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1. Introduction

At the time when the Treaty of Maastricht came iioi@e, the European Union (EU) declared
it is seeking ‘to assert its identity on the int#fanal scene, in particular through the
implementation of a common foreign and securityigyl(art.2 TEU). About twelve years
later the Treaty establishing a Constitution fordpe (TCE), in its signed version, went a
step further with declaring ‘the Union’s competeribematters of common foreign and
security policyshall cover all areas of foreign policy and all sfiens relating to the Union's
security, including the progressive framing of anocoon defence policy that might lead to a
common defence’ (art.I-16.1 TCE). This crucial depenent, especially considering the short
timeframe, is particularly important if one keepsmind that it is unlikely for governments of
independent states to abdicate their probably ingsbrtant and esteemed policy area and to
act within this in coordination and cooperationtwiU institutions and other EU member-
states, as they are no longer able to solely aobrdimg to national preferences on the
international sphereéAnother point that stresses interest in this &dhat the current time is
widely considered as being pressing towards inigngi international interdependence
(Konig-Archibugi, 2004). Agreement exists as wefll the opinion that every state’s
willingness to cooperate in forms of supranatiopalitical integration is crucial to solve
common problems and to produce beneficial oppdramvia cooperation in world affairs.
Striking is nevertheless, that the developmenuchsrganisations depends on the agreement
of the member-states themselves, giving the retsairthey still display a rare phenomenon.
Especially the US invasion in Iraq and, later ¢ve intervention of Israel ihebanon opened
the stage for calls towards a Common Foreign acdr@g Policy (CFSP) once more (Jensen,
Slapin & Konig, 2007).Indeed, as one can see above in the differentytradicles,
institutional reforms tried to put the CFSP on #genda, making it a more important aspect
of European Integration (El). Particularly into @ccame it with the TCE, intending to put
forward reforms. However, the Constitutional Corti@m (CC) resulted in only modest
reforms, producing disappointment not just amore glo-integrationists, but also the ones
that hoped for a greater role of the EU in worlditms. Discussions started about the reasons
of such a weak CFSP and about how the CC couldupnoh these disappointing results,
expeditiously being followed by centring the insr@n conflicts of preferences and the

opposition of making changes that undermine the oational interest.
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The following study aims to obserd#ferent explanations for preferences on the ingtinal
design of the CFSP at the CIBy examining national and institutional preferehoca CFSP
issues. The focus will be on delegates to the C& thrir preferences with regard to the
respective national or institutional backgroundc&ese if differences between institutional
and national preferences, the ones of member-stai@saccession candidates, or more and
less influential EU member-states; exist, they wditainly be strongest in European Foreign
Policy (EFP).Thus examininghese differences in foreign policy is a crititedt to be able to
predict possible further political integration inet EU. Giving the vast differences between
the EU and other international settings, it wilt be part of my argument that it can be easily

generalised to other questions of regional polifitzgration.

In order to see the relevance of the study asagethe context to which it belongs, the second
chapter will offer a brief overview about the mastportant literature on the topic. To
evaluate on the CC in general as well as prefertarcgation during IGCs, the third chapter
will give a short outline about EU integration i, the framework of the Convention and
the impact of preferences. The fourth section gille a consultancy of some of the main El
and International Relation (IR) theories and theipectations on cooperation in general as
well as EU cooperation in the EFP. The theoreimsights will then be followed by the fifth
part, where the conceptualisation as well as ththadelogical restrictions of the study will
be introduced. In the sixth section, the data kemkvia a survey from delegates to the CC
will be evaluated and afterwards used to test tkgeaations derived from the theories
outlined in section four. A short extra study abputference consistency in this particular
sample will be given thereafter. In the end, soraecluding remarks regarding the study

analysis will be presented.

2. Existing literature

Scientists differ in their view on what actuallyeadts the position of governments towards EI.
Some argue that public support and domestic pslpiay a crucial role (Anderson, 1998;
Eichenberg & Dalton, 1993; Gabel, 1998), while othelaim that identity displays an

important fact (Carey, 2002; Hooghe and Marks 2@ even others consider economical
reasons to be the most crucial once (Anderson &elidialer, 1996). However, the most

interesting thesis towards El is given by Jachteimfu(2001), who came up with a totally
-2-
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different approach. Within his study he examinedalt th European institutional self-interest
exists which is trying to increase its own powbyd displaying a totally new approach to the
theoretical thinking of EU integration. Giving thisne cannot easily generalise the factors of
national and sub-national implications or the in&ional context as being the only ones
affecting the position of a certain government. Mafsthe time, it is even the case that some
or many of these factors interrelate. The sameugs for the governmental position on treaty
changes. Christiansen, Falkner & Jgrgensen (20@dysed in their study that treaty reform
is influenced by structure and agency. Thus onexaajust merely focus on interests, but
moreover needs to consider the role of ideas astitlitions, as these shape the position of
governments in a temporal dimension. So to sayy #re not fixed and thus also the
governmental attitude towards treaty changes nvght over time (Christiansen et al., 2002).

The literature on the CFSP itself is more specijienerally putting the focus on two main
topics, namely national and partisan preferenceselby the area of national interest is clearly
the most elaborative, with many authors focusindnow conflicts in national interest hinder
the development of EFP institutions (Smith, 200dnfa & Christiansen, 2004; Thym, 2004).
In this regard, Frieden (2004) observed the interetsub-national actors towards the EFP,
claiming that these depend on the circumstancesngi®ther researchers like Aspinwall
(2002) brought up the claim that ideology and paotgition rather than nationality drive
member state support for European integration. éhdd was gained when discussing
government positions at the Amsterdam IntergoventateConference, from which the
conclusion followed, that indicators via Eurobaroenaesponses predict preferences better
than nationality. Nevertheless one has to keep imdrthat this is weakest for the area of
foreign policy. The study done by Koénig-Archibug0Q4) focused on various theoretical
approaches in order to observe the differences emiper-state preferences towards EU
Foreign and Security Policy. Within this regard &eamined the role of foreign policy
interests, domestic multilevel governance, Eurojzeah identities and relative power
capabilities and their influence on preferenceshef fifteen EU member-states, to find out
that the concepts of power capabilities, domesipanal governance and collective identities
influence this variation. Evidence was gained frthra main treaty revisions on the CFSP,
considered at the Intergovernmental Conference 89607, and analysed through
multivariate logistic regression as well as theelowethod.
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In regard to the CC, again no consistent opiniom loa found. Authors as Magnette and
Nicolaidis (2004) see the primary cleavages to aonal instead of partisan oriented and
especially existent between smaller and bigger tm#) due to the handling of the
conventions president. Evidence for this is fourahf observing the conventional process.
Tsebelis and Proksch (2007) observed the CC tdocdiue to different results. They found
evidence, via the observation of excerpts fromRhées of Procedure as well as documents,
proposals, sequences and amendments of the pregidéat the conventions framework,
giving important powers to the presidency, lethe final constitutional treaty. Furthermore
they suggested that there is a big difference batvibe public and the elite, giving that the
TCE was ratified easily within the parliaments, laited to get ratified by the citizens of
some member-states. However, the three most ititegetudies in regard to the CC were the
ones of Kénig & Slapin (2006), Kénig, Warntjen & Bhart (2008) and Jensen et al. (2007),
due to the fact that they observed the same dat#hae will be used for this study.
Nevertheless, the three studies focused on diffexpproaches. Konig et al. (2006) put their
emphasis on observing what factors influenced theatipn of actors on convention topics.
Via the analysis they concluded that issues as/dieg rule play an important role, while
ratification constraints only have a small impaotl anstitutional positions even no impact at
all. According to Ko6nig et al. (2085 who examined general institutional conflictstet CC,
between large and small, old and new member casns well as national and supranational
actors, there exist significant cleavages influegaieform attempts. The study by Jensen et
al. (2007) examined delegate preferences towaelCHSP at the CC and thus displays the
most closely related empirical approach to thislgt'hey concluded that the party position
of delegates is a better predictor within foreigiiqy than the government position or the
personal preferences. Especially interesting is tleigard is the measurement of personal
preferences, tested via the approach of partyiaitih by examining delegates’ personal,

professional or party web pages; in contrast tqotieéerences of the political party.

Seeing the review above, it becomes obvious ttil iesearch has been done to explain how
theoretical expectations from El and IR theories ba used, in order to explain further
integration in the EFP. Thus the following analysil follow the idea of Kdnig-Archibugi
and focus on theoretical expectations to explaiSEpreferences in order to further stuff the
gap in the literature.
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3. Practical insights

The ‘Community Method’ is known as a set of ingtdnal practices and rules, ensuring a
prominent role for supranational agencies as wellaahigh level of legalization (Konig-
Archibugi, 2004). It emphasizes the difference leswEuropean Economic Integration (EEI)
which is governed via this, and integration in E&ffél security affairs.

Giving this big difference, the study will give &t description about the difficulties of
integration in the EFP in the following. Afterwardsshort outline about the peculiarities of
the CC will be given. The last part will have aKkoat the impact of actor preferences on
negotiations in general, as well as in the Europmesmext.

3.1 Integration in EU Foreign Policy

The institutional course of European integration nsainly decided upon during
Intergovernmental Conferences (IGCs), taking plagperoximately every five years. Terms
decided upon during these conferences are geneeaéived through difficult negotiations
and end up to be written into the treaties of thk Ehe probably most difficult ones of these
negotiations, apart from the ones during the CGewke ones of the foreign and security
provisions within the Treaty of Maastricht at th&Q in 1990-91. They made the
disagreement clear about the depth of EFP integragéixisting among the different member-
state governments and showed clearly that the G&8Pcontested institution’ (Gourevitch,
1999:137).

Within the CFSP, supranational actors have genelittle power, while the guidelines and
obligations given for member-state governmentsoatg really vague. The TCE showed the
willingness to change this status via strengtherergy the impact of common decisions.
Article 1-16.2 TCE states that ‘member-states shall actively and semvedly support the
Union’s Common Foreign and Security Policy in aespif loyalty and mutual solidarity and
shall comply with the Union’s action in this ar@dey shall refrain from action contrary to
the Union’s interests or likely impair its effeaivess’. Nevertheless this considerably feeble
Foreign Policy Integration (FPI) is not surpristegmost scholars as security policy is seen as

pivotal to the sovereignty of states.
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3.2 The Convention and its formation and management

The Leaken Declaration was announced as part aCtlumcil presidency report in the end of
2001 and convened the convention. The reason ferwths given in order to simplify the
structure of EU treaties, to develop more tranggaedficient and democratic institutions and
decision-making processes as well as to make theagkld whole more comprehensible to
ordinary citizens. This event was special in thgard that for the first time, a new instrument
for constitutional bargaining was offered via sejtihe agenda at a convention, before the
actual IGC. Furthermore the conventions presi@dotved the convention to produce more
ambitious reform proposals, while having removeavgofrom the member-states via the
decision of not endorsing formal voting and puttthg emphases on consensus rather than
unanimity (Konig et al. 2006).

The convention started its consultations in theregg of 2002 and came up with the draft
constitutional treaty in mid-year 2003. During fhcess, three phases took place. The first
one was called ‘listening’ phase and dealt withrsprgéing delegate views about the future of
the EU (Konig et al., 200% The second phase was the probably most impotaittg called
‘study’ phase. During this phase eleven workingugso got established, dealing e.g. with
areas as external action and defence. The workimgpgon external action emphasised ‘the
need to enhance coherence and efficiency betwestitutions and actors’ (Working Group
External Action, 2002:1). Furthermore it calledits final report for a single person in the
roles of High Representative and Commissioner, tfi@r creation of an External Action
Council, for an increased use of qualified majontyting (QMV) and for allowing EU
membership in international organisations; whileih@ discussed various other options as
well (Working Group External Action, 2002). Alsoethworking group on defence gave
various recommendations, e.g. on an expansioneoP#tersberg tasks, on enhancing the role
of the High Representative in crisis management,tten establishment of a European
Armaments and Strategic Research Agency as wela atrengthening of the existing
institutional framework in the European SecuritydabDefence Policy. Several of these
received broad support (Working Group Defence, 2002 the beginning of 2003, the
Convention finally came to its third phase, callécfting’ period which concluded with the

adoption of a draft constitutional treaty.
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3.3 The impact of preference formation on negotiatins
Before coming to the core part of this study, thgact of preference formation shall be
highlighted. The main focus of this paper will betbe impact of initial state and institutional
conditions, which international negotiation anays$ells us to be crucial in defining the
process as well as the outcome of negotiations!l @21800) stresses that there exist three
basic building blocks, namely parties, issues dpi@abives, under which fall e.g. domestic
politics or possible benefits. All of them play maucial role in defining the initial position of
each actor within negotiations. With regard to éiséablishment of new treaties, being in the
need to be accepted by unanimity, the initial pmsibf each actor respectively member-state
government is crucial in defining the final outcanktowever, the initial conditions do not
weight up to the same, meaning that some condiaogsnore valuable than others in respect
to the issue at hand.
The European Convention as well as other IGCs alysplperfect forum to observe preference
formation within the EU, due to the fact that tHeyve a view on amending treaties and thus
play a major role in the process of El and hense ahtegration in the European CFSP.
Frieden (2004:262) supports this claim while statimat there exist ‘political constraints that
the European Union, its member-states, and grouplinwthe member-states face in
considering whether in fact it is desirable andsiiele to unify Europe’s international
presence’.
In regard to the convention, the main focus wagl pgon the conference composition,
assuming conflicts between certain groups with neéga their background. Hix (2002) states
e.g. that cleavages between national and supraaatators existed within former European
summit negotiations. An example is the Amsterdamrait of 1997, where the EP tried to
strengthen its parliamentarian power against the@nCid (Hix, 2002). Giving this, also
towards the CC early criticism developed. In suppoth this assumption is also that the EP
never gave up any of its competences, while coatisly trying to gain even more influence,
as observed by Wessels (2002). Another scientisg analysed this conflict earlier on is
Wincott (2001), stating that the European Commissi@OM) strongly proposed a
strengthening and wider use of the ‘Community métho its white paper, which Vaubel
(2002) puts as an argument for the strong interestipranational actors in further EU power
delegation and centralization at the European Qaioe Interesting in this context is that
there exists the theory on institutional self-ietr which might be able to explain these
_7-
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seemingly big differences. Hence it will be elalbedamore extensively in the following
chapter.

However, also other cleavages were expected aEteScholars agree that small states are
generally to be considered as having a less impoviaice in IR than big member-states. In
this regard, Rodden (2002) states that since thedfation of the European Community in
1951, smaller countries seem to constantly worgualb domination of larger member-states,
while one has to keep in mind that small membeaestacompared to their population size,
are strongly overrepresented in the access to EBaroprganizations and the general voting
weight. Also Mattila (2004) concluded that cleavafpetween large and small member-states
exist and are even visible in the day to day wdrthe Council, as big countries e.g. do vote
more often against majority decisions than smadisoin the Council. Moravcsik (1993) came
to the conclusion that smaller EU member-stateshre®nes that receive more benefits from
accessing big markets, thus the possible beneftdifferent to the ones of big member-
states, leading to the expectation that also teiference and support towards a common
institutionalization will differ to the one of laeg member-states. Giving this the initial
position with regard to power capabilities seempléy a strong role in the EU. In El and IR
theories, realism is the most important theory thesls with power capabilities. Thus it will
also receive a closer look in the theoretical partprder to see whether it can be used
adequately to explain preference formation in CFSP.

Cleavages were also considered to exist betwearssion countries and EU member-states,
as proposed by Kénig (2005), giving that candidadentry delegates were not allowed to
vote at the convention although their countries idalready become members of the EU,
before the constitution would come into force. Rartmore, while thinking about the fact that
most of the accession countries are relatively pmmmpared to the rich member-states,
cleavages seem to arise with regard to constitatipreferences (Rodden, 2002), caused by
the different identities and domestic contexts. STalgap might be existent between these two
groups as predicted by the theory of constructiyismich deals with identities and ideas.
Giving this, constructivism will be used as therdhiheoretical approach that will receive a

closer look in the following theoretical part.
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4. Theoretical framework

After having examined the practical insights abalegling with the EU Foreign Policy, the
formation and management of the CC as well asiipact of preference formation, one can
start to develop hypotheses. In order to do thisnnappropriate way, various theoretical
approaches coming from IR and EI theory will forhe tbasis. Each of these approaches is
going to provide a different assumption on the fation of preferences at the constitutional
convention and hence tries to give an answer tgéneral research question of what explains

the different preferences of institutions at the t6®ards the CFSP.

Realism is one of the main theories used in inteynal relations and tries to explain how
preference formation develops under anarchy. Ontnefdifferent views belonging to the
family of realism is the structural realism or nealism on which | will focus in the
following. Neo-realism is a structure centred apgig focusing on the absence of
international government (Donnelly, 2000), in whictternational organisations are to be
considered of a weak and fluid nature (Posen, 20@dyeover, it views world politics as a
continuing struggle for dominance, advantages and\&al, focusing on issues of distribution
rather than efficiency (Jervis, 1999). As Konig-Aitsugi (2004) states, realism focuses on
the means that states have to obtain to be ablgetovhat they want. Cooperation can
nevertheless take place due to e.g. collectivermattethreats. However, concerns about
relative gains lean towards only limited coopemtiemphasising the strong interest of neo-
realism to explain certain behaviour by the disttidin of power capabilities. Giving this, the
power position seems to be responsible for theasteof the state. An interesting thesis is
given by Grieco (1996), stating that especially kezastates will support institutionalisation,
because it might be an effective second-best solut a certain problem, while not being
dominated by stronger states. Resulting from thi® could argue that governments of EU
countries that already have an effective workingeifn policy are not in the need, neither
willing to cooperate in the CFSP, while mostly sleaktates with less weight in foreign
politics will increase their power via cooperatigkdditionally, these states can restrict and
limit more powerful states within organisationahrfreworks such as the EU. Wivel (2005)
supports this claim while stating that the secupityblems of smaller states are different from
those experienced by great powers, due to theHattheir relative lack of power offers them

less influence in international events. Hence snalitates are seen to be the main
-9.-
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beneficiaries of international institutions. In ghiegard, the following hypothesis can be

derived from neo-realism:

Hypothesis 1: Delegates from member-states that are smaller and thus have less power
capabilities within international cooperation will be more in favour of integration within the
CFSP than delegates from bigger member -states.

The second theory, that will be considered hereingitutional self-interest. The very
development of self-interest as a human motive gaek to Hobbes (Schwartz, 1986), while
its use to explain a supranational setting is qonée. Downing & Brady (1979) state for
example, that the self-interest of individuals lgenesponsible for the development of the
legislative framework and the implementation odisplays an important role in the analysis
of policy making. Moreover they conclude that ‘selferest is a very powerful model of
public policy formation’ (Downing & Brady, 1979:2@&nd that politicians and bureaucrats
display utility maximising individuals. Jachtenfieck2001) claims that policy-makers at the
centre of an organisation, hence in particularEaeopean Commission, will propose more
and more regulatory policies due to their instdodél self-interest and in order to increase
their power. In support with this are Bache and iGeq2006), claiming that the European
Commission vigorously defended its sole right togmse legislation over the years. Hooghe
(1999) even concludes in her study about the prrter position of Commission delegates
that the Commission’s institutional interest is heiit exception in favour of
supranationalism. Eichener (1997:598) claims in paper that ‘supranational actors,
particularly the European Commission, have an tuntstnal self-interest in driving
integration forward, which may come into conflicitiwthe institutional self-interests of the
national bureaucracies emphasized in intergovertatisinexplanations’. This is possible due
to the fact that the treaties leave the Commissuith quite some room for discretion.
Furthermore it is stated that the Commission wdkls for additional tasks in order to
maximise its own power and resources, after itfbliled the main legislative duties of the
EU. Indications for this are found increasingly,eg. the success to convince the Council
towards establishing European agencies for health safety at work (Eichener, 1997).
Additionally to this one can see that the EP insirggly tried to insert itself more effectively
into the decision-making process of the EuropeaioturWhile in the beginning the EP only
had a consultative function, it now has the rightetg. block legislation altogether in most

-10 -
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policy areas, due to the increasing use of theemstbn procedure (Bache & George, 2006).
Hence it can be considered that people working sugranational institution will be more
knowledgeable and positive about the working angdatance of these institutions, giving
that they are directly involved with the increadecooperation resulted via institutions. In
accordance with this is a Commissioner intervieatisg), ‘it is not the man that makes the
job, but the job that makes the men. So when yeuwarking in this environment, after a
certain time, you become pro-communitaire’ (Hoogh@99:15). Therefore the hypothesis

which derives from institutional self-interest st

Hypothesis 2: Members of the European Commission and the European Parliament will be
more in favour of integration than representatives of the national government and national

parliamentarians.

Social Constructivism is another approach thatugegnew to IR, introduced by Onuf in
1989. As Wendt (1992:394) states: ‘Interests destare created and thus it is the interaction
with others that creates and instantiates one tamei©f identities and interests rather than
another; structure has no existence or causal poapart from process’. Hence Social
Constructivism believes that social interaction aodial ideas form concepts as power and
interest. Many constructivists emphasise on howesl identities and cultural attitudes of
domestic groups affect the behaviour of governmegitsng a bottom-up aspect (Konig-
Archibugi, 2004). Important is what Jepperson, WeRBd Katzenstein (1996:52) state:
‘Variation in state identity, or changes in statentity, affects the national security interests
or policies of states’. This then will of courssalconstitute the international system as e.g.
scholars like Hall (1999) claim. In comparison &alism and the theory of institutional self-
interest, constructivism tries to understand statésrests and behaviour by analysing the
international structure of meaning and social vaktate interests are defined in the context
of internationally held understanding and norms udbwhat is appropriate and good.
Nevertheless these interests are usually not thatseof external threats or demands, but
rather shaped by shared values and norms. Hencaenisagions have the role to
institutionalise and propagate norms defining doalities, cultural norms, interests and
identities for the people inhabiting the organisat{Finnemore, 1996). Keeping this in mind,
as a member-state, one should feel a strongeiifidation with the European common values
-11 -



European Integration within the area of Common Forégn and Security Policy

as e.g. public pensions, health and long-term careial protection, education and labour
market regulation in the Europe Union (European @ssion, 2005). Additionally to this the
European Union is propagating norms by maximisiisginfluence in international affairs
through its CFSP approach (Bretherton & Vogler, 99An example of this was the
mediation of the European Council president Sarknz3008, trying to find a ceasefire and
peace plan for the conflict between Georgia andsiRusn the name of the EU (Coppieters,
2007). Therefore the hypothesis that can be defiragd Social Constructivism claims:

Hypothesis 3: Representatives of the government and parliament of EU member-states will be
more in favour of integration than governmental and parliamentarian representatives of

accession candidate countries.

Giving that this study is limited, due to its meandime and length, only the above named
theories will be highlighted. This is due to thetf#éhat they display, on the first sight, the
most interesting ones in regard to preference foomawithin this sample, although there
exist many more within the fields of IR and EIl. &thiheories might provide similar as well
as different assumptions with regard to prefereiocenation in the EU and thus this study

only allows for a limited insight in the topic, viae theoretical framework chosen above.

5. Methodology

In the previous parts of this paper it was alrehgglighted that the study seeksewamine
national and institutional preferences on CFSPessluring the CC, by taking theoretical
assumptions into account. The indicators used bdlldisplayed by questionnaire answers
from individual delegates to the CC. Neverthelem®es clarifications must be given, on the
use of the indicator and the data collection methedore turning to the empirical analysis of

this study.

5.1 Conceptualisation

Due to the fact that different concepts will be dige this study, it is necessary to explain
them accurately, avoidingny incomprehensibility

The main concept of the thesis is whether deledatesur further or less integration within

the field of CFSP, displaying the independent \@eaThus'being more in-favour of further
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integration’ will be defined as the attempt to paienfurther integration within the area of
CFSP and include actors that are in favour of cimgnipe status quo towards an outcome that
delegates more competences to the EU. AdditionaflyJacobs and Maier (n.d.) put it, actors
aiming for European consciousness and the creafianEuropean identity are considered as
being more in-favour of further European integnatitBeing less in-favour of European
integration’ will mean actors that prefer to kedye status quo or even try to decrease the
European competence within the CFSP towards moreb@estate competences. Hence they
are not in-favour of giving away national competand try to make the outcome one, that
is, if necessary, only a slight move forward tatier integration.
Furthermore the concepts used to differentiate éetwthe two dependent variables of each
hypothesis need to be explained here. In the liypbthesis, a distinction is made between
member-states that are smaller and have less poapabilities and bigger member-states
with more influence. However, it is not clear whialember-states will be considered as
small, having less power capabilities in IR andakhwill be considered as big, having more
power capabilities in IR. In this regard, the stwdyl be based on indicators developed by
Mearsheimer. He states that great powers ‘invariablye some offensive military capability
that they can use against each other’ (Mearsheid®1:43). In this regard a distinction is
made between potential and actual power. The patgmbwer of a state is based on the
population size as well as the level of its weallhmy, naval and air forces, on the other
hand, directly support actual power and thus djsfha central ingredient of military power
(Mearsheimer, 2001). Hence | will make a distinetioonsulting these three indicators. The
population and Gross National Inconf&N|) statistics will be taken from 2003, as thiasw
the time when the CC was held. The armed forcéistitanill be taken from 2004
In figure 5.1, it is clearly visible that five couies stand out, displaying more than % of the
total EU population in the year 2003. Additionatty this, figure 5.2 shows that the same
countries also generated about % of the GNI ofEbkein 2003. Only figure 5.3 shows us
slightly different results, with having six courgsi that have a comparatively vast army. In
this statistic also Greece is under the counthasdisplayed more than % of the armed forces
in the European Union in 2004. Nevertheless, dubddact that it is far lacking behind in the
other two statistics and had some decades of myildectatorship, not to forget studies that
trace the military capacity back to conflicts wilturkey (Kollias, 1996), it will not be
considered as a big and influential country. Givihig, the study will take the five countries
-13-
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that master in the three statistics, namely Germt#rey United Kingdom, France, Italy and
Spain; as the most potent actors in the EU andeheoissider them in this study as being big
and influential countries. The other ten countriésthen be considered as being rather small
and less influential.

Figure 5.1 Population mid-year estimates
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Figure 5.3 Armed forces 2004 in personnel
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With regard to the second hypothesis, the condelptiog a representative of a European or a
national institution is used. For this a differatibn is made in which supranational

institutions are represented through delegateseEuropean Parliament and of the European
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Commission. National institutions, on the other aare represented by delegates from the
national parliaments as well as the heads of stag@vernment of the member-states.

Coming to the third hypothesis, the distinctionwss#n member-state governments and
accession country delegates is made on the stai@¥)8. For each of these groups, delegates
from the respective national parliaments as weteapective heads of state or government of

the member-states are taken into account.

5.2 Methodological choices
Apart from the above named conceptual choices, odelbgical choices need to be made to
conduct a study that stays within its available msed 0 examinaational and institutional
preferences on CFSP issues during the CC, the stilidyse a data set collected by Konig et
al. (2008). The data set consists of survey responsesprded in a standardized
questionnaire, antkceived by delegates of EU institutions, EU mensbate, EU accession
candidates, the presidency of the Convention aagebbservers. All this took place before
the adoption of the draft constitutionhd Convention itself was staffed with 207 members
and 13 additional observers. 13 delegates from samme countries were allowed to
participate in the negotiations, but gained notrighvote on the final draft. Giving this, only
66 people had the right to vote in the final docatakversion, including the Convention
president, the two vice presidents, one governnmanthtwo parliamentarian representatives
from each EU15 member-state, sixteen members difhand two members of the European
Commission. The following analysis is going to fean EU institution delegates, member-
state delegates as well as delegates of accesanglidates. The reasons for this can be seen
in section four which recognises that some theomedke explicit assumptions of e.g. the
relationship between member-state delegates arepjates of accession countries. Giving
this, the data set will differ for each of the httpesis given above. Delegates, who did not
give an answer to all of the questions recognigede excluded and thus the total set that will
be used covers 105 member positloi$ie subset testing the first hypothesis will eimthe
position of 42 delegates, including the respondae®mresentatives of the heads of state or
government of the member-states and representaifub® national parliaments. The subset
to test the second hypothesis will consist of 6Qeghtes, including the responses of
representatives of the heads of state or governofetite member-states, representatives of
the national parliaments, representatives of theaidP representatives of the COM. For the
-15-
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third hypothesis the subset will contain 87 delegahamely representatives of the heads of
state or government of the member-states, repwseg of the national member-state
parliaments, representatives of the governmentth@faccession candidate countries and
representatives of national parliaments of the sgioa candidate countries.
In total the survey respondents needed to answestigns about 23 key reform topics,
addressing the delimitation of competences and ielsded the institutional balance, the
decision-making system and the CFSP. After the tiflestion of debate topics and
alternatives facing Convention consultations, veaument analysis of the Leaken European
Council Summit, questions were formulated. Givihg fact the examined questions are very
likely to represent the whole range of the CFSPe Dw the means of the study we will
nevertheless only take seven questions into accallnelated to the CFSP and enabling the
study to reach a certain level of reliability. Atliof the questions can be found in Appendix
8.1. The method of analyses for the data will béirap, giving that within the questionnaire
delegates were asked about specific policy areashich they would support a general
empowerment, meaning power being delegated eithehé¢ EU or to the member states.
Delegating power to the member-states will be coaded while the delegation of power
towards EU institutions will be coded asTh focus on the answers of delegates to the CC
has several clear advantages, while of coursesais®e disadvantages might appear with the
sample given. To focus on the former first, streagdf the sample are that 88.9 percent of
member-state government responses are includeldeirsample, 79.5 percent of accession
country governments, 50 percent of COM delegatporses and 81.2 percent of the EP
positions. Hence the sample can be seen as givjog@ indication on the preferences of all
relevant actors. Moreover a qualitative advantaggven, due to the fact that questions were
formulated after the identification of debate t@pias named above, so they are accurate to
the actual topic of debate and direct enough mnauggestions about preference formation.
However, due to the means of the sample and tlwdtieal expectations developed above,
the study in this paper needs to make a tradeadfie sense that the results given might yield
a slightly disproportionate representation of a fgwups. Nevertheless this is necessary in
order to avoid that the total sample gets too snialldraw accurate conclusions in the end,
each of the questions used as an indicator wilblerved separately, before the whole of
them will be applied to the respective hypothe@ighin this regard, also conclusions from
each question itself can be received and testébdesnappropriateness as an indicator.
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6. Analysis

A broad variety of institutional formation and mgeanent with regard to the CFSP was
observed at the CC, whereby the most relevant igmsstvere addressed towards the voting
rule being used in the Council as well as the oblthe European Commission (Jensen et al.,
2007). The effects of these decisions are vitalinderstanding the potential of the CFSP,
keeping in mind that an increase of the COM rold vésult in policy decisions at the
supranational level and thus away from the memtage-gjovernments. Changing the voting-
rule in the European Council towards QMV on thesotiand will increase the flexibility and
facility of the CFSP and thus might display a gadwice for small member-states and
accession candidates. Nevertheless also more geuestions about the delegation of power
towards supranational institutions or the membatestwere discussed, not to forget topics as
in which CFSP areas increased cooperation shoké&pgkace. Hence also here disagreement

lies on the hand, due to the widely varying prafees of the different actors.

Keeping this in mind, the study is going to turnit®oempirical findings within this section.
First the data analysis towards the theories froapter four will be done, in which each sub-
set will be analysed separately with its indicatditse second part will consist of a short extra
analysis, in which the preference consistency tdgtes will be observed.

6.1 Data analysis

In order to be able to come up with conclusionstloe appropriateness of my theoretical
assumptions, | will analyse the seven differentaatbrs according to their respective sample.
Due to the big amount of indicating questions, Il wnly take into account the first three
indicating questions, depending on their respedjivaities to generalise for the others. This
is due to the fact that they have three to foursiids answers and are not solely yes or no
questions. Additionally I will consider indicatirggestions that let to interesting results, while
the analysis of all questions for all samples @lgiven in Appendix 8.3. The first subsection
is going to evaluate the findings of the indicatéosthe sample of influential and less
influential member-states, to test the first hygsih derived from realism. The second
subsection will draw conclusions on the indicatpplied to the sample of member-state and

European Union delegates, testing the hypothesielaged by institutional self-interest,
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while the third subsection will analyse the sangiflenember-states and accession candidates,

derived from social constructivism.

6.1.1 Neo-realism hypothesis: Influential and lesafluential member-states
The 42 delegates that have been observed withsrstimple consist of 13 representatives of

big and more influential and 29 representativesnadll and less influential countries.

Figure 6.1 gives some indication on the first iadioc about the opinion of delegates on power
relegation within the CFSP. Conspicuous in thisardgs that both small and big country
delegates strongly favoured a relegation of powenpetences to the European Union. Table
A supports this peculiarity via the Pearson’s ahiare testp-value of 0.19, which is not
significant at an alpha-level of 0.10 and thus does claim for a significant difference
between the two groups. Giving this also Kendall-Eais not able to show a difference in
preference patterns. Interesting is tlla¢re is a negative relation in the absolute value,
predicting there would rather be a weak negatis®@ation, meaning that small member-
states seem to be less in favour of CFSP powetatgu than big ones. But due to the fact
that Kendall-Tau-c is not significant, it does ptdy a major role to question the direction of

the hypothesis.

Figure 6.1 Table A
CFSP power relegation CFSP power relegation
100%
0% | absolute p-
€0% | . i value value
o earson's cnl-
40% — 3.33 0.19
0% | square
o | Kendall-Tau-c | 013 | 0.21
to the member- tat to the European
states status quo Union
B small country 3,4% 20,7% 75,9%
big country 7,7% 0,0% 92,3%

Figure 6.2 shows a less clear indication of prefees, while still an overwhelming majority,
for both sample groups, is in favour of reassign@fSP policy regulation on the personal

and administrative level to the COM. For small memstates it is furthermore obvious that
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also the keeping of jurisdiction within Council a@®M is an interesting possibility. With
regard to big member-states, the reassignmenet&tuncil receives quite support. The chi-
square value, which can be found in Appendix 8elstus that there is no significant
difference between the two groups at an alpha lefe)d.10. Also Kendall-Tau-C is not

significant.

Figure 6.2

CFSP policy regulation on the personal and administrative levels
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u small country 10,3% 24,1% 6,9% 58,6%

big country 23,1% 15,4% 7,7% 53,8%

In figure 6.3 one can see a difference betweenlsandlbig countries. Whereas big countries
generally preferred a Common armaments policy, Istoaitries preferred not to have such a

policy.

Figure 6.3 Table B
Common armaments policy Common armaments policy
100%
absolute p-
80%
value value
60% P : :
earson's chi-
A0% 3.73 0.05
¢ square
20% — Kendall-Tau-c -0.27 0.04
0%
no yes
B small country 55,2% 44,8%
big country 23,1% 76,9%

Giving this the chi-square p-value is significahtaa alpha level of 0.10 and even a level of
0.05. Thus there is a significant difference in piheferences of small and big countries. Also

Kendall-Tau-c shows a significance, while it is spituous that the absolute value is
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negative, telling us that big member-states favw@ommon armaments policy, instead of

small ones as expected by the theoretical outhirehapter four.

Considering the indicating question about a Comniamopean defence policy/ crisis
management, it is obviously visible that both, agwell as small countries favoured such a
policy; first with 92.31% and later with 68.97%. thible C one can see that the Pearson’s chi-
square test shows a significant differermdween preference patterns of the two groups.
Kendall-Tau-c supports this claim, while its abselwalue indicates again that there is a
negativeinterrelation, namely between big countries favogra Common European defence

policy and small countries being against such &pol

Figure 6.4 Table C

Common European defence or peac
policy/ crisis management

1%

Common European defence or peace policy/
crisis management

100%

20% absolute p-
iy - o value value
g earson's chi;
10% —— 2.70 0.10
20% - square
0% Kendall-Tau-c -0.20 0.05
no yes
m small country 31,0% 69,0%
big country 7,7% 92,3%

Considering the data sample from above, it beconi®sous that only two indicating
questions were able to predict a significant défere in preference patterns between the two
parties of the sample. Nevertheless both of theadipred an interrelation that is the other
way around than expected in the hypothesis, nathatbigger EU member-states seem to be
more in favour of delegating competences to the tdn smaller on€sGiving this, the
expected theoretical approach, derived from nelisreais not able to explain the observed

CFSP preferences of CC delegates and the hypotiesis to be rejected.

6.1.2 Institutional self-interest hypothesis: Membestate and EU delegates
Within this sample 60 delegates were observed. dl8gdtes belong to the category of

European Union delegates and 42 delegates reptbgemember-states.
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Regarding figure 6.5 one can see the opinion oégitkes on power relegation within the
CFSP. Generally visible is that both European Uraod member-state delegates strongly
favoured a relegation of power competences to thregean Union. Thus, the Pearson’s chi-
square does not indicate that there exists a gignif difference in the preference pattern of
European Union and member-state delegates, whicbnirmed by Kendall-Tau-c. Striking

is that the absolute value of Tau-c is negativethnd opposite to the theoretical expectation.

Figure 6.5 Table D
CFSP power relegation_2 CFSP power relegation_2
100%
80% — absolute p-
60% — value value
40% — P [ ;
earson's chi-
20% — 0.93 0.63
0% | . [ square
tothe tothe Kendall-Tau-c -0.08 0.44
member- status quo European
states Union
B EU institution 11,1% 16,7% 72,2%
member-state 4,8% 14,3% 81,0%

Figure 6.6 presents an indication about the pdggilof Council voting patterns within the
area of CFSP. Eye-catching is that none of theggdavoured the sole use of QMV. For EU
institutions, the options for QMV except in aredssecurity and defence and the usage of
only holding some votes in QMV, received most suppieoth with around 40%. But also
autonomous votes received quite support. Consiglehe delegates of member-states, the
results are different. QMV except for areas of sigwand defence clearly received most of
the preferences with around 50%, followed by someewy in QMV. Behind stands the
possibility of autonomous votes. The chi-squarevak as Kendall-Tau-c test indicates once
more that there is no significant difference in fgreference patterns of the two groups. The
absolute value of Tau-c even predicts that in thesecof an existing difference, the
interrelation would be negative, meaning to existween member-states being more in
favour for EU delegation than EU institution delesga(see Appendix 8.3).
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Figure 6.6

Council voting patterns in regard to the CFSP_2
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Having examined the respective samples for thisr#ieal approach, the study could not
find any indicating question, offering statisti@lidence for the hypothesis above. Even no
pattern could be found as approximately half ofdhsolute values given are positive and half
are negative. Hence it seems to solely dependernth@rguestion, on how the delegates
favoured a certain supranational or intergovernaiesitengthening. Concluding one can thus

remark that the second hypothesis needs to bdedjec

6.1.3 Social constructivism hypothesis: Member-stas and accession candidates
Coming to the analysis of EU member-states andsagme countries, the sample consists of

87 delegates of which 45 belong to accession cesrdéind 42 to EU member-states.

Looking at figure 6.7 one sees a nearly equal idigion for both groups. Member-states
strongly favour the reassignment of personal amdiridtrative power within the CFSP to the
COM, while the other three options are all favouvath something between 22% and 7%.
For accession countries the regulation by the CONavoured with around 50%. The other
three options all receive far less support, andjaree equal distributed to the preferences of
member-states delegates. The chi-square as wdlhas test support this claim of quite

equal distributions, with not being significantés&ppendix 8.3).
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Figure 6.7

CKFSP power regulation on the personal and administrative
levels
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The last indicating question used for this samglahbout Council voting patterns, as visible in
figure 6.8. The most favoured option, for both sengrvoups, is to use QMV while excluding
areas such as security and defence from this poovighis is then followed in a pyramid
way by some votes in QMV and autonomous votes. dpigon of only using QMV in
Council voting is seen as an option by 9% of adoassountries, while non of the member-

state delegates considers this to be an option.

Figure 6.8 Table E
Council votting patterns in regard to the CFSP_3 Council voting patterns in regard to
100% the Council_3
80%
60% absolute| p-
20% value | value
Pearson's chi-
20% I 6.06 0.11
0% — m square
autonomous | somevotes | V1V €Xcent Kendall-Tau-c -0.16 0.15
ates amv security and amyv
v defence
M accession candidates 4,4% 356% 51,1% 8,9%
member-states 14,3% 33,3% 52,4% 0,0%

Table E shows via the chi square p-value of O.hat there is still no significance for

claiming that both samples are independent of edbbr, but nevertheless it is close to
measure this at an alpha-level of 0.10. Kendall-Gaun the other hand states more clearly
that there is no significant difference in prefeempatterns. Interesting is that the absolute

value of Kendall-Tau-c is again negative, claimihgt if a relationship would exist, it would
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be between accession countries and favouring ayated@ towards the EU. Thus it is the

other way around than predicted by the theoretipparoach of social constructivism.

By observing the respective sample, no statiséealence could be found for the hypothesis.
As five out of seven indicators have a positivechilte value, the direction of the hypothesis
seems to be right. But again, we cannot find ewdewith the sample given; that the
hypothesis is true and need to reject it.

6.2 Preference consistency

Within this small chapter, the study is going taHiight the consistency of preference
patterns within a particular hypothesis and towarelsain general CFSP questions as well as
peculiarities found above. In order to do this @by we will have a look on how consistent
delegates answered towards two of the main questaealing with CFSP policy regulation
on the personal and administrative levels and Cbunting patterns in regard to the CFSP;
as well as whether delegates that favoured at éeastnmon armaments policy or a common
European defence or peace policy/ crisis manageaisntsupported the creation of a single

European armed force or the creation of a singlefaan security council.

For the first sample, consisting of small and bignmber-states, 24.1% of the small countries
had a standard deviatibnf more than 0.25, and 30.8% of the big counti@snsidering the
preference patterns in regard of polidiesd concrete measut&sone finds that 28.57% of
the delegates were in favour of at least one ofptiicies and concrete measures, while the
value is slightly higher for big countries than &nall ones (see Appendix 8.4).

The second sample, composed of European Union atele@nd member-state delegates,
illustrates that 44.4% of the European Union deleg&ad a standard deviation from above
0.25, and 26.2% of the member-state delegatessdard to the second observation about
policies and concrete measures, one can see thab 28 the whole sample was in favour of
at least one policy and one concrete measure, tkgeapi mind that this value is higher in

regard to EU member-state delegates (see Appem)ix 8
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The third sample was composed of member-state aelegand delegates from accession
countries. It indicated that 26.2% of the membatest had a standard deviation from above
0.25, and 55.6% of the accession countries. TheereaBon of policies and concrete
measures showed that 33.3% of the sample was aurfaf at least one of the policies and
one of the concrete measures. This value is, hawewae than double the high for accession

countries, than for EU member-state delegatesAppendix 8.4).

7. Concluding Remarks

With the Treaty establishing a Constitution for &pe, the EU wanted to show the world that
this unique body of supranationality is forgingammon destiny and not just a simulacrum
of independent states in another intergovernmensatution. In this regard the preamble of
the TCE states:Convinced that, while remaining proud of their onational identities and
history, the peoples of Europe are determinedatestend their former divisions and, united
ever more closely, to forge a common destinffhe ambitious aim that ‘the Union’s
competence in matters of common foreign and secpalicy shall cover all areas of foreign
policy and all questions relating to the Unioseéurity, including the progressive framing of
a common defence policy that might lead to a comuahefience’ (art.l-16.1 TCE), shows us
that even in the highly intergovernmental pillartié Union, significant changes are going to
be made towards the declared goal of unity in gitgr

Of high interest in this regard is what drove prefees towards these common institutional
choices. It has been argued that national andspartpreferences play a big role as an
indicator for the preference behaviour of deleg&t@srds CFSP issues. However, this study
aimed to observe a number of theoretical approaichesler to evaluate on their usefulness
to explain preference formation of EU delegate€EWEP matters, which still displays an area
of only little research done so far. The hypotr@tessumptions are derived from IR and El
theories as well as more modern approaches téi¢hdsof study.

Based on the preferences of CC delegates, receized standardised questionnaire, the
approaches derived from neo-realism, instituti®d-interest and social constructivism are
not able to explain delegate preferences at the T®€refore this study cannot confirm the
findings of Konig-Archibugi (2004), who states thpbwer capabilities and collective
identities influence preferences of member-stalegdges in the area of EFP. What can be

concluded is that there exists quite some prefergadability, in which accession candidates
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show the biggest difference and small member-statefowest, meaning that these were the
less and most constant in regard to the delegafiggower towards the EU or the member-
states. Moreover the study finds evidence, that beeratates only rarely favour concrete
measures, while rather favouring policies that mated to these. Last in this group are,
surprisingly, EU institutions that only support coete measures really scarcely while
favouring policies related to it. The highest valmethis regard is found for accession
candidates. Furthermore it is interesting to se¢ dmly questions about policies resulted, at
least in one of the samples, namely the one betvgmeall and big member-states, to
significant results. This means that there reatigts a difference between preference patterns
in this area, while no difference could be foundagard to indicators dealing with concrete
measures as e.g. the creation of a single Eurogaed force. Hence this field might be an
interesting research area for further studies o8 preferences. Additionally to this, one of
the most crucial and general assumptions abouCB&P, namely that member-states are very
reluctant to give up competences in FPIl as this aseconsidered to be pivotal to the
sovereignty of states (Gordon, 1997), cannot béirtoed because the study findings tell that
there is generally a very positive attitude towdtdther integration in the CFSP. This is due
to the fact that five out of seven indicators, ab@l samples, show a positive pattern in
regard of a competence delegation to the EU. Thasfind evidence that the general
assumption about member-states being reluctaniveoup national competences in foreign
policy is not true. Nevertheless, one needs to keepind that the two indicators in which a
competence delegation to the EU was not favouredt aéth very sensitive and concrete
issues, as a single European Security Council andingle European armed force.
Furthermore the study shows that preference foonati the CFSP is very different to other
areas, due to the fact that the findings do noficarthe results of Kénig et al. (2006 who
conclude that in regard to reform preferences allezonvention topics, significant cleavages
exist between delegates from smaller and biggento@s, member-states and accession
countries, as well as delegates from institutions$ member-states.
Concluding, one has to keep in mind that the staiyple is really small and that delegates
from certain member-states are not even includethensample. Additionally, due to the
means of the study, not all important IR and Eloties could be taken into consideration.
Thus further research is necessary in order to aire specific findings and to evaluate on
whether there is really no theoretical assumptigistent that is able to explain delegate
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preferences. Next to this the size of the sampteilshbe increased, due to the fact that this
sample only includes a bit more than 100 deleg#®tegether, this study provides a quite

good starting point for future research on the gnezice formation of delegates towards the
CFSP, while the findings were not successful yet,adbso not generalisable, so that a bigger

sample might establish better results to explasotétically the development of the CFSP.
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8. Appendix

8.1 List of indicator questions

1. Would you like to see more power relegated to thenkember-states in the area of
European foreign policy?
0 Relegation of jurisdiction to the member-states
0.5 Status quo
1 Relegation of jurisdiction to the EU

2. The Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) arenatter of the High
Representative of the Council and the CommissioRooéign Relations. How should
this policy be regulated on the personal and adinative levels in the future?

0 Combine the functions of the High Representatfehe Council and the
Commissary of Foreign Relations and reassign tleeting Council.

0.25 Keeping jurisdiction of the Council and then@nission while differentiating
them and making better use of synergistic effects.

0.75 Double-hatted foreign minister.

1 Combine the functions of the High Representativethef Council and the

Commissary of Foreign Relations and reassign tloetined Commission.

3. In which areas of Common Foreign and Security Rdlwould the EU member-states
show more concerted action?

a) Common armaments policy

0 no
1 yes
b) Common European defence or peace policy/ anasisagement
0 no
1 yes
c) Creation of a single European armed force
0 no
1 yes
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d) Creation of a single European Security Council
0 no
1 yes

4. How should the Council vote regarding common fareagd security policy?
0 Only autonomous votes may pass.
0.25 Some votes should pass on a qualified majority.
0.75 Votes should pass on a qualified majority pkder security and defence
matters, where unanimity should continue to beirequ
1 QMV for all decisions
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8.2 Indicators for power capabilities

Country Population in '000 (2003)| Gross National Income in billion (2003) Size of Army in personnel (2004)
Austria 8118.241 210.45855 3990(
Belgium 10375.9¢ 270.0295 3920(d
Denmark 5387 135.85025 2118(
Finland 5213 122.03181 2830(¢
France 60304 1450.9555 25489¢
Germany 82504 1988.2490 28450(
Greece 11023.5] 217.63235 16385(
Ireland 3979.9 103.79152 1046(
Italy 57474 1311.7943 191877
Luxembourg 450 18.08655( 900
Netherlands 16225.3 443.10622 5313(
Portugal 10449.3 161.60727 4490(
Spain 42004 877.63198 147254
Sweden 895§ 237.67233 2760(
United Kingdom 59557.34 1605.8059 20589(
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8.3 Analysis of all indicating questions in regardo the three hypotheses

Hypothese 1

Hypothese 2

Hypothese 3

CFSP power relegatio

CFSP policy regulatior
on the personal and

administrative levels

Council voting patterns
in regard to the CFSH

small big Total EU member Tota] accession member Tdtal
countries countries institution state candidate state
to the member | absolye 1 1 2 2 | 2 4 3 2 g
state (in%)] 3,45% 7699 476% 11,11% 47606 6,47% 6,67% %,7¢ 5,75%
L status quo absdlute q 6 3 b 9 9 6 15
(in %) | 20,69%]| 0,00%]| 14,29¢% 16,679 14,29% 15,§0% 20,0p% 984,21 17,249
to the absolutp 22 12 34 13 34 44 33 34 6y
European Union (in % 75,86% 92,316 80,95% 72,22% 80,95%,33P4 73,33% 80,95% 77,010%
Total 29 13 42 18 42 60 45 42 87
reassign to the absolyte 3 3 6 4 | 6 19 7 6 13
Council (in%)| 10,34% 23,08% 14,2%6 22,22% 14,29% 16,p7% ,56% 14,29% 14,94%0
keep jurisdiction|of absojute 7 2 9 1 9 10 10 9 19
Counciland CQM (in%0) 24,1% 1%,3821,4399 5,56% 21,43% 16,69% 22,22%6 21,43% 21,B4%
double-hatted absojute 2 il B 2 3 5 6 3 9
foreign minister (in %)] 6,90% 7,699 7,14pp 11,11% 7,14% 3%3 13,33% 7,14% 10,340
reassign to the absolyte 17 7 24 11 24 3PH 22 24 16
COM (in %) | 58,62%| 53,8599 57,14p6 61,11% 57,14% 58,83% 48,89%57,14% 52,87%
Total 29 13 42 18 42 60 45 42 87
autonomous absolufe 3 3 6 4 6 14 2 6 9
votes (in%)] 10,349 23,08% 14,29% 22,22% 142p% 16p7% %,44 14,29% 9,209
some votes absojute 10 4 L4 7 14 21 16 14 30
QMV (in%d 34,486 30,7{% 33,33% 8@ | 33,33%] 35,0046 35,569 33,33% 34,48%
QMYV except absolute 16 6 22 7 22 29 23 22 4%
security & defence (in % 55,17% 46,1506 52,3B% 38,89% 3&4,| 48,339 51,11% 52,38% 51,72%
QMV absolutd 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4
(in %) | 0,00% 0,00%| 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 8,89%% 0,00% 4,60%
Total 29 13 42 18 42 60 45 42 87
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Hypothese 1

Hypothese 2

Hypothese 3

small big Total EU member Tota] accession member Tqtal
countries countries institution state candidate state
NO absolfite 16 3 1p 7 19 16 24 19 A3
(in%) | 55,17%| 23,0899 45,24po 38,89% 4524% 43,33% 53,33% 4524%  49,43%
YES absolut¢ 13 10 23 11 23 34 21 23 44
(in %) | 44,83%| 76,9294 54,76p6 61,11% 54,74% 56,47% 46,6[/% 54,76%  50,57%
Total 29 13 42 18 42 60 45 42 87
NO absoljte 9 1 10 5 1d il 3) 13 10 P3
(in%)| 31,03% 7,69% 238]%n 27,780 23,41% 25[00% 28,89% 23,81%  26,44%
YES absolut 20 12 32 13 32 45 32 32 64
(in%) 68,97% 92,31% 76,19% 72,22%  76,[19% 7%,00% 7111% 76|19% |73,56%
Total 29 13 42 18 42 60 45 42 87
NO absoluje 21 10 31 15 31 4p 35 31 46
(in%] 72,41% 76,92p6 73,41% 83,33% 73,81% 74,67% 77{78% 7381%  [75,86%
YES absoluge 8 3 11 3 11 14 10 11 1
(in9%) | 27,59%| 23,0894 26,190 16,67%  26,19% 23,33% 22,2P% 26,19%  24,14%
Total 29 13 42 18 42 60 45 42 87
NO absoluje 24 11 35 15 35 5p 33 35 48
(in%)] 82,76% 84,62p6 83,33% 83,33% 83,83% 83,33% 73{33% 83833% [78,16%
YES absolufe 5 2 7 3 7 1( 12 7 1p
(in%) | 17,24%| 15,389 16,67 16,67%  16,64% 16,67% 26,6(/% 16,6Y%  21,84%
Total 29 13 42 18 42 60 45 42 87
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CFSP power relegatiop

CFSP policy regulatiorn
on the personal and

administrative levels

Council voting patterns

in regard to the CFSH

common armaments

policy

common European
defence or

peace policy/

crisis management

Hypothese 1 Hypothese 2 Hypothese 3
absolute value p-value absolute value p-value absuhlte p-value
Chi-Quadrat nach 3.33 0.19 0.93 0.63 0.71 0.70
Pearson
Kontingenzkoeffizient 0.27 0.19 0.12 0.63 0.09 0.70
Kendall-Tau-c -0.13 0.21 -0.08 0.44 0.08 0.40
absolute value p-value absolute value p-value absuvalte p-value
Chi-Quadrat nach 1.38 0.71 2.65 450 1.11 0.77
Pearson
Kontingenzkoeffiziert 0.18 0.71 .21 0.45 0.11 0.77
Kendall-Tau-c 0.07 0.63 0.02 0.89 0.06 0.58
absolute value p-value absolute value p-value absuvalte p-value
Chi-Quadrat nach 1.20 0.55 1.06 0.59 6.06 0.11
Pearson
Kontingenzkoeffiziept 0.17 0.55 .130 0.59 0.26 0.11
Kendall-Tau-c 0.12 0.44 -0.13 0.31 -0.16 0.15
absolute value p-value absolute value p-value absuhlte p-value
Chi-Quadrat nach 3.73 0.05 0.21 0.65 0.57 0.45
Pearson
Kontingenzkoeffizient 0.29 0.05** 0.06 0.65 0.08 48B.
Kendall-Tau-c -0.27 0.04** 0.05 0.65 0.08 0.45
absolute value p-value absolute value p-value absuhlte p-value
Chi-Quadrat nach 2.70 0.10 0.11 0.74 0.29 0.59
Pearson
Kontingenzkoeffizieng 0.25 0.10* 0.04 0.74 0.06 0.59
Kendall-Tau-c | -0.20 0.05** -0.03 0.75 0.05 0.59
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Hypothese 1

Hypothese 2

Hypothese 3

absolute value p-value absolute value p-value absuvalte p-value
Chi-Quadrat nach 0,09 0,76 0,64 0,42 0,19 67 0,
Pearson
Kontingenzkoeffizieng 0,05 0,76 0,10 0,42 50,0 0,67
Kendall-Tau-c 0,04 0,75 -0,08 0,39 0,04 0,67
absolute value p-value absolute value p-value abswvalte p-value
Chi-Quadrat nach 0,02 0,88 0,00 1,00 1,27 26 0,
Pearson
Kontingenzkoeffizienf 0,02 0,88 0,00 0oa, 0,12 0,26
Kendall-Tau- 0,02 0,88 0,00 1,00 -0,10 0,25

Note: *** significant at .01; ** significant at .05; * significant at .10

-34-




European Integration within the area of Common Forégn and Security Policy

8.4 Analysis of preference consistency

power relegation, policy regulation
and Council voting patterns

voting consistent with at least one
policy and one concrete measure

yes no

standard deviation above 0.2 standard deviation of 0 to 0.25 total sample 28.57% 71.43%
small countries 24.13% 75.87% small countries 27.59% 72.41%
big countries 30.77% 69.23% big countries 30.77% 69.23%

power relegation, policy regulation
and Council voting patterns_2

voting consistent with at least one
policy and one concrete measure_2

yes no

standard deviation above 0.2 standard deviation of 0 to 0.25 total sample 26.67% 73.33%
EU institution 44.44% 55.56% EU institution 22.22% 77.78%
member-states 26.19% 73.81% member-states 28.57% 71.43%

power relegation, policy regulation
and Council voting patterns_3

voting consistent with at least one
policy and one concrete measure_3

yes no
standard deviation above 0.2 standard deviation of O to 0.2% total sample 33.33% 66.67%

member-states 26.19% 73.81% member-states 28.57% 71.43%
accession candidat 55.55% 44.45% accession candidat 37.78% 62.22%
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8.5Remarks

! Mearsheimer also considered the number of nucleaheads as an indicator for a state’s
actual power. Nevertheless this will be left outthins study due to the fact that only two
nuclear powers exist in the European Union.

2 GNI is considered to be the Gross Domestic ProlBEXP) minus net taxes on production
and imports, compensation of employees and propedyme payable to the rest of the
world. Furthermore the corresponding items recde/dtom the rest of the world are not
included (OECD, 2003). Mearsheimer used the Gross Natiomatilet (GNP) as an
indicator for potential power. Due to the fact tkiad OECD as well as the World Bank do
not produce statistics about the GNP any longer amsider the GNP as identical to the
GNI (OECD, 2003), these statistics will be taketo iaccount instead of GNP statistics.

3 It was not possible to receive reliable informat@nthe number of armed forces from 2003.
Thus numbers from 2004 needed to be consulted.

* No delegates of Spain are present in the analysis

® The Pearson's chi-square test of independence asseissteer paired observations on two
variables, expressed in a contingency table, alep@ndent of each other (Plackett, 1983)

® The Kendall Tau-c rank coefficient is used to tekether two variables may be regarded as
statistically dependent. In comparison to the Reesschi-square test, Kendall Tau-c is a
non-parametric test statistic, thus not relyingassumptions about the distributions of the
variables. The Kendall Tau-c tests the strengtlarofassociation within cross tabulations,
giving that both variables have an ordinal measerégmevel. It adjusts for ties and is
suitable for rectangular tables. The values ofkadall Tau-c test range from -1 (perfect
inversion) to +1 (perfect agreement). (Prokhor@®QD)

" The analysis was also done in an extended veiisiomhich country size was coded,
including the accession candidates for the ceefatern enlargement, as the following: big
member-states (France, Germany, ltaly, Poland ,nSparkey, the United Kingdom), small
member-states (Austria, Bulgaria, Belgium, CyprGgech Republic, Denmark, Estonia,
Finland, Malta, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Latvighuiania, Luxembourg, the Netherlands,
Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Sweden). &8s with this sample the results did

not differ, as only slight differences appearedjlevthe significance or non-significance
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stayed the same as with the smaller version ofstmaple only including to that time
member-states.

8 the standard deviation is considered to be bigi#f above 0.25. The average of sample 1 is
0.68, of sample 2 itis 0.67 and in sample 3 @.&8.

° with policies we consider the questions 3a) abo@oammon armaments policy and 3b)
about a common European defence or peace polisgg/cnanagement

19 with concrete measures question 3c) about theicneaf a single European armed force

and 3d) about the creation of a single Europeanrggcouncil, will be considered
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