Casarini 2007).

In conclusion, the literature on EU foreign policgs not elaborated a clear and
uniform conceptualization of the role of the HRpiolicy processes and yet, by showing
its inconsistent involvement in different policy skters, it has revealed a certain

ambiguity in its role.

Purpose of the work

The main aim of this work is to shed light on theserved ambiguity in the involvement
of the HR in EU policy processes. So far, only & feorks have specifically addressed
the role of the HR, and most of them have addreise@bserved ambiguity of its role
only marginally*® Scholars drawing on rational choice institutiosalihave depicted EU
Member States as members of a market where theég maximise their utility (Wagner
2003; Koenig-Archibugi 2004; Pollack 2006; Morakcsi998). With regard to EU
foreign policy, these scholars have argued that MenStates delegate competences to

%0 The only work explicitly addressing the legacytié HR is an edited volume by Miiller-Brandeck-
Bocquet and Riger (2011b). In addition, few joularéicles have specifically focused on the rol¢hef
HR and its relation with other institutions: Me{(Z001), Buchet de Neuilly (2002), Crum (2006), Djks
(2010a).
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central institutions as (and when) the latter doée do0 solve coordination problems
(Wagner 2003) or lock-in agreements vis-a-vis ddimesudiences (Koenig-Archibugi
2004). More recently, rational choice scholars aidgp principal-agent approaches
(Dijkstra 2010b; Klein 2009) have argued that, he field of foreign policy and crisis
management, greater delegation is associated toalilgy of central institutions
(including the HR) to provide policy processes wah added value (in particular in
terms of expertise and visibility) which cannot fp®vided at the national level. These
explanations, however, cannot account for the eleseambiguity of the role of the HR.
There is not reason to believe, for example, that HR could provide a stronger
expertise or visibility in negotiations over Iramisclear programme, than in negotiations
over 2003 US intervention in Irag. And yet, the HRI play different roles in the
management of these two policy dossiers.

Recently, new interesting hypotheses on EU forgiglicy processes have been
formulated by the literature on sociological ingibnalism. This literature has shown the
emergence within EU institutions of ambiguous iderg and normative frameworks
affecting the behaviour of different political acgqJuncos and Pomorska 2010; Juncos
and Reynolds 2007; Lewis 2003, 2005, 2008; Laffad42. Even though representatives
of national governments sitting within the CourafilMinisters remain strongly attached
to their ‘national’ identities, indeed, this littuee has shown that socialization processes
among them are leading to the emergence of a nevofdean’ identity, which coexists
with the national ones.

Even though these scholars have not deeply analybed impact and
consequences of these socialization processesliog-paking, their studies have paved
the way for alternative explanations of the ambiguole of the HR to those provided
by rational choice scholars. For this reason, degafrom traditional definitions of the
EU, this study conceptualises the EU as aampound polity(Fabbrini 2007),
characterised by the coexistence, at the centval,l®f both intergovernmental and
supranational sources of legitimacy and of ambiguoarmative frameworks (Laffan
2004; Juncos and Reynolds 2007; Lewis 2005). Ttidysstarts from the assumption

that it is this ambiguity that allowed the HR t@ylan inconsistent role: at times more
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similar to that of a minister of a political systemt times more similar to that of a
secretary of an international organisation

In order to understand under what conditions, iis ttontext of institutional
ambiguity, the HR could play a more prominent r@led in what conditions it played a
less prominent one, this study focus on at the gemee (or lack) of shared norms
concerning the external world among among a mgjarit EU political actors. By
focusing on the concept of ‘norm’ this researchkibat how social interaction informs
behaviour. Accordingly, norms are not opposed terasts; rather, this research posits
that interests are socially constructed and, thasgxogenous to the political system nor
given.

In order to investigate how social interaction shhphaviour, this research looks
not only at socialisation processes taking pladdiwiBrussels’ based bodies, but also at
socialisation processes taking place outside thespecially in national capitals.
Accordingly, this research investigates to whateekithe emergence of shared EU
security culture was a factual pre-condition foe tHR to play the role of policy
entrepreneur in EU policy-makirid.In order to answer this question, this research
compares two case studies in which the HR play#drdnt roles. The first case study
concerns EU’s intervention in the resolution of Macedonia crisis emerged in 2001.
During this crisis, the HR played a proactive ramilar to that of policy entrepreneur
displayed by the Commission in other policy ar&aBhe second case study focuses on
the negotiations over Iran’s nuclear programmethia second case, the HR played a
more limited role: it maintained a modest profiis-a-vis big Member States, and acted
as a mediator among national governments.

The main argument developed by this research istllgaemergence of shared
norms on how to address external threats, and,ahasshared EU security culture, had
an impact policy processes involving the HR. Intipatar, it created a positive context
which enhanced the sense of common belonging abnedtrepresentatives sitting in

Brussels, and thus activated ‘supranational’ asosep to ‘national’ identity

31 For the definition of security culture adoptedtiis study see Ch. 3.
32 For the definition of policy entrepreneur adopitethis study see Ch. 3.

18



configurations, favouring the emergence of supianat vis-a-vis intergovernmental
dynamics.

At the empirical level, this research contributesehhance the understanding of
the role of a specific institution—the HR—In whicpolicy-makers have posed
significant expectations, and which has been récerformed by the Lisbon Treaty
(2009). By looking at the legacy of the HR, thisgarch aims to shed light on the future
role of the reformed High Representative of theddrand on its possible impact on the
future development of EU foreign policy.

The work proceeds as follows. Chapter 2 preserdgssthte of the art in the
current literature on the HR, EU foreign policy,dascommon institutions. Having
identified a gap in the way this literature acceufdr the empowerment of central
institutions, and for the observed ambiguity of thke of the HR. Chapter 3 elaborates
the theoretical framework of this work, on the Basi the conceptualization of the EU as
a compound political system, and on the two corsceppolicy entrepreneur and security
culture. In light of this framework, the main resgraquestion of this work is formulated.
Subsequently, Chapter 4 illustrates the methodotimsen to answer this question and
explains the reasons behind this choice. Chaptean® Chapter 6 focus on the
investigation of two case studies: the 2001 Macedamisis (Chapter 5) and the
negotiations over Iran’s nuclear programme (Chaf)eFinally, Chapter 7 compares the

findings of the two case studies and presents thearetical and empirical implications.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Even though more than ten years have passed s$iiscmstitution was first created, the
HR remains a relatively under investigated indtitut especially in relation with the
recent proliferation of publications on the EU atsdforeign policy. Indeed, only a few
works on EU institutions have specifically focusedthe HR (Miller-Brandeck-Bocquet
and Ruger 2011b; Dijkstra 2010a; Kurowska 2009nC2006; Buchet de Neuilly 2002;
Melis 2001), while most literature on the EU stadieas formulated only general
hypotheses about factors affecting the involvemeintcentral institutions in policy

processes.

Part of the literature investigating EU institutsohas drawn on the discipline of
international relations. Even though remaining threvailing theoretical framework
within this body of literature, intergovernmentatigKoenig-Archibugi 2004; Wagner
2003; Moravcsik 1993) has not been able to prettietempowerment of EU central
institutions in the field of foreign and defencelipes initiated in Maastricht, and
intensified after the St. Malo compromise. In order account for this evolution,
traditional intergovernmentalist assumptions haeernbrefined by scholars adopting
principal-agent approaches. These scholars havae@drghat Member States may
delegate key implementation tasks to central unsbins in this sensitive field because of
the expertise and visibility that these institusonan provide to policy processes
(Dijkstra 2010b; Karlas 2005; Klein 2009). Althougffective in accounting for HR’s
new executive powers especially in the area ofscriganagement, this explanation fails
to account for the ambiguous relation between fhtitution and EU national
governments in other areas of policy-making.

Since the 1990s, intergovernmentalist assumpti@awe tbeen challenged by a

second body of literature investigating EU instdos with the tools of comparative
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politics and policy analysis (Keukeleire and Machlatan 2008; Piana 2004; Tonra and
Christiansen 2004; White 2004; Webber et al. 2004jlace 2000). Scholars adopting
these approaches have posited that, much alike isistitutions, EU central institutions

(non only Member States) can have an independguadtron foreign policy processes
and decisions. This literature has provided dedadecounts of EU foreign policy

processes and of the recent development of itstutishs. However, it has not

formulated clear hypotheses about factors thataffee involvement of central bodies
into policy processes.

Recently, a new body of literature has emerged hwimwestigates EU foreign
policy by drawing on the international relationsedature on norms. In particular,
scholars drawing on sociological institutionalisnavl revealed that socialization
processes are leading to the emergence of a ndwrewr new identities within EU
institutions which, rather than substituting naéibidentities, coexist with them (Lewis
2008; Juncos and Reynolds 2007; Lewis 2005; La2fa®4). Even though, so far, they
have drawn only limited conclusions on the impiimas of their findings on policy
processes, these scholars have provided new ititgrdsypotheses for explaining the
observed ambiguity of the role of the HR in foreplicy processes.

This Chapter presents this state of the art inliteeature. The first section
focuses on the literature drawing on intergoverrtalesm and rational choice
institutionalism. The following section presents tmain challenges brought to this
literature by scholars drawing on comparative pmditand foreign policy analysis.
Finally, the third section illustrates recent fings of scholars drawing on sociological

institutionalism.

Rational choice institutionalism and EU foreign policy

Since the 1960s, the slow path of integration & fbreign policy domain has provided
justification for the predominance in this field ofitergovernmentalist positions
(Hoffmann 1966), as opposed to neo-functionaligotles dominating the debate on

economic integration (Haas, 1958). Even when EUWrakmstitutions were charged with
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foreign policy and political cooperation (the Maadtt Treaty, 1992), the specific
features of policy-making in this field continued ftustify the prevalence of
intergovernmentalist assumptions.

Since the late 1990s, however, these assumptiaestdeen challenged by further
developments of EU instruments, and by the delegato central institutions of key
executive tasks that have traditionally been aqyative of Member States. Recently,
rational choice scholars have tried to adapt te tiallenge by drawing on principal-
agent approaches first developed in the literammeUS institutions. Even though
providing sophisticated accounts of the specifiatdees of EU foreign policy
cooperation, these studies have not offered comgnicypotheses about the ambiguous

involvement of the HR in policy processes.

Liberal intergovernmentalism

According to Stanley Hoffmann (1966; 2000), theiaor of the intergovernmentalist
school, the creation of central institutions foe ttharing of common tasks—with the
consequent spillover effect in connected areas—avdg predictable in low politics
issues. By contrast, states would have never shiagdorerogatives in areas of high
politics, as these were too connected to the idemwereignty at the origin of the state.
In other words, while integration was possible iiade or agriculture (where it first
occurred, indeed) it would have hardly developedhigh politics domains, such as
foreign and security policies. For Hoffmann, thieablsis corresponded with the
description of the European Community—and later tiie EU—as an
(intergovernmental) organization contributing toe tstrengthening, and not to the
disappearance, of the nation-state.

In the early 1990s, intergovernmentalist assumptiamere challenged by the
progressive evolution of the European Political @@ation and, most importantly, by its
integration with the Community’s institutional fremork (Maastricht Treaty, 1992).
Also in light of these transformations, Andrew Maaik refined classical

intergovermentalism to formulate new hypothesesuahihe causes of European
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integration. Moravcsik’'s ‘liberal intergovernmengah’ (Moravesik 1998, 1993)
explained European integration by combining ratishassumptions about the creation
of international institutions with a liberal appoba to preferences formation.
Accordingly, the EU is conceived as an ensemblgepfirated decision-making regimes,
and the preferences of Member States on one regimeonsidered independent from
the preferences on another one. With particulaeregice to economic integration,
Moravcsik (1998; 1993) argued that Member Stateated common institutions to solve
collaboration problem® and to maximise their utility according to the ferences of
dominant economic groups that have emerged frommihe domestic political context.
Even though Moravcsik focused on economic integratother scholars used his
approach to explain EU foreign policy cooperatioRolfl 2008; Wagner 2003;
Soetendorp 1999). In order to explain the speaititutional mechanisms typical of this
policy domain, Wagner (2003), for example, has edguhat EU foreign policy
institutions were created to solve collective peoi that are different from those of
other policy fields. The creation of the single kedy for example, forced Member States
to delegate central institutions strong powers s&@gy/ to solve collaboration problems
and avoid the risk of defection. In the foreign ippldomain, by contrast, common
institutions were created to deal with coordinatimoblems’* Even though at times
collaboration problems may arise also in this fi@ikke in the case of imposing sanctions
or for the creation of new military structures)déed, the most common activity under
the CFSP has been to address international crizesch Whenever similar situations
arise, governments are expected to issue joirgmatits and to voice common positions,
something that generates a coordination problensisamanagement, moreover, renders

necessary fast decision-making, that is differenmf that required, for example, to

3 Collaboration problems are characterized by imtligl incentives to defect and the existence of
equilibriums that are not Pareto optimal. The peabktates face in this situation is finding waybitad
themselves and others in order to reach the Paettier. An obvious example of collaboration prexdls
is represented by the Prisoner’s dilemma (Martith @Bimmons 1998: 744).

34 Coordination games are characterized by the existef multiple Pareto-optimal equilibria. The
problem states face in this situation is not toihtemptations to defect, but to choose among these
equilibriums. In the case of coordination gamestéfore, a centralized, formal organization wittoisy
mechanisms for monitoring and enforcement is noesgarily required. Since no state would gain by
departing from an established agreement, each nreshlbegroup needs to devote little attention ® th
prevention of cheating.
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decide over the EU budget or to implement the commuarket (Wagner 2003;
Moravcsik 1998).

A similar perspective has been shared by otherlachd<oening-Archibugi has
argued that national governments delegate poweceritral institutions in the field of
the CFSP in order to gain legitimacy or to “lock-iagreements vis-a-vis domestic
audiences (Koenig-Archibugi 2004). Accordingly, wah bodies in the field of EU
foreign policy can be described as week interganemmtal institutions, created to help
national governments share information and reduaesaction costs. As such, these
institutions play a key role in mediating and faating intergovernmental
communication, but are not required for other psgsoan thus are sidelined as soon as
their contribution in this regard is not necessary.

These approaches, all based on rational choice mgdguns, provide a
sophisticated explanation of European cooperatiathé field of foreign policy and are
able to explain its specific features vis-a-visestBU policy domains. Nevertheless, they
present some shortcomings. First, the need to soleedination problems alone does not
explain all EU foreign policy institutional instrients. The creation of a Policy Unit,
initially meant to act as a European think-tanke@ly of Amsterdam), for example,
suggests that Member States were ready to dele¢gmtenstitution additional tasks
beyond simple information sharing. Similarly, badend institutions created in the field
of security and defence play a much more proactle than the resolution of
coordination problems. Second, the assumption thatEU foreign policy only
coordination and no collaboration problems existnse too simplistic. Indeed, this
assumption discounts the importance of specifitsttdwat have always characterised EU
foreign policy. The launch of sanctions againstdidgountries, for example, was one of
the first tools at disposal of the European Commmesin this field; more recently, the
creation of defence and security capabilities feine one of the driving forces of EU
foreign policy cooperation and yet, these actigiti® not seem to rise only coordination
problems. In general, by stressing the importarfceformation asymmetries, rational
choice scholars have tended to discount the digitoibal effects that delegation has in

every field (Kassim and Menon 2003). For theseaessin order to account for EU
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foreign policy cooperation, scholars working witlmational choice institutionalism have

recently started looking for alternative explanasio

Principal-agent approaches

In opposition to liberal intergovernmentalism amdorder to address its shortcomings,
scholars have recently conceded that, even inidlek df foreign policy, EU institutions
have at times a greater degree of autonomy thamrcéim@eded by existing rational choice
approaches. In order to explain this autonomy, sohtkese scholars have applied to the
study of EU institutions principal-agent models eleped in the literature on the US
legislature (Tallberg 2006; Kassim and Menon 2008jlack 1997). In line with
rationalist assumptions, the principal-agent apgnoposits that the principal—in this
case Member States—delegate agents—in this casen&ifiutions—key tasks to
enhance their expected utility. In contradictiorthwiiberal intergovernmentalism, yet,
principal-agents scholars argue that the relatietwéen the principal and the agent is
inherently problematic, thus admitting a certaigrée of autonomy of the agent. In line
with hypothesis formulated about US institutionshaars who have applied this model
to EU institutions have argued that agents’ autonearies depending upon mechanisms
of ex-ante and ex-post control (monitoring and santg) by principals (Tallberg
2006).

Other scholars, moreover, have argued that theedegf agents’ autonomy
within the EU depends on negotiating skills, polingtworks, process or content-
expertise agents provide to policy processes. Afingly, these resources, rather than
the lack of control, have been the driving factfmsthe acquisition of agenda setting
powers by the Commission in some policy field (Rok 1997).

More specifically, scholars who have applied tlppraach to EU foreign policy
have argued that, in the CSFP and the CSDP, MeS8th&s delegated key competences
to the Council’s Secretariat rather than to the @ission due to the sensitivity of
foreign policy issues (Dijkstra 2010b, 2009). Indaidn, these scholar have attributed

the agenda-setting and policy implementation powedgiired by the Council Secretariat
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in EU foreign policy to the added value it coulebyide in terms of content or process
expertise and visibility (Karlas 2005; Dijkstra B)®010b). Indeed, while the HR was
asked to complement and support the action of tesidRncy when the latter was hold
by a small Member State, it was rather marginalisadn the Presidency was hold by a
big Member State having adequate resources omwitgDijkstra 2010a).

The new arguments developed by principal-agentlach have certainly
enhanced rational choice claims, and help explagent institutional developments in
the field of EU foreign policy. It is evident, f@xample, that the HR has enhanced the
visibility of EU foreign policy and provided to #xpertise that national diplomats or
institutions could not offer. It cannot be denigdpreover, that EU foreign policy
benefited from the negotiating skills, policy netk® and policy expertise of HR
Solana. Powers delegated to the HR, however, havalways been associated to the
level of expertise or visibility this institutioroald provide. There is no reason to believe,
for example, that the visibility and expertise ttla¢ HR could have offered in dealing
with the 2003 Iraq crisis would have been any d#ifé from those provided in the
negotiation with Iran, began shortly after. Howewuérs did not prevent Member States
from giving it a very different role with regardethwo policy dossiers. The necessity to
provide visibility and expertise alone, therefarannot explain observed variations in the
role of the HR in the foreign policy domain.

Even though formulating powerful prepositions abdat) institutions, in
conclusion, rational choice institutionalism hasdesh up depicting governments as
members of a market, seeking to maximize short tesaterial utility, thus attributing
them always predictable behaviours. In addition, dttributing political choices to
asymmetries of information or to exogenous chargggnd actors’ control, rational
choice scholars have overlooked the political psees that lie behind most international
agreements. For these reasons, they have beentlyecdticized by an increasing
number of scholars.
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Comparative politics: the challenge to intergovernmentalism

Starting from the early 1990s, following the praggi@e evolution of the European
Political Cooperation and, most importantly, itsegration into the Community’s
institutional framework (Maastricht Treaty, 1993)number of scholars have challenged
the definition of the EU as an intergovernmentajamization by using the tools of
comparative politics (Hix 1994).

In opposition to intergovernmentalism, Hix (2008 example, conceived the
EU as a political system comparable to Europealomatates. According to Hix, the EU
displayed a combination of the fundamental elemeatsstituting these systems and, in
particular: a “stable and clearly-defined set ostitutions for collective decision-
making”; citizens and social groups seeking “toi@eh their political desires through the
political system”; “collective decisions having igrgficant impact on the distribution of
economic resources and the allocation of socialpotitical values”; and “a continuous
interaction between these political outputs, nemaleds on the system, new decisions
and so on”.

Following the works of Hix and other scholars (M#&01997) investigating the
nature of the EU political system, since the 198€lsolars on EU foreign policy have
started adopting the tools of comparative polidesl foreign policy analysis. These
scholars have rejected the interpretation of Elifpr policy as an intergovernmental
regime proposed by rational choice institutionalidh opposition to the works of Hix
and other scholars who had focused on economigratien, moreover, they have
recognised that, because of the strong decentiahsaf powers in this policy field, EU
foreign policy cannot be assimilated to that ofestBuropean political systems. In order
to account for its exceptional features, therefdteese scholars have resorted to
innovative and ad hoc conceptualizations of EU ifprepolicy processes and
institutions™>

By looking specifically at the CFSP, for exampleal&ce (2000) has argued that

EU foreign policy cooperation presents a higheensity and coordination than in

% For a review of this literature see Carlsnaes 42@®d White (2004).
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international organizations and can be describedngsnsive transgovernmentalism’.
Under this mood, governments are prepared to cortirainselves to rather extensive
engagement and discipline. According to Wallace, ¢imergence of this mood in EU
foreign policy governance occurred since the 1998y suggest important systemic
changes within the integration process, where “aegas of sensitive public policy are
being assigned by EU member governments to colkectegimes, but using an
institutional format over which they retain consmlade control” (Wallace 2000).

Wallace’s criticism of traditional intergovernmeliden has been shared by a
number of scholars. Piana (2002), for example, labglled CFSP decision-making
processes as a ‘transgovernmental/transinstitdtispstem of governance, which could
be situated “between intergovernmentalism and sipi@nalism”. Piana has identified
the main features of this mode of governance irctimemitment of national governments
to reach consensual agreement, in the increasimgmpof the Council Secretariat—
especially due to the emerging political role ¢f #HiR—and in the increasing importance
of intergovernmental over supranational institusionSimilarly, Muller-Brandeck-
Boucquet (2002) has argued that CFSP decision-maikincharacterised by a “new
method of governance” whom emerging features arke tdomination of
intergovernmental (over supranational) institutioiie introduction of new elements of
shared sovereignty within traditional intergovermta¢ institutions (such as constructive
abstention); the increasing role of Brussels’ basaactionaries and diplomats in
formulating decisions; the slow introduction of supational elements (enhancement of
the role of the Commission and the European Pagln

Other scholars have detected additional trendsKEakeleire and MacNaughtan
developments in EU foreign policy “have not beemfoeed to the process of
‘Brusselization’, but extend also to the processafs ‘operationalization’ and
‘commonization™ (Keukeleire and MacNaughtan 2008). particular, following the
‘operationalization’ of the CSDP (achieved with taeinch of EU operations in third
countries), Member States delegated central intemonental institutions new
implementation powers. This transformation has tledjuestion “whether the central

actors of the CFSP/CSDP framework now play a rotelar to that of the Commission
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in the first pillar, that is identifying and ope@atalizing the common ‘European
interest” (Keukeleire and MacNaughtan 2008: 77).

While scholars mentioned so far have analysed Eé&ldgo policy mostly with the
tools of foreign policy analysis, other scholarsénased governance approaches and the
tools of policy network analysis. This evolutionsiallowed an analogous ‘governance
turn’ in EU studies (Kohler-Koch and Rittberger BpOwhich has led an increasing
number of scholars (Marks, Hooghe, and Blank 18@filer-Koch and Rittberger 2006)
to conceive th&U political system as a “stable set of public pangate actors who share
an interest in a particular issue area, who rolytimgeract with each other and who are
connected to each other through stable formal iafodrhal relations®.

Following this turn in EU studies, an increasingnmmer of scholars has argued
that rather than as a form of government—traditignentended as a single central
authority vertically imposing its power on dependentities—EU foreign policy has to
be described as a governance system (Webber2§Ga; Norheim-Martinsen 2008) or a
policy network (Krahmann 2003). The latter is toibtended as a public space where
multiple sources of power and multiple types ofoaxtcoexist. Accordingly, these
scholars have investigated European foreign pal&yhe actions of all “European states
and the multilateral organizations to which thelphg” (Krahmann 2003).

Although interesting for understanding the gené&ratures of EU foreign policy,
these works are of limited contribution for the poses of this research. Indeed, by
investigating EU foreign policy system, these stadhave not conceptualised the
specific role of single institutions (such as thR)Hin relation to that of others (the
Commission, the Presidency). In general, moreovby adopting ad hoc
conceptualizations of EU foreign policy, these sadcave not shed much light on the

connection between EU foreign policy and the irdégn process.

3 Atkinson and Coleman (1992) cited by Krahmannp@Q.7).
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EU institutions and socialization processes

Recently, a new literature has emerged on theablerms in EU foreign policy. This
literature has drawn on various works on normsnternational relations, ranging from
regime theory to sociological institutionalism. Bvéhough these works display a
significant variety, they will be treated here tthggr for their similar ontological
assumptions. Unlike rationalist approaches, indbeth regime theory and sociological
institutionalism posit that not only material, balso ideational factors may affect the
behaviour of political actors.

Scholars who have applied these approaches tontestigation of EU foreign
policy have aimed to expand the findings of ratloshoice institutionalism, by
explaining the unexpected levels of cooperationrgatin the 1990s and 2000s. Their
findings have pointed at the development, within Hidtitutions, of socialization
processes producing new norms and identities. ISddavever, only limited conclusions

have been drawn about the impact of these new nonnp®licy processes.
The role of norms in IR: from regime theory to sociological institutionalism

The investigation of the connection between normd governance in international
politics is not recent. Already in the early 190@s German sociologist Max Weber
argued that the rise of capitalism is intimatelyagsated with the evolution of a Calvinist
religious doctrine (Weber 2009). In the field otamational relations, in between the
1960s and 1980s scholars of the English Schoolrebdethat international politics
display a surprisingly high level of order and peagven the situation of anarchy in
which states act. In order to explain this phenamethese scholars argued that order is
favoured by the spreading of a similar culture ahhtity (Wight 1977), or a common
“diplomatic culture” (Bull 1977), that is a systeshconventions and institutions that are
utilitarian rather than cultural or moral in chasxcand that have the goal to preserve
order between states (Burchill et al. 2005: 90).
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More recently, Krasner (1982) has conceived regiagea sum of norms, rules,
principles, and decision-making procedures. Inipadr, principles and norms provide
the basic defining characteristics of regimes: etiogly, changes in rules and
procedures produce changes within the regime, witidenges in norms and principles
lead to changes of regimes. Once created, Krassealdgued, regimes so conceived take
a life on their own and may have an independenacnpn outcomes and behaviours or
may alter power and interests of international @cttn particular, Krasner has posited
that norms and principles constituting internatiaegimes could be treated as either as
an intervening (Table 1) or an independent varighbigble 2) in the investigation of
policy outcomes. By applying a similar approachegimes for trade and money, Gerard
Ruggie (1982) has argued that international regianesnade of power relations as well
as of ideas and beliefs that define their legitensdcial purpose. Accordingly, change
may occur following a change in power relations@hange in ideas and beliefs.

While scholars like Krasner and Ruggie have ingas#id the role of norms in the
international system in general, since the 1990sraicholars have started looking at the
emergence of socialization processes at the mi@weel,l within international
organizations (Finnemore 1996c¢). Their works hasenibased on Weber’s investigation
of modern bureaucracies and on Allison’s model wkbucratic politics. By adopting a
sociological approach, Weber (1947) stressed ttyanizational culture and processes of
socialization shape the way bureaucrats see th&lvamd perceive the problems they
face. In other words, bureaucratic rules shapevies, understanding, identity, and
practices of the bureaucracy and consequently eléfie bureaucratic culture (Barnett
and Finnemore 2004b: 19). The latter, in turn, gnibes behaviour for actors both inside
and outside the organization and becomes consgtofithe identity of the organization.

By applying these assumptions to the analysis@ftban missile crisis, Allison
(1969; 1971) applied Weber's assumptions to forepgiticy analysis. This scholar
contested the idea that happenings in internaticiations are the result of “purposive
acts of unified national governments”, criticisitige conceptualization of governments

and institutions as coherent and unified
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regimes

Related
behaviour and
outcomes

Basic causal
variables
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Table 1. (Krasner 1982)

Related
behaviour and
outcomes

Basic causal International

variables regimes

Table 2. (Krasner, 1982)

actors. In opposition to these assumptions, heearghat “large acts are the
consequences of innumerable and often conflictimgller actions by individuals at
various levels of bureaucratic organizations”. didiion, this scholar hypothesised that,
within organizations, individuals behave accordingorocesses and criteria which they
have routinely learned and applied. These standpstating procedures become the

“lenses” and “the paradigm” through which they iptet the external world. Starting
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from these observations, Allison proposed an adtigre to the prevailing rationalist
approach to decision-making which he labelled ‘aizational process mode¥’.

The works of Allison and Weber had a major influenen the subsequent
literature on international relations. In oppositito rational choice institutionalism,
scholars drawing on the works of Allison and Wethave refused the definition of states
as rational players and conceptualise them assautibh socially constructed identities
and preferences® In line with the works of Max and Weber, contermagrsociological
institutionalists have treated international ingidns as social environments (Johnston
2001) where socialization occurs at given condgidgkccordingly, they have posited that
“[social] rules can shape how bureaucrats see thiel @od perceive the problems they
face” and that, vice versa, bureaucrats “use theées to help create or constitute the
social world and tend to so do in ways that malkewbrld amenable to intervention by
bureaucrats themselves” (Barnett and Finnemore £2008). Socialization, in other
worlds, is able to influence decisions not only@hgoals but also about the strategies to
be pursued.

By pointing at the role of norms, and not only hatt of material interests in
international politics, regime theory and sociotagi institutionalism have had a

significant impact on EU studies, including on titerature on EU foreign policy

37 vet, Allison acknowledged that not all choicesanforganization can be attributed to the systematic
application of standard operating procedures. Rtmrassumption that organizations are composed of
different subunits, he also argued that politicadigdions are the result of a bargaining procesmtal
regularized channels among players positioned fuleieally” within the organization. (Allison 1969:
707). Allison labeled this second logic of behavlw ‘bureaucratic politics model’. The implicatgaf
this model are closer to the rational choice versibnew-institutionalism as, while positing that
organizational actors may have autonomous prefeggiicalso defines them in mainly rationalist term
(Hall and Taylor 1996; March and Olsen 1984).

38 this regard, the work of sociological institutadists is in line with new-institutionalism astieats
international institutions not only as structuref klso as actors with an autonomous impact orcyoli
making (Hall and Taylor 1996).

39 For a review see Welch (1992). On EU studies:, tlia(2009), Dijkstra (2009), Rhinard and Boin
(2007), Stacey (2005), Christiansen (2001), Piaoax).
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Norms, socialization, and EU foreign policy

Both, regime theory and sociological institutiosali have had a significant impact on
EU studies. Scholars applying these approachesheo irivestigation of European
integration have investigated how norms, rules, idedtities produced within common
institutions affect policy decisions and policy pesses (Tonra 2003; Christiansen,
Jargensen, and Wiener 2001). Scholars adoptinglsgaal institutionalis, moreover,
have depicted the EU as an ambiguous institutitaahework, where different norms
exist. This ambiguity is mainly associated to theexistence of supranational and
intergovernmental interests and identities.

Laffan (2004), for example, has argued that reptasees of Members States
sitting in the Council respond to different roledaidentity configurations: they act “as
representatives of a member government or constijuehile, at the same time, having
responsibility to the Union as a whole”. While dmetone hand they must represent
national interests, on the other hand they haveatsieto reach common agreements. Far
from implying the substitution of the national idiéy with a supranational one, this
process implies the coexistence of two differerdgnidies or what has been called
‘double hatting’.

Similarly, Lewis has argued that the Council candescribed as a Janus face
institution which, like the Roman God Janus, loekghe same time into two different
directions: Brussels and national capitals (Lewd®3 2005, 2008). According to his
analysis, Representatives of Members States sittir@@uncil of Ministers can behave
according to different logics: they can adopt atsigic behaviour, following the logic of
consequentiality, or respond to specific rules tmwed in their circle according to the
logic of appropriateness (Lewis 2008)In particular, the process of socialization
occurring within the EU leads governments to semlsensual agreements. This process,
together with the growing importance of informallipcs, is the key to understand the

increasing role of the Council of Ministers in EUlipy-making.

“0 For other arguments about the intergovernmental supranational nature of the EU Council of
Ministers see Beyers and Dierickx (1998), and Akenp (2009).
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Students of EU foreign policy have formulated samibbservations. Studies on
the PSC (the Council’'s preparatory body in the QF&® example, have highlighted
that “informal norms and rules play an importaretand that “interaction can make a
difference both to the representatives themselndst@ the actual substance of national
foreign and security policies” (Juncos and Reyn@@a87: 147)* Accordingly, scholars
have detected the emergence of coordination reflexeoperative bargaining and
general commitment to reach consensual agreematiisithe PSC that can not be
explained by rational choice institutionalism (Josiand Reynolds 2007; Lewis 2003,
2005, 2008).

Finally, the coexistence of different norms andtu@ within the Council of
Ministers has been confirmed by scholars invesigaEU bureaucracies. Christiansen
and Vanhoonacker (2008), for example, have arghatdivil servants working within
this body have developed a precise administrativbui®@; the entrance into this
institution of a high number of national diplomafger the establishment of the office of
the HR and the launch of the Saint Malo processegered this prevailing culture by
injecting a significant component with strong natbidentities. Similarly, Juncos and
Pomorska (2010) have shown how EU officials andonat diplomats working in the
Council's Secretariat have developed different @gtions of their role and the role of
their institution.

Even though highlighting the emergence of socitibraprocesses within EU
institutions, the works mentioned so far have drawafty limited conclusions on the
impact of these processes on EU policy-makings hat clear, in particular, what is the
impact of the perceptions of the Council’'s Secratacivil servants (Juncos and
Pomorska 2010) on this institution’s interventionpiolicy processes. Similarly, it is not
clear if and how ‘coordination reflexes’ existingtlwn the Council of Ministers affect
policy decisions. In order to fill this gap, othecholars have integrated sociological
institutionalism with regime theory and rationabate institutionalism.

By applying rational choice and sociological ingiibnalism to an historical
analysis of EU foreign policy cooperation, for exge; Smith (2004) has concluded that

“1 See also Duke and Vanhoonacker (2006), and M&g&e).
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international cooperation has contributed to sHapanstitutions in three ways: through
a functional logic, that is by showing that actaran enhance their utility by
institutionalising their cooperation; through ailogf appropriateness, or by developing
new norms of appropriate behaviour; through a $iaet#on logic, that is by spreading
these norms among all members (Smith 2004: 33,. 24dgording to Smith, in other
words, EU foreign policy processes are the reduttxogenous policy preferences of the
Member States, as transformed by institutionaltypeocesses of socialization.

Other scholars have looked more specifically at ith@act of socialization
processes on the role of single institutions. Byking at the political dynamics within
the Council, for example, Lewis (2003) has conctudeat, through to the use of
informal politics, intergovernmental institutionsave developed what he calls a
‘transgovernmental mood of governance’, produced ibjormal politics and
socialization processes (which lead governmentssdek consensual agreements).
According to Lewis, this mood is responsible of teenpowerment of central
intergovernmental actors (the Presidency, the Gbsirfecretariat) vis-a-vis Member
States.

Some scholars, by contrast, have argued that nigt swtialization processes
matter, but also the precise content of norms tichvlctors get socialized. By looking at
EU foreign and interior policies, for example, &et(2004; 2007) has argued that the
power of executive central actors—the Commissiod #re Council Secretariat—is
increasing to the detriment of the legislative guadiciary branches. In his analysis,
Stetter has attributed this development to thetgluf executive institutions to exploit to
their favour the allocation function of these p@g; which relates to the designation of
an inside and an outside, or to the definition bf&selfandother.

These works certainly represent some of the mastviative products of the
recent literature on EU foreign policy. In fact, & most of them have focused on
socialization processes occurring within a singigtitution (the Council), disregarding
the broader organization (the EU). In addition,yofdw scholars have looked at the
content of norms, to investigate if the impact otialization processes varies also

depending on the norm to which institutional acigpes socialized. Yet, by revealing the
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emergence of socialization processes within EUitutgins, these works have drawn
attention on the role of ideational factors, whiohy provide new explanations also to
variations in policy processes. With regard to ltie, for example, one may argue that,
given the ambiguous job description of this insittn, Member States limited its role

where national interests and identities prevaidad] asked it to represent, identify, and
operationalize the common “European interest” (Katelke and MacNaughtan 2008: 77)
where a supranational shared identity existed. ,Thtigimes the HR played the role
negotiator, in line with its duty “to give assistanto the Council with the preparation,
formulation and implementation of foreign policyct@ons” (Treaty of Amsterdam), and

at times it played a more proactive role.

Conclusion

Scholars drawing on rational choice institutionalifave been traditionally sceptical
about the possibility of European foreign policyoperation. Accordingly, they have
failed to explain the unexpected raise in coopenain this field occurred in the 1990s,
and intensified after the Kosovo war. Even thougiotars working within this
framework have addressed this shortcoming by fcatmg new hypotheses, the latter
cannot account for the inconsistent involvemernthefHR in foreign policy-making.
Scholars drawing on the literature on comparatieétips, by contrast, have
posited that common institutions, not only Membéat&, can have an autonomous
foreign policy role. In order to highlight the pdewnity of EU foreign policy, these
scholars have mainly described it asuss generigolicy. Although providing detailed
accounts of foreign policy processes, these conaépations have not helped
understand the connection between EU foreign palmy integration process, nor have
they shed light on factors that affect the rolsiafle institutions such as the HR.
Recently, a new body of literature investigating thle of norms and ideas in EU
foreign policy has emerged. This literature haslgipted the slow emergence of shared
norms concerning EU foreign and security policiEise findings of this literature seem

particularly relevant for this research. The amitigin the role of the HR which cannot
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be explained by existing principal-agents approachmleed, might be explained by the
role of norms and culture. Accordingly, as we v@dle in the following Chapter, this
research investigates how changing norms and pevosgproduce variations in policy

processes which cannot be accounted for by ratw@te approaches.
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CHAPTER 3

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Existing conceptualizations of the EU as an inteegomental organization or a political
system similar to European nation-states have geavipowerful explanations to the
emergence of EU common institutions. In differeiatys; however, they have both failed
to account for the role the HR, which is not typiaaf the secretary of an
intergovernmental organization, nor of a natiomaéfign minister.

Accordingly, in order to account for the ambiguiof EU foreign policy
institutional system, this research conceptualisesEU as a compound political system
(Fabbrini 2007), characterised by the coexisterfdsvo principles of legitimacy based
respectively on European peoples (representeckiftinopean Parliament) and Member
States (represented by national institutions andhe central level, by the Council of
Ministers). This double source of legitimacy igte origin not only of a vertical division
of powers, between the centre and the periphdike in federal systemsbut also of a
horizontal division of competences between ceritargovernmental (the Council) and
supranational (the European Parliament) bodies.cbkgistence of this double principle
of legitimacy at the supranational level, in partae, differentiates the EU from other
intergovernmental organisations and national Ewaogmlitical systems (where usually
one or the other principle prevails). Accordinghgs a compound polity, the EU is
characterised by a fundamental ambiguity as poelations (in different policy areas) as
well as identity configurations (in different pofiadossiers) may vary depending on
which principle of legitimacy prevails. It is thascillation that allowed the HR to play an
ambiguous role in different policy dossiers.

In particular, this research posits that the HRglaged at times the role of policy
entrepreneur, similar to that of the Commissiomnanous areas of economic integration,

and at times a more limited role of mediator orrm@ntrepreneur. Drawing on Roberts
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and King (1991), this research defines policy emrreurs as political actors which
intervene in all phases of policy-making—creatia®sign, and implementation—in
opposition to mediators, norm entrepreneurs, oicpohanagers that only intervene in
one or two of them.

Starting from the conceptualizations of the EU ampgound polity, and of the
HR as (potential) policy entrepreneur, this redeanvestigates under what conditions
supranational vs intergovernmental dynamics predai EU foreign policy, thus letting
the HR play the role of policy entrepreneur by fiog on the content of norms
developed within the EU security community. Eveaugh revealing the coexistence of
‘national’ and ‘European’ identity configurationsi icommon institutions, so far
sociological institutionalism has not clarified wheone or the other identity
configuration prevails. Studies drawing on this r@agh, moreover, have only focused
on socialisation processes taking place at theadetel, particularly (with regard to the
CFSP and the CSDP) among representatives of nhtgmeernments sitting in the
Council of Ministers. By contrast, in order to urgtand how the HR could play the role
of policy entrepreneur in some policy dossiers, aog it could not in others, this
research looks at norms concerning the definitioexternal threats and the best way to
deal with them emerged not only within Brusselseldasodies, but also at the national
level. Accordingly, this research asks to what eixten the context of institutional
ambiguity provided by the EU, the emergence ofaxresh culture within the EU security
community has been a necessary condition for the téiRplay the role of policy
entrepreneur. By drawing on Meyer (2006; 2005)usgc culture is defined as the
socially transmitted norms shared among a majaityactors within the EU security

community, which help shape its options for thespitrof security.

The EU institutional structure: neither a state nor an
intergovernmental organization

As explained in the previous Chapter, since theD$36e slow path of integration in the
foreign policy domain has provided justificatiorr fthe predominance in this field of
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intergovernmentalist positions (Hoffmann 1966)ppposed to neo-functionalist theories
dominating the debate on economic integration (H&4858). It was only starting from
the 1990s that a number of scholars contested #fmittbn of the EU as an
intergovernmental organization, and started com@ising it as a single polity (Hix
2005; Majone 1997). Despite their strength in exyg important features of the EU
institutional system, such as the significant em@oment of central institutions in
market integration, these studies partially faitedgive an adequate explanation to the
peculiar institutional structure of EU foreign pmyli

In order to overcome the shortcoming of these aggires, this work
conceptualises the EU ascampound polity(Fabbrini 2007; Fabbrini and Sicurelli
2004). This conceptualization permits to accoumttfe specific features of the EU
system already highlighted by other approacheslevdtithe same time accounting for
the special features of EU foreign policy-making. os¥1 importantly, this
conceptualisation permits to account for how it vpassible for the HR to oscillate
between different roles in different policy dossier

The conceptualization of the EU as a compound ypadrresponds to four
fundamental assumptions. First, in line with cutrmmparative politics approaches, this
study conceptualises the EU as a single politigalesn. Thus, in line with comparative
politics literature, it contests the definitiontble EU as a system of independent regimes
offered by intergovernmentalism. This means that jadlicy processes and political
decisions taken in one policy field are not indefsrt from the one of other policy
fields, and that the role central or national sibns are recognised in a given policy
area has an impact on identity configurations imeotareas. This means, for example,
that, the prevalence of common (vs national) irstisrén one policy area (for example
market integration) may have an impact on polioycpsses also in other policy areas
(such as foreign policy), as policy processes ia different areas do not work as
separated regimes.

Second, in line with governance approaches, by equnealising the EU as a
compound polity, this study views it as an inhdseranti-hierarchical and anti-

hegemonic institutional order. While governancerapphes consider the participation of
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any kind of actor (including private actors ancemfational organizations) in European
foreign policy-making, however, the compound polagproach focus on the role of
specific bodies and political actors and, in paitc, on the role of public national and
supranational bodies. This in line with the focdsttos research, which concerns the
policy processes involving the HR.

Third, along with comparative federalism and maltél network analysis, this
work views the EU as a political system characteriby the vertical separation of
powers and competences between a centre (supradatodies) and a periphery
(national institutions). This separation of powdesives from the fact that the EU, like
any federation or confederation, reflects the urvbrdifferent units (Member States).
Accordingly, as opposed to mono-centric Europeaatest the EU is based on a
fragmented or polycentric concept of sovereignigh@stini 2007). In the field of foreign
policy, this polycentric notion of sovereignty isflected by the co-participation of
national and supranational bodies in the definitadrpolitical choices. While in some
areas, such as trade or development cooperatiotrat®odies perform major tasks, in
the field of high foreign politics issues (suchths CSDP and the CFSP) central bodies
have a weaker role.

Last but not least, this research posits that,iwittie EU, the vertical division of
competences is supplemented by a horizontal separatf competences at the
supranational level. Unlike in most European parBatary democracies, where the
legislative and the executive are legitimised tiglothe same parliamentary majorify,
the EU legislative, executive, and judicial compets are split among different bodies
on the basis of different principles of legitimaGyhile, on the one hand, the role and
competences of the European Parliament are legéonon the basis of the need to
protect common supranational interests, the poardsrole of the Council reflect the

need to represent and protect national interesis.stronger or weaker empowerment of

2 Formally, in most European parliamentary demoesatggislative power belongs to parliament while
the executive power belongs to the government. &ein parliamentary systems the two bodies draiv th
legitimacy from the same source, de facto theyfased in the hand of a single majority.

*3The European Parliament draws its legitimacy fthenEuropean people which represent its electorate;
the Council of Ministers draws its legitimacy frarational governments.
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these bodies in different policy areas depend orclwlinterest enjoys the greater
legitimacy. This aspect of the conceptualizatiothef EU as a compound polity permits
to account for the peculiarities of foreign policyoperation in the context of European
integration. The oscillation between centralisatemd decentralisation, and between
different sources of power and legitimacy, indeisdpne of the basic features of this
system. Accordingly, while for example in marketegration supranational interests
enjoy greater legitimacy, and supranational bodig® European Parliament, the
Commission) have greater powers (such as in themmommarket), in other policy areas
such as foreign policy intergovernmental interéatsl institutions) prevail.

Similarly, the conceptualisation of the EU as a poond polity permits to
account for the ambiguity of EU policy processes isingle policy area, such as in the
case of the HR. As shown by sociological institaéitism, indeed, the existence within
the EU political system of different sources of gowirawing their legitimacy from the
European peoples and Member States respectivelgrgfes ambiguous normative
frameworks. Accordingly, even though in the fieldfareign policy EU Treaties clearly
privilege intergovernmental vs supranational ingiiins, representative of Member
States sitting in the Council of Ministers at timdsfend ‘national’ interests, at times
respond to a common ‘supranational’ interest. Ithis oscillation that permits a single
body, like the HR, to assume an ambiguous roleifierédnt policy processes. When
supranational identity configurations emerge, tife id able to play a key role in EU
foreign policy, similar to that of the foreign m&teér of a national political system; by
contrast, when national identity configurationsvai€ the HR plays its statutory role of
mediator.

The purpose of this research is to investigate wdrem or the other dynamic
prevails. Before formulating hypotheses in thisareg the next section clarifies better

how the ambiguous role of the HR will be concepseal throughout this study.
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The role of the HR: conceptualization

In the common political discourse, the ambiguitigiag from the vague job description
of the HR was expressed by the dichotomy betweereducrats’ and ‘politiciang” The
existence of a clear distinction between the twesavas a postulate of the classical
literature on public administration.Accordingly, while bureaucrats are charged with th
implementation of policies, politicians are entith® formulate them. Yet, recent studies
on policy processes of democratic countries hageqat that, in most of them, the role of
bureaucrats and politicians cannot be neatly segdirand thus traditional assumptions
about the division of tasks between the two rokgetbeen contestéd.

In alternative to this conceptualization offered flige classical public
administration literature, international relatidierature has investigated the role of key
international institutions as mediators (Wall, taand Standifer 2001). In international
relations, mediation generally refers to the indemion of a third party—which is
considered neutral—to solve the conflict of two aegipg actors. At times the neutral
mediator may propose its own solutions, but mogheftimes it is simply conceived as
an actor transmitting and interpreting the proposdlthe principal parties (Wall, Stark,
and Standifer 2001). This definition is in line Wwitntergovernmentalist assumptions
about the role of EU institutions and, yet, it dows reflect recent findings about their
role in policy implementation and agenda settirgy, the conceptualisation of the EU as
a political system.

More recently, in order to investigate the roletlué executive heads of national
and international political systems, scholars hased the concept of leadership. This
concept was originally developed by scholars oéifpm policy analysis to investigate
elements affecting the role of politicians in dotiespolitics (Kaarbo 1997).
Subsequently, the use of this concept was extetaléte study of top ranking officials

of international organizations (Cox 1969; Scully03R A significant component of this

4 While some Member States wanted the HR havelitical role, other preferred it to be a high ranking
bureaucrat See Chaper 1.

5 See Wilson (1941), Goodnow (1900: 92-93), and ku(1937: 10), cited by Colin Campbell (1988).
“% Claire (1934), cited by Colin Campbell (1988).
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literature is currently dedicated to the role ofgpmal determinants of leadership and to
personal characteristics that render an individudéader. By contrast, this research
focuses on structural rather than personal detamsnof the role of the HR. Solana was
certainly a strong character and left a signifidamprint on the institution which he has
occupied for ten years. Yet, his personality do&spmovide an adequate explanation for
the variance observed in his involvement in difféngolicy dossiers.

Lately, scholars on international relations haveestigated the role of key
international actors as norm entrepreneurs, orethagents having strong notions about
appropriate or desirable behaviour in their comnyinhable to mobilize the support of
this community for particular standards of appragmess (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998;
Finnemore 1996c¢). By focusing on the CSDP, for eplanKurowska (2009; Kurowska
and Pawlak 2009) has shown that, by arguing thaproved military capabilities are
consistent with Europe’s growing role in the worltiR Solana played a significant role
in shaping EU political discourse in favour of amnilitarised’ version of EU foreign
policy, increasingly relying on Council resourceglapposed to the ‘civilian’ version
supported by the Commission. The definition of noemtrepreneur, however, only
partially grasps the role played by the HR in vasipolicy dossiers. Indeed, in line with
the perceptions of diplomats and civil servantskivay within the Council’'s Secretariat
(Juncos and Pomorska 2010), scholars attributesladte to the HR not only in setting
the general political debate, but also in fostepoticy proposal, more similar to that of
policy initiator or agenda setter played by the @ussion under the first pillar
(Keukeleire and MacNaughtan 2008; Piana 2002; Buadadleuilly 2002).

For this reason, in order to conceptualise the paged by the HR in EU foreign
policy, this research looks at the conceptualirataf the role of the European
Commission under EU first pillar. As already meng&d in Chapter 1, the powers of the
Commission in EU first pillar go well beyond thoseder the second pillar. In EU first
pillar, the Commission detains an exclusive rigltiratiative and has fundamental
implementation tasks. As shown by the literaturereaver, over the time the European
Commission has been able to exploit these tasksrtioer erode the power of Member

States and to extend its intervention to all phasgmlicy-making. Evidence has been
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found in policy fields as diverse as research aadelbpment, telecommunications,
environmental policy, regional policy, social pgliand education (Cram 1994; Hooghe
1994; Wallace, Wallace, and Pollack 2005). For tresson, by challenging the
traditional assumptions of intergovernmentalismnynacholars have conceptualised the
role of the European Commission in the Communitilapias that of a policy
entrepreneur. Yet, scholars have provided differdafinitions of what a policy
entrepreneur is (Laffan 1997: 423).

Divergences on this issue originate in the liter@tan public policy analysis.
Scholars working in this field, indeed, have natrfd a common agreement on criteria
defining policy entrepreneurship. Some have foduse political discourse and have
argued that policy entrepreneurs specialize in tiff@mg problems and finding
solutions?’ Others have investigated resource commitmentshamd argued that policy
entrepreneur are individuals "willing to investithesources in return for future policies
they favour” (Kingdon 1984: 214).

In light of the goals of this study, this reseaedopts an adapted version of the
conceptualization of policy entrepreneurs provideyl Roberts and King (1991).
Following Schumpete!? Roberts and King define public entrepreneurship &srocess
of introducing innovation to public sector practicén their analysis, innovation is
translated into policy practice through a procested by the following stages:

» Creation: when the creating idea develops and ezserg

» Design: when the innovative idea evolves into anfar statement or a policy
proposal

« Implementatioff’

Even though Roberts and King (1991) have talkediapablic entrepreneurship,
their definition can be applied to policy entregrarship in general (and indeed the two

authors have used the two terms interchangeablggoringly, this research defines

“" Polsby (1984: 71) cited by Roberts and King (1991)

“85chumpether (1939), cited by Roberts and King {1949).

9 Roberts and King (1991) identify also a fourth gdranstitutionalisation, that is when the innowvati
idea becomes institutionalised to the point that itot considered any more an innovative ideas Pphiase
is not addressed in this study as, given the ldriitde range analysed by it, it could not be cogere
exhaustively.
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policy entrepreneurs as those individuals who padie in all three stages of policy
entrepreneurship: they develop a new idea, tramglaito a more formal statement (such
as a proposal, bill, or law), and then help tramsfd into public practice. With reference
to the latter, in particular, it is important totioe that by referring to the ability to

introduce innovation in the implementation phadas tstudy means the ability to

transform policy proposals into policies of the EU.

The definition provided by Roberts and King candasily applied to policy-
making within the EU and it is particularly suitelfor the purposes of this research for
its ability to distinguish the role of policy enpreneur from that of other actors. First,
policy entrepreneurs are distinguished from nortnegmeneurs, who, in the literature on
international norms, are regarded as those indalgdor organizations which propose
innovative ideas, regardless of their involvement the policy-making process
(Finnemore and Sikkink 2001, 1998). Accordinglyrmcentrepreneurs participate in the
first stage of the process identified above. Byt@st, policy entrepreneurs participate in
all of them, also designing and translating ide&s concrete policy proposals.

In addition, following the conceptualization of Rwls and King, policy
entrepreneurs are distinguished from policy margadake policy entrepreneurs, policy
managers take part in the implementation of pdiciket, unlike policy entrepreneurs,
they do not utilise their implementation powersttend their influence to other phases
of policy-making. As already seen, according tdoral choice institutionalists EU
Member States entrusted the European Commissidnpeiicy management under the
first pillar while they gave it to the office oféhHR under the second (Dijkstra 2008).
Accordingly, a key issue of this research is toarsthnd under what conditions the HR,
like the Commission in the first pillar, was abtetake advantage of its implementation
powers to extend its role to other phases of petiaking.

Finally, by drawing on the definition of Robertsdaiing it is possible to
distinguish policy entrepreneurship from the maediatand assistance activities
traditionally provided by the Secretariat of theu@oil of Ministers. Given that EU
foreign policy is based on decisions taken coletyi by all Member States, this role

acquires a greater importance than within natiatest With reference to this particular
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research, in addition, this distinction acquiregngicant importance as the Amsterdam
Treaty entitled the HR to give assistance to thesidency in the formulation and

implementation of foreign policy decisions. The stdency, in turn, is a facilitator of

decisions among Member States. Following the cdnedipation proposed by Roberts
and King, this study posits that while norm entesy@urs intervene in the launch of new
ideas and policy manager in the implementatiorhefrt, mediators intervene only in the
intermediate phase as they assist policy-maketramsforming general ideas into policy

proposals.

Research question

This research investigates the observed ambiguitlga role of the HR by relying on the
conceptualization of the EU as a compound politsgatem. It is this compoundness, and
the existence, at the supranational level, of aodig identity configurations that
permitted the HR to play an inconsistent role iffedent policy dossiers. In order to
understand under what conditions, in this contéxhstitutional ambiguity, the HR was
let play the key role of policy entrepreneur, antew the prevalence of ‘national’
identity configurations constrained its role tottb&mediator, this research looks at the
content of norms and ideational factors concerrsagurity emerged within the EU
security community. In particular, by drawing oretliterature on EU security culture,
this research asks the following question:

RQ: To what extent, in a context of institutionadkaguity, has the existence of a shared
EU security culture been a condition for the HRplay the role of policy entrepreneur?

By asking this research question, this study awnsrderstand if the emergence
of a shared culture concerning security within Bt security community has been a pre-
condition for the prevalence, in EU foreign polieyaking, of supranational over
intergovernmental dynamics and, thus, for the enggsowent of the HR. Similarly, this
guestion permits to investigate to what extent aemimited involvement of the HR in

different phases of policy-making has been asseti&h a lack of shared perceptions
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about security and the external world. The hypathesgich is at the origin of this
guestion is that the existence, within the EU, ohwerging norms and perceptions
regarding external threats, and the best way td wéh them generated a sense of
common belonging among political actors involvedEld policy processes. In turn, this
sense of general belonging constituted a positma&text which led supranational vs
national identity configurations prevail, thus péting the HR to play the role of policy

entrepreneur.

Security culture

The literature on security and culture emergedh@ 1970s to explain the different
attitudes of great powers towards nuclear prolifera Since then, scholars have applied
the concept of culture to the investigation of adaler number of issues relating not only
to nuclear policies, but to security and defenckcgs more generally. Although these
studies have long remained stato-centric, recemthew literature has emerged which
investigates EU security culture. So far, thisréitare has focused on two main research
guestions: whether a shared EU security culturstg&xand to what extent it is different
from that of other international actors, such asWs. This research aims to extend this
literature by focusing on the relation between sgcweulture and policy processes. By
drawing on Meyer (2005; 2006), it defines secudtyture as the socially transmitted
norms which are shared among a majority of actatisinvthe EU security community,

and help shape its options for the pursuit of sgcur

Security culture: the origin of a research programme

Traditionally, scholars investigating states’ fgmeiand security policies have privileged
explanations based on military power or the maxatmg of economic interests. Yet, as
early as the 1970s, a group of scholars investigatiS and USSR nuclear policies

started contesting this focus by drawing attentanvalues and norms diffused in the
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security community of a given country. These scawlargued that the difference
between US and USSR attitudes towards nuclearf@ration during the Cold War could
be attributed to the two countries’ different sgyler strategic cultures (Gray 1981,
1986). According to Snyder—the initiator of thiselature—strategic culture was “the
sum total of ideals, conditional emotional respensend patterns of habitual behaviour
that members of the national strategic communityehacquired through instruction or
imitation and share with each other with regarfhteclear] strategy” (Snyder 1977).

After a period of neglect, in the 1990s, along vathenewed interest for the role
of norms and culture in international relations ¢Ckel 2006; Wendt 2003; Risse 2002;
Ruggie 1998; Katzenstein 1996b; Wendt 1992) a newmof scholars has revitalised
this approach and extended it not only to the iigagon of nuclear strategies, but also
to the investigation of the use of force (Johnsi885; Gray 1999; Poore 2003; Glenn,
Howlett, and Poore 2004; Poore 2004) and of sacpnticies in general (Katzenstein
1996b, 1996b; Kirchner and Sperling 2010; Kirch?@t0)>°

Unlike scholars on international regimes and sogiglal institutionalism, who
have focused on what Katzenstein calls the ‘cuHmstitutional context’ affecting
states’ foreign and security policies, scholarsseaurity culture look also at the role of
‘collective identity’ (Katzenstein 1996b: 17). Inher words, while international regimes
scholars have considered the impact of ideaticazbfs on states’ behaviour as limited
to those norms emerging from the internationalesysthat get crystallised and assume a
value on their own, security culture scholars haansidered states as socially
constructed actors, with a history and identity toéir own that emerge from the
interaction of different social environments, natyointernational, but also domestic.

Most scholars investigating security culture hawmoeived it as shaped by
formative experiences and able to alter, eithedd@mentally or piecemeal, at critical
junctures (Longhurst 2000: 200). Accordingly, sehsl have investigated the
determinants of states’ security cultures by logkat the evolving perceptions and
beliefs of those domestic actors more closely wmeolin decisions-making processes

concerning foreign and security policy.

*0 Reviews of this literature are offered by Desc®9@), Lantis (2002), and Farrel (2002).
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In most cases security culture studies have ainoeexplain states’ policy
preferences. Recently, however, some scholars loaked at security cultures in order
to explain states’ preferences over policy procesk&chner and Sperling (2010), in
particular, have analysed the impact of nationaligty cultures on the attitude of states
towards security governance. The two authors havestigated if variations in state
structure (particularly between Westphalian andt-pésstphalian states) and national
security culture are able to affect states’ ategitbwards bilateral or multilateral security
cooperation. On the one hand, the two scholars heyeed that the distinction between
Westphalian and post-Westphalian states providseuatural explanation for variations
in state behaviour with respect to global (and aegl) governance (that is in the
inclination to cooperation at the two levels). O bther hand, they have argued that
variations in the security culture of national editexplain the patterns of behaviour
towards security policies, distinguished betweeticgs of prevention, protection,

assurance, and compellerice.

Security culture and the EU

In line with the literature on international retais just described, in 2000s scholars have
started investigating EU security culture. On time dand, interest for this subject has
been triggered by the institutional reforms laurtthéthin the EU after the 1998 S. Malo
Declaration. Scholars, in particular, have invested whether the creation of common
CSDP capabilities was pointing at the emergenamofmon perceptions about external
threats (Cornish and Edwards 2001). On the othed htae development of the research
programme on EU security culture has been a regptmnslivisions emerged in 2003
between the US and Europe about the military ietetion in Iragq, and to Kagan’'s
(2003) fortunate criticism of European choicesrdsponse to these divisions, scholars

have asked if different normative backgrounds in Me&mber States could hamper EU

*1 The two authors have also recognised that the awiables are not necessarily separated and thas'sta
structures have an impact on national securityicelland vice versa.
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foreign policy and to what extent EU security crdtus different from that of other
international powers?

So far, most scholars investigating EU securityturel have defined it as the
convergence of norms, perceptions, identities of Member State¥® This approach
finds its justification in the major role of intevgernmental institutions in EU foreign
policy. However, scholars working on EU securityltare have adopted different
definitions and used different methodologies toestigate it (Biava and Drent 2011;
Meyer 2005). Cornish and Edwards, for example, Hagased on the narrower concept
of strategic culture as “the institutional confiderand processes to manage and deploy
military force as part of the accepted range oitilgte and effective policy instruments
together with general recognition of EU’s legitigaas an international actor with
military capabilities” (Cornish and Edwards 2000n the basis of the analysis of EU
institutional developments, they have concluded tihe creation of common bodies and
institutions under the CSDP proves the emergenae a@fmmon perception of external
threats and of the way to deal with them (Cornisth Bdwards 2005, 2001). A similarly
narrow conceptualisation has been adopted by stttelars’* Similarly to Cornish and
Edwards, some have concluded that divergencesategic visions among EU Member
States are narrowing and that there is a progresdoctrinal convergence on rules
concerning the use of force in the internation&nar (Heisbourg 2000). Others have
expressed scepticism (Lindley-French 2002; HydedP2004; Rynning 2003).

In contrast to these work, other scholars have tediog@ broader definition of EU
security culture. Howorth (2002), for example, hasluded in his study ideational

factors concerning not only the use of force in thiernational arena, but also the

2 To a certain extent, the discussion about whata$aulture the EU is developing in the field etsirity
and defence overlaps with the debate about whab&orternational actor the EU is (Manners 2008¢di
2008b; Sjursen 2006; Zielonka 2011).

%3 For a notable exception see Biava (2011). By adngyt narrower approach than that of this studgy8i
has proposed to analyze EU strategic culture irCtBBP as the convergence ideational factors degdlop
1) at the operational level (EU missions and ojpematin third countries); 2) at the top-down ingiibnal
level (EU'’s institutions guidelines on the CSDP)aBthe bottom-up level (in the socialization Eeses
among governments’ representatives in Brussels).

** Rynning (2003), for example, has defined EU stiateulture as including perceptions about zero-sum
conflicts in the international arena and the wagdtve them. Unlike Cornish and Edwards, yet, Rggni
has relied on evidence coming from policy outputs ¢lecisions) as well as from political discourse
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preferredmodesof cooperation and the importance attributed émgatlantic relations.
This approach has led this scholar to positive kmmens about the existence of a
common EU *“strategic culture”. Similarly, Matlar2@06) has used the term strategic
culture to designate norms concerning not onlytamyi force, but also what he has
termed the ‘soft power use of hard power’. Follogvthis conceptualization, this scholar
has noted that the sensitive issue of developistgagegic culture for coercive diplomacy
and the concomitant use of force within the EU @¢ progressing. Yet, he has also
argued that a new post-national EU strategic cellisiremerging, which is based on the
concept of human security.

This much broader use of the term strategic culinr&U studies reflects an
analogous trend in the literature on security amdteygyic studies (Katzenstein 1996b,
1996b; Kirchner and Sperling 2010; Kirchner 201@).light of the evolution of the
concept of security and of principles inspiring tiee of force in the international arena,
scholars working in these fields increasingly refersecurity rather thanstrategic
culture. So far, however, this term has rarely besed to investigate the emergence of
common beliefs concerning security within the BU.

In conclusion, from a general survey of the literaton EU security culture, it
emerges that the existence of a shared EU seaulityre has been measured as the
convergence of ideational factors inspiring theefgn policies of Member States. Even
though scholars disagree on the emergence (or ddickyhared EU security culture, their
divergences can be mostly attributed to differetceptualizations of the object under
investigation (Meyer 2005; Biava 2011; Biava anceir2011). In general, scholars
agree that even though different perceptions eassome issues, a common vision is
emerging about others. In particular, even thougfional governments have divergences
about the way to use hard power, a common perce@iemerging on the necessity of a

common approach towards the use of soft power.

%5 Given the similarities between the two terms, getimes they are used interchangeably (Edwards
2006).

55



EU security culture: definition

As already seen, scholars drawing on sociologiastitutionalism have looked at EU
bureaucratic culture, and at how socialization psses emerging within Brussels based
bodies produce coordination reflexes, the commommnoibment to consensual
agreement, or a sense of general belonging thattaffouncil’'s decisions. These
scholars, however, have not investigated under wbatitions this sense of general
belonging prevails over national identities; thigndings, therefore, have permitted to
draw only limited conclusions on the impact of sdigation processes on EU policy-
making.

In order to understand under what conditions sigiranal vs national identity
configurations prevailed within EU institutions ¢lag with foreign policy, this research
looks at the content of norms concerning securgyetbped within the EU security
community. By drawing on Meyer, security culturecisnceptualised astte socially
transmitted, identity derived norms, ideas and graté of behaviour that are shared
among a broad majority of actors and social grouwptin a given security community,
which help to shape a ranked set of options foommunity’s pursuit of security and
defence goafs(Meyer 2005: 5285°

In other words, in order to understand the ambiguauolvement of the HR in
policy processes, this research looks at the rbtbase socially constructed norms that
were shared by a majority of actors belonging ®ER security community with regard
to external security.

Meyer’'s conceptualization of security culture ispagpriate for this study
because, by referring to the pursuit of security defence, it does not refer only the use
of force or defence policies, but it also referotioer areas of foreign policy concerning
security which fall under the responsibility of tHR. This approach is in line with more
recent trends in the international relations lit@r@, which have applied a sociological
approach not only to the narrow investigation afted’ military strategies, but more

broadly to the investigation of the “culture of ioatl security” (Katzenstein 1996a;

%% Jtalics in the original.
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Kirchner and Sperling 2010). As pointed out by Biand Drent (2011), moreover, this
broader approach to security culture reflects libthrecognition of the emergence of
new threats in the international arena, and the@gument adaptation of EU’s instruments
to face them. The operationalization of this cqade further elaborated in the following

Chapter.

Norms, interests, and institutions

By focusing on the role of security culture, thisdy refers to the basic concept of norm,
rather than that of interest, as key element fodeustanding actors’ behaviour. As
already seen, rational choice scholars have argo@d EU Member States delegate
central institutions key tasks to maximise theterasts. In their investigation, however,
these scholars have treated interests as a gindrdedined them outside their theory. By
referring to norms rather than to interests, bytias, in line with the literature on social
constructivists and sociological institutionalisteis research aims to take into
consideration how it is that political actors detere interests.

By rejecting rational choice approaches, this ditere has defined norms as the
result of the social interaction of different pmwiétl actors. Finnemore (Finnemore 1996a),
for example, has defined norms as a set of int@stibe understandings. Similarly,
Katzenstein has defined norms as “collective exgiexts for the proper behaviour of
actors with a given identity” (Katzenstein 19969: Blorms so conceived can be
distinguished between constitutive norms that $péurhat actions will cause relevant
others to recognize a particular identity”, andulagive norms that “specify standards of
proper behaviour.” Through the investigation ofmerso defined, scholars have aimed
to take into consideration the role of social cangton in shaping behaviour.

In line with this literature, interests and actdsghaviour are understood here by
“‘investigating an international structure, not ofager, but of meaning and social value.”
By referring to norms rather than to interestsoptimer words, this research does not aim
to oppose norms to interests; rather, it aims ¢togeise that interests are not given and

are socially constructed (Finnemore 1996b: 2).
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Second, in this research norms so conceived “ateisodated variables, but
should rather be seen as interrelated elementsndfderived from an overarching
identity narrative of a given community in its ria to the outside world” (Meyer 2005:
529). The sum of norms defining—as in this studye-thppropriate behaviour
concerning the external environment, in other warkhapes and reflects a community’s
identity and culture. As different actors can radeg different norms and norms can be
contested, at times actors’ choices can differ ftbenexpected behaviour as defined by a
given norm, and pursue different purposes or istsreWhen norms are deeply
internalised, however, actors’ interests are defimecordingly.

Scholars have identified various ways in which r@mmay matter in international
politics. Some have looked at how internationalanigations change and reconstitute
states, or at the way political leaders affect tHemspreading new norms (Finnemore
1996b, 2003). Others have looked at the role o$tepiic communities (Adler 1992;
Haas 1992). In order to understand states’ behgviocluding states’ preferences over
international governance, security culture stutliege focused on domestic processes of
socialisation.

By drawing on this latter body of literature, tlsgidy investigates if converging
norms among a majority of political actors belomgio the EU security community, and
thus the emergence of a shared EU security culwee associated to a greater
involvement of the HR in policy processes. In martar, this investigation aims to
understand if, in the context of institutional agbty provided by the EU political
system—where norms defining different supranatiara national interests coexist—
the existence of shared norms concerning the pegooepf the external environment
generated a permissive context in which supranaltias opposed to intergovernmental
dynamics were activated, and representatives of béerStates delegated key tasks to
the HR.
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Conclusion

The EU is a complex political system which canno¢ lkssimilated to an
intergovernmental organization, or to a Europeationsstate. In fact, the EU is better
represented as an inherently anti-hierarchical amthegemonic compound polity, in
which the vertical division of competences (betwdba centre and the periphery)
coexists with a horizontal separation of competenamong central institutions with
different sources of legitimacy. This horizontalidion of competences leads to the
coexistence, at the central level, of intergovemiale and supranational dymanics,
founding respectively their legitimacy in the Meml&tates and the European peoples.
The coexistence of these different dynamics cremtesmbiguous institutional system in
which the role of a single institution, such as tHR, may change and oscillate
depending on the different roles of supranation@hi@rgovernmental instances.

Having accounted for how this fluctuation is pobsithowever, does not amount
to an explanation of how it take place, and of whysome policy dossiers national
governments let the HR play a role of policy entemyeur, similar to that of the
Commission, while in others they limited its rotethat of a mediator. In order to explain
this oscillation, this research looks at the roleEt security culture, intended as the
convergence of socially transmitted norms among@gonty of political actors belonging
to the EU security community.

On the basis of this theoretical framework, thisegrch aims to contribute to the
existing literature in two ways. First, it extendiypotheses developed so far on
conditions permitting common institutions to haveraater say in EU foreign policy
processes. In particular, this research arguesithtite context of institutional ambiguity
provided by the EU, the existence (or lack) of sdanorms concerning the appropriate
way to address the external environment—and thus afhared culture—plays an
important role in shaping political actors’ perageps of EU policy processes.

The second contribution of this research to thestayg literature concerns the
study of EU security culture. This research is Hasa an innovative definition of

security culture, which (as it will be seen in thbowing Chapter) permits to investigate
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it not only as a unitary and monolithic object, lbsta complex entity which can develop
at different times in different policy fields. Ohd basis of this conceptualisation, this
research investigates the emergence of a commamityeculture among EU Member

States vis-a-vis two specific external challengeslear proliferation (in the case study
on negotiations over Iran’s nuclear programme) state-building (in the case study on

Macedonia).
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CHAPTER 4

METHODOLOGY

This research is based on few epistemological andlagical assumptions. First, from
an ontological point of view this research adntiiattreal world exists independently for
individual and subjective understanding; yet, isipothat this reality is only knowable to
the researcher and to every individual through hummand and socially constructed
meanings. This approach is in line with what hasnbdefined as ‘subtle’ or ‘critical

realism’ (Snape and Spencer 2003: 527).

Second, this research assumes that “for the purpdseevaluating rival
explanation, the most fundamental divide in methogyp is neither between qualitative
and quantitative research nor between small-N largesearches. Rather, it is between
experimental and observational data” (Collier, Braénd Seawright 2004: 230).
Following this assumption, qualitative researchasto be discharged as less rigorous or
less scientific than quantitative research—as liyisnany social scientists. In fact, the
two approaches have more similarities than commaémbyght and both suffer from
similar pitfalls typical of non-experimental sci@sc In line with this assumption,
increasing the number of cases is not to be coresidthe only way to enhance the
validity of research conclusioni§as this standard was set by quantitative sociahses
and does not reflect the principles of qualitatigeearch. Following these assumptions,
this study investigates the role of the HR viss-¥wo external threats: nuclear
proliferation and ethnic conflicts, through the lgss of two case studies—the
negotiations with Iran over the nuclear programarg] the 2001 Macedonia crisis—in

which the HR played different roles.

" This postulation seems to have success in thestneim social sciences literature as represented by
King, Keohane and Verba (1994).
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This Chapter specifies the methodology adoptechis $tudy and explains the
reasons behind its choice. The Chapter starts &ésepting the operationalization of the
concept of security culture adopted in this stuthgt(section). Subsequently, it presents
the controversial debate on the relation betweeatidnal factors and behaviour in
international relations (second section), and erpléhe reasons behind the choice of
case study analysis and the criteria for case eduslection (third section). Finally, the
last sections introduce the main criteria for tiwice of evidence concerning norms

(fourth section), and the methods for data coléec(final section).

Security culture: operationalization

As already seen in the previous Chapter, even nvithe limited field of EU studies,
security culture remains an ambiguous concept fachvmany different definitions and
operationalizations have been given (Biava and D2ed1; Meyer 2005). By drawing
on Meyer, this study conceptualises security calas the socially transmitted, identity
derived norms, ideas and patterns of behaviour #natshared among a broad majority
of actors and social groups within a given secudgmmunity, which help to shape a
ranked set of options for a community’s pursuise€urity and defence goaléMeyer
2005: 528). By adopting this definition, this studyms to provide for a clear and
efficient operationalization of this concept. Indeeone of the greatest problems
associated to the study of culture in politicalesce concerns the operationalization of
the concept, rather than its definition. With rebty the goals of this study, an effective
conceptualization of the term needs to allow fotlear definition of: 1) what is the
meaning ofsharednorm; 2) what norms and beliefs are partsexurityculture; 3) how
canculturebe investigated.

As for the notion oBharedsecurity culture, Meyer’'s conceptualization stessa
majoritarian notion of this concept, defined asm®rand ideas that are shared among a
broad majority of actors and social groups withigien security community. In other
words, shared security culture is defined as tlnéwork culture adopted by the

majority of relevant actors in a given communitynce® the CFSP remains a mainly

62



intergovernmental policy, this research focusesnorms emerging from EU Council,
and EU Member States. The notion ahajority of actors, however, is not to be intended
formalistically. It is obvious that EU Member Stateave different say vis-a-vis different
policy issues. Norms and principles proposed by ahyhem do not have the same
impact on general behaviour. National governmeegseasenting large Member States,
especially those that are part of the UN Securityir@@il, play a prominent role when
dealing with security and high politics issues whare the subject of this research. This
prominent role is confirmed by the literature omational factors and foreign policy.
Indeed, especially when testing hypotheses abagategic culture (regardless if the
concept is used in a narrow or broad sense), schtdad to pay particular attention to
large Member States, at times drawing conclusionshe general EU strategic culture
only from their observation. Hyde-Price (2004), &atample, bases his conclusions on
EU strategic culture on the analysis of nationdturas of four large Member States:
France, Germany, United Kingdom, and Poland. Sihgjlaviatlary (2009) focuses on
France, Germany, and United Kingdom.

However, besides the role of large Member Statespecific policy dossier also
small Member States may gain a stronger say irt lfghtheir historical legacy, their
longstanding experience in dealing with similarjsats, or their stakes in the issue under
discussion. The definition of shared security aeltneeds to take into consideration both
these elements. Accordingly, in the investigatibrthe EU security culture this study
takes into particular consideration the role ofiorel governments of large Member
States, and the empowerment of governments ofesMgimber States due to the specific
features of the issue under investigation.

The second operationalization problem associatethéodefinition of shared
security culture arises from the fact that the wsedurityis generally too broad and
includes norms, principles, and beliefs concernandpigh number of issues. Before
starting any empirical research, therefore, itesassary to delimit further the scope of
this study. As mentioned in the previous Chaptes, literature does not provide a single
working definition of security culture. Scholarsvieaattributed different meanings to this

concept depending on the scope and purposes oféiseiarch. The proliferation of such
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differentiated approaches is considered the maasore for the lack of unanimous
findings on the emergence of a shared EU strategiture (Meyer 2005). The

proliferation of different definitions of strategmulture, in addition, has facilitated the
adoption of different methodological approachesntgbuting to produce a hardly

coherent research programme. Following Katzens{@é®96b), Meyer (2005) has

proposed to overcome the existing confusion in db@énition of strategic culture by

identifying it with a set of prescriptive norms. kaover, this scholar has identified
security culture with specific norms concerninge tjoals in the use of force; the way in
which force is used; the preferratbdesof cooperation in the international environment;
the threshold for domestic and international auladion to the use of force in third

countries.

The approach adopted by Meyer offers a valuablempl&a of how the
investigation of culture may be facilitated by thefinition of its various components.
Following Meyer’'s example, in this research seguctlture is defined as a group of
prescriptive norms on clearly identifiable issuksparticular, by partially drawing on
Kirchner and Sperling (2010), prescriptive normsistduting EU security culture are
defined as those concerning: 1) the definitionemfusity threats (whether or not an issue
is framed as a security threat); 2) interactionnmoiconcerning the preferred levels of
cooperation in the international environment 3)trinsiental norms identifying the
instruments to be used to respond to external thrd@able 3 represents the concept of
security culture so defined. In line with this opwnalization, the empirical research
presented in the following chapters addressesiatedtfactors concerning EU foreign
policy which fall within the three categories memied above.

This definition seems comprehensive enough to betad to the purposes of this
study, that is investigating the role that the HRynassume in a wide range of policy

issues’’ Few remarks, however, are necessary to furthdaiexfhe content of the three

%8 A similar approach has been adopted by Howort62269): 89), who has distinguished the strategic
cultures of EU Member States on the basis of sithatomies: allied/neutral, Atlanticists/Europeasist
power projection/territorial defence seeking, naoleon-nuclear powers, military/civilian instrumgnt
large/small states, weapons providers/consumers.

%9 |n fact, to the three components mentioned abioviaeir original work Kirchner and Sperling (2010)
added the investigation of: the elites’ consenfumitdynamics of world order, the viability of stat
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Type of norm Aim

Security threat identification Identifying international security
threats

Defining the appropriate arenas and
Interaction norms modes for cooperation in
international relations

Identifying the appropriate
Instrumental norms instruments to respond to external
threats

Table 3. Fundamental norms constituting security cultutasification (author’s
elaboration on the basis of Kirchner and Sperliag®.

groups of norms just identified and, in particulaf,interaction norms. While
addressing interaction norms among EU Member Statest scholars investigating EU
security culture have stressed the importance oicels concerning the most appropriate
arenas for cooperation. Accordingly, they have pagjor attention to Member States’
perception of NATO or the EU as the privilegatena for cooperation in the field
security and defence, and have viewed in divergiogms in this regard the major
obstacle to the emergence of a shared securityreutithin the EU (Giegerigh 2006;
Howorth 2002).

In opposition to these scholars, and along thesliok Kirchner and Sperling
(2010), this study includes among interaction nods norms concerning different

modesof international cooperatiofl. Starting from the distinction between Wesphalian

sovereignty, and national identity (defined asekient to which national elites have retained avistig
definition of national interest or have embedded & broader group). These components are comsider
here as interaction norms, as defined hereafter.

80 Other scholars have resorted to other devicessoribe a similar cleavage. While analysing thesiap
of different national strategic cultures on theelepment of the Europeans Security and Defenceyoli
for example, Giegerich (2006) has distinguished MenStates considering security and defence pslicie
as an autonomous or as a cooperative endeavoudidtirection of Kirchner and Sperling is prefertesre
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vs post-Westphalian states, Sperling (2010) hasearghat a distinction can be made
among Westphalian states pursuing “autonomy frortereal influence, and power
maximizationin”, and post-Wesphalian states atteqdithe voluntary and structural
erosion of sovereignty”. While the former pursu@railtilateralism of choice”, which is
instrumental in obtaining other foreign policy goathe latter recognise that in the
contemporary world no country can pursue natioe@ugty alone, and consequently
lean towards what has been called “reflexive matkilalism”®*

In order to simplify the definition of security ¢ute provided by Kirchner and
Sperling (2010), moreover, this study incorporatgaong interaction norms also
elements such as the consensus about the dynafmwesrld order or the viability of
state’ s sovereignty identified as further elemdytshe two scholars.

Finally, a further problem associated to the openalization of security culture
is due to the fact thatulture generally refers to a relatively stable principheiich
develops over time and does not change too &ftehccordingly, most scholars
investigating EU security culture have asked whetlhenot such common culture exists,
assuming that this question could be given a defeniyes or not answer. Even though
this approach is reasonable in investigations waitrarrow scope (e.g. focusing only on
the use of force), it collides with the definitioh security culture adopted by this study.
By defining security culture as a sum of prescvipthorms, indeed, this study implicitly
assumes this is a compounded concept, which chentoeated univocally.

By drawing on Meyer’'s conceptualization presentedhis study, indeed, one
may assume that while EU national governments hdegeloped a common

understanding of one of the three sets of normstifted in Table 3, they can still lack a

because, not being referred exclusively to the ldgweent of a common defence policy is more in line
with the purposes of this research.

®1 A distinction between instrumentalism and reflexiweltilateralism was identified by Anderson and
Goodman (1993). Referring to post Cold War Germémgy two authors argued that “the formulation of
state objectives and interests in Germany not twdk institutions into account but accorded valénese
institutions as such”. International institutioims pther words, “become embedded in the very didimiof
states interests and strategies”.

%2 For Duffield (1999: 770) “cultures are relativedgable (...). Most of the time, culture changes orlyy
slowly, if at all, even in the presence of an eugymaterial environment.” For Hoffmann and Longstur
(1999: 31) culture is “continuities and discernibiends across time and contexts rather than ch@nye
change is generally portrayed as gradual in theradgsof dramatic shocks and trauma.”
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common perception of others. For example, whiley thray have achieved a common
definition of threats, they could maintain diffeterorms as regards the instruments to be
used to deal with them. Similarly, while they mayree on how to deal with some
security threats, they can disagree on how to w#hlothers. Accordingly, this research
does not aim to establish whether a shared EU ispaulture exists or not. Rather, it
investigates to what extent decisions concernirggvan policy dossiers were adopted
within the EU security community on the basis ofleared ideational framework. In
other words, the existence (or lack) of a sharedirgy culture is defined on a case-by-
case basis.

Even though it helps overcome important limitatiamghe operationalization of
security culture, the adoption of this case-by-aggaroach is not immune from risks. A
case by case approach, in particular, renderdfitult to appreciate to what extent an
observed behavior (be it a policy choice or a disse) reflects the normative
background of a given actor, or is just an isolgitkdnomenon. This research addresses
this issue in two ways. First, by focusing on piptes and values expressed by national
elites rather that on those of public opinion ttisdy considers a component of security
culture that is more stable and constant over tleeond, in this study the interpretation
of norms as expressed by elites’ discourses andig®lconcerning the case studies
under investigation is corroborated with evidenaenf long standing national policies,

discourses, and interpretations of them offereddmpndary literature.

Norms and behaviour: what relation?

Once clarified the definition and operationalizatiof security culture adopted by this
study, it is necessary to clarify the connectiortwleen this concept and actors’
behaviour. Following the ‘constructivist turn’ international relations (Checkel 1998),
the debate on the link between norms and behatwiasiigained increasing importance in
the discipline. A significant divide has emergedwsen conventional and critical

constructivists. Scholars of both schools shareaisimption that international relations
are socially constructed (Checkel 1998; Wendt 19%985; Risse 2002). In addition,

67



conventional constructivists argue that states db behave according to a ‘logic of
consequentialism’, which lead them to maximiserth@terial utility, but according to a
‘logic of appropriateness,” which imposes socidesuof behaviour (March and Olsen
2009; Risse 2002). According to the ‘logic of caqmsentialism,” competing options are
evaluated on the basis of their expected utility. d@ntrast, according to the ‘logic of
appropriateness’ choices are affected by the pgocepf the surrounding environment
and of the expected behaviour which an actor ipesgd to maintain. Accordingly,
conventional constructivists give the conceptsitdity or rationality adopted by rational
approaches a new definition (Hopf 1998; Sterlingk€o 2000). In particular, they
oppose to the material ontology which neo-liberalsnd neo-realism have drawn from
economic theory and propose a a new socially coctstl definition of utility and
rationality (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998).

By contrast, critical constructivists (Jacobsen30&rgue that, by subscribing to
the concept of socially constructed utility, conttenal constructivism surrender to the
same functionalist logic of rational choice appiue: To this ‘thin’ understanding of
norms, they oppose a ‘thick’ notion of them, arguthat norms shape not only actor’s
behaviours, but also their identity and preferen@®@sse 2002). In line with these
assumptions, critical constructivists ask ‘how’,oore specifically ‘how possible’ are
certain behaviours, and not ‘why’ they occur (Fimoee 2003: 15).

The debate between conventional and critical conoBtists is somehow mirrored
in the literature on strategic culture by an anaimydivide between so-called first and
third generation scholars (Gray 1999; Poore 20@Bington 1995). First generation
scholars argue that identity and behaviour caneadparated and that norms cannot be
regarded as independent variables shaping the ioeinaof states. These scholars treat
culture as ‘context,” and investigate it to ‘undargl’ rather than to ‘explain’ behaviour.
Accordingly, first generation scholars posit thia¢ tstudy of strategic culture does not
permit to formulate predictions, but only to maga@ridor of ‘normal’ or ‘probable’
behaviour (Poore 2003; Gray 1999; Meyer 2005). cBytrast, third generation scholars
treat strategic culture as an independent variafiecting strategic behaviour (Meyer
2005; Johnston 1995). Accordingly, they investigab® norms affect the behaviour of
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states. This approach is in line with the goal oddocing falsifiable results, able to
challenge the neo-realist dominance in the fieldtadtegic studies.

Both methodological approaches have strengths arakmesses. The approach
adopted by strategic culture third generation smisobnd conventional constructivists
guarantee methodological rigour as it permits tonfdate falsifiable statements that can
be tested against alternative hypotheses. This oappr renders it possible the
formulation of predictions on future outcomes, imel with the traditional purpose of
scientific research of rendering the world preditdgsand manageable for human beings.
The approach adopted by critical constructivistsyéver, has a stronger coherence in
epistemological terms. By rejecting the universaaming of causality, this approach
confirms the assumption that reality is sociallystoucted and that “actors do not start
with a blank sheet, when they are faced with alprator an opportunity to act, but draw
on pre-existing and usually stable schemata” (M&@05: 527). Accordingly, critical
constructivists reject the idea that the formulatid testable predictions is a criterion for
good scientific research and propose a notion cibscesearch as critical understanding,
with the purpose of unveiling of societal dynamics.

The origins of these divides go back to the foulntiadf scientific research and
of philosophy of science, and solving it is beydhd goals of this research. Following
Meyer (2005), this study acknowledges the advastaged disadvantages of both
methodological positions and adopts a middle groapdroach. In other words, this
research accepts the empirical value of socialareeeon the one hand, without
necessarily conforming to the methodological ppies established by natural sciences
on the other. Accordingly, this study posits thatms and ideas cannot be treated nor
affect behaviour in a similar way as power or ecoitoresources, which are the
independent variable of neorealist scholars. Bgrrafg to norms rather then to interests,
in other word, this research does not aim to oppbsedogic of appropriateness to the
logic of consequentialism. Rather, it aims to iriigzde culture as a coherent system of
thoughts and actions that cannot be investigatpdrately. At the same time, however,
this study rejects the idea that social researohaiebe used to formulate hypotheses that

help render the world more manageable.
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Case study selection

In order to understand to what extent a sharedrisgaulture has been a necessary
condition for the HR to play the role of policy esireneur, this research relies on a case
studies analysis (Brady and Collier 2004; Dion 1,9&&rring 2007). Following this
method, the research focuses on a deep analyl@w afases, rather than on analysis of a
large number of cases typical of quantitative apphes. The main reason behind this
choice is that this study offers the first compiaeatanalysis of the involvement of the
HR in EU foreign policy-making and does it on thasis of an innovative
operationalization of security culture. Accordingtp the purpose of formulating new
hypotheses rather than testing existing ones, p dealysis of a small number of cases
seems more useful than the comparison of a largeuof thent?

Moreover, case study analysis is preferred to etase comparison for practical
reasons. First, as foreign policy issues are, liipitien, very different among each-other
and the variation in the role of the HR is rarenot frequent, the investigation of some
particular cases is more urgent than that of otffeBecond, the analysis of decision-
making processes in EU foreign policy requires &losntact with privileged individuals
and the exam of sensitive information, both elemevtich reduce the feasibility of a
study including a large number of cases.

In order to understand the connection between Etilirgg culture and the
observed ambiguity in the role of the HR, case istudre selected according to the
differentcaseprinciple (Gerring and Seawright 2007). Accordinghe research focuses
on policy dossiers in which the HR played differesles: the 2001 Macedonia crisis, and
the negotiation over Iran’s nuclear programme.ha first case—the 2001 Macedonia
crisis—the HR was involved in all phases of polilogking and played the role of policy

entrepreneur. In the second case—the negotiatien loan’s nuclear programme—the

% On the ‘affinities’ between case study analysid different theoretical purposes of empirical reskea
see Gerring (2007). On the role and importanceddiétion in social sciences see Brady, Collier, and
Seawright (2004: 12-13).

%4 Even though some social scientists condemn this$ &f case selection on the dependent variableg(Kin
Keohane, and Verba 1994), scholars are not unamsimothis subject (Dion 1998; Gerring 2007).
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HR had a more limited role. While the Macedonidisis is a case of ethnic conflicts in
EU’s neighbourhood, the case of Iran regards nuglediferation.

What follows is a brief presentation of the two esmagxamined in depth in the
next chapters and of why they are considered eéiffierSubsequently, the conclusion to
this section highlights few key similarities whigermit to exclude the intervention of

other important variables highlighted in the litera.

The 2001 Macedonia crisis

At the beginning of 2001, the former Yugoslav Rdmulof Macedonia (hereafter
Macedonia) withessed the eruption of violent temsibetween the Macedonian majority
and its Albanian minority. The crisis originatedrr the protest of a group which called
itself the National Liberation Army (NLA) and clagd to be defending the interests of
Albanians in Macedonia. At the time this crisis mad, the UN and NATO were the
main multilateral actors present in the region., Yle¢ EU took the lead in efforts by the
international community to solve the emerged temsiand became the main broker of
the peace agreement signed in Ohrid in August 2001.

During the Macedonian conflict, the HR and its depieg entities played a major
role in establishing a leading position for the Elthe international community. Since
the beginning of the conflict HR Solana viewed ¢thisis as an opportunity for the EU to
project its political power in the area, and enghmean intense diplomatic effort to find
a political solution to it. Accordingly, he convied the EU Swedish Presidency to let the
HR represent the interests of the EU in the criSidhsequently, when escalation of the
conflict rendered evident that a more stable Elsgmee was needed, Solana’s role was
subsumed by the EU Special Representative Frahemtard, acting under the HR'’s
authority. Thanks to their presence on the grolwedtard and his team gained further
room for manoeuvre from the Member States. The teahonly implemented common
policies formulated in Brussels, but also put famvariginal policy proposals which
reversed stances previously adopted by the EU.amicplar, Leotard and his team

suggested to open an informal channel of negotiatith the NLA, something that had
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been previously refused by both NATO and the ElariKs to the support of the US and
NATO, Leotard’s proposals paved the way for a ntediagreement. In the Macedonia
case, in other words, the HR took part in all peasfepolicy-making: ideas formulation,
policy formulation, and policy implementation. Iredk this case is often quoted by the
literature as a major success of HR Solana, armhdnark in the establishment of the
institution of HR (Piana 2002). In line with thefishtion adopted in this study, the
Macedonia case is considered as an example ofypadissier in which the HR played

the role of policy entrepreneur.

The negotiations over Iran’s nuclear programme

In spring 2003, the Iranian President Mohammad &matannounced to the world that
Iran aimed to develop a full nuclear fuel-cycle gnaamme. This declaration raised
concerns among the international community fomrglications for non-proliferation. In
October 2003, the foreign ministers of France, Gayn and the United Kingdom (the
E3/EU) visited Tehran to try to resolve the issBabsequently, in autumn 2004 their
initiative was brought within the EU institutionflamework and the HR Solana was
associated to the talks. Consequently, negotiatiovey Iran’s nuclear programme
became a test case for EU foreign policy and weom s£onsidered as one of the most
significant foreign policy actions undertaken by 68U in the last years (Everts 20044,
Heisbourg, Clawson, and Sazhin 2005). Thanks toislvement into these talks with
Iran, the HR increased significantly its credilyilénd visibility.

As already highlighted by the literature, howevilre Iranian dossier did not
expand significantly the powers of the HR. Indetd, involvement of HR Solana into
the talks was mainly aimed to guarantee the E&tiie with the support of the rest of
the EU. During negotiations within the EU, the HRintained a low profile and never
challenged the position of big Member States. Adicaly, even though bringing an
important contribution to EU foreign policy cohecenand visibility, the HR did so by
playing the role of mediator or of bargaining clamong Member States, not that of

policy entrepreneur.
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Conclusion

Apart from the main difference concerning the rleéhe HR in policy-making, the two
selected cases display important similarities, andther key difference, that must be
taken into consideration in view of a correct gatisation of research findings.

First, both the Macedonia and Iran case relatedoly dossiers which were
considered a priority by EU Member States and telvthe HR committed a significant
amount of resources and time. Both the stabilisaticthe Balkans and non-proliferation,
for example, were listed among the priorities of Edgeign policy in the European
Security Strategy (ES$).Both the 2001 Macedonia crisis and negotiatiorsr dran’s
nuclear programme relate to a policy dossier wiiebame a key priority in the HR’s
agend#® Finally, both cases played an important role itefsshing the role and
reputation of the HR. In particular, the positiv@usion of the Macedonia crisis had a
major role in establishing the credibility of theRH/is-a-vis Member States. Similarly,
the HR’s involvement into the talks with Iran inased significantly the visibility of this
institution at the international level. This succ@gs granted a sort of recognition when,
after the extension of the negotiating team to &hRussia, and the US, HR Solana
became chief negotiator of the new group. Accoigingho difference in the
empowerment of the HR can be attributed to theriyigiven to the two issues by EU
Member States collectively or by the HR itself.

Second, in both cases the HR could provide reseuticat other institutions
(especially the EU Presidency) could not guaranteesolve the Macedonia crisis, for
example, the HR travelled timely and frequentlyhe country in a short period of time,

something that other EU institutions could not guéee due to other national and

% European Council (2003b).

% For example, over the years HR Solana dedicatégghdisant amount of time for travelling and
meetings related to the Iran negotiation. Similaalyhough in a different laps pf time, when the
Macedonia crisis erupted, he travelled to the regigry frequently (at time even once per week, for
Solana’s agenda, sa#p://www.consilium.europa.eu/App/Solana/Agendax@ang=EN&cmsid=1592
accessed on 28/6/2011). In addition, in order & déth the Macedonia crisis, the HR was helpedby
Special Representative in the FYROM; in order tal @éth Iran (and not only), it was assisted by a
Personal Representative for non-proliferation odpans of mass destruction. On Solana’s commitnment i
the Balkans see Stahl (2011).
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international commitments. Similarly, by taking par negotiations with Iran, the HR
guaranteed continuity of action, something thatRhesidency could not provide due to
its rotating structure. Accordingly, the differesthpowerment of the HR in the two cases
cannot be attributed to different perceptions ef éldded value that this institution could
have brought to EU policy proces$és.

Finally, besides these similarities, the two caseder investigation have at least
one important difference. While one case refera small country—Macedonia—and to
an issue which is usually considered of regionbdviance (ethnic conflicts), the other
refers to a big country—Iran—and to an issue wisamostly attributed global relevance
(nuclear proliferation). Accordingly, one may ardins difference in the nature of the
two cases justifies the difference in the involvemef the HR in policy processes.
According to the epistemological approach of tl@search, the definition of a policy
issue as one of global or regional relevance is atxially constructed, and finds its
definition in norms defining security threats, aimdinteraction norms concerning the
appropriate arenas amdodesfor cooperation in the international arena. Acaagty,
this distinction may be viewed as part of the cphed security culture investigated in

this study.

Norms and EU foreign policy: evidence from what?

The investigation of norms and ideational factarsinternational relations relies on
indirect evidence. By a close observation of therditure, it is possible to detect few
trends in the methods adopted by scholars in #gard. In the investigation of security
and strategic culture, a first group of scholars teied on the analysis of ‘informational
sources’. The latter include official documentshlpu speeches, and interviews from
officials and politicians. In order to detect chang the EU strategic culture, for example
Meyer (2006) has combined data from five differseotirces: semi-structured interviews

with officials; proceedings of parliamentary sigm on defence select committees;

®" This is the rationale for the empowerment of theibightified by principal-agents scholars (Dijkstra
2008, 2010b; Karlas 2005).
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documents produced by experts from think-tanks;spreoverage; public opinion
surveys. Depending on the purposes of their resganholars conducting comparative
studies have relied also on legal sources and dacptiterature (Kirchner and Sperling
2010; Glenn, Howlett, and Poore 2004).

Drawing on classical realism and foreign policy lgsig, a second group of
scholars has investigated norms and beliefs onbt®s of the analysis of policy
outcomes. Cornish and Edwards (2001), for exanii@iee detected the emergence of a
shared EU strategic culture from the observatiomsfitutional reforms in the field of
the CSDP. Cgkun (2007) has contested the argument of the twolars by relying on
evidence from the choices of selected national goaents on the eve and during the
Iraq war of 2003.

Most scholars, however, have adopted a mixed appraad have relied on both
instruments: informational analysis and policy alagon. Manners and Whitman
(1998), for example, have suggested to investigatdoreign policy identity by looking
at the EU “informational, procedural and overt itiigf. Formal identity “concerns the
promulgation of overviews of the rationale of thaidh's relationship with a state or a
group of states” and emerges from EU documentsfiociab positions. The procedural
dimension of the Community identity refers to tmeation of a standing institutionalized
relationship with a third party state or group ta#tss. Finally the overt identity emerges
from the physical presence of the Community and répresentatives outside the
Community. Puetter and Wiener (2007), by contréstye defined the content of
international and national normative frameworksirmyithe 2003 Iraq crisis on the basis
of the analysis of legal sources and of discurgmerventions of key decision-makers.
Subsequently, they have observed how norms wereatpealized in the debates
regarding the decision about military intervention.

By drawing on this mixed approach, this study mel@ multiple sources. In
particular, its empirical research relies on the o

1) informational instruments and communicative @i provided by national
elites, national governments, and EU institutiom®ider to identify prescriptive norms

and the existence (or lack of) a shared EU secauiltyre.
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2) long term policy decisions. These decisions ta&g the form of framework or
implementation legal acts, as well as of securibctdne documents approved by
national bodies.

3) literature and secondary sources. These soareassed in particular to extend
observations on norms to a higher number of Membetes and overcome the
limitations to the access to primary sources pdasedifferent languages.

4) interviews with national diplomats and EU oféild (see Annex I).

Data Collection

In turn, evidence concerning EU security culturd #re empowerment of the HR in the
EU decision-making process are investigated throtigh analysis of the following
sources.
Primary sources:
1. Documents
v Atthe EU level:
o Decision and common positions emanated by the Glouwifc
Ministers
o Communications and reports of the European Comamssi
0 Speeches and interviews of public officials
o Parliamentary debates, reports and resolutions
v At the national level:
0 White papers and national strategies of EU MembeeS
o Bills and regulations concerning the selected casgies
o Parliamentary debates, including reports and réisolsi adopted by
national parliaments
o0 Interviews and speeches of politicians and pulificials
v' Documents produced by third countries involved.
o White papers and national strategies of EU memtze$S

o Bills and regulations concerning the selected casdies
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o Parliamentary debates, including reports and réisols adopted by
national parliaments
o0 Interviews and speeches of politicians and pulificials
These documents have been consulted through éffighsites, inquiries to the
institutions and officials working on the subjects.

2. Expert interviews. In depth semi structured intews with politicians and
officials involved in the decision-making processase fundamental for
corroborating the information collected through ulment analysis. In particular,
interviews permit to gain a better understandingtiod content of written
documents and to unveil drafting and negotiatioacedures behind them. In
addition to that, important political processe®nftack an accompanying body of
documentation; accordingly, expert interviews seovérace these processes and
to unveil the role of informal politics in decisianaking®
In depth individual interviews is preferred to dokformat interviews for the
flexibility they permit (unlike in questionnaireguestions can be adapted to the
information that the experts have and want to 9hared for the greater chances
they give to have access to sensitive informatiathen investigation. In addition,
individual interviews permit an in depth exam ofrmg and identities inspiring
the work of key actors in decision-making.

Experts have been selected on a non-probabibsisis. After having identified
an initial list of experts on the basis of a pasitl criterion, further experts have
been identified through snowballiiy,and on the basis of a reputational
criterion/® In total 37 interviews with national diplomats, Etfficials, and

experts have been conducted. The number of intesvie limited mainly due to

®8 On the role of expert interviews in process-trggee Tansey (2007; 2006).

% The snowball, or chain-referral, sampling methoeblves identifying an initial set of relevant
respondents, and then requesting that they sugtiest potential subjects who share similar charasties
or who have relevance in some way to the objestuafy. The researcher then interviews the secdnaf se
subjects, and also requests that they supply nafraker potential interview subjects. The process
continues until the researcher feels the samprdge enough for the purposes of the study (Tag86y:
6).

While positional sampling permits to select expen the basis of their professional position,
reputational sampling selects them on the badilsedf “reputation” as experts among other experts
(Tansey 2007).
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the high turnover of officials in EU institutionsé national diplomacies, and the
consequent difficulties in finding and reachingi@#ls who have been involved
in the seclected policy dossiers in the past years.

Secondary sources:
v" Online and in print news sources
v" Working papers and policy briefs produced in thadamic debate and

within relevant think tanks

v Academic literature on national security culture
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CHAPTER 5

THE HIGH REPRESENTATIVE AND CRISIS
MANAGEMENT IN MACEDONIA: THE EMERGENCE
OF A POLICY ENTREPRENEUR

At the beginning of 2001, Macedonia witnessed thgpt®on of violent tensions
between the Macedonian majority and its Albaniamanty. The crisis originated
from the protest of a group which called itself thational Liberation Army (NLA)
and claimed to be defending the interests of Aldagiin Macedonia. During the first
months of 2001, the NLA attacked police stationthannorth-west of the country and
subsequently extended its revolt to the north-aadttowards the capital, Skopje.

At the time the crisis erupted, the UN and NATO svére main multilateral
actors present in the region. The UN was in chafghe Interim Administration of
Kosovo (UNMIK), and NATO was responsible for thecsety of the country. In
addition, NATO officials were involved in the metian of a negotiated solution to
ethnic tensions that emerged in the PreSevo Valey,area of southern Serbia
bordering Macedonia. Despite the involvement oks¢herganizations, the EU took
the lead in efforts by the international commundysolve the Macedonian crisis and
became a main broker of the peace agreement sigri@arid in August 2001.

The major role played by the EU in the resolutidrihis crisis represented a
significant change from the stance it had takennduprevious Balkan wars in the
1990s. In order to understand this change, comnwathave highlighted that the
solution of the Macedonian conflict represented ofdhe best examples of the
positive contribution of the HR to EU policy-makiigiana 2002, 2004). During this
crisis, the HR and its depending entities abandotied role of mere executor
attributed them by the Treaties, and intervenedlliphases of EU policy-making—
elaboration of ideas, policy formulation, and pgliomplementation—de facto

playing the role of policy entrepreneurs. In parte, since the beginning of the
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conflict HR Solana viewed the crisis as an oppotyufor the EU to project its
political power in the area, and engaged in annsgediplomatic effort to find a
political solution to it. Thanks to these activitiand the proved ability to guarantee a
continuous presence on the ground, Solana managednivince the EU Swedish
Presidency to let the HR represent the interesteeEU in the crisis. Subsequently,
when escalation of the conflict rendered evideat thmore stable EU presence was
needed, Solana’s role was subsumed by the EU $pRepresentative Francois
Leotard, acting under the HR’s authority. Thankgheir presence on the ground,
Leotard and his team were able to play a proacémd autonomous role in
subsequent talks. The team not only implementednoampolicies formulated in
Brussels, but also put forward original policy ppspls. Thanks to the support of the
US and NATO, these proposals paved the way for @diatexd agreement envisaging
the disarmament of rebels and the introductionafitipal reforms.

Even though the contribution of the HR to the legdiole acquired by the EU
in the solution of this crisis cannot be overestadathe analysis of discourses and
policies formulated by EU national leaders showeat tinis outcome occurred in a
positive political context. As the revolt did notvblve wide sectors of Macedonia’s
society, Member States agreed that the best wagolee the conflict was by
supporting the national government and the invititstof the existing border. This
agreement was rendered possible by the fact teatribis emerged after the Kosovo
and Bosnia conflicts had dramatically changed pigtsee norms and perceptions
about security of Member States. Following thesaflmts, EU leaders had
developed a new understanding of their interestisstuared responsibilities vis-a-vis
conflicts emerging in the EU’s immediate neighbaath. Consequently, when the
HR promoted EU’s intervention in Macedonia, natiogavernments agreed that the
best way to address the problem was to adopt a conpmoactive approach.

In order to substantiate these arguments, this i€hg@poceeds in three steps.
The following section illustrates the main eventSich led to the eruption of the
Macedonian crisis, its development, and subsequesaiution. The second section
examines the role of the HR in the resolution of tmisis. It argues that the HR
contributed to the mediation of a political solutito the crisis by intervening in all
phases of policy-making and, thus, according todifnition adopted by this study,
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by playing the role of policy entrepreneur. Thadhsection analyses how the crisis
was perceived within the EU. This section argues, fiollowing the lesson learned in
the conflicts of Bosnia and Kosovo, EU leaders tigped a shared perception of the
threat coming from Macedonia. The latter, in patac, was depicted as a common
threat to EU values and credibility, and as an even which the EU had a

responsibility to act.

2SR A L NES 98
Republic of Macedonia |
3 # International boundary
Tl == = == Republic boundary N
ieeien i) IS ) Autonomous province boundary
. === County (opstina) boundary
Serbla % National capital f
.y ®  Autonomous province capital |
®  County (opstina) capital
g Railroad
= Expressway
Road
An opéting has the same name as its capital except
______ where noted. Skopja serves as capital for five counties.
e A J 0 10 20 30Kiomelers
o [ 10 20 30 Miles
|.-" Vranje Lambert Conformai Conic Projection, SP JANMIN
] T
i
.':P;-llw ’
N Pelingi :
| Kriva
i Palanka
P T ~__ BULGARIA
Sl
Ny L gProbigfp * glrero Loy a2
‘\( E. ; /;Dﬁd [ T
./\s“ﬁ \1"' =1 Vinica /
)t I B0 e B, 4
J 5 '7.\_'_\
Titov S ). $iip s (
Veles .\ l (I;{u k {’, ua
EaYaY \, Radovi A
0" 7 9k by
~4 o
kavadagi | ) Strumica
e gl N
. ,) 1~ Nowi
fi %) Dojran
\ ~_ Gnvelia Ko
e
N A 7
... GREECE
a,
LA
Ve is o e
22 = ki 3

Base B02245 (R01347) 694

Map of Macedonia (sourcehttp://lib.utexas.eduy

81



Macedonia 2001: a crisis coming from abroad

The Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia declared itsepehdence from the Yugoslav
federation in September 1991 Since then, strained relations between the ethnic
Macedonian majority and the Albanian minority haxésted in the country. In 1991,
ethnic Albanians boycotted the referendum on Maced® independence and the
census (Liotta and Jebb 20022)n 1996 sporadic ethnic Albanian protests took
place in Tetovo's Albanian-language University. iUearly 2001, however, these
tensions never escalated into violence. The pebhcefxistence between the two
ethnicities was guaranteed by the good relatiohsd®n political parties representing
them at the national level. Since the mid-1990de@u, successive governments have
included ethnic Albanian parties as coalition parsn A factor contributing to
peaceful coexistence was also brought by the 188Rhtion by the ethnic Albanian
Party for Democratic Prosperity (PDP) that Albangatonomy was not on its agenda
and that it rather sought the recognition of théaklian nation in the constitution
(Liotta and Jebb 2002b).

Due to its internal stability and the peaceful aeence between different
ethnic groups, Macedonia successfully managed madbet involved in the wars
enflaming Western Balkans during the 1990s. Neetts, the country was seriously
affected by these conflicts. Macedonia’s economyg d@amaged by the international
embargo imposed on Serbia, which the governmentermgnted as part of its effort
to become integrated in the international commurityMarch 1999when NATO
began its bombing campaign against Yugoslavia, fadsdof thousands of ethnic
Albanian refugees from Kosovo recovered in Macealcemd this raised tensions
among the different ethnic groups of the couftrin spite of these problems and
unlike other countries of the area, for some olemsrnMacedonia received little

! Despite the positive opinion of the Arbitrationr@mission of the Peace Conference on the Former
Yugoslavia (headed by Robert Badinter), the intiional community put on hold the recognition of
the country’s independence because of a disputetbeename raised by Greece. On this subject
Sokalsky (2006).

2 Macedonia has a population of about 2 million peofhe majority of which is Slavic; the ethnic
Albanian minority is considered to account for ager of the whole population. This figure, taken
from the 1994 census, is contested by some Albanidio claim that the Albanian Ethnic minority
accounts for a greater proportion of Macedoniarufain (Sokalski 2006; Gaber and Joveska 2004).
3 According to the UNCHR (2000), Kosovo refugeedliacedonia were 344,500.
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infrastructure support and no massive internatiasalstance (Liotta and Jebb 2002a;
Liotta 2000). In 2000, while granting the candidatatus to other countries with no

better political (Cyprus) or economic (Romania) aditions, the EU decided to delay

Macedonia’s application for membership, associatimgth the Balkan group.

In early 2001, accumulated tensions erupted irokent conflict among ethnic
Macedonians and ethnic Albaniafisin January, a Macedonian police station was
attacked by an organization calling itself the Na#l Liberation Army, which
claimed to be fighting for the rights of ethnic AHlians of Macedonia. At the
beginning of March violence erupted in Tetovo, $keeond largest city in Macedonia,
which had a majority of ethnic Albanians. The goweent reacted by arguing that
disorders were the result of an aggression led fik@sovo and by denying that the
rebels enjoy the support of most Albanians in Macéal Even though there is no
compelling evidence on the connection between thé\ Mnd foreign force$®
commentators investigating the causes of this mnfdentify two elements
supporting this thesis. First, in spring 1999 Chived vetoed the renewal of the
United Nations Preventive Deployment Force (UNPREREwhich had been
monitoring the border between Serbia and Macedsiniee the early 19908.The
departure of UN soldiers is believed to have ineeelathe porosity of the border,
favouring the transit of rebels and possibly armsif Kosovo to Macedonia. Second,
starting from 2000 disorders and ethnic tensiond parsisted in Macedonia’s
neighbouring area of PreSevo Valley, in Southenmbi&eDisorders were caused by
the action of the Liberation Army of PreSevo, Metlkeand Bujanovac (UCPMB), a
movement modelled on the Kosovo Liberation Armyt thaught to unify the three
municipalities with Kosovd! According to some commentators (Preschern 2008:

78), Albanian rebels coming from this region mayéhgined the NLA as they left

" For a detailed account of the events of 2001 see&kener (2002). For an examination of the
causes of the conflict: Perry (2002), Matthiesed0@®, Chivvis (2008).

> For some commentators NLA’s claims were made io tye support of Albanians of Macedonia
and were widely taken from the political agenda&xisting Albanian parties in the country (Liottadan
Jebb 2002a). On the role and composition of NLA alflebjed connections with the Kosovo Liberation
Army see Perry (2001) and International Crisis @r{2001b).

® The Chinese veto has been considered retaliatioM#&cedonia’s recognition of Taiwan. On this
issue see Sokalski (2006) and Rumiz (2004).

" According to the Serbian authorities, in the peérlietween June 1999 and November 2000 the
municipalities of PreSevo, Bujanovac, and Medverjaeived almost 300 terrorist attacks and
incursions from the rebels. Milo Gligorijevic, (200 Serbia After Milosevic: Program for Solution of
the Crisis in the Binla District, Liber-Press, Belgrade. Cited by Sokalski (2006).
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southern Serbia, due to the readmission of therkeBepublic of Yugoslavia (FRY)
army in this region in spring 2001.

After the eruption of the first disorders in Jarnyahe crisis escalated in the
following months. In March, the government decidied give rebels a 24-hour
deadline to lay down their arms and/or leave thenty. After few days, the troops
of the army of Macedonia entered into the villagesr which the NLA had taken
control. Although successful, this campaign did salive the political causes of the
crisis, which concerned the position of ethnic Aliaas in the country. Arben
Xhafery, the leader of the Democratic Party of Allaas (DPA) threatened to quit
the governing coalition if ethnic Albanians’ demarmwdere not met.

Following several weeks of calm, clashes resumecdeary April. NLA
militants moved their front from the north-westth® east, taking control of villages
close to the border between Serbia and Macedohrrdbellion triggered a reaction
by ethnic Macedonians, leading to the destructionthousands of houses and
properties of ethnic Albanians in the south westgty of Bitola. The government
reacted by bombing villages over which the NLA iaken control.

It was at this time that the international commymitiated its first concrete
attempts to mediate a political solution to thesisti The Macedonian government
addressed its requests to NATO, which was in cobofrthe border between Kosovo
and Macedonia and was responsible for readmittireg ERY army in Southern
Serbia. The organization, however, reacted indeslisi The US administration, in
particular, was against a major involvement in ¢oentry and, together with other
NATO Members, rejected the proposal to redeploppsothey were withdrawing
from Bosnia-Herzegovina in Kosovd.Also due to this void left by the US and
NATO, the EU took the lead in the efforts of théemnmational community and in May
convinced political leaders in Skopje to createatiomal unity governmerif. The

" The FRY army had left the area in spring 1999 tdute agreement with Nato on the creation of a
three-mile "Ground Safety Zone" (GSZ) along thedeoibetween Kosovo and Serbia. Following this
agreement, attacks were carried out by UCPMB iratiea exploiting virtual impunity and
impossibility of any retaliation form the Yugoslavmy. In order to sedate the rebellion, startirgr
March 2001 the FRY Army was gradually readmittethi@ area. See NATO (2001a).

9 Financial Times, (2001f; 2001d; 2001c).

8 The government included the Macedonian nationpéisty Internal Macedonian Revolutionary
Organization- Democratic Party for Macedonian NaidJnity (VMRO-DPMNE) and the DPA
which had been in government since 1998, plus pip@sition parties: the Social Democrats (SDSM)
and the PDP, which is the main rival of DPA for support of Albanians.
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government was established in order to encouragegotiation among ethnic
Albanian and Macedonian parties over the introadunctf reforms which could pave
the way for the peaceful resolution of the confli&t compromise on the issue,
however, was no within reach. Indeed, the PDP bitiee government reluctantly
after asking unsuccessfully the suspension of thigany campaign and threaded to
quit it if progress not was made before mid-Jurtee Toalition’s survival, moreover,
was endangered by the mediation attempt of RobemiEk, Special Envoy of the
Chairman in office of the Organization for Securdapd Cooperation in Europe,
which resulted in a joint declaration between thieANand the leaders of ethnic
Albanian political parties. The declaration threste the credibility of the
government as ethnic Macedonian political partiestioued to reject any dialogue
with the NLA. This position was supported by the Blld NATO, which continued
to back the government's official line of no dialmgwith the rebel8

Given the deterioration of the situation, at thegibeing of June Prime
Minister Georgievski threatened to seek a parligargrdeclaration of a state of war.
A few days later the NLA entered in Aracinovo, obdyn kilometres from the capital
Skopje, scoring a significant psychological vict@y the fight was brought within
few kilometres from the capital. International nadrs from NATO and the EU
intervened to negotiate the evacuation of NLA feght from Arcinovo. Ethnic
Macedonians were frustrated by this episode andtsasva betrayal and humiliation.

Following the Aracinovo episode, the internatiomammunity realised it
needed a stronger and more stable presence onrdhadg In order to have this
presence, the EU appointed the former French Minist Defence Francois Leotard
as Special Representative for Macedonia. On 29 alswethe Bush administration
“swallowed its reluctance to accept new commitmemtthe Balkans” (International
Crisis Group 2001a) and appointed James PardewSagrivoy. In the following
month, the two envoys acted as a joint mediatiamtéo find a political solution to
the crisis, exerting coordinated economic and jgalitpressures on the parties

involved. While the EU could offer the Macedoniaovgrnment economic aid and

81 Following Frowick’s attempt, the US Embassy shiat Washington “rejects any kind of attempt to
bring the so-called NLA into the negotiation prage#\ similar statement was issued by the EU
(Phillips 2004: 119). Other sources, however, reganore positive stance by NATO (International
Crisis Group 2001b).
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the prospect for membership, the influence of tl& whs based on the protection
offered to Albanians in Kosovo and on Macedonisesice to become member of
NATO. US participation, moreover, was fundamentalguaranteeing NATO’s offer
to deploy a mission for the disarmament of the Nibh&ide Macedonia (Financial
Times 2001b).

A few weeks after their arrival in Skopje, Leotaadd Pardew presented the
Macedonian government with a document preparecdaperation with the French
jurist Robert Badinter and addressing all the nutisive issues on the tabfé.On
the basis of this text, negotiations resumed batwke four main political parties of
the country. At the end of July negotiations wer@ved to the town of Ohrid. Under
the pressure of the international community andhef EU, the representative of
ethnic Albanian and Macedonian political partiesrfd a compromise on all the main
issues under negotiations. On thé"i# August an agreement was signed at the
presence of the two envoys, HR Solana, NATO Seagrébeneral Robertson, and
OSCE Chairman in Office Mircea GeodtiaThe Agreement foresaw a significant
improvement of the status of ethnic minorities imdddonia. Among other things, it
provided for the usage of the Albanian languageffasal language in municipalities
where Albanians comprised at least 20% of the pjon; the proportional
representation of ethnic minorities in the publdmenistration, including police;
amendments to the preamble of existing Macedorgaisstitution. Following the
Agreement, the leader of the NLA accepted the diaanent and disbandment plan of

NATO,?* and welcomed an amnesty offer by President Trajkiov

8 This proposal is known as the Framework Documdpst of its provisions were incorporated in the
final agreement.

8 The full text of the Ohrid Framework Agreement t&nfound at the web site of the Council of
Europe:http://www.coe.int/t/e/legal_affairs/legal_co-
operation/police_and_internal_security/OHRID%20Ament%2013august2001.a8esides the
signatures of the four main political parties ofddeonia, the document bears the signatures of
Francois Leotard and James Pardew as guarantors.

8t the end of August NATO deployed the operatiosdgsial Harvest, which was aimed to disarm
rebels of NLA. Essential Harvest was followed bg tperations Amber Fox, aimed to guarantee the
protection of international monitors overseeingithplementation of the peace plan, and operation
Allied Harmony, meant to advise and assist the hagbn authorities with the normalization process.
In April 2003 the EU replaced NATO by deploying timditary operation Concordia. Subsequently,
this operation was replaced by the police missimxifha, aimed to monitoring, mentoring and
advising the country's police, and later on by altmn police advisory team (EUPAT).
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January
22: the police station of Tearce is attacked bkebgrenade

February
16: a three-person crew from an independent tétevitation is captured in Tanusevci

28 February: first state visit between Macedoni@ Serbia; the two countries reach an agreement
the demarcation of the joint border

March
5: after clashes in the bordering area, the Madedagovernment closes the border with Kosovo

8: NATO decides to let Serbian forces to enterspafthe buffer safety zone between Serbia and
Kosovo close to the border with Macedonia

12: PreSevo ceasefire agreement
13: the NLA spreads the fighting to Tetovo
19: western news agencies report a list of politieenands by the NLA rebels

20: the Ethnic Albanian political parties of Macedosign a declaration condemning the use of
violence and supporting a political dialogue

21: Macedonia’s government gives rebels an ultimatiu disarm and/or leave the country

25: the government launches a military campaigihénareas of the country taken over by the rebe
Shortly after, the UN passes the resolution 135¢tessing unanimous support for Macedonia’s
democratically elected and multiethnic coalition

29: the Army of the Republic of Macedonia decldhesmilitary campaign was ended successfully
April

2: Macedonia President Trajkovski convenes a mgetimepresentatives of all of Macedonia’s
political parties to address inter-ethnic issudw WLA is excluded from these negotiations

29: killing of 8 Macedonian soldiers near Tetovo

May

11: the four main parties represented in Macedsriarliament (the Social Democratic Alliance of
Macedonia, the Democratic Party of Albanians, thgyPfor Democratic Prosperity, and the Interna
Macedonian Revolutionary Organization) form a nagicunity government

22: the leaders of the two Albanian parties (DPA BDP) sign a joint declaration of support with
NLA. Allegedly, the declaration is mediated by Rdkferowick, Special Envoy of the Chairman in
office of the organization for Security and Coopierain Europe

June
6: anti-Albanian riots in Bitola

6: The Prime Minister Georgievski threatens to seelarliamentary declaration of a State of War
9: NLA takes control of the village of Aracinovew kilometres from Skopje

11: a ceasefire is agreed with rebels in Aracinewthat humanitarian assistance can be delivered
people in the trapped villages

Z

to
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14: President Trajkovski formally requests NATGstnd forces for monitoring the disarming of
Albanian extremists

22: the Macedonian army launches an offensivedapteire Aracinovo

25: NATO steps in to solve the Arcinovo issue amplesvise the evacuation of NLA from the
occupied villages

25: following the evacuation of Aracinovo, crowdsler in front of the Pparliament protesting agains
Albanians and asking for the resignation of thesielent

25: the EU appoints the Special Representativedrdot
27: NATO agrees to send a mission to supervisdigaming of ethnic Albanian rebels
29: the Bush Administration appoints Pardew as b&envoy to Macedonia

July
5: NATO mediates a ceasefire between insurgentganernment forces

7: EU Special Representative Leotard and US EmRardew present a Framework Document,
containing a mediation proposal to the four priatiparties in the unity government

22: escalation of the conflict
24: NATO officials negotiate with Ali Ahmeti a negeasefire with NLA
26: ceasefire

26: NATO Secretary General Robertson and HR Saa@@n Macedonia. Negotiations on national
reforms are moved out of Skopje, in Ohrid

August
5 August: HR Solana arrives in Ohrid

13 August: the Ohrid Agreement is signed

27 august: NATO operation Essential Harvest begatiecting weapons in Macedonia

Table 4. Chronology of the 2001 Macedonia crisis.

The mediating role of the High Representative: from policy

implementation to policy formulation

During the Macedonia crisis, the EU displayed aaptive and timely reaction which
permitted it to acquire an unprecedented leadirlg no the international arena.
Certainly, this outcome was favoured by the retieenf the US to take the lead in the

crisis, thus leaving a diplomatic void which walkefi by the EU. At the same time,
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however, it was strongly influenced by the proaztigle displayed by the HR in EU
decision-making (Stahl 2011). Since the beginnihgis first mandate, indeed, HR
Solana took an active role in the debate about &®idgn policy. As the Macedonia
crisis erupted, moreover, Solana immediately saw @am opportunity to project EU
political power in the international arena and catted time and energies to its
resolution. Thanks also to this commitment, Solexteanded the HR'’s intervention to
all phases of policy-making, from ideas to policprmulation and policy
implementation. For this reason, this crisis presidne of the best examples of the
positive contribution of the HR to EU foreign pgliend, according to the definition
adopted in this study, one in which the HR playezlrble of policy entrepreneur. The
following section elaborates this argument by pméag the HR'’s contribution to the
three tasks performed by policy entrepreneur (abogrto the definition adopted in
this study, see Ch. 3)

The HR and ideas formulation: the Balkans as a priority for EU foreign policy

Even though the Amsterdam Treaty established the ddRa merely executive
institution, since their appointment in 1999, Salaand his “milieu” (Kurowska
2009) contributed to the development of EU forejolicy “not only through

management coordination, but also via conceptuajineering and agenda

management®

In his public interventions, HR Solana constarstiyessed the need
for the EU to develop an autonomous capacity “tspoad effectively to events
world-wide” and justified this need on the basiegristing domestic and international
pressures (Solana 2000c). In Solana’s opinion, EWens’' expectations of a more
proactive response to external challenges couldedatischarged any long&Even

if international crises do not put EU’s survival sthke, moreover, as “Europe is
above all a community built on a set of principdesl a set of values [...] [it] must be
intransigent when these fundamental values andiptés are under threat” (Solana
2000a). At the international level, according tola®a, the disintegration of the

Soviet Union confronted Europe with a range of mesks for its stability that fall

8 |n this regard see also Algieri (2011).

8 “we must react the sincere concern felt by Eurspeiblic at the crises, humanitarian tragedies and
conflicts which they see on a daily basis on ttedgvision screens or through the Internet” (Solana
2000d).
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short of threatening its very existence, but remdeecessary a prompt reaction
(Solana 2000a). This EU shared responsibility ismgted even more by the
enlargement to ten new countries of central eastednsouthern Europé.

Starting from these observations, HR Solana argugidthe EU can no longer
limit its relations with the rest of the world tbet economic and commercial fields,
but need to extend them to the political sphereaf®o2000d). Also to this purpose,
during his two mandates, HR Solana dedicated sogmif efforts to the development
of EU’s hard power, or what Kurowska (2009) call$nalitarised civilian power”.
Yet, the development of military and civilian casnanagement capacities was never,
for HR Solana, a goal per se, nor was it his ordglgSolana believed that EU
international role had to be built from experiemather than prescriptive action, or as
a consequence of events rather than in view of fieks a consequence, during his
two terms in office Solana spent most of his errgliealing with current issues and
controversial foreign policy challeng&s.

At the beginning of Solana’s first mandate, in jgattar, the situation in
Western Balkans and the Israeli-Palestinian cdrifiicame the main priorities o f the
HR’s agenda (Gallach 2011). To a certain extens, phiority was a consequence of
events, such as the eruption of the Macedoniasdnsearly 2001, or the decision of
President Chirac to send Solana to the 2000 Suomibhe Middle-East in Sharm el
Sheik on the Middle East (which paved the way fog HR’s participation in the
Mitchell Commission). It would be a mistake, howewe consider the HR’s special
commitment to these areas as a mere accidentctintfes a consequence of a precise
vision that HR Solana always supported in his pubfiterventions. Since his
appointment in 1999, indeed, HR Solana had keptligigting the need for the EU to
bring a more solid contribution to security in tweo regions (Solana 2000c). In his
speeches, for example, he argued that only “long-t&ability in the Balkans” can
bring “greater security and prosperity for Eurogeaawhole”, and that Europe “not

87 According to HR Solana, “an enlarged Union wikilf bring greater influence in the world” (Solana
2000c).

8 According to Solana the EU had to avoid fallingithe trap of overly concentrating on the
institutional arrangements at the expense of snbstéSolana 2000a). See also Kurovska (2009) and
Gallach (2011).

8 By contrast, Solana spent little time and enerdiging with the Council’'s Secretariat internal
issues, gaining a reputation of “man of policy aotla manager, or man of institutions”. Interview
with an EU Council official, November 2009. Seeoalzallach (2011).

90



only has a fundamental interest in bringing peatability and prosperity to the
Balkans but [...] it is in a unique position to dd ¢8olana 2000b). In line with these
arguments, Solana made his first visit abroad astéifhe Balkans (Kosovo). In
conclusion, therefore, HR certainly contributed ttee political debate and the

elaboration of new ideas concerning EU policiesaimls Macedonia.

The HR in Macedonia: transforming ideas into policy proposals and

implementing them

Having identified security and stability in WestdéBalkans as a main priority of EU
foreign policy, HR Solana played a crucial roleshraping concrete policy proposals
to this purpose as well as in implementing EU@es,.

Even though recognising that the Stabilisation aksbociation Process
(managed by the European Commission) was the E& malicy towards the region,
Solana warned about the limitations of this poliagd of the fact that it could not
avoid the emergence of further crises in the sterh (Solana 2000e). Moreover,
when the Macedonian crisis erupted, HR Solana \dewet an opportunity to build
EU crisis management capabilities and made it aptogrity in his agenda. During
the first months of the crisis, the HR was invitgdthe European Council to monitor
the situation in the region (European Council 20@®}his phase, Solana travelled to
Skopje in what has often been labelled ‘shuttldasifacy’. Thanks to the time and
energies devoted to this crisis, Solana proved tth@tHR was the institution best
suited to represent the interests of the EU inrdgion as it could guarantee a
continuous presence on the ground, something beaPtesidency could hardly do
due its commitments at the national and internatitevel.

In line with its mandate, during the initial phasesthe conflict the HR
focused on the implementation of the policy lingsntified by EU Member States:

» Support for the government and condemnation oflsgl@ouncil of Ministers
of the EU 2001b)

* Inviolability of the Macedonian border (Council ®finisters of the EU
2001b)

» Refuse for the use of violence and support forldgigal solution (Council of

Ministers of the EU 2001b)
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Along these lines, Solana urged “all ethnic Albanpolitical leaders in the
region [...] to clearly distance themselves from ¢hasts of violence, to isolate these
extremists and to express support for the resgabedoorder demarcation agreement
recently signed between Belgrade and Skopje” ($0l2001b). Similarly, he
confirmed “the full support of the European Unianthe Government” and asked
Macedonians “to address urgently the root causdegifimate grievance, through
political and democratic mechanisms” (Solana 2001c)

To help stabilise the situation, few weeks afteg #ruption of the crisis, in
February 2001, HR Solana endorsed an increase inumber of EU monitors in the
PreSevo Valley. The monitors were supposed to exghtre control on the bordering
region from which the Macedonian government deemesdt rebels were introduced
in the country.

Subsequently, in March, the HR urged the launcha gfolitical dialogue
between ethnic Macedonian and Albanian politicatips (European Voice 2001).
To this goal, following a meeting of the EU troikdth the Macedonian Foreign
Minister in mid March, Solana initiated an interdiplomatic activity. On the one
hand, he tried to convince ethnic Albanian politigarties to detach themselves from
the rebels. Following his efforts, the leaders thihe Albanian parties of Macedonia
and Kosovo signed declarations condemning violemoceé supporting a political
dialogue® On the other hand (in coordination with Externald&ons Commissioner
Patten) Solana used his diplomatic skills and t@emic leverage given by the EU
to convince the Macedonian government to open atiqadl dialogue with
representatives of ethnic Albanians in Parliamdie dialogue was aimed to the
introduction of reforms in favour of the Albaniannority, something that in Skopje
was regarded as surrender to the NLA. Thanks teetleéforts, the EU managed to
establish roundtable talks with all parties repnésé in Macedonia’s parliament—
including the two main ethnic Albanian parties—unthe auspices of the President
Trajkovski (Financial Times 2001e).

% Declaration of the Albanian Parties of Macedo@iMarch 2001, and Declaration by Kosovo
Leaders, 23 March 2001. Following the pressur&éefternational community, the Albanian DPA
was convinced to remain in the government coalif@hich it threatened to quit) and the Albanian
opposition party PDP no longer boycotted parliarmagnsessions.
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As already mentioned, the political dialogue did sacceed immediately.
Yet, thanks to the intense diplomatic activity fa& Iperformed at the beginning of the
crisis, when violence escalated by HR Solana mah#ageonvince the Presidency to
let the HR represent the interests of the EU. Adiogly, since April the HR further
intensified its presence in the region, by actingciose coordination with NATO
Secretary General Robertson. In this phase HR 8&alamed himself the reputation
of a good diplomat and an extremely able negotigRbillips 2004: 117). In May, in
particular, Solana persuaded all ethnic Albaniaritipal parties to create a
government of national unity (Schneckener 2002: Bépetrevski and Latifi 2004:
30). Subsequently, at the beginning of June, irrdination with the Swedish EU
Presidency, he helped dissuade the MacedoniandBnesrom declaring a state of
war, which would probably have put an end to thktipal dialogue®* Through all
these efforts Solana gave a fundamental contribuothe implementation of the
policy lines identified by Member States, in sugpafrthe Macedonian government
and against the use of force from the NLA.

With the escalation of the crisis and especialtgrathe Aracinovo episode,
however, it became clear that the internal dialogusnched by the EU could not
succeed without the constant presence in Skopgetedm of negotiator$.As for the
EU, in particular, a full-time special envoy wadt f®o be necessary to carry out
similar work to that of Pieter Feith (Personal Resentative of NATO’s Secretary
General) in the PreSevo Valley crisis. To this jmsg EU Member States appointed
the French Francois Leotard EU Special Represegatati the country (Council of
Ministers of the EU 2001a). Being detached fromGoenmission and attached to the
HR, Leotard’s mandate was to implement the decssioh Member States. The
appointment of Leotard was soon followed by thathaf US Special Envoy James
Pardew. A closer involvement of the US seemed sacgsin particular, to exert
stronger leverage on Albanian political parties.

When the team of negotiators arrived in Skopjanjiected new hope and
energy for a negotiated solution. The internatiomadiators no longer left the

negotiation process to the parties, but tabled thein proposal addressing the main

° Interview with a national diplomat, July 2010.
92 According to EU officials, “a more hands-on apmigawas needed as “the minute Solana turns his
back the government reverts to infighting and fdetgging” (Financial Times 2001g).
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issues under debate: the recognition and usadeedilbanian language; the increase
of ethnic Albanian police; the introduction of parhentary guarantee in order to
avoid minorities to be outvoted; and changes incirestitution (Schneckener 2002).

Subsequent negotiations held in Skopje and in Oktaited from the document

proposed by this team.

The appointment of Leotard marked a shift in thikcgaf the EU. So far, EU
negotiators had always refused to open a dialogtie MLA, recognising as their
legitimate interlocutors only Albanian political phas represented in parliament. The
only contacts between NLA and the international camity had occurred
informally, between NATQO’s Special RepresentativeMacedonia Hans-Joerg Eiff
and Ahmeti (the NLA leader) to obtain a decreasthaéviolence (Ackermann 2001:
73). The proposal for a dialogue previously fornedbby Robert Frowick, moreover,
had failed because of the indecisiveness of thernational community. While
NATO'’s approach in this regard had remained morenpghe EU had strongly
opposed direct negotiations with the NLA (Interoagl Crisis Group 2001b).

The Aracinovo crisis, however, had rendered evidieatneed for opening a
communication channel with the reb&lsSince they reached Skopje, therefore,
Special Representative Leotard and his team reyéhsestance held by the EU until
that moment and endorsed an indirect dialogue thithNLA** On the basis of this
new position, informal contacts were opened betwdleA and Pieter Feith (Personal
Representative of NATO’s Secretary General), suppoby the Austrian diplomat
Stephan Lehne, member of the EU Policy Unit (R¥slli2004: 122> Once
negotiations were opened, moreover, NLA leader Ahmenained in constant touch
with the Albanian political parties (Schneckene02034; Popetrevski and Latifi
2004: 31). Besides the proposal on the merit afrne$ tabled by the two envoys, this
U turn in the policy of the EU realised by Leotamd his team renders evident how,

% The departure of rebels from Aracinovo was ne¢gdidy Pieter Feith (Personal Representative of
NATQ’s Secretary General). Other scholars attriltiieedecision to negotiate with NLA on the
Aracinovo issue to Solana and identify in thistfireove the decision to reverse the previous ElUcgoli
not to communicate with NLA (Phillips 2004: 120).

% Interview with a national diplomat (July 2010).i§J turn in the EU policy is highlighted by
Phillips (2004: 120) who writes that, after rejagtithe Frowick proposal: “only a few weeks on,
NATO would effectively follow Frowick's example tgeeking NLA approval for a last-ditch peace
plan.”

*The two had already worked together in the informatliation of a resolution for the PreSevo Valley
crisis.
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starting from its implementation powers, the offioeé the HR gained room for
manoeuvre and was able to formulate autonomousypptioposals® Thanks to the
support of the EU, the team of negotiators managedonvince NATO Secretary
General Roberston and the Macedonian governmenictfwbo far had been
adamantly opposed to any dialogue with the relzélg)eir new line.

Last but not least, the arrival in Skopje of the nvoys was accompanied by
the readiness, expressed by NATO, to a strongeiviament in the country. Despite
the initial reluctance of the US and other Membite&s, NATO agreed to deploy a
military contingent in Macedonia on the basis of iavitation of the Macedonian
President, in order to implement the peace agreearehto disarm rebefé.Thanks
to all these elements and the coordinated presgures international community, an
agreement between the main Albanian and Macedqubircal parties was signed in

Ohrid only few weeks after Leotard and Pardew’svatin Skopje.

Conclusion

According to the definition adopted by this stugbglicy entrepreneur are those
political actors that are able to introduce innox&ideas, translate them into policy
proposals, and implement them (Chapter 3). Indbidion we have seen how, since
its creation, the HR has helped shape an idea eofEld as a political, not only
economic international actor, able to take mor@aasibilities for regional security.
When the Macedonian crisis exploded, HR Solana bhsedole to transform these
ideas into concrete actions and to push for thesEbfervention in the conflict.
During subsequent negotiations, moreover, HR'’s déipg entities presented key
policy proposals that became the policy of the EOL this reason, this crisis can
certainly be considered as an example of policyig@os in which the HR played the

key role of policy entrepreneur.

% Interview with a national diplomat, July 2010.
7 See Financial Times (2001b; 2001h).
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The EU coordinated response: in the wake of the Balkan wars

Previous sections have shown that during the Mauadacrisis EU Members States
displayed a coordinated and proactive responsegthimg that had not occurred
during the Bosnia and Kosovo conflicts of the 19¥Bsn though the contribution of
the newly appointed HR had certainly a major ralethis outcome, one cannot
disregard the fact that the EU faced the Macedaenss in a different political
context.

The analysis of EU discourses and policies, indeedeals that, in the
aftermath of the Bosnia and Kosovo conflicts, Eliaral leaders had developed a
new perception of security threats not only asdssof territorial integrity—as
foreseen in traditional security doctrines—but asoviolations of EU principles and
values. The two wars, moreover, had pushed EU teddedevelop a new sense of
responsibility towards this kind of emerging threzgpecially when it originated from
their neighbourhood. Finally, national leaders Btatted considering the EU as the
political entity best suited to face this respoitiib

Accordingly, when violence erupted in Macedonia HWember States
adopted behaviour in line with the norms and celtas developed during the
previous Balkan conflicts. First, they defined thisis as a security thre&tSecond,
they recognised that the EU should take on theoresbility to deal with the issue.
Third, they rejected the use of force and optedafonediated political solution. The
continuity between these positions and norms caisty Member States’ ideational
background are represented in Table 5.

Even though it is not possible to verify the existe of a causal link between
culture and behaviour, understanding the secuualiyie emerged in the aftermath of
the Kosovo and Bosnia helps understand how EUteleship, and the empowerment
of the HR in the Macedonia crisis were possiblee Plerception of a shared threat,
and the sense of common belonging generated by comrms, indeed, constituted
a positive context which let supranational vs igtmernmental dynamics prevalil
within EU institutions. This argument is develogeste as follows. The first section

% In light of the long tradition of peaceful coexiste of ethnic minorities in Macedonia, unlike the
Kosovo crisis the Macedonia crisis did not représetfireat to the human rights of the populatian, b
rather to its enduring peace and peaceful coexisten
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Observed

Prescribed behaviour
Type of
Aim behaviour by EU during the
norm
norms Macedonia
crisis
Menaces not only to
Security territorial integrity | The Macedonian
Identifying
threat but also to funding crisis is
international
identification values have to be considered a
security threats
considered as threat to the EU
security threats
Defining
European countries
appropriate arenas
need to take on EU Member States
Interaction and modes for
greater intervene in the
norms cooperation in
responsibilities for | Macedonian crisis
international
emerging threats
relations
Even though the
use of force in
Identifying the Use of force is
international
appropriate rejected; all
Instrumental relations is to be
instruments to possible efforts
norms rejected, it can be

respond to external

threats

accepted for
humanitarian

reasons

are made to find a

peaceful solution

Table5. EU security culture in the resolution of the Maceidn crisis of 2001.

describes the legacy of the Bosnian and Kosovo warshe three key groups of

norms identified in this research as constitutitgy$ecurity culture: norms on threats

identification, international cooperation, and thestruments to be used to face
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external threats. Subsequent sections explain halv pBlicies in the case of
Macedonia were in line with these and thus gendrateense of shared belonging.

The Bosnia and Kosovo precedents: shaping a new EU security culture

The Macedonian crisis of 2001 occurred short dfterwars in Bosnia-Herzegovina
(1992-1995) and in Kosovo (1998-1999) had confrdntéestern European leaders
with the new threats emerging from Eastern Eurapeving the Cold War. The
literature on the EU is almost unanimous in comsigethese two conflicts key
turning points in the emergence of a new EU forgigticy identity. The Kosovo
war, in particular, has widely been depicted ag@sgive catalyst in the development
of EU’s international security role (Martin 2010héperd 20093° Together with the
Bosnian conflict, the Kosovo conflict has been désd as a ‘formative moment’

of a new common narrative about EU foreign politieicelberg 2003). The two
events, in other words, favoured the emergenceewf interpretations of the present,
which have formed the basis for new prescriptions the future since then.
Accordingly, for the purpose of this study, the Bi@® and Kosovo conflicts care
regarded as key moments in the development of aGi¢wecurity culture.

First, during the Kosovo and Bosnian wars, EU lead¥eveloped a new
extended definition of security threat. For thestfitime, these two conflicts faced
these leaders with the violent ethnic tensions ltegurom the difficult political,
economic, and social situation of post-Communigbie. These tensions challenged
EU principles of peace, democracy and rule of lBwen though they did not threaten
directly the territorial integrity of any Member &, these challenges were soon
considered like a security threat. In oppositiondttrines and cultures developed
during the Cold War, EU leaders justified and sufgaba military intervention to

deal with them.

% Apart from the literature, this argument is sprimthe EU political discourse. According to Elmar
Brok, fore example, the Kosovo conflict “actedsasatalyst for Europe’s consciousness” and “will be
considered in the future as a milestone in thehistf the EU” (Maull 2000: 7). For Javier Solate t
Kosovo crisis “was a wake-up call for European &xadaind European public opinion” (Solana 2000a).
100 By formative moment we mean a moment in whichtengsmeanings and narratives are contested
and new ones emerge. Narratives are the storiea $axiety tells about itself, that place it ie fhast

and the present, and that form its actual histogvitably, they not only affect self perceptionitb

also choices and behaviour.
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Evidence of this transformation can be easily foumthe political discourses
and in choices implemented by EU Member StatesDéoember 1995, just few
months after the Srebrenica massacre, JoschkaeFigabt foreign minister at that

time) argued in the Bundestag:

We are in a real conflict between basic valuesti@mone hand, there is the
renunciation of force as a vision of a world in aihiconflicts are resolved rationally,
through recourse to laws and majority decisiongyubh the constitutional process
and no longer through brute force; [...]. On the othand, there is the bloody
dilemma that human beings may be able to surviyg with the use of military
force. Between solidarity for survival and our coitment to non-violence - that is

our dilemma®*

In order to address this dilemma, British Prime istier Tony Blair argued
that a “new doctrine of international community” swaeeded, in which “the principle
of non-interference must be qualified in importamtys”°? On the basis of this new
doctrine, the need to protect human rights becanimsas for justification of a
military intervention in third countries. A few yesaafter the eruption of the Bosnian
conflict, this doctrine served as a justificatiar the support by EU Member States
for NATO intervention in Kosovd® The need to protect human right was used to
justify this intervention not only by Member Statesth a traditionally proactive
foreign policy (such as the UK), but also by tha@sentries, such as Germany and
Italy, which for historical reasons had always sefdl (or strongly limited) their
military intervention in foreign countrigS? On the basis of this principle, also

neutral Member States (such as Sweden or Ausbti@ & positive stance towards

101 joschka Fischer, Speech given in the Bundest&get. 1995, quoted in Harnish and Maull
(2001).

192 Tony Blair, “Doctrine of the International Commtyfj speech delivered to the Economic Club of
Chicago, 22 April 1999, cited by Sheperd (2009:)516

193 The only EU Member State which significantly casteel Nato intervention in Kosovo was Greece.
194 The importance of this change for Germany ang’dbreign policy is highlighted by the debate
about the constitutional legitimacy of the deployinef armed forces in Bosnia (Germany) and the
contribution to the military campaign in Kosovo (@m=ny and Italy). With reference to Germany in
particular, there has been a debate on whethddbevo war represented a turning point in
Germany'’s post Cold War foreign policy or only comsnated it (Maull 2000; Berenskoetter and
Giegerich 2006; Duffield 1999; Overhaus 2004).
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NATO intervention, de facto drifting away from theaditional conception of
neutrality®

Second, the Bosnia and Kosovo conflicts shaped va sense of shared
responsibility of EU leaders in front of the new exging threats. In light of the
dramatic consequences of their divisions on thenBos conflict, in particular,
European leaders became more aware of the nead¢éardinatedresponse to crises
emerging in EU’s neighbourhood. Accordingly, the’& Security Strategy adopted
in 2003 asserts, for example, that “no single cquistable to tackle today’s complex
problems on its own” (European Council 20038)The frustration provoked by the
inability to support their diplomatic efforts witkenforcing actions in Kosovo,
moreover, accrued EU leaders’ perception of thed rfee a Europeanresponse to
external crises. In line with these two elementd, Member States developed the
understanding that the best way to address thewigg responsibilities towards the
external environment (especially the neighbourhosd$ through a more proactive
EU foreign and security policy.

Evidence of these transformations is provided Hicjgs developed at the EU
and national level. Following the Bosnian and eglgcthe Kosovo conflict, the EU
took on greater responsibilities for stabilisatmfnts neighbourhood by accelerating
its ‘soft power’ policies in Eastern Europ¥.In addition, in 1999, EU Member States
decided to ease the interpretation of conditiopatititeria and accelerate the
accession of ten new members from Central andBEaspe'®® Last but not least, the

Kosovo conflict is deemed to have opened the wathéolaunch of the European

195 Heiselberg (2003) notes that Swedish leaders adapt ambiguous discourse vis-a-vis the Kosovo
crisis. While on the one hand they continued talaion formal adhesion to neutrality, on the other
hand they depicted the Kosovo crisis as the exathplepeace in Europe could not be maintained
without a stronger EU (and Swedish) interventianfatto drifting away from neutrality.

198 More generally, Giegerich (2006: 53) has arguet tive need for a coordinated reaction was
prompted by the new features of emerging thredts.aBymmetry, anonymity, deterritorialisation and
connectedness of post- Cold War threats, in paaticled all EU Member States to be affected more
or less in the same way, favouring a coordinatiotheir responses

197 This was done through the launch of the Stabitiszand Association Process (SAP) in the Western
Balkans (2000). Macedonia was the first countrgigm a Stabilisation and Association Agreement (in
2001) under the auspices of this new policy. InRremework of the SAP, membership was offered as
a mean of supplementing post-conflict measuresgogaertaken by other international actors and by
the EU itself (Martin 2010).

198 \While until 1999 the EU applied a rigid conditidinato EU accession, after 1999 the criteria for
accession were released allowing for the entrahd@® dMember States in 2004 (Martin, 2010).
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Security and Defence Policy (Sheperd 2089)t is not by chance, indeed, that the
first commitments undertaken by EU Member Stateseuthis policy concerned the
creation of conflicts management tools suitablediealing with crises similar to those
of Bosnia-Herzegovina and KosoVS.

The launch of the CSDP, in particular, represemtedajor evolution in the
security doctrine of some Member States. In fatt,fational governments depicted
the launch of this policy differently. In Francey fexample, the launch of the CSDP
was described as a way to promote national intetesbugh the European forum. In
the UK, the CSDP was presented as an instrumenginiforce the Atlantic Alliance
by providing a stronger and more reliable partoethe US. In those Member States
refusing the use of force for historical reasonglisas Germany and lItaly), or in the
neutral Member States (such as Sweden or Austradipnal leaders stressed the role
of the CSDP for peace and democracy promdtidort would be misleading,
however, to describe the launch of the CSDP onlythes consequence of the
accidental convergence of different interests, ©masingle tool for justification of
policies de facto different. Even with the nuanaeshe national discourses just
mentioned, indeed, the launch of the CSDP repredeat major, although not
dramatic departure from of separated national dwedtrtowards the convergence
arounf the common principle that a coordinated epgin was to be preferred to a
national one (Cornish and Edwards 2001).

Third, as already noted by scholars of strategid aecurity studies
(Heiselberg 2003; Howorth 2002; Matlary 2006; Me2666), shared norms emerged
in the aftermath of the Bosnian and Kosovo crisescerned the use of soft more

199 |n particular, the Kosovo war has been seen aaia aatalyst of Tony Blair's decision to give up
UK'’s long standing veto to a common European defgyaticy. In Blair's words: “Europe needs to
develop the ability to act alone in circumstancéere, for whatever reason, the US is not able esdo
not wish to participate” (Blair 1998b). See als@iB{1998a). For a revision of how the political
discourses of EU Member States (in particular: Eeatnited Kingdom, the Netherlands and
Germany) converged in the case of Kosovo (withirtifgortant exception of Greece), see also
Giegerich (2006) and Harnisch and Stahl (2010).

11011 1999, EU Member States undertook the commitrteatquire the capability to deploy within
60 days a military contingent of 50,000-60,000 pessand to sustain it for one year. This commitment
was clearly modelled on SFOR and KFOR, NATOs’ ofiena in the Balkans (Sheperd 2009: 522).
11 Heiselberg (2003) has argued that the EU and 82FChave played an important role in moving
Sweden away from its traditional neutrality, whitdd become a “sacred cow difficult to sacrifice”
after the end of the Cold War. Similarly, referritogthe Austrian debate, Giegerich (2003) has @efin
the CSDP as the “permitted alliance”, that is thy @lliance which render possible for national
leaders seeking security in international fora withformally renouncing to neutrality.
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than hard power instruments and was limited toctses of human rights violations.
Even though the perception of the need of a mavagbive EU foreign and security
policy was developed, the attachment to the Cold Vdiues of peace, cooperation,
and rule of law of some Member States, as oppaséedet assertive stance of other
Member States, prevented the EU from developing haresl understanding
concerning the use of force in a wide number aiess(Rynning 2003). At the same
time, the attachment of other Member States to NARD the Transatlantic Alliance
as main provider of hard security did not allow fbe emergence of a common
understanding of the EU role in this field. Conwrge around a European
coordinated approach, therefore, regarded the tuseforather than hard power and
only the promotion of EU values. It is not by charbat following the launch of the
CSDP the EU developed its capabilities especiallyhie soft range of Petesberg
Tasks. Despite these limitations, it cannot be etkrihat the Bosnia and Kosovo
conflicts changed considerably the approach obnatileaders to EU foreign policy.
As we will see in the following section, the newltate emerged in their aftermath

had a major impact on subsequent choices concetiminlglacedonian crisis.

The Macedonia crisis as a security threat

In line with the norms developed in the aftermdtthe Bosnia and Kosovo conflicts,
EU leaders treated the Macedonia crisis as a $edhreat. These leaders started
addressing this crisis in their public interventias early as February 208%.In
March 2001, before the crisis reached its peak, Eheopean Council received
Macedonia’s President Trajkovski and issued a spstatement on the crisis. Other
statements were issued by NATO and single Membate&t Unlike during the
Kosovo intervention, EU leaders never mentioned ribed to protect Albanians’
human rights. Rather, they highlighted the longtdms of peaceful coexistence
among different ethnicities in Macedonid,testified by the presence of Albanian
parties in major national institutions. Along withis, and in clear opposition with

112 gee for example Council of Ministers of the EUQ2D). For the declarations of Italian leaders
RaiNews22 (2011).

3according to the Nato Secretary General Lord RdbersMacedonia “stands out as a successful
example of a well-functioning, multi-ethnic sociétya region which has for too long suffered from
conflicts among different ethnic groups” (NATO 2@)1

102



their behaviour vis-a-vis the Serbian governmeninduthe Kosovo conflict, they
highlighted their support for the Macedonian goweent, condemning the “the
ethnic-Albanian extremist attempts to destabilB®M and the region” (Council of
Ministers of the EU 2001b).

Even though they did not stress this risk in pylit) leaders associated the
crisis to the possibility that Albanians of Mace@ooonnect their requests with those
of Albanians of Kosovo, Serbia, and Albania, ultiedg pushing for a revision of the
political geography of the regidh? Despite this concrete risk, in their public
statements EU leaders did not describe the Maceadwisis as an immediate or direct
threat to European security in a traditional semnskich is a threat to national
territorial integrity. After all, Macedonia is a sifhcountry and the violence occurred
in it mostly remained to a low scale. However, Mi&cedonian crisis was presented
as a direct threat to EU founding values. AccoryindgeU leaders stressed that
“Political demands should be put forward in a pé&acmanner and in accordance

with democratic principles” (Council of Minister$ the EU 2001c) and argued that:

What is at stake here is not only Macedonia. Wshat istake here is really everything

that we have been trying to do in the Balkans: dwawy, people living together, inter-

. . 115
ethnic cooperation

Similarly, EU leaders rejected the use of violethgethe Albanian rebels,
which was presented as violating the principlesi@hocracy and human rights for
which they stood in Kosovo. National governmentsaddition, “condemned the
rising number of incidents in fYROM” and “called oall involved to isolate
extremists, to promote reconciliation and multireth co-operation and work
constructively towards a peaceful solution of tleaftict” (Council of Ministers of
the EU 2001b), and stressed their commitment to

114 |Indeed, with regard to this crisis EU leadersssteel on many occasion the principle of inviolapilit
of states’ borders. See for example Council of bteis of the EU (2001b).

15 UN Special Envoy in the Balkans Carl Buildt citeglJohansen (2001). See also Phillips (2004)
and Dempsey (2001).
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do all that it [they] can to facilitate the resadut of the problems in the region in order

to continue to play a constructive role in the inegional efforts to bring lasting peace,

security and stability to the BalkadATO 2001a)

EU’s responsibility to act

In order to avoid the mistakes committed in presiddalkan conflicts, when the
Macedonia crisis erupted, the EU assumed a leadiegin the resolution of it and
became a key player in the mediation of a politeagdleement. For this reason, the
Macedonia crisis has described as the first caseisé management in the history of
the EU.™® Certainly, the major role played by the EU in thiisis was favoured by
the ongoing involvement of EU institutions in thegion (the European Commission
was finalising the negotiation of a StabilisationdaAssociation Agreement with
Macedonia'’ and the HR was involved in the political dialoguetween Serbs and
Albanians in the FRY).

These elements alone, however, cannot justify th@mrole acquired by the
EU in brokering a peace agreement between the asts p conflict. Indeed, in early
2001 EU leaders had various choices at their d@posdeal with the Macedonia
crisis. First, EU Member States could decide to manthemselves to the resolution
of the crisis or not. As we have seen, howevelipus experiences in the Balkans
had developed a new culture among EU leaders, ialtpfor the intervention of the
international community to avoid human rights vimas. Second, EU leaders could
choose to act unilaterally or to coordinate thestiams through an international
forum. If a coordinated solution was to be preféym@moreover, they could choose to
intervene through NATO or the UN. As already memtid, NATO was present on
the ground with the military operations SFOR andO&:; deployed in Bosnia-
Herzegovina and Kosovo respectivélyThe UN was in charge of the administration
of Kosovo. As already seen, however, the Bosnia &adovo conflicts had

116 5ahlin (2007), Whyte (2001), La Repubblica (20@h) The Financial Times (2001a).

1171n the first phases of the conflict, the EU Presicy acted in the context of these talks to suggest
the opening of a political dialogue between themfaibanian and Macedonian) political parties
represented in parliament.

1810 2001 there were still 20,000 Nato troops deptbin Bosnia-Herzegovina under operation SFOR
(down from the original 32,000) and 60,000 deployedosovo under operation KFOR. A huge part
of these contingents was provided by EU MembereStat
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developed a new sense of responsibility among Bddes, especially vis-a-vis crises
emerging in EU’s neighbourhood.

Accordingly, when violent tensions emerged in Mawed, the HR and his
team viewed it as an opportunity to test EU’s &piio project its political influence
in the region. They presented the Macedonia caisia threat to the credibility of the
whole international community and, particularly die EU, arguing that the

Macedonia crisis puts at stake:

Not only the stability of the Balkans but also ttredibility of the EU’s emerging
security and defence policy. [...] We cannot affovdfdil in Macedonia. (Financial
Times 2001f).

In light of the new sense of responsibility develdpn EU Member States,
with these arguments the HR managed to convinc&tedish Presidency to let it
represent the interests of the EU and take theile#lte attempts of the international

community to find a mediated solution to the Macggdarisis.

Macedonia as a target for EU soft power

When ethnic tensions erupted in Macedonia, EU MenmbBmates unanimously
supported a resolution of the crisis based on tahmtenance of the existing border,
the refusal of use of force, and the dialogue betwethnic Albanians and
Macedonians!®

Certainly, the decision to use soft rather thardh@ower in the resolution of
this conflict was prompted by two elements. Fiwstlike during previous conflicts in
the Balkans in the 1990s, the NLA uprising in Mam&d did not gain the support of
wide parts of the local population (by contrastyimas elements suggested the
intervention of forces coming from abroad, as seahe first section). Accordingly,
the international community (and EU Member Statet&rpreted it as an illegitimate
uprising against a democratic government. SecdredMacedonian government was
not willing to allow KFOR forces deployed in Kosoto enter the country to sedate
the revolt (Financial Times 2001f).

9 The decision to use force in Kosovo, by contrasts marked by some divisions. Greece, in
particular, is the country that most signalledéicence to support Nato intervention.
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In addition, the choice to support the national egament and the
inviolability of the existing border was in line thitraditional norms on sovereignty
that were developed much earlier than the 1990kaBatonflicts, and with the norms
developed during these conflicts. The decision deksa diplomatic solution, in
particular, was in line with a general perceptibthe use of force as an instrument of
last resort but reflected also the lack of a commoderstanding on the use of hard
power in the EU. Even though the Bosnia and Koscwoflicts had developed a
greater sense of responsibility towards the extehnaats among EU Member States,
considerable divisions still existed on the usehafd power, particularly between
Member States favouring a proactive projection Ofsehard power in international
relations and those reluctant to accept it (Rynr2083). Accordingly, during the
Macedonia crisis EU Member States found a commaeeagent on the use of

diplomatic tools for the resolution of the conflict

Conclusion

The EU's intervention in the 2001 Macedonia is oftecalled as the first case of EU
crisis management policy (Sahlin 2007). Certairtlylso provides an example of a
policy dossier in which the HR played a very sigmaifht role in EU policy-making.
Thanks to Solana’s personal skills, and to theinaous presence on the ground of
his team, in this crisis the HR not only implemehiU policies lines, but also put
forward autonomous policy proposals, which becatdec&mnmon policies.

At least two elements concurred to this successitdome: the unwillingness
of the US to play a major role in the region; ahd advantage of the HR vis-a-vis
other institutions (in particular the Presidenay)granting a continuous presence on
the ground. As the HR did not play a similar raleother crises where it could have
brought a similar added valued, however, this lagtement alone does not explain
how the HR could achieved it in this specific case.

Accordingly, this chapter has focused on the rdl&l0 security culture in
creating a positive context for the involvementtbé HR in policy-making. The
analysis has shown that the successful intervemtiadhe HR’s in EU policy-making
took place in a favourable political context. Irethftermath of the 1990s Balkan

wars, EU Member States had developed new normegepting the core of an
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emerging EU security culture. These norms did nmnt only to a generic desire to
avoid public diplomacy failures, or to downplay paldivisions, but regarded key
issues in national security policies, such as #erto adopt a coordinated approach
and to take on greater responsibilities especialytheir neighbourhood. These
norms—especially those concerning the identificatiof threats and the
responsibilities of EU Member States—played a k#g m shaping EU’s response to
the Macedonia crisis. Even though the literaturesses that after these conflicts
important divergences endured as concern the ubardfpower, these divergences
did not represent an obstacle to the developmeatstfared approach due to the fact
that the NLA never reached the support of widegpaftMacedonia’s population (and
thus the use of hard power was never really aroopti

In conclusion, even though one cannot say thasdoearity culture generated
by the emergence of these shared norms directlysézd the involvement of the HR
in policy processes in a traditional sense, itegtigation helps understand how the
HR was able to convince EU Member States to letgtesent and operationalize the

interests of the EU during the Macedonia crisis.
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CHAPTER 6

THE HIGH REPRESENTATIVE AND THE NEGOTIATIONS
OVER IRAN’S NUCLEAR PROGRAMME: FROM
BARGAINING CHIP TO MEDIATOR

In August 2002, thanks to revelations by the NatioGouncil of Resistance of Iran
(NCRI), the international community learnt thatnrwas secretly developing a nuclear
programme. The news was confirmed in February 2602 Iranian President Khatami
officially acknowledged the existence of nucleatilftes in the country and of plans to
realize a full fuel production cycle. Despite dérfram the Iranian authorities, the fact
that this information had been kept secret led manyloubt the Iranians’ peaceful
intentions and to fear that the programme aimembastructing nuclear weapons. In turn,
this suspicion raised concerns for its implicatidos non-proliferation and regional
security.

In October 2003, the foreign ministers of Francerrzany, and the United
Kingdom—the E3—launched a diplomatic initiativedonvince Iran to stop its plan to
develop a full production cycle. In autumn 2004\thassociated to the talks the HR, a
move which brought their initiative within the Ebistitutional framework. Subsequently,
in 2006, the E3/EU further evolved into the E3+d]dwing the association of China,
Russia, and the US and the appointment of the HfRia$ negotiator. For some time, the
lack of substantial public divisions among EU MemBéates led many to consider this
initiative as EU foreign policy success, especially comparison with the public
diplomacy failure just occurred on the eve of th8-led military intervention in Iraq.

This success was often associated to the involveaiehe HR in the talks.
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In fact, despite being identified as a major susadsthe HR, the Iranian dossier
did not expand significantly the powers and pretiwga of this institution. The
involvement of the HR into the negotiations was ednto guarantee the E3 initiative
with the support of the rest of the EU (Sauer 20P86). Even though HR Solana
devoted to these negotiations significant time @sturces, he did not extend his role to
all phases of policy-making. In particular, everough the he was involved in the
implementation of EU policies, and acted as a tefmeference for all Member States,
his policy proposals always remained subordinatettidse of the E3. Accordingly, even
though bringing an important contribution to EUsherence and visibility, the HR did
so by playing more the role of mediator or of bargey chip among Member States,
than that of policy entrepreneur played in othdicgyalossiers.

Moreover, during negotiations with Iran, even tholglJ Member States had a
shared perception of the importance of nuclearifpration as a security threat, they
displayed different positions on how to respondittoBehind the closed doors of
diplomacy, in particular, national leaders disadrea the role of international fora and
on the preconditions for negotiations. The analydisliscourses, security documents,
and policies adopted by national leaders showstligse divergences reflected a lack of
common norms on the role of international cooperatiis-a-vis nuclear proliferation.

In order to substantiate these arguments, this €hgpoceeds as follows. The
first section illustrates the events which ledhe tliscovery of Iran’s nuclear programme
and to the launch of negotiations. As this studyus®s on the role of the HR, this section
considers only events which took place while thigtitution was in place (from 1999 to
2009). The second section illustrates the rolehef HR in the negotiation process. It
argues that the involvement of the HR into negiotiet was aimed to guarantee the E3
initiative with the support of the rest of the EThe HR’s participation in negotiations
enhanced EU cohesion by allowing into the talksitiberests of all Member States, and
by enhancing the visibility of the EU. Unlike thase of Macedonia, however, the HR
avoided formulating explicit policy proposals oryldivisive issues and hardly translated
them into u policies. The final section analysesms and cultures that shaped the

response of EU leaders to the discovery of Irantgyamme. This section argues that,
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like the EU’s intervention in Macedonia (triggerbg the lessons learned during the
Bosnian and Kosovo conflicts), EU’s reaction to tHescovery of Iran’s nuclear
programme was triggered by the desire to avoidréipetition of a previous crisis (the
public diplomacy failure on the 2003 Irag war). 4Bl the Bosnian and Kosovo
conflicts, however, the 2003 Irag war did not erdeamhe development of common
interaction norms among EU leaders (and thus, sifased culture) on how to deal with
nuclear proliferation. Accordingly, as negotiatiomgh Iran started, EU Member States
showed important cleavages on the appropriate foimmmthe adoption of sanctions

against Iran and the preconditions for negotiatimrey a long term agreement.

The E3/EU initiative: an alternative to the US?

In August 2002 the NCRI, an Iranian exile grouirded that the Iranian government
had built new nuclear related-facilities near Natamd in Arak, which had failed to
reveal to the international community. After deryihat first, during a visit of the IAEA
Director General El-Baradei in Iran in February 2@Be Iranian government admitted it
was building two facilities for the uranium enriceamt (IAEA 2003b). Further
investigations concluded that Iran had failed tovjte adequate information about these
plans, in violation of the obligations undertakender the Non-Proliferation Treaty
(NPT)X° This violation generated fear in the internatioc@nmunity that Iran aimed to
build nuclear weapons in explicit breach to the NPTThis suspicion was generated not
only by the fact that Iran had hidden its progranbue also by the lack of convincing
evidence supporting the Iranian claim that the mogne was aimed to power
production (Fitzpatrick 2006). The development aiclear weapons, moreover, was
considered in line with Iran’s security concerngl ats long standing ambition to be
recognised as a regional power (Takeyh 2006: 2tnikizh 2007b: 9).

120 1ran was considered in violation of the clauseshef Safeguards Agreement to the NPT requiring it t
provide IAEA with information “concerning nuclearaterial subject to safeguards under the Agreement
and the features of facilities relevant to safedimy such material.” See IAEA (2003b; 2003a).

121 see for example Fisher (2006).
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The finding of Iran’s nuclear programme in 2002 grated different reactions.
The US had suspended its diplomatic relations wih in 1979 and was not ready to
resume them. Top levels of the US administrati@hrdit rule out a military intervention
against the country if the nuclear programme wasstapped (U.S. 20022 China and
Russia, by contrast, were opposed to any move stgiaam and were cooperating with it
on nuclear technology. The EU, finally, had recentbgraded its relations with Iran and
many of its Member States had good economic arldrdgtdic relations with the country.

In the spring of 2003 the E3 started to discuss hovdeal with the Iranian
issuet?® with the aim of both preventing Iran from acquirithe feared capability to
produce nuclear weapons and restoring the cragiboli EU foreign policy. A few
months earlier, US’ unilateral decision to intergeagainst Iraq had generated deep
public divisions among EU Member States, culminatethe publication of an article in
support of the US move by the heads of state andrgment of eight Member States
(Aznar et al. 2003). As the Iranian issue was gginhomentum, therefore, the foreign
ministers of the E3 were keen to prevent a possilSeunilateral move from generating
new divergences among them and within the EU. Toghrpose, the adoption of a pro-
active rather than a reactive attitude appearethéiseapproach. Accordingly, during the
summer of 2003, representatives of the E3 estadistontacts with the Iranian
counterparts on the possibility of negotiationsroadong term agreement. Italy, which
was at the time at the Presidency of the EU andstiemhg economic and diplomatic
relations with Iran, did not show interest in tlaégks'?* In October 2003, a first accord
was reached on the launch of these negotiatioessdhcalled Tehran Agreement (Iran
2003)!%

In order to create the conditions for the launchhefdialogue, in this Agreement

the E3 recognised “the right of Iran to enjoy péalcese of nuclear energy”. On its part,

122 ower level of the administration, however, gaemtradictory signals. See Agence Europe — Bulletin
Quotidien Europe (2003).

123 |nterview with EU foreign policy expert, July 2009

124 |nterview with a national diplomat, December 20E@en though the reasons of this choice are not
clear, one may note that Italy’s strong economit diplomatic ties with Iran may have led the countr
enter into opposition with US foreign policy, soimeag that the ruling coalition, led by Prime Mirgst
Berlusconi, may have been willing to avoid.

125 The agreement took the form of an agreed deatarati
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Iran accepted to sign the IAEA Additional Protod@llowing for further IAEA
inspections), and to implement it on a voluntargi®avhile ratification was pending. In
addition to that, Iran agreed to a voluntary suspenof all uranium enrichment and
reprocessing activities, a precondition which waissidered as fundamental by the E3.

Following the Tehran Agreement, the E3 managedréwvgnt the IAEA Board
from referring the Iranian dossier to the UN Segu@ouncil (UNSC), reaching a result
which was hailed as a major success by interndtimegdia. The Agreement, however,
was meant to be only a preliminary accord in vielvfudure negotiations and had
unsolved major issues. In particular, the text dat specify clearly what kind of
activities Iran was meant to suspend before theinbey of negotiations. In the
following months, divergences emerged on this pant culminated in June 2004 when,
following a negative report issued by the IAEA, thenian government openly violated
the Agreement putting negotiations to an éftl.

In light of this stalemate, the IAEA threatenedréfer the dossier to the UNSC
(IAEA 2004). The move, however, was not supportgdsbme members of the Non-
Aligned Movement (NAM), which were critical of E&quests to Iran as they considered
they implied a denial of Iran’s right to developaclear programme also for civilian
purposes?’ Consequently, the E3 tried to reinvigorate thekstaby widening the
international legitimacy of their initiative and taining stronger incentives to be offered
to Iran. In order to do that, they looked for thggort of other EU Member States and,
since the autumn of 2004, involved the HR in thgati@ations, leading to the creation of

a new format soon called the E3/EU.

126 Reportedly, in February 2004 the E3 and Iran foandew agreement on the issue. In spring 2004,
however, Iran started manufacturing centrifugesu@nium enrichment, though not actually enriching
uranium: while for Iran this activity was not profied by IAEA, for the E3 this represented a vidatof
the Tehran Agreement (IISS 2004).

127 Members of NAM challenged the E3 interpretationtaf NTP, according to which Iran’s inalienable
right is conditional upon the provision of ‘objeaiguarantees’ that its nuclear programme is eixalys
peaceful. Given Iran’s past record of violationdAEA constraints, these objective guarantees cbeld
granted by Iran by renouncing to produce nucleak dnd acquire it from abroad (Giannella 2005).

NAM'’s opposition to this interpretation emergedidgrthe 2005 NPT Review Conference: when
European officials, and German Foreign Ministeich&sa Fischer challenged Iran’s assertion thatld he

an inalienable and unrestrained right to engagberfull nuclear fuel cycle non-aligned countrissch as
Egypt, Malaysia, and other non-aligned countriggpsuted the Iranian claim and rejected the str8/&E)
interpretation (Harnisch 2007b; Tocha 20009).
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Thanks to this move and to the threat to refer tathe UNSC, in November
2004 the E3/EU reached a further accord with theién government: the so-called Paris
Agreement (Iran - E3/EU 2004). In this new Agreetndran committed itself to
suspend, on a voluntary basis, a series of bettemetl nuclear-related activities and to
permit IAEA’s inspections. The E3/EU, on their pastbmmitted themselves to open a
negotiation on “nuclear, technological and economimperation”, including “firm
commitments on security issues.” The dialogue wasanh to reach a “mutually
acceptable agreement on long term arrangementsi¢hwiould “provide objective
guarantees that Iran’s nuclear programme is [wedpeively for peaceful purposes.”

Following the Paris Agreement, negotiations on rgléerm agreement started
around three baskets: transfer of nuclear techgpkgpnomic cooperation, and security.
Thanks to the support gained within the EU, in ffiase the E3/EU offered Iran further
economic incentives, including the negotiation of BU-Iran Trade and Cooperation
Agreement (TCA). Since February 2005, moreovel thiger was further strengthened
by a partial US support. Indeed, following Prestd&ush’ visit in Europe the US
government decided to lift objections to Iran’srgrinto the World Trade Organization
(WTO) and to the sale to Iran of spare parts fonmercial planed?® Yet, the US still
refused to enter into direct talks with Iran anddmés support conditional to the request
to Iran to suspend its nuclear programme.

Despite these evolutions, Iran was not convincedthgy package of benefits
offered by the international community. A major tazde to the prosecution of the
dialogue concerned the suspension of the nuclesggrgmme. The E3/EU, on the one
hand, insisted on asking complete suspension ascamdition for talks as it considered
it as the only ‘objective guarantee’ Iran could\pde on its intention not to develop a
nuclear weapon (Harnisch 2007b: 12). Iran, on therchand, was not ready to renounce

to these activities completely and indefinitelydaionsidered the suspension a voluntary

128 See The Independent (2005). Even if the move sporeded to the adoption of softer tones on the part
of the US administration, it was accompanied bgmiain ambiguity. While the Secretary of State segm
supportive of the E3/EU initiatives, the Presidamd the Pentagon remained wary of it (Toronto Star
2005).
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measure it could enforce temporarily as a configandlding measur&’ Despite Iran’s
alleged willingness to reach an agreement, provitsedght to develop nuclear activities
for peaceful purposes was recognised, in 2005 ritransigence of the E3/EU on this
point prevented the formulation of a broader compse’*°

While diplomats were confronted with this major @late, in June 2005 national
elections in Iran brought to power a new conseveatioalition. Immediately after the
vote, in a move clearly aimed to stress the diffestance of the new government, newly
elected President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad declared Haat would not suspend its
nuclear programme. When the E3/EU presented tfffeir io August 20053 the Iranian
government rejected it in few days without takihg time to examine it in depth. Shortly
later Iran restarted uranium conversiéh, and—in January 2006— uranium
enrichment® In addition, it announced that it would suspence tholuntary
implementation of the Additional Protocol to the NRn other words, the change of
government ended the window of opportunity opengthle E3 initiative in the autumn
of 2003, undermining significantly the possibilgitor a diplomatic resolution.

Having failed to find an agreement with Iran, EU rivkger States dropped their
objections to the referral of the Iranian dossmrtiie UNSC, something that led, in
February 2006, to the adoption of a IAEA resolutionthis regard (IAEA 2006).

129 The Paris Agreement left this point unresolved fgcifying only that Iran accepted inspections sn it
facilities “while negotiations over a long-term agment are underway”.

139 |nterview with a national diplomat, December 2@i@ BBC (2004). For a critical view on the E3
strategy in this regard see Zammit Borda (2005).

131 |AEA (2005). In order to guarantee Iran’s righteiarichment activities, the E3/EU offered to pravid
fuel supply and management for Iran’s nuclear pgwegramme (if Iran ended its fuel-cycle programme)
and help Iran to acquire a light water researchtegdif Iran cancels its current plans to buildeavy
water research reactor). In the area of econonupe@tion, the Europeans reiterated the offer thema
progress on an EU—-Iran TCA, support Iran’s accessidhe WTO, and relax restrictions on exports of
various dual-use technologies to Iran. Finallythie area of regional security, the E3/EU offeresitpee
and negative security assurances, cooperationsidamnorist organizations, a comprehensive securit
dialogue with Iran, and pursuit of the objectiveadfliddle East free of chemical, biological andleac
weapons.

132 Before becoming usable, the uranium extracted faamine has to go through a series of
transformation. The conversion is the most impdrtdithese and permits to transform the uraniundexi
into uranium hexafluoride (UF6). Once convertedfldBn go through the process of enrichment.

133 Uranium enrichment consists of separating the (i6éduced by conversion) into two different
hysotopes (U235 and U238). Through reprocessingctwdan be obtained with different procedures)
U235 can be enriched to a low percentage (3-7 petdenium 235) and used in modern nuclear reactors
to produce electricity, or it can be enriched d@mpercent, which then makes it usable in nuclear
weapons.

115



Following Iran’s decision to resume enrichment\atiis, moreover, the EU/E3 publicly
asserted they were ready to approve sanctions sigian (New York Times 2006;
Independent 2006). However, while the US wantedhtpose sanctions on Iran even
without the support of the international commungymajority of EU Member States
were ready to do it only after the approval of HESC. De facto, this stance led to a
progressive change of the central locus of decisiaking. Indeed, from the beginning
of 2006, the E3/EU intensified their dialogue withe Members of the UNSC and
particularly with the US, Russia, and China, legdio the emergence of a new format,
composed of the E3 plus the other permanent menabéhne UNSC: the E3+3 (Council
of Ministers of the EU 2006d).

Within the UNSC, the EU and the US initiatives topibse sanctions on Iran
found the opposition of China and Russia. Followtimg disagreement, in June 2006 the
group agreed to present to Tehran a new joint malp@ouncil of Ministers of the EU
2006a)"** In this new proposal, the US agreed to recogiseright of Iran to develop
nuclear energy on its soil and, for the first tingesit at the same table to negotiate a long
term agreement. At the same time, however, the bi8irmed to demand for the
suspension of the nuclear programme as a preconddr the talks. In case of rejection,
in addition, the proposal contained the threat etfliation through the approval of
sanctions by the UNSC (for this reason it was datizke-or-break’):*

Iran’s response to the 2006 proposal amountedareitha rejection nor to a full
acceptance. Reserves were expressed concernimggtnest to suspend any enrichment
related activity, which was assimilated to waivemgovereign right. Consequently, even
though maintaining the diplomatic channels witmlgpen, in the following months the
E3+3 began an internal negotiation on the adoptiosanctions against the count?y.
These talks led to the adoption of a first packafgganctions by the UNSC in December

134 One of main novelties of this proposal was the it the creation of an international consortium t
construct civilian nuclear power plants in IraneTdreation of the consortium was aimed to ensaredr
right to develop nuclear energy while giving to thiernational community adequate guarantees aheut
purpose of its nuclear related activities.

135 Although disincentives are not mentioned in the, tdhey were probably reported orally to Iran. See
also US (2006).

138 |n October, the EU Council of Ministers backed theve (Council of Ministers of the EU 2006c).
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2006 (United Nations 2006); a second package wasoaepd the following March
(United Nations 2007)*" Even though adhering to the UN decision, the Elihtained a
“double track approach”: it adopted sanctions iagh Iran but at the same time
continued to support efforts to find a diplomatidusion.

In the following years, negotiations remained istalemate. The US and Iran
continued to play a repetitive game aimed moreaia the support and legitimacy of the
international community than to reach a final agrest. After rejecting a proposal
formulated by Iran in May 2008, in June of the samar HR Solana handed over to Iran
a further proposal formulated by the E3%¥%3.The incentives offered did not differ
substantially from those of the 2006 propdsalet, in light of the intransigence showed
by the Iranian government, the 2008 proposal coathia softened request concerning
the suspension of the nuclear programme. The E8¢8ested that preliminary talks
could begin under a six-week ‘freeze-for-freezefiqu in which Iran would halt the
expansion of its enrichment programme while thecsmntries would agree not to pursue
additional sanctions against Tehran. In responsthito offer, the Iranian negotiators
continued to maintain their ambiguous approachy theemed the proposal interesting
but not completely satisfactory, asking for furti&rifications on its content.

In the autumn of 2008, the election of Barack Obaamanew President of the US
appeared to have the potential to change the caidirsegotiations. Yet, the window of
opportunity open in 2003 was already closed. Evenugh the new US administration
seemed ready to soften the request of suspensiotheofnuclear programme as
precondition for talks and to partially recognizan’s right to carry on autonomous

enrichment activities, at this point Iranian negturs did not seem ready for a dialogue.

137 Further sanctions were adopted in 2008 (UniteddNat2008).

138 An overview of the proposal can be found aittp://www.armscontrol.org/act/2008 07-
08/Iranincentives For the first time the Secretary of State Rigaad the letter handed over to the Iranian
negotiators; in addition, in July the US sent theler Secretary of State William Burns to meet tiaaibn
counterparts, together with Javier Solana and theramegotiators. Yet, the US President Bush caetin
to maintain a hostile rhetoric, affirming that eviediplomacy was the preferred solution, “all apts are
on the table”. Cited in CBS News (2008).

139|n addition, the proposal contained consideratmmsghe treatment of Iran’s nuclear programme gs an
other NPT non-nuclear-weapons state once confidisnestored, offer of technological and financial
assistance for Iran’s nuclear energy programmefaniger details on the prospect for cooperation on
agriculture, the environment and infrastructureil @iviation, and social development and humaratari
issues.

117



2002
August: the NCRI reveals that Iran has built nuclisilities that it has not revealed to the IAEA
Natanz and Arak

2003
February: IAEA inspectors visit Arak and Natanz acohfirm suspects on the development o
clandestine nuclear programme in Iran

April: the EU Swedish Presidency launches a debatauclear non-proliferation (the debate will lead
the formulation of the EU Strategy against the iRra@tion of Weapons of Mass Destruction)

May: the Iranian authorities send a message tdJ®e@dministration through the Swiss ambassador
Guldimann. The message contains proposals forlagdia. The US do not reply to the offer

June: following February inspections, IAEA repays Iran has failed to comply with the NPT

21 October: during a visit in Tehran, the Foreigimisters of France, Germany, and the United Kingd
render public a common statement agreed with tr@dn authorities concerning the launch of a larmt
negotiation. The statement is known under the nainfehran Agreement

2004

June: Iran re-starts uranium enrichment relateiiies in Natanz. For the EU, this move is a bréakhe
Tehran Agreement

15 November: Paris Agreement

2005

February: visit in Europe of the US President Bush

11 March: in a public declaration, for the firang the US Secretary of State Condoleezza Ricareaf]
that the US is ready to support talks with Iran

June: following presidential election, a new cowmatve coalition led by Mahmoud Ahmadinejad
brought to power in Iran

5 August: the E3/EU presents Iran a new proposhictwis not considered satisfacotory by the Iran
authorities.

8 August: Iran announces it is restarting uraniwmversion in its nuclear facilities in Isfahan

2006
9 January: Iran removes UN seals at Natanz enrichpiant and resumes nuclear fuel research

4 February: AIEA resolution refers the issue to UNS
6 June: the E3/EU+3 presents Iran a new take-@kipeoposal

31 July: UNSC demands Iran suspend its nucleariies by Aug. 31. In a resolution, the Council frst
time makes legally binding demands on Iran anchtleres sanctions.

23 December: the UNSC approves resolution 1737agung a first package of sanctions against Iran

f a
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2007
24 March: the UNSC approves resolution 1803 coirtgifurther sanctions against Iran

21 October: the Iranian chief negotiator Larijagsigns. His post is taken by Jalili, who is thoughbave
a tougher position.

2008
3 March: UNSC Resolution 1803 of March 2008 extemsiset restrictions and travel bans on more Irapian
individuals said to be involved in nuclear work axdmore Iranian companies.

13 June: in Tehran HR Solana presents a furthgros@d to the Iranian authorities. For the firstdjrthe
proposal is signed also by the US Secretary oESTdte proposal is known as tiheeze-to-freeze

19 July: during a meeting between HR Solana andrman chief negotiator Jalili, the US surprisies
world by sending Under Secretary of State Williaoriis to the talks.

2009
21 March: Obama sends a video message to lIraradde &n invitation to talks.

12 June: Mahmoud Ahmadinejad is declared to havae pmsidential election. The rival candidates
challenge the result. Their supporters generagetspirotests.

19-21 October: talks in Geneva. Despite some ageatmn side issues, the dialogue seems to have
reached a stalemate.

Table 6. Chronology of negotiations over Iran’s nuclear pesgme

Indeed, since the appointment of the Jalili as @&wef Nuclear Negotiator in
October 2007, Iran had shown an intransigent atittowards the talk$® Moreover,
while the US was not ready to publicly engage wittn on an extended political
dialogue, Iran wanted to address broad politicaleés involving Middle East and the US
policy in the Gulf. These divergences led to thkifa of the last round of negotiations in
which the HR took part, occurred in Geneva in OetdD09™**

High Representative: policy entrepreneur or bargaining chip?

In early 2003, the EU had at its disposal variousruments to deal with the Iranian
issue. At that time, Iran and the EU were negaitata TCA and participating in a

political dialogue focusing on four political issieviolation of human rights, the

140 |nterview with EU Council official, January 2010.
141 |n particular, Iran agreed to consider in thedatisues related to technology cooperation, ntiteto
nuclear programme directly.
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political situation in Middle East, the fight againterrorism, and non-proliferation of
nuclear weapons. While the negotiation on the TG Ved by the Commission, the HR
in conjunction with the Troika was charged with tpelitical dialogue‘*> When the
existence of the Iranian nuclear programme becauticpknowledge, HR Solana had
already presented to the Iranian counterparts tis Eain request in this regard, which
was the signature of the Additional Protocol to KT * Moreover, in spring 2003 the
EU had started developing a document establislhiagrtain lines for a common strategy
against the proliferation of weapons of mass destm (European Council 2003a). In
order to support the development of this newborlcpoin October 2003 a Personal
Representative of the HR on Non-Proliferation of aMens of Mass Destruction was
appointed.

Despite the multiplicity of instruments at the EUWssposal, France, Germany,
and the United Kingdom launched a dialogue witm Imver the nuclear programme
outside the EU institutional framework. The HR beeainvolved in the talks starting in
2004. Once involved, HR Solana invested in themigant time and energy (Roudsari
2007: 16), while severely limiting his public inbentions. Thanks to this commitment,
Solana bolstered his reputation as reliable negotiand, after the broadening of the
negotiating team in 2006, was appointed chief natwt Despite this privileged
position, and even though he acted as term ofageéer for most member States, howver,
HR Solana paid constant attention to respect semséss of Member States and always
avoided entering into open contradiction with thedensequently, with regard to this
policy dossier, the HR never really played a rdigalicy entrepreneur similar to that
played in other policy dossiers. The following sdwstions develop this argument by
analysing the HR’s performance with regard to tire¢ main tasks performed by policy
entrepreneurs. Following the definition of adopitethis research (see Ch. 3), these tasks

142 As part of this dialogue, for example, in Janu2d94, while the talks between E3 and Iran wereadlye
ongoing, the EU Council of Ministers sent HR Solamdehran to evaluate relations between the EU and
the country (Council of Ministers of the EU 2003&plana visited Iran on 12-13 January 2004 and
referred to the Council on 26 January 2004 (Cowfdlinisters of the EU 2004).

143 See Stauton (2003), The Independent (2004), atid 2903).
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are: shaping innovative ideas; transforming theto olicy proposals; implementing

them.

Shaping ideas against inaction: non-proliferation as a security threat

During his two terms in office, HR Solana oftentapated in the public debate on EU
foreign policy and used public diplomacy, speeches, interviews to foster his ideas on
it. In particular, Solana stressed the need forBbeto project not only its economic but
also its political power in the international ardg®alana 2000c). At the beginning of his
first term in office, Solana’s assertion of the Bldlobal ambitions was contrasted by a
greater emphasis on regional rather than globdlectges (Duke 2004).

Like most political leaders of Western countrieslaBa changed dramatically his
discourse after 9/11. Following the Twin Towerselts, Solana observed that the EU
was now faced with new responsibilities and a ckdnigternational environment. To
face this challenge, the EU needed to developatesly not only to project its political
influence abroad, but also to defend its interégim external threats From this
perspective, the emergence of new actors not lirikestates and the spread of non-
conventional weapons had become the main sourcesnafern. In order to face these
threats, Solana suggested enhancing the dialoghetive Arab and wider Muslim world
and supporting the universal role of the UN. Theemgance of these new threats,
moreover, confirmed the need for the EU to furtlevelop the security and defence
dimension of its foreign policy.

Apart from Solana’s speeches and public intervestidhe HR contributed to
shaping the debate about EU foreign policy by drgfthe European Security Strategy
(European Council 2003c), hereafter ESS. This denindid not take the form of a
legally binding text negotiated in the Council wioik groups, but that of a policy paper
approved by consensus. Due to this special proeeddiR Solana and his team that

drafted it enjoyed an unexpected autonomy in drgfiti (Biscop 2005; Bailes 2005).

144 Confront Solana’s speeches in 2000 with Solan@Xap
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The ESS identifies the proliferation of weapons mfass destruction as
“potentially the greatest threat to our securiy”’.The importance attributed to this
threat, moreover, is stressed by the fact thatekielists the need to face external threats
as the EU's first strategic objective. In order address the proliferation threat the
document stresses the role of “effective multilaism” and the promotion of a rule-
based international order with a strong internaiosociety and well functioning
international institutions.

The concepts expressed by the ESS were reinforgadebEU Strategy against
the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destructionrfean Council 2003a)—hereatfter
WMD Strategy—adopted in the same period with a lsimprocedure*® The main
contribution of the WMD Strategy to formulating naseas about EU foreign policy has
been to frame the fight against the proliferatibrveapons of mass destruction as an EU
shared responsibility. Indeed, “the proliferatidna@apons of mass destruction and their
means of delivery such as ballistic missiles” aedirtd as “a growing threat to
international peace and security”; consequentlf,tte States of the Union and the EU
institutions have a collective responsibility forepenting these risks by actively
contributing to the fight against proliferation.” Alle stressing EU’s responsibilities,
however, the WMD Strategy places this threat withibroader multilateral framework.
The text urges the EU to “contain proliferation ighilealing with its underlying causes”
and to “seek an effective multilateralist respohse.

Opinions about the impact of the two strategieshtendebate over EU foreign
policy differ. While some commentators have dowgeth the importance of the

strategies (Toje 2005), others have argued thgtréneeal the emergence in Brussels of a

145 Other key threats are: terrorism, regional cots|istate failure, and organized crime (EuropeamnCid
2003b). While the description of these threats weated at the beginning of the first draft of the
document, presented in Thessaloniki in June 2008a$ later moved to the body of the text, a moheiv
remarked the difference between the EU and US aphro

148 The proposal to draft a programmatic document OrpBlicy against weapons of mass destructions was
put forward by the Swedish Minister of Foreign Affaonly a couple of weeks after IAEA Director-
General Mohammed El Baradei confirmed existing rura@bout the Iranian nuclear programme. This
initiative was subsequently linked to the Europ8asurity Strategy, whom drafting followed an irtitia

of France, Germany and United Kingdom, which cleaiined to reassure the US about the loyalty of its
European allies while rebuilding the credibility® foreign policy (Portela 2003; Pullinger and [Qui
2003; Sauer 2007b; Bailes 2005).
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new operational and cohesive approach to seciBayds 2005). In fact, the documents
fail to address key non-proliferation issues thavéhbeen a source of long standing
divisions within the EU, such as the relation betwenuclear proliferation and
disarmament and the cases in which resort to theotiforce can be allowed. The two
documents rather focus on existing agreement witlerEU on less controversial issued.
In general, however, the two strategies have beasidered as important “inspirational
documents” (Toje 2005; Duke 2004), which have giveeparate emphasis and
momentum to various separate discourses alreadlapmd by EU institution.

After the adoption of the two strategies, HR Solamna his team used public
interventions to confirm and reinforce the appropaposed by them. Accordingly, they
stressed the global ambitions and responsibiltiethe EU in the international arena
while at the same time highlighting the importamméemultilateralism and the rule of
law.**” The HR’s commitment and activism in the area afi pooliferation, moreover,
was enhanced by the interventions of the HR’s PaisBepresentative for Weapons of
Mass Destructioni?® As for the Iranian threat, finally, the HR confieth the priority
given by the EU to this threat; unlike the leadefssome Member States (see the
following section), however, in its public interw@ns the HR made little reference to
the security of Israel, only stressing the importarof the Iranian issue for the
nonproliferation regime and for the stability oétregion in generaf*®

In conclusion, even though it did not publicly aglek major controversial issues
on how to deal with nuclear proliferation, the HRl dontribute to the public debate on
this issue. It did so especially by framing nuclpeoliferation as an urgent threat which
the EU needs to address, and thus legitimizing @f&an proactive approach in this
field.

147 At the same time, the HR continued to list regi@eurity among the EU priorities, followed by the
relations with global partners. See for exampleaBal(2004a), Giannella (2007).

148 The EU, for example, elaborated non proliferatitauses to be inserted into the treaties with third
countries. In addition, it approved various jointians in the field of chemical weapons prolifevation
the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention andptbsues. On EU nonproliferation policies see
Kienzle (2006).

149 Compare Giannella (2005) and Douste-Blazy e28105).
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Policy formulation and implementation: the HR as bargaining chip and mediator

Given the sensitivity of the issue, and the faet timost activities took place behind the
closed doors of diplomacy, little information isaélable on the role of the HR in EU’s

decision-making process. In general, research basekperts’ interviews confirms that

the involvement of the HR contributed to ease Etérimal tensions emerged after the
launch of the E3 initiative. In particular, by ieasing the visibility of the EU and acting
as a term of reference for all Member States, HRw#oenhanced significantly EU’s

internal cohesion. Solana’s prominent role in thgatiations with Iran, nevertheless, did
not permit his policy proposals to gain a promin@t within the EU, as the debate was
conditioned mainly by the E3.

The involvement of HR Solana in the talks in la@2 followed a proposal by
the E3 which, with this move, aimed to gain strariggcking from the rest of the EC
As the launch of the dialogue with Iran outside Hig institutional framework raised
significant concerns among other EU Member Stdtes participation of the HR in the
talks was deemed the best way to achieve this go#tis context, the personal abilities
and diplomatic skills of HR Solana provided an impot guarantee to all participants in
the talks. Not only had Solana been previously gadan a political dialogue with Iran,
but he also had significant international expergerin addition, the peculiar design of the
HR granted it (unlike the EU Presidency) the apitit guarantee continuity of action
without posing a formal threat to the primacy of 3.

The E3 proposal to involve the HR into the talkshgd the immediate approval
of other Member States. The involvement of the H& wonsidered an important signal
by the E3 of their willingness to place their iattve within the EU multilateral
framework. Most importantly, the move permittedestiMember States to be physically
represented in the talks. The involvement of the iH® the talks, in other words,

represented a key bargaining chip in a sensitiaé @l@ong EU Member States.

159 |nterview. EU Council official, Brussels, Novem2009.
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Once involved into the talks, the HR acted cargfudind avoided formulating
public policy proposals or addressing key divisissues in public interventiorta! In
particular, the HR avoided addressing explicitly thost divisive issues within the EU—
the definition of the preconditions for the launaha long term dialogue with Iran and
the adoption of sanctions. By contrast, the HRss&d the importance of the threat posed
by Iran’s nuclear programme to the non-prolifenattegime, and the need for action. As
for the best policy to be adopted, HR Solana rastdaits comments along the lines of
EU official documents. First, he confirmed the imtpace of multilateralism and the
need for the EU and the international community adhere to weapons-control
regimes->? Second, he stressed the need to stop Iran’s mymegramme, framing it as
a threat to European security. Third, Solana stredhe need to continue diplomatic
efforts in this regard® This attitude can certainly be justified in ligsftthe role Solana
acquired during the negotiation. As part of theateging team first, and chief negotiator
later, indeed, the HR’s main priority was to appaara reliable negotiator and avoid
jeopardising the credibility of the Western negiitiq strategy.

Apart from public interventions, the HR participadi@ the EU’s decision-making
process which took place behind the closed doodippbmacy. HR Solana handled his
involvement in the negotiations with the supporbafy a small group of collaborators.
The latter were carefully selected among membershef cabinet, the Policy Unit,
officials working at the Iran’s desk, and the s@iffSolana’s Personal Representative for
Weapons of Mass Destructiot. This small group of people worked separately aittl w
little formal contacts with the rest of the Couiscibecretariat. Separation was due to the
confidentiality and informality of the HR’s poliayxaking, and to the enhanced role of
national components in his milieu.

During negotiations, this team acted as a poimefdrence for all Member States.

Solana referred periodically before the General akéf and External Relations

151 See Solana’s speeches, interviews and presseslatmstp:/www.consilium.europa.eu/

152 See Solana (2008; 2007; 2006; 2005).

153 |bidem.

154 At meetings at the political director level, th&kRHvas represented by Robert Cooper, the Council
Secretariat’s Director General for External Relasio
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Council*>> on few occasions, he took part in informal meetingth the Ambassadors of
the Political and Security Committé¥. According to some interviewe®5 Solana and
his collaborators used these interventions morgain backing from the whole EU for
the E3/EU initiative rather than to refer to EU Mae#n States about the content of the
talks. Following a long established practice withine EU, moreover, information was
exchanged through direct contacts between foreigimistries or between the
ambassadors of the E3 in Brussels and in Europagitats. As through these informal
channels information is often distributed asymneatty among different Member States,
this practice further enhanced the power of the WRch became an important term of
reference for those Member States gaining lesgnrdtion through bilateral contacts.
This latter task was performed by the HR’s staffifally, through the participation in the
PSC, or informally through contacts with represews of single Members.

As for the content of these contacts, most intevges agree that HR’s
interventions mostly aimed to stress the need sarasthe cohesion among EU Member
States and to maintain open the dialogue with Iepinions diverge, however, on the
ability of Solana and his team to formulate polipyoposals. For some, the HR
maintained a clear position on most divisive issuihkin the EU and bolstered it within
the Council of Ministers. For others, HR Solanaided entering into open contradiction
with EU Member States, and proved willing to paytigalar attention to EU big

Members:>® All interviewees, however, agree on the fact thae to the prominent role

155 According to Solana’s agenda, between Novembed 20@ December 2005 Solana took part in 15
meetings (formal and informal) with EU foreign nstérs (Council website accessed January 2010.
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/App/Solana/agendxagi=246&lang=er). In many cases Solana
provided only oral and informal reports.

156 According to the agenda published in the Counuikbsite, between November 2004 and December
2005 Solana had two informal meetings with membéfSoreper and three informal meetings with the
Members of PSC. Ibid. Despite requests of some Mer8kates for more frequent contacts, Solana always
refused to chair the PSC and to take part in fisiaf meetings (allegedly, he considered his sheuld be
played at the ministerial level). In most cases,dhty to speak on his behalf on the Iranian dobsfore
the PSC was given to the Director General of thenCi» Secretariat Robert Cooper.

57 Interviews with EU officials and national diplorsat

%8 The same attitude was adopted with regard to @blécy dossiers. For example, with regard to the
launch of a debate on intelligence cooperationiwithe EU, even though recognizing the need for EU
action, HR Solana avoided formulating even inforpralposals and preferred to wait for an initiative
come from EU Member States. For this reason, acoptd an EU official, HR Solana was “a political
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of the foreign ministers of the E3, the HR’s progleshad a limited role and always
remained subordinated to those of the E3.

The HR'’s role was partially extended in the lasag#hof the talks, following the
involvement of the US, Russia, and China into #aat of negotiators. As the extension
of the negotiating team rendered necessary theirgppent of a head negotiator, HR
Solana emerged as the best candidate for thisqgrasNot being a fully fledged foreign
minister, the HR resulted as the most reassuriggrdi for other countries; Solana’s
personal skills, moreover, provided an importardrgatee for the success of the talks.
After becoming the E3+3 representative, HR Solasaudsed E3+3 proposals with the
Iranian negotiators in bilateral meetings not alsvkgown to the press and gained access
to further sensitive informatio® On key occasions, Solana handled alone team
proposals to Iran.

At this point, also EU Member States asked the blRrepare policy options as
regard the approval of sanctions against Parollowing an established practice within
the EU Council of Ministers, decisions concernihgg issue were discussed by national
foreign ministers and the PSC at the political lewand then negotiated at a more
technical level by specific working groups. At thelitical level, the HR continued to act
mainly behind the closed doors of diplomacy, andwoid formulating policy proposals
that could endanger the credibility of its role. tme Council’s working groups, the
Council's Secretariat performed the traditionaksasf note keeper and assistant to the
Presidency®*

In conclusion, after having been involved in thikgawith Iran as a bargaining
chip among big and small EU Member States, the hliweced its role significantly. By

acting as term of reference for all Member Stades] by stressing the importance of a

dwarf, but none could tell he was, as he neverdstqn” Interview, seconded national diplomat, EU
Council, Brussels, January 2010.

19 |nterview, EU Council official, January 2010.

150 0n 10 April 2006, for example, EU foreign ministetiscussed paper drawn up by Solana with options
for sanctions. In March 2008, Solana sent a menm®Uanember States highlighting that sanction would
probably not solve the issue (Kubosova 2007).

181 During the period under investigation the EU agdphree main common positions implementing
sanctions against Iran (Council of Ministers of B¢ 2007a, 2007b, 2008), each of these common
positions was then implemented by various regutadioAll these common positions implemented
sanctions approved by resolutions of the UN Sec@ituncil (United Nations 2006, 2007, 2008).
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cohesive action, it significantly enhanced the dowtion among national governments.
In this policy dossier, however, Solana’s excemloskills and personality could not
make for the HR’s weak powers. Consequently, thesHdlicy proposals always

remained subordinated to those of the E3, and tRenkler really played the role of

policy entrepreneur displayed in other policy dessi

Iran: a testing case for EU foreign policy

During the negotiations over the nuclear programieié Member States abstained from
taking independent initiatives that could endangiee ongoing dialogue and the
credibility of EU foreign policy. This behaviour mk&d an important change if
compared with divisions concerning the Middle East non-proliferation that EU
Member States had previously displayed. Most ingmaly, it marked a significant
change as compared to the diplomatic fiasco ocdurr€003 over the US intervention
in Iraq.

Even though they never broke their unity in pubbehind the closed doors of
diplomacy EU Member States had significant disagesgs. First, some governments
expressed discontent about the format of negotiatand the fact that the E3 initiative
was taken outside the EU framewdfk Second, after the involvement of the HR in the
negotiation resolved the issue, other governmemsipained about the lack of
information on the content of talks by the £3Major divisions, moreover, emerged on
the negotiation strategy and on the preconditianopening the talks over a long-term

agreement with Iran. Germany proposed to starstalkile accepting Iran’s desire to

162 EY officials (interview with a seconded nation#gldmat, EU Council, Brussels, November 2009)
report intense tensions among EU Member Statesngsds negotiations were carried out in the E3 &rm
The subsequent involvement of the HR (in the E3/&ghificantly eased these tensions, althoughdit di
not eliminate them completely.

183 Member States were unsatisfied with the amouitifofmation shared by the E3 with the rest of the
EU (interview with a national diplomat, Decembed @) Complaints emerged, for example, because the
E3/EU did not shared with the other Member Stdies proposal to Tehran of Summer 2005 (interview,
EU foreign policy expert, July 2009). Similarly,rihg the summer 2006 Member States complained for
not having been given access to Iran’s countergalsgBeundermann 2006).
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conduct limited enrichment activities on its owmritery (Beundermann 2008 This
position was supported by the IAEA Director GendeaBaradei (Kralev 2007). By
contrast, France and the United Kingdom opposesd gloposal and demanded Iran to
suspend its nuclear activities before the beginmdhdghe talks. At times, outside the
negotiating team, concerns over this approach weieed by the governments of Italy,
Spain, Austria, Sweden, Greece and Cyprus. Concgens also expressed about the
adoption of sanctions against Irdn.Strong divisions among Member States, finally,
concerned the approval of sanctions outside theftahhework: while some Member
States (particularly: France) were strong suppatehis option, others accepted it with
reluctance (Reuters 200},

Even though the origins of these divergences hatéeen widely investigated,
so far most commentators have attributed them tging economic interests in Iran.
Some analysts have noted, for example, that MerSteges willing to adopt a softer
approach towards Iran are also those having theé sigisificant economic relations with
it (Oezbek 2010: 287; Sauer 2008) Although important, this kind of explanation istno
exhaustive. In 2007 the German government expresggted allegations in this sense,
accusing France and the United Kingdom of hypocf@&srman exports towards Iran had
fallen substantially during the talks, while Freraskd American firms were still secretly
dealing with Irant®® Moreover, also the policy adopted by another plastie Italian
government—appears much more ambiguous than whactnomic interests would
predict. Given ltaly’s strong economic and polititas with Iran, indeed, it could be

expected that the government would prefer to setocta diplomatic solution over a

164 Germany tried again to soften the conditions dytire first half of 2007 (Dombey and Findler 2007).
185 See Kubosova, (2007) and Dinmore, Bozorgmehr Bartler (2009). For a general overview of EU
divisions see Oezbek (2010), Sauer, (2008), ande®gis (2010).

166 EU Member States adopted sanctions going beyasktforseen by the UNSC in 2010.

157 Germany, Italy, and Austria, in particular, are U Members with the strongest economic ties with
Iran, and those adopting at times the softest agprtowards the nuclear threat. Major links inghe and
energy sectors belong to Denmark, Spain, ItalyAmstria; Cyprus, Malta and Greece are sensitive on
selected sectors, such as shipping lines. FirthikyCentral and Eastern European countries have
negligible economic relations with Iran (Oezbek @D1

188 :Berlin Says US and France Guilty of Hypocriser Spiegel24 September 2007 cited by Sauer,
(2008: 281).
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confrontational stanc€?® In 2003, however, the Italian government refusedake part
in the initiative of the E37° This position was reversed in 2006, when a neveguvent
leaded by a centre left coalition tried to join greup. In a similar vein, after rejecting
the approval of sanctions against Iran, the Itajamernment agreed to it in the UNSC
and eventually promoted the adoption of further smees:’* Even though economic
interests may have had a role in shaping MembedeStéoreign policies in the Iran’s
case, therefore, other factors played an imporaet As some scholar have noted, for
example, it is “not by chance that Germany, they ardnnuclear weapons state in the
EU-3[the E3/EU] takes the softest approach” (Sauer 2007a: 624).

Accordingly, this section analyses policies andcalisses of EU governments
with the aim of establishing to what extent, at tihge Iran’s programme became public,
EU Member States shared common norms about theititafi of this event as a security
threat and about the best way to deal with it. fifa@n argument developed here is that
when the Iranian issue emerged most EU Member sStttared common norms as
regard the definition of nuclear proliferation asegurity threat; minor differences in this
regard could be overcome thanks to lessons provigedhe 2003 Iraq crisis, the
visibility acquired by the E3 initiative, and thele of the HR. In addition, EU Member
States agreed that a confrontational stance towlaadshad to be avoided and that a
diplomatic solution should be sought. The divergsnmentioned at the beginning of this
section, however, prove the existence of diffenimigraction norms-that is of norms
defining the role of international cooperation @is4s nuclear proliferation. While some
Member States viewed international cooperation amdtilateral institutions as an
instrument to project power in the world, otherdued multilateralism in itself.
Accordingly, while some wanted the EU to adopt ase#tive stance, others supported
efforts for a mediated solution and multilateradtitutions. In this context, despite the

desire of national governments to downplay divisiamd rebuild the credibility of EU

189 This position, however, would have led it to eritéo opposition with the US which, especially linti
2008, maintained a though stance towards Iran.

10 Interview with a national diplomat, December 2040¢ interview with an expert of EU foreign policy,
August 2009.

1 n particular, in 2007 ltaly vetoed the adoptidrsanctions (Kubosova 2007). Only one year late, t
government changed its position (Frattini 2010).
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foreign policy, intergovernmental over supranatlodgnamics prevailed and the HR

only played the role of policy entrepreneur.

Table 7. EU security culture in the negotiation over thenleam nuclear programme

Prescribed Observed behaviour
Type of ] ] i o
Aim behaviour by during negotiations
norm .
EU norms with Iran
Nuclear Public speeches and
Security Identifying _ o P
. . proliferationisto | declarations defining the
threat international .
. . . be considereda | [ranjan nuclear programme
identification | security threats _
security threat as a security threat
o Reflective
Defining Internal frictions on the
. multilateralism or
appropriate appropriate forum for the
multilateralism of _ _
arenas adoption of sanctions
choice;
Interaction d
and International an
norms
cooperation is a
modes for foreign policy on the definition of
cooperation in goal per se or pre-requisites
international a way to project for negotiation
relations power
Identifying the Soft power
ying P Two track approach:
appropriate instruments are .
Instrumental PpTop support for the dialogue
instruments to to be preferred . .
norms P with Iran and adoption of

respond to

external threats

over hard power

instruments
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This section develops this argument, which is suris@d in Table 7. The first
part presents the different approaches of EU merSkaes to nuclear proliferation and
argues that, even though EU Member States havdogpeecea common understanding of
nuclear proliferation as a security threat, no stianteraction norms have emerged on
how to deal with it. The following parts show theaction of EU Member States to the
nuclear threat and argues that observed divisiarsg/etl from the lack of common

norms concerning national and international segwigi-a-vis nuclear proliferation.
The EU and nuclear proliferation: diverging norms and perspectives

Even though nuclear proliferation has long beerrigilpged area of investigation of
realism and rational approaches, an emerging titexehas recently highlighted the role
of norms and culture in shaping national respotsekis kind of threat’? The revision

of this literature, and of the policies adopted byEtuein the last years shows that, even
though many efforts have been made to develop anmmunderstanding of it, strong
divergences still exist on how Member States peecdi and no common culture has
developed yet.

Since the Second World War, European countries hawesidered nuclear
weapons to be a major threat to their security lsane become signatories of defence
alliances which placed them under nuclear detesremtproclaimed themselves neutral
states. When nuclear proliferation started, inlt®&0s, they all became signatories of the
NPT and decided to support international regime=vgmting the proliferation of all
weapons of mass destruction, thus developing aerging understanding of nuclear
proliferation as a security thredf. Following the end of Cold War, threat perceptions
developed during the previous phase underwent fgignt developments and
transformations. Comparisons of national securdguinents (Giegerigh 2006), and of
the opinions of national elites (Kirchner and Sipgr2007) show that, following the end

"2 The role of norms and ideational factors in nooliferation has been recently stressed by theslitee.
See Sagan (1996/97) and Johnson, Kartchner, asd.§2009). As regards EU Member States, see
Miiller (2003), and Arnett (1998).

13 Most EU Member States became member of the NFfeid960s. Exceptions are, among the others,
France (1992), Spain (1987), and newly indepeniiiamhber States.
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of the Cold War, fear about traditional threats hsuas nuclear proliferation lost
momentum, while growing concern emerged about megats, such as terrorism, natural
disasters, and illegal immigration. Even though learc proliferation was not listed
among major security threats any more, it continued to be tified as a source of
concern, especially if associated with terrorisbugrs or religious fundamentalisif.
This common understanding is confirmed by publicla@tions of national leaders. In a
famous speech presenting the French nuclear dectrin2006, for example, French
President Chirac (2006) stated that:

Notre monde est également marqué par l'apparitiaffirchations de puissance qui

reposent sur la possession d'armes nucléairesgiioles ou chimiques. D'ou la tentation

de certains Etats de se doter de la puissanceamgglét ceci en contravention avec les

traités. [...]. C'est ce constat qui a conduit len€eil de Sécurité des Nations Unies a
reconnaitre que la prolifération des armes de de#in massive, et de leurs vecteurs

associés, constituait une menace réelle pour lagtgiour la sécurité internationale

Within the EU, the existence of shared concernsitaboclear proliferatior-and
of a common understanding of it as a security thré&sconfirmed by key programmatic
documents. As already mentioned, both the ESS ArdWMD Strategy identify
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction asimportant threat to European
security’>, and depict the most frightening scenario as “Dnehich terrorist groups
acquire weapons of mass destruction” (European €lo@f03c). In conclusion, even
though concerns about nuclear proliferation hawdinkd after the end of the Cold War,
they have never completely disappeared from EU aonal policies and security
documents. Accordingly, one may affirm that most Mlember States share common

norms defining nuclear proliferation as a secuftgat.

174 See Giegerich’s (2006). The analysis of this smhisl based on a number of documents. In particular
Sharping (2000: par. 4-6), Struck (2003: par. F36}h reports of German Defence Ministry on thfenra
of the Bundeswehr, (Germany 2000). For France séffih (2002), and Assemblée Nationale (2002a;
2002b). For a more recent doctrine see France3j260r Spain see the White Paper of the Defence
Ministry (Spain 2003: 34). For the United Kingdoeeshe 2003 Defence White Paper (United Kingdom
2003), prepared at the end of the Labour governefigince review launched in 1998. For Austria an
expert’s report attached to a resolution by thetdars parliament (Austria 2001). See also Irela2@DQ).
175 Eor the ESS “Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Bsion is potentially the greatest threat to our
security” (European Council 2003c: 3); for the WNsrategy “The proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction and their means of delivery such alssbalmissiles are a growing threat to internatibpeace
and security” (European Council 2003a).
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Even though developing a common understanding ofeau proliferation as a
security threat, however, in the Cold War and fgosid War phase EU Member States
have not developed common interaction norms on toodeal with it. During the Cold
War, the national security of most European coastrwas guaranteed by the
membership in either the Atlantic Alliance or theaMaw Pact, both of which provided
the umbrella of a nuclear deterrent for their mersb® In this context, most EU
Member States started considering nuclear protiteraas a universal threat and non-
proliferation as a sort of public good, thus placthe responsibility to deal with it on
great powers or international regimes (NPT) andrensal organizations (IAEA, UN).
By contrast, France and the UK developed their ownlear deterrents, thus treting
nuclear proliferation as a national threat and beng less supportive of universal
disarmament policies (Santoro 2010; Hanson 2010e1S2003)*"”

These differing approaches still exist in the siggucultures of different EU
Member States and reflect differing ideas aboutrthe of international cooperation in
general. In order to explain this difference, se®lhave divided EU Member States
among those pursuing a ‘multilateralism of choic#at is instrumental in guaranteeing
national security—and those adopting a ‘reflexivailtiateralism’—following the
assumption that no country can guarantee its reteecurity on its own (Kirchner and
Sperling 2010}"® In the first group, the UK and France have beearatterised as
linking their security and defence policies to impat global ambitions, which are the
legacy of their imperial pasts. In line with themmbitions, the two countries conceive
cooperative security structures mainly as instrusém counter their post-imperial loss
of influence (Smith 2010; Giegerigh 2006: 151). rfefe policy-makers, for example,

have been characterised as perceiving the procedSumpean integration as an

176 Even though the position of neutral Member Statas different in this phase, it converged towards
reflective multilateralism in the following phasgee hereafter.

7 Following an analysis based on the “Distance Index?aul Luif, Sauer (2003) concluded that,
between 1979 and 2000, the United Kingdom and Erarere among the Member States voting more
often against resolutions approved by a majoritptbers in the field of security and disarmamémbre
recently, differences among Member States on nuplediferation have emerged in the context of NPT
2000 and 2005 Review conferences (Portela 2003%r2003; Overhaus, Maull, and Harnisch 2005).
178 The distinction between instrumentalism and reflexnultilateralism was identified by Anderson and
Goodman (1993).
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instrument to counter balance US influence, intdipg integration in the field of
security and defence as an issue of influence @iglg 2006). Similarly, motivated by
the desire to “punch above its weight”, the UK ledways identified NATO as the
multilateral institution of choice, while disregard (at least in operational terms) active
participation in UN missions (Smith 2010).

In opposition to the multilateralism of choice ofaRce and the UK, other
Member States have been characterised as embreafiegtive multilateralism’. During
the Cold War, many small EU Member States of WastEuropé™® justified
international cooperation (and, in most casesegtiteance into NATO) with the need to
defend national interests with limited nationalow@ses. Over the time, the connection
between the two elements (international cooperadod national interests) became
looser and looser, thus leading multilateralisthécome an independent part of national
security culture. The multiplication of externalrghts and the increased sense of
vulnerability emerged after the end of the Cold Wather reinforced this trend and the
assumption that the security of a single countmnynoé be separated from international
security was reinforce.

Austria, for example, adopted neutrality at the ehthe 1l World War as a price
to be paid for keeping independence. The emergefncew threats following the end of
the Cold War reinforced the desire of this courtyfind a new way to guarantee
national security. Accordingly, although formallyamtaining neutrality, the government
enhanced its contribution to international cooperatinitiatives and multilateral
organizations, intended not only as instrumentgréonote national interests but also to
180

create a stable international environment (Gie¢ePi@06).”~ Similarly other countries,

179 Not much investigation has been conducted sorfahe security culture developed by EU Member
States from Central and Eastern Europe which had part of the former Soviet block. In general term
one may say that given that these Member Statesreached full independence relatively recentlgirth
national leaders are reluctant to let the transéion into post-Westphalian states enter into matio
doctrines and affect national foreign policies.t,¥ss for the adoption of sanctions against Irhesé
countries are generally skeptical about the effia#dcsanctions against autocratic regimes (Oezifd02
73)

180 line with this approach, when the Iranian themerged Austria supported the adoption of sanstio
by the EU only if in conjunction with a resolutiofthe UNSC. Interview with a national diplomat,
Brussels, November 2009.
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such as Sweden, perceive active internationalisthiaternational cooperation as the
appropriate instrument to deal with external comterary threats.

In between these two groups of countries, there tam® Member States—
Germany and Italy—that share the characters of @€tichner and Sperling 2010). The
foreign and security policies of these two Membités suffered significant restrictions
after World War Il. These restrictions, enshrinedthe peace treaties and in each
country’s constitution, were linked to the need datisfy others’ perceptions, by
signalling a clear detachment from the respectiaBonal legacies (Giegerigh 2006).
During the Cold War, the endurance of these comgtraled national leaders to
internalise these restrictions together with thedn® meet external expectations in order
to forge an effective foreign policy. These elemseletd to the emergence of a security
culture based on multilateralism and cooperatism@posed to unilateralism and the use
of force® The transformations emerged after the end of tblel @ar led these two
Member States to adopt a more assertive standeeimternational arena (Noetzel and
Schreer 2008) and to participate in important anilit missions abroad (such as in
Kosovo in 1999 and in Afghanistan in 2001). Thisvenaepresented a significant,
though not definitive evolution from the traditidridvilian power identity (Harnisch and
Wolf 2010; Maull 2000; Rosa and Foradori 2010).

In the context of EU foreign policy, EU Member @wmthave tried on many
occasions to bridge their differences in this rdgand to build a common understanding
on how to deal with nuclear proliferation. The défon of the ESS and of the WMD
Strategy certainly represents a major example is tgard. However, scholars have
noted that, despite being hailed as a turning poirthe development of a EU shared
security doctrine, the two documents have remaiwmedy generic on key issues
concerning the appropriate instruments to deal witlkslear proliferation. As already
mentioned, according to some commentators the csitipo of the ESS was aimed
more to reassure the US about the consistencyg &litopean allies (in a moment in time

in which it appeared unsteady, just after the dwis emerged on the 2003 US

181 Many commentators have pointed at multilateralisooperative institution building, and rejection of
the use of force as the basic norms inspiring tiadar Germany'’s foreign policy during and aftee
Cold War (Duffield 1999; Hoffmann and Longhurst $39
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intervention in Iraq) than to define new principlésr a common foreign policy.
Moreover, even though making reference to multildteegimes and the NPT, the text
does not take a stance on the relation betweerpradiferation and disarmament, which
is at the origin of longstanding frictions betweleld nuclear weapons Member States
(NWS) and non-nuclear weapons Member States (NN\¥SFinally, the WMD
Strategy does not address the problems generatdtehbgconsistent behaviour towards
different countries and regions (Portela 2003).

Indeed, the adoption of the two documents did nevent EU Member States for
showing important divergences short after. Durlmg 2005 NPT Revision conference, in
particular, the positions adopted by the UK andhEeaplaced them at odds with other
Member States. The UK, on the one hand, retradtedupport for the ban on the
production of fissile materials. France, on theeothand, supported the omission to any
reference to the “thirteen steps to disarmamergte@d in the 2000 NPT conference) in
the final document of the 2005 conference. Bothea contradicted previous common
positions adopted with the other Member Statestand demonstrated that, apart from
general statements, Member States still disagradtbw nuclear proliferation had to be
tackled.

Similar observations can be made, finally, as mgamnstrumental norms
concerning nuclear proliferation, that is whethardhor soft power instruments have to
be used. The WMD Strategy adopted in December 2@fiBes the use of force to stop
WMD proliferation as an instrument of last resSftthus putting a distance between the
EU and the pre-emption doctrine which had just eabraced by the US administration
when the document was issued for the first timee @hcument envisages a system of
‘sticks and carrots’ which should be used to coowistates willing to develop nuclear
weapons to abandon their intention. In this regtre,document states that the EU aims
to “contain proliferation while dealing with its darlying causes”. To this purpose, the
WMD Strategy proposes the mainstreaming of nonHerakion objectives into all

common policies, which means that EU initiativegeniaken in all sectors, such as trade

182 On this subject see Overhaus, Maull, and Harni8605) and Portela, (2003).
183 See in this regard see Portela (2003).
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or international cooperation, are expected to tiste consideration non-proliferation
goals. The text, however, does not specify howgbentends to deal with states which
ultimately fail to comply with multilateral rule$6rtela 2003).

Norms concerning the definition of nuclear prolefon as a security threat and
of the best way to deal with it shaped Member Statmderstanding of the Iran’s

challenge and of the appropriate way to deal wjth i

Nuclear proliferation and the Iranian nuclear programme: a common security

threat

Since the existence of Iran’s nuclear programmeatmec public, EU institutions and
Member States maintained a coordinated approaclrer rentering into major public
contradictions and defining this challenge as aomagcurity threat. As early as June
2003, the EU Council of Ministers started warnihgtt“The nature of some aspects of
Iran's programme raises serious concerns” (Cowfd\inisters of the EU 2003a) for
international security. After the beginning of nagbons, this institution openly stressed
its “increasing concern” about the proliferatiogkrimplied by the programme, a concern
that was regularly reiterated throughout the téksuncil of Ministers of the EU 2003a,
2003b, 200433

In addition to central institutions, national leesléssued converging statements
deeming Iran’s nuclear programme an important siyciireat. In an article published in
the Washington Postfor example, the German Foreign Minister Fisc{2006) argued
that it is Iran’s “combination of hegemonic aspwas, questioning of the regional status

guo and a nuclear program” that is threat. AccgdmFischer:

Iran's acquisition of a nuclear bomor even its ability to produce one—would be
interpreted by Israel as a fundamental threatst@xistence, thereby compelling the West,
and Europe in particular, to take sides. Europenmanly historical moral obligations to
Israel but also security interests that link ithe strategically vital Eastern Mediterranean.

Moreover, a nuclear Iran would be perceived asraathby its other neighbors, which

184 Further concerns were expressed at Iran’s decisioesume enrichment related activities (Countil o
Ministers of the EU 2006b).
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would probably provoke a regional arms race andl iegional volatility further. In short,
nuclear Iran would call Europe's fundamental ségimio question. To believe that Europe

could keep out of this conflict is a dangeroussiiun.

Similar concerns were expressed by other naticaddrs. For example, Italian
Foreign Minister Frattini (2010) stated that:

Italy believes that a nuclear weapons-equippedwanld pose a vital threat to the security
of the entire Middle East, particularly as regatsiael, who sees us as its best ally in
Europe, but also those moderate Arab countries loonwwe are counting to build lasting
peace in the region. A nuclear Iran would pose tal threat also to global security,
triggering a nuclear race among other countries modeasing the security risks for

everyone.

Declarations such as those of Fischer and Frattne only partially contradicted

by French President Chirac who, in a comment gir&ing frankness, argued that:

The danger does not lie in the bomb it (Iran) Walve, and which will be of no use to it.
Where will it drop it, this bomb? On Israel? It wodwot have gone 200 meters into the
atmosphere before Tehran would be razed to thengrdhat is dangerous is proliferation.
It is really very tempting for other countries hetregion that have large financial resources,
to say: “Well, we too, we’re going to do it. We'gping to help out others to do it.” Why
wouldn’t Saudi Arabia do it? Why wouldn’t it helpgipt to do so as well? That is the
danger. So one has to find a way to settle thiblpro. That, then, is the military issue (New
York Times, International Herald Tribune, and Nou®&servateur 2007)

Even though President Chirac immediately retradtezse declarations (New
York Times 2007), interviews with EU officials amdhtional diplomats confirmed the
idea flowed by Chirac’s interview that, rather thia@ing focused on implications for
Israel’'s security or on the possibility of a direatack, EU’s fears about the Iranian
programme mostly concerned its implications for ttoa-proliferation regime. Indeed,
by the time the programme became public knowledgstreBU Member States (and the

EU itself) had developed good political and ecoromlations with Iran and considered
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it more of a partner than of a thré&tMany commentators, moreover, have stressed that
the desire to reassure the US about the existdrsieaced concerns and the loyalty of its
European allies played an important role in shapirgresponse to this crisis by some
Member States (Davidson and Powers 2005; BergedEs; Meier and Quille 2003§°

This observation provides a partial explanation foe different emphasis on the
implications of the Iranian threat by some governtseln any case, divergences in this
regard never became a key issue, and did not prelzeh Member States from
maintaining a cohesive approach.

The cohesion shown by the EU about the Iranian iélossas certainly the
consequence of many elements. On the one hand, taéiefiasco of the Iraq crisis,
national governments were anxious to show unityrder to restore the credibility of EU
foreign policy. This attitude is line with coordimen reflexes and the shared
commitment to consensual decisions highlighted by titerature drawing on
sociological institutionalism (Jgrgensen 1997; @&snand Reynolds 2007; Lewis 2003).
Most probably, the participation of HR Solana ie talks increased the visibility of the
EU, thus diminishing Member States’ willingnessetater into public disagreemeéft.
Yet, the coordinated approach displayed by natiteediers in the definition of Iran’s
programme as a major security threat especiallgatefid convergence of relevant norms
emerged during the Cold War and endured in the-@okt War erd® Even though,
when the programme became public, some governnpentslifferent emphasis on its
various implications for international securityesie differences should be considered in
light of the desire of some Member States to givengler reassurance to the US about

the loyalty of its European allies. Yet, theseeal#inces remained rather minor and do not

185 Unlike the US, after breaking political relatiomith Iran in the aftermath of the 1979 revoluticime

EU resumed them in early 1990s through the laufitheoso-called “critical dialogue”. This dialoguas
upgraded to “constructive dialogue” in late 199@vig compared the different attitude displayedehy
Member States towards Iraq and Iran in the recasit, i5oldthau has concluded that the critical and
constructive dialogues were decisive in buildingstibetween EU and Iran. This trust allowed all EU
Member States to reject the use of force agaiastand opt for a negotiated solution (Goldthau 2008
the German perception of the Iranian threat and ih@awdifferent from US perceptions see Miiller §2).
18 |nterview with a national diplomat, December 2010.

187 The Iranian case was soon considered as a fundalnest case for EU foreign policy (Everts 2004b).
188 Eor an analysis of EU nuclear proliferation p@icsee Sauer (2003).
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contradict the existence of shared norms on thosattification. Indeed, they did not

prevent Member States from maintaining a coordahafgproach.

Dossier Iran: what role for international cooperation?

As opposed to the identification of nuclear prolfteon as a security threat, EU Member
States did not display common preferences in redipgnto this threat. As already
mentioned, two main divergences emerged. First, Mémber States had different
attitudes concerning the identification of the agprate forum for the adoption of
sanctions against Iran. While Member States suckrasce or the United Kingdom
pushed for the adoption of sanctions outside theftdishework, others such as Austria
maintained the importance of UN approval. Secorid, ember States were deeply
divided over preconditions for starting negotiaiomwith Iran over a long term
agreement. France and the United Kingdom arguedrtteanational security could only
be guaranteed if Iran stopped its full fuel produrccycle. Other Member States, such as
Germany or Sweden, were prepared to open the dialadnile Iran’s related activities
were ongoing. These differing approaches refleggreeral cleavage in the attitude of EU
Member States towards nuclear proliferation andparticular, in interaction norms on
the best way to deal with it.

So far, most scholars using the concept of sacatitture in the framework of
EU studies have focused on interaction norms caoiogrthe most appropria&@enas
for cooperation. These scholars have argued tffatreit perceptions by Member States
of NATO and the EU as privileged arenas for coofpemain the field security and
defence represent a major obstacle to developsigeed EU security culture and of an
effective foreign policy (Giegerigh 2006; HowortB(2). However, this argument is not
relevant with regard to this case study since dunegotiations over Iran’s nuclear
programme, different attitudes towards the US ad'® were not a major cause of
division among Member States. The different atgtddwards the US and NATO, for
example, did not prevent France and the UK fronsallp coordinating their activities.

Not only were the two Member States among the maigoromoters of the dialogue with
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Iran, but they acted in unison in subsequent natjotis. While at times other Member
States raised concerns about negotiation precondigstablished by the E3, or about the
timing and quantity of economic sanctions, Franue the United Kingdom coordinated
closely on this issue. Rather, its timifitand character confirm that the desire to prevent
US unilateralism from dividing EU Member States wag of the main driving forces of
the E3 initiative (Davidson and Powers 2005).

Rather than differing norms about the preferaaénas for cooperation, the
divergences emerged among Member States in theofdsen reflect differingmodes
concerning the role of international cooperatiori/some Member States viewed non-
proliferation more as a public good, others coreet¢he problem to the self-perception
as an important power and viewed it as a natiomablpm (Oezbek 2010: 74).
Accordingly, while some wanted the EU to safegubglcredibility of international non-
proliferation regimes, intended as the ultimatergotors of their security, others wanted
the EU to assume a more assertive stance. Thexreliite was clearly reflected by the
declarations of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs $iveden, Greece and Finland, who
stressed that “nuclear disarmament is an integmlqf the NPT regime”, and called for
nuclear disarmament by the NWS, arguing that otlserwheir “appeal to aspiring
nuclear weapon states” like Iran would be “lesditie” (Frevalds, Papandreou, and
Tuomioja 2004).

Iran: instrumental norms

Finally, when the Iranian threat emerged EU Menftates shared a common approach
as regards the appropriate instruments to dealthighthreat and, in particular, about the
use of force. This common approach included théepeace for diplomatic instruments,

the recognition of the use of force as an instrunoétast resort, and the support for the

use of force in case of humanitarian issues.

189 Although the E3 initiative became public in Augdésttumn 2003, talks on it between the leaders of
France, United Kingdom, and Germany started in taalyrof the same year, in coincidence with the
deterioration of the EU divide on the Irag warehview with EU foreign policy expert, July 2009.
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This common position does not necessarily reflecshared perception of
instrumental norms concerning nuclear proliferatidis already mentioned, important
differences exist especially among NWS and NNWS:3\N#ve always considered their
right to maintain and use nuclear weapons to detarnal threats, and have based their
non-proliferation policies on a case-by-case bSi8y contrast, NNWS have always
seen international disarmament as the best solttiamuclear proliferation. However,
these differences were not a main reason of coraredivision in the case of Iran. With
regard to this issue, all EU Member States agreatthe use of force had to be avoided.
This approach reflected a common denominator egpdesin a number of EU
documents. On the basis on this common denominaten the Iranian threat emerged
EU Member States maintained a cohesive “dual tratidtegy, based on the promotion

of the dialogue and the adoption of sanctions aian’**

Conclusion

When the Iranian threat emerged, EU Member Stétaed common norms concerning
the identification of nuclear proliferation as acsety threat, and the need to use all
available instruments to find a diplomatic soluttonit. This, together with the desire to
avoid another diplomatic fiasco like that of Irélgg inactivism of US diplomacy, and the
role of the HR helped EU Member States adopt adinated public response to this
issue. Yet, behind the closed doors of diplomacyional leaders had important
divergences about the preconditions for negotiagod the role of the UN. These

divergences reflected key differences in the nafiogecurity culture of national

199 While explaining France’s nuclear doctrine, foagple, Chirac stated that France “will only beestol
go forward on the road towards disarmament in temethat the conditions of our overall security ar
maintained” (Chirac 2006). On UK'’s nuclear doctrgez United Kingdom (2006). On the differences
between NWS and NNWS see Santoro (2010) and H4264:0)

191 Despite these common norms, many commentatorsdumsidered the EU strategy towards Iran
ineffective in various ways (Roudsari 2007; Be&@eR010; Tocha 2009). First, offers by the EU were
partially undermined by the lack of internationagitimacy, due to the different interpretation &N
commitments by many countries of the Non-Alignedvgiment (Tocha 2009). In addition, at the
beginning of the dialogue the E3/EU offered IrathMittle carrots, which could not make up for the
important commitment asked in exchange for them-sthgpension of the nuclear programme. In the long
term this strategy met with Iran’s unwillingnessgige up its right to enrichment related activities
good.
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governments. While Member States like France ane tK consider nuclear
proliferation as a threat to their status and dealwith it a primarily national
responsibility, other Member States assume natieaalirity cannot be detached from
international security, and thus see cooperatioa ascessary instrument to achieve it.
The lack of a common understanding on this pointegated divisions over the Iran

cases, which led emerge intergovernmental oveasagional coordination reflexes.

Conclusion

Despite its long stalemate, the E3/EU initiativeofzen a dialogue with Iran gained the
EU a prominent role in the international arena anevented external initiatives from
dividing its Member States. Media have often idedi this success with the
involvement of the HR, which transformed the E3iative into a joint E3/EU initiative.
However, the analysis presented in this Chaptewshbat the visibility acquired by the
HR during the negotiations did not correspond feative powers. In fact, the HR played
a more limited role in this than in other policysdeers. In particular, even though
shaping ideas about EU foreign policy and intemrgnin the implementation phase, the
HR played a very limited role in the formulation pdlicy proposals. Accordingly, this
institution contributed to the effectiveness of Eddeign policy, and acted as a term of
reference for most Member States, but did not itai;ma policy entrepreneur.

The patrticipation of the HR into the talks, togethwth the desire to display unity
and cohesion after the Irag diplomatic fiasco helpeember States to overcome minor
differences concerning the perception of the Inartfaeat and to display a coordinated
approach. However, behind the closed doors of diplty national leaders had deep
divergences on the appropriate way to deal witk ig8ue, and on the preconditions for
negotiations. These divergences reflect long teffardnces in what EU Member States
consider as the appropriateodesfor cooperation. While some Member States consider
national security vis-a-vis nuclear proliferatios @mevitably linked to international

security, and thus value international cooperatioitiself as a mean to obtain it, others
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continue to view it as a national threat and thalsie international cooperation only as
an instrument to protect national interests.

In conclusion, the observation of the HR’s roléhe negotiations over the Iran’s
nuclear programme suggests that this institutiortesrvention in EU policy processes is
limited in cases in which Member States do noteshalevant norms delimiting the area
of appropriate behaviour. As we will see in thddaling Chapter, this observation leads
to wonder to what extent EU common institutions tanld an effective EU foreign
policy in absence of a common vision about extesegurity among a majority of EU
political actors (Bonvicini and Regelsberger 200i)addition, it leads to a reflection on
the importance of socialization processes generbtedEU institutions, but on the

importance of leadership in shaping common norms.
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CHAPTER 7

CONCLUSION

Recent events have shown enduring difficultieshie development of an effective EU
foreign policy. Central institutions have founchérd to make their voices heard as big
EU countries have taken the lead on major eventsv@th 2011). Negotiations over
new bodies—such as the European External Actiornvi@er(EEAS)—have been
delayed, among other things, because of the misbeisveen small and big Member
States, with the former accusing the latter of pgouwg all most influential positions
(Willis 2011a, 2011b). These difficulties arousetjafter the entry into force of the
Lisbon Treaty which, according to most commentataas to promote a more effective
EU foreign policy by significantly enhancing thevwpars of central institutions.

Traditionally, in order to explain cooperation (ack of it) among EU Member
States, scholars have looked at the ability of regnmstitutions to maximize Member
States’ utility and to deliver efficient policy @ames. However, while looking at the
involvement of the HR in foreign policy processtss research has been based on the
assumption that Member States’ interests are $patainstructed. Accordingly, this
study has started from the observation that, witthe EU, ‘supranational’ and
‘intergovernmental’ sources of power and identignftgurations coexist, which allow
the HR to play at times the role of mediator, ete$ that of policy entrepreneur. In order
to understand when one or the other dynamic isvatetil, this study has compared
prescriptive norms developed within the EU secumtynmunity concerning two
different policy issues—nuclear proliferation antdrec conflicts.

The comparison of these norms and of policy prasegsvolving the HR vis-a-
vis two case studies leads to some observationst, e evidence suggests a stronger
involvement of the HR in policy processes is as#ed to the emergence of shared

norms and, thus according to the definition adoptethis study, of a shared EU security
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culture. Given the current ambiguous institutiofraimework of the EU, therefore, the
emergence of a shared culture within the EU secwammunity broadly conceived
seems to be a pre-condition for the further empoweat of central bodies. During
negotiations over the Lisbon Treaty in 2009 manymicentators placed major
expectations on the possibility that Member Stadekgate key powers to central
institutions to develop a more effective EU forejgolicy. However, this research has
pointed at the role of norms and at the emergefice shared security culture as a
precondition for delegation. Accordingly, in order develop a more effective EU
foreign policy, this study points at the ability méitional and European leaders or central
institutions to enhance socialization processesooact as epistemic communities to
spread shared norms across the whole EU secuntyncmity.

Second the comparison of the two case studies|setlest major obstacles to the
development of a shared EU security culture ands,ttho the empowerment of EU
central institutions lies not only in Member Stawifferent positions towards the US or
the use of force in international relations, bsbah their different perceptions of the role
of multilateralism in providing security vis-a-vifferent external threats. In the future,
the lack of a shared vision in this regard may thegesent a major obstacle to the
further development of EU foreign policy.

The first section of this Chapter compares theifigs of the two case studies and
shows how differences in norms shared by the mgjai EU political actors were
associated to different levels of empowerment efH#iR. The following section presents
the theoretical findings of this study with regacdEU security culture and common

institutions. Finally, the last section elabordtes political implications of this study.

Looking at the two cases: Macedonia and Iran

The office of the HR was created in 1999 followitige entry into force of the
Amsterdam Treaty and remained in place as such 2000, when it was reformed and
renamed by the Lisbon Treaty. After tough negairsj the Amsterdam Treaty created

an institution with little power, comparable to &igh ranking bureaucrat” (Grevi,
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Manca, and Quille 2005a, 2005b). At the same tihmyever, national governments
attached to the authority of the HR a Policy Unitiehh was considered to be a fledging
EU foreign policy think tank. In addition, they appted as a first incumbent a
personality with a high political profile: the foen Secretary General of NATO Javier
Solana. Finally, following the St. Malo compromiseational governments further
expanded the role and powers of the HR by attadioinig authorities new structures and
bodies.

During its ten years of life, at times the officethe HR performed key tasks
traditionally reserved to Member States, and asduarieading role in EU foreign policy
similar to that of the Commission in the first pill On other occasions, however, the HR
was marginalised or played only a secondary rolertiS8g from this observation, this
research asked to what extent the existence otmedHEU security culture has been a
necessary condition for the HR to play the rol@alicy entrepreneur. In order to answer
this question, this research has compared preseripiorms concerning security in
relation to two policy issues and dossiers: thel2@Acedonia crisis and the negotiations
over Iran’s nuclear programme.

The Macedonia’s and Iran’s dossiers were dealt withen somehow similar
political context. Both the Macedonia crisis ancke thiscovery of Iran’s nuclear
programme occurred just after the EU had expergkrcpublic diplomacy fiasco—the
1990s Bosnia and Kosovo wars, and the 2003 Irasjscrespectively—which had
revealed deep divisions among its Member Statesjeopmhrdised the credibility of its
foreign policy. While dealing with both issues Etstitutions and national governments
were keen to downplay further divisions and to figaf the role of the EU in the
international scene. The different empowermenthef R in the two policy dossiers,
however, reveals that the emergence of coordinatieifexes and of a shared
understanding of the need to protect the credybdit EU foreign policy alone cannot
account for the empowerment of central institutions

The analysis of speeches, documents, and polidi€dJoand national leaders
concerning the two dossiers, shows that at leastimportant difference exists between

the two cases. After the Bosnia and Kosovo wars, Mé&mber States developed a
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common discourse and common norms on how to dehlsimilar events in the future.

Following the leadership of key personalities sashthe British Prime Minister Tony

Blair, EU national governments developed a sharetkistanding of their responsibility

to deal with crises coming from the near abroace T890s Balkan wars, moreover, not
only convinced national governments of the neethtervene in similar crises, but also
that their intervention could only succeed if themintained a coordinated position.
Accordingly, when in 2001 an internal crisis aralsea Macedonia, EU national

governments could count on common norms concerthag responsibility to act, and

the need to do it through the EU.

In turn, in the case of Macedonia, the existencthe$e shared norms enhanced
the sense of general belonging of representativemtmonal governments, thus leading
them to let the HR play the role of policy entremer. During this crisis, indeed, the HR
did not act as a mere executor—in line with thdelipower attributed to it by the
Amsterdam Treaty—but participated in all phasepalicy-making. Already before the
beginning of the crisis, HR Solana intervened ia general debate about EU foreign
policy by stressing the need for the EU to adoptaae proactive stance and take on
greater responsibilities in the region. After thecadation of tensions, the HR was
delegated by the Presidency the key task to reprabe interests of the EU in the
resolution of the crisis. Subsequently, thank$@rtpresence on the ground, the HR and
its depending entities gained a wider room for neavoe and reversed Member States’
position on the possibility of a political dialogwath the NLA. De facto, through their
implementation powers, they extended their infleehe all phases of policy-making,
thus playing the role of policy entrepreneurs.

By contrast, the 2003 Iraq crisis did not produesm transformations in the
ideational factors inspiring EU national governnsenEven though after this crisis
national leaders felt more strongly the need tomweay public divisions and to restore
the credibility of EU foreign policy, their divergees concerning the fight against the
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction endlukeven the drafting of the ESS—
occurred just after the Iraq crisis—reflected mibre need to satisfy an external audience

(particularly in the US), than the maturation owgorms.
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In particular, while the 2003 Iraq crisis triggered debate on national
governments’ divergences on the alliance with th® & the use of force in the
international arena, less attention was paid withenEU to divergences concerning the
relation between national and common responsaslitiis-a-vis nuclear proliferation.
When the Iranian issue emerged, divergences amatngnal governments on the role of
the alliance with the US and on the use of forcetha international arena were
downplayed, thanks also to the early activism & BJ (together with the lack of
activism by the US), and the agreements on sarsctisrthe best instrument to deal with
the nuclear threat. Yet, EU leaders could not awae divergences concerning the
relation between nuclear proliferation and natipgammon, and international security.
Indeed, while some governments perceived Iran’deang@rogramme as a threat to the
national power, other linked it to collective satyrto which they viewed national
security as inextricably associated. Accordinglyhiley some national governments
wanted the EU to support a resolution to the problboosted by multilateral
organizations, others preferred the EU to adophdependent and more assertive policy.

In terms of policy processes, the absence of sharads on how to deal with the
Iranian threat and of a shared understanding of ttivieat as a shared security threat
generated a different outcome. Like in the previcase, HR Solana actively engaged in
the general debate about EU foreign policy priesitivith regard to this issue. Solana and
his team, in particular, enjoyed wide room for mamae in the drafting of key
programmatic documents (the EU Security Strategy e EU Strategy against the
Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction), vhidefined the fight against the
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction a kegign policy priority. Unlike in the
Macedonia case, however, during negotiations wéh the HR generally abstained from
entering into contradiction with (especially bigational governments, and its policy
proposals always remained subordinated to the BfhdR than playing the role of policy
entrepreneur, thus, the HR acted as a bargainig @h mediator among national

governments.
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In conclusion, the comparison of the two casescatds that the existence of
shared norms concerning external threats and, times.emergence of a shared EU

security culture were a pre-condition for the HRplay the role of policy entrepreneur.

Theoretical findings: a twofold contribution

At the theoretical level, the findings of this rasgh contribute to two different bodies of

literature: the literature on EU institutions amdEU security culture.
EU institutions

This study has analysed the relation between naonserning security and EU policy
processes concerning the HR. So far, scholars adporztional choice approaches have
argued that the empowerment of central Europeditutisns depend on their ability to
provide efficient policy processes. Similarly, skdwe drawing on sociological
institutionalism have treated EU institutions as thdependent variable, and emerging
norms as the dependent variable. Accordingly, tiexe analysed socialization processes
occurring within a single body, or compared thedawcratic cultures developed by
different institutions (mostly: the Council and tlf@mmission), thus revealing the
emergence of coordination reflexes and shared ctmenis to consensual agreements
(Juncos and Pomorska 2010; Juncos and Reynolds, 2@0vis 2003, 2005, 2008;
Laffan 2004). By doing so, these scholars haveddak the EU more as an organization
than as a political system, and have disregardedadlle of norms concerning the external
environment, and those emerging outside EU ingiitgt for example at the national
level.

This study has rejected both these approaches andatgued that EU policy
processes can be affected by norms triggered bglgation processes generated by EU
institutions, as well as outside them. Accordingdlys study has recognized on the one
hand that institutions are a major variable affegtpolicy processes. Indeed, this work

has started from the observation that the EU igadterized by the coexistence of
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supranational and intergovernmental sources of pand identity configurations. This
ambiguity in the EU institutional framework enabkbe HR to play at times a role more
similar to that of a secretary of an intergoverntakarganization, at times more similar
to that of a foreign minister of a national policystem.

At the same time, however, this study has shownitharder to understand how
EU ambiguous institutions are declined in differeases in the field of EU foreign
policy, and under what conditions the HR was abl@lay a more prominent role and
when it was not, one needs to look at the contenbons concerning security developed
within the EU security community. In particularetfindings of this study indicate that,
in the context of institutional ambiguity providd®y the EU, the existence of shared
norms concerning external challenges and the bagtteov deal with them in general—
that is the emergence of a shared EU security resfthhas been a pre-condition for a
substantial involvement of the HR in foreign polmypcesses.

This finding concerning the role of a shared séguculture leads to some
observations about the future development of thegnation process. First, this research
highlights that the empowerment of central bodéelinked to the emergence of common
norms that go beyond Brussels based political actord reach the majority of the EU
security community. Accordingly, one may wondethi& development of the integration
process may be sustainable in the long term withmitdevelopment of a shared culture
not only among Brussels-based diplomats, but inmghthe whole EU. Any formal
empowerment of central bodies, in other words, Wwhiay solve the ambiguity of the
EU institutional framework by granting more cohererand efficiency to EU foreign
policy, may be linked and subordinated to this.

Traditionally, scholars have attributed differenbeswveen the security cultures of
Member States to different national histories amditions. For example, while some
Member States have an imperial past, others hatewiole some won the Second
World War, others lost it. Facts alone, howeverndojustify differences in cultures and
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perceptions?® As the existing literature on norm entrepreneursd aepistemic
communities (Adler 1992; Haas 1992) has highlighted facts to change actors’
perceptions and ideational factors, new narrativeed to be created for their
interpretation. This is true also for European siégiHoworth 2004). By pointing at the
importance of norms emerging not only from the bupgatic culture of common
institutions, but also from the whole EU securigmamunity, this study has highlighted
that the future of the integration process may ddp socialization processes occurring
within Brussels’ based bodies, as well as on thityabf these bodies or of national or
supranational leaders to transmit new narratives the interpretation of common
challenges to a broader national and European m@eglieEven though Brussels-based
political actors are in a privileged position tooguce new norms, and to affect
socialisation processes across the whole EU, tlweypete, in this role, with other
important national and international actors.

Second this research has shown that the HR wast@lply a more prominent
role in EU policy processes when a majority of fcdil actors belonging to the EU
security community shared common norms concerriegelation between national and
collective security vis-a-vis external threats.dad, while in the case of Macedonia EU
Member States shared the common understandinghbatrisis endangered common
interests, and could be dealt effectively only bgimtaining a common approach, this
was not clear in the case of Iran. As we will se¢hie following section, the emergence
of shared perceptions of external threats as thteatommon interests, and to collective
and not only national security seems thus fundaahdat the future empowerment of

central institutions.

192 France or The Netherlands, for example, are twmiies with an imperial past, which were invaded
during the Second World War, and were part of thedition that finally won it. Yet, one cannot sénat
their security cultures are alike. Similarly, the@é&donia crisis and the negotiations with Iran oker
nuclear programme were both preceded by an EU@dlglomacy fiasco—the Kosovo war and the Iraq
crisis—which rendered EU Member States more wiltmgvoid further divisions and to restore the
credibility of EU foreign policy. However, while iresponse to the Kosovo crisis national governments
developed new common norms on how to deal withlairorises, they did not do it after the Iraq &isi
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EU security culture

Current divergences in the debate on the existeheeshared EU security culture may
be attributed to the adoption of different defimits and on the lack of methodological
rigour (Meyer 2005; Biava and Drent 2011). By agkivhether a shared security culture
exists or not, existing studies have investigateldsEécurity culture as a monolithic and
indivisible entity. By contrast, by drawing on Me&y@005), this research has been based
on an innovative conceptualization of security uxdtas a group of prescriptive norms
shared by a majority of actors belonging to a gigenurity community. In particular,
this study has conceived EU security culture aspas®ed by three groups of norms
concerning: security threat identification, theidigion of the appropriate instruments to
deal with these threats, and the interaction withihternational community. According,
this study has treated security culture as a comatel compound concept, which may
change over time and space, and may evolve alotig seicialization processes. This
concepualization has permitted to explore aspelctienemerging EU security culture
that have not been clearly addressed so far.

In line with the existing literature, the analysi$ norms concerning ethnic
conflicts in EU’s neighbourhood and nuclear proiten indicates that EU Member
States have not reached a complete harmonisatiammhs about external security.
According to the existing literature, divergences the alliance with the US (the
dichotomy Atlanticist/non Atlanticist Member Stateand on the instruments to be used
for the resolution of conflicts (the dichotomy nelinon-neutral Member States) are to
be considered the main responsible for that (Hdw@@02; Cekun 2007; Hyde-Price
2004; Kienzle 2009). The comparison of relevantmsconcerning the Macedonia and
Iran dossiers, however, suggests that these diveegemay not be the main or the only
obstacle to the empowerment of central institutiofise Iran and Macedonia cases, in
particular, show that a low profile by the US adistiration may leave wide room for
manoeuvre to the EU and enable its Member Statesvéocome their differences.
Similarly, the two cases show that the use/non afsérce is not always the most

relevant question in conflict or dispute resolution
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Even putting aside divergences on the US allianceoro the use of force,
however, at least another important difference texia the ideational background
through which each Member States interprets sgcuvithile some Member States
maintain what has been called a Westphalian sgccuwiture, others have developed a
post-Westphalian security culture. In other wordgiile some view national and
international security as inextricably related,asttreat them separately. Even though the
case of Macedonia shows that Member States seebe tdeveloping a converging
understanding of the relation between national ewmitective security vis-a-vis state-
building actions in EU’s neighbourhood, similar sdthnorms have not emerged with
regard to other threats, such as nuclear proliteraas shown by the Iran case.

Starting from this observation, important consitieres can be made on the
future development of a shared EU security culamd of a more coherent EU foreign
policy. A major obstacle to the development of aretd EU security culture may lie not
only in Members States’ positions towards the Usheruse of force, but more generally
on the lack of a common answer to increasing irtigsnal interdependence. While some
Member States remain attached to the concept afn@tsecurity and continue to view
the national state as the main bastion againstreat¢hreats, others have developed a
post-Westphalian perception of it, and value tHe of the national state in the broader
context of global interdependence. Even in presa&fce converging perception of the
role of the US in the international environmentpbrules concerning the use of force in
the international arena, in the future enduringediences on this aspect may become an
obstacle to the development of a shared securityreuand, according to the findings of

this study, of common institutions.

Empirical implications and future perspectives

The institution of the HR, in the form investigatadthis research, has remained into
place for ten years, from the entry into force loé tAmsterdam Treaty (1999), to the
entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty (2009). Tlattér represented the end point of a

long process of reform initiated in Laeken, conidwith the European Convention on
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the Future of Europe, the French and Dutch rejpatibthe Constitutional Treaty, and
the renegotiation of a new text. The reforms ini@t in Lisbon, especially those
associated with the High Representative, generategbr expectations for a more
effective and coherent EU foreign policy

In Lisbon Member States changed not only quantghtj but also qualitatively
the references to the role of the HR in the EU fngdexts (Riger 2011). The Lisbon
Treaty charged the High Representative of the Umaoih only with assisting the
Presidency in its tasks, but also with “conducfittte Union’s common foreign and
security policy” and contributing “by his proposdts the development of that policy”
(art, 18 Lisbon Treaty). Most importantly, the nd@weaty eliminated the divisions into
pillars introduced in Maastricht and charged thgHRepresentative of the Union with
ensuring the consistency between the differentsasé&U external action (art, 21 Lisbon
Treaty). To this purpose, the role and powers ef HHR were personally unified with
those of the Commissioner for External Affairs (E8tof the Lisbon Treaty). In addition,
the High Representative of the Union was to becdfioe-President of the European
Commission, with a right of initiative, and controVer the Commission’s budget for
external relations.

Following these reforms, many expected this institu to gain greater
independence vis-a-vis Member States than its pesder (Brady and Sola 2010; Avery
2009; Zwolski 2011). Even though any evaluationtlom impact of Lisbon reforms is
still premature, so far the membership of the HRrgpresentative of the Union in the
European Commission has been more a source of umeg® battles than of further
coherence. By disregarding newly established aityhoirthe High Representative of the
Union, for example, as early as February 2010 thesi&ent of the European
Commission Barroso appointed the new ambassadtretdJS (something that should
have been under the High Representative of thermauthority under the new Lisbon
procedures). Frictions with the Commission, moreowere generated by divergences

over what directorate generals would be incorpdrdtg the EEAS, and what would
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remain under Commission’s contfdf. As for its role of Vice-President of the

Commission, moreover, the High Representative ef Wmion has been appointed as
coordinator of a group of Commissioners dealindhviit) external relations. The group
includes Commissioners for Enlargement, Developmamd Humanitarian Aid and, yet,

it excludes the Commissioner for Trade. It is nt#ac moreover, what the High

Representative’s coordination will entail and howill be conducted.

Even though the instruments just mentioned willtaiaty enhance the High
Representative of the Union’s role in policy foramion, the HR's legacy shows that
common institutions have hardly become influentmakll phases of policy-making in
absence of a shared culture and of the percepfienternal threats as shared thréats.
Accordingly, rather than at the High Representatf/¢he Union’s new role within the
Commission, this research points at other reformduced by the Lisbon Treaty as
important tools for the transformation of EU foreigolicy processes. In order to develop
a shared culture within the EU, in particular, thew powers that the High
Representative of the Union will have within theuB@oil seem particularly relevant.
First, following the entry into force of the Lisbdmeaty, the High Representative of the
Union has become the chairman of the EU Foreigai/ffCouncil, thus gaining a say on
the agenda of ministerial meetings. Apart from agdiontinuity to EU foreign policy,
this innovation offers the High Representative lod Union new powers to persuade
Member States to discuss priorities decided in 8rlssand not in national capitals and,
possibly, to launch new ideas on them,

Second, through the creation of the EEAS, the lnsbreaty has given the EU
unified delegations in third countries. These dalems put together existing
representations of the Council and of the Commissand are composed for one third of
national diplomats from EU Member States. By gujdihese delegations, the High

Representative of the Union has two fundamentabdppities to forge new ideas and a

193 DG Relex and DG Development have become parteoEEAS, while DG trade, Europaid and ECHO
remain under Commission’s control.

194 This finding is in line withthe findings of Major who has argued that HR Solama clearly “Strong
with the member states, not against them” (Majdr130
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common culture in EU foreign policy. Delegationsdeed, will act as interlocutor for
third countries, as well as coordinator for the kvof national embassies (something
which was previously done by the rotating Presigierand source of information and
analysis of developments on the ground (Balfour @p@hen 2011). Accordingly, not
only will they develop their own culture, but thesll also have great chances to spread
it to Brussels and to national capitals, actinges epistemic communities.

To conclude, in spite of all expectations generdtgdhe reforms introduced by
the Lisbon Treaty, in December 2009 the appointn@nCatherine Ashton as first
incumbent for the post of High Representative @ thhion generated surprise and, in
most cases, disappointment (Barber 2010; Howorfli 2QJnlike Javier Solana, Ashton
has little experience in foreign policy and virlyaho personal contacts with world’s
leaders:® For some, she was elected “to define her pos#®that of a secretary rather
than as that of a general” (Howorth 2011: 139).

This research has investigated EU foreign policypbinting at structural factors
different from leaders’ skills. There is not doubpwever, that if a shared security
culture is to be spread within the EU security camity, also personality matters.
Ashton does not seem to have the authority (andomagt even the aspiration) to shape
a shared EU security culture, and sees herselfa“dacilitator rather than a doer”
(Howorth 2011: 319§%° During the first months in office, Ashton has besiticized for
failing to boost EU visibility on world stage on joapolicy dossierS’ and for missing
key meetings with national ministrié® By contrast, commentators have recognized her

strong determination in establishing the new EEB&ing the establishment of this new

195 Before being appointed to this post, Ashton was@lthmissioner (for one year), and Parliamentary
Under-Secretary of State in the UK Department fdmdation and Skills.

19 By contrast, while he was presenting his Eurof@ecurity Strategy, HR Solana noted that “Une
Europe plus forte dotée d’une vision stratégiqumrooine, c’est ausi une Europea capable de consolider
ses relations a la fois avec leas autres grandaract...) et avec les autres grandes organsati@uéria
2004b).

197 She was criticised for not visiting Haiti, aftéetearthquake of January 2010, and for not having
promptly issued declarations enhancing the visibdf her role and of EU foreign policy after the
emergence of the Middle East spring.

198 See also European Voice (2012).
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structure, Ashton was able to resist important e and to establish the EEAS as
an independent body which will certainly give heistaong leverage vis-a-vis other
institutions and the Member States. This deternonaseems to confirm Ashton’s
preference for institutions rather than for pokgiesomething that may lead her to
contribute more to EU bureaucratic rather than sgcculture.

As this research has pointed out, however, not thrdyefficient setting of central
institutions matter, and one may wonder to whaemixiEU foreign policy can grow
without a common vision or grand strategy that dm&gnd common bodies and reaches
national capitals (Bonvicini and Regelsberger 20Bi&cop, Howorth, and Giegerich
2009). Although the new powers attributed by thesbbn Treaty to the High
Representative of the Union have enhanced the ebamd this institutions to
contributing to this vision, the appointment of Asth seems to leave space for and the

burden of developing this vision in the hands dfarel leaders.

199 For example, the European Parliament had prewiasied that the new body be associated to the
European Commission.
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