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Abstract

European security and defence policy has developed at a significant rate since the late 1990s.
As a growing field of analysis, there have been few studies to date that have explored the
foreign and domestic implications of the European Union's emerging security and defence
policies. This thesis seeks to assess the quality and effectiveness of the present day defence
policies of the European Union through an examination of its commitment to civilian and
military missions abroad. In so doing, this thesis suggests that these missions stem from a
misguided belief that the promotion of human rights, democracy, and the rule of law beyond
its border is the most effective means by which to achieve security within Europe. This
thesis concludes that the economic and political tools available to the European Union
provide a better means by which to ensure security in Europe and around the world.
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Introduction

The Emergence of European Security and Defence Policy

In 1992, at the Ministerial Council of the Western European Union (WEU), member-
states of the WEU committed themselves, and agreed upon, a list of priorities for the new
global order. These tasks, known as the Petersberg Tasks, listed in Article 17 of the Treaty
on the European Union, commit EU member-states to undertaking humanitarian and rescue
tasks; peace-keeping tasks; and tasks of combat forces in crisis-management, including
peacemaking through either the WEU*, the EU?, or NATO. Since committing themselves to
these tasks, European defence and security has undergone a series of transformations.

Until recently, security and defence policy has remained relatively impervious to the
forces and pressures of European integration. Initial efforts to integrate security and defence
were met with failure. The European Defence Community (EDC) proposed in 1950 did not
materialize beyond the proposal stage. Jolyon Howorth (2005) notes that “any notion of an
autonomous EU role in the field of security [...] was virtually unthinkable for most of the
1990s” (Howorth, 2005, p. 181) and that “anyone who had predicted in 1999 that the
European Union (EU) would be mounting autonomous military missions by 2003 would
probably have been laughed out of court” (ibid p. 201). The major shift in how member-
states approached defence policy occurred in 1998 “when Great Britain, in the French-
British ‘St. Malo Accord’ ended its longstanding opposition to the EU developing its own

military and security identity” (Centre for Defence Information, 2000, p. 1). Since the St.

! The WEU, established in the Treaty of Brussels in 1954 will become obsolete in June 2011. Security and
defence commitments through the WEU have since been transferred to the Common Security and Defence
Policy (CSDP).

2 During the time of the cold war, the treaty that ratified the EU had not yet been signed and was known as
either the European Community (EC) or the European Economic Community (EEC). Throughout this thesis the
usage of EU encompasses all prior treaties/names, unless otherwise stated.



Malo Accord, European political leaders have made a concerted effort to create and develop

an EU specific security and defence policy.

As a result of these developments, there have been numerous attempts made at
assessing and describing the theoretical implications associated with European integration.
The institutional arrangements that comprise the EU are unique in that many institutions
operate at different levels of governance. Many theories have either failed to grasp the
totality of the integration process or, in seeking to explain the EU as a political body, they
have sought to mould the reality of institutional processes to align with preconceived belief
systems (Hill & Smith, 2005, p. 19-21).

Much of the literature to date focuses primarily on explaining or identifying the
forces responsible for the development of a European brand of security. In so doing, there
have been many attempts seeking to explain the creation of the Common Security and
Defence Policy (CSDP)® and the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) which
includes the creation of civilian and military capabilities in Europe. Considerable attention
has also been given to the new found possibilities that are associated with CSDP and the
increasing role that the EU can and does have in the international realm. However, there
have been few studies that have satisfactorily explored the forces responsible for the
integration of military capabilities or that have critically assessed the logic and rationale that
underscores European defence. CSDP has often been explained largely in the context of the
EU-US relationship and the role that Atlantic Treaties play in forging the EU into a unified

political body and now an international actor. Although there are many reasons why scholars

® Prior to the ratification of the Lisbon Treaty in 2009, the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) was
known as the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP). CSDP will be used primarily in this thesis to
encompass both ESDP and CSDP, unless otherwise stated.



have emphasized this relationship and their findings have greatly contributed to the
knowledge of how the EU functions, the analytical focus may at times have been somewhat
incomplete. Rather than focusing on the possibilities of joint EU security capabilities, one
should first question the rationale underlying defence integration and whether CSDP and the
undertaking of military and crisis management operations around the world is a logical and
effective means by which to guarantee security in Europe.

One of the most significant military efforts undertaken by the EU occurred in March
2003, when the North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s (NATO) mission in the former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia ended and military control of the mission was given to the
EU. This event was significant because it was the first time in history that the EU military
was primarily responsible for overseeing operations in a foreign, non-EU member country.
Although the forces deployed during the mission were rather modest and the scale of the
operation was relatively small, it marked an important milestone in the development and
implementation of an integrated European military capability. The successful change in
command and the undertaking of Operation Concordia, the codename given to the EU
mission in Macedonia, was made possible largely as a result of a series of negotiations that
took place the previous year, in 2002, through the Berlin Plus Agreement (Giegrich &
Wallace,2004).

Operation Concordia exemplifies two important milestones in the integration of
European defence policies. Firstly, it signifies an improvement in the military and
institutional capabilities of the EU to respond to world events in real time. The EU's previous
attempt at crisis prevention in the former Yugoslavia was itself a crisis, as member nations

within the EU were politically paralyzed as a result of different national loyalties and



competing interests within the member states. The inability of EU leaders to mobilize
resources affected the political leaders’ capacity to prevent the humanitarian catastrophe that
occurred in the former republics of Yugoslavia, most notably in Bosnia. The military and
political non-action of the EU and the resulting humanitarian crisis was only resolved
through direct US intervention.

Secondly, the undertaking of Operation Concordia demonstrates the speed at which
integration among the EU member states can take place when there are willing and able
actors dedicated to a particular cause. A combined security policy, at least in some sense, has
arguably always been an interest of EU architects from the first few years of its inception. It
has only been in the last decade that major strides have been made in integrating and creating
military and civilian capabilities through CSDP and the CFSP. The EU's status as a major
international actor raises several questions not only about the current and potential role that
the EU may assume in the international realm but also about the nature of integration itself.

The EU integration process has historically been characterized by fast and slow
developments. At various times, even the existence and future of the EU has been called into
question. Often major tensions have existed involving the integration process and the
willingness of member states to relinquish varying degrees of national sovereignty. This can
be seen most notably with the UK and its refusal to adopt the unified currency of the EU, the
Euro, which was created through the Maastricht Treaty.

Defence policy is arguably one of the most contentious areas of integration since it
necessitates the relinquishing of national control, to some degree, over each nation’s own
security policies. In spite of the advancements made in CSDP, it remains the most

intergovernmental, as opposed to communitarian, aspect of all EU institutions. Howard



Wiarda (2006), a Senior Associate for the Center for Strategic and International Studies
notes, that European identity, once thought to be static, is undergoing tremendous changes
with the latest expansion of the European Union in 2004. The 1 May 2004 expansion,
sometimes referred to as the Big Bang Enlargement, saw the admittance of ten eastern and
south-eastern European countries to the already diverse fifteen member states that had
comprised the EU. In 2007, the further addition of Bulgaria and Romania saw the number of
EU member states rise to twenty-seven.

As a result of its diverse membership, the EU has long been regarded as an economic
giant. In spite of its economic output, however, it has also been seen as a political
lightweight and a military mouse, and some EU leaders are now ready to challenge this
description (Mgller, 2003). Per Stig Mgller, the Minister for Foreign Affairs for the
Kingdom of Denmark stated in 2003 that enabling the "Union to become a credible and
reliable global player is the number one priority for Europe following the [...] NATO and EU
summits in Prague and Copenhagen” (Mgller, 2003, p. 63). Mgller's words voice an opinion
that is consistently shared throughout the member states of the EU: that the EU needs to
develop a strong, coherent, and more reliable foreign policy strategy so that the EU's
influence in military and geo-strategic matters matches its economic output. Presently, the
EU has a combined Gross Domestic Output (GDP) of roughly 16,447 trillion dollars, which
is nearly 2,200 trillion dollars more than the GDP of the United States. The exact degree of
influence that the EU is seeking to have on the international stage is anything but clear and
remains a highly contested issue in the EU itself.

Magller (2003) states that, in spite of its Economic power, "Europe is not being built

as a counterweight to the United States™ (p. 63). However, the EU has always, in a sense,



served as a counter-weight to the United States. Although US interests were reflected in EU
foreign policy, many EU member-states have been opposed to the more aggressive approach
to security and defence that is championed by the US (Halper & Clarke, 2004). This is not to
suggest that EU member-states are strictly non-interventionist, as both the UK and France
have habitually intervened in multiple regions, most notably in the recent intervention in
Libya. The EU itself, however, is widely recognized for its adherence to multilateralism and
the use of soft-power capabilities. With the increase in both EU civilian and military
missions conducted through EU institutions, the non-interventionist nature of the EU is
likely coming to an end.

The creation of a set of EU specific civilian and military capabilities marks a change
in the political psyche of European leaders and demonstrates a potential shift in the
European commitment to non-intervention and the limitations they have historically placed
upon themselves. While a concerted, Euro-centric foreign policy has arguably been a long
term goal of EU architects, it resurfaced with much gusto in the early 1990s. The first
attempts at an EU foreign policy began in 1952 with the drafting of the European Defence
Community (EDC) Treaty with the aim of ensuring peace from outside aggressors. The main
goal of the EDC was to solidify peace between France and Germany through a “"combined
defence force within a supranational European organization [...] consisting of common
institutions, common armed forces, and a common budget” (European Defence Community
Treaty,1952, p. 167). Part of the reason for the failure of the EDCT may have been that
members of the ECSC were unwilling and not yet prepared to relinquish that level of
sovereignty to a supranational organization. This is not altogether surprising given that the

integration process to this date is characterized by tension between member-states and the



EU regarding issues of sovereignty. Recent developments in security and defence policy
indicate that the extent to which member-states are willing to relinquish sovereignty and to
integrate certain policies is increasing.

Neil Winn argues that "traditionally the EU has been a ‘civilian power' concerned
with welfare generation and economic regulation™” (Winn , 2003a, p. 149). The original
purpose of the EU was not only to maintain peace through economic co-operation and
market integration but also to help rebuild the war-torn continent and improve the lives of its
citizenry. CSDP therefore denotes a shift from an inward looking EU to an EU that is
looking increasingly outward. It is doing so through increased diplomatic relations and the
undertaking of civilian and military missions abroad. The American experience has
demonstrated, however, that a strong world presence, especially militarily, can draw
resentment and disdain from many groups. Paul Robinson (2005) makes this point rather
clearly in his assessment of the shifts in UK policy of late. He states that an over-expansion
of the military can have a negative effect on the actual security of a particular country
(Robinson, 2005). This sentiment is echoed by Kenneth Waltz who argues that the re-
securitization of Europe will have negative consequences on the relationship that the EU has
with Russia (Waltz 2000).Over-securitization and a movement towards pre-emptive
planning is of primary concern given that one of the main provisions of the Amsterdam
Treaty in 2000 calls for a build-up of military resources across EU nations and therefore
increased development of the EU's military capacity (Winn 2003a, p. 154).

Perhaps the most striking example of the military build-up may be the creation of the
European Rapid Reaction Force (ERRF) which requires the capability to deploy sixty-

thousand soldiers to any part of the world within sixty days and the ability to sustain ongoing



operations, solely through EU resources, for a year. The stated purpose of the ERRF is
mainly crisis-management and conflict prevention. 60,000 soldiers in this context may seem
wholly arbitrary number given that the severity of a potential crisis is unknown and
generally cannot be predicted

The demand and creation of military capabilities can therefore be seen as somewhat
of a Catch 22. The ERREF itself was not created in response to a particular military crisis or
catastrophe and it therefore only reflects a willingness to be militarily capable in certain
areas. The ERRF can therefore be seen as either overkill, if the crisis emerging is minimal
but enough to require some action, or as insufficient if a future crisis necessitates a much
larger response. If the former is the case, there will be significant questions to answer
regarding the rationale of the EU budget; however, if the latter is true, the EU will have to
fall back to operating through NATO and relying on the United States for military
leadership, or risk another humanitarian disaster as was seen in the former Yugoslavia.

Nonetheless, The EU is now firmly entrenched in the international realm.
Euroskeptics no longer consider the possibility of a resurgence of authoritarianism and a
return to the warring political landscape that dominated the early 20" century as being a
credible threat. The great experiment, as the EU is often regarded, can be considered to be an
astounding success. The integration of European economies and political life has been
successful in its ability to pacify hostilities that had existed for hundreds of years and to
create a peaceful forum where national interests and political concerns can be discussed and
negotiated and tensions resolved. In spite of its existence and success, questions remain as to

the direction of CSDP integration. Former British Prime Minister Tony Blair for example



has suggested that "the Union's goal is [...] to become a 'superpower, not a superstate™

(Golino, 2002, p. 68).

This thesis, will therefore seek to answer the question of whether European security
and defence policy, as well as European foreign policy, is being formulated in a manner that
is both conducive to, and effective in, preserving regional security in the EU.I argue that, on
the whole, European security and defence policy does not actively contribute to creating or
maintaining security because of the focus that is placed on civilian and military missions
abroad. The logic of intervention that is informing European defence policy is well
intentioned, but fundamentally misguided. | suggest that European defence policy is
erroneously structured around the promotion values. While these values may in fact be an
important factor in creating and maintaining security, they do not in general provide a
suitable basis for defence policy and are better situated as a basis for foreign policy, insofar
as member-states act consistently to uphold them. This thesis concludes that economic and
political tools provide a better means by which to ensure security in Europe and around the
world. The creation of the European External Action Service (EEAS), which will be
discussed in the final chapter, offers the potential for Europe to create a consistent and
coherent security dialogue with key regional and global powers. Thus, a continued adherence
to diplomacy offers a viable alternative for creating and preserving security on the European

continent and abroad.
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Objectives and Methodology

In this thesis | seek to answer the question: “Is CSDP necessary and is it effective in
generating security for the European Union?” I argue that CSDP in its present formulation
does not meaningfully contribute to generating or preserving security for the EU or
neighbouring countries. It is argued that the logic informing the EU’s crisis-management
missions is misguided. The focus of this thesis is therefore three-fold. First, it seeks to
describe and assess the current state of literature regarding European defence policy. Second,
it attempts to analyze the quality and character of CSDP and assess whether the policies that
have been adopted serve to promote security for the EU and its member-states. Last, this
thesis seeks to provide a starting point to analyze why CSDP has taken the form that it has. It
proposes that an analysis of the values of the EU, such as democracy, human rights, and the
rule of law, can account, in part, for why CSDP is emerging with a focus on conducting

civilian and military missions abroad.

Unlike many other studies to date concerning European integration, this thesis is less
concerned with attempting to describe or theorize about the integration process and therefore
does not utilize a single definition of what integration may be. Instead, it holds the
assumption that the perspectives that are adopted and the theories that are utilized in
analyzing the EU depend upon which policy areas and which processes are being examined,
and at which level of governance. This methodological approach to EU integration theory
stems from analysis conducted by Helen Wallace, William Wallace, and Mark A. Pollack

(2005).
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The following is a summary of the chapters that comprise this thesis. Chapter one
serves as an overview of some of the major theoretical approaches that are used to describe
the integration process. Its purpose is to analyze and assess the current state of European
integration literature in explaining the emergence of CSDP and CFSP. Some of the theories
explored in chapter one include neofunctionalism, realism, and multilateralism and risk
sharing. | suggest that while these theories are vital to understanding the emergence of
European defence policy, they are mainly descriptive in nature rather than prescriptive. As a
result these theories do not focus on the domestic and foreign implications of the EU as an
emerging military actor. Emphasis in this chapter is placed on research conducted by Janne
Matlary (2009), who suggests that missions undertaken by the EU and Western nations are
undertaken optionally and are not vital to their survival. The research conducted by Janne
Matlary serves as a starting point for my analysis of CSDP in subsequent chapters. The last
section of chapter one is devoted to demonstrating the importance and need for examining
the potential domestic implications based on a review of research regarding the democratic

deficit and its relation to European security and defence policy.

In chapter two, a policy analysis approach is utilized to study CSDP by examining
the impact that EU defence policies have on security. Building on the work and theories of
Janne Matlary, this chapter serves to initiate critical discussion of the character and trajectory
of CSDP by focusing on its foreign and domestic security implications. It is argued that the
civilian and military missions undertaken by the EU are neither vital nor necessary to defend
Europe. Consequently, it is suggested that the logic informing European defence policy is
fundamentally misguided because it places defence outside of the territory of the EU. In so

doing, it transforms defence policy into a policy of offence, a phrase used by Paul Robinson
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(2005) to describe the current state of defence policy in the United Kingdom. The chapter
concludes by suggesting that because the locus of European defence policy is territorially
removed from its member-states it cannot logically be in defence of the EU’s territorial

integrity. Furthermore, since the civilian and military missions of CSDP are optional, they

are also not necessary for the continued survival of the EU and its member-states.

The final chapter, in part, approaches the study of European defence policy from the
perspective of political actors and suggests that the stated values and beliefs, as well as the
actions of policy makers and politicians who make up the EU, have a direct impact on and
serve to shape European defence policy. This chapter also seeks to examine why CSDP has
taken on the form of civilian and military missions abroad. It is argued that the values which
form the foundation of the EU, such as human rights, democracy, and the rule of law, are
being mischaracterized as security goals that are inherently worth pursuing. It is proposed
that although values such as democracy and the rule of law may be instrumental in
promoting the welfare of individuals, which in turn can generate security, they are not a
suitable basis upon which to build defence policy. The chapter concludes by demonstrating
that the EU can generate security for its member-states through diplomatic and political,

means with the aid of the newly established European External Action Service.

A variety of different research sources were used as references for this thesis.
Chapter one is a literature review and uses mainly peer-reviewed journal articles and books
published by EU scholars and former EU policy makers. Chapters two and three make use of
primary sources such as speeches and lectures by EU officials and policy-makers, as well as
government and think-tank publications. Primary sources form the bulk of the research

material for chapters two and three because of the emphasis placed on analyzing the
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implications of specific policies. Primary sources provided a first-hand account of the

decision-making processes and rationales informing CSDP.
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Chapter 1

1.1 - Developments in European Security and Defence

With the emergence of security and defence policies in the EU, numerous works have
been published seeking to explain why security and defence is now being included in the
integration project. However, critical analysis of European security policy has lagged
behind. Often the questions being asked take the form of ‘what forces can account for the
growing interest in creating European defence policy' rather than "are these policies worth
pursuing and are they contributing meaningfully to security in Europe and around the
world?’ Despite the growing body of literature on European security, or perhaps a result of
its growth, studies and analyses of the EU continue to be marked by significant
disagreements regarding not only the trajectory of integration but also the main forces
responsible for it. The literature on CSDP is characterized by the same types of disagreement
that are found within the broader discussions of European integration. As a result, few
conclusions have been reached that have been widely accepted among scholars. Walter
Carlsnaeas (2004) explains that “the growth of European Foreign Policy (EFP) as a
burgeoning field of analysis is characterized by a situation in which its major contemporary
practitioners are pulling in different directions as a result of fundamentally different
approaches to their subject matter” (2004, p. 507). Furthermore Sophie Vanhoonacker and
An D. Jacobs (2010) suggest that “given the very recent character of European cooperation
in the field of security, it is not surprising that research on ESDP’s domestic impact is only
just starting” (2010, p. 561). The following chapter is devoted primarily to examining some

of the major theoretical approaches to understanding European integration and how these
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theoretical perspectives have attempted to explain the emergence of European defence

policy.

The applicability and relevance of contemporary theories about European security
will be explored first, beginning with neofunctionalism which seeks to explain European
defence policy as being a logical extension of economics that is prompted by pressures of
regional integration that are part of a recursive process. Realist theory and its account of
European defence policy as a result of system level constraints placed upon member states
will then be explored. An examination of social constructivist theories and their assessment
of CSDP integration will follow. Social constructivists posit that European defence
integration stems from the creation of a shared identity in which the concept of Europe is
becoming increasingly more important for politicians. Multilateralism as a source of
legitimacy and Janne Matlary's (2009) perspective that regards ESDP as a means of sharing
risks and responsibilities in foreign operations will be explored. The literature on the
democratic deficit and its relationship to European defence policy will then be examined,
highlighting the importance of a greater need for policy scrutiny and analysis of the domestic
implications of European defence. The final section is devoted to examining the normative
power Europe debate and assesses the unique moral and normative position that the EU
occupies in world politics. This final section also serves to provide insight into the

motivations behind the EU's promotion of democracy abroad.

| contend that that while there are markedly different approaches to understanding
developments regarding European security, they are not necessarily mutually exclusive in
their findings. Consistently, the literature on CSDP has placed emphasis on identifying a

causal chain to explain the emergence of European security. | argue that although this is both
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necessary and important to the study of the EU, the literature on CSDP suffers from a
significant lack of critical analysis of both the domestic and foreign implications for Europe
as it assumes an increasingly more powerful role in the world. Furthermore, a
disproportionate amount of research is directed towards examining why CSDP is emerging

rather than focusing on why CSDP is emerging in its current form.

1.2 - Neofunctionalism

Neofunctionalism describes European integration as being the result of a process
whereby integration in one area logically leads to the creation and re-organization of
institutions in other areas. According to neofunctionalists, the establishment of the ECSC
(European Coal and Steel Community) in 1952 through the Treaty of Paris set in motion the
process of integration that eventually lead to the creation of the European Economic
Community (EEC) and the European Atomic Energy Community (EURATOM), which
resulted in further integration, or spill-over”, in other areas. The early explanatory power of
neofunctionalism was found in its ability to theorize about a set of processes that had never
been seen before in the political arena, namely the integration of national markets and,
eventually, national economies. Neofunctionalism, as an emerging theory, was a direct
response to the unique characteristics of European integration. Although neofunctionalism

“offers no single authoritative definition of integration” (Niemann & Schmitter, 2009, p. 47)

* Neofunctionalists do not agree on a single definition or usage of the term spill-over. Forsberg (2007) notes
that there are multiple and competing logics that can be discerned from the usage of the term spill-over. He
notes the usage of spill-over in four specific ways including: functional spill-over, exogenous spill-over,
political spill-over, and social spill-over. For all intents and purposes, spill-over in the context of this thesis
ought to be understood that integration in one policy area will spur integration in another area. The exact logic
of spill-over is not of primary concern here because each usage of the term employs a different causal-
mechanism.
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one of the central tenants of neofunctionalism is that integration is seen as “a process as

opposed to an outcome or (end-)state” (ibid, p. 47).

One interpretation of neofunctionalist theory states that “over time [...] groups would
come to appreciate the benefits from integration, and would thereby transfer their demands,
expectations, and even their loyalties from national governments to a new center” (Pollack,
2005, p. 16) [emphasis added]. In so doing the institutions of the new center would “possess
or demand jurisdiction over the pre-existing national states” (Haas, 1958, p. 16) [quoted in

Risse (2005)].

Although neofunctionalism was generally favoured for its explanatory power of
integration in earlier years, the explanatory power of neofunctionalism seems to break down
in light of the integration of European security. There is little empirical evidence to suggest
that there is a new political center and that it is the EU, or Europe. Nor is there evidence to
suggest that it commands similar, or even greater, loyalties to that of the nation state — at
either national or sub-national levels. Matlary argues that “if we look at CFSP as a whole
and not just at the ESDP, there is not much empirical indication of such a gradual
development towards a common foreign policy” (Matlary, 2009, p. 83). In fact, while
progress is being made in the integration of European security, CSDP remains strictly under
the control of the Council, and therefore member-states, and there is nothing to indicate that

this is likely to change.

One of the central problems that neofunctionalism encountered in its analysis of
European security integration is that it always considered defence policy to be outside of the

integration project. As Tuomas Forsberg (2007) notes “security and defence policy was
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originally seen to occupy a policy realm that would remain unaffected by the pressures of
integration” (2007, p. 7). He argues that “in the view of Ernst Haas, the spill-over effect that
otherwise fostered integration in the area of low politics would not create pressure for
defence integration” (ibid, p. 7). As well, neofunctionalists have predominantly theorized the
EU as being only a civilian actor, a perspective that is being challenged with recent
developments in CSDP and CFSP. As a result, neofunctionalist theory appears to lag behind
recent developments in its ability to both theorize and assess some of the possible causes that

have prompted defence integration.

The basic tenants of neofunctionalism can be salvaged if one accepts that the process
of spill-over is re-constitutive® whereby “the original goal can be assured only by taking
further actions” (ibid, p. 7). In doing so, one could connect the adoption of the single
currency to the establishment of a unified defence policy. As a result, the integration and
creation of European security could be regarded as being a necessary and logical outcome of
economic integration. Neofunctionalists might argue that “the common currency would
collapse without common defence” (ibid, p. 7). Whether the common currency would
collapse without a common defence policy seems unlikely at best and may in fact be an

empirically unverifiable claim.

Richard Medley (1999) argues that CSDP is likely an extension of economic policy.
He notes that “building a military union means building European-based weapons, aircraft,
ships, and satellites - and that means jobs for a job-starved economy” (Medley, 1999, p. 24).
This seems like a plausible argument; however, it does little to aid our understanding of

European security for two reasons. First of all, Medley identifies economics as a motivation

® Spill-over as a re-constitutive process is known as functional spill-over.
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for integrating and creating European security forces, but he does not identify whose
motivation it is — whether it is the governments’ or businesses’ motivation, or both. Second,
the European Defence Industry (EDI) seems to be lagging behind defence integration. The
EDI continues to be characterized by fragmentation and a lack of unified policy. As a result
the EDI remains uncompetitive and will likely stay that way for the foreseeable future. The
fragmentation of the EDI is in part due to the fact that research and design remains almost
exclusively a national project. If it were true that economics was the primary motivator for
ESDP/CSDP, one would expect that both businesses and states would have capitalized on
this. There is little evidence to indicate that this is actually occurring, although progress has
been made in making the EDI more competitive. Whether this stems from defence

integration though has yet to be established.

In sum, the primary short-coming of neofuncationalism and its ability to theorize
about CSDRP is its removal of the nation-state as the locus of power and change in the EU.
Neofunctionalism suggests that regional pressures build up to the point where they demand a
grand-bargain from the nation state. As a result, neofunctionalists identify the state as being
secondary to regional pressures. In the realm of ESDP and CFSP, which remains entirely
intergovernmental, one cannot neglect the influence that member-states have. Alan Milward
(1993), for example, argues that “neo-functionalism failed the test of history because it did
not ask the crucial question of where the locus of power lay in the post-war system [...] and
practically did away with the nation-state as the central unit of political organization”
(Milward, 1993, p. 3). The exact degree of influence and power that regional and EU
pressures exert over the nation state is still a point of major contention for many EU

scholars.
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1.3 - Realism and the European Union

Realists posit that anarchy, self-help behaviour, and power relations characterize the
international system and dominate state interactions. The world, in sum, is “a domain
without a sovereign” (Posen, 2004, p. 6). Realism places an almost exclusive emphasis and
analytical focus on structural constraints. In doing so, realism is sometimes regarded as
being ill-equipped for accurately conceptualizing European integration. Kenneth Waltz, a
renowned realist, notes that “some students of international politics believe realism is
obsolete. They argue that, although realism’s concepts of anarchy, self-help, and power
balancing may have been appropriate to a bygone era, they have been displaced by changed

conditions and eclipsed by better ideas” (Waltz, 2000, p. 1)

The EU, and more recently CSDP, are a source of considerable interest for many
realists because European security policy is developing at a time when EU member are
experiencing no immediate threats to their existence and remain largely under the protection
of the US (Posen, 2004). Structural realists argue that the emergence of ESDP in the 1990s
is directly connected to the end of the Cold War and the emergence of a unipolar balance of
power. Barry Posen (2004) suggests that ESDP is a response, but not a challenge, to US
hegemony. The emergence of the EU as a military actor is not necessarily an attempt to
change the balance of power and is therefore not an attempt to create a bipolar world system
where the EU rivals the US. Rather, it is an effort to restructure the EU-US relationship and
therefore the power dynamics between the two actors. Posen (2004) suggests that the
primary way in which Europeans are seeking to change this relationship is through

minimizing the reliance that EU countries have on the US for security.
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Posen notes that there are at least four reasons why the EU is seeking to devise
military capabilities that are independent from the US and thus limit their reliance on the US
for security. The first views ESDP as a “logical extension of the EU’s CFSP” and notes an
EU desire to have a foreign policy that is not only supported by military capabilities but also
reflects the relative position that the EU occupies in the international realm (Posen, 2004, p.
12). The second explanation posits that ESDP is motivated by Britain’s desire for an EU
“that plays to its strengths” (ibid, p. 13). Britain is the largest defence spender of all the EU
countries so it is perhaps logical to view ESDP as an instrument that helps to increase British
military capabilities. The third explanation states that ESDP is “little more than a sales tool
for NATO’s force goals” (ibid, p. 13) and is an attempt to bring to attention British and
French defence issues. The fourth and final explanation offered by Posen is based on
previous experiences in the Balkans and the EU’s failure to stem the ensuing crisis there.
ESDP, in this sense, is an attempt to create the peacekeeping capabilities outlined in the

Petersberg Tasks.

Seth G. Jones (2003) asserts that, at its core, ESDP is an attempt to institutionalize
security within the European continent. He states that “substantial security cooperation has
occurred, and it is caused by a desire to both enmesh Germany in an international security
institution and to prevent future security competition among European powers” (Jones, 2003,
p. 115). He attributes the success, and previous failings, of the EU to formulate a CFSP and
CSDP to the other member states’ perceptions of German political power. Attempts to
formulate a European brand of security and defence, for example, were only successful after

the Cold-War because of the perceived threat posed by a unified Germany.
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Jones’ argument is persuasive, in part, because it is supported by historical evidence.
Twice before, Germany sought to conquer the European continent; thus scepticism, at the
state level, is partially justified. Concerns surrounding Germany are held not only by Jones,
but also by many other realists. Several, for example, maintain that Germany is likely to be
the next great power. Waltz, argues that, “the candidates for becoming a great power [...] are
the European Union or Germany leading a coalition, China, Japan, and in a more distant
future, Russia.” (Waltz, 2000, p.30). Placing the rationale for creating ESDP squarely on
Germany, however, is immensely problematic. The political culture of Germany is not in the
least conducive to the pursuit of global or foreign ambitions. An analysis of German foreign
policy paints a picture contrary to the one that Jones, along with many realists and neo-

realists, portray.

James Duffield (1999) notes that, “as a theory of state behaviour, neorealism
emphasizes the causal influence of a state’s external environment and its position within the
international system, especially its relative power” (Duffield, 1999, p. 766). Realism does
not consider political culture in its analysis of state behaviour and it is for this reason that
Germany seems to confound neorealist theory and predictions.® Duffield argues that, “the
dissolution of the Soviet bloc and of the Soviet Union itself swept away many of the external
constraints that had straight jacketed German policy during the postwar era” (ibid, p. 766-
767). Despite the removal of the structural constraints of the Cold-War, Germany has not
exploded onto the international realm, as many realists falsely predicted. The European

project has acted as “the ultimate proof” that “[Germany] has overcome its nationalist and

® The title of James Duffield’s article is’ Why Germany confounds neorealism’ and its usage here is in
reference to his article.
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militarist past” (Risse, 2005, p. 11). If it is true that the main purpose of European security
integration is to contain and prevent the re-emergence of a militarist Germany, it is arguably,

under that logic, an entirely pointless endeavour.

For realists, international co-operation continues to be seen as having clear structural
limits. Thomas Risse (2005), in a criticism of realism, notes that “realism — from
Morgenthau to Waltz (Morgenthau 1948; Waltz 1979) — tells us that states are extremely
unlikely to give up national sovereignty and the ultimate decision over war and peace” (p.
12) [citation found in original]. Risse offers two suggestions as to why ESDP is not
consistent with realist arguments. Firstly, he contends that if the goal of states is to seek and
increase their power, “then the unwillingness of EU member states to give up external
sovereignty in foreign affairs and security is outright self-defeating” (ibid, p. 13). For many
member states, the only way to thoroughly add strength to their international position is
through co-operation in the EU, which in essence means integrating their defence
capabilities in EU institutions. Secondly, and perhaps most importantly, Risse argues that the
realist claim that states “are not prepared to give up sovereignty in the realm of security and

defence” is entirely misleading (ibid, p. 13) citing NATO as an example of this.

Realists argue that “NATO is first of all a treaty made by states *“ and that “states
determine its fate” (Waltz, 2000, p. 20). Risse suggests that this view fails to take into
consideration the impact that NATO has on national sovereignty. He argues that “once
decisions [in NATO] have been made with regard to war and peace, Germany and other
NATO members are prepared to die under the command of U.S., British, or French
Generals” (Risse, p. 13). One can see the applicability that this criticism of realism has, and

extend it to ESDP. The realist claim that states are unwilling to relinquish sovereignty in
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external security and defence does not take into consideration the fact that states have
relinquished far more sovereignty through NATO than they have in the EU. NATO’s
Article-5" is sufficient evidence to indicate that states in the past and present have and

continue to give up sovereignty in the realm of security and defence.

In a body of literature that largely favours the deepening of European integration
Realism does have its place (Forsburg, 2007). It is one of the few theories, for example, that
has consistently sought to identify both the underlying logic of CSDP and its international
implications, though doing so within a strictly realist framework. In spite of the changes that
have taken place in the last two decades and the end of the cold-war and the emergence of a
uni-polar balance of power, realists claim that the basic principles of the international realm
— anarchy, sef-help, and the balance of power - remain the same. This is due to the fact, as
realists suggest, that the international system itself has not changed. Waltz (2000) asks “what
sorts of changes would alter the international political system so profoundly that old ways of
thinking would no longer be relevant?” (p. 5). He responds by saying that “changes of the

system would do it; changes in the system would not” (ibid, p. 5)[italics found in original].

Waltz makes a valid point here. Despite the changes in the system since the end of
the cold war, realist assumptions about the structure of the international system likely remain

relevant. States, for example, continue to be the main actors in determining international

" The full text of Article-5 reads: The Parties agree that an armed attack against one or more of them in Europe
or North America shall be considered an attack against them all and consequently they agree that, if such an
armed attack occurs, each of them, in exercise of the right of individual or collective self-defence recognised by
Article 51 of the Charter of the United Nations, will assist the Party or Parties so attacked by taking forthwith,
individually and in concert with the other Parties, such action as it deems necessary, including the use of armed
force, to restore and maintain the security of the North Atlantic area. (See: North Atlantic Trearty Organization,
2008)
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politics®. This should not be interpreted to mean that the state is the only actor that shapes
international relations. Youth groups and civilian movements have demonstrated that they
can act with effectiveness and power in altering the relationship that states have with both
governments and their people as evidenced by the Arab Spring. Nonetheless, security
dilemmas between states do continue to exist, although perhaps not to the extent to which
they did during the cold war, and for this reason states should seek to minimize the
occurrence of security dilemmas at every opportunity. CSDP is particularly problematic for
realists in this regard, as it signifies a change in the EU’s relative position in the world which
inevitably means that its relationship vis-a-vis other states is also changing, for better or for
worse. Russia, for example, has consistently voiced concerns and opposition to a militarized
and internationally active EU. Russian Ambassador to the EU Dimitry Rogozin has stated
that “we are for permanent and stable peace in Europe and it is only possible when there is
no build-up of military potential in contact zones” (BBC Monitoring Service, 2010).
Nonetheless, criticisms of European security integration by realists almost exclusively center
around the impact that it has on the Atlantic relationship and should there look to include a

broader scope of analysis

1.4 - Social Constructivism and Elite Socialization in CSDP

Many studies on European integration have often focused on conceptualizing the
processes of integration from within the framework of Europeanization. Constructivist
contributions to understanding European security policy often cite changing policy

preferences that include a greater importance on Europe. They argue that a European

® David A. Lake provides an in depth analysis of the hierarchy of international treaties and alliances. (See:
Lake, 1996).
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identity is developing through a process of learning and socialization in the upper echelons
of government. Some constructivist literature, including research conducted by Eva Gross
(2007) seeks to examine the possibility of a European identity as a starting point for
explaining European defence integration. There is, however, significant disagreement in this
area of EU literature and the notion of a European identity and its salience is deeply
contested. Nonetheless, whether or not a European identity does exist, it is true that many
European issues do have some salience in the political agenda of member states. Their

importance in CSDP and CFSP may be less obvious.

Michael Smith (2000) argues that Europeanization is evident in four areas: elite
socialization; bureaucratic re-organization; constitutional change; and, increased public
support for European political co-operation. (Smith, 2000, p. 617) [quoted in (Gross, 2007).
To measure Europeanization in these four areas Smith examines the bargaining models and
negotiations of Intergovernmental Conferences (IGCs). He observes that a “problem-
solving’, as opposed to [a] bargaining, style of decision making” (Smith, 2000, p. 615) has
permeated the mindset of policy planners and decision makers, especially in relation to
CFSP. Although security and defence policy remains by-and-large the most
intergovernmental of all the areas of the EU, political officials are aware of the constraints
that are placed upon them with the expectation that they are to act within a community
model. The pursuit of one’s self-interest, without regard for its European implications, is
therefore frowned upon and doing so, as Smith notes, “tends to be discouraged in CFSP”
(ibid, p. 615). Smith argues that decision making in CFSP is more oriented toward problem-
solving, which involves an appeal to common interests through the use of ostracism or peer-

pressure to sanction potential defectors” (ibid, p. 615). Smith attributes this shift in
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bargaining models as evidence of a change in norms and ideas regarding the importance of
the role that the EU occupies. If one wishes to study the domestic impact of EU foreign
policy co-operation, an appropriate start would be to examine these indicators of adaptation
(ibid, p. 617). Indeed, Sophie Vanhoonacker and An D. Jacobs (2010) use this as a starting
point in their examination of institutional change in Brussels as a result of the creation of

ESDP.

Jonathan Slapin (2008) arrives at a similar conclusion as Smith but does not agree
with the salience of Europeanization. Slapin posits that an institutional model best explains
the organization and conduct of most IGCs in the EU. A wide range of important decisions
surrounding EU affairs have been made during these IGCs.(Slapin, 2008). He contends that
traditional analyses of negotiations suggest that “bargaining strength is related to all non-
military resources, such as population size and economic might, and negotiations between
large member states at IGCs have shaped the course of EU history” (Slapin, 2008, p. 132).
This argument has been met with some criticism in other policy areas of the EU and some
contend that small states have been integral in shaping the direction of integration. In the
case of European security policy, however, it does not appear that this criticism is valid. It
has only been the largest states — Britain and France mainly — who have both encouraged as
well as prevented integration in this area. Without their willingness and involvement,

European defence integration would likely not have taken place at all.

In the areas of policy where small states have a larger voice, Smith attributes their
ability to initiate attempts at reform to the Europeanization of diplomats and policy-makers.
Slapin, on the other hand, demonstrates that the ability of small EU states to have influence

in policy areas is not the result of Europeanization or the willingness of larger states to act on
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a level playing-field and therein give smaller states a louder voice (Slapin, 2008). Rather,
Slapin concludes that it is the organizational and institutional makeup of the IGCs and the
disproportionately weighted voting system to population size that is the main factor.
Europeanization is therefore not a consideration in determining co-operation in a policy area
where negotiations are based on consensus (ibid). In policy areas such as European defence
where Qualified Majority Voting (QMV) is used as opposed to consensus, the ability of
smaller states to influence policy is largely removed. Europeanization, or Europe, therefore
does not seem to have a significant amount of importance in negotiations regarding

European security.

Constructivist literature often comes under heavy fire from critics at both the
institutional and intergovernmental levels for the lack of empirical evidence to back up
constructivist claims regarding learned socialization and Europeanization. Matlary argues
that “the literature on the ‘Europeanisation’ of national interests is not very convincing in its
insistence that interests are changed through learning and socialisation” (Matlary, 2009, p.
81). The empirical evidence, at times, contradicts the claims found in constructivist
literature. Smith (2000) argues that Europeanization plays a role in the decision making
process and argues that reinforcing the concept of Europe is a central concern; however, this
is not seen to be the case in security and defence policy. Eva Gross (2007) examines a
possible link between a broadly defined process of Europeanization and the specific German
foreign policy responses to two international crises. The first being in the Former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia (FYROM) and the second on 11 September 2001 with the attacks on
the World Trade Center and Pentagon, of which resulted in the invasions of Iraq and

Afghanistan. In both instances, Gross notes that the German government displayed a clear
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preference for acting in a multilateral and cooperative manner and that domestic pressure
had significantly more impact on decisions than did international pressures, even those from
within the EU. The German Federal Foreign Office (GFFO) expressed a reluctance to apply
the new civil and military tools that were created under the ESDP. They “emphasized
restoring stability over the application of new instruments” (Gross, 2007, p. 508). She argues
that in the case of FYROM many of the officials in the GFFO preferred a multilateral
response through NATO rather than the EU. Gross suggests that “considerations of
Europeanization did not apply when it came to military operations”(ibid, 517). As well, the
German public expressed disapproval of Germany becoming involved in these conflicts. Part
of the reason for this, as James Duffield suggests, stems from the shared German political
culture towards anti-militarism which is pivotal to understanding the inability and reluctance

of Germany to act on the international stage (Duffield, 1999).

Furthermore, the four areas in which Smith argued that Europeanization ought to be
at least somewhat evident - bureaucratic reorganization, constitutional change, elite
socialization and shifts in public opinion — were not evident when it came to the issue of
military deployment (Gross, 2007). Domestic forces in Germany clearly outweighed
international pressures. The GFFO, already constrained by significant disapproval of the
potential deployment of troops was clearly unwilling to use new and untested civil and
military instruments to try and resolve the emerging crisis in FYROM, even if these tools
were European tools. The decision to act initially through NATO procedures and resources
would suggest that the decision made by the GFFO was a strategic calculation geared to
appeasing the potential for strong disagreement on the home-front and that doing so was a

political decision. Gross (2007) notes that “NATO was conducting three active operations in
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the Balkans at the time, and it was not considered useful to dislodge one of these operations
in order to start an ESDP operation” (p. 511). NATO was therefore selected as the main
venue through which FYROM crisis management was to operate because it offered the best
probability for success. It also clearly demonstrates that in the case of Germany, domestic
factors determine the extent to which Germany can operate in the international realm and the
ways in which it does so. Despite the Constructivist argument of the salience of Europe
permeating the mindsets of European politicians, in the case of European defence policy

there is little empirical evidence to suggest that this is true.

Gross’ analysis also suggests that member states will generally choose to operate
through institutions that have been previously established and which offer a greater
guarantee of success. Strategic considerations therefore ought to be considered when
analysing ESDP. In the German case, they opted to work through NATO and placed
emphasis on the Atlantic relationship, to symbolically include the United States, and to
conclude the “Berlin Plus agreement between NATO and the EU prior to launching an
ESDP operation” (Gross, 2007, p. 510). The GFFO decision to use existing institutions is

inconsistent with the adaptation indicators that Smith argues exists.

Social Constructivism fails in its ability to provide verifiable claims as to the nature
of European defence policy. It may be true that there is a tendency towards a European
identity and that Europeanization can account for developments in defence policy. To date,
however, it has not been satisfactorily demonstrated that there is actually a link between

these two political phenomena.
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1.5 - Multilateralism: Threats and Risk Sharing

Matlary (2009) and King (2007) observe that the propensity to work through
international organizations and institutions depends greatly upon the type of conflict into
which states enter. This observation supports an inter-governmentalist model which suggests
that the EU is not developing its own level of governance but rather that EU institutions are
additional tools to be used to achieve national foreign policy goals. In terms of European
defence policy, this would suggest that the creation of military and civilian capabilities is a
way for Britain and France to assert their foreign policy goals while sharing the resources
required for doing so. EU institutions can also act both as a source of legitimacy and a

mechanism by which to share risk and responsibility.

Matlary (2009) suggests that developments in CSDP can be explained by examining
recent trends regarding the ways in which wars are entered into. She argues that European
defence policy is consistent with a broader trend in global politics that requires politicians to
accrue legitimacy and support through international institutions. In doing so, a state is able to
share the risks involved in a particular operation by joining together with other actors. An
example of this is the UN which historically and in the present has served as a vehicle to
provide a sense of legitimacy to foreign operations. The requirement that military operations
have legitimacy can help to explain the integration and creation of European security and
defence policies. The EU, noted for its multilateral and democratic nature may itself be a
means with which to provide legitimacy to operations conducted through CSDP. It is
important to recognize as well, that almost all civilian and military European operations have

been conducted by way of UN mandates.
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The types of threats that exist in the world today are markedly different from those
that existed even a few decades ago. The emphasis that was placed upon existential security
is no longer seen as being as relevant for many policy-makers. Matlary suggests that the
threats that jeopardize the existence of the nation state have subsided and have been replaced
by risks that are both diffused and de-territorialized. Often these risks are far away and do
not pose any immediate or credible threat to the territorial integrity of its member states.
Anthony King (2011) notes that the militaries of most European nations have begun a
process of transformation that reflects this new reality and as a result emphasis is placed on
the mobility and rapid deployment of forces. He argues that “Europe’s forces are being
turned into deployable reaction forces, capable of rapid intervention in regions of ethnic and

religious conflict and state failure” (King, 2011, p. 7).

Agreeing with King’s assessment, Matlary suggests that participation in wars has
become almost entirely optional. As a result of this, states are increasingly looking towards
multilateralism to gain legitimacy for foreign operations and wars, as they are no longer
waged for national survival. In the post cold war era “European states typically engaged in
wars of a new type, mostly optional ones that concern terror and/or humanitarian and human

rights abuse” (Matlary, 2009, p. 1)

If Matlary is accurate in her assessment then the logic informing the national defence
strategies of many states is highly questionable. If security is defined as a broad, non-
existential issue then one may conclude that “it makes [the EU] one of the most important
security actors of the post-Cold War world” through its ability “to coordinate diverse tools of

security policy — economic, political, and military” (ibid, p. 4). In light of this, considerable
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attention ought to be paid to CSDP and CFSP and the rationale for security that is underlying

European defence policy.

Matlary (2009) argues that there are practical reasons in addition to ideational
reasons that can account for the recent integration of European defence and security. She
notes that in recent years, the military budgets of nearly all developed countries have been
reduced®. In order to achieve the same goals that were once within the capability of a single
country, states have become increasingly dependent upon alliances and in turn on integrating
their capabilities. She argues that this has been the case because many citizens of European

countries do not support large military budgets.

Although there has been a marked tendency towards integrating and increasing
military capabilities, states in the EU often express reluctance to co-operate with one another
when the risks associated with the conduct of a particular operation are seen as being too
high. Thus, while CSDP may serve as a mechanism to legitimize operations and share risk,
there are clear limits to the extent to which it can do so. When the risks of an operation
become too high, there is a tendency to move away from the community model and to fall
back on state-centric approaches. Matlary notes that “it seems clear no state wishes to lose
national control over national military contributions or decision-making in this field,

especially when risk increases” (Matlary, 2009, p. 30).

An example of this is found in the sharing of intelligence and expertise related to the
disposal of Improvised Explosive Devices (IEDs) in Irag and Afghanistan. During a

November 2009 Sub-Committee question period between United Kingdom parliamentary

® China is an exception to this trend as their defence spending has increased 12.7% to 56 billion GBP in 2011.
China has also expressed ambitions to create a blue water fleet. See: (Branigan, 2011)
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members and NATO representatives, the issue of IEDs was raised. Lord Anderson of
Swansea asked the question “is there [...] scope for us to share some of that expertise more
actively with our European partners through the EDA?” (United Kingdom, 2009, p. 21). The
Minister of State for International Defence and Security responded by saying “whilst on
operations we work very closely with our allies [...] it is quite difficult to share within a box
[...] even if we allow people to use the box, we do not always want to share what is within
the box” (ibid, p. 22). When asked to provide additional comments regarding the fact that
allied soldiers were as likely to be killed by IEDs as were their own, the minister responded
by saying that “they are [only] if they are operating in the same area. We do co-operate with
those who are operating in the same areas. Many of them are not” (p. 22). As a result,
despite a tendency towards working through a multilateral framework, issues deemed to be

nationally sensitive remain the prerogative of individual states.

Pernille Rieker (2005), in a working paper on CSDP integration, explains that the
debate regarding whether or not the EU possesses its own distinct security policy depends
largely upon how one chooses to define ‘security’. He notes that “those who defend a
traditional definition of security may tend to ignore the EU as a significant security actor [...
] for those who understand security in a broader sense, however, the situation will look quite
different” (Rierker, 2005, p. 4). This is an especially salient point that Rierker makes. If it is
sufficient for the EU to satisfy its security contribution through economic and political
means then the appropriation and procurement of military capabilities within the EU would
be unnecessary. Guido Lenzo (1999) argues that there are significant pressures on the EU,
both national and international, “to supplement its undeniable economic and social

gravitational pull with a military projection capability of its own for crisis prevention,
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conflict management and political stabilization purposes”, (Lenzo, 1999, p. 131) but the
rationale behind the supposed need to create and project EU interests abroad, and to engage
in crisis-management and Peace Support Operations (PSO) is questionable. As well, if the
foreign policy goals and security ambitions of member-states cannot be justified under
national budgets and instead require nations to band together, then the logic informing these

goals ought to be questioned.

1.6 - CSDP and the Democratic Deficit

The literature on the democratic deficit of the EU perhaps best highlights the need for
a critical assessment of the EU’s emerging role as a military actor. This is especially true
given the fact that, as Matlary (2009) suggests, missions undertaken by the EU are largely
optional. The democratic-deficit can be interpreted as being a lack of either oversight or
democratic accountability in the daily operations and conduct of EU institutions.
Traditionally, the democratic-deficit has generally been discussed in relation to the
undemocratic nature of the integration process which, at times, is largely hidden from public
scrutiny. The extent to which there is a democratic-deficit, or if there is one at all, is still in

debate.

Andrew Moravcsik (2008) argues that the democratic-deficit is non-existent and that
the EU is held "to the impossible standard of an idealized concept of Westerminsterian or
ancient-style democracy." (Moravcsik, 2008, p. 332). As evidence of this, he writes that EU
institutions "generate as much or greater popular trust than national ones” (ibid, p. 338) and
that "laws that originate in Brussels total no more than around 10-20%" of laws adopted by

member-states (ibid, p. 333). Although national laws that originate from the EU account for
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a relatively small percentage of total laws signed into effect, this criticism says nothing about
the process by which those laws were made or whether or not sufficient oversight was
expressed. And, even though the population places its trust in EU's institutions, this trust
does not indicate that policies were formed, and that laws were enacted, in a democratically
accountable way. It may simply indicate that the population approves of some of the policies

being implemented and that, overall, they have a positive view of EU institutions.

Simon Hix and Andreas Follesdal (2006) have argued against Moravcsik stating that
an essential component of any basic democracy, the presence of contestation on policy, is
missing. Analysis of some of the decision-making pr