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Abstract: Recent years have witnessed a growing interesapiplying the Europeanization
concept to the study of foreign policy. Discussimayv foreign policy Europeanization relates to
Europeanization research in other areas of EU gavee as well as to traditional approaches
from the International Relations discipline, we mxae the added value of studying foreign policy
through the lens of Europeanization. As there is\bw a considerable diversity of explanations
for EU-induced changes of the national foreign @es of EU Member States, we propose
important conceptual refinements, providing a cléatinction between the dimensions of
Europeanization, their respective outcomes andicpsatly the mechanisms that drive
Europeanization in these different dimensions. @W\erthis working paper illustrates that
Europeanization research addresses important siiartgs of International Relations approaches
dominant in the field of European foreign policyadysis. By focusing on the interplay of “top-
down” and “bottom-up” dynamics between the EU aratiamal levels, which have been
previously considered as isolated phenomena, thepEeanization concept contributes to a better
understanding of the complex nature of Europeagidarpolicy-making.



Introduction

Initially developed to examine the consequencesiggration in the communitarized first

pillar of the European Union (EU) on Member Statesgent years have withessed a growing
interest in applying the concept of Europeanizatiorthe study of foreign policy (Major

2005; Miskimmon 2007; Vaquer i Fanés 2001; Wong52@DO07). This is a welcome trend as
it prepares the ground for a European approactoreign policy analysis (Manners and
Whitman 2000; White 1999) that is sensitive todistinct environment in which the national

foreign policies of EU Member States are constaictdowever, as many Europeanization
scholars have tended to customize theoretical fraries, rather than employ and refine
established frameworks, there is by now a condudenange of explanations for EU-induced
changes of the foreign policies of EU Member Statésreover, previous conceptualizations
of the Europeanization of foreign policy do not eoffa clear distinction between the
dimensions of Europeanization, their respectivecames and the mechanisms that drive
Europeanization, nor do they provide a clear unideding of how the Europeanization of

foreign policy actually works.

In this article we review the increasing amountiterature on Europeanization in the foreign
policy realm and put forward important refinemerits the conceptualization of the
Europeanization of foreign poliéyAt the outset we discuss how Europeanization rekda
the area of the EU's Common Foreign and Securitfc}dCFSP) relates to first pillar-
Europeanization studies. Subsequently, we turn e two key dimensions of the
Europeanization of foreign policy: the uploadingnational foreign policy preferences to the
EU level (also called bottom-up Europeanization] #re downloading of policy models and
ideas from the CFSP to the national level (refertedas top-down Europeanization).
Europeanization in these two key dimensions mag teatwo different basic outcomes: the
projection of national policy preferences and ideat® the EU level, and changes of national

foreign policy due to EU stimuli and pressures.

As a next step, we present policy learning andadiaation as the key mechanisms that drive
the Europeanization of foreign policy. Concernihg bottom-up dimension, we argue that the
consensus-oriented decision-making culture in thEBRencourages uploading strategies such
as the strategic utilization of norm-based argusyentnormative suasion. By moving from a
bargaining to an arguing style of decision-makiMgmber States have enhanced their ability
to reach agreement. At the same time, policy legraind socialization in CFSP institutions

have led to the adaptation of national foreign g@plor even long-term changes in national



preferences (top-down Europeanization). EU adaptatian thus take place even in the
absence of formal enforcement mechanisms and degpifflicting initial policy preferences
of Member States. In conclusion, we summarize taarfindings of the article and highlight

the added value of a refined Europeanization cancep



Europeanization - No ‘One Size Fits All' Concept

As the body of Europeanization literature has erpdnsubstantially over the last two
decades, the study of Europeanization has matuithé @mpirical, conceptual and theoretical
levels. In early works, Europeanization was gemherahderstood as “the emergence and
development at the European level of distinctiveicstires of governance” (Green Cowles,
Caporaso, and Risse 2001, p3). Europeanization dbasribed a ‘bottom-up’ process that
starts at the level of Member States and resulth@amges at the European level. Since the late
1990s, however, scholars have become increasimjgyessted in the effects of European
integration on Member States and the ways in whindse states are adapting to Europe
(Goetz and Meyer-Sahling 2008). These studies stomt Europeanization as a ‘top-down’
process, whereby stimuli and commitments that eenfeagn the EU level produce changes of

various aspects at the national level.

Central to the understanding of top-down Europesiun is the ‘goodness of fit'" argument,
which posits that the degree of compatibility of Bdd Member State arrangements is a
central factor determining changes in domestictyaofiolicies and politics (Green Cowles,
Caporaso, and Risse 2001). The ‘goodness of Gtiment, which has become increasingly
disputed in recent contributions (e.g. Dunia 20@&gks to account for changes of Member
States’ policies in response to EU pressure awdnmpliance with EU requirements.

Research on Europeanization also examines waysnieptually link the bottom-up and top-
down dimensions. Drawing on evidence from the fieldEU environmental policy-making,

Borzel (2002) has shown that Member States mayorespgo top-down pressures of
Europeanization by making proactive attempts aoekm their own policy preferences to
the EU level. Through this so-called ‘uploading'rational preferences to the EU level — in
contrast to ‘downloading’, which refers to the netten of EU policies at the national level —

EU Member States seek to shape EU policies by wthiel are subsequently affected.

Methodological Challenges

The linkages between the bottom-up and top-dowredsions of Europeanization, however,
create an important methodological challenge foropeanization research: If the two

dimensions are viewed as mutually constitutive Batbpeanization is thus understood as an
ongoing, circular movement, the boundaries betwdgpendent and independent variables

become blurred and an analytical distinction beudi#ficult. Therefore, following authors



such as Wendt (1987, p364-5), “bracketing” is sgtgpk as a methodological device, i.e. to
distinguish between periods during which a focustlo agency of Member States seems
warranted, and periods during which Member Staémeagis taken as given in order to focus
on the effect of EU institutions and processeshasé states. For Europeanization research,
this means that uploading and downloading are agghrand examined — one at a time — as

different dimensions in the Europeanization process

A further important challenge for methodology is throblem of equifinality — that is,
scholars must differentiate between domestic chamgsulting from Europeanization and
changes caused by other phenomena in both thenatiemal and domestic spheres of EU
Member States. There might be other developmemtisistgvhich the impact of the CFSP has
to be checked, such as changes in the structuhe ofiternational system (e.g. the end of the
Cold War), international political events of gresgnificance or changes in government. To
deal with these challenges, different researchegif@s — such as process tracing, comparative
case study designs, triangulation and counterfactasoning — have been recommended
(Major 2005; Mendez, Wishlade, and Yuill 2038).

Overall, Europeanization is not a theory but ratheronceptual framework that draws on a
range of theoretical and explanatory schemes, amdpganization studies are often couched
in both rationalist and constructivist perspectivg®atherstone 2003, pl2). Such an
‘integrative’ approach is not without problems, lewer, as International Relations (IR)

scholars have tended to focus on meta-theoretiedlatds surrounding the ontological

disputes and methodological divides between raliimaand social constructivism. It must

suffice here to point out that, given the evidetita integration and cooperation within the
EU affects the national level through various mec$ras, certain scholars of EU studies have
chosen a pragmatic and problem-driven (instead ethod-driven) approach; in order to

better capture the complex reality of Europeancgyathaking, analytical frameworks have

been developed that incorporate both the ratianalsl constructivist perspective (e.g.

Checkel 1999; Jupille, Caporaso, and Checkel 2003).

Applying the Concept of Europeanization to the $ufd-oreign Policy

In contrast to policy fields in the EU’s first @t foreign policy has not been extensively
studied through the lens of Europeanization foorggltime (e.g. Green Cowles, Caporaso,
and Risse 2001). This can be attributed, among tiinggs, to the distinctive character of the
CFSP as compared to the EU’s first pillar.



White (1999, p37) has pointed out that Europearidor policy comprises three different
levels of activity: first, the supranational extarnelations of the European Community (EC)
as the EU's first pillar; second, the CFSP as tbesign policy of the EU on an
intergovernmental basis, which constitutes the segllar in the architecture of the EU; and
third, the national foreign policies of Member $&tThough bearing in mind that these three
levels are increasingly interwoven, the focus @ #rticle is on the question of how far the
national foreign policies of EU Member States hbeen adapted or transformed because of

the CFSP, which is seen as the political core abgean foreign policy.

European Political Cooperation (EPC) — the foreaurof the CFSP — was originally created
as an informal, non-binding forum for discussiortisaile the EC system, and supranational
institutions played hardly any role in this sphdrke strongly intergovernmental character of
EPC, and later of the CFSP, led scholars to suspétimited impact [of EPC/CFSP] on
domestic policy choices” (Hix and Goetz 2000, p6pnsequently, Europeanization was
expected to be less likely to occur and its effeotbe much weaker and more difficult to
trace than in policy fields in the EU’s first pilJavhere substantial competences had been

transferred to the supranational EU level.

However, more recent works have shown that thendisdn between ‘first pillar’ and ‘second
pillar’ Europeanization can easily be misleading,tlhe dynamics of Europeanization also
seem to differ in policy areas found in the EUssffipillar. Bulmer and Radaelli (2004)
distinguish between four main patterns of govereandhe EU — governance by negotiation,
governance by hierarchy in terms of positive andatige integration, and facilitated
coordination — arguing that different factors expl&uropeanization outcomes for each of

these pattern.

Conceptualizations of the Europeanization of fargiglicy thus have to account for the fact
that the dynamics of Europeanization in this pofieyd differ from dynamics in other policy
areas. Very importantly, the ‘goodness of fit’ exgdtion of Europeanization is not as suitable
for the field of foreign policy as it is for policyelds marked by hierarchical governance. In
the area of foreign policy, there is usually nce&l vertical chain-of-command, in which EU
policy descends from Brussels into the Member StaBulmer and Radaelli 2004, p9).
Member States themselves — usually by consenshigpe she decisions they are later affected
by, and the level of adaptational pressure in tha af foreign policy does not match the level
of pressure in other policy fields, where policynfdates are made on the EU level and

supranational actors like the European Commissiay gn important role.



This is not to say, however, that the dynamics wfogeanization in the foreign policy field
are insignificant. Rather, it is assumed that Eaampzation follows no single ‘logic’ across
the various EU policy areas and that, in the realrforeign policy, it takes place on a more
voluntary and non-hierarchical basis (Bulmer andid#li 2004, p7). As the review of the
literature on the Europeanization of foreign polinythe next sections will show, there has
been an observable trend throughout Member Stias¢sEurope matters’ with regard to their

foreign policies.



Europeanization of Member State Foreign Policy — Dnensions,

Mechanisms and Outcomes

There is a growing consensus that the Europeaoizafiforeign policy is best understood as
an interactive process of change linking the nafiand EU levels (Juncos and Pomorska
2006; Major 2005; Wong 2006, 2007). The distinctimiween the bottom-up and top-down
directions of Europeanization has been observabedriterature on European foreign policy
and two distinct dimensions in particular have bemtified: (a) the uploading of national
foreign policy preferences to the European level @m the downloading of EU foreign
policy to the national level (Tsardanidis and Stigr2005, Wong 2005, 2006, Major and
Pomorska 2005Y.As Member States together initiate and shape tfieigs to which they
later adapt, the two dimensions are linked in pcacnd Europeanization may also take place
during, and even before, the process of sectotabiation on the EU level (Bulmer and
Radaelli 2004; Irondelle 2003).

However, further clarification is required with e¥g to how the different processes work and
what mechanisms drive Europeanization (Miskimmof@7)OPrevious conceptualizations of
the Europeanization of foreign policy do not pravié clear distinction between the
dimensions of Europeanization, the mechanisms dhae it, and the respective outcomes
(see Table 1). Addressing this research deficitis teection provides a refined

conceptualization of the Europeanization of forgigticy.

Table 1: Dimensions, Mechanisms and Outcomes of theuropeanization of Foreign

Policy

Dimensions Mechanisms Outcomes/Indicators
Uploading/Bottom-Up o Policy Projection

Member States seek to influence EU  Socialization projection of national policy

foreign policy and the foreign policies preferences, policy models and ideas
of other Member States onto the EU level
Downloading/Top-Down Socialization/ Policy Adaptation

Member States are subject to Learning changes of national institutions,
influences and stimuli from the EU and processes, ideas and policies due to
other Member States practices, rules, objectives and norms

adopted or prescribed at the EU level




Although the EU also promotes general principlepalitical order such as democracy and
human rights outside of Europe (Schimmelfennig 20@Ye domestic effects of European
integration beyond the group of actual and prospedU Member States will not be dealt
with in this article. Moreover, the focus will b@ the Europeanization of policy — that is, on
changes in the substance, priorities and objectiwesational foreign policy in response to
Europe rather than on the Europeanization of psliind polity. However, as an absolutely
sharp separation is not always possible or usefplractice, institutional changes as well as

changes to the policy-making process will be disedswhere appropriate and relevant.

The Uploading Dimension of Europeanization

The uploading dimension relates to the construatioBuropean foreign policy. The outcome
of Europeanization here is the projection of naloforeign policy preferences (ideas and
policy templates) onto the EU level. From the pecsipe of rationalist institutionalism,
foreign policy cooperation can be understood asrguortant instrument that allows Member
States to pursue their national interests morectfey. The pooling of resources results in a
‘politics of scale effect’ (Ginsberg 1989), whidhcreases the influence and leverage of EU
Member States’ governments in world affairs andvjgles an incentive for Member States to
proactively project their priorities and policy &y onto the EU level.

The projection of national preferences is alsoipaldrly attractive when Member States
pursue goals that they cannot attain through werdhtaction, or when Member States wish to
externalize national problems to the EU level. Erample, such an observation has been
made of France in the realm of the European Sgcarit Defence Policy (ESDR)where
French policy-makers sought to commit their Eurappartners to EU interventions in sub-
Saharan Africa (Menon 2009). Member States camduaniore use the “shield effect” (Tonra
2000b) of foreign policy cooperation to reduce thsts and risks of pursuing a controversial
policy such as political or economic sanctions talgaa third country, and national projection
can be a strategy to keep adaptation pressuresmstgmirom the CFSP within clear

boundaries (Miskimmon 2007).

Uploading ideally results in other Member Statedbm@tion of the projected policies.
However, several Member States will often injeetitipreferences into EU-level negotiations.
In such a situation, intergovernmental IR approacEsume that the unanimity principle in



CFSP decision-making would favour a policy outcotinat represents the lowest common

denominator of Member States’ preferences.

It has been argued, however, that the institutivagbn of European foreign policy

cooperation and the emergence of common norms atdess have transformed the
environment of European foreign policy-making inpontant ways (see Smith 2004a).
Common procedural norms such as the practice ainghanformation and the ‘reflex of

coordination’ (Glarbo 1999; Smith 1998, p315; Wéssand Weiler 1988) were first

developed on an informal basis and specified oleryears. They were confirmed in the
Single European Act (SEA), which came into forcel®87 and provided a treaty base for
European foreign policy cooperation for the fiiste, and also in the Maastricht Treaty on
European Union (TEU) of 1993, though no provisidbmstheir enforcement were stated in
either treaty. Besides these procedural norms, rif@pbsubstantive norms, policy positions
and objectives that make up the EU’s foreign polimguis have developed, which set

precedents that guide further decision-making.

These changes have affected the strategies thatbbfteStates employ to ‘upload’ their
preferences onto the EU level, which differ in impat ways from inter-state bargaining.
Socialization — a process whereby actors of a gigemmunity are inducted into the
community’s norms and rules — plays an importatg, rehile a further differentiation can be
made depending on the nature or ‘quality’ of sazsdion (see below). Member States may
use norm-based arguments (Checkel 2005; Schimnmif@®01) to enhance the legitimacy
of their claims. This approach has been termediiagy and is based on the assumption of
‘strategically socialized’ actors. Here, Membert&astrategically appeal to common norms,
values and policy precedents and make use of gstracor peer pressure to advance their
interests and sanction defectors of cooperation.pfisited out by Schimmelfennig and
Thomas (2009), a Member State’s ability to succ#lysiemploy norm-based arguments
depends on a number of conditions, including theerdenacy of an EU norm and its
relevance to a particular policy, as well as theurio for negotiations. For example, Juncos
and Pomorska (2006) suggested that Member Statesexpatives in Council working groups
make (strategic) use of the opportunities provideg an institutional environment

characterized by common norms and rules (playiegBhussels game’).

Member State representatives may also try to inftaenot only each other’s behaviour but
also each other’s thinking through deliberation aramative suasion’ (Schimmelfennig and
Thomas 2009; Tonra 2001; Smith 2004b). This woukhmthat national ideas and policy



preferences are not static but may change overdimlecome closer to each other, as actors
internalize new understandings of appropriatends®m such a social constructivist
perspective, actors may start to perceive each otbeeasingly as partners who have to solve
joint problems, rather than negotiating opponemig bargaining game (Smith 2004b, p102).

Both of these styles of preference uploading mayp aixplain why smaller Member States
with less bargaining power might succeed in infieg European foreign policy outcomes.
For example, the small Nordic EU members, partityl@weden and Finland, have generally
wielded strong influence in the establishment o ttiviian dimension of the ESDP

(Jakobsen 2009; Arter 2000; Bjoérkdahl 2008).

Overall, it has been noted that by shifting frorhasgaining style of interest mediation to an
arguing style of cooperation, EU states have imgdotheir prospects for foreign policy
cooperation (Smith 2004b; Juncos and Pomorska 2006is far, however, different ways of
preference-uploading have primarily been descridegbirically. It would be an interesting
avenue for future studies to engage in more thgarged research in order to look at how
Member States further their interests in Europeaeidgn policy-making, and to examine
under which ‘conditions’ Member States employ atipalar uploading strategy. It would be
conceivable, for instance, that negotiations alesg contended foreign policy issues that are
not deeply entrenched at the domestic level arerikely to encourage a problem-solving or
arguing mode of interest mediation. Highly contdsfereign policy issues that are of
substantial significance to individual Member Statey contrast, can be expected to promote

a bargaining style of negotiations.

It is moreover important to point out that ‘prefece-uploading’ might begin at an earlier

stage in the EU foreign policy cycle. While thigide has focused on uploading strategies
available to Member States to influence EU-levalislen-making in the ‘negotiation phase’,

other routes of influence exist (Major 2008). Vamportantly, Member States might seek to
shape the EU'’s foreign policy agenda and form tioak with like-minded states to influence

the issues that will be subject to EU-level nedmres and deliberations (Miskimmon and

Paterson 2003).

The Downloading Dimension of Europeanization

The downloading dimension refers to a top-down @sscwhere the outcome is national
change and adaptation (be it of policies or prefegs) in terms of policy-making style,

objectives and substance in response to EU stiamali pressures. Important indicators are,



among other things, an increasing degree of saiehthe EU agenda, a contracting scope of
national domaines réservéghe relaxation of national policy priorities t@wcammodate
progress of common policies, and the emergencehafed definitions of national and
European preferences (Wong 2006; Gross 2009). ithp@rtant to note, however, that this
does not necessarily imply an overall homogenisatioross EU Member States. Indeed,
perhaps the most contested question for resear¢cheoBuropeanization of foreign policy is
whether a broad convergence can be expected teel@ominant tendency over the long term
(Wong 2007: 325).

The general picture that emerges from the growodylof literature is that the trajectories of
foreign policy adaptation differ in individual Merab States. Domestic factors such as the
size of a Member State and the extent of a stéte&sign relations network, as well as
historically conditioned variables like nationalerdity (e.g. an ‘Atlanticist’ versus a
‘Europeanist’ orientation) and strategic cultureg(eziews concerning the use of force), seem

to influence national Europeanization experiences.

Larger Member States are frequently portrayed lagpers’ rather than ‘takers’ of European
foreign policy (Gross 2009; Miskimmon 2007) and tB®) impact’ on smaller Member
States is usually considered to be more profoundr@ 2000b). This is not to say, however,
that larger Member States are immune to the ‘EUaktipor that foreign policy adaptation in
response to the EU may not have significant benédit larger Member States. As argued by
Wong (2006) in a detailed study of French foreigtiqy toward East Asia, the impact of EU
institutions and the CFSP on French foreign patiefraviour has been more significant than
is commonly imagined. Irondelle (2003) has showat tven the anticipated movement
towards integration in the defence realm alreadydraimpact on the French military reforms
from 1991-96.

Moreover, integration-related factors, such asdheation of EU membership, seem to play
an important role. Unlike old Member States, newnbers were unable to influence the EU
foreign policyacquisfrom the outset of European foreign policy coopiera Adaptation thus
followed a top-down direction as new members adpligheir national foreign policies to pre-
established European foreign policy positions. Geeand Spain, for instance, which joined
the then EC in 1981 and 1986 respectively, dowregtatlie importance of central traditional
policy positions to bring them in line with the EUacquis politique(Economides 2005;
loakimidis 2000; Kennedy 2000).



Finally, it seems important to caution against tlsk of overstating the EU’s impact on
national foreign policy. The Europeanization ofeiign policy may be reversible, and there
may be processes of ‘de-Europeanization’ or ‘remaiization’. For example, EU Member
States may fall back on their own resources andithehl strategies during political crises or
after changes in government if domestic actors wippose EU-inspired changes are

empowered.



Mechanisms of Europeanization

As pointed out above, processes of elite sociaimaand the emergence of common EU
foreign policy-norms have affected both the strigegvailable to Member States to upload
their national preferences to the EU-level andwhg Member States adapt their policies and
preferences to the EU. Learning, by contrast, tesal changes of beliefs, cognitions and
attitudes of political elites that, in turn, caradeto changes in foreign policy and national

adaptation.

Learning

Learning has been identified as a key mechanismditiges Europeanization and leads to
policy adaptation (Wong 2005; Smith 2004a,b). Itiqyoareas like employment and social
protection, the EU has established the ‘Open MethfoGoordination’ to provide a platform
for collective learning. In the foreign policy real where no such learning platform has been
put into practice, policy makers are more likelyléarn from critical experiences, such as
crises and policy failures, which put into questiba policy that has been followed hitherto

rather than from common benchmarks and best pesc{Bulmer and Radaelli 2004).

This is not to say, however, that in the framewoflEU foreign policy cooperation Member
States do not also learn from each other. As it b@sn shown in France’s trade and
investment relations with China, France’s foreigoliqy was Europeanized in terms of
learning and emulative transfer from the ‘GermardetoWong 2006). Still, it is commonly
understood that the most substantial shift in mafidoreign policy positions and preferences
were driven by critical external events. It hasrbebserved that Member States’ experience
with helplessness in collectively dealing with mm&tional conflicts and crises led to
enhanced efforts to strengthen the EU’s capacityoiat action, and to speak with one voice
in international affairs. The EU’s inability to efftively respond to the violent break-up of
former Yugoslavia, for example, has been identifeed a key factor that has driven the
development of ESDP. And European disunity durimg kraq crisis of 2003 has been an
influential factor in the development of the Eurape&Security Strategy (Mahncke 2004).

Two forms of learning can essentially be distingas (Radaelli 2003, p52): Whereas it is
assumed that ‘thin learning’ occurs when actorsljtesh their strategies in order to achieve
their unwavering goals, ‘thick learning’ entailsaththe belief systems and preferences of

actors are modified and their values reshaped. Mervé¢he phenomenon of learning from



joint European foreign policy experiences has ywarbeen studied in an in-depth,
theoretically-informed manner. In part, this mighie because of conceptual and
methodological challenges encountered by theorfelearning, as learning is difficult to

define, operationalize and measure empirically {L&994). An interesting new research
avenue would thus be to examine with regard to r@eadey foreign policy issues to what
extent the frequent deliberations among CFSP paatits have led to the emergence of
shared understandings and beliefs and a streagnlofimational preferences concerning key
international issues, and whether such cognitivanghs have long-lasting effects on

subsequent decisions about foreign policy andegyat

The Socialization of CFSP Participants

To derive a more fine-grained explanation of Euewpezation, scholars moved down the
ladder of abstraction from the state level (maenel) to the level of Member State
representatives in EU-level institutions (microdgv In the realm of the CFSP, research on
socialization has largely focused on the Politenadl Security Committee (PSC) (Duke 2005;
Duke 2007; Juncos and Reynolds 2007), its forenutime Political Committee (Jagrgensen
1997; Nuttall 1992), as well as the Council workiggoups (Beyers 2005; Juncos and
Pomorska 2006). Drawing on insights from social starctivist research, a number of
empirical studies on the CFSP (Tonra 2000a, 200d) the ESDP (Cornish and Edwards
2001; Meyer 2005) have argued that EU-level instihs have the ability to socialize their
agents. These studies generally identified theb*tke atmosphere’ and Member States’
willingness to coordinate their foreign policy acts, share information and comply with
common procedural norms in the absence of ‘rolmastipliance mechanisms as evidence for

elite socialization.

Research on CFSP committees and working groups shasvn that Member State
representatives — which are formally ‘agents’ daditrstates who receive instructions from
their governments — have considerable leeway ilmenting foreign policy decisions. As a
matter of fact, according to estimates only 10-Escent of the foreign policy issues —
although usually issues that are of particulaesake to one or more Member State(s) — on the
agenda of the General Affairs and External Relati@ouncil (GAERC) are actually decided
by the Council (Hayes-Renshaw 2002). The majoritissues have been not only prepared
but also agreed upon at the level of CFSP commsiiee working groups before they reach



the Council. Europeanization might thus occur tigtoutthe influence of Member State

representatives placed in Brussels on nationaépate formation.

Still, it is important to notice that the effectssmcialization are not limited to the lower-level
bodies of decision-making. As Thomas (2009) hasiedgkey procedural CFSP norms, i.e.
the normative commitment to joint action and to m&ning consistency and coherence,
characterize EU foreign policy negotiations in fallums of decision-making, including the
GAERC. Yet, given the high frequency of interactlmiween Member Sate representatives in
CFSP committees and working groups, the effectssaifialization are expected to be

especially profound in these institutions.

A particularly important question when trying todemstand the impact of socialization on
European foreign policy outcomes concerns the aatfiisocialization in CFSP institutions.
Drawing on Checkel's (2005) distinction between ttypes of norm internalization, it has
been examined whether actors simply take the norenabntext of the CFSP into account
when they pursue their national objectives (typetdrnalization/strategic socialization), or if
CFSP institutions transform the properties of agtae. their national identities and foreign
policy preferences (type 2 internalization). Widgard to strategic socialization, CFSP norms
constrain the behaviour of actors, while in insen@f type 2 internalization, CFSP

institutions and norms have constitutive effects.

Table 2: Socialization and Europeanization Outcomes

Degree of Socialization Instruments/Interest Outcomes
Mediation
Type 1 Internalization Norm-Based Arguing Adaptation of Behaviour to
(strategic socialization) Constraints
Type 2 Internalization Normative Suasion Preference/ldentity Change

In a study on Council working groups, Juncos anthé&gka (2006) argued that EU-level
diplomats comply with a group’s procedural normd anles because they calculate that doing
so helps them reach their national goals more tefidg. Here, the main mechanism behind
socialization is ‘strategic action’ (Checkel 200&hd no internalization of European norms

has (yet) occurred.



In situations of repeated negotiations, as in #se®f the CFSP, reputation-building enhances
a Member State’s ability to influence decision-nmakiln this view, it can be expected that
adaptation follows a strategic calculus; actors @dgpt to EU policies and positions because
they are willing to trade the losses of one rouhdemotiations against the higher benefits of a
subsequent round, gained by accomplishing a cotwpereeputation. Non-cooperation, in

turn, entails the risk of being isolated and maatgaed in the decision-making process.

Scholars such as Smith (2004a) and Tonra (2001 taken the impact of participation in EU
foreign policy-making on national foreign policiasstep further. Drawing on insights from
sociological institutionalism, they argue that igre policy cooperation has led to the
emergence of a common ‘role identity’ among CFSR@pants. Member States support EU
positions and policies as they are convinced thatgiso is appropriate in terms of promoting
common European objectives, norms and values. Kemalization goes beyond conscious
role-playing and requires type 2 norm internal@atiand a change in the values and
preferences of actors. As a result, actors inangasiidentify themselves with common

European objectives and try to find solutions ie thterest of a common European good
(Beyers 2005).

Against this background, an especially promisingrase for further investigation will be to
specify the conditions under which policy makersynmernalize common norms and ideas
in order to shed additional light on the links beém CFSP institutions, socialization and
changes in national foreign policies. It would lmaceivable, for instance, that internalization
is more likely to occur if the meetings of the resfive committee or working group are
relatively insulated (Lewis 2005). In addition, thength and intensity of a national
representative’s exposure to an EU committee/wgrigroup may also play a role (Beyers
2005).



Conclusions

While previous conceptualizations of the Europeaion of foreign policy have
differentiated between different schools of Eurapeation research (Wong 2005; Gross
2007), this article has emphasized the need thdumxplore and specify the way in which
these different ‘branches’ of research are linkether than treating them as separate
phenomena. Distinguishing between dimensions (djrhgaand downloading), outcomes
(national projection and foreign policy adaptatioand especially mechanisms of
Europeanization (socialization and learning), weehattempted to better capture the complex
dynamics of the Europeanization of foreign polieyich differ in important ways from areas
of hierarchical governance located in the EU’st fpilar. Very importantly, Europeanization

processes in the foreign policy area are more vatyrand less hierarchical in nature.

In our view, the central added value of studyingdpean foreign policy through the lens of
Europeanization lies in the fact that Europeanatconcepts shift the attention to the
interactions between the national and EU leveltl@none hand, we argued that mechanisms
such as learning and socialization can explain \Eayopean foreign policy cooperation
worked in the absence of formal enforcement meshamiand against initially diverging
policy preferences of Member States. Very impohyamtdaptations of their foreign policies
can result from evolving social rules for convergbehaviour, as well as from emulative
policy transfer and learning from foreign policypexiences. At the same time, Member
States might be willing to adapt their individualdign policies to EU objectives and adhere
to procedural norms if it is in their (long-termmterest (strategic socialization), or if they
become convinced that doing so is appropriate teygucommon European objectives (norm

internalization).

On the other hand, we argued that the fact thabfaan foreign policy negotiations take
place in an increasingly institutionalized spaces hapacted the ways in which Member
States seek to upload their preferences to thepearo level. Assuming the existence of
strategically socialized actors, Member State sgr&atives will be encouraged to switch
from a ‘bargaining’ to an ‘arguing’ mode of negdiwa, and will try to influence each other’s
behaviour by framing their policy preferences amststent with common EU norms. As a
result, Member States with divergent preferenceghtrie compelled to adapt their positions
if they feel that the social rewards exceed thesco$ concession. At the same time, we
highlighted that socialization processes can havevan more profound impact and result in

changes of national preferences and identitiesthla view, agreement and preference



convergence can be attained through ‘normativei@asand the interactions of Member
States may be marked by a collective orientatioripodblem-solving’, so that common

definitions of problems and philosophies for thsglution may emerge.

While this article has set out significant refinartseof previous conceptualizations, we also
highlighted the need for further research to enbang knowledge of the Europeanization of
foreign policy. As far as the downloading dimensiisnconcerned, the phenomenon of
learning from joint European foreign policy expedes has certainly remained under-
researched. A promising avenue for further invesibgn would thus be to examine how
processes of learning in CFSP institutions encaujaint understandings and beliefs among
EU-policy makers. Regarding the uploading dimensiorther research is required as to how
Member States further their interests in Europeareign policy-making, and in which
situations they employ a particular uploading sigst As pointed out above, recent works
have made a first attempt to specify conditiond #ra conducive to a certain negotiation
style. So far, however, research has produced tenhative results, and the scope conditions
for uploading strategies need to be tested mortesdically.
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' In a broad sense, foreign policy is understoodefesring to all activities that extend beyond tiwders of a
nation or similar entity. This article concentratas the political core of these activities, inclugliquestions
related to security and defence policy.

" Process tracing in particular is considered asyarkethod that allows for the examination of litdetween
potential causes and observed outcomes, and tharffied whether supposed correlations and causal
mechanisms between integration and co-operaticheaEU level, on the one hand, and changes of wario
aspects at the Member State level, on the othecarect (George and Bennett 2005).

. Foreign policy falls under the pattern of faciiéd coordination, i.e. policy processes are nofextkto
European law, the powers of supranational act@svaak and decisions are taken by unanimity.

v Some authors have also referred to ‘crossloadisgi further dimension of Europeanization, emphagihat
changes may not only be due to the EU but mayadsar within it (Major and Pomorska 2005; Wong 200
this article, the horizontal interactions and exages between Member States are also consideredl tntler
the notion of Europeanization as ‘uploading’.

Y In this article, the ESDP is considered to beragfathe CFSP.



