The Europeanization of National Foreign Policy:
Bilateral Relations Revisited?

Skander Nasra
Skander.Nasra@UGent.be

DRAFT. WORKINPROGRESS.
Please do not quote without author’s permission

EUSA Eleventh Biennial International Conference,
Panel Session 4G ‘Europeanization of National fgor&olicies’,
Los Angeles, California,

April 23-25, 2009



ABSTRACT

The Europeanization of foreign policy is widely satered to be beneficial to smaller
EU member states. Yet, the conditions under whiy tmay pursue their foreign policy
objectives as well as the consequences of EU mesmipeto their bilateral policies with third
countries remains scarcely researched. This paggerekamines the possibilities for smaller
member states to influence the development of Eeida policy. The paper then goes on to
analyze the way a smaller member state’s role inf@¥ign policy may impact on their
national foreign policies to third countries. Tipaper thus links the analysis of the EUs
foreign policy system to studies of EuropeanizatiGoncretely, this paper analyzes the role
of Belgium — as one of the EU’s smaller memberestat in the development of EU foreign
policy towards the Democratic Republic of the Cangoe paper concludes that four factors
determine the extent of a smaller member statélisence in EU foreign policy: the extent to
which the policy process is characterized by thgid of arguing’, the role of information, the
extent of involvement of a member state and thegmree of EU actors. This role influences
whether EU membership ends in a strengthening simaller member state’s bilateral

relations — resulting in a pattern of parallel dipacies — or its convergence into a wider
European whole.

Introduction®?

In the past decades, the European Union’s (EU'syies in the field of foreign and
security policy have undergone substantial changesn a modest attempt to coordinate
member states’ foreign policies, the European Uenived into an international actor which
iIs widely acknowledged to have the potential toabenajor force in shaping global events.
Within the context of its expanding external acdies, the EU is seen as one of the world’s

economic superpowers, as an emerging player irnatienal diplomacy and, although
tentatively, in security affairs.

Despite this evolution, EU member states resereeriht to act unilaterally in the
sphere of foreign and security policy, and thegmfio so. This raises questions regarding the
relation between member states’ foreign policiesl ghe extending and deepening

! Some of the information presented in this papes whtained via personal interviews with both natlon
representatives and EU officials in Brussels inilA007 and from February to April 2009. Becauseeazfuests
for anonymity, these will only be indicated by angeal reference.

% This paper presents the preliminary results of@adler research project of which the aim is twofatdthis
project the role of smaller EU member states infthienation of EU foreign policy will be examinede&nd,
the project aims at analyzing the impact of EU mership on smaller EU member state’s bilateral ieahat
with third countries. To this end, the role of thiremaller member states (Belgium, The Netherlamib a
Sweden) will be analyzed in bilateral as well adtiateral contexts. The underlying assumptionhiattthe role
that a smaller member state plays in the formatib&U foreign policy determines the consequencekdf
membership on their bilateral relations. The ainthi paper is thus rather modest, presenting @&smlsking
partial results of the first case study.



international role of the EU. The literature on &peanization examines the extent of
influence, opportunities and constraints on mensb&tes’ foreign policy choices due to EU
membership (Smith 2000, Tonra 2001). Europeaniaatiatails ‘a process of policy change
manifested as policy convergence as well as ndtmoieies amplified as EU policy’ (Wong

2005: 150). It is widely argued that the EU’s er&dractivities are primarily an instrument for
member states to pursue national objectives (Regegsr et. al. 1997: 4, Zielonka 1998: 62).
The dominant EU member states — meaning those resirthat dispose of an extensive
diplomatic network — are said to perceive the Elthprily as a means to strengthen national
foreign policy-making (Hill 1993, Risse-Kappen 199B6lember states with a less extensive
diplomatic network will ‘rather wish to enmesh thesives in a European rather than a
national system of foreign policy-making’ (Mannessd Whitman 2000: 262-263). The

influence of EU membership on member states’ forgiglicies is thus assumed to vary

depending on the size of member states.

This line of argumentation underestimates — if meglects — the potential of smaller
states to direct the development of the EU’s edepolicies. This paper wishes to examine
this potential, looking at the opportunities foradlar member states to reinforce their national
system of foreign policy-making rather than to ‘essin’ into a European system of foreign
policy-making. Subsequently, this paper will analyae way and extent to which the process
of Europeanization affects a smaller member stiddéebal diplomacy. Linking the analysis of
the EU’s foreign policy system to studies of Eumpeation, this paper thus addresses the
following research questions: first, to what exteah a smaller member state influence EU
foreign policy? Second, how does the process objganization affect a smaller member
state’s bilateral relations with third countries? this paper, a small member state will be
defined as a non-dominant member state in EU forgglicy, lacking an extensive
diplomatic network comparable to those of dominstates such as France and the United
Kingdom (Manners and Whitman 2000). In additioresth states have a limited resource base
which is characterized by factors such as populatine, geographical size, economic weight,
diplomatic resources and military capabilities @taip 1993: 140).

| hypothesize that the influence of EU membersimmational foreign policy is, rather
than by the quantifiable size (i.e. material reses)y of member states, primarily determined
by the qualitative role of a smaller member statthe development of EU foreign policy. As
Neill Nugent argues, ‘a small state in resourcengemay not necessarily be so in influence
and power terms. Careful and astute use of diplomatediating and brokerage skills may

[...] enhance the international position a state m&gxpected to occupy [...] by virtue of its
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resources alone’ (Nugent 2003: 4). Whether the ge®cof Europeanization is either

amplifying or enmeshing smaller EU member statesiomal foreign policies into a European

whole will thus be determined by the extent to wh&csmaller member state influences EU
foreign policy. Consequently, as opposed to a cayeree of national foreign policies, which

Is expected in the literature on Europeanizatioroifg/2005), | argue that EU membership
will rather lead to a mixed pattern of converged parallel bilateral relations.

| will proceed as follows. A first part conceptuads EU foreign policy in terms of issue
areas. The second part examines the developmeriEUofforeign policy towards the
Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC). With a dethanalysis of the policy process, |
aim at distinguishing the determining dynamics witkach issue area of EU policies and the
role Belgium, as one of the smaller EU member staltieys in those areas. A last section
considers the determinants of a smaller membeg’staifluence in EU foreign policy. This
section also looks into the ways the role of a memdbate in EU foreign policy affects the

dominant dimension and consequences of the prof€&agropeanization on bilateral policies.

Conceptualizing EU foreign policy

The EU’s ‘external relation system’ entails a conaion of ‘three strands’. (1) the
European Communities’ external relations, (2) them@won Foreign and Security Policy
(CESP) and the European Security and Defense P@&PP), and (3) national foreign
policies (Hill 1993: 322). EU foreign policy, whicis composed of the first two strands,
meets the classic features of a regime: it is charaed by a set of distinct principles, norms,
rules and decision-making procedures (Krasner 128&mith M. E. 2004: 117-144), and is
supported by institutional arrangements that ex@draler time (Young 1986: 111-115, Allen
1998: 54-55). Furthermore, EU foreign policy erstairious issue-areas (Hill 1993: 322).
Defined as a regime, EU foreign policy has two gigations: first, it represents a sub-system
of international relations that entails a set ofeinational institutions coordinating the
interests and preferences of its members (intedialension). Second, it generates
international relations, representing a power that an impact on the international arena
(external dimension) (Hill and Smith 2005: 4-9).

The idea of ‘issue-areas’ is of particular relevanehen analyzing the internal and
external impact of EU foreign policy. An issue aiga set of issues which policy-makers

consider closely interdependent and which are détitcollectively. The exact boundaries of
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iIssue-areas are difficult to define. Not only drese boundaries defined subjectively, they can
also change over time (Keohane and Nye 1977: 6%gnBhough issue-areas can be
approached from different perspectives, the masinson approach is content-based (Brecher
et. al. 1969: 87-88). Within the EU’s foreign p@licegime, Christopher Hill suggests that
there are three such areas: political, military ascbnomic (Hill 1993: 322). This
classification largely corresponds to the Commonelgm Security Policy (CFSP), the

European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP) andhi@onity’-issues respectively.

Within each issue-area, the actors, motives’ intgnand direction as well as the
interaction sequences vary. Moreover, the patténmstitutional organization, and thus the
explanatory variables of policy outcomes, dependhenissue at stake (Rosenau 1967: 12).
This is echoed by EU-scholars who argue that utitisnately the policy issue which reveals
the features of the policy processes in the EUctmiEU policy-making and decision-making

. tends to be rather compartmentalized and it ithinj rather than across policy-
compartments that the trading, bargaining, linkggiand compromising that are so
characteristic of EU processes are mainly to bedb@Nugent 2003: 357). Helen Wallace
concludes similarly: ‘policy processes are potdiytigery variable from one issue-area to
another’ (Wallace H. 1996, 27). In order to analylze institutional organization within an
iIssue-area, the authority structures out of whiglcjgs emanate need to be defined. Instead
of attempting to rank these structures in a hid¢naat order of importance (government), it is
of importance to look at the role played by allgaovho have the authority to initiate and

sustain actions within a given issue-area (govareg(Rosenau 1990: 40-41).

The specific patterns of organization of authowithin a given issue-area is covered by
the idea of a system, entailing the structuredtipaliaction connected with a particular policy
issue. There exists no single system, but ratheearate system for each issue. The
underlying assumption is twofold: first, there s @aver-arching issue encompassing all issues
within the EU’s foreign policy regime. Second, #és neither a single group of actors nor a
single resource of power that are strong enougbominate in all issue areas. Different
actors, resources and motives will be relevant deing on the issue at stake (Willetts 1990:
269). Sarah Collinson labels this an issue-syst&@mset of actors, political structures
(including institutions) and the political actiom mteraction (processes) within a particular
issue-area’. The boundaries of these issue-systeinside with the boundaries of the issue-
area (Collinson 1999: 213).



Nevertheless, issue areas are not completely seddram one another. Horizontal or
‘inter-systematic’ linkages connect the differesgue systems within the regime. They can for
instance be found between civilian operations awkldpment aid, or between trade policies
and human rights (Collinson 1999: 214-215). Hortabtinkages are likely to emerge when
issues appear on the agenda of different systenssilimystems. Given that different issues
will generate the involvement of different (comMina of) actors and interests, such linkages
will not merge various issue-systems but ratheultas highly complex sets of relations. In
order to understand the relation between the Etfsidgn policy regime and member states’
national foreign policies, analyses should thusamdy be concerned with the examination of
the different issue-systems but also with the amslpf the linkages between the relevant

issue-systems.

The development of EU foreign policy to the Democratic Republic of the Congo

EU foreign policy towards the DRC is characteribgda remarkable evolution. Initial
relations date back from the late 1950s and wezerporated in the ACP framewdrKt is
only in the 1990s, however, that the relations leetwthe EU and the DRC matured. Political
considerations (European Commission 1995, 19967)1®8re more explicitly pronounced in
the EU’'s policies (Mgller 2001: 31) and member esatappointed an EU Special
Representative (EUSR) to the Great Lakes regiameasing the EU’s political visibility. The
Congolese peace process (2002-2006) allowed théoEdtrengthen its political role in the
DRC with the deployment of two civilian and two italy operations. The civilian missions
(EUPOL and EUSEC) aim at strengthening the insbihatl structures of the DRC in the
security sector. The military missions (ARTEMIS a@dFOR RDC), which were both short
in time and geographically limited, assisted the’&JMONUC in securing the Congolese
peace process (Hoebeke, et. al. 2007: 8-11). TddayEU is one of the key political and
strategic partners to the incumbent Congolese mgirhis makes the DRC probably one of
the best examples of the interface between firdt second pillar policies, drawing various
EU actors in the development and conduct of itscs. The EU’s strong actorness in the
DRC creates a window of opportunity that has offereew chances and constraints to

member states as well as EU actors.

% The ACP framework comprises a group of countniedfrica, the Caribbean and the Pacific. The framew
covers three policy areas: political relations,elepment and humanitarian aid, and trade cooperatio
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Within the EU’s policies towards the DRC, four issareas which policy-makers
consider closely interdependent can be identifi¢ty political relations, (2) trade,
development and humanitarian aid, (3) civilian maiss, and (4) military operations. The
dynamics characterizing each of these areas ané moparticular Belgium’s role in the

development of EU policies will be examined below.
Political relations

Member states have the biggest stake in the dewelopof the EU’s political stance
towards the DRC. Member states dispose of sevbainels through which they can exert
influence: the COREU netwotk the Africa Working Party (COAFR), the Politicahdh
Security Committee (PSC) and the General Affaiis Brternal Relations Council (GAERC).
The first venue to influence debates is COAFR incWlthe political relations of the EU with
Africa are discussed, and in which conclusions @mmon positions are drafted. In addition
to the weekly meetings of COAFR, the Africa direstof all EU Foreign Ministries meet
once a month in Brussels. Even if member statelsvd#aAfrica as a whole within COAFR,
the DRC is one of the most recurrent themes oragfemda and often takes most of the time
due to its complexity. Even if all member stategenthe opportunity to engage in discussions,
participants in COAFR, but also in the PSC, confiimt in the actual discussions on the
DRC only a handful of member statewe actively involved. Within this active ‘corehe
position of member states is more determined bye#tent of their knowledge, expertise and
involvement in the region than by the material teses they dispose of. Representatives
from both small and big member states do not peecthe ‘quantitative’ size of member
states within this group of active states as thierdening factor defining one’s position.
Smaller member states within this group find thdwesein a similar position as the big

member states (interviews, Brussels).

Furthermore, the EU Special Representative plagsnéral role in the development of
the EU’s political relations with the DRC, interlyabetween the different EU actors and
member states as well as externally between theaktll the Congolese (and regional)
authorities. Internally, the EUSR plays a prominesie in both COAFR and the PSC. In
these bodies, the EUSR, a post currently held byDiitchman Roeland Van de Geer, briefs
member states on his latest contacts and sharesnhlgses. His role is highly valued by

* The COREU network is an EU communication netwagkween the Member States, the Commission and the
Council Secretariat. It allows for a swift excharagfenformation and analyses on topics in the fiefdoreign
policy.

> The most recurrent member states cited are Be|dinamce, The Netherlands, Sweden and United Kimgdo
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member states as the majority lacks expertise apbbndatic resources in the region.
Moreover, the EUSR is seen as a neutral actor,igirgy ‘EU-made’ information that is
gathered on a high political level in the regiohisTputs the EUSR in a position where he can
shape and frame the debates on the DRC, settirggreda and guiding member states in the
elaboration of their common positions. Besidesdgisve role in debates, initiatives such as a
Great Lakes strategy (in preparation) allow the RU8 play an important role in preparing
and steering the EU’s political relations with BRC. Especially, for smaller member states,
the relation with the EUSR is of crucial important¢ée allows smaller member states to
transcend their national roles, in Brussels as aglin the region. As one participant of a
smaller member state notes, it is of utmost impaesfor a smaller member state to be on the
same line as the EUSR, either to move him to thesition or to align themselves with him.

Otherwise their role in the discussions is sevetalyailed (interviews, Brussels).

The European Commission is also a strong politmaler in EU-DRC relations.
Through an active participation in debates anddtiadting of policy documents (e.g. Africa
Strategy), the Commission became closely involvethe development of the EU’s political
profile in Africa (Krause 2003: 236-237). In dissims on the DRC, the Commission has
several assets that has strengthened its roledewabiy over the years. The Commission’s
long-standing engagement in the region (over 5@syda supplemented with an extensive
network of Delegations on the ground and significhnmancial resources. Moreover, the
personal commitment of the responsible CommissiforeDevelopment, Mr. Louis Michel,
further enhances the political profile of the Comeson in DRC discussions. Especially on
the higher political levels in the PSC and the GAERhe Commission is a leader in the
political discussions on the DRC. While the EUSR k& balance member states positions
carefully, the Commission has a much more independde. This makes it difficult for
member states, and in particular the smaller otresjeigh on the Commission’s positions

(interviews, Brussels).

In this context, the main objective of Belgian pgtmakers is to create a context which
fosters consensus among member states and thlimfesithe issuing of EU positions. This
Is a very incremental and collective process, &g difficult to measure. Nevertheless, the
impact of this process is clear in the case ofIRE. At the time of the EUSR’s appointment
in 1996, the UK and France had diametrically oppogkeas on how to deal with the
incumbent regimes in the region. Under the impuws$antense information-sharing and
coordination, member states gradually moved towarda®mmon position, resulting in an

increasingly shared understanding of the problamthé region. Belgian diplomats actively
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contribute to this process, sharing their firstdhanformation, analyses and expertise with
other member states. Several participants in thesamittees indicate the active and
informative stance of Belgian officials when issgeacerning the DRC pop up in discussions
(interviews, Brussels). These internal efforts doether complemented with external
activities. In the DRC, Belgium is for instance dfwed in the Contact Group Great Lakés
which its members analyze the situation and sh&wemation, coordinating the position of
the international actors in the region. Such snmdtrmal groups do not take any formal
decisions, but they prepare the elaboration of ggals and decisions for other forums such as
the UN. For Belgium, the participation in such aformal group offers an opportunity to
reinforce its position in the EU, either directly strengthening its credibility or indirectly via

EU actors and other key European (or internatigoat)ners (interviews, Brussels).
Trade policies, development cooperation and huraaai aid

Regarding trade policies, development cooperatiomd d@umanitarian aid, the
Commission is the central actor in the policy pescelt initiates policies and plays a
dominant role in the implementation phase. Wittiae Commission, DG Development is the
chief directorate, with DG Trade responsible fogateating the trade component of the ACP
framework. In contrast to other foreign policy &eBG RELEX is largely excluded. In their
relations towards the DRC, DG Development puts reogthasis on poverty reduction, while
DG Trade is more focused on integrating the ACPntioes in the world economy (Dickson
2004: 50). There is nonetheless a strong efforhfbeth DG’s to integrate their efforts. In the
negotiation of the Economic Partnership AgreeméBR2A’s) for example, a package that
mainly covers the trade aspects of the Cotonoudveork, the negotiation phase is covered
by both DG’s (Maerten and Tison 2009). Also the @ussion Delegation in Kinshasa
reinforces the Commission’s role. Being the ‘eansl anouth’ of the Commission on the
ground, the Delegation is essential for the Comimmss leverage and position in the policy

process (interviews, Brussels).

Member states ultimately decide on the developraadttrade relations with the DRC.
Within the range of DG Development's activities,ddference has to be made between
development aid and humanitarian assistance. Dits purpose, the latter — which accounts
for more than 30% of the budget of DG Developmenttifie DRC — is often rushed through
the decision-making process. This gives the Comangsore freedom to direct funds. But as

® The Contact Group Great Lakes comprises BelgihmBU, France, The Netherlands, United Nationstedni
Kingdom and United States.
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far as development cooperation is concerned, mersia¢es keep a stronger hold on the
Commission. Formally speaking, member states takesibns in the European Development
Fund (EDF) committee. In practice, however, it is very diffit for member states to alter the
general objectives and orientations submitted leyGommission as these reflect a delicate
balance of various interests (member states, Earpparliament and international actors
such as the OECD, UN and World Bank). Instead, negndtates try to weigh on the
Commission’s preparations as well as at the stagemplementation. According to
Commission officials, big and small member states laoth very active in this regard.
Sweden and The Netherlands, for example, pleashgliyrdo address the cause of sexual
violence in the EU development policies towardsC while Belgium lobbied for instance
for (indirect) Commission assistance to the EUli@n missions. In the latter case, the
Commission attributed €3.2 million in support okthewly integrated brigades (EUSEC)
under the Instrument for Stability (interview, Bsets). Member states with a strong national
profile in the DRC remain in close contact with D@&velopment as well as the Delegation in
Kinshasa. Especially during the phase of elabanadiod implementation, EU member states
can have a stake in the prioritization of EU depeient policies. At this stage, the
Commission Delegation in Kinshasa drafts the fpstposals (strategy and allocation of
funds). In the implementation stage, member staesiarily target the Commission
Delegation in Kinshasa who holds a key positioradl, this requires a substantive presence
of experts on the ground who remain in close cantaih local Commission officials (e.g.
sectorial coordination meetings). More than trytogdirect the spending priorities of the
Commission, member states aim at coordinating drehmslining their national and the
European projects in order to raise the effectisenef their own policies (interviews,

Brussels).
Civilian missions

The elaboration, implementation and follow-up c# tivilian missions is dominated by
the Council Secretariat who can be considered #sieapolicy entrepreneur. From 2003
onwards, the Africa desk of the High Representai?®licy Unit and the EUSR explored the
possibilities to integrate the EU’s civilian ingtnents in its policies towards the DRC. After
recurrent reporting of the EUSR on this possihilitye High Representative sent a mission

headed by officials from his Policy Unit to undéeaan in-depth assessment to be presented

" The European Development Fund (EDF) is the maianfial instrument providing Community aid for
development cooperation with the countries of Afrithe Caribbean and the Pacific (ACP countrigs)s |
financed outside the Community budget.
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to the PSC. Even if a civilian dimension to EU pigs towards the DRC were at that point at
least debatable, the High Representative managgh,tiwe support of only a handful of
member states, to gather a critical mass to appitovéaunch of two very limited missions
(interviews, Brussels). Another example are theviiets of the Council Secretariat to extend
the scope of EUPOL and EUSEC. Especially EUPOLheracterized by what can be called
‘mission creep’, moving beyond its original god$JPOL was initially launched to assist the
Congolese authorities on a technical level during transition period in Kinshasa. Even
though the transition period ended in 2006, thesioisstill exists and has been extended to
the whole country. Moreover, member states cuiyatiicuss the Council Secretariat’s idea
to include a ‘project cell’ in EUPOL, further broaing the scope of the mission to include
various activities such as transport and educafidrese debates were and are primarily

steered by the Council Secretariat (interviews sBels).

The European Commission was pushed in to engateicivilian operations through
the so-called ‘flanking measures’. These measuretaile humanitarian assistance,
strengthening the appeal for some of the morecafithember states to support the civilian
missions. A second element that engages the Comoemiss the financing of civilian
missions. Depending on the aspect, civilian missidall either under the appropriate
Community budget line or under the CFSP budget lafethe Community budget.
Consequently, the Heads of Mission of EUPOL and EOShave to report to and are
supervised by the Commission (Council 2007). Thewgr of the purse’ gives the
Commission the leverage to influence the contentthef civilian missions (interviews,

Brussels).

Even though member states ultimately decide oratioption of civilian missions, they
play a less visible role in its elaboration. Tlhiewever, does not imply that member states are
completely absent in the preparatory stages. Onctivgrary, member states have two
concrete ways through which they exert influencestFvia the Council Secretariat (and
partially the Commission), member states can kdepely in contact with those people
directly involved in the preparation and follow-gp the different missions. Especially the
traditional strategy of seconding national offisial to bodies such as the Africa Desk and the
Civilian Planning and Conduct Capability (CPCC)iveg member states privileged points of
access in the preparatory process. Second, actisadvement on the ground in the DRC
allows member states to strengthen their positicBrussels. It gives them the opportunity to
get first-hand information and gain a deeper insgjtihe situation. Moreover, the weekly EU

coordination meetings in Kinshasa offer memberestat chance to share their information,
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expertise and points of view with one another arttl ihhose EU actors who are influential in
the debates in Brussels (e.g. the Heads of Missmhthe EUSR). Those member states that
are active in the policy process in Brussels ase #hose with a strong national presence in
the DRC. The flow of information between membetestaand the EU actors on the ground is
of particular importance, forming the basis of darainember states’ influence (interviews,
Brussels).

Belgian policy-makers actively contributed to theegaration and elaboration of the
initial plans for civilian missions. Based on nai&b civilian and military programs that were
running since 2003 in the DRC, Belgium shared x{zegiences with the officials responsible
in the Council Secretariat. Also the secondmenkeyf figures in the Africa desk of Mr.
Solana facilitates the access for Belgian policyensko the Secretariat. In early 2007, the
Council Secretariat was working on an initiativewhich it wanted to propose to merge the
EUSEC and EUPOL missions. Most member states didoppose the idea, hoping to
alleviate the financial and logistical burden te t68U. Belgium, however, strongly opposed
the idea. Belgian policymakers argued that, atnaetwhen the institutional structures
concerning these missions were not yet fully fletjgategrating both missions would risk
jeopardizing the efficiency achieved on the groundhe end, the Council Secretariat did not
issue any formal proposal, but maintained the otrobaracter of the missions (interview,
Brussels). Regarding the activities of EUSEC, Beigicontinues to strengthen its bilateral
profile. Ahead of an EU mission in early 2009, Beifg sent a national mission to evaluate its
own efforts in the area of military integrationtire DRC. With this proactive stance, Belgium
aims at strengthening its position in the forthaognidiscussions in the EU (interview,

Brussels).
Military operations

The EU military operations in the DRC are a mattethe dominant member states of
the EU. The decision to intervene militarily in tB&RC was twice made by the ‘big three’:
France, the United Kingdom and Germany. The rol¢hef smaller member states and the
Council Secretariat was reduced to a mere supporihe, while the Commission was
completely excluded (interviews, Brussels). Thisswaost strongly illustrated with the
ARTEMIS operation in 2003. Well before the EU govalved in the preparations, French
preparations were already well under way. As altehe operation is rather seen as a French

operation under EU flag than an EU operation ledhieyFrench (Hoebeke et. al. 2007: 8).
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Although Belgium often plays a significant role the development of EU policies
towards the DRC, it occupied a secondary role i@ plolicy processes preceding both
interventions. However, from the moment the domirgates, notably France and the UK,
favored a mission, Belgian policymakers contributedtively, both politically and
diplomatically, to gather support among EU membates. One participant acknowledges
that a country like Belgium cannot do much as lasgthere is no window of opportunity
created by the big member states (interview, Btaksehis was confirmed in late 2008 when
violence broke out in the East of Congo. While Beig among other smaller states, pleaded
strongly and openly for an EU mission, and man&ggquolt the issue twice on the agenda of
the GAERC and once on the agenda of the Europeandipnotably the UK and Germany
blocked any suggestion that would lead to an EErugntion in the DRC (Kubosova 2008).
Eventually, member states did not agree to reiefdddONUC, let alone to launch an EU

mission.

Small State Power and the Process of Europeanization
Small State Power in EU Foreign Policy

A smaller member states’ capacity to influencedeeelopment of EU foreign policy is
primarily dependent on the issue-area under coretida. Even though the same actors are
involved in most areas, they do so in varying degaad with differing interests. This has
consequences for all actors involved, but espgdatlsmaller member states. Concretely, the
case study demonstrates that a smaller EU memakr can play a significant role in the
development of the EU’s political relations withrthcountries as well as in the EU’s civilian
missions and, to a lesser extent, development ipslicConcerning military operations,
however, a smaller member state is dependent orotbef the dominant member states. If
the latter create a window of opportunity, a smatimber state can still play a secondary role
in the elaboration and implementation of an intatian. Overall, four factors are identified

which determine the extent to which a smaller marstste can influence EU foreign policy.

(1) The logic of arguingWhen the policy process in a given issue areaasacierized
by the logic of arguing, the possibilities for aalar member state to influence EU foreign
policy increases significantly. The logic of arggirefers to a situation in which participants
are open to being persuaded by the ‘better arguraedtin which relations of power, force

and coercion recede in the background. Insteadhahging one’s preferences, the main
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objective is to find the ground for a reasoned eosss about a policy issue. A policy process
is only likely to be characterized by a logic ofgaing under a restricted set of three
conditions: (a) a high degree of institutionalipati (b) uncertainty of interests and/or lack of
knowledge about the situation among actors, anddohierarchical relations enabling dense
interactions in network-like settings. In other @®rthe degree to which the logic of arguing
will prevail varies considerably according to issreas (Risse 2000: 7-21).

The policy context in which the EU develops itsijpcdl relations, civilian missions
and, to a lesser extent, development policiesheoltRC is characterized by such a logic of
arguing. In these policy areas, processes of argtatien, deliberation and persuasion
constitute the distinct mode of social interactitstermining policy outcomes. All three areas
are characterized by a high degree of institutiaatibn, with both the Commission and the
Council Secretariat playing a central role. Thisgs big and small member states on a more
equal footing (Grieco 1996: 289). Furthermore, deban the DRC are characterized by a
low degree of interest by most member states, wily a handful of member states being
actively involved. The policy process leading te thilitary missions, on the other hand, lack
these characteristics. The prevailing relations sreetly hierarchical, with the big three
member states taking the lead on all fronts. Tlesae why such a logic is impeded to
develop is mostly related to the interests of lnd amall member states which are structurally
different. According to Michael Smith, the threere’ EU members (i.e. France, Germany
and United Kingdom) need to be separated from thers. The former do not only make a
calculation of national versus European interests &lso of European against wider
considerations (especially strategic consideratiotitee development of EU military
capabilities and the integration process at la{@aith 2003: 567-568). Catherine Gegout
echoes this point of view, arguing that EU decision intervene militarily in Africa stem
from an agreement among the big three whose reasdgsate from their strategic
calculations rather than from a reaction to a r@tuation (Gegout 2005: 439-443). As a
result, smaller member states are deprived of thansto substantially influence the EU’s

military operations.

(2) The role of informationThe extent to which a smaller member state dispos$e
first-hand information, analyses and expertise rd@tees its influence in the EU’s foreign
policy-making machinery. Information can alter {herceptions and understanding of policy
iIssues, generating trust and producing common vewspecific foreign policy issues (Smith
M. E. 2004, 92). The resulting process of learrsag alter the role conceptions of member

states which serve as mental maps for politicabacthanging the way how member states
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deal with a particular issue or problem (Aggestaf04£ 81-91). Those disposing of
information in a context where others do not tanailar extent are thus in a strong position to
influence policy outcomes. Consequently, a smath@mber states with limited material

resources in the field of foreign and security pplvill be compensated.

In the development of EU policies to the DRC, itdesmonstrated that Belgium, as a
smaller member state, bases its influence on thenexo which it shares information and
analyses, framed by a solid reputation vis-a-viseotmember states built on thorough
expertise, long-standing engagement in the regipenness and transparency in its agenda
and in its objectives pursued (interviews, Brugsélee concrete impact of information plays
at all stages of the policy process: in the agesaling, the elaboration of policies, the
(informal) decision-making process as well as ire tmplementation phase. Most
prominently, these assets make a difference impttiéical, development and civilian issue-
areas. As illustrated, a constant flow of inforraation the DRC within and outside the EU
fosters a context in which common analyses are rhlkgly to be made. This is, in turn, a
prerequisite to come to common action (Cooper 200@hcrete examples are the elaboration
and follow-up of the civilian mission, the recurteaporting on the political situation on the
ground as well as the diverting of EU developmemids in support of the Security Sector
Reform (SSR) activities. In contrast, in the depebent of military operations the role of
information is limited, downplaying the ability afsmaller member state to play a role in EU

foreign policy.

(3) Involvement in the regiomhe extent of involvement of a smaller membetesia a
third country is closely related to its ability tofluence EU foreign policy towards that
country. When a member state is highly involvedaithird country, it will strengthen its
credibility and reputation in the EU. This is ofutee also related to the role of information:
when a smaller member state is able to optimizéldheof information among its partners, it

will increase its credibility, and hence be allowtegpunch above its weight.

In the case of the DRC, those member states thgiaticularly active in the region are
also those member states that have most weighsaugkions in Brussels. The three issue-
areas of EU foreign policy in which Belgium is ma#fluential are also those areas in which
it has a strong involvement in the region. Belgpenitical relations with the DRC are very
elaborate. It disposes of the biggest foreign rorsé the DRC (embassy and consulates), its
ministers frequently visit the country, Belgian Idimats play a prominent role in the regional

contact groups and the Belgian foreign minister thiasown personal envoy for the region,
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complementing traditional diplomatic staff. Regaglithe civilian missions, Belgium has
extensive bilateral civilian and military programgh the DRC since 2003. These programs
are set up to complement the EU’'s EUPOL and EUSESSiams. Yet, in practice, Belgian
policymakers aim at setting the pace of the EU imiss by advancing these national
programs. Also Belgian bilateral development pebcdispose of substantial resources. Its
funds amount to € 150 million a year, a sum suipgsshe Commission’s financial
instruments (€ 130 million in 2009) and those dfestEU countries such as The Netherlands
(€63 million in 2009) and the United Kingdom (£7%limn in 2009). In contrast, Belgium’s
ability to get involved in military interventionsith active combat troops is very limited.
After the killing of 10 Belgian soldiers in Rwanda 1994, the Belgian parliament voted a
resolution that prohibits Belgium of sending acto@mbat troops to former colonies. As a
result, Belgian policymakers are constrained inrtldility to take the lead in this area,
reducing their ability to influence the EU’s milijainterventions. Even though Belgian
policymakers can still try to put an issue on tgerada (e.g. November — December 2008),
they lack the actual capabilities to contributdetd policies. This decreases the credibility of

Belgian effort in this field, curtailing the potéatto influence the EU’s military operations.

(4) The role of EU actorsThe extent of influence of a smaller member sti@fgends on
te extent of the involvement of EU actors in théigyoprocess. EU actors are crucial partners
to a smaller member state, inside as well as autsidBrussels. The relevant EU actors are
primarily the Council Secretariat and the Commissilm Brussels, these actors are seen as
neutral in the sense that their role goes beyonde mational interests and objectives. If a
member state manages to align its position with @fi&U actors, they can transcend a strict
national role. Outside of Brussels, the informatl @mall scale forums in which member
states and EU actors meet allow to develop a mutudérstanding and trust. In such smaller,
informal settings outside of Brussels, (smaller)mber states have more opportunities to
influence the position of EU actors. This gives Bemamember states an opportunity to

indirectly influence the policy process in Brussels

In the EU’s political relations to the DRC, theedf the EUSR is of crucial importance
to a smaller member state. The EUSR sets the agbadathe ability to steer and frame
debates and plays an important role in the impleatiem of policies. A case in point is the
preparation by the EUSR of a Great Lake strategyedlsas his numerous presentations to the
PSC. Regarding the civilian missions, the Africasideand the CPCC in the Council
Secretariat are important points of access to dlesmmember state. These bodies are directly

responsible for the elaboration of and follow-ugidlian missions. When a smaller member
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state maintains open and frequent contacts witbetloegans, it can effectively influence the
EU’s civilian missions. In the case of developmealicies, the situation is dissimilar. Here,
the relation with the Commission, and more in patir DG Development and the
Commission Delegation in Kinshasa, stands ceritsatesources allow the Commission to be
less dependent on member states’ positions, makangotential for member states to direct
spending in particular countries more difficult. véetheless, through the Commission’s
Delegations, who have a substantial stake in tihecton and prioritization of EU funds
(interview, Brussels), the member states have aitiadal, indirect way of influencing the
spending priorities of the Commission (interviewrussels). Lastly, regarding military
operations, the absence of EU actors deprive smaléanmber states of potential means to

strengthen their position.

Europeanizing bilateral diplomacy?

The central proposition of Europeanization is tB&at membership has an important
impact on member states’ foreign policies and thé& impact is increasing in salience.
According to Wong, this may result in a convergewtepolicies or an amplification of
national foreign policies (Wong 2005: 150). Sevetallies conclude that the elaboration and
implementation of a smaller member state’s foregficy changes substantially as a direct
result of the process of Europeanization (Mannemd &Vhitman 2000, Tonra 2001,
Torreblanca 2001). Although the process of Europedion is widely considered as
beneficial for the conduct of smaller EU statestefgn policies, this impact is not
straightforward. Policymakers of smaller membetestgee the process of Europeanization as
constraining, while at the same hand strengthethiaig national foreign policies. But overall,
the process of Europeanization of smaller memiagestforeign policies is considered as one
that enhances rather than reduces their abilitynfpact upon the international environment
(Tonra 2001: 280). The way in which member states onpact on the international
environment may, however, differ significantly. Mers and Whitman conclude in their
study that the impact of EU membership on smallemimer states’ foreign policies primarily
depends on their orientation, whether the EU is déetral forum through which foreign
policy objectives are pursued or just one amongyr(®manners and Whitman 2000: 263-
264). Despite these conclusions, the conditionshvidietermine the impact of the process of
Europeanization on smaller member states’ bilatezktions with third countries remains

rather broadly defined.
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Rather than its general foreign policy orientatiing case-study finds that the impact
on a smaller member state’s foreign policy is dipselated to the role this state plays in the
development of EU foreign policy. This role varigeatly depending on the issue-area. In
policy areas where a smaller member state playstexrdining role, and thus maximizes the
projection of its national preferences on the Elkle EU membership amplifies national
foreign policymaking. In defining the political e¢glons of the EU with the DRC, the aligning
of EU positions with Belgian political objectivesengthens the Belgian bilateral position in
the DRC. A former Belgian ambassador to the DRGiagledges that it makes a significant
difference when one is able to refer to the pasitbbthe EU in its bilateral contacts with his
Congolese counterparts. This substantially inciedbe political leverage of a smaller
member state. Especially for certain politicallpsiéive issues, the fact that a smaller country
is also an EU member state greatly strengtheniilageral position (interviews, Brussels).
Also regarding civilian operations, the bilatergrgement that Belgium has with the DRC
would lose in political significance if it would hoperate in close coordination with the EU.
While these bilateral programs also serve as ingnis to incite and influence EU action in
this area, the fact that these missions do notatg@énm a vacuum (i.e. a situation in which the
EU would be absent) allows Belgium to give moreitfmall weight to its bilateral civilian
activities. Concerning development policies, théamal profile remains largely intact. Yet,
the frequent meetings among EU member states irDIRRE on aspects of development
cooperation allow member states to avoid duplicatiod increase coordination, increasing
the effectiveness of their national policies. Thasember states that have strong national
development policies (strong presence, large fuadshlso those who have most leverage in
the coordination meetings and in the elaboratiokdfpolicies (interviews, Brussels). Even
though the bilateral relations operate within an &lntext, smaller member states that are
influential players within the EU use EU memberstapamplify their bilateral diplomacies
with third countries. EU membership thus allows Bkenanember states’ bilateral diplomacies

to become less rather than more vulnerable.

Conversely, when a smaller member state plays na (ess) significant role in the
development of EU foreign policy, pressures to &vge into a European whole are high.
Even if national objectives can still be pursuedi@npassively), the national profile of a
member state decreases, enmeshing its foreignypalic a wider European whole. In this
case, the downloading of EU-generated incentivdk bei the dominant dimension of the
process of Europeanization. This pressure to cgeveational foreign policies will likely

result in a gradual removal of national foreign ipghaking from national capitals to
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Brussels. This process of Brusselization does nesmthat member states communitarize
their foreign policies but rather that they relynparily on ‘Brussels’ to act on foreign policy
issues (Allen 1998: 54-55). Military operations are obvious example. In the development
of EU military operations, the smaller EU membextes lack a strong national profile (e.qg.
capabilities, expertise, involvement) which depsiviaem of the possibilities to play an
influential role in the policy process. Smaller ninstates are forced to follow the dominant
member states. As a result, they come under peegsuenmesh their national foreign
policymaking in a wider European effort. In theastances, the Europeanization of foreign
policy towards third countries should be understasda subsumption of bilateral relations.
This constraint does not necessarily imply a wemdgenf a smaller member state’s foreign
policy. As smaller member states often lack bikteapacities to develop national initiatives
anyways, the possibility to move those aspectsh® EU-level may still result in a

strengthening of their national foreign policy aati

Either way, EU membership strengthens a smaller lmeeratate’s foreign policy with
third countries. When a smaller member state péaysfluential role in EU foreign policy,
the resources of the dominant member states aretktowards an issue of importance to a
smaller member state, strengthening its nationgaa#es. In this case, the Europeanization
of foreign policy results in a pattern of parallgtional and European policies. When a
smaller member state is not influential in the fation of EU foreign policy, and is pressured
to converge its national policies to EU policies, nnay still strengthen its position
internationally. Being able to participate, evesgeely, in a European effort still constitutes
a reinforcement of its national policy. Consequend varying pattern of converged and

parallel diplomacies of national and European pediovill emerge.

Conclusion

This paper’'s aim was to examine the impact of EUntvership on a smaller member
state’s national foreign policy. On the basis @& toncept of issue areas, the paper analyzed
the development of EU foreign policy towards tharideratic Republic of the Congo. The
paper focused in particular on the role of Belgiasnone of the EU’s smaller member states.
Subsequently, the paper examined the conditionsruntich a smaller member state can be
influential in the development of EU foreign polickhen the paper looked at how the role of
a small member state in EU foreign policy affecte timpact of the process of

Europeanization on its bilateral relation with ctiies outside the EU.
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This paper identified four factors that determite txtent to which a smaller EU
member state can play an influential role in theetfgpment of EU foreign policy. First, when
a policy process in a given issue area of EU forgiglicy is characterized by the ‘logic of
arguing’, a smaller state’s influence may incresgastantially. In such a context, participants
are open to being persuaded by the better argumetit, relations of power, force and
coercion receding in the background. Also the extenwhich a smaller member state
disposes of first-hand information, analyses angkeeise as well as the extent to which it is
involved in the region determines its role in EWeign policy. The extent to which EU actors
are involved in the policy process is a last faatfluencing a smaller member state’s role in
EU foreign policy. EU actors are key allies to deramember states aiming at influencing
EU foreign policy. The degree to which these fdenents are present in the policy process

determine the influence of smaller EU member state.

It is difficult to draw straightforward conclusiombout the impact of EU membership
on smaller member state’s foreign policies. Depagdin the role a smaller member state
plays in the development of EU foreign policy, tkensequences of the process of
Europeanization varies from an amplification ofioaal policies to a convergence of national
foreign policies. When the actorness of a smallemiver state is high, it increases chances to
play an influential role in the EU. In this instapdEU membership will amplify national
foreign policymaking. Conversely, in those policgas where a smaller member state lacks a
strong national policy, EU membership will resuitieased pressure on smaller member
states to converge to EU policies, constrainingonat room to develop national policies
outside the EU. Either way, when the EU has a gtawiorness towards a third country, this

strengthens the impact of a smaller member statgiact on the international environment.
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