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1. Introduction 
 
The interest in this research* has been triggered by two parallel developments, one 
practical or "real", the other theoretical: 
 
The first development concerns the fact that the number of small states has grown 
tremendously in Europe since the end of the Cold War. As a result of newly gained 
independence (the Baltic states) or disintegration of federations (the Czech 
Republic and Slovakia or Slovenia and Croatia), states with relatively small 
numbers of inhabitants have become as numerous as ever during this century in 
Europe: The representative European state is a small state. This evolution has 
renewed and increased interest in small states research.1 Whereas in earlier times, 
small states were typically seen as suffering from power inferiority and dependence, 
today the size of a state is a less important factor for its security than ever before 
(Väyrynen 1997: 48). But although small states participate as equal and more often 
"over-equal" partners in a number of international organizations, they still follow 
very different policies in regard to their degree of international participation and 
involvement. This raises question about the reasons for these different strategies: 
Are some better? Some worse? If this is the case, how can existence of different 
strategies be explained, presuming a rational behavior of state actors? 
 
I assume small states to have similar interests in a number of policy fields and 
institutional questions of central importance to them due to common international 
power constellations they face. These interests result from their state's identity with 
the "size aspect". If one tries to identify global aims of small powers in international 
politics, development of an international community has undoubtedly been very 
important. International organizations especially serve not only the security interests 
of small countries but also promote trade interests which are often given high 
priority in foreign policies of small developed states (Bjol 1968: 167). 
 
But although this "general interest" or "general objective" of small states may be 
stipulated, it remains a matter of fact that small states have adopted very diverging 
policies. Already in the period between both world wars, a time of high tension 
between internationalism and isolationism, it was observed that some so-called 
weak countries, if left to choose, would cling to the right to remain on the sidelines 
as long as they could (Wolfers 1943: 215). In other words, faced with similar 
structural changes in the context of their foreign and security policies, these states 
reacted in very different ways. What explains these diverging reactions? And what 
are their effects? 
 
Thus the study's central question is the following: How to explain that states with 
similar interests (or policy objectives) pursue different (and variably successful) 
policies? 

                                                 
*  I would like to thank Nora Mathys and Jarmila Mazel for research assistancy, Magdalena 

Bernath and Lyn Shepard for editorial support and the Swiss Mission to the EU for its help in 
organizing interviews. 

1  Latest examples are a large conference organized by the Austrian Institute for International 
Affairs in Vienna in autumn 1999 and a pluriannual trans-European research project to be 
launched by the Bonn-based Centre for European Integration Studies in 2000. 
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The second development concerns theoretical trends and approaches in 
international relations and foreign policy analysis: Discussions in the field of 
constructivism have underlined the importance of identity and identity changes 
regarding states' interests. Within the framework of foreign policy analysis, 
discussions on the state of the art and future research potentials point to national 
role concepts as "thick signifiers" regarding states' foreign-policy behavior. Also so-
called neoclassical realist studies in the field of foreign policy point in this direction. 
They state that beside given relative-power capabilities, national intervening 
variables govern states' current foreign and security policy (Rose 1998). But while 
these studies make relative power their chief independent variable determined 
through systemic factors, this study starts at the systemic level with the traditional 
definition of small states. But then it makes states' security identities its primary 
independent variable, arguing that states, depending on their identity, may also 
shape their international environment and thereby affect their power. In the middle 
ground between pure structural theorists and hard constructivists, I therefore adopt 
a stronger constructivist approach as compared to neoclassical realism. Thereby, 
the study also heeds the request that a compelling constructivist analysis of foreign 
policy ... must shift to the national level of analysis and must explore links between 
conceptions of state identity embedded in national politics, on the one hand, and 
the formulation and pursuit of state interest, on the other (Banchoff 1999: 262; 
Hellmann 1996: 30f.).  
 
By looking at the divergences observed in small states' integration policies, the 
study makes the link between small states' regained importance in the international 
arena and renewed interest in state identities and national role concepts. More 
precisely, starting from the assumption that foreign policy consists of behavior by 
sovereign nation states' organized societies to defend and enforce their interests 
towards their environment (Nohlen 1994: 42), it aims to analyze the link between 
states' security identities, their resulting national role concepts and policies, as well 
as the power these states enjoy in respect to their foreign and security policy 
objectives.  
 
Doing so, the study also contributes to fill a research gap in the field of integration 
policy: Plenty of studies have been written on the nature of the EU as a foreign 
policy actor, on the reasons for its successes and failures, and on its institutional 
setting. The structural side of the European political environment has been well 
researched. However, research at the agent level is fairly poor. And even there, 
publications focus mainly on reasons why certain national policies favor or hamper 
a European foreign and security policy. They largely ignore the perspective of 
individual nation states and the reasons for their policies. 
 
The study is structured as follows: It first treats the concept of small states per se 
and in regard to a changing international environment. Thereby, it looks at the 
concepts of power, interests, interdependence, identity, and role concepts. This 
section ends with the suggestion of a conceptual model analyzing and explaining 
small states' foreign policy choices. Based on this model, the guiding assumptions 
and hypotheses for our research are developed and tested. 
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2. Small states 
 
2.1 The question of definition 
 
Reflecting on the essence of small states, their criteria of definition, and the 
relations they entertain with their environment generally brings valuable insights into 
today's international relations and states' behavior in general. This is mainly due to 
the high sensitivity of small states to certain basic characteristics governing the 
international system. In traditional political thought, as reflected by Jacques 
Rousseau or Charles de Montesquieu, the qualification of a state as "small" in the 
context of foreign and security policy meant that such a state was perceived as no 
danger to neighboring states. Small states were seen as fragile creatures in the 
rough sea of international relations. They were internally well suited for democratic 
regimes but externally helpless and constantly threatened by extinction (Sieber 
1920). This view of small states was partly a myth based on political romanticism 
and idealization of the small size of nations,2 partly explained by the nature of the 
existing international system3 which was far less governed by the rule of law than it 
is today. With democracy well established in large states as well and the principle of 
sovereign equality of states generally accepted and anchored in the Charter of the 
United Nations, what significance does the concept of the small state retain? Does 
it still have any significance at all?  
Since the beginning of modern small states studies, the raison d'être of these states 
as a category of analysis has been questioned (Baehr 1974: 1; Christmas-Moller 
1983). The answers given have always been very mixed, depending mostly on the 
theoretical background, the methodological approach, and the world views of the 
authors.  
The small-state concept has always been a relative term. The qualification of a 
state as small only makes sense in relation to large states. However, the 
consequences of being large or small were not always just relative. Categorization 
of states according to their territorial extension or the size of their population used 
to be of crucial importance. What today are called strategic depth and military 
manpower were essential factors which decided on the survival of states. Small 
states were not just smaller than others; the consequences of this relative quality 
could be absolute. The significance of smallness depended on the notion of power 
and the nature of the international system. 
 
Power has been described as one of the most fundamental concepts in political 
science, the political process being essentially the shaping, distribution, and 
exercise of power (Lasswell 1962: 16). The importance of power in international 
relations has been underlined by Hans Morgenthau, who assumed "...that 
statesmen think and act in terms of interest defined as power" (Morgenthau 1967: 
5). But what does power consist of? In a positive sense, power may be defined as 
the capacity of an individual or group of individuals to modify the conduct of other 
individuals or groups as he or she desires (Lasswell and Kaplan 1950: 75). In a 
negative sense, it is the ability to prevent others from affecting their own behavior 

                                                 
2  For the different myths regarding small states, see Thürer (1998). 
3  An international system is formed when two or more states have sufficient contact between 

themselves, and have sufficient impact on one another's decisions to cause them to behave 
- at least in some measures - as parts of a whole (Bull 1977: 9). 
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(Singer 1972: 54). The first form of power may be called influence, the second form 
autonomy. 
Quantitative criteria for qualifying a state as small or large - such as geographic 
extent, size of population, GNP, or number of diplomatic representations - were 
believed to indicate the degree to which a given state would seek to influence 
affairs beyond its immediate environment and, more critically, the degree to which 
its leaders would be prepared to assume risks in pursuing extra-regional ends.4 It 
was the capacity of the state to withstand stress, on one hand, and its ability to 
pursue a policy of its own devising, on the other, which were traditionally seen as 
the key criteria of smallness (Vital 1967: 4). Speaking in terms of power, smallness 
can thus be characterized as having the effect of producing both an influence and 
an autonomy deficit (Wiberg 1987: 339; Höll 1983: 4). Small states have relatively 
little influence on their international environment, and their autonomy in respect to 
this environment is relatively small. Small states are less powerful than larger 
states. They suffer from a power deficit. 
The question is the extent to which this power deficit is influenced by purely 
quantitative factors. To what extent do such factors influence a state's foreign and 
security policy? Beside the basic division between influence and autonomy, 
different material dimensions of power have to be distinguished. Power is 
contextual: The transfer of power resources from one issue area to another is linked 
to transfer costs. A state may be "big" and "small" at the same time (Hirsch 1976: 
113). A common indicator of power used to be the availability of military and 
economic instruments of constraint. The growing complexity of the international 
environment has also affected power resources: Traditional ones have lost 
importance; new resources have developed. There are situations in which 
quantitative power attributes are not essential. 
 
This is especially due to the fact that international organizations have become 
crucial centers of interaction and decision-making. Already 20 years ago the 
international secretariats of such organizations were pointed to as actors 
channeling information, building coalitions, promoting ideas, and mediating different 
national views. Unusual opportunities exist through active involvement in these 
multilateral activities to ensure that the future world order will more adequately 
reflect national needs. (Sundelius 1980: 201f.).  
Several studies have indicated that in such organizational settings, bargaining 
skills, superior training and information, and greater relative resource-commitment 
may be more beneficial than national size, wealth, or strength. (Sundelius 1980: 
202). Major opportunities exist for intelligence on internal differences and possible 
strategies to influence governments. ... In many cases, government officials feel no 
conflict of loyalties from adhering to values or proposals originating in international 
secretariats. Thus, international organizations provide an excellent vehicle for 
smaller nations to influence their international environments. (Sundelius 1980: 202) 
 
Small states may attempt to compensate their traditional quantitative weakness by 
emphasizing qualitative virtues, be they structural or intellectual: In his analysis of 
the role of leadership in regime formation, Oran Young differentiated structural 
agents seeking to translate power resources into bargaining leverage, from 
                                                 
4  Vital (1971: 6); this slightly more elaborated factor has been used for measuring a state's 

international importance (Small and Singer 1973). 
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intellectual agents relying on the power of ideas to shape the intellectual capital 
available to those engaged in institutional bargaining (Young 1991: 300). The first 
category follows the realist approach to international interdependence, according to 
which power may result from processes and structures, i.e., processes of 
bargaining. Such power was called "bargaining power" or "bargaining strength" by 
Thomas Schelling, who developed crucial insights about both strategy and conflict 
in the context of interdependence.5  
 
The second category relates to specific role concepts open to small states such as 
mediation, bridge-building, or other non-coercive means (Rothstein 1968: 26; Liska 
1957: 25ff.). This includes the power of ideas too (Goldstein and Keohane 1993). Of 
course, these power dimensions may also be influenced by quantitative power 
indicators such as military or economic resources. However, such resources will not 
automatically be transformed into power over outcomes. Bargaining skills, superior 
training, information, and other factors linked to the structure of the negotiation 
process may well play a decisive role in the result (Sundelius 1980: 202). There is 
rarely a one-to-one relationship between power measured by any type of resource 
and power measured by effects on outcomes. Political bargaining is the usual 
means of translating potential into effects, and a lot is often lost in translation 
(Keohane and Nye 1989: 11). It is the power of outcomes which is of interest to us, 
not that over resources. Certainly the latter is easier to measure, but it is the former 
which corresponds to the definition of power. 
 
Following an old definition of Robert Keohane, the term "small state" may be 
interpreted as encompassing the systemic role that state leaders see their country 
playing. A categorization can be established which differentiates between system-
determining, system-influencing, system-affecting, and system-ineffectual states 
(Keohane 1969: 295f.). The corresponding situation must be perceived or 
internalized by the state concerned. As shown in Chart 1, in a given international 
system, the relative power deficit which results from lack of autonomy and influence 
is subject to psychological feedback, making the small state conscious of its 
situation. The quantitative and relational dimensions of smallness are thus joined by 
a psychological dimension. To be small, a state must perceive itself as such 
(Rothstein 1968: 21). However, as will be explained hereafter, this perception does 
not occur in a purely rational appraisal of relative power capabilities: To understand 
the way states interpret and respond to their external environment, one must 
analyze how systemic pressures are translated through intervening unit-level 
variables (Rose 1998: 152).  
 

                                                 
5  Schelling (1980: 22); see also: Little (1984). 
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small state  power deficit

influence deficit

perception

autonomy deficit

 
 

Chart 1 
 
The traditional dilemma of small states consists in the contradiction between 
influence and autonomy: Small states would like to increase their influence as well 
as their autonomy, or at least to preserve it. Due to their lack of influence, I assume 
small states to have a stronger interest than other states in improving their 
decisions' impact in the field of high politics. But if small states succeed in 
enhancing their influence through institutional solutions, they risk suffering a loss of 
autonomy. Possible reasons therefore, are that they may not be entitled to 
participate in decision making as equal partners, that the core values of their 
national foreign and security policy might be questioned, or that they might be 
forced to participate in international actions which do not fit their interests. Larger 
states too may have to face the dilemma between autonomy and influence, but in 
their case the contradiction is far less obvious than for small states. Under certain 
circumstances, they may even have the option of enhancing both their autonomy 
and their influence (Baumann et al. 1999: 266). Because small states in the 
international system usually never attain the degree of real sovereignty that larger 
and more powerful states realize,6 I expect these states to give special attention to 
the implications which international agreements might have on their autonomy, 
especially in case of integration systems (Kelstrup 1997: 11; Frei 1977: 202).  
 
As shown in Chart 2, the extent of contradiction between influence and autonomy 
varies with the degree of divergence between the foreign-policy objectives of a 
specific small state and those of the states with whom it might enter an institutional 
agreement, which I call third-party states. The extent of contradiction also varies 
with the degree of divergence between traditional foreign policy behavior of the 
small state and the corresponding behavior of third-party states. The larger this 
divergence, the more a small state might want to influence the foreign policy of 

                                                 
6 Since the emergence of the modern state system, small states were more often seen as 

victims of external pressure tactics and forced to enter international agreements which 
limited their freedom of action more sharply than that of their partner states (Krasner 1995: 
147f.).  
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third-party states; however, it might at the same time resent impairment of its 
autonomy through institutional bonds.  
 

power

influence

autonomy

resource support
resource base

policy behavior
of small state

policy objectives
of small state

policy objectives
of  third-party states

policy behavior
of third-party states

 
 
 

Chart 2 
 
Influence as well as autonomy depend on the infrastructural and political resource 
base the small state can count upon at home and on the support it can expect from 
third-party states and international institutions. 
 
Summing up, the term "small state" characterizes a state's position towards its 
environment. This position is characterized by a deficit in influence and autonomy. 
The foreign and security policy chosen by the small state should minimize or 
compensate for its power deficit. The result is subject to psychological feedback. 
The final power deficit is the product of interlinked quantitative, relational, and 
psychological factors. 
The possibilities of small states compensating for their quantitative handicap 
depend, on one hand, on the relative importance of the various power dimensions, 
i.e., external respect for their so-called "qualitative virtues" and, on the other hand, 
on the internal acceptability of different policy strategies. The first factor depends on 
the nature of the international system, the second on what I will call the security 
identity of the corresponding state. 
 
 
2.2 The importance of international society 
 
According to Hedley Bull (1977: 13), "a society of states exists when a group of 
states, conscious of certain common interests and common values, form a society 
in the sense that they conceive themselves to be bound by a common set of rules 
in their relations with one another, and share in the working of common institutions." 
In certain policy fields, norms may lead to establishment of international 
organizations. The importance of different power dimensions depends strongly on 
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existing international norms and international organizations. They qualify the power 
deficit of small states and the policy strategies open to them. Thus, the extent of a 
state's smallness depends on the international society (Goetschel 1997: 37). 
The relative power handicap, which characterizes a small state, has been most 
obvious in the realm of international security. The emergence of effective restrains 
on the state's traditional license to resort to armed force was seen as an essential 
precondition for almost any meaningful version of equality between states: "It is in 
the assumption that the rising material and moral costs of employing force will 
effectively inhibit - or very nearly so - the strong from resorting to force against the 
weak that we must find one of the root sources, if not the root source, of the 
challenge to inequality" (Tucker 1977: 14f). Due to their physical vulnerability, small 
states have always been interested in a "civilization" of international relations: The 
international "state of nature", described by realist scholars as a permanent state of 
war, should be modified by international norms diminishing the role of "instincts" 
and "compulsive behavior".7 Appropriate mechanisms should promote peaceful 
resolution of international conflicts. Such norms and mechanisms should extend 
recognition and application of the principles of sovereign equality and territorial 
integrity to small states (Tucker 1977: 14f.). 
This wasn't the case throughout the period between creation of sovereign states, 
usually linked to the Peace of Westphalia in 1648, and the Congress of Vienna in 
1815: During that time, great powers played a predominant role in shaping 
international society. This society i.e. the great powers, which saw themselves as 
its custodians, have often allowed the independence of small states to be 
extinguished. Small states were regularly partitioned or absorbed in the name of 
principles such as "compensation" or "balance of power". The international society 
of that time, represented mainly by the Great Powers, treated independence of 
particular states as subordinate to preservation of the system as a whole. It 
tolerated or encouraged limitation of the sovereignty or independence of small 
states through devices such as spheres of influence or agreements to create buffer 
zones or neutralized states (Bull 1977: 17). The stability of the international system 
wasn't seen at all as dependent on preservation of the sovereignty of all its 
members. 
The correlative of this way of thinking was acceptance of war as a legitimate 
instrument for settlement of conflicts of interests: Territorial changes occurred as a 
result of direct use of force or the threat of its use. These norms of international 
behavior made small states feel really small: Being small meant being threatened 
by extinction.  
By 1919, and increasingly since then, the traditional relationship between Great 
Powers and Small Powers had been altered beyond recognition. If anything, their 
military strength relative to the Great Powers was declining sharply. Nevertheless, 
Small Powers were in a better security position than ever because other factors 
outweighed their military weakness (Rothstein 1968: 20).  
In the interwar period, the League of Nations was the first international organization 
which attempted to guarantee the principle of territorial integrity of all states. It 
offered lesser states an unprecedented opportunity to play a part in the system 
(Baker Fox 1969: 754).  
On the level of ideas, the revolution in social and political thought that occurred 

                                                 
7  In analogy to Elias (1976). 
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after 1890 facilitated the rise of Small Powers. The shift from positivism to an 
emphasis on unconscious elements of thought had its political counterpart in the 
shift from an emphasis on "real" power factors alone to an emphasis on broader, 
less material, criteria by which to judge influence and importance (i.e., from the 
quantitative standard of the old diplomacy to the at least partly qualitative standard 
of the "new diplomacy", the League of Nations, and the theory of collective 
security).8 
As we know, the mechanism repeatedly failed to produce results in practice: 
Particularly towards the end of the 1930s, events such as the division of 
Czechoslovakia or the ineffectiveness of sanctions applied against Italy following its 
military engagement in Abyssinia delivered the ultimate proof, that - analogous to 
George Orwell's novel "Animal Farm" - those "more equals" among the "equals" still 
existed. In practice, the right of territorial integrity mentioned in the Charter of the 
League of Nations was several times sacrificed for political and strategic aims. Nor 
did the Charter prohibit war in general. The outlawing of war through the Briand-
Kellogg Pact of 1928 was only of declamatory significance. Understandably, the 
small European states were uncertain about real changes of the international order 
between the two World Wars. The promised collective security guarantee of the 
League of Nations turned out to be more of a coalition of League member states 
against the nonmembers. As a result, the support small states gave to collective 
security made them appear as a party to conflict. Identification of small states with 
collective security was strongly dependent upon availability of alternative political 
strategies. As a contemporary political scientist stated, no interest community 
developed among these states. Their foreign- and security-policy interests 
remained too divergent (Rappard 1934).  
 
After World War II, the UN-Charter contained the first legal prohibition of war, which 
also had some credibility. War remained only allowed for purposes of individual or 
collective defense (Art. 2§4, Art. 51 UN Charter).  
The Cold War brought only a partial setback: The constructive role small states had 
been able to play in the interwar period was partially overset by the conflict between 
the two blocs. However, first, this didn't mean a loss of influence in general. Certain 
small states played an important role as partners in alliances (Keohane 1971).  
In fact, the more they (the big powers) are obliged to assert their leadership where 
security is involved, the more reason they have for giving the small states a broad 
and important role in what might be called the "non-coercive" fields of international 
co-operations-fields (Wolfers 1943: 219).9 
Second, the introduction of nuclear weapons made violent changes of borders in 
Europe unthinkable. Unprecedented restrains on the use of force on the Continent 
were the consequence. 
Third, the weight and importance of traditional European great powers was sharply 
diminished as a consequence of the nuclear arms race and the predominance of 
the two "superpowers". Fourth, the rise of international interdependence deeply 
affected the meaning of "power" (Keohane and Nye 1977) and further paved the 
way for a new "quality" of interstate relations, which had already begun in the 
interwar period. 
                                                 
8  Rothstein (1968: 16f.); for the intellectual revolution see Hughes (1958). 
9  "Power of the weak" stems from the relationships among the great powers themselves, 

Wolfers (1992: 11). 
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Thus, small states found themselves in a somewhat paradoxical situation: The 
weapons arsenals of large states and especially of the superpowers had never 
been so disproportionate compared to the technological and financial resources of 
small states. However, due to the devastating consequences of a potential nuclear 
war, the probability of a conflict in Europe had never been so small since the origins 
of modern states. So, basically, the conditions for the establishment of peaceful 
means of conflict resolution were good. However, interdependence alone may 
diminish the value of military power in international relations, but it will not 
automatically provide a reason for a "harmonious" behavior of states. 
Interdependence is as much a source of conflict as of consensus and thus it clearly 
pretends a competitive rather than cooperative future (Tucker 1977: 18). 
 
By accepting the UN-Charter, all states had already subscribed to norms in 
accordance with such principles. In reality, things turned out to be slightly different, 
at least in a first phase: Military alliances supported the division of the Continent in 
two blocs. Germany was rearmed and integrated into the Western defense 
structures. The principle of spheres of influence was accepted by both blocs: The 
Soviet Union intervened largely undisturbed in Hungary (1956) and Czechoslovakia 
(1968). States that weren't integrated by force into the Warsaw Pact had largely two 
alternatives in terms of security policy: They either joined NATO, or they followed a 
policy of neutrality or non-alignment between East and West. None of these options 
offered small states conditions under which they could have engaged themselves 
actively in creating and establishing international norms, to reduce their power 
deficit. 
Ideal for small states would be an international environment enhancing their 
external reach while, at the same time, maintaining their autonomy. Such an 
environment would value the qualitative virtues of small states, such as policy tools 
and strategies not based on coercion, it would have a positive psychological impact 
on these states as well as on their environment regarding the role of small states in 
world affairs, and it would improve the general resources these states have at their 
disposal to conduct their external relations. However, the autonomy of small states 
would not be impaired. They would be treated as equals in important decisions and 
would at least be able to participate in less important decisions. They would be able 
to maintain the core values of their foreign and security policy. And - historically 
most important - they would not be forced to take part in activities they found 
incompatible (Goetschel 1997: 7). 
 
In this respect, the European integration process confronted small states with a 
very challenging option. Its decision-making procedures and its fields of activity 
presented a new kind of international cooperation: The institutional setting offered 
small states plenty of opportunities to apply their qualitative virtues, and the activity 
of the EC didn't concentrate on traditional military aspects, requiring small states to 
make the most difficult choices in the past.  
 
Nonetheless, European small states have adopted quite different stances towards 
the integration process: Some have stayed totally outside. Some have participated 
with some reservations, especially in regard to defense issues. Others again have 
joined in completely. How can these different reactions be explained? The search 
for an answer to this question must start with a look at some conceptual basics of 
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states' foreign and security policy strategies in general and those of small states in 
special. 
 
 
2.3 Small states' strategies 
 
A lot has been written about different strategies which small states adopt to 
compensate for their power deficit. It still seemed conventional wise to state 15 
years ago, that a main purpose of small states' foreign policy was to allow these 
states to settle their own affairs as independently as possible and to secure the 
survival of their societies, economies, and territories as well as their national 
identities (Höll 1983: 13). Nonetheless, political scientists have presented a whole 
range of strategies these states had at their disposal to deal with a given 
international environment. They ranged from defensive isolation 
(Systemschliessung), through different strategies of adaptation, to strategies of 
"active foreign policy" aiming at modifying the international environment to make it 
more convenient for small states interests (Frei 1977: 203; Mouritzen 1983; 
Petersen 1977; Elgström 1983). Some reflections on the nature of sovereignty help 
to understand how different foreign and security policies may follow the same ends 
in principle. 
  
The sovereignty concept of the modern state, as it emerged from the Peace of 
Westphalia, can be understood in Morgenthau's words as ”the supreme legal 
authority of the nation to give and enforce the law within a certain territory and, in 
consequence, independence from the authority of any other nation and equality 
with it under international law.” (Morgenthau 1967: 305). Thus sovereignty has both 
an internal and external component. Internal sovereignty means the predominance 
of the state within its territory. External sovereignty entails no right to international 
predominance, but it does entail independence from foreign powers. Implicit in this 
concept are protection from intervention, equal treatment from the standpoint of 
international law, and the pursuit of an autonomous foreign policy (Bull 1977: 8; 
Philpott 1995: 357; Seidelmann 1994: 493). 
 
To describe the role and importance of sovereignty in international relations, 
several authors have adopted an institutional approach (Keohane 1995; Krasner 
1989). Institutions can be described as ”a set of persistent and connected rules 
(formal and informal) prescribing behavioral roles, constraining activity, and shaping 
expectations.” (Keohane 1989: 3). Their historical development, their role in the 
constitution of identity, and their network of relationships assume that institutions 
are sluggish path-dependent structures (Krasner 1989: 83-88). Yet the persistence 
of the institution of sovereignty is not equivalent to an unchanged practice based on 
the rules of territoriality and autonomy, the two core concepts of sovereignty as it 
emerged from the Westphalia peace treaty. Since the preferences of the state form 
the bases of institutions, but preferences are still shaped by acts, further 
development of institutions depends on the possibility of varying the rule-bound 
behavior of the states (Wendt 1991).  
These general reflections on the nature of sovereignty help to understand how 
different foreign and security policies may follow the same ends. In regard to 
external sovereignty, these may be seen as the combination of autonomy and 
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influence. States may decide to enter close cooperation agreements to maximize 
their sovereignty. One could imagine a situation in which sovereignty interpreted 
exclusively at the national level would ultimately be undermined or even become 
dysfunctional (Keohane and Nye 1989; Keohane 1995: 177). Under certain 
conditions, sovereignty can be seen less as "... a territorially defined barrier than a 
bargaining resource for a politics characterized by complex transnational networks.” 
(Kehane 1995: 177).  
 
Following these lines of thought, integration can be seen with Alan Milward as 
pursued by states as "one way of formalizing, regulating and perhaps limiting 
consequences of interdependence, without forfeiting the national allegiance on 
which its continued existence depends" (Milward 1992: 19). His theory is that all 
states have their own domestic agendas, that they make choices between pursing 
their objectives by independence (being autonomy) or by integration. The choice 
depends on domestic politics and hence cannot be predicted without a theory that 
can predict "the future nature of national political choice" (Milward and Sorensen 
1993: 12; 20-21). 
Accordingly, influence is regarded as concomitant of both independence 
(autonomy) and identity. You cannot retain your independence (autonomy), and 
hence presumably your identity, without having some influence over others. What is 
more, the influence you seek and the way in which you exert it may be taken as 
indications of our independence (autonomy) and as expressions of your identity 
(Goldmann 1997: 263). 
 
The possibilities and the role of small states vary in the function of international 
society. In a regulated international order characterized by the rule of law, the right 
of self-determination, peaceful resolution of conflicts, regional elements of order, 
and a more or less functioning international system of police (UN Charter), small 
states would be expected, due to their own vulnerability, to enjoy a special 
legitimacy and credibility to play the role of a critical, moral authority in international 
relations. They do not have the potential to enforce judgments of decisions, but 
perhaps because of this, they are specially committed to principles and norms 
(Thürer 1993). Small states would have to play this role in their own interest, 
because an attitude indifferent to the fates of other's brings disaster to one's own 
state in the long run. As such, small states play the already mentioned value-
promoting role (Elgström 1983: 266-272). Or to cite Madame de Staël at the 
beginning of the 19th century, small states "do not allow a development of power but 
foster the advancement of genius and imagination" (Skuhra 1983: 69). 
 
Military cooperation arrangements have the disadvantage of small states often 
having to "buy" their security with a deficit of participation in decision-making. This 
is especially true in the case of alliances. But also in imperfect arrangements of 
collective security, small states may be forced to participate in activities that 
contradict their interests. This had been the case with the League of Nations in the 
period between world wars. In the UN, the veto right of permanent members of the 
Security Council makes them "more equals" among "equals". In NATO, the US 
plays a specially important role for evident military and political reasons. At best, 
small states may try to obtain opting outs, as, for example, Denmark, regarding the 
official stationing of nuclear weapons on its territory (Balslev 1998). Neutrality or 
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non-alignment consisted of a freely chosen distinction of the corresponding 
countries from the blocs. What these countries wanted most was to preserve their 
autonomy. They thought themselves best able to reach this goal by quite extensive 
isolation in terms of foreign and security policy (Agrell 1998; Rendl 1998; Tiilikainen 
1998). Switzerland even decided not to join the UN for these reasons. It thus 
followed what used to be a typical role of small states in the traditional, anarchic 
international order. 
 
Things look different in an international system marked by increasing importance of 
collective decision-making: Crucial become variables such as the capacity of 
officials to frame and pursue policies designed either to build new international 
institutions or to give new directions to long-established patterns. By their very 
nature interdependence issues tend to require multilateral cooperation among 
governments for their amelioration. The ability to contribute to the evolution of such 
institutions and patterns can vary considerably, depending on the readiness of 
societies, their publics, and their governments to acknowledge that their futures are 
interdependently linked and to adapt to the changing circumstances which may 
thereby arise. Adaptation and maladaptation involve nothing less than the images 
which citizens and officials hold of themselves in relation to their external 
environments. (Rosenau 1976: 48; Rosenau 1970). 
 
According to Knorr, in order to be successful in this respect a nation needs "an 
outward-looking orientation, cross-cultural empathy, diplomatic skill, congruence 
between verbal projections and actual conduct, capacity to welcome mutuality of 
non-coercive influence (Sundelius 1980: 201). 
 
Those states which can enlarge this capability will achieve greater measures of 
national security than those which do not. ... Some will remain relatively "strong" 
and others relatively "weak", and some may become relatively stronger and others 
relatively weaker, but in absolute terms all seem likely to become less able single-
handedly to modify or preserve patterns in their external environments. (Rosenau 
1976: 49) 
 
Things look even more different and more complex in the case of regional 
integration processes. A small state might be confronted by an "integration 
dilemma": Either the state gives up a substantial part of its sovereignty with the 
danger of being entrapped in the integration system, i.e. being so constrained that it 
loses its freedom of action and thereby its ability to pursue its own interests, or the 
state insists on its independence with the danger of it being abandoned, i.e. not 
included in the integration process with the disadvantages which might ensue. This 
dilemma might be posed to non-members when they consider joining an already 
integrated system as well as to members in a system when integration intensifies 
(Kelstrup 1997: 13). The existence at two levels of interest - the global one and the 
regional one - must also be taken into account. A state may be small at both levels; 
it may be small only at one level; and it may use one level (i.e. the regional one) to 
improve its position at the second level (Hänggi 1998). 
 
Thus, depending on the general normative nature of the international system and 
the specific international arrangement concerned (i.e. a military alliance, an 
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organization of collective security or a regional integration process) small states 
have to make different kinds of reflections in order to maximize their sovereignty or 
to minimize their power deficit. Distinguishing between institutions, their rules, and 
the behavior which results from them helps to understand how even important 
changes in international behavior of states can occur without variation in underlying 
values. The significance of sovereignty is not affected by adaptation of the states 
rule-bound behavior to changes within the international setting. 
However, the question remains open why small states - according to our definition 
of smallness - react differently to the same international environment.  
 
A possible answer is that small states define their interests in different ways. That 
means, the optimal ratio between influence and autonomy varies from one state to 
another. This occurs independently from the goal of sovereignty or power 
maximization. The policy options of states may be constrained by other than purely 
rational reasons. Therefore, an explanation can be found by looking at the security 
identity of these states. 
 
 
2.4 The role of identity 
 
The range of action of small states has been limited for centuries by quantitative 
factors. A permanent readiness for collective defense and a lack of certainty in 
engagements abroad have resulted from this experience (Neidhardt 1982: 21). 
Together with political traditions that resulted out of this experience, so-called 
"small state mentalities" have developed. Such mentalities are important factors in 
shaping the ways and means the states employ to tackle the problems arising in 
today's international relations.  
 
Identity encompasses intersubjectively shared meanings, norms and narratives 
(Jachtenfus 1995). The political identity of a community refers to the way its political 
life is constituted, and includes the manner in which it conceptualizes and 
demarcates its political life, organizes and manages its collective affairs, structures 
its legal and political institutions and conducts its political discourse. It also includes 
the values to which the polity is collectively committed, and the qualities of 
temperament and character it admires and on which it relies ... and refers to its 
deepest fears, ambitions, anxieties, tendencies, dominant myths, traumatic 
historical experiences and collective memories (Parekh 1995: 260-262). In the state 
context, the internal dimension is often labeled "national identity" (Banchoff 1999: 
268). "State identities" are primarily external and refer to the self-placement of the 
polity within specific international contexts (Katzenstein 1997: 20). Those contexts 
consist mainly of the constellations of states, international institutions and historical 
experiences within which a state is embedded (Banchoff 1999: 268). 
 
Constructivism is based on the two assumptions that the environment in which 
states operate is social as well as material, and that this setting can provide states 
with understanding of their interests (Checkel 1998: 325f). Taking into account the 
social construction of reality implies that identity and the resulting interests and 
preferences of agents have to be taken into account. The decisive point of a social 
constructivist research program is the endogenization of identity, interest and 
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preferences (Risse 1999: 37). State interests are not exogenously given but 
emerge from and are endogenous to states interaction with their environment. 
Norms constitute actor identities and interests and do not simply regulate behavior 
(Jepperson et al. 1996: 54).  
(In the framework of social-constructivistic approaches, I concentrate on Alexander 
Wendts state centric constructivism (Wendt 1992), linking it with liberal and 
institutionalist approaches (Katzenstein 1996)). 
 
The claim is not that identity is the only source of state behavior, or even that it 
overrides the pursuit of material interests. It is rather that a shared conception of 
state identity, publicly articulated within state institutions, can channel the pursuit of 
wealth and power in a particular direction (Banchoff 1999: 278). According to 
Katzenstein (1996: 28), the behavior of states is shaped not only by goals, 
alternatives, and rules of maximization central to rationalist models of politics. 
Behavior is also shaped by roles and norms that define standards of 
appropriateness. The norm concept serves to describe collective expectations for 
proper behavior of actors with a given identity. In some situations norms operate 
like rules that define the identity of an actor, thus having "constitutive effects" that 
specify what actions will cause other relevant parties to recognize a particular 
identity (Katzenstein 1996: 5). Following the constructivist approach, how a state 
satisfies its corporate interests depends on how it defines its self in relation to the 
others, which is a function of social identities at both domestic and systemic levels 
of analysis (Wendt 1994: 385). Thereby, state interests are never simply derivative 
of underlying identities. They also reflect constellations of power, institutions and 
politics, and the nature of a given policy problem.  
 
In regard to security, constructivists' basic claims are that security is not an 
objective condition, that threats to it are not simply a matter of correctly perceiving a 
constellation of material forces, and that the object of security is not stable or 
unchanging (Krause and Williams 1996: 242). Security interests are thus defined by 
actors who respond to cultural factors (Katzenstein 1996: 2).  
 
Underlying the constructivist security approach is the security concept as it was 
defined by Arnold Wolfers, according to which security qualifies the absence of 
threats to acquired core values. Security, in an objective sense, measures the 
absence of threats to such values and, in a subjective sense, the absence of fear 
that such values will be attacked (Wolfers 1962: 150).  
A constructivist approach looks at the effects of globalization and regional 
integration on international security by asking about the consequences on the 
values judged worth of being protected (Buzan 1997: 14). In a constructivist 
approach, discourses of threat are to a large measure constitutive of the object to 
be secured. Identities of states, societies or individuals, are shaped by relationships 
of affinity and enmity in the social world (Krause 1998: 312). Actors constitute their 
security identity as a product of an acquired practice. Their threat perception is 
subject to evolution. States may change their threat perceptions according to 
evolutions in their environment and modified practices. New security units, such as 
transnational groups or supranational organizations, may define their own threats in 
regard to what they perceive as their core values to be protected. This approach 
provides researchers with a way of understanding the possibility of changes in 
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security relations among social groups (Krause and Williams 1996: 244).  
 
By security identity I mean a product of past behavior as well as images and myths 
linked to it which have been internalized over long periods of time by the political 
elite and a state's population. As shown in Chart 3, the territorial size of a state also 
exercises an influence on its security identity. It contributed to shape historical 
experiences as well as images and myths. In other words: It influenced the self-
perception of the state in respect to its international environment. According to my 
assumption, size only intervenes indirectly through its influence on the security 
identity of foreign- and security-policy choice of states. As such, it has no direct 
impact on a state's power, which depends on the foreign policy chosen and on the 
international system as represented in Chart 2 and symbolized hereafter as 
"screen". 
 

size

powersecurity identity

images
myths

past
behavior

foreign policy

Chart 2

 
 
 

Chart 3 
 
 

It is one of this study's assumptions that the differing policies of small European 
states should be explained by different foreign and security policy interests of those 
states which result from different underlying security identities. These identities are 
themselves subject to change. Modifications may occur due to reevaluation of a 
country's position towards its international environment. Such a reevaluation will be 
based on the product of past experiences (Wendt 1987). The picture offered by this 
study is thus part of a dynamic process. The environment as well as the actors' 
motivation to act change. However, this current picture helps to explain changes in 
small states' foreign and security policies which have occurred during the past 
decades and may hint at potential upcoming changes in those policies. 
 
National role conception is one of the few conceptual tools we have for studying 
how society and culture serve as a context for a nation's foreign policy. It allows 
bridging the gap between the general beliefs held in a society and the beliefs of 
foreign-policy decision makers (Hudson and Vore 1995: 226). Already back in the 
1970s, Kal Holsti (1970) argued that states have a national role conception, a 
concept that sought to capture how a nation viewed itself and its role in the 
international arena. Operationally, he turned to elite perceptions of the national role. 
More recently, Marijke Breuning (1995) has shown that foreign policy differences 
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between two similar states, Belgium and the Netherlands, were due to major 
differences in historical experience which have stamped each nation's conception 
of the role it plays in international relations. More generally, the role concept may be 
used as an analytical marker to facilitate a qualitative analysis of foreign policy 
speeches to uncover themes of identity. Role conceptions may trigger expectations 
of a certain kind of foreign policy behavior. We may be able to increase our 
understanding of how apparently similar states differ in their attitudes towards the 
same political problem, i.e., closer foreign- and security-policy cooperation in the 
EU. Role conceptions can be viewed as both norm setting to the state's expected 
behavior and constitutive of the state's identity as an actor in foreign policy 
(Aggestam 1998: 11). Roles involves judgment and skill, but at the same time they 
involves a notion of structure within which roles operate (Hollis and Smith 1990: 
168). 
 
Summing up, environment may change the model character of statehood. As late 
as the 19th century, warfare was seen as a virtuous exercise of state power; today, 
while states are still organized to fight wars, changing international norms and 
domestic factors have "tamed" the aggressive impulses of many states - especially 
in the West - thus creating a disposition to see war as at best a necessary evil 
(Katzenstein 1996: 35f.). Those especially concerned by this change of norms are 
the ones who had traditionally suffered under the previous international regime i.e. 
the small states. If one sees power as an instrument designed to enable states to 
attain their foreign and security policy aims, one inevitably has to admit, that in 
today's Europe classical elements of state power such as territory and population 
have lost most of their immediate significance. Though geographical smallness is 
still a fixed quality linked to the territorial size of a state, the foreign- and security-
policy impact of smallness is largely the result of policy choices operated by the 
corresponding states in a given international environment. A state's size has lost its 
direct impact on state power. It only intervenes indirectly as a component of a 
state's security identity, which determines the foreign- and security-policy options 
available. 
 
The expression "small state" still has significance in today's Europe. The core 
meaning of the concept, i.e. the potential power deficit of such states, has not 
changed. However, this power deficit no longer stems directly from the small states' 
size. The relative importance of different power dimensions has changed. The 
international environment offers small states new opportunities to defend their 
interests, so that size has no a priori negative impact. By acting as structural agents 
or as intellectual agents, to use Oran Young's terminology, small states may even 
influence their environment's shape and content. By doing this, small states may 
modify their relative power deficit, making themselves less small from the traditional 
point of view. Thus the conditions that ultimately determine a state's "smallness" are 
linked to its basic approach towards international cooperation. What counts, is 
which approach best compensates for its relative power deficit.  
 
However, the options available are not the product of a purely rational appraisal of 
objectively given international constraints and national capabilities. They are 
influenced by the perception of this environment and the state's capabilities, in 
other words: The foreign and security policy adopted by a state are influenced by 
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the way it perceives its position towards its environment. This position's perception 
is influenced by a state's security identity. 
 
This means that the trade-off between autonomy and influence should also be seen 
in the light of a state's identity: Integration policy is domestically determined to the 
extent that it reflects the balance chosen by a state between influence and 
autonomy, which is an expression of its identity. Depending on its identity, a small 
state may favor a relatively strong degree of autonomy as compared to a relatively 
strong influence or vice versa. The contradiction between these two depends on 
differences existing between a specific country's policy objectives and the policy 
objectives of its surrounding third-party states as well as on differences between a 
specific country's policy behavior and those of its surrounding third-party states: 
The sharper the differences, the more important the contradiction or the choice 
which must be made between enhancing influence or autonomy. 
 
Thus stressing identity does not mean to assume states' interests to be simply 
derived from identities. Interests also reflect constellations of power, institutions, 
and politics. How a state decides to satisfy its interests depends on how it defines 
itself in relation to other states, which in the field of foreign and security policy is 
best exemplified through national-role concepts. 
 
 
3. Assumptions, hypotheses and sources 
 
Based on the preceding reflections, this study's assumptions may be stated as 
follows:  
 
1) The European system is characterized by an integration process. Small states 
benefit from many cooperation opportunities that help diminish their traditional 
power deficit. They may influence the conditions of cooperation (structural agents) 
as well as concrete policy outcomes (intellectual agents). 
 
2) The degree to which small states make use of these cooperative opportunities is 
influenced by their security identity. This identity may be rather open, favoring 
influence, or rather closed, favoring autonomy. 
 
Based on these assumptions, the following hypothesis may be formulated in 
accordance with the focus of our study: 
 
In the framework of CFSP, the power of small states depends on the openness of 
their security identity: Their power rises with the openness of their identity. 
 
Regarding the field of analysis, I chose the four states (Austria, Denmark, Sweden, 
and Switzerland) as case studies. All these states have an element of "smallness" 
in their history as well as in their current political existence. All have practiced at 
some time and to a certain degree a policy of neutrality. Nonetheless, their 
historical past and their integration policies vary considerably. Regarding European 
integration, Denmark and Switzerland represent the two extremes, with Denmark 
being the first of the countries analyzed to have joined the EC (already in 1973) and 
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the only NATO member, Austria and Sweden being EU members since 1995 and 
Switzerland still remaining outside the integration process. 
 
States' power will be determined on a qualitative basis by looking at states' capacity 
to shape their environment and at their successes in a selected number of policy 
fields. I will look specifically at the 1996 Intergovernmental Conference and at 
human-rights policy, at political stabilization efforts including conflict management, 
and at arms control and non-proliferation efforts. 
 
Security identities will be elaborated on the basis of theoretically informed 
narratives containing uniform sets of criteria divided between past behavior and 
images or myths. Evidence of state identity can be gleaned from many sources. 
The legal norms that govern foreign policy can show how a polity situates itself 
externally, as can public opinion about a country's international role or the dominant 
images offered in its media and standardized text books (Banchoff 1999: 268f.). 
 
The study relies on printed official sources (Government programs, preparation 
documents for the 1996' IGC), on results of a detailed questionnaire sent to 
selected country officials, on interviews conducted with national and EU public 
officials, and on secondary literature. 
 
 
4. The Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) of the EU 
 
The study starts from the assumption that the European Union is the main 
institutional actor shaping states' foreign- and security-policy environment in today's 
Europe. 
 
Although the European Union's CFSP has been called a misnomer and the CFSP 
an acronym without empirical content, as Europe often does not speak with one 
voice on either foreign policy or defense problems (Rosencrance 1998: 15), there 
undoubtedly exists an acquis politique that new members of the EU have to accept, 
and all Member States without exception would now find the idea of an EU without 
an international political presence almost literally inconceivable. This is how far 
things have come; despite the many setbacks, there is an embedded 
multilateralism about the EU's foreign policies in the 1990s (Hill 1998: 37). 
Europeans are gradually coming to view an increasing number of international 
problems in the same way, as the degree of divergence between member State 
positions has narrowed (Hill 1998: 42). 
All Member States view CFSP as a potentially useful instrument for achieving their 
national foreign policy goals. But for some member states CFSP seems to be the 
only suitable approach toward having a global foreign policy, while for others, 
depending on the issue, it is merely an optional approach (Rummel and Wiedmann 
1998: 61). 
 
Thus, although integration of CFSP is by far not as developed as first pillar 
mechanisms linked to the Common market, CFSP has become a critical 
environment for European states' foreign and security policy. To get a more 
concrete and precise idea of CFSP's significance for member states' policies one 
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needs to further conceptualize CFSP's nature regarding its role in international 
politics as well as regarding its functional value for member states. Regarding small 
states, which form the core of this study, issues relating to state sovereignty are of 
special importance, as I explained in a preceding section. I will therefore especially 
carefully analyze the implications CFSP has on member states sovereignty, thereby 
indirectly also getting insights into the implications for European states which do not 
take part in this cooperation process. 
 
The continuously increasing literature on foreign- and security-policy dimensions of 
the European Union (EU) has provided no remedy for the widespread helplessness 
in gaining a purchase on Europe as an international actor: The numerous policy-
oriented studies, which appeared especially before the 96' Intergovernmental 
conference (Martin and Roper 1995; Bertelsmann Stiftung 1995; Weidenfeld 1995) 
contain a wealth of well-meant reform proposals, yet a theoretical basis serving to 
deepen understanding is lacking. The various schools of international-relations 
theory often remain captives of their approaches. Practice and development of the 
Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP)10 allow each school of thought to 
claim a measure of truth (Weiler and Wessels 1988; Wessels 1993: 29). Apart from 
certain exceptions (Hill 1993; Waever 1994) however, questioning the nature or 
raison d'être of this policy is rarely pursued. This has repercussions on empirical 
research which flaw the conceptual orientation bases and criteria for observing 
CFSP practice. 
 
I argue that the basic hindrance to understanding this policy comes from an all too 
literal interpretation of the acronym involved: The CFSP is seen as a partial 
replacement of the nation-states' foreign and security policy. In theory this is 
expressed in the perception of a zero-sum-relation between nation-state 
sovereignty and the CFSP in which a CFSP build-up inevitably leads to a loss in 
national sovereignty and vice versa. This viewpoint suggests a power struggle 
between the EU and nation states over foreign- and security-policy prerogatives, 
which cannot exist considering the distribution of powers and resources.11 
Empirically this perception of the CFSP leads to a measurement of its performance 
in terms of conventional state foreign and security policy, which raises false 
expectations especially in the field of security policy (Bull 1982; Pijpers 1988; Jopp 
1994b). 
 
I want to point out the way to a new understanding of the CFSP. I suggest that the 
proper way to grasp this policy is to describe it as an international regime that is not 
based on integration of nation-state foreign and security policy. Instead, states 
agree solely to adjust these policies in their own interest on the basis of economic 
integration.12 According to this logic, the CFSP imposes no losses of national 

                                                 
10 Since the Maastricht Agreement took effect in 1993, the CFSP has assumed the role of 

successor to the European Political Cooperation (EPC). Depending on the time frame, I use 
one acronym or the other in the following. If the total period of cooperation is intended, only 
the CFSP is indicated. 

11 It is generally doubted that the EU can form an alternative basis of sovereignty to that of the 
nation-state; cf. Waever (1995: 415) and Ruggie (1993). 

12 My argument parallels in part the classical description of the EC as an "international 
concordance system" offered by Puchala (1972: 277). In regard to the Community pillar, the 
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sovereignty. On the contrary, it serves to maximize the sovereignty of member 
states. Furthermore, CFSP priorities and fields of action differ profoundly from those 
of a national foreign and security policy. 
 
The key point of confusion is the issue of sovereignty. From an institutional 
perspective, changes of member state behavior resulting from CFSP do not mean 
an alteration of the concept of sovereignty, but simply an adaptation of the 
corresponding rule-bound behavior. This approach first resolves the seeming 
paradox between the continuing significance of nation-state sovereignty and the 
development of the CFSP, and second provides new insights into the dynamics of 
this policy. 
 
 
4.1 The CFSP as International Regime 
 
An international regime can be defined as "sets of implicit or explicit principles, 
norms, rules, and decision-making procedures around which actors' expectations 
converge in a given area of international relations. Principles are beliefs of fact, 
causation, and rectitude. Norms are standards of behavior defined in terms of rights 
and obligations. Rules are specific prescriptions or proscriptions for action. 
Decision-making procedures are prevailing practices for making and implementing 
collective choices" (Krasner 1983b: 2)13 German research on regimes added to this 
classical definition by the criterion of effectiveness. Thus the existence of a regime 
also requires a minimum implementation of the proposed principles, norms, and 
rules (Rittberger 1993b: 8-11). It follows from this that the states must respect the 
corresponding rules to a certain degree and that the regime's rules and procedures 
must be directed to maintaining its principles and norms.14 
 
It is the goal of regime theory ”...to explain the possibility, conditions, and 
consequences of international governance beyond anarchy and short of 
supranational government in a given issue area”. (Mayer et al. 1993: 392f.) Regime 
theory thus starts from sovereign nation states that in certain sectors voluntarily 
enter specific, normative-based forms of cooperation. This cooperation assumes 
that the need to regulate beyond the borders of nation states has increased. 
However, it is not oriented towards the establishment of a ”world state” (Mayer et al. 
1993: 393f.). This perception allows regime analysis to bridge the gap between the 
self-help views of the realists based on international anarchy and views of 
federalists and functionalists postulating progressive surmounting of the nation-
state by integration (Wolf 1994: 428). Hence the way is cleared for viewing the 
CFSP without assuming a zero-sum-game perspective of sovereignty distribution 
between regional and nation-state levels. 
What kind of regime is the CFSP? A literal interpretation of the Maastricht Treaty15 
                                                                                                                                                   

possibility of a positive link between national sovereignty and regional integration has 
already been debated (Hrbek 1989; Moravcsik 1991, 1993). 

13  Virtually all discussions of international regimes proceed from this so-called consensus 
definition (Hasenclever et al. 1996: 179). 

14 For the importance of consistency between principles, norms, rules, and procedures of 
regimes, see Kohler-Koch (1989: 37-41). 

15  The following reflections are based on the Union Treaty in its Maastricht form, as the 
Amsterdam Treaty only entered into force in May 1999. The questionnaire and the 
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regulations reveals that the goal of this cooperation is for the member states to 
proceed jointly in all areas of foreign and security policy (Art. J. 1 §1 EU Treaty). 
Yet in practice the significance of different action areas differs widely. The EU's 
international interventions even give a largely unstructured appearance. I therefore 
argue that the central interest of the member states in the CFSP does not lie in the 
states proceeding jointly in all areas of foreign and security policy but rather in 
maximizing ”external” sovereignty. The goal of the CFSP regime is thus not the 
literal interpretation of the Maastricht acronym but the maximizing of foreign- and 
security-policy autonomy in the economic integration setting.16 
 
To illustrate this point I chose as indicators the CFSP decision-making process and 
its dealings with ”spillovers” of the community pillar in the area of ”high politics”. In 
regime terminology these indicators form the ”principles” of the regime (Krasner 
1983b: 2). I identify as ”norms” in the CFSP regulations the design of a regular 
cooperation between member states in carrying out their policies and the 
implementation of joint action in areas where important common interests exist 
between these states (Art. J. 1 §3 EU Treaty). The ”rules” and ”procedures” of the 
CFSP should be designed in both areas so as to ensure a certain effectiveness in 
maintaining the autonomy of member states. Aside from the ”principles” and 
”norms”, I forego proving empirically the subdivision of CFSP regulations in 
individual categories conforming to the regime approach. I restrict the discussion to 
establishing that the corresponding regulations were explicitly recognized by the 
member states upon ratification of the Maastricht Treaty. On the other hand, I 
dedicate special attention to the rule-bound behavior of the actors.17 
 
Are the decision-making process and the reaction to foreign- and security-policy 
implications of economic integration central elements of the CFSP? And are they 
directed to maximizing sovereignty of the member states? The following reflections 
consider the legal and political reality of the CFSP but also the preceding 
development of the foreign- and security-policy dimension of European integration 
assuming that the transition to the CFSP represented no change in regime but only 
a modification of rules within the existing regime.18 
 
Without wishing to go into details about the numerous and complex decision-
making procedures of the EU, for our purposes their nature can be reduced to two 
elements: The decision-making process among the member states and the 
inclusion of supranational institutions. In both cases, previous development of the 

                                                                                                                                                   
interviews were based on the Maastricht Treaty, too. Implications of the Amsterdam Treaty 
are treated in chapter 6.2.1. 

16 Situations in which states have common interests and common problems provide an 
understandable reason for forming regimes. In both cases joint decisions are preferred to 
independent ones (Stein 1990: 39). The maximization of individual benefits constitutes the 
motivation for cooperation. Therefore collective action cannot succeed by bypassing the 
member states' through technocratic institutional self-dynamics. It must take the states into 
the equation. To be sure, the states' priorities and action resources are marked by the 
conditions of European integration and the interdependence resulting from it. 

17 For the basic importance of these factors in studying regimes, see Kratochwil (1989: 61-63). 
18 Modification of principles or norms of a regime means a change in the regime as a whole. 

By contrast, rules and procedures can be changed within the same regime; cf. Krasner 
(1983: 3-4). 
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foreign- and security-policy dimension of European integration is clearly intended to 
preserve intergovernmentalism. The meaning and sensitivity of this subject were 
first debated in public by discussion on the Maastricht Treaty and its following 
review conference in 1996/97 (Cloos et al. 1993; Reflection Group's Debate 1995). 
The fact that the decision-making process issue was less prominent in the EPC's 
initial phase owes less to it being ranked lower in importance than that its design 
was largely uncontested. After its codification in the Single European Act (SEA), the 
EPC also observed only unanimous decisions and possessed its own institutional 
framework divided from the EC. To underpin this division physically, the foreign 
ministers of the member states met in the framework of the EPC partially even in 
other geographic settings from the ones when they acted as a General council19 of 
the EC. The Commission was enlisted to coordinate the EPC with the activities of 
the Community pillar only in the London Report of Foreign Ministers 1981 
(Auswärtiges Amt 1992: 72). The Parliament was just informed. Both these 
supranational institutions were thus far removed from having formal possibilities of 
influence in the decision-making process. The European Court of Justice remained 
completely shut out. 
 
The Union Treaty has not essentially changed the facts of the matter. The 
possibility for qualified majority decisions in unanimously predefined issue areas 
does not affect the basic independence of decision-making of member states (Art. 
J. 3 §2 EU Treaty). Moreover such majority decisions have never been applied until 
now and they would be envisioned more at the operative action level than at the 
strategic decision-making echelon. The scopes of authority of Parliament and the 
Commission are growing but cannot yet be viewed as participation in the decision-
making process. Certain areas of parliamentary budgetary authority as well as the 
Commission's nonexclusive right to initiate topics on the CFSP agenda are not 
sufficient to modify this situation.20 Thus preserving the decision-making 
independence of member states was and remains a core value of the CFSP. This 
also applies in case certain subordinate decisions on raising the CFSP's 
effectiveness in policy implementation should be made with a qualified majority in 
the future (Europäischer Rat 1996). 
 
To what extent can the CFSP be interpreted as a reaction of member states to the 
increasing interdependence caused by the economic integration process and the 
”issue density” linked to it? Since its inception, the European foreign- and security-
policy has displayed at least a time-related link to the economic integration process. 
It is hardly accidental that the EPC started right in 1970 one year after the customs 
union between the member states took effect. The common trade policy introduced 
with it, tied in with exclusive Commission authority, formed the basis for starting a 
progressively institutionalized political monitoring of these foreign economic 
relationships. Moreover the two other most important development steps of the 
European foreign- and security-policy also showed a timely correlation with 
economic integration: Codifying of the EPC in 1985 was part of the SEA, which 
established the domestic market program. The CFSP, introduced with the Union 
                                                 
19  When the foreign ministers meet as Council of ministers, the latter is called General council. 
20 This area of authority of the Parliament results from the Maastricht Treaty's unclear 

separation of CFSP's administrative expenditures from its operational ones. See Ryba 
(1995: 19-21). 
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Treaty, can be seen on one hand in connection with realizing the domestic market 
in 1992. On the other hand, it can be viewed as a political supplement to the 
Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) program. The timely coinciding of economic 
and political integration steps provides a plausible reason to establish a link 
between both dimensions of the integration process. Yet the status and content of 
this relationship must be judged primarily on the basis of member state conduct. 
 
 
4.2 Preserving Sovereignty and Expanding It 
 
Introduction of the common trade policy demanded coordination of the foreign 
policy aspects connected with it. This was shown among other things by the fact 
that already before codification of the EPC the EC imposed politically motivated 
economic sanctions against third-party countries, as occurred in 1982 against the 
Soviet Union and Argentina. A corresponding practice established itself with 
implementation of similar measures against South Africa, Iraq, Libya, and the 
former Yugoslavia (Vaucher 1993: 39-48). When seizing the corresponding 
sanctions, the EC relied on its authority in the area of common trade policy (Art. 113 
EC Treaty). However, this required a previous political decision of the member 
states that occurred within the framework of the EPC and that was legally based on 
the general coordination duty for securing the functioning of the Common Market 
(Art. 224 EC Treaty). Therefore, the EC could only seize politically motivated 
economic sanctions if it could refer to a preceding unanimous decision of the 
member states (Vaucher 1993: 52-55). The Maastricht Treaty brought a refinement 
of this foreign-policy action instrument in that it, first, expressly foresaw 
implementation of politically motivated economic sanctions and, second, also made 
the procedure of seizing such actions more precise (Art. 228 A EC Treaty). The 
combination of a unanimous decision of the member states within the framework of 
the CFSP with a following qualified majority decision of the Council to carry out 
sanctions supported by a Commission proposition admittedly corresponded largely 
to the earlier procedure. Each state possessed the right of veto in the initial phase, 
so that independence in foreign-policy decision-making remains intact as it already 
did under the ad hoc sanctions regime of the EPC. 
 
Both CFSP instruments introduced with the Maastricht Treaty – common positions 
and joint actions – until the 96' IGC largely served politically motivated regulation of 
EU trade relations with third-party states.21 This applies especially for the common 
positions that at the outset were used almost exclusively for implementing 
international sanctions, whether they dealt with imposing a weapons embargo 
against Sudan, the extension of sanctions against Libya, the sharpening of 
sanctions against Haiti, or sanctions against the former Republic of Yugoslavia.22 
Especially sensitive politically was a joint action in the security-policy area on 
                                                 
21 The succeeding discussion is limited to common positions and common actions which 

occurred until the beginning of the 96 IGC. Taking into account later CFSP actions would 
create incongruency with the position papers and requests of member states in relation to 
the subsequent IGC, which will be dealt with thereafter. 

22 The bibliographical references of CFSP actions are limited in the following to the ones 
discussed in greater detail. An overview of most actions is offered in the report of the 
Commission compiled by the Reflection Group on Preparing the Intergovernmental 
Conference of 1996; cf. Commission européenne (1995). 
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regulating exports of ”dual use” goods.23 The long ”incubation time” of this 
agreement, which from a technical standpoint was a pure trade policy action, and 
its double anchoring in the community pillar and the CFSP bear witness to the 
political sensitivity linked with it for the member states.24 
 
The previously mentioned foreign-policy actions of EU countries within the CFSP 
framework served to prevent ”spillovers” from the economic area which threatened 
to restrict foreign- and security-policy independence of the member states and 
could be summarized under the category of preserving sovereignty. With their help 
the EU states endeavored to preserve political control over actions, which viewed 
technically were of a trade-policy nature and thus belonged to the area of 
community cooperation. 
 
A second category of EU foreign-policy actions also had a relationship to the 
community pillar but did not impose itself upon viewpoints of preserving 
sovereignty. Foregoing these actions would not have restricted the foreign- and 
security-policy independence of the member states. Their implementation was 
founded on applying the Union's economic potential for strengthening foreign- and 
security-policy outreach of member states, and with it their corresponding 
autonomy. From the viewpoint of member states these actions therefore served to 
extend sovereignty. From the perspective of regime theory these actions belong in 
the category of ”regime radiation” (Müller 1993: 46).25 
 
Until the new stability pact for the Balkans concluded after the war in Kosovo, the 
most explicit and comprehensive example of such action was the stability pact for 
Central and Eastern Europe concluded as a joint action in spring of 1995.26 It 
consists of a multitude of bilateral and multilateral agreements and declarations. Its 
goal is the promotion of stability in Central and Eastern Europe through the buildup 
of good relations between the states involved (Benoit-Rohmer 1994; Document final 
1995). The central themes are the problems of minorities, the buildup of democratic 
institutions, and regional cooperation. Originally minor border corrections were 
considered, but these were dropped due to their high potential for unrest. The 
Council of the Union had called for the Commission to support the course of joint 
action by economic measures.27 The Central and Eastern European states were 
also conscious that a lack of cooperation would not serve their efforts to gain closer 
access to the Union. 
 
A second example is the joint EU action against South Africa. This contained two 
dimensions: support and observation of the first elections in 199428 and the buildup 
of a political and economic cooperation framework with the Union for promoting the 
                                                 
23 These goods can have a military as well as a civilian function. 
24 While the principle of export control for ”dual use” goods is supported by Art. 113 EC Treaty, 

the list of affected export goods and destination countries was established within the 
framework of a CFSP decision; cf. Official Journal No. L367 of 31 December 1994; Agence 
Europe, No. 6448, 26 April 1995. 

25 For the question of exploiting the EU's economic potential for exporting the Union's legal and 
political principles to foreign countries, see Goetschel (1995) and Waever (1994). 

26 Official Journal, No. L339 of 31 December 1993. 
27 Official Journal, No. L165 of 1 July 1994. 
28 Official Journal, No. L316 of 17 December 1993. 
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transformation process.29 Under the EPC the EC states had already dealt regularly 
with problems in South Africa and linked economic measures to political demands 
(Holland 1995a, 1995b). Finally the EU compiled a common position for setting 
goals and priorities of its relations with the Ukraine. Falling under this were 
establishment of intensive political relations, support of democratic development 
and economic stabilization, nuclear disarmament, and nuclear security. In this case 
too the Council instructed the Commission to orient its economic policy negotiations 
toward setting joint viewpoint goals.30 
 
The EU states also applied the economic power of the EU for humanitarian 
purposes from case to case. Important economic reconstruction aid eventually 
followed the humanitarian arm and finally preferential trade ties were established. 
The Mideast and Bosnian conflicts provide examples for these procedures. In both 
cases the humanitarian and political aid services of the EU took on the form of joint 
actions. In the case of the Mideast conflict the corresponding services were to be 
seen as part of the EU Mediterranean strategy that attempted to link the buildup of 
a ”stability zone” with medium-term establishment of a free-trade zone.31 Before the 
outbreak of hostilities in Yugoslavia, the EC possessed extended institutionalized 
trade relations there. These were largely rebuilt by negotiating association 
agreements in the cases of Slovenia and Croatia.32 Since the start of its joint action 
to promote humanitarian aid in Bosnia-Herzegovina,33 the EU also assisted the 
peace process based on the Dayton agreement to get off the ground on a 
humanitarian basis.34 
 
I have shown that the decision-making process as well as the link to economic 
integration form core elements of the CFSP. In both areas this policy has been 
equipped to preserve the autonomy of member states. I have also demonstrated 
that these core elements show a certain effect in practice. This includes sufficient 
proof of rule-conscious behavior by member states that is neither of a purely 
conjectural nature nor a product of other structural factors.35 Inclusion of the 
European Commission and to a lesser extent the European Parliament in 
implementing the CFSP offers a guarantee for this. Although decision-making 
authority for the common positions and joint actions mentioned lay exclusively in 
the hands of all member states, implementation involved the supranational 
institutions mentioned. 
 
Thus the CFSP represents an international regime whose goal is maximizing 
"external" sovereignty of member states within the milieu of economic integration. 

                                                 
29 Official Journal, No. L341 of 30 December 1994. 
30 Official Journal, No. L313 of 6 December 1994; Ryba (1995: 25). 
31 Official Journal, No. L119 of 7 May 1994; Barcelona Declaration (1995). 
32 Agence Europe, No. 6502, 16 June 1995, No. 6460, 12 April 1995. In the framework of the 

cited new stability pact, institutionalized trade relations were expanded to most other 
countries of the region. 

33 Official Journal, No. L286 of 20 January 1993. 
34 European Union defines its Role and its Contribution to the Peace Process in Former 

Yugoslavia. Europe/Documents, No. 1965, 8 December 1995. 
35 For Krasner (1983b: 2f.) regimes should be more than temporary agreements due to short-

term power calculations of the participating states. The nature of regimes shouldn't change 
with each variation in power and interest of these states. 
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This is not to be confused with achievement of the CFSP's self-set goal in the 
Union Treaty to be a joint foreign and security policy that covers all areas of such a 
policy. According to the approach outlined here the CFSP is a foreign and security 
policy with its major task area showing a link to the interior economic core of the 
EU. As a result, the actions mentioned can also be described as ”internal” tasks of 
the CFSP. An evaluation of the CFSP must be based mainly on fulfillment of these 
tasks. Also recent critiques of the regime-approach (Ginsberg 1999) in regard to 
CFSP have not been able to demonstrate convincing alternative conceptualization, 
especially not in regard to the explanation of the diversity and irregularity of CFSP's 
actions. 
 
In order to do justice to the claim to explain the reality of the CFSP, the other 
actions of this policy should likewise be explained by my approach. These actions 
also serve to maximize sovereignty. The joint way of proceeding of member states 
raises the influence or scope of the corresponding positions or action yet shows no 
notable relationship to economic integration. These actions, which I call ”external 
tasks” of the CFSP, can under certain conditions be described as sub-areas of the 
CFSP regime. 
 
  
4.3 Subareas of the CFSP Regime 
 
Within the framework of the functional or contractual approach stressed by 
Keohane for explaining the demand for international regimes, the existing regime's 
expansion of tasks and formation of new regimes is justified by increasing 
international interdependence and success of existing regimes. Moreover, the 
growing interdependence in a certain policy area has the tendency of lowering the 
costs of a regime relative to those which would be necessary for forming new 
cooperative rules in the corresponding sub-areas (Keohane 1984; 1993: 36). 
 
Assuming the CFSP regime proves itself successful, the non economy related 
CFSP actions can be explained as byproducts of the preexisting regime. These 
actions are not of existential importance to the regime. But in view of the preexisting 
rules of conduct and decision-making mechanisms, the additional coordination 
costs are rather low. According to Keohane, the criteria for ascertaining the 
usefulness of the CFSP regime are the rise in quantity and quality of information 
available to the participating states,36 the drop in transaction costs,37 and the rise in 
influence of the member states (Keohane 1993: 11-13). 
 
Mutual information between the participating states is expressly foreseen in several 
regulations of the CFSP. A mutual briefing and coordinating must occur in the 
Council on each foreign- and security-policy issue of general importance (Art. J. 2 
§1 EU Treaty). The countries which are not represented at an international 

                                                 
36 This does not mainly concern information on official positions of other governments and their 

resources but more knowledge on their internal evaluation of problem status and viewpoints 
on them. In the foreground stand transgovernmental relationships at the expert level, which 
often occur informally; cf. Keohane (1983: 162f.). 

37 In the areas covered by them, regimes should simplify agreements between states; cf. 
Krasner (1983b: 3). 
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conference or in an international organization should also be briefed regularly on 
issues of joint interest by the EU states present there (Art. J. 5 §4 EU Treaty). 
Meetings of the numerous CFSP Council task forces regularly discuss pending 
international issues. Trans-governmental contacts are thus institutionalized 
(Keohane 1983: 162f.). ”European correspondents” in each member state assure 
continuous contact between the foreign ministry and the work of the Council 
administration in Brussels. All capital cities in the member states, the Council, and 
the Commission are linked by the COREU telex system over which already in EPC 
times about 10,000 messages relevant to the CFSP were conveyed yearly 
(Bonvicini 1988). A ”coordination reflex” has developed from these activities among 
the member states (Weiler and Wessels 1988: 231; Taylor 1982: 32). 
 
By transaction costs in regard to the CFSP I understand the efforts necessary for 
coordinating member states' foreign policy and especially for implementing 
common positions and joint actions. The CFSP offers procedures for this which – 
with the consent of the member states – enable even certain variations of the 
decision-making process (Art J. 3 §2, EU Treaty). The involvement of the EU 
institutions due to the interdependence between sectors of community cooperation 
and the CFSP is also regulated. Considering the institutional complexity of the 
Union, this could hardly be managed in an ad hoc process within a reasonable 
deadline. 
 
What can be said about the increase of influence of the member states cultivated 
through the CFSP? Regimes can form a source of influence for states whose 
policies are consistent with regime rules or gain advantage from the regime's 
decision-making procedures (Keohane 1993: 29). The first item is of importance to 
larger countries. The interest of these states in the CFSP is justified by the relative 
loss of power which they have experienced vis-à-vis the rest of the world since 
World War II. Many initiatives these days – even for Great Britain, France, or 
Germany – are better carried out and legitimized within the CFSP framework than 
on an individual basis. Examples are the efforts of Great Britain to gain support 
from its EC partners in the Falklands crisis (Edwards 1982), the problems of 
Germany with its push forward in recognizing Croatia and Slovenia (Axt 1993), as 
well as France's sudden attempt to represent its heavily criticized nuclear testing as 
in a ”European” interest.38 At the regional level these states can also make use of 
their relative weight better than in global organizations and achieve cooperative 
conduct of other member states on foreign- and security-policy issues of 
importance for them. 
 
The decision-making mechanism is a prominent source of influence for small 
states. Weaker states see institutionalized ties with stronger partners in general as 
a possibility of lessening their current or potential dependence on these states. The 
prerequisite is to pursue joint interests, which presumes an equal distribution of 
rights in the decision-making process.39 Moreover, the decision-making mechanism 

                                                 
38 Neue Zürcher Zeitung, 28 August 1995, p. 2; Neue Zürcher Zeitung, 1 September 1995, p. 

1. 
39 Within the framework of a modified neorealist approach Grieco (1995: 34-36) has introduced 

the "voice opportunities'" thesis in this regard. As a criterion for testing his thesis empirically, 
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of "arguing" associated with regimes especially favors the relative influence of 
weaker negotiation participants because it attaches great importance to conviction 
through justified arguments (Gehring 1995: 210; Young 1991). 
 
The CFSP has something to offer to small states in both areas: Basic adherence to 
the unanimity principle formally ensures each state of a veto right. The veto threat is 
also a tool used by small states within the CFSP. On one side, similar to other 
states, they do not even need to mention it directly, because their national political 
situations are well known.40 Their precept affects the entire Union and guides 
efforts to solve problems and make decisions. This benefits the small states 
particularly (Hrbek 1993). On the other hand, there is not much sense in sticking to 
the veto, as Greece, for example, has done in the past. All states try to prevent 
being isolated. This would render opposition more difficult and would surely become 
public. The Benelux states have the largest experience in using diplomatic tactics, 
whereby the role of individuals is often far more important than the size of their 
state. Internal CFSP diplomacy is of great importance for small states: They have to 
test ("vorsondieren") their ideas with the Presidency and with large states. Small 
countries always need the support of two or three big states. This is usually 
possible because no conflicts between small and large states fester within the 
CFSP. Small states have developed strategies with which they strengthen their own 
position within the Union as bridge builders or mediators between the "big powers". 
 
Small states' positions resembles that of the Commission, whose influence largely 
rests on its correct behavior and its prestige as a "neutral" voice representing the 
common interest. Thus it is no surprise that the Commission role is generally 
approved by small states: Although it follows its own interests, especially in the field 
of CFSP, it nonetheless more frequently consults small member states than do 
large states. It is more aware of the general interest. Small states in general would 
favor a strong CFSP but experience growing frustration on expanding 
intergovernmentalism. All five small states which have belonged to the EU for some 
years (i.e., the Benelux countries, Denmark, and Ireland) are convinced that they 
will achieve more influence within the Union than would be justified based on their 
size.41 They have obtained a "system affecting capability" within the European 
framework which would not exist outside the EU (von Dosenrode 1993: 407-420).42 

                                                                                                                                                   
he uses the example of the symmetry of "voice opportunities" of all member states' in the 
EMU. 

40  The following statements are based on a number of interviews conducted with officials of the 
General Secretariat of the European Council, of the European Commission, as well as with 
country representatives. As usual in such situations, statements are not attributed to 
individuals. 

41  "Participation in CFSP has given Ireland influence it would never have had without it" 
(Wrafter, 24.11.98); "it is for small states DK now much easier to exercise influence than 
before CFSP" (Taksoe, 27.3.98). This opinion is also shared by small "newcomers": "Es 
kommt nicht nur auf die Grösse eines Landes an, wenn es darum geht, europäische Politik 
mitzugestalten. ... Österreich hat ... mit seinen Schwerpunkten bewusst neue Gebiete 
erschlossen, wie etwa ... Konfliktprävention" (Bundesministerium für Auswärtige 
Angelegenheiten 1998: XI). 

42 Finally it is to be noted under the sovereignty aspect that "nonaligned" small states in the 
international system in most cases never attained the degree of real sovereignty which 
larger and more powerful states realize: They were more often seen as victims of external 

 29



From a contractual view, the CFSP in this way fulfills the conditions which make it a 
successful regime for the member states – and this in the sense of increasing the 
existing information available, lowering transaction costs, and raising the influence 
of the actors involved. As a result actions in the sub-areas of the CFSP regime can 
be explained as raising the benefit of existing rules and procedures without 
attaching notable ”additional costs” to them. The ”external” tasks of the CFSP, 
which possess no recognizable link to economic integration, can be divided into 
three groups: coordinating positions of the member states within international 
organizations, security-policy actions, and political or humanitarian services. 
 
Coordinating the position of the member states in the UN, the OSCE, or the Council 
of Europe belongs to the first group. Coordinating the positions of the then twelve 
member states at the outset of the OSCE process in the 1970s ranks as the 
greatest triumph in this regard (Allen and Smith 1990: 25; von Goll 1982). In the UN 
the portion of joint voting behavior at the beginning of the EPC rose clearly over 
60% (1975), fell in the first half of the 1980s to almost 30% (1983) and again 
reached 50% only in 1991 (Regelsberger 1988; Stadler 1993). The reason for the 
mixed result traces above all to the Palestine and Apartheid policy of the 1970s 
over which opinions of the member states were divided (Regelsberger 1989: 38). At 
the outset of the 1980s it was primarily the diverging vote of Greece which 
complicated the unified appearance of the twelve in the UN (Regelsberger 1989: 
48). Since the fall of the Iron Curtain expansion rounds of the Council of Europe 
were also the object of previous coordination by the EU states. They considered the 
Strasbourg organization as an actual ”waiting room” in the sense of a democracy 
school for Eastern and Central European EU entry candidates. On the other hand, 
the EU uses the acceptance into the Council of Europe as a concession to certain 
CIS republics such as Russia, the Ukraine, or Moldavia, whose membership in the 
Union appears out of the question for the foreseeable future.43 These coordination 
actions make the EU a decisive foreign-policy factor in Europe and its bordering 
regions – a fact especially consequential for third-party states (Regelsberger 1991: 
175). The CFSP represents a sort of international ”subsystem” (Hill 1993: 322; de 
Schoutheete 1990) in that positions are first negotiated internally and then 
defended jointly against the outside. 
  
Many multilateral aspects are discussed within the EU, but few common positions 
taken. Daily coordination is far more important than formalized common positions. 
institutionalized meetings in New York (U.N. ambassadors meet at least one a 
week, experts 1-2/week during UN-Sessions) and Vienna. (Van der Zwan, 26.3.98) 
During international conferences, the EU is usually represented by the Presidency. 
What matters most is daily coordination between member states. (Parnisieri, 
25.3.98) 
 
While coordination efforts of member states in international organizations have 
existed, though with varying success, since the beginning of the EPC, security-
policy cooperation shows the characteristic phase delay for the subarea of a 
                                                                                                                                                   

pressure tactics and forced to enter international agreements which limited their freedom of 
act more sharply than that of their partner states (Krasner 1995: 147f.). 

43 Neue Zürcher Zeitung, 26 January 1996, p. 1; Neue Zürcher Zeitung, 27-28 January 1996, 
p. 1. 

 30



regime. Security-policy issues had no place in the EPC. Also the Genscher-
Colombo initiative of 1981, which aimed to include security-policy aspects in the 
codified EPC of the SEA, was not crowned with success.44 Not before the CFSP 
was security policy included. Yet even this policy ruled out the very modest 
possibilities of qualified majority decisions which applied for other areas of 
cooperation (Art. J. 4 §3 EU Treaty). Already in a purely formal sense this pointed 
out an underdeveloped stage of security-policy cooperation. 
 
In practice, aside from the export regulation on ”dual use” goods interwoven with 
the community pillar, previous activities limited themselves to two joint actions for 
preparing international conferences. The first involved the position of member 
states on extending the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT),45 the second the 
position on the revision of the mine protocol of the UN weapon prohibition 
convention.46 The possibility foreseen for the EU to fall back on the Western 
European Union (WEU) was applied once, when the latter coordinated the 
engagement of "European" police officers in Mostar.47 Moreover, the WEU 
produced a concept for a European security policy on the proposal of the EU, yet 
one which brought about no new impetus in content.48 
 
The third group of ”external” tasks covered political or humanitarian services which 
– like the dispatch of election observers to Russia49 or support for the rebuilding of 
Ruanda50 and Burundi51 – are little disputed among the member states and have no 
trade-policy implications. These actions mark the EU's international presence and 
its preparedness to give aid, without causing important political or economic costs. 
They fall generally within the category of ”good offices”.52 
 
Depending on sector and observation period, these ongoing actions of the CFSP 
regime's subareas show a sharply varying balance sheet. Yet their differing 
success in implementation (as in the case of coordinating member state positions in 
international organizations), their initial foundering (as with security-policy 
cooperation), or the apparent coincidental nature of selection criteria (as in the case 
of ”good offices”) are not of existential importance for the CFSP. As ”external” tasks 
they help the CFSP regime without notable added burden to assume a better 
balance and thus contribute to maximizing member-state sovereignty. 
 
Most policy questions I will look at in this study form part of CFSP's "external" 
tasks.53 However some of them – especially in the fields of political stabilization 
efforts and non-proliferation – have strong ties to the economic integration process 

                                                 
44 This lead among other things to revival of the Western European Union (WEU) as a forum 

for security-policy consultations in 1984; cf. Jopp (1994: 6). 
45 Official Journal, No. L205 of 8 August 1994. 
46 Agence Europe, No. 6460, 12 April 1995. 
47 Agence Europe, No. 6268, 7 July 1994. 
48 Agence Europe, No. 6605, 15 November 1995. 
49 Official Journal, No. L286 of 20 November 1993. 
50 Official Journal, No. L283 of 29 October 1994. 
51 Official Journal, No. L072 of 1 April 1995. 
52 Under this are understood the offer of nonpartisan peace-promoting services by third parties 

in the setting of conflict situations. For an illustration, see Probst (1989). 
53  See chapter 6.2. 
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too. Some of them (e.g., common action on "dual-use"-goods) served to "protect" 
sovereignty of member states. Yet most of them had the aim to "expand" 
sovereignty of member states, either building on the EU's economic power in the 
field of "internal" CFSP tasks or only on joint political power of the 15 states in the 
field of "external" CFSP tasks. 
 
This is due to the fact that inclusion of a non-member country such as Switzerland 
into our study would make little sense if, according to the preceding reflections, the 
policy objectives of member states could be explained only or mostly through the 
common market. However, in certain cases, such as "dual-use" goods, Switzerland 
may be included de facto in the common market regarding its own exports of 
goods, as will be seen later.  
 
 
5. Security identities 
 
As stated earlier, security identities are perceived as primarily external and referring 
to the self-placement of the polity within specific international contexts, which 
consist of constellations of states, international institutions and historical 
experiences within which a state is embedded (Katzenstein 1997: 20; Banchoff 
1999: 268).  
 
Ideally, specification of state identity in any particular case involves four interrelated 
analytical tasks (Banchoff 1999: 267f.): First, one must delineate the policy area in 
question. The second task is selection of the kind of evidence that illuminates the 
content of state identity in a given case. The third task is to carry out that analysis. 
A fourth and final task is to establish the persistence of state identity over time. 
Though none of these analytical tasks establishes the effects of identity on state 
action, they can demonstrate the content of state identity in a particular case 
(Banchoff 1999: 271). 
 
We have defined state identity as self-placement with respect to other states, 
international institutions, and multilateral cooperation. Myths and images were 
mostly looked for in the importance and interpretation given to the concept of 
neutrality and to that of smallness. Past behavior was based on countries' positions 
toward multilateral cooperation. Special attention was given to countries' policies 
during the interwar period (League of Nations) and during the Cold War Period 
when countries' attitudes were examined mainly toward the United Nations at the 
global level and toward NATO and EC/EU at regional levels. Finally, attention was 
given to reactions which followed the fall of the Berlin wall. 
 
Naturally, the objective was not to deliver a detailed and accurate picture of the 
country's historical past in regard to all aspects concerned. Yet, based on the 
diagnosed importance of influence versus autonomy, the country portraits produced 
should allow ranking the resulting security identities by their degree of "openness". 
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5.1 Individual country profiles 
 
a) Austria 
 
Neutrality 
 
Compared to other European neutrals – especially Switzerland and Sweden – 
Austria has relatively little experience with neutrality (Vetschera 1990: 59). Austrian 
neutrality emerged in the framework of East-West confrontation. At the Berlin 
Conference of 1954 the Soviet Union proposed a clause to the state treaty 
prohibiting Austria from joining military alliances. Both the Western powers and 
Austria rejected the idea of imposed neutralization. However, in early 1955 Austria 
offered to declare permanent neutrality unilaterally in exchange for the Soviet 
Union's consent to the state treaty. The package deal was sealed in Moscow on 15 
April 1955 (Moscow Memorandum). After the last foreign soldier had left Austria, 
permanent neutrality was declared in a federal constitutional law on 26 October 
1955. It contains the commitment that Austria will never accede to military alliances 
nor permit military bases to be established by foreign states (Rendl 1998: 161f.) 
 
Thus, by obtaining its full independence in 1955, permanent neutrality was 
anchored in the Austrian constitution. In the words of former Austrian President Karl 
Renner, the Austrian justification was as follows: The Soviet Union did not want 
Austria to become the springboard of the capitalist and anti-communist Western 
bloc. Yet the so-called Western bloc did not want Austria to become the 
springboard for communist, pro-Russian politics. Austria wanted nothing of either. It 
wanted to build and defend its political and economic neutrality between the two 
groupings.54 
 
For Austria, neutrality obviously was a mean of recovering its sovereignty. But 
despite this instrumental character, its identity function should not be 
underestimated: Neutrality allowed the new Austrian state to find its place in the 
international community by serving as a political guideline for orienting its foreign 
relations, especially within the framework of international organizations. It also 
underlined the country's differentiation vis-à-vis the Federal Republic of Germany 
(Rendl 1998: 162). Neutrality rapidly found its place within Austrian identity and 
became deeply enrooted in it. Neutrality was not tantamount to passivity. On the 
contrary: In the Austrian view, neutrality has always been regarded as a principle of 
"positive involvement", offering all principles of international mediation (Rendl 1998: 
165). From the beginning of this new chapter in its international life, Austria was 
eager to build strong international relations based on participation: 
 
"Especially during the 1970s, the time of the very active phase of neutrality, foreign 
policy and neutrality policy were often regarded as identical in Austria ...." (Luif 
1995: 131). The Austrians saw themselves as militarily neutral in a manner that 
would include no obligations or commitments whatsoever in the economic or 
cultural field (Luif 1995: 129). Thus, the principal weight of Austrian foreign and 
security policy lay in prevention, while armed neutrality played the role of a backup 

                                                 
54  Bundespräsident Karl Renner in Mai 1947, cited by Nonhoff (1995: 61).  
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option. While Austria depended on the political goodwill of both blocs, economically 
the country was almost entirely dependent on the EU-states (Hafner 1992: 176). In 
general, Austrian foreign policy was strongly influenced by Kreisky, who conceived 
of active neutrality (Tzou 1996: 41). Its aim was to promote Austria's 
indispensability in peace times (Cayatas w.y.: 22). 
 
Since its participation in the EU, official Austria has attempted to reduce the 
importance of neutrality in regard to national identity. Without trying to solve 
contradictions before they really manifest themselves, it adopted a clearly 
pragmatic way (Bütler 1996: B3). With Austria's accession to the EU, its neutrality 
concept has in a certain way changed to day-to-day neutrality (Höll and Kramer 
1997: 18). 
 
 
Smallness 
 
The Habsburg Empire collapsed during World War I. The remains of the former 
great power consisted of a small state looking for its identity. But Austrian 
smallness should not only to be seen as geographic. It contains an economic and 
military dimension of dependence as well. After 1918, the allied forces forbid 
Austria to reintegrate Germany (the "Anschlussverbot"). However, the 
Anschlussgedanke was strengthened due to economic depression. Lack of 
orientation or alternative ways to identify led to fascination with Germany and 
longing for closer ties (Bruckmüller 1996: 303). Thus during the interwar years the 
search for identity ended in the arms of Nazi Germany. After World War II, Austria 
went back to its small-power status. But this time the country adopted smallness as 
part of its national identity, helping the country to define its new role in the 
international system. 
 
 
Past experiences 
 
Austria was a member of the League of Nations from 1920 to 1938, i.e., until its 
unification with Germany. The latter did not formally terminate Austria's 
membership (Unser 1992: 251). During the Abyssinia war, Austria did not apply the 
League's sanctions (Ross 1989: 53; 56). 
 
During the first years following World War II, Austria was mainly preoccupied by its 
attempts to reestablish its national sovereignty. Due to its occupation by Soviet 
troops, the country's integration policy within the framework of the Marshall plan 
was clearly limited. 
 
During the same year in which it regained its full sovereignty, Austria joined the UN 
and all its technical organizations. The third geographic seat of the UN was 
established in Austria. Already in 1972, Austria became the first time member of the 
Security Council (Tzou 1996: 64). Austria's strong UN engagement was best visible 
and also symbolized by its intensive participation in peace-keeping operations 
(Cayatas w.y.: 106; Zemanek 1995: 4; Szirtes 1986: 97). Austria saw its 
participation in these missions also as a means of enhancing its own mediator role. 
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As such, the missions fulfilled a double function (Cayatas w.y.: 26). The conditions 
for Austria's participation in peace-keeping operations were the following: The host 
country must agree, the mandate must be compatible with neutrality, the mandate 
must be given by the UN Security Council or the General Assembly, use of the 
Austrian contingent had to be compatible with neutrality, and no enforcement and 
sentencing could occur during the action (Cayatas w.y.: 42). The federal law of 
1965 which formed the legal basis allowed the Federal Government "'... im 
Einvernehmen mit dem Hauptausschuss des Nationalrates und unter 
Bedachtnahme auf die immerwährende Neutralität Österreichs ... dem Ersuchen 
einer internationalen Organisation um Hilfeleistung durch die Entsendung einer 
Einheit in das Ausland zu entsprechen ..., die aufgrund freiwilliger Meldungen 
gebildet werden kann.' Die von Österreich gestellten Kontingente sind ‚Truppen der 
Vereinigten Nationen und unterstehen in vollem Umfang und ausschliesslich deren 
Befehlsgewalt'" (Unser 1992: 254f.).  

 
Regarding its participation in UN sanctions, Austria explicitly reserved its right to 
decide on a case-by-case basis (Ross 1989: 173). In the case of Rhodesia, it fully 
participated in the UN sanctions (Luif 1995: 132).  
Regarding neutrality, Austria argued as follows: "The law of neutrality applied only 
to international (i.e., inter-state) wars. Therefore, Austria could apply sanctions 
without violating the international law of neutrality. There was no need to decide the 
question of compatibility between UN sanctions and neutrality law" (Luif 1995: 258). 

 
Within the European context, Austria heavily engaged in attempts to bridge the 
East-West-confrontation, for which it also had some geographic predisposition 
(Tzou 1996: 47). Its stronger linkages with Western Europe were partially 
compensated by intensive diplomatic exchanges with the Eastern bloc and with 
strong cultural bonds (Lehne 1992: 204). Austria's most prominent East-West 
bridge-building efforts at the government level were the N+N mediation efforts in 
the CSCE process (Lehne 1992: 203). Both organizations, the UN and CSCE were 
Austria's most important instruments in its attempts to play an active bridge-building 
role for global détente (Tzou 1996: 62). Austria developed its foreign-policy 
instruments within both of these frameworks. These were mainly its good offices, its 
geographic role as conference place, and its participation in peace-keeping 
operations (Cayatas w.y.: 25). 
 
In 1956, just one year after the "Staatsvertrag", Austria also joined the Council of 
Europe, which it saw as a legal and cultural cooperation forum (Nonhoff 1995: 71f.). 
Regarding the economic integration process, there were some discussions during 
the 1950s about Austria joining the ESCE. But after the 1956 revolt in Hungary, 
international tension raised to a point that ESCE accession was no longer on the 
agenda (Hammel 1993: 57f.). Yet in 1960 Austria became a founding member of 
EFTA. It also participated in its members' association attempts with the EC at the 
beginning of the 1960s and continued to look for a way along these lines even after 
1963, when other EFTA states such as Sweden and Switzerland had abandoned 
association due to the failure of their common attempts (Luif 1995: 186f.). It was the 
conflict regarding the southern Tyrol and strong Soviet pressure which put an end 
to the Austrian policy (Luif 1992: 57 f.; Hammel 1993: 63ff., 78-70). Also the EC had 
always viewed Austrian attempts with some skepticism due to Austrian neutrality, 
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which it saw as an international problem to be dealt with and not only as an 
Austrian affair (Luif 1995: 240). Although Austria perceived things differently, no 
new negotiations took place until the EEA negotiations. Austria's drive towards the 
EC had mainly economic reasons (Hammel 1993: 66-69). The main obstacle was 
Austria's permanent neutrality. The EEA was always seen as a mere transitional 
phase. The interest in EU accession persisted under the condition that neutrality 
could be maintained. 

 
 

Post-Cold War 
 
The period between the fall of the Berlin wall in 1989 and Austria's accession to the 
EU in 1995 has been characterized as a phase of transition from defense-oriented 
militia thinking to integration into a European structure yet to be defined. The 
importance of military instruments rose due to uncertainties in the East and a crisis 
in former Yugoslavia (Tzou 1996: 130). Since 1989 Austria's foreign policy has 
focused on European integration. It is generally accepted that the country's security 
can only be achieved within a larger political body. Observers diagnose the 
readiness to give up neutrality, once a system of collective security has been 
established in Europe (Luif 1993: 162). With the simultaneous accentuation of the 
EU as a central policy framework, the frontiers between European integration, 
collective security, and collective defense become somewhat blurred. Yet the 
central question remains the future of neutrality. 
 
In this respect, the normative basis of Austrian foreign and security policy is still 
being sought in global or global regional frameworks such as the OSCE and the 
UN. Along with 82 other states, Austria has signed a memorandum of 
understanding for a stand-by agreement regarding military forces 
(Bundesministerium für Auswärtige Angelegenheiten 1998: 153). Regarding the 
latter, Austrian policy was modified in the Gulf War: Legal adaptations were needed 
to allow the Allied forces to use Austrian air space with fighter planes: "... Austria's 
neutrality,” as Luif has put it, "was made compatible with the altered situation in the 
UN" (Luif 1995: 267). He added: "The criminal law against actions which endanger 
Austria's neutrality had to be quickly modified so that it no longer applied in 
circumstances where the Security Council had authorized military action under 
Chapter VII of the UN Charter. ... Austrian policy now started from the premise that 
the actions in question were steps taken by the United Nations against an 
aggressor under the international system of collective security" (Luif 1995: 144). 
Austria even had the presidency of the UN sanctions committee (Zemanek 1995: 
4). One year later, AWACS were allowed transit rights on the way to their 
surveillance mission in the former Yugoslavia. 
 
Regarding regional integration, Austria got a green light from Mikhail Gorbachev to 
push ahead towards EU accession. In several notes to the EU, Austria again and 
again repeated that there were no contradictions between EPC and neutrality (Luif 
1993: 160). It even underlined the fact that it could use its EU membership to 
pursue its mediating role between East and West as well as between the EU and 
Third World countries (Luif 1995: 238). 
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In its accession application, Austria stated that it would maintain its neutrality and 
the resulting legal and political obligations (Neutralitätsvorbehalt).55 At the same 
time, Austria declared that it fully identified with the objective of CFSP and that it 
was ready to participate actively and on the basis of solidarity in dynamic 
development of this policy (Zemanek 1995: 6). In spite of these reservations, 
Austria was accepted into the EU. But the avis from the European Commission on 
the Austrian application stared that Austria's permanent neutrality created problems 
for both the Community and Austria. It especially failed to accept the contention that 
Austria's neutrality represented a contribution to maintaining peace and 
international security, according to Art. 224 of the EEC Treaty, which would have 
allowed Austria to be exempted from certain Community decisions due to its 
neutrality obligations (Commission Opinion 1992: 17). 
 
Clarification would be needed on the question whether Austria would be ready to 
contribute to peace-keeping operations decided by the EC without UN legal 
coverage. In general, however, the Commission position remained flexible, and it 
was noticed that the Commission had accepted the compatibility of EC membership 
and neutrality in principle (Luif 1995: 240; Nowotny 1991: 264). The Austrian 
commitment to neutrality was reiterated in an aide-mémoire to the EC member 
states in June 1992. It stressed that Austria identified with the goals of the CFSP 
and participated actively in a spirit of solidarity.56 
 
A large majority of Austrians would rather have renounced EC membership than 
abandoned neutrality if EC membership had required abandoning neutrality (Luif 
1995: 241f.). The launching of a popular initiative to maintain neutrality in 1996 
mobilized 300,000 Austrians (Schröter 1997: 27). After Austria's EU accession, 
popular support for the governmental integration policy has declined. This may be 
due partly to economic disillusionment and partly to perceived threats to neutrality 
(Luif 1995: 241f.). 
 
The importance of neutrality and the prestige it still enjoys within large parts of the 
population was also reflected in the discussion on Austria's stance towards NATO 
and WEU. The country used all possibilities short of membership offered to 
strengthen its ties with both organizations. It participated in peace-keeping and 
humanitarian exercises and participated with military troops in the NATO-led IFOR 
and SFOR in Bosnia (Reitner 1997: 5).  
 
The PfP Status of Force Agreement entered into force in September 1998. It forms 
the legal basis for stationing military forces in PfP partner countries during 
partnership activities. In its PfP introductory document of May 1995, Austria had 
made clear to the Alliance that it would concentrate its cooperation in the fields of 
                                                 
55  The neutrality clause run as follows: " Austria sumits this application on the understanding 

that its internationally recognized status of permanent neutrality, based on the Federal and 
Constitutional Law of 26 October 19555, will be maintained, and that, as a member of the 
European Communities by virtue of the Treaty of Accession, it will be able to fulfill its legal 
obligations arising out of its statuts as a permanently neutral State and to continue its policy 
of neutrality as a specific contribution towards the maintenance of peace and security in 
Europe." Commission Opinion on Austria's Application for Membership (SEC(91) 1590 final), 
in: Bulletin of the European Communities (supplement 4) (1992), p. 6. 

56  Texte und Dokumente, No. 12 (December 1991), pp. 29-30 (cited in Luif, 1995, p. 241). 
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peace-keeping operations, humanitarian and emergency aid, and services linked to 
search-and-rescue efforts. It participated in the planning and review process 
(PARP). With the so-called Entsendegesetz of 1997, Austria regulated the 
conditions and modalities of engaging Austrian military personal abroad. According 
to this law, Austrian troops may carry out missions abroad within the framework of 
the UN and OSCE or take part in actions decided within the CFSP (Luif 1998: 44) 
and in November 1998 Austria decided that it would also make use of PfP's 
enhanced cooperation offer in the field of military cooperation (PfP+), whose main 
objective is to improve interoperability between partner states for the whole specter 
of crisis management activities (Bundesministerium für Auswärtige 
Angelegenheiten 1998: 126f.). However, it was remembered that this cooperation 
too would occur within the framework fixed by constitutional law. 
 
The question of NATO accession will be dealt with in the context of future NATO 
enlargement and taking into account the nature of NATO that might include more 
elements of cooperative security (Gärtner 1996: 294). 
 
Austria also launched an initiative to coordinate education, preparation, and 
implementation of contributions to international emergency and humanitarian aid 
within the central European cooperation grouping (CENCOOP). The initiative was 
successfully tested and implemented within both Austrian UN battalions in Cyprus 
(UNFICYP) and in the Golan (UNDOF) as well as in planning phases of MINURSO 
in the Western Sahara (Bundesministerium für Auswärtige Angelegenheiten 1998: 
153). 
 
 
Security identity 
 
Smallness is a rather new phenomenon for Austria. Even less experience was 
gathered with the concept of neutrality. But both elements developed a kind of 
symbiosis in the aftermath of World War II and the beginning of the Cold War, 
whereby neutrality became deeply anchored into the Austrian security identity: After 
having helped the country to regain its sovereignty, it helped it find a place in the 
international community as a small state. 
 
The country never saw neutrality as an obstacle for active multilateral engagement; 
on the contrary: Neutrality was seen as the basis for an outspoken and active 
international political engagement, especially in the fields of development policy, 
peace-keeping, and diverse national engagements in conflict resolution. After the 
country's participation in the League of Nations during the interwar period – similar 
to that of other neutral and small states – had only been half-hearted, it immediately 
became fully engaged in the UN after Russian troops had left its territory. It also 
rapidly joined the Council of Europe and participated actively in the CSCE process. 
Even before the fall of the Berlin wall, it applied for EC membership, but not without 
making sure it would be allowed to maintain its neutrality. For the same reason, 
participation in military alliances remained a clear taboo until the present. Though 
Austria has consequently stuck to its autonomy as far as the core of its neutrality 
obligations was concerned, it saw multilateral engagement and influence as an 
essential corollary to neutrality. 
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During the Cold War, bridge building and good offices were Austria's central role 
concepts: The main contribution of Austria's neutrality to European security during 
the Cold War was its role as a "gray area" between East and West. Each side had a 
continuing interest in preventing the other's control over Austria (Vetschera 1990: 
76). Vanishing of the antagonistic blocs and integration into the EU put these role 
concepts into question: A bridge is useful to cross a river. But no one lives on a 
bridge. On the contrary, the important thing is to be firmly on the shore" (Lehne 
1992: 201f.) After 1989, Austria tried to make use of its bridge function in a purely 
regional framework with Yugoslavia, Hungary, Italy, and Czechoslovakia with the 
objective of enhancing confidence and information exchange (Gärtner 1992: 22). 
But these activities were dominated by Austria's drive towards Western integration. 
Austria even showed a pronounced economically motivated skepticism towards EU 
eastern enlargement, which was only partially compensated for by emphasis on a 
common cultural past with some of these countries (Lehne 1992: 206f.).  
 
 
b) Denmark 
 
Neutrality 
 
According to a quasi-official report, Denmark has primarily pursued a policy of 
neutrality since the end of the Napoleonic wars and until World War II. From the 
second half of the 19th century, the nation's weakness has been powerfully 
underscored by a united and ever-stronger Germany. Formalized cooperation with 
Germany was not on the agenda after the German-Danish war of 1864. Neutrality 
was seen as a natural chance, and the issue was really whether or not to seek 
great power guarantees for permanent neutrality. However, in the years before 
World War I, Danish efforts to achieve such guarantees failed due to Great Power 
rivalries. In the following period, the problem was in reality solved by a policy of 
deference to German security interests. Even during the German occupation of 
Denmark, the idea of being neutral played a role (Danish Commission 1993: 8). 
 
Also when surveying the literature trying to depict the outline of Danish foreign 
policy from a historical perspective, the concept of neutrality occupies a central 
position (not to say the central position). Almost unanimously, we are told that since 
at least the end of the Napoleonic Wars and up until 1945 - or more often until 1949 
– the maintenance of neutrality was the main and paramount goal of Danish foreign 
policy. Consequently, it is generally accepted in both historical research and 
political discourse that, when searching for a Danish foreign policy tradition with 
implications for present behavior, the closest you may get is the policy of neutrality 
pursued during most of modern Danish history. Danish behavior as an alliance 
partner – and even as a member of the EU – gives ample evidence of the continued 
presence of some kind of neutrality thinking (Branner 1997: 12). 
 
A thorough presentation of the foreign-policy history of Denmark distinguishes 
between five subsequently practiced forms of neutrality policy by Danish 
governments since 1720. After 1949 the form is labeled "latent neutrality" (Holbraad 
1991). Since 1720, Denmark's foreign policy tradition was aimed at keeping the 
country out of Great Power rivalries and promoting commerce. Neutrality was 
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handled in a pronounced pragmatic way and did not prevent the country from 
entering different alliances. Until the end of World War I, Denmark followed a policy 
of armed neutrality. During the interwar period and until the occupation by 
Germany, Denmark's neutrality was unarmed. After World War II, the neutrality 
question surfaced again for a short time until the country decided to join NATO in 
1949. However, neutrality time and again reappeared in security policy debates. It 
had an impact on Danish foreign policy especially during the 1980s (von Dosenrode 
1993: 292). 
 
 
Smallness 
 
Denmark was not always a small country: In the Middle Age, Denmark was for 
centuries the regional hegemony of Northern Europe: It ruled over Norway, Island 
and Greenland and had a strong influence on Sweden and Finland within the 
framework of the Kalmar Union (1397-1523). Although Denmark continued to follow 
an expansive foreign policy until the 18th century, from the 16th century onward, its 
position started to erode to the benefit of Sweden, which expanded its influence and 
power. In the beginning of the 19th century, due to state bankruptcy, Denmark lost 
Norway to Sweden, after it had ruled over this country for about 500 years. In 1864, 
it lost Schleswig-Holstein to Prussia and Austria-Hungary, which definitely confined 
Denmark to the size of a small state. This was only confirmed through the complete 
independence of Island in 1944 (von Dosenrode 1993: 245; Bomsdorf 1989: 43f.). 
 
Consciousness of Denmark's territorial smallness was underlined by its strategic 
geographic position at the intersection of the sea- and air connections between 
Northern and Western Europe as well as between the Baltic Sea and the Atlantic 
(Bomsdorf 1989: 43). This situation was of special importance during the Cold War 
period: While the Soviet Union saw itself as the master of the Baltic Sea, Denmark 
was its gate keeper: It occupied a strategic barrier position at the entrance and exit 
of the Baltic Sea, which played an eminent role in Soviet military planning 
(Bomsdorf 1989: 52; Donnelly and Petersen 1986: 1047f.). Therefore, the attitude 
that Denmark should be defended mainly by political means rather than military 
might does not stem from fundamental abnegation towards military dissuasion. It 
has its origin in the widely existing belief that Denmark, due to its extreme 
vulnerability, could not be defended militarily (Heurlin 1982: 239). 
 
 
Nordic Solidarity 
 
The five Nordic countries are relatively homogeneous, secularized, industrially 
advanced, and – with the exception of Denmark – sparsely populated. They have 
similar political and social institutions, ideologies, and party systems (Miles 1997: 
141). Building on their linguistic, religious, and historical affinities, they have 
developed a complex web of inter-relationships so close that they have been 
described as "the other European Community" (Turner and Nordquist 1982).  
Nordic co-operation has been a reality since the launching of the Nordic Council in 
1952. Integration has been of a low-key pragmatic character, without grand 
perspectives and ambitions of high politics, but extremely useful in terms of 
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everyday life for the Nordic people (Huldt 1994: 135). The achievements of the 
Nordic Council lie not in its institutional structures but in the very many areas in 
which policy has been coordinated between member countries during its four 
decades of existence (harmonizing legislation, facilitating freedom of movement, 
cultural, educational, and scientific projects etc.) (Thomas 1996: 27). 
 
Beyond the Nordic Council, Nordic governments have cooperated in the UN, its 
specialized agencies, and in other international bodies such as the WTO, the World 
Bank, and the IMF. Where appropriate, they have joint spokesmen and have 
sometimes succeeded, by concerted action, in nominating a Nordic national to 
senior positions – for example, Trygve Lie (the Norwegian first Secretary General of 
the United Nations), his Swedish successor Dag Hammarskjöld, and the Dane Poul 
Hartling as UN High Commissioner for Refugees (Thomas 1996: 29). 
 
But while the successes have been numerous and extensive, they have generally 
been low-level. Efforts during the 50 years since 1945 to co-ordinate the "high 
politics" of national defense and security or to integrate the Nordic economies with 
each other have foundered on divergent national interests (Thomas 1996: 17). 
 
Diverse experiences of World War II were crucial determinants of subsequent 
security arrangements in the Nordic region. Finland's armistice with the USSR 
imposed neutrality by treaty. Sweden's tradition of neutrality had been maintained 
through the war (Thomas 1996: 19). In automn of 1948 a "Scandinavian Defense 
Committee" was established with the task of assessing the possibilities of a 
Scandinavian defense union. Denmark emphasized the Nordic factor and seems to 
have been prepared to accept a compromise solution if it comprised the whole of 
Scandinavia (Danish Commission 1993: 8f.). But this proved impossible: Sweden 
wanted a "neutral" alliance, while Norway advocated a position closer to the West. 
The US was not ready to guaranty a Nordic security alliance. When Sweden 
declared that it had no interest in entering an alliance with Denmark alone, the 
Danes abandoned the Nordic solution and in 1949 accepted an invitation to 
become a founding member of the Atlantic Alliance (von Dosenrode 1993: 277). It 
also played a role in Danish deliberations that the defense of Greenland could 
hardly have been covered by participation in a Nordic union (Danish Commission 
1993: 8f.). 
 
Nordic security decisions formed the basis for what came to be termed "the Nordic 
Balance": The presence of neutral Sweden between Finland and the Nordic NATO 
members helped to reduce Russian pressures on Finland, while reservations of the 
NATO members helped to keep tensions low in the Nordic region. The Nordic 
balance was posited on interdependence between Soviet policy towards Finland, 
Swedish neutrality, and low-key behavior by Denmark and Norway within NATO: 
Moderation by all would bring regional stability, to the benefit of all (Thomas 1996: 
20). 
The "Nordic Balance" concept represented the adaptation of a whole sub-region 
through a delicate international solidarity within a context of Great Power interests 
and rivalries as well as global and regional patterns of confrontation. The idea was 
to keep the Nordic region a low-tension area and thus to some extent detached 
from the global high tension between the two superpowers and their military 
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alliances, disregarding that three of the five countries in question were actually full 
members of one of these alliances. This was to be achieved by minimizing 
superpower presence in the region and by providing other ingredients of unilateral 
restraints (Balslev 1998: 112; Brundtland 1982). 
 
Although never accepted as official doctrine, the idea of the "Nordic balance" gave 
the Nordic countries a sense of a certain strength vis-à-vis external pressure. 
According to this approach, Nordic security policy is conditioned by predominant 
geopolitical and strategic factors. A key feature was limitations the Nordic NATO 
members imposed on their own and Alliance military activities in the Nordic area, 
especially in the pattern of military exercises and with regard to bases and 
stationing of foreign air forces and nuclear weapons. The Soviet quid pro quo for 
the restraint practiced by Denmark and Norway was expected to be a non-
threatening relationship to Finland, while Swedish neutrality was backed up by 
considerable armed forces and was assumed to play the role of a balancing power 
(Danish Commission 1993: 35). 
 
 
Past experiences 
 
During World War I, Denmark declared its neutrality along with Norway and 
Sweden. After the war, it reclaimed Schleswig-Holstein from Germany in 1920. It 
made some concessions to its neutrality policy and became a member of the 
League of Nations. However, it always had some reservations toward the League's 
sanction policy, especially in case Germany would regain power (von Dosenrode 
1993: 260). But it strictly applied the League's sanctions during the Abyssinian War 
(Ross 1989: 61). Within the League, Denmark consciously favored cooperation 
between small states to counterbalance great power dominance (Dosenrode 1993: 
270). From a qualification of the Neutrals' duties at the beginning of the interwar 
period, Denmark progressively reintegrated its original policy of neutrality, due to 
the League's diminishing successes and the rise of international tensions. A 
significant aspect of Danish neutrality policy was its engagement for disarmament, 
beginning with its own behavior as an example. The aim was to prevent any 
potential aggressor from justifying its action by pretending it felt threatened. 
 
Although Denmark had declared its neutrality at the beginning of Word War II, it 
was occupied by German troops in April 1940, who stayed until the end of the war.  
 
After the war, Denmark was no longer attracted by the option of unarmed neutrality. 
It gave a lot of credit to the United Nations and collective security and saw itself as 
a bridge builder between East and West (von Dosenrode 1993: 276). Since its 
establishment in 1945, Denmark has stressed the need to strengthen it with a view 
to promoting peace and security and to further international rule of law. It has 
participated in a large number of UN observer missions and in four major peace-
keeping operations: Gaza (56-67), Congo (60-64), Cyprus (60-92), and since 1992 
in the former Yugoslavia (Danish Commission 1993: 20). Often along with other 
Nordic countries, Denmark launched several initiatives to support and strengthen 
the UN, such as its 1958 attempt to create permanent UN peace keeping troops. 
Denmark has always seen its UN membership as the cornerstone of its foreign and 
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security policy. Former Danish Foreign Minister Häkkerup wrote in 1965 that small 
states had a vital interest in supporting development of an efficient world authority 
which was to become the instrument of an international rule of law (von Dosenrode 
1993: 289). 
 
The Danish decision to join NATO only took place in 1948. It followed the failure of 
closer Nordic security cooperation, the events of spring in Prague and the Soviet 
request to Finland to sign a "Treaty of Friendship" (von Dosenrode 1993: 276). 
Denmark joined NATO more on a basis of resignation than of enthusiasm (Bjöl 
1983: 6). The decision was taken faute de mieux (Heisler 1985: 58). NATO-
membership was supposed to strengthen the country's security. But it also aimed at 
reducing the threat Denmark was facing. Maximization of military protection through 
participation in the alliance was complemented by a policy aiming at maximizing 
détente toward the East (Heurlin 1982: 241). Danish participation in NATO was 
always characterized by a certain reserve. The major build-up of NATO and the 
considerable rearmament of member states that began at the start of the 1950s had 
not been foreseen by Denmark. ... Leading Danish decision-makers sought to avoid 
responsibility for drastic military measures that could compromise the idea of a 
peace policy. During the increasing military integration that came to characterize 
NATO cooperation, the Danes always emphasized NATO's defensive nature and 
stressed the need to seek détente between East and West. Like Norway, Denmark 
in 1953 rejected a NATO offer to station Allied aircraft on Danish soil. The two 
countries also refused nuclear weapons on their territory under the existing 
circumstances in 1957. Alliance planning for the defense of the two countries came 
to be largely a question of extensive reinforcement preparations (Danish 
Commission 1993: 9). Denmark always saw nuclear weapons only as political 
weapons and not as potential instruments for action. Thus, no concrete measures 
for actual stationing of such weapons were taken. Nor did a cooperative agreement 
exist with the US "in the operation of atomic weapons systems for mutual defense 
purposes", though they existed with most other NATO countries (Nyberg 1984: 64). 
Although Denmark tried to obtain guaranties for help and reinforcement of its troops 
in case of military attack, it always tried to prevent "entanglement" in the "other's 
war" (von Dosenrode 1993: 281). In connection with formulation of the "flexible 
response" strategy, Denmark was active in preparing the so-called 1967 Harmel 
Report that defined the two crucial tasks of the organization: defense and détente.57 
Thus, Denmark's special position and objectives had at least partially been officially 
recognized. Denmark contributed to peace promotion by avoiding provocation and 
promoting détente in Scandinavia. It gave a special status to the Baltic Sea island 
Bornholm that did not allow for stationing foreign troops, limited the number of 
NATO exercises on Danish territory, and implemented the ban on foreign troops 
and nuclear weapons in Denmark during peace times. To exaggerate, one might 
describe Denmark as "Neutral" within NATO (von Dosenrode 1993: 281f.). 
Denmark saw NATO as a vital link between Europe and the US. It was and still is 
seen as fundamentally important for the security of Europe that US forces remain 
involved in the European situation, partly as a latent defense in the event that a 
nuclear power should again be felt as a threat, but also as a balance in Europe 
between the classical European Great Powers, including the vision of a potentially 

                                                 
57  Danish Commission (1993: 9). The report was based on a Danish-Norwegian Draft. 
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too powerful Germany (Danish Commission 1993: 27). 
 
The motivation behind Denmark's application to join the EC was primarily 
economic. At least, the arguments that swayed a majority of the electorate at the 
1972 referendum were all on the economic side (Haagerup and Thune 1983: 107). 
The EPC used to be a much less controversial topic than Community membership 
as such. This was not only due to the EPC's form but also to its substance. The 
position taken by EPC on several issues has been in line with traditional Danish – 
and Nordic – policies (Haagerup and Thune 1983: 109). Denmark's attitude towards 
EPC between 1973 and 1985 was characterized by consensus. EPC's pragmatic 
and intergovernmental way of functioning, its many advantages regarding access to 
information and consultation, the feeling of exercising greater influence on 
international politics and EPC's compatibility with Nordic cooperation were all 
factors which had a very positive impact on the vast majority of political parties 
represented in the Folketing (von Dosenrode: 1993: 317). 
 
All things considered, it is probably quite difficult to identify the issues where 
Denmark has made its own impression on EPC. Probably the most marked Danish 
effort has been in the organizational area. Denmark fathered the so-called 
"coutumier" – a manual of the various formal and non-formal rules within EPC 
constituting a sort of Bible for European correspondents (Haagerup and Thune 
1983: 110). Denmark hoped the coutumier would prevent further institutionalization 
of EPC. 
 
The Danish attitude towards EPC institutional change has always been markedly 
conservative. To the Danes, the specter of big-power domination and a "directoir" 
lurks behind the idea of a permanent secretariat. Even more reaction was provoked 
by the London Report when it formalized the Commission's association with EPC at 
all levels (Haagerup and Thune 1983: 114). The official Danish view of an EU in 
general during the 1970s is to be found in the memorandum submitted to 
Tindemans in connection with his 1976 report. There was an emphasis on 
Commission independence as a protector of the small countries' interests. 
However, in the framework of EPC, the precondition of support was preservation of 
intergovernmentalism (Heurlin 1996: 176). In the field of foreign relations in general, 
Denmark has tended to limit the power of community institutions, as demonstrated 
more recently during discussion on the EU answer to the Helms-Burton Law in 
trade policy, where the Danish government opposed use of an exception clause 
(Art. 235) in the EC-Treaty.58 
 
It has been an axiom of succeeding Danish governments even prior to Denmark's 
adhesion to the EC that military matters were not only outside Community authority 
but should not be dealt with at all in an EPC framework. One of the principal 
arguments against any military role for the EC and indeed any discussion of purely 
military matters in EPC was that it would generate a feeling that Europe was 
considering going it alone (Haagerup and Thune 1983: 115). There was never 
much Danish interest in developing a West European as opposed to an Atlantic 
alliance, partly because American leadership was more acceptable than that of 
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France or, especially, Germany. The strict separation of military policy from the 
European Community's tentative foreign-policy consultations was a feature of 
Danish membership in the EC since its accession. Reactivation of the WEU during 
the mid-1980s met with a cold reception from the Danish government. The WEU's 
"Hague platform" of 1987 represented an undesirable emphasis on nuclear 
deterrence, and the lack of any territorial limitations in the treaty was characterized 
as an opening for post-colonial military adventures. Many of these political positions 
were carried over into the post-Cold War period through Denmark's fragmented 
domestic politics (Petersen 1994: 19). 
 
 
Post-Cold War 
 
The end of the Cold War did not bring a significant turnaround in Danish foreign 
policy orientation. What followed was rather a significant reinforcement of 
tendencies and inclinations that could already be observed during the preceding 
periods. The most remarkable new element concerned Danish engagement in the 
Baltics as an outreach dimension of Nordic cooperation. 
 
To adjust the Danish armed forces to post-Cold War requirements, Denmark set up 
the Danish Reaction Brigade (DIB) of about 4,500 men between 1993 and 1995. It 
is legally founded on a new defense law concluded in 1992 on a broad 
parliamentary basis. The brigade is intended to take part in international peace-
supporting operations, also with peace-enforcing purposes under the UN, OSCE, or 
NATO. This decision was followed up by Danish support of plans to create UN 
stand-by forces. On Danish initiative, work was undertaken for securing the quick 
transfer of earmarked national units to a multilateral command. It is often vital for 
the successful outcome of an operation that member states can react quickly in 
sending out troops. It is this recognition that underpins the Danish initiative on a UN 
high-readiness brigade, instead of relying on the usual ad hoc cooperation among 
units (Branner 1997: 2; MFA Issues in Focus 1996: 17). Danish policy is that the 
UN should have its own military forces as foreseen in the Charter. If such a force is 
established, Denmark is prepared to provide units for various tasks (Danish 
Commission 1993: 32). 
 
Within the original Danish objective of strengthening the UN as the main framework 
of international security,59 NATO continued to play the leading role when it comes 
to securing Denmark's territorial integrity. The close cooperation between the USA 
and Europe is seen as a fundamental prerequisite for security in Europe – and 
consequently for Denmark's security in the post-Cold War era as well (MFA Issues 
in Focus 1996: 9). According to the Danish security White Paper (1993), "even if 
the threat of a comprehensive military attack on Denmark has disappeared, 
Denmark's membership in NATO will remain the irreplaceable guarantee for the 
territorial integrity of Denmark" (Heurlin 1996: 170). The USA is considered by 
Denmark to be "Europe's pacifier". 
 
                                                 
59  In the report "shaping the peace: the UN in the 1990s" Denmark together with the other 

Nordic countries made a number of proposals for strengthening the UN's peace-keeping and 
peace-making activities. 
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Denmark has neither the will nor the resources to pursue a unilateral security policy 
and has felt crucially dependent on close cooperation with the European powers 
and the USA. In recent years, Denmark has supported plans for continued and 
increased integration of NATO forces under the changed circumstances in order to 
counteract tendencies towards renationalizing member-country forces. There is 
considerable fear that economic and other considerations could undermine the 
integration concept and lead to more nationally-oriented security policies (Danish 
Commission 1993: 15). For Denmark, a future European security identity will be 
firmly anchored in NATO, which will make the final decision on the WEU's use of its 
assets. More comprehensive tasks will still be undertaken under the auspices of 
NATO. The WEU is seen at best as a link between the EU's non-military decisions 
and NATO's military operational capacity (MFA Issues in Focus 1996: 11). 
Denmark has welcomed the idea that NATO should act as an "entrepreneur" for the 
UN and CSCE in a broad spectrum of operations including peace-keeping 
operations, preferably under overall UN or OSCE leadership (Danish Commission 
1993: 27). 
 
Denmark has always preferred to limit West European cooperation to civilian, 
economic, and general security policy issues. Thus the decision to expand EPC to 
genuine security and defense policy cooperation has been a difficult issue for 
Denmark. Denmark can hardly be expected to be among those countries that will 
promote the idea of a special European defense identity (Danish Commission 1993: 
28f.). In 1992, Denmark chose not to accept WEU's invitation to become a full 
member of the organization in 1992 and has observer status along with Ireland; this 
made it the only non-neutral WEU observer. 
 
Danish reservations towards closer security policy cooperation between the EC 
countries were expressed in connection with negotiations on the Maastricht Treaty. 
The Question of including defense policy became a major political issue. After the 
Danish "No” to the Maastricht Treaty on 2 June 1992, a parliamentary majority 
sought to accommodate opposition to the treaty by producing a new basis for 
ratification. This became Danish policy by the approval in October 1992 of a so-
called "national compromise" which was supported by seven of the Danish 
Parliament's eight parties. In this document Denmark reserved its position to 
participate in developing a common defense policy. At the EC summit in Edinburgh 
in December 1992 Danish wishes for a special arrangement were accepted, but 
with the consequence that Denmark cannot expect to influence defense policy 
cooperation within the European Community (Danish Commission 1993: 16). 
On the other hand, the agreement does not prevent Denmark from participating in 
implementation of concrete WEU tasks in, say, the peace-keeping area. Similarly, 
through NATO, Denmark will contribute to making resources available to the WEU's 
future implementation of the Petersberg tasks. In all circumstances, Denmark – as 
a NATO member – is in full control of deploying Danish forces, whether they wear 
NATO hats or are lent to the WEU (MFA Issues in Focus 1996: 22). 
As with EPC, CFSP enables Denmark to participate in debates on decisions and to 
take initiatives of far-reaching significance to its security. It also makes it possible 
for Denmark to draw on information that otherwise would not have been available to 
a small country. Danish foreign policy is largely formulated within the framework set 
out by the CFSP (MFA Issues in Focus 1996: 17). 
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Especially in a global European view, Denmark recognized that the EU had become 
a framework for wide-ranging cooperation in Europe. Thereby it noticed on one 
hand the Nordic dimension created through the accession of Finland and Sweden 
and on the other hand the stabilizing role the EU played as a political anchor for 
Central and Eastern European and Baltic states. 
 
Denmark belonged to those advocating strongly that the EC should conclude 
association agreements with all these states once conditions have been met. The 
EC should thereby open its market to the maximum for products from these 
countries. (Danish Commission 1993: 13).  
Denmark underlined the significance of the EU's "soft" security measures such as 
the sequence of various agreements and the stability pact, which it prized as a 
preventive diplomatic measure regarding border minority conflicts (Petersen 1994). 
This fitted the new Danish preoccupation with "soft security" as reflected in the 
1993 Foreign Policy Report (Branner 1997: 3). In this regard the EU had become 
the pivot of European security and stability for Denmark (MFA Issues in Focus 
1996: 21). 
 
Denmark very quickly entered into close cooperation with the Baltic states, which it 
saw as an extension and special dimension of Nordic cooperation. The end of the 
Cold War allowed security issues to enter the sphere of this cooperation.60 The 
Nordic prime ministers decided in 1992 that security issues should be dealt with in 
the Nordic context (MFA Issues in Focus 1996: 23). Besides the goals concerning 
democracy, Danish military cooperation with the Baltics has in general aimed at 
strengthening peace and stability in the Baltic Sea area. More specifically, this 
aspect of Danish policy towards the Baltic states is part of an overall effort to 
facilitate accession of these countries into Western institutions.61 Establishment of 
the Baltic Council in 1992, with Denmark as initiator, is a sign of the importance 
attached to the regional context (Branner 1997: 6).  
 
The USA, the Nordic countries, the United Kingdom, Germany, the Netherlands, 
and France – under Danish coordination – have supported establishment of a 
common Baltic peace-keeping battalion (BALTBAT). Launched in 1994, the project 
comprises English courses, equipment aid, as well as infantry and special training 
for UN service for three Baltic companies (MFA Issues in Focus 1996: 25f.). As a 
first step, peacekeeping platoons from the three countries were trained by Denmark 
and then integrated into Danish peacekeeping battalions in the former Yugoslavia. 
When IFOR took over for UNPROFOR in Bosnia-Herzegovina, the Baltic states 
continued to participate. The Danish view is that this international involvement gives 
such newly independent states exactly the kind of visibility and influence on the 
international arena that is so important for a small state as a remedy for Great 
Power dominance or intimidation (Balslev 1998: 120). 
 
 

                                                 
60  During the Cold War security policy was not debated in the Nordic Council (Danish 

Commission 1993: 35). 
61  Reflecting Denmark's own post-war experience, the advice to the small Baltic states has 

been one of early and active international involvement as a central aspect of a small 
country's security and defense policy (Balslev 1998: 120). 
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At the December 1995 summit of the European Council it was agreed that the EC 
should start treating applications simultaneously from all 10 new countries seeking 
membership. This decision was a result of a Danish initiative and a successful 
attempt to gather sufficient support for it (Branner 1997: 6). 
 
Denmark sees regional cooperation as particularly suited to build bridges across 
the political dividing lines of the Cold War. This is because it is founded on specific 
cooperation on issues of mutual interest amid a certain degree of regional identity. 
Informal contacts at numerous levels serve as a tool for generating both the ability 
and determination to seek political solutions to disputes. At the same time, 
however, regional initiatives carry most weight for Denmark when they supplement 
activities undertaken under the auspices of the European and trans-Atlantic 
organizations (MFA Issues in Focus 1996: 7). 
 
When in August 1990 the Danish parliament almost unanimously agreed to send a 
corvette to the Persian Gulf to participate in the UN-sanctioned blockade of Iraq, 
mainly implemented by NATO members, it was generally regarded as a historic 
decision. For the first time since the Napoleonic Wars a Danish ship of war had 
been sent "out of area". The next more substantial step ensued upon the outbreak 
of hostilities in the former Yugoslavia in 1991. During the first four years of war, the 
Danish contribution – measured by the number of personal stationed in the area 
relative to the size of the population – ranked higher than any other country. And 
when in 1993 attempts were made to increase international pressure on the Serbs 
by giving the forces under UN command peace-enforcing functions, a large majority 
in parliament favored letting Danish soldiers remain stationed under the new 
conditions (Branner 1997: 2). But Denmark had also advanced political positions on 
the crisis over the independence of the Baltic states in 1990-91 and the Chechnya 
crisis in 1994-95. On top of this, Denmark is NATO's "lead country" in peace-
keeping aspects of the PfP program (Keatinge 1996: 89). 
 
 
Security identity 
 
Denmark has been a small state for more than a century and gathered many 
experiences with different forms of neutrality and policies of alliance. Yet continuity 
has existed in regard to the policy objective, which has for at least 150 years been 
non-entanglement in military conflicts. After World War II, the scope of this objective 
was eventually enlarged to the whole Nordic region. 
 
After World War II, Denmark deliberately discarded the "stay out" policy in favor of 
active international involvement on a broad scale and choosing sides in 
international political disputes. The choice of a new policy was depicted as a 
dramatic but logical consequence of the humiliating experience of German 
occupation (Balslev 1998: 111). In the following years, Denmark involved itself in 
practically all international institutions built up in the post-war period. Not least, 
active participation in the UN was seen as the small state's way of counter-
balancing great power dominance and outdated concepts of spheres of influence. 
The small state's fundamental interest in furthering global formulation, 
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implementation, and enforcement of international codes of conduct became the 
backbone of Danish foreign policy.  
 
To characterize the fundamental difference in pre- and post-World War II strategy, I 
offer the terms "determinism" versus "internationalism": Whereas determinism leads 
to a more passive policy, internationalism leads to an active one. The basis for this 
second ideological tendency is the concept that options exist in the long run for 
changing conditions in the international system to the advantage of small states. 
Furthermore, these states themselves may contribute to realizing these changes, 
first, by substituting law for power in relations among states. The unique feature in 
the Danish tradition is its dualistic character which caused the interplay of the two 
tendencies (Branner 1997: 13). 
 
However, also in its internationalist phase after World War II, Denmark did not 
behave as an "unconditional" member: Whereas it generally supported efforts to 
enhance the UN's effectiveness in conflict management, it also defended its own 
interests within NATO and the EU, although those interests sometimes diverged 
sharply from those of other member states. Thus Denmark developed its special 
position within both organizations, most noticeably by its exemption from stationing 
foreign NATO troops and nuclear weapons and its exemption from defense 
stipulations in the EU's Maastricht Treaty, which allowed it to follow its objectives of 
détente and conflict management by means of a participation strategy. 
 
The end of the Cold War formed the beginning of a pro-active Danish foreign policy, 
especially in the fields of Baltic cooperation and general conflict management. This 
"active internationalism" was characterized by Branner (1997: 1):  
1) action rather than reaction (policy must contain visions and independent 
initiatives; 
2) a policy not bound to the national context but which to a large extent 
incorporated measures aimed at solving regional and primarily global problems; 
3) providing the necessary means making it possible for a small state to act 
independently under new complex conditions in the international system; and 
4) containing a conscious and concrete formulation of long-term interests and goals 
pertaining to international development. 
 
This policy culminated in Danish policy towards the Baltics, which may be described 
as the product of "internationalist" small state thinking combined with international 
conditions prevailing during the 1990s (Branner 1997: 15). As a result, Denmark 
appears to have changed its role from being mainly a consumer to being a producer 
of security as well (Heurlin 1996: 167). Important indicators therefore are the new 
International Brigade to be used in the UN as well as in OSCE, NATO-UN 
operations (which will also be part of the new NATO rapid reaction forces), and the 
new role Denmark has informally been assigned by the Western countries as 
coordinator vis-à-vis the Baltic states (Heurlin 1996: 169). This new Danish role on 
the international scene received due acknowledgement: In July 1997 Bill Clinton 
visited Denmark as the first Nordic country ever toured by an American president. 
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He thanked Denmark for the leading role it was playing in integrating the Baltic 
states into Western structures.62 
 
Since the end of World War II, Denmark clearly aimed at a policy of participation to 
reach its objectives of détente and conflict management. That was true for the UN 
as well as for NATO and EC membership. Participation (or "internationalism") was 
the absolute priority, aiming at influencing the respective organizations as much as 
possible. Within NATO, this succeeded up to a degree probably even unforeseen 
(ex. Harmel Report). The same is true for the EC ("coutumier" of EPC). Autonomy 
could be preserved up to a certain degree (special treatment within NATO and the 
EU). But Denmark had few objectives which needed absolute autonomy; on the 
contrary: Denmark's general objectives could best be reached through participation, 
although another less active strategy could also have been conceived. 
 
 
c) Sweden 
 
Neutrality 
 
During the 19th century, Sweden progressively turned away from alliance policy and 
military conquests and moved towards neutrality. Whereas the actual move already 
occurred at the beginning of the century, the psychological basis was only 
established by its end when fear of Russia increased and the country feared being 
involved in the German-Russian war. Sweden realized too that no lasting benefits 
were to be expected from alliances. Thus neutrality was a consequence of 
Sweden's new smallness and its fear of Russia (Bomsdorf 1989: 94). Neutrality is 
not morally founded but based on demographic, economic, geographic, and military 
realities and facts (Laumer 1997: 12f.). As such, it used to be handled in a rather 
pragmatic way. Dating back to a formal declaration of King Karl Johan XIV in 1834, 
Swedish neutrality was conceived as non-alliance policy in peace time and 
neutrality in war time (Isak 1989: 50). 
 
Sweden's neutrality has always been an armed neutrality: "Sweden wants to be 
armed like the porcupine with bayonet quills to meet any attacker from coast to 
coast" (Carlsson 1985: 21). However, unlike that of some other European countries, 
Sweden's neutrality was (and still is) not constituted or guaranteed by any 
international arrangements nor confirmed in the Swedish constitution. Viewed as a 
means rather than an end, neutrality is seen as a self-chosen policy, its 
interpretation being the sole responsibility of the Swedish government (Lindström 
1997: 2; Woker 1978: 65). Guaranties by foreign powers would rather be seen as 
counter-productive, because they would provide those powers a "droit de regard" 
(Aström 1984: 7). 
 
Sweden saw its neutrality as compatible with its participation in the League of 
Nations and in the UN. After World War II, it even discussed creating a defensive 
alliance with other Nordic countries. But neutrality's pragmatic handling did not 
prevent it from becoming an axiom of Swedish foreign policy, a principle that no 
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longer needed any justification (Andrén 1984: 41; Woker 1978: 66). After World 
War II, Swedish neutrality gradually became a way of life. For Swedes in general, 
neutrality formed a key element of national identity. Swedes were proud of being 
neutral. Neutrality was politics and images, perhaps more images than politics. It 
was through the images, the notion, and identity of neutrality that politics worked 
(Agrell 1998: 181f.). 
 
The declared policy of "non-alignment in peacetime aimed at neutrality in war" was 
not primarily a policy for wartime but a war-preventing policy (Huldt 1994: 109). 
Swedish security policy always had two pillars: a strong defense and a pronounced 
active foreign policy (Huldt 1985: 107). The latter aimed at reducing international 
cleavages and promoting peaceful resolution of conflicts (Schmidt 1983: 48-50). 
 
The revelation in 1994 of secret military contingency plans to cooperate with NATO 
during the Cold War suggests that neither neutrality policy nor political transparency 
were always quite what they seemed at the time.63 But Sweden has confirmed its 
long tradition of an activist foreign-policy profile in recent years. There has been a 
strong presence in multilateral institutions, continuation of significant development 
cooperation and arms control policies, and increasing support for cooperation in the 
Baltic Sea region.  
Sweden's policy of neutrality was never an end in itself. It kept the country out of 
war and was an instrument that opened the way for active participation in 
international cooperation and peace-building.64 The neutrality concept is still 
maintained as a guiding principle by a vast majority of Swedes (Linsdström 1997: 
63). 
 
 
Smallness 
 
Historically speaking, Sweden belonged along with Denmark among the big players 
of the political landscape in northern Europe (Andersson and Weibull 1981). For a 
period of roughly 100 years, from the capture of Riga in 1621 to the end of the 
Great Nordic War in 1721, Sweden participated in European Great Power politics, 
playing a decisive historical role in the Thirty Years' War and a dominating, regional 
power role thereafter (Huldt 1994: 134). However, during the following two 
centuries, it lost this status due to several defeats. Sweden was confined to the 
status of a small state by dissolution of the Scandinavian Union with Norway in 
1905 (Findeisen 1997: 167; 217). But the main basis for Sweden' s smallness' was 
never the country's surface but its peripherality and its low population density. It is 
geographically that Sweden is a small country on the periphery of Europe (Huldt 
1994: 134). 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
63  See also Agrell (1998). 
64  Towards a New European Security Order – A Swedish View. Address by the Minister for 

Foreign Affairs of Sweden, Mrs. Lena Hjelm-Wallén, at the Centre for European Policy 
Studies, Brussels, 30 May 1995, p. 2. 
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Nordic Solidarity 
 
As early as May 1945 Swedish Prime Minister Per Albin Hansson proposed a 
Scandinavian regional defense agreement, evoking Danish agreement that 
whatever endangered one Scandinavian country was a threat to all. But this idea 
did not progress beyond the consultative state and fell apart in 1948 (Thomas 1996: 
19f.). While the Swedes saw the plan as an extension of their defensive neutrality 
and were opposed to any link with Britain or the USA, the Norwegians would accept 
no alliance that might make US military supplies unavailable in an emergency. As 
this incompatibility became clear, the Norwegians decided to join NATO. Sweden 
saw a bilateral pact with Denmark as too large a defense liability, so Denmark 
followed Norway's example, though both governments made the important 
reservation that they would not allow any foreign power to establish bases on their 
territory ”so long as it was not attacked or threatened with attack”. Later Denmark 
and Norway also excluded nuclear weapons and nuclear-powered vessels from 
their territories during peacetime.65 
 
 
Past experiences 
 
Already in 1912 Sweden declared its neutrality along with Norway and Denmark. As 
a reaction to creation of the League of Nations, Sweden officially no longer used the 
term neutrality to describe its foreign policy (Laumer 1997: 16). It rapidly became 
known as an active member of the League of Nations, especially in the legal 
domain (Steene 1989: 168). But it also contributed to the League's attempts in the 
fields of disarmament and arms control. Sweden thereby offered a good example 
from the 1920s onwards by reducing its own armament unilaterally (Huldt 1984). 
Enlargement of the country's interests, which occurred at that time, formed the 
basis for an active foreign policy after 1945. During the Abyssinian War, Sweden 
fully participated in the sanctions regime that it officially justified with its interest in a 
stable and controlled international system (Ross 1989: 62-67). Only when it 
became clear that, due to other countries' noncompliance, the sanctions 
effectiveness was limited, Sweden returned to its policy of neutrality.  
 
At the beginning of World War II, Sweden first thought about giving up its neutrality 
and entering a defensive alliance with Denmark and Finland. But the countries' 
differing interests led to the project's abandonment (Findeisen 1997: 260). Sweden 
declared itself neutral. However, it provided material support to Finland in its 
"Winter War" against the Soviet Union (Carlsson 1985: 27). 
 
After World War II, Sweden again tried to create a defense alliance along with the 
other Scandinavian countries (Huldt 1994: 106). The aim was to establish a kind of 
"collective neutrality" by mean of expanding its own neutrality to the other members 
of the alliance (Miles 1997: 146). However, the foreseen partners declined the offer. 
Sweden was an active promoter of regional cooperation in the economic field, 
which eventually lead to creation of the Nordic Council in 1952: "By supporting 
regional initiatives,” as Miles has noted, "the Swedes could avoid being pressured 
                                                 
65  See also the extensive description of Nordic Solidarity and of the concept of Nordic Balance 

in the chapter on Denmark. 
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into involvement in larger European Customs union. To some extent, the Swedish 
government viewed the project as a defensive strategy and as a counterweight to 
diplomatic developments in mainland Europe" (Miles 1997: 152). 
 
Sweden's role in participating and co-founding EFTA fits into the same logic. It saw 
the free trade association as a bridge-building institution to the EC that would allow 
it to pursue its policy of neutrality (Karsh 1988: 165). Membership in the EC would 
not be possible for two reasons: The political objectives of the EPC (based on the 
Davignon report) and the objectives of the Werner Plan (economic and monetary 
Union). Sweden's door to the EC closed after a parliamentary decision in 1971. It 
argued that membership was not compatible with Swedish neutrality. It would not 
be until the end of the Cold War that Sweden was able to reconsider and take new 
steps towards greater participation in the foreign affairs and security field 
(Lindström 1997: 8). 
 
In spite of the disappointing experience with the League of Nations, Sweden was 
again ready to adapt its neutrality policy to the needs of collective security in the 
framework of the UN (Laumer 1997: 23). Sweden opted for membership stressing 
the solidarity aspect in which "the credibility of neutral policies would be judged 
primarily by how they contributed to constructing a new system for peaceful 
resolution of international affairs" (Dohlman 1989: 100). 
 
The UN quickly became a prominent platform for Sweden's foreign policy and 
occupied a central role for active expression of Sweden's policy of non-alignment. 
"The trend towards international activism or "active neutrality" on Sweden's part,” 
Ross observes, ".. was particularly relevant within the UN context, for each of the 
two main developments in Swedish policy marked an increasingly symbiotic linkage 
with the UN: International activism with the General Assembly, sanctions legislation 
with the Security Council" (Ross 1989: 131f.). "During the Rhodesian crisis,” he 
points out, "Sweden demonstrated a willingness to take measures above and 
beyond the minimum requirements of participation" (Ross 1989: 190). 
 
Sweden mainly conceived its UN policy as preventive diplomacy that would help 
generate a peaceful international environment. Sweden engaged heavily in 
disarmament efforts and in peacekeeping operations. From a total numbers 
perspective, nearly 12% of the 530,000 troops that took part in UN operations up to 
the end of 1991 were Swedes (Sipri Yearbook 1996: 112). In a similar fashion, one 
cannot forget the contributions by individuals such as Dag Hammarskjoeld (the 
UN's second Secretary General) and Rolf Ekeus (the UN's envoy to monitor Iraq's 
capabilities in weapons of mass destruction) (Lindström 1997: 7). 
 
Regarding military defense, Sweden stuck officially to its doctrine of armed 
neutrality. It spent huge financial amounts to underline its credibility, which made it 
almost a European great power (Bomsdorf 1989: 92). 
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Post-Cold-War 
 
One of the most remarkable changes in Swedish foreign policy since 1989 has 
been a shift in priority dimensions: The Scandinavian dimension lost importance 
compared to the European one, which has acquired the central place in Swedish 
foreign policy. Accession to the EU was a logical consequence of this change to 
which neutrality's definition also had to adapt: "After 1995, the country moved from 
being the leading Nordic non-member state to arguably the leading Nordic EU 
member" (Miles 1998: 169). 
 
Immediately after the fall of the Iron Curtain, Prime Minister Carl Bildt began to 
describe Sweden's security policy as "military non-alignment combined with 
European identity" (Lindström 1997: 9). Neutrality was maintained but reduced to its 
core content. Europe became Sweden's new foreign-policy anchor (Laumer 1997: 
64).  
 
During a well-publicized trip to Brussels, Prime Minister Ingvar Carlsson handed 
over Sweden's application on 1 July 1991. Unlike Austria, whose application had 
been submitted two years earlier, Sweden made no reference to neutrality. Yet it 
would be difficult for the Community to disregard the government declaration to the 
Parliament of 14 June, which in reference to Swedish neutrality contained the 
expectation that consideration would be paid to the "traditional positions" of the 
member states on security policy and that an EC defense option would be a 
voluntary arrangement (Huldt 1994: 120f.). Even though it was openly stated that 
membership was supposed to be compatible with continued neutrality, there can be 
no doubt that the application was a drastic departure from the past (Lindström 
1997: 146f.). Through a government declaration submitted on 4 October 1991, Bildt 
underlined Swedish commitments to future obligations as a member of the 
European Community, and he described neutrality as a term no longer relevant to 
post-Cold War realities. The new doctrine of Swedish foreign and security policy 
was instead summarized in 'a European identity' with the hard core of neutrality 
now reduced to a national defense organized and conducted independently: ”Only 
Sweden defends Sweden” was the phrase used. Thus, although EC membership 
was no longer seen as incompatible with neutrality, the principle of non-alignment 
was maintained (Schröter 1997: 21f.). 
 
In 1992, the Parliament Committee for Foreign Affairs presented the new outlook on 
security. It was concluded that Sweden should be more active on the international 
scene while maintaining the foundations of non-alignment. A highlight was the 
rephrasing of Sweden's security policy definition from "non-alignment in peace time 
aiming at neutrality in war time" to non-alignment aimed at "making it possible to be 
neutral" in case of war in the neighboring area (cited in Lindström 1997: 9). Through 
this modification, a certain element of vagueness (since neutrality no longer was an 
obvious choice) was introduced which eventually opened the way for greater 
"freedom of action". In November 1993, Prime Minister Bildt went even further when 
he said – concerning Russian threats against the Baltic States – that he "found it 
difficult to see neutrality as a probable choice in the predictable cases of conflict in 
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our vicinity".66 
 
Former officials commented on the changes in the same direction: On 9 August 
1992 a former permanent under-secretary of state for foreign affairs, Sverker 
Aaström, who had for decades been considered one of the most distinguished 
spokesman of Swedish neutrality, spoke out in favor of defense cooperation with 
the Community as a ”unique” opportunity, after the demise of neutrality, to 
strengthen the defense of our freedom and peace. He flatly stated the 
incompatibility of EC membership with previous conceptions of Swedish neutrality, 
but he saw little to be regretted in this, as Sweden's strategic position after the Cold 
War was totally different from the past, with cooperation with the Community now 
opening up new possibilities.67 For former Abmassador Krister Wahlbäck, "... in the 
past, we used to describe our overall security and foreign policy in time of peace as 
'a policy of neutrality'. This was at a time when there was a risk of war between the 
military blocs. ... But now we are living a different Europe. A "policy of neutrality" 
has become an irrelevant and misleading label. If we continued to use it, we would 
give a false picture of our assessments of European security prospects. People in 
other countries would believe that we were still preparing to deal with traditional 
East-West warfare scenarios. Above all, it would give a false impression of our 
approach to security policy cooperation in Europe. Other countries would believe 
that we still wanted to stay in our protective shell" (Wahlbäck 1993: 3). 
 
But the Swedish government ensured that, despite important changes to its security 
policy, its fundamental basis – that of "non-participation in military alliances" – 
remained unchanged. As of 1 January 1995, Sweden has been part of the WEU 
with an observer status, which was linked to its EU accession. The government saw 
it as a valuable asset that Sweden was given the opportunity to gain insight and 
participate in the security policy discussion that was maintained with the WEU; 
especially humanitarian and peace-keeping missions as well as crisis management. 
Observer status would also provide the opportunity to participate in discussion of 
EU decisions which the WEU might need to implement.68 From the point of view of 
the Foreign Affairs Committee, observer status was consistent with Sweden's non-
alignment policy. Even though Sweden was merely a WEU observer, such thoughts 
would have been unimaginable a few years earlier. But the government refrained 
from allowing the country to become a full member of the WEU. On many 
occasions throughout 1995-98 the Foreign Minister, Lena Hjelm-Wallén, repeatedly 
rejected the notion that Sweden would soon join either the WEU or NATO: "If 
Finland and Sweden were now to reconsider their policy of nonparticipation in 
military alliances, it would not add to the stability of our countries, nor to the stability 
of our immediate neighborhood. That is why there is no need for Finnish and 
Swedish membership in NATO (Halonen and Hjelm-Wallén 1997: 8).  
 
 

                                                 
66  Speech at the Institute for International Affairs, November 17, 1993, cited in: Lindström 

(1997: 10). 
67  Sverker Aaström: "EC defence co-operation is to Sweden's advantage", Svenska Dagbladet, 

9 August 1992, cited in: Huldt (1994: 133). 
68  Extract of Government meeting, protcol number 8, 12 December 1994; Lindström (1997: 

24). 
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This did not prevent the governing Social Democrats from looking for closer 
cooperation with those organizations. Although its CFSP policy was essentially 
”minimalist”, the government could not maintain a ”static” security policy; 
cooperation was advisable on a selective basis. Swedish policy-makers realized 
that the real issue was not whether or not to participate in joint military action but 
rather how and in what form such participation should take place (Miles 1998: 355; 
Saeter 1996). During 1990-93, Sweden changed its UN voting behavior in the 
General Assembly: It began to vote more in line with the EU states and less often 
with the Third-World states, contrary to earlier times when Sweden used to vote 
more often with those countries than other Western European states (Lindström 
1997: 11f.). 
 
During the Second Gulf War, the governments of Denmark, Finland, Norway, and 
Sweden had repeatedly made clear that they stood behind the UN Security 
Council's resolutions. They also offered to send blue helmets and observers for the 
cease-fire. Sweden as well as Finland declared they were not neutral in this conflict, 
which took place in the framework of a UN Resolution. Weapons could therefore be 
delivered to the coalition forces. Politically, all democratic Swedish parties 
supported the government's position (Doepfner 1991).  
Sweden's military policy combines a strong interest in developing its preventive and 
crisis- management aspects and retention of a purely national position regarding 
the protective (i.e., self-defense) aspect. Participation in PfP was justified by 
Foreign Minister Heljm-Wallen on grounds that it is "exactly the kind of practical 
cooperation which in itself is confidence-building, and in addition adds to our 
capacity to carry out peacekeeping operations" (Hjelm-Wallen 1995). Thus, 
participation in PfP was never seen as conflicting with neutrality, but rather as a 
complementary element to Sweden's CSCE engagement or its support of the UN 
Peace-Keeping mission (Lindström 1997: 14). 
 
Contributions to current peacekeeping operations have been considerable, 
particularly in the Yugoslav crisis. In early 1995 Sweden deployed some 1,300 
troops in the three UNPROFOR operations in Croatia, Bosnia, and FYROM. This 
involved two innovations; the first was participation in a joint Nordic force (Nordbat 
2) that included two NATO states (Denmark and Norway), and the second was 
deployment of combat equipment (Keatinge 1996: 93f.).  
On 20 December 1995, the UNPROFOR mission was formally replaced by IFOR 
under the command of NATO. The force was authorized by the Security Council to 
use force under Chapter VII and acquired rules of engagement with extensive 
possibilities to retaliate.69 The Swedish government had previously declared its 
readiness to participate in a peace-keeping mission in Bosnia, also under NATO 
command, if the operation was based within a UN framework. This was the case, 
as the operation was part of the implementation of the Dayton agreement. In 
Sweden, the government can base its decision on a Parliament decision from 1993 
in which sending troops to Bosnia for peace enforcement missions had also been 
approved.70 
 
 
                                                 
69  UN Security Council Resolution 1031, UN document S/RES/1030, 15 December 1995. 
70  NZZ, 25./26. November 1995, 2 (international edition).  
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Sweden's contribution to the NATO-led IFOR consisted of 830 troops, while the 
civilian side of this operation was headed by a former Swedish prime minister, Carl 
Bildt (Keatinge 1996: 93f.). The material used by the Swedish battalion included 
armored personnel carriers, anti-tank missile systems, anti-tank weapons, mine 
detectors, and ammunition (Lindström 1997: 21.). In general terms, the larger 
parties (Social Democrats, Conservatives) together with center-right parties 
(Central, Liberal, Christian Democratic Party) approved the decision to take part in 
IFOR. This left the Green and Left Party that disapproved.71 
 
The purpose of Sweden's activities in the former Yugoslavia as depicted was 
contribution to the process of peace and reconciliation, and to the integration of the 
region into European cooperation structures. Between 1992 and 1997 a total of 
about 10'000 Swedes have done military service in former Yugoslavia. Sweden's 
participation in IFOR, and its successor SFOR are the first time that Sweden has 
allowed its soldiers to serve under a NATO command. In Macedonia, a Swedish 
platoon (more than 40 men) makes up part of Nordic battalion stationed together 
with a US battalion in the areas bordering Albania and the FRY. Within the EU 
framework Sweden contributes eight members of ECMM, the European Community 
Monitor Mission in Bosnia, Croatia and the FRY (Swedish Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs 1997: 1; 3). 
 
The statements by Defense Minister Björn von Sydow in 1997, permitting Swedish 
planes to take part in NATO maneuvers and that "non-alignment" was not 
necessarily permanent in 1998 illustrate the gradually changing assumptions of 
Swedish security policy. The flexible security policy allows for Swedish armed 
forces to be substantially revised, moving from notions of a standing, citizen army to 
flexible concepts of rapid reaction forces and share cooperation between Swedish 
and NATO powers' armaments industries (Miles 1998: 359). 
 
A special element of Swedish security policy, linking regional interests with 
European instruments, is cooperation with the newly independent Baltic states: 
"The Nordic project belongs to the old Europe, the Baltic to the new" (Miles 1998: 
171). The strong Swedish engagement in this cooperation is mainly motivated by 
security concerns: "It is of top priority for Sweden that democracy, security, and 
welfare be achieved in the Baltic Region", a top government spokesman said.72 
Baltic cooperation has surged in 1992 through establishment of the Council of the 
Baltic Sea States (CBSS). Its members are Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, 
Latvia, Lithuania, Norway, Poland, Russia, Sweden, and the European 
Commission.73 Concerning BALTBAT (see Denmark),; the initial Swedish 
contributions included sending material support and instructors to the Baltic states. 
This represented a marked change from prior donations that were non-military in 
nature (Lindström 1997: 19f.). 
 
 
 
                                                 
71  For further details on parliamentary debate see Lindström (1997: 22). 
72  Speech by Persson held on September 17, 1996 (Government declaration) See also: 

Asmus and Nurick (1996: 132); Lindström (1997: 38). 
73  For further details, see Lindström (1997: 34ff.). 
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Security identity 
  
Sweden has been a small country since the beginning of the 20th century, mainly 
due to its geographically excentred position. Neutrality became a part of national 
identity after World War II. It served as the basis for a policy of military non-alliance 
on one hand and pronounced active international and multilateral engagement on 
the other hand. Given its self-image, Sweden was regarded as a small (but not 
unimportant) peaceful country that had wisely avoided war, believed in human 
rights, and kept itself neutral in the divided world. Neutrality was a good thing, an 
elevated position in world politics (Agrell 1998: 181). From the beginning of the 
1950s onward, Sweden engaged heavily in favor of disadvantaged nations. The 
"strong" Swedish foreign policy, which was perceived as from the mid-1960's 
onward, had to be seen in connection with Olaf Palme's government. Its core was 
formed by help for the Third World, human rights, defense of small states' rights 
and independence, liberation of colonies, and democracy (Laumer 1997: 37f). It 
was then that the notion of Sweden as the "world's conscience" started to emerge 
(Luif 1995: 136). This behavior has been explained as stemming from the Swedish 
culture to take part and fulfill the role of a moral judge (Andrén 1984: 47). This 
stance has been justified by the chosen policy of active neutrality which would 
provide the country with the role of a "Mahner und Wächter" (Woker 1978: 100). 
 
In more recent times, this policy has been exemplified within Sweden's policy 
towards the Baltic states, where the country has acted as the Nordic integration 
vehicle: The underlying idea is that, beside the purely Nordic link, there is a special 
trans-Baltic one, a particular Nordic role, perhaps shown most clearly in the case of 
Finland and Sweden for both historical and geographical reasons, in providing 
bridge-building and acting as modernizers vis-à-vis the Baltic shore and the 
Russian hinterland. There are certainly expectations on the part of the Baltic states 
(and the Russians) that the Scandinavians play such a role (Huldt 1994: 137). 
 
Since World War II Sweden has kept away from any organization which might have 
compromised its neutrality. It made a clear distinction between the EC and NATO 
on one hand and the UN's collective security and human rights activism on the 
other side: It abstained from the first category to maintain its autonomy but engaged 
heavily in the second category where it also exercised influence. Sweden reacted 
very rapidly to the changed international constellation which followed the end of the 
Cold War: The need for autonomy was reduced to its abstention from formal 
membership in a military alliance, whereas it enhanced its cooperation in all other 
fields, especially in economic, political, and military cooperation at a regional level. 
The main orientation point has clearly become the "European" one. 
 
 
d) Switzerland 
 
Neutrality 
 
Swiss neutrality has its roots in national as well as in international politics (Riklin 
1992: 191). Neutrality was a survival strategy for Switzerland: On one hand, it 
helped to bridge the contradictions and conflicts between member states of its 
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federation and, on the other hand, to defend its existence between the antagonistic 
Great Powers. However, neutrality was never in itself an objective of Swiss foreign 
and security policy but only an instrument to preserve the country's 
independence.74 Neutrality obviously also had an important free trade function 
(Goetschel and Zbinden 1998: 385f.). Neutrality was not supposed to be handled as 
a rigid instrument: It used to be continuously adapted to international necessities 
and the countries evolving interests (Bericht des Bundesrates 1993: 60).  
The origin of neutrality dates back to the Thirty Years War (1618-1648) and to the 
roots of the modern state system based on the legal principle of states' sovereign 
equality (Thürer 1989: 75; Brunner 1989). Due to neutrality, Switzerland did not get 
entangled in the various religion and dynastic wars between the 16th and 18th 
century. At the Vienna Congress of 1815, Switzerland obtained international legal 
recognition of its neutrality. Again the country managed to stay outside of the 
following wars (Riklin 1992: 192). Between 1816 and 1938 – a period which had 
been characterized as a flourishing one in regard to neutrality – Switzerland offered 
many international services linked to neutrality. Simultaneously neutrality protected 
national cohesion (Vogel 1997). Switzerland also managed to remain more or less 
neutral during both world wars.  
 
After World War I, Switzerland joined the League of Nations, maintaining what it 
called a "differential neutrality". This meant that the country was ready to participate 
in economic sanctions decided by the League but not in military ones. Evolution of 
the international environment and experiences of the Abyssinia war made 
Switzerland return to its integral neutrality (Riklin 1992: 193). 
 
After World War II, Switzerland conducted very strict neutrality (Bericht des 
Bundesrates 1993: 60f.). In a first phase, the country would not join the UN or any 
other international organization linked to political or even military aspects of 
cooperation. To escape from complete isolation, the maxim of "solidarity, 
universality, and disponibility" was introduced. This meant that the country was 
ready to participate in technical as well as in economic international organizations. 
This enabled Switzerland to join most of the UN technical organizations and special 
programs. Switzerland also was a founding member of the OEEC, whereby the 
country formulated clear principles to maintain its neutrality's credibility. Until the 
1960s, participation in the Council of Europe remained excluded due to neutrality 
considerations. For the same reason, Switzerland did not even seriously consider 
taking part in the initial European integration process. In 1986, when Swiss UN 
accession was refused in a popular referendum, neutrality was one of the major 
reasons. Only after the end of the cold war, a process started aimed at reducing the 
impact of neutrality to its legal core (Goetschel and Zbinden 1998: 396-408). 
 
 
Smallness 
 
Historically speaking, Switzerland has not always been a small state. After the end 
of the "Holy Roman Empire", Switzerland was surrounded by countries of similar 
size. Especially during the wars of Burgundy and Milan (1450 – 1515) the Swiss 
                                                 
74  Bericht über die Aussenpolitik der Schweiz (1993), Anhang: Bericht zur Neutralität, vom 29. 

November 1993, 59f. 
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confederation was considered in military terms as Great Power (Hofer 1992: 55). It 
was the defeat in the battle of Marignano (1515) which provoked the end of Swiss 
power policy (Riklin 1992: 191). Nonetheless, the country remained geographically 
in the middle of European power politics. Neutrality helped Switzerland remain in 
control of the Alpine transit routes as a strategically important North-South link.  
 
Today Switzerland remains a small state geographically, although the country does 
not correspond to this term any longer in economic or financial terms. However, it 
seems undisputed that "smallness" forms in integral part of Swiss national political 
identity (Hofer 1992: 51; 59). 
 
 
Past experiences 
 
Switzerland joined the League of Nations. After intense discussions about the 
implications that the League might have on Swiss neutrality, the argument that the 
country could not stay outside the new organization prevailed. In a referendum, a 
clear majority supported Swiss accession. However, Switzerland followed a 
conservative policy inside the League that often worked against attempts to 
optimize the League's working and especially the effectiveness of its sanction 
mechanism. This was also due to the negative development of international 
relations in Europe. Switzerland especially supported what it perceived as the 
League's peace-promoting role as opposed to its enforcement mechanisms. But 
Swiss expectations were not fulfilled (Goetschel and Zbinden 1998: 392-395). 
 
In the aftermath of World War II and the emerging Cold War, Switzerland adopted a 
very strict neutrality policy. The fact that the country perceived its relative good 
fortune in the two preceding world wars as closely linked to neutrality, strengthened 
the general belief that neutrality had always prevented Switzerland from getting 
entangled into violent conflicts (Spillmann 1995). In parallel, the country supported 
international economic free-trade agreements. Within the framework of the OEEC, 
Switzerland participated since 1948 in European reconstruction with the Marshall 
Plan (Altermatt 1992: 63-65). But in the OEEC, Switzerland opposed introduction of 
majority rule, delegation of authority or restrictions on its economic ties to third-party 
states due to neutrality considerations. This sensitivity to neutrality and autonomy in 
economic policy did not really change before the end of the Cold War (Goetschel 
and Zbinden 1998: 397). 
 
Generally Switzerland engaged heavily in almost all domains aimed at improving 
and strengthening international law, whether economic (in the framework of the 
GATT), humanitarian (within UN agencies and commissions), or jurisdictional (e.g., 
the International Court of Justice) (Goetschel and Zbinden 1998: 402). With the 
emerging European integration process and the upcoming détente phases of the 
Cold War, Switzerland replaced little by little the distinction between political and 
economic international organization by that between supranational and 
intergovernmental international organizations. This rendered possible the country's 
accession to the Council of Europe and its participation in the CSCE process that 
started at the beginning of the 1970s. Especially in the latter, Switzerland played an 
important and active role within the N+N group of states. The country also 
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promoted its good offices by hosting a considerable number of international 
organizations and conferences on its territory, by representing diplomatic interests 
of third-party states, by offering its mediation in the Algerian conflict, and by its 
participation in the supervision commission in Korea. 
At the same time, Switzerland began to modify its position towards the UN too. 
Although the country did not take part in UN economic sanctions against Rhodesia 
in 1966, it restricted its trade relations to the so-called "courant normal". In 1977, 
the Federal Council supported the idea of Swiss accession to the UN. However, this 
was massively rejected in a popular referendum in 1986 (Goetschel and Zbinden 
1998: 393-400). 
 
To prevent economic disadvantages resulting from its absence in the European 
integration process, Switzerland became a founding member of EFTA in 1960. 
Switzerland concluded a free-trade agreement for industrial goods with the EEC in 
1972, which obtained a clear majority in a referendum (Goetschel and Zbinden 
1998: 403-405). Subsequently, Switzerland tried to enlarge sector cooperation with 
the EEC to other fields and domains, partly in cooperation with the other EFTA 
countries (Luxembourg process).  
 
Regarding NATO, Switzerland kept its distance from the Alliance during the whole 
Cold War. It concentrated on maintaining and optimizing its own military defense 
capacities following its doctrine of dissuasion (Spillmann 1995: 111-115). Actually, 
Swiss independence was integrated into NATO's ”extended deterrence" de facto 
based on the organization's nuclear weapons arsenal (Spillmann 1998). 
 
 
Post-Cold War 
 
After the Cold War had ended, the Swiss government proceeded to a relatively 
rapid conceptual reorientation of its foreign and security policy: Freedom, 
democracy, economic well-being, social security, and environmental protection 
complemented the traditional objectives of sovereignty and independence. 
Participation out of solidarity became the essential instrument to secure presence in 
international organizations (Gabriel 1995: 163f.). Neutrality was reduced to its legal 
core significance applying in the case of military conflicts between states 
(Goetschel and Zbinden 1998: 406f.). 
 
Due to the initiative of Jacques Delors, the president of the European Commission, 
this Luxembourg process led in a latter phase to the EEA. It was supposed to grant 
EFTA countries a certain right of co-decision-making and access to the Common 
Market. But the agreement finally negotiated did not fulfill Swiss expectations, 
especially regarding the possibility of shaping evolution of the agreement's content. 
The government then declared the EEA to be only the first step towards Swiss EC 
accession. Suddenly EU participation became conceivable and even an objective of 
foreign policy. However, in December 1992, Swiss accession to the EEA treaty was 
highly rejected in a referendum, which had been preceded by a highly controversial 
public debate. Following this result, the government decided to freeze the Swiss 
accession demand to the EU and concentrated on negotiating seven bilateral 
agreements (Goetschel and Zbinden 1998: 405-408). 
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The government insisted on the fact that, dependent of the CFSP's future 
development, Switzerland, as an EU member, might be forced to give up neutrality 
(Bericht über die Aussenpolitik der Schweiz 1993: 21f.). The reasons that the 
government nonetheless maintained EU accession as its strategic goal were 
acceleration of the integration process, EU enlargement, and the experience of 
hard and finally unsatisfactory EEA negotiations (Bericht des Bundesrates 1992: 
11-20). Analyses of the EEA referendum showed that voters were much more 
concerned about direct democracy than neutrality in the massive "No” vote. 
Independence was seen as the necessary prerequisite for maintaining direct 
democracy. Thus the latter had become the single most important political 
component of national identity (Goetschel and Zbinden 1998: 407f.). 
 
The new era in Swiss foreign relations was also visible in Swiss reaction to the UN-
embargo against Iraq in August 1990: For the first time, Switzerland fully supported 
embargo measures and thus positioned itself inside the UN collective security 
system (Altermatt 1992: 77). In its 1993 foreign policy report, the Federal Council 
confirmed its new policy: that participation in economic sanctions – even outside the 
UN framework - was seen as compatible with the status of neutrality, as long as 
these sanctions were being carried out by a representative group of states (Bericht 
des Bundesrates 1992: 21). 
 
Active participation in peace-keeping operations remained hampered by the 
rejection in a 1994 referendum of a proposal to allow Swiss soldiers to be armed for 
such missions. Swiss engagement remained limited to so-called blue and yellow 
berets, the first color within the UN framework, the second within the OSCE 
framework. In 1996 Switzerland started to participate in the NATO Partnership-for-
Peace Initiative. It also took part in the EAPC. However, in this framework too, 
participation was limited to non-armed activities. But despite these developments, 
Swiss security policy remained conceptually focused on the "Alleingang" 
perspective (Spillmann 1998). 
 
 
Security identity 
 
Switzerland has clearly been a small state since the 16th century, and it has 
continuously practiced a policy of neutrality, although with variations and 
adaptations. Especially in the 20th century neutrality began to enter national identity: 
Abstention from the large conflicts implying different "world views" including both 
world wars and the Cold War necessitated a compensation, which was at least 
partially found in neutrality. Switzerland has always been depicted as the small 
"guardian" country of the Alps and its transit routes. As such, it fulfilled an 
equilibrium function in the center of Europe. The surrounding large powers were 
supposed to appreciate Switzerland as a predictable stable factor promoting 
security and peace. In the 20th century, the country tried to underline the "service 
function" (Dienstleistungsfunktionen) of its neutrality to prevent it from being 
perceived as a poor team player (Riklin 1992: 201f.). During the Cold War, 
Switzerland, together with the other N+N states, played an important bridge-
building role between East and West, especially in the framework of the CSCE 
(Thürer 1989: 81). As part of this collective, Switzerland managed to improve 
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international acceptance of its neutrality. When the Cold War vanished, this role 
terminated. In this sense, the Neutrals and especially Switzerland belonged among 
the losers of the Cold War: They had to redefine their role in the "new" Europe 
(Gasteyger 1992: 477). 
 
Whereas in the interwar period Switzerland had accepted combining neutrality with 
a differentiated participation in the League of Nations, after World War II it adopted 
a very extensive interpretation of its duties as a neutral state and followed a 
corresponding policy of neutrality: It did not join the UN and kept a natural distance 
from the EC and NATO. It only joined the Council of Europe at the beginning of the 
1960s. After the end of the Cold War, Swiss policy did not radically change: 
Although the official stance, invoking neutrality as an obstacle to accession, has 
been changed, the country did not undertake notable active steps to join the EC. Its 
participation in NATO's PfP was confined to roles not requiring involvement of 
military troops. Nor did it participate in UN peace-keeping efforts, though it has 
been sending military observers since beginning of the 1990s. 
 
Thus Switzerland has always traditionally favored autonomy over influence. This 
was partly explained by neutrality obligations. However, it also reflected a tradition 
of a general low political profile on the international scene as opposed to the 
country's strong economic international involvement. Since the end of the Cold 
War, no major changes have occurred in this regard, though the country has 
applied UN economic sanctions since the Second Gulf War. New national role 
concepts are not yet perceptible. 
 
 
5.2 Comparison 
 
All states observed are currently treated as small states. The fact of being relatively 
small in terms of territory, population, and geographic location has been a fact of 
their political existence for a shorter or longer period of time: Whereas Switzerland 
has been a small state for centuries, Denmark and Sweden were "reduced" to small 
states before and after the beginning of this century respectively. Austria became a 
small state through World War I.  
 
Also neutrality has played a role in all four countries: Switzerland has had the 
longest tradition of neutrality, followed by Denmark, which – although it became a 
NATO member in 1949 – never completely got rid of neutralist tendencies and had 
earlier followed various neutrality policies for centuries. Sweden and Austria have 
known much shorter traditions of neutrality, which mainly developed during the Cold 
War period. 
 
Denmark and Sweden have developed extensive regional roles, especially after the 
end of the Cold war: They are using the context of regional organizations in which 
they participate to enhance their regional impact, but they also influence the policies 
of these organizations in regard to their regional objectives. Sweden has been 
doing this with the EU since its accession. Denmark has followed the objective 
within the EU for a longer time as well as within NATO. Both countries participate in 
NATO's Partnership for Peace initiative. Denmark in its role as a NATO member, 
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has played a more active role – especially in the military sphere and cooperation 
regarding the Baltic states. 
 
Austria, Sweden, and Switzerland had role concepts of neutrals during the Cold 
War: Politically they acted as bridge builders as possible. Geographically, they 
presented their territory as an equilibrium and peace-promoting factor within 
partitioned Europe. In its way, Denmark too manifested objectives aiming at détente 
within the NATO framework in the Nordic area. 
 
Whereas Switzerland had a very extended vision of its neutrality obligations which 
even prevented it from taking part in the UN, Austria and Sweden always saw very 
active UN diplomacy as complementary to their neutrality. Neutrality, though 
undoubtedly part of their Cold War security identity, was clearly never an aim in 
itself. After the Cold War had ended, both countries quickly started a redefinition 
process of their national role concepts within a European context represented 
mainly by the European Union. Switzerland undertook certain rhetorical steps in this 
direction, but it mainly stuck to its role definition of the Cold War. 
 
Summing up, one can say that all four countries had one comparable main security 
policy objective: They wanted to stay outside of armed conflicts. This was due to a 
combination of territorial and population resources as well as geographic location. 
This may also be termed the "smallness" dimension of their security identity. 
However, due to differing historical experiences and their interpretations, they 
adopted very diverging role concepts during the Cold War period. Strongly 
anchored neutrality and a sense of smallness along with a tradition of foreign and 
security policy behavior diverging from those of surrounding states have led to 
national role concepts favoring autonomy as compared to influence. These 
divergences have not disappeared since the fall of the Berlin wall, on the contrary: 
They have even been accentuated. Those countries which aimed at international 
participation and favored influence over autonomy to attain their security aims 
rapidly extended their international engagement and, as in the case of Denmark 
and Sweden, developed prominent regional roles. 
 
Austria and Switzerland, which already during the Cold War had favored autonomy 
as compared to influence, had more difficulty in adapting to the new international 
environment. At least partly due to its very different historical experience and its far 
longer neutrality tradition, Switzerland especially still seems to be looking for new 
role concepts adapted to the "post-Cold War" era. 
 
It seems clear from the preceding elaborations that Denmark's security identity and 
its resulting integration policy are most keen on assuring the country's international 
influence. At the other extreme is Switzerland, with a security identity still largely 
focused on neutrality and autonomy. Sweden and Austria occupy middle positions, 
whereby Sweden's former security identity – especially due its regional role – may 
be seen as more influence oriented than Austria's. 
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6. The power of states 
 
As described earlier, power is understood as ability to sway outcomes. Or put into 
different words: To answer the question about a state's power, one needs to look at 
the objectives of a state in regard to a specific question and compare them with the 
outcomes. Depending on how sharply these differ from the state's objectives, a 
state was seen as strong or weak. According to assumptions of the present study, 
instruments used by states to secure their power were categorized according to 
their autonomy and influence orientation. States' power was determined on a 
comparative basis looking at states' capacity to act as structural and intellectual 
agents: The first aspect was looked at in a comparison of states' original positions 
towards CFSP reforms in the 1996 EU Intergovernmental Conference. We focused 
on decision-making procedures, institutional reforms, and defense issues. The 
second aspect was dealt with when looking at specific policy fields which are 
detailed afterwards. 
 
 
6.1. States' power towards the 1996 IGC 
 
We will first look at individual country positions in the fields of decision-making 
procedures, infrastructure, and defense issues. This will be followed by a brief 
aperçu of the Amsterdam results. In a final step we compare states' achievements. 
 
6.1.1 Country positions 
 
a) Austria 
 
Decision-making procedures 
Austria advocated a cautious transition to majority voting in the second pillar, at first 
through implementing decisions within the framework of joint actions and the 
possibility of some sort of "consensus-minus-one” arrangement. Regarding the 
basic question, if CFSP should remain intergovernmental or be integrated into first 
pillar mechanisms, Austria thought that within the framework of general EU 
evolution, a step-by-step transition to the second option would correspond to the 
logic of the integration process (Leitlinien 1995: 36). However, military decisions 
were to remain based solely on unanimity (Leitlinien 1995: 40f.). 
 
 
Infrastructure 
Reinforcement of the Council secretariat's planning and analysis capacity was 
supported, but the Commission was also encouraged to make more use of its right 
of initiative. The role of the presidency should be maintained in preference to either 
a high-profile individual or team presidency serving for longer terms. Austria favored 
creation of a planning cell composed of representatives from the Council 
secretariat, the Commission and member state representatives, which would be 
located in the Council secretariat. To assure some independence, this planning cell 
might be headed by a personality nominated by the European council. Austria saw 
no necessity to change the structure of the presidency. It welcomed more intensive 
use by the commission of its right of initiative mentioned in the Maastricht Treaty 
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(Leitlinien 1995: 38-40). 
 
 
Defense 
The political presentation of these guidelines was remarkable, at least so far as the 
ÖVP was concerned, for a federalist gloss not found among the other WEU 
observer countries: Austria was seen by Wolfgang Schüssel (then vice-chancellor) 
as being within the leading group in all dimensions of integration including external 
security.75 
Austria was ready to contribute actively and out of solidarity to development of 
European security structures within the Union as well as outside of it. These 
structures had to be effectively integrated into the global UN system. 
For Austria, the final objective of a common security- and defense policy could only 
be achieved gradually. It saw as the next single most important step the creation of 
EU capacities in the fields of conflict prevention and crisis management, peace-
keeping operations, protection from catastrophes and humanitarian actions. Such 
measures would not affect the special character of certain member states' security 
policies as in the case of Austria. The country was ready to deliver concrete 
contributions to measures by the EU or the WEU in these fields. To enhance their 
effectiveness, Austria favored closer cooperation between both organizations 
(Leitlinien 1995: 45f.). 
 
 
b) Denmark 
 
Decision-making procedures 
Denmark had always insisted on the intergovernmental nature of foreign-policy 
cooperation, and the government's official position for the IGC maintained that 
principle (Basis for Negotiations 1995: 6). However, the same document made it 
clear that the government was "prepared to agree to joint actions being adopted 
even if one or two countries do not wish to participate". In order to ensure efficient 
cooperation, the government was prepared to accept the principle that a concerted 
action may be adopted in spite of one or two countries opting out (Danish 
Government 1995).  
 
Infrastructure 
Denmark supported the idea of establishing an analysis unit "under the aegis" of 
the Council, but there was no reference to the proposals to "personify" the CFSP in 
some way. The government was favorable towards the idea of setting up an 
analytical and planning unit under the auspices of the Council of Ministers.  
 
Defense 
A number of European countries wanted the EU to be better equipped to deal with 
tasks such as crises management, humanitarian tasks and peace-keeping. 
Denmark also had an interest in the EU countries participating in solving such 
tasks, if should they wish to (Basis for Negotiations 1995). 
 
                                                 
75  Wolfgang Schüssel: Speech by the Austrian Vice-Chancellor and Minister for Foreign 

Affairs, 11 June 1995. 
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c) Sweden 
 
Decision-making procedure 
Sweden would certainly not accept being outvoted when a vital national security 
interest is at stake, as its position paper stated: "However, if we take seriously the 
perspective of an enlargement with 10 new member states or more, and if we want 
to preserve and improve the capacity of the Union to act when faced with external 
problems, as Sweden does, then, on issues which are not of a vital national security 
nature, we have to consider modifications to the consensus. The government paper 
noted that this was not a question of abolishing the right of veto (Communication to 
the Swedish Government 1995). 
 
Infrastructure 
Better preparation of decisions through a reinforced planning and analysis capacity 
was favored, with a preference for the Council secretariat as its location, and 
allowing "some scope" to the Commission. But the Swedish view of personifying the 
CFSP was lukewarm; if there was to be such a post, it should be "of a limited 
nature" and not cut across the external roles of the presidencies of either Council or 
Commission. All in all, the report reflected a cautious but not minimalist view 
regarding institutional reform in this field (Towards a New European Security Order 
1995: 10). The EU's planning and analysis capacity should be reinforced in the form 
of a stronger joint capacity to prepare and follow-up decision. Careful consideration 
must be given to the question of where this joint structure should be located. One 
possibility emphasizing the intergovernmental nature of cooperation would be to 
broadly entrust this assignment to the General Secretariat of the Council, while also 
allowing some scope for the Commission (Written Communication 1995).  
 
 
Defense 
Sweden especially emphasized the need for EU capacity to intervene at an early 
stage in crisis management (Government Report 1995: 26). The interest in peace-
promoting activities was strongly reflected in the Swedish government's IGC report, 
where it was seen as the most appropriate focus for WEU development. The 
government declared its readiness to "take part in implementing certain measures 
of this kind, but such participation must be based on a decision taken at the national 
level in each specific case". It also made plain the necessity for a UN or OSCE 
mandate. The report remained non-committal on the future relationship between the 
EU and the WEU, but it insisted in the need to maintain the distinction between 
"cooperation in the peace-promotion area" (i.e., the Petersberg tasks) and mutual 
defense guarantees. The report noted that "Sweden's policy of non-participation in 
military alliances, aiming at the possibility of being neutral in the event of war in our 
vicinity, has not changed" (Government Report 1995: 39). 
Member states had to ensure that they acquired a capability to act, under a UN or 
OSCE mandate, in the area of peacekeeping, crisis management, and 
humanitarian operations. Sweden looked forward to playing an active and 
constructive role in this key issue at the IGC. The balance in decision-making and 
responsibilities between the EU and the WEU ought to be carefully considered 
(Towards a New European Security Order 1995: 10). 
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To provide more detail on the WEU/EU relationship, Sweden and Finland presented 
a joint proposal for amendments to Art. J.4 on 8 October 1996: "Today, the EU can 
try to prevent, alleviate and resolve conflicts through diplomacy, development 
cooperation, trade, etc. However, the Union's role in the areas of crisis 
management that require military means, that is to say, certain types of 
humanitarian assignments and peace-keeping efforts, needs to be strengthened. 
Sweden and Finland therefore want to give the EU enhanced possibilities of 
utilizing the entire spectrum of instruments needed for effective and credible action 
in this area. Hence, the EU shall also have the possibility of, for example, taking 
initiatives for a peace-keeping force that is deployed on the basis of a UN or OSCE 
mandate."76 
 
Military crisis management was to take place in the CFSP context; decisions on 
issues having defense implications would require unanimity. All contributing EU 
member states would participate on an equal footing in planning and decision-
making related to operations enacted by the EU. No capacity would be created 
within the EU for planning, organizing or using military forces.77 The memorandum 
was published in two high-circulation newspapers on 21 April 1996 and a few days 
later formally presented to the ministries for foreign affairs in all EU capitals. 
 
 
d) Switzerland 
 
As a non-member interested in a strong CFSP, Switzerland especially supported 
creation of a strategic planning and early warning unit, introduction of Common 
Strategies, administrative rapprochement to the WEU, mention of the Petersberg 
tasks in the EU Treaty, and modified composition of the Troika. It would also see it 
as in its interest if CFSP were to become further integrated, if qualified majority 
voting for Common Actions and Common Positions were to become generalized, 
and roles of the European Parliament and Council were to be strengthened. On the 
other hand, strengthening intergovernmentalism or the role of the Commission, 
integration of the WEU Art. 5 into the Union Treaty, and creation of a European 
army within the EU would be seen as steps against Swiss interests.78 
 
 
6.1.2 Amsterdam Results 
 
With the entry into force of the Amsterdam Treaty, basic decision-making 
procedures and institutions, which form the basis of the CFSP regime as we 
described it, were not changed radically. Regarding decision-making procedures, 
Art. 23 (ex-article J. 13) maintains the principle of unanimity. Autonomy of member 
states was even extended as they can now choose between various forms of 
abstention: They may abstain as before, or they may "constructively" abstain, 
meaning that they do not take part in the decision but support out of solidarity the 
decision's binding effects on the Union (Art. 23 § 1). In questions relating to military 
                                                 
76  Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Press Release, 8 October 1996 (in: Lindström 1997: 29f.). 
77  The IGC and the security and defence dimension - towards an enhanced EU role in crisis 

management, Memorandum of Finland and Sweden, 25 April 1996. 
78  These informatioins were extracted from the questionnaire as well as from interviews. 
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or defense policy issues, states which "constructively" abstain are not bound to 
contribute financially to implementing the corresponding decisions (Art. 28 § 3, ex-
article J. 18). Thus member states, in addition to their right of veto, now have at 
their disposition more subtle instruments of abstention, allowing them to maintain 
their complete freedom of action without having to pay the price of preventing an 
action by other member states. 
 
The principle of majority decisions requiring previous unanimity has not really been 
changed by the Amsterdam treaty. A lot depends on the use which will be made of 
so-called "common strategies" which have been introduced as a new CFSP 
instrument by the treaty: These strategies have to been decided upon unanimously 
by the European Council (Art. 13, ex art. J. 3). Within this framework, as well as to 
implement unanimously adopted common actions and common positions, decisions 
may be taken with a qualified majority (Art. 23 § 2). However, in those cases too, if 
a member state has very serious national policy reasons that would lead it to 
oppose such a decision, it may inform other member states in advance of its 
intention, which will prevent the vote from taking place. This situation may only be 
overcome by a unanimity decision taken by the European Council. Questions 
dealing with military or defense policy issues must always be decided by unanimity 
(Art. 13 § 2). 
 
Regarding the fields of activity, the Amsterdam Treaty gives stronger emphasis to 
security policy in general and crisis management specifically (Art. 17, ex-article J. 
7). The Union will make use of the WEU for planning and implementation regarding 
defense policy issues. In those cases, all EU member states may participate fully in 
the planning and decision-making inside the WEU (Art. 17 § 3). Special reference is 
being made to the so-called Petersberg tasks (Art. 17 § 2).79 
The possibility of integrating the WEU into the EU was foreseen on the basis of a 
decision to be taken by the European Council and to be adopted by member states 
following their constitutional requirements (Art. 17 § 2). 
 
Regarding the role of identity and interests, two significant decisions were made: 
The Amsterdam Treaty gave the Secretary General of the Council secretariat the 
function of a CFSP High Representative, who has the task of supporting the 
Council in all CFSP matters (Art. 26, ex-article J. 16). In his work the High 
Representative will be supported by a Strategic Planning and Early Warning Unit, 
which has the task of monitoring international developments, evaluating foreign and 
security policy interests of the Union, suggesting future focal points of activity, and 
preparing political options and strategies for the Council.80 Both of these are 
features of the Amsterdam Treaty  
 
 

                                                 
79  The corresponding article copied verbatim the Dublin article J:4 (1), which had been inspired 

by the Fenno-Swedish proposal. 
80  Erklärung Nr. 6 zur Schaffung einer Strategieplanungs- und Frühwarneinheit, Amsterdamer 

Vertrag. 

 69



6.1.3 Individual country power 
 
a) Austria 
 
In regard to decision-making procedures, Austrian preferences were largely 
respected: Qualified majority decisions are now the rule for implementing joint 
actions but remain excluded in the field of military security. The possibility of 
"constructive abstention" was very much welcomed by Austria. However, 
introduction of "common strategies" was rated rather skeptically. 
 
In respect to institutional reforms, Austria supported creation of a "planning unit" 
within the Council Secretariat and foresaw the possibility of a "Mr. CFSP". But it 
also favored a stronger Commission role and especially of the (non-exclusive) right 
of initiative. The results of the Amsterdam Treaty were seen with rather mixed 
feelings: Non-enthusiastic support for the planning cell and quite negative reaction 
to the CFSP "High Representative". 
 
Regarding defense, Austria favored a step-by-step approach, which would first 
concentrate on peace-keeping and humanitarian operations and thereby allow 
Austria to maintain its neutrality. Mention of the Petersberg tasks in the Amsterdam 
Treaty was viewed rather negatively, but the possibility of WEU observers 
participating in planning and carrying out WEU actions on behalf of the EU was 
regarded very positively. Austria was also positive towards greater cooperation 
between the EU and WEU. But it saw the possibility of integrating the WEU into the 
EU by unanimous European Council decisions very negatively. 
 
 
b) Denmark 
 
In regard to decision procedures, while insisting on the intergovernmental nature of 
CFSP, Denmark was ready to agree to joint actions being adopted, even if one or 
two countries did not wish to participate. Denmark strongly supported introduction 
of "common strategies" which aimed to improve coordination of the EU's different 
pillars. 
Regarding institutional reforms, Denmark supported the idea of an analysis unit but 
made no reference to personalization of CFSP. In this regard, Danish expectations 
were only partially met.  
 
Regarding defense, Denmark looked very negatively at rapprochement between the 
EU and WEU as well as possible modalities for integrating them. It was also 
skeptical towards the possibility of WEU observers participating in planning and 
carrying out WEU actions on behalf of the EU. Denmark tacitly supported the 
enhanced EU role in conflict management but saw mention of the Petersberg tasks 
in the Treaty as rather negative. 
 
Regarding the special position of Denmark, a solution was found which stipulated 
that Denmark would participate in neither formulating nor implementing Union 
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decisions and measures with defense policy content. Nor would it participate in 
financing operations linked to such decisions.81 
 
 
c) Sweden 
 
In respect to decision making, exempting decisions of "national interest" and 
security policy from qualified majority voting fulfilled Swedish preferences, whereas 
Sweden was ready to accept such decisions for questions of "more limited scope". 
It greatly welcomed the possibility of "constructive abstention". However, Sweden 
viewed introduction of common strategies with a rather skeptical eye. 
 
In respect to institutional reforms, Sweden supported reinforcement of planning and 
analysis capacities within the Council Secretariat but had been only lukewarm 
towards personifying CFSP. 
 
Regarding defense, Sweden had declared its readiness to participate in various 
kinds of peace promotion activities (Petersberg tasks) but had at the same time 
underlined the need to maintain a clear distinction between those activities and 
mutual defense guarantees. Sweden wanted to maintain its "potential" neutrality in 
case of war in its vicinity. It favored enhanced cooperation between the EU and 
WEU to reinforce the former's credibility in case of crisis (without Art. 5). These 
expectations were met by the Amsterdam Treaty. It especially satisfied the Swedish 
wish that corresponding Union jurisdiction be spelled out in the new EU Treaty.  
 
This clever strategy enabled CFSP military cooperation to be rationalized under 
humanitarian rather than security grounds, and thus avoid the problems associated 
with Sweden's existing non-alignment. The "tasks" also provided Swedish 
governmental cooperation with NATO powers and the Baltic States under the 
auspices of the Council of the Baltic Sea States with additional legitimacy (Miles 
1998: 356). 
 
The possibility of WEU observers participating in the planning and carrying out of 
WEU actions on behalf of the EU was also viewed very positively. At the same time, 
as Sweden had wished, the Union did not foresee itself as an instrument to perform 
military tasks.82 
 
 
d) Switzerland 
 
I assume that Switzerland had no influence at all in shaping the Amsterdam Treaty. 
This assumption is based on the country's formal absence from the negotiations as 
well as on interview comments and evaluation of questionnaires with Swiss and 
foreign partners. However, this does not mean that Switzerland lacked interests 
regarding reforms; this is true for EU policy questions as well as institutional 
                                                 
81  Protokoll über die Position Dänemarks, Art. 6, Amsterdamer Vertrag. 
82  Important elements of the corresponding articles of the Amsterdam Treaty copied the 

Treaty's Irish draft proposal, which had been inspired by a joint Finnish/Swedish proposal to 
the IGC from October 8, 1996 (Swedish Ministry for Foreign Affairs 1998b). 
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questions considered; the latter were of importance regarding potential policy 
outcomes expected from a third-state perspective and from the perspective of 
potential Swiss accession to the EU consisting of national debate in advance as 
well as perspectives of participating in CFSP elaboration. In this respect, Swiss 
objectives have been largely fulfilled, though this cannot be translated into terms of 
power but rather terms of opportunity due to prevailing standpoints and policies 
within the IGC. Therefore the country is omitted from the following balance sheet. 
 
 
6.1.4 Evaluation 
 
It is not easy to draw a clear balance sheet, but certain results are rather evident:  
 
1) Generally speaking, the analyzed states' objectives within the CFSP field have 
all been more or less achieved. Especially reinforcement of analysis and planning 
capacities and improvement of the decision mechanism were favored by all three 
states; 
 
2) Despite greater cooperation in the field of defense policy, Denmark succeeded in 
maintaining its exemptions which resulted originally from the Dublin agreement. 
 
3) Sweden was very successful with its proposal to integrate the Petersberg tasks 
into the new treaty and to allow WEU non-member states a droit de regard in the 
field of conflict-management activities. 
 
4) Although they had only been EU members for one year and had special 
preferences due to their neutrality tradition, Austria and Sweden were rather 
successful in fulfilling their policy objectives. 
 
5) Both neutral states, Austria and Sweden seem to have been more successful in 
implementing their objectives in the field of security and defense policy and also 
reacted more positively to the IGC results than NATO member Denmark. This 
concerns enhanced activity in the field of crisis management as well as 
rapprochement between the EU and WEU. Yet Austria would have appreciated a 
less important step into this direction without explicit mention of the "Petersberg 
tasks". 
 
6) Denmark was more successful regarding decision-making procedures, where it 
had favored stronger integration of CFSP and also expressly welcomed introduction 
of "common strategies". 
 
In sum, neutrality as such does not seem to have been much of a handicap 
regarding member states' positions towards and within the IGC. This result is 
confirmed by different interview statements according to which neutrality does not 
play a role within the CFSP framework and has never been an outspoken issue. 
According to a member of the Council Secretariat, there are no neutral states within 
the EU. Denmark's special position is far more noticed (Art. 2.). 
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Sweden seems to have been the country which most successfully defends its 
CFSP objectives within the IGC. Because we do not know about the content of 
debates, we may also say that the Amsterdam Treaty best corresponded to 
Swedish priorities in this policy field. In our prior categorization of security identities 
based on influence vs. autonomy orientation, Sweden occupied a middle position 
among the three EU countries analyzed. Compared to Austria, it reacted more 
swiftly to changes which occurred after the Cold War but without giving away the 
core of its former neutrality. Denmark, which in general did have the clearest 
influence orientation, maintained a clear differentiation between NATO and 
EU/WEU, drawing a clear limit to the security policy role the latter should play. 
 
 
6.2 States' power in selected policy fields 
 
The study concentrates on the three policy fields: human rights, arms control and 
non-proliferation, and conflict management including political stabilization efforts. 
Historically and in general terms, these fields all belong to the traditional core 
objective of non-involvement in military conflicts common to the three states 
analyzed. But also on a concrete and recent basis, these policy fields are of central 
importance for foreign and security policies of the states reviewed. This can be 
concluded from official documents,83 the questionnaire, structured interviews 
conducted, and established country portraits in relation to their security identities.  
 
Certain states even added a special emphasis to one or several of the concerned 
policy fields: Switzerland declared human rights to be one of its five foreign-policy 
priorities (Bericht über die Aussenpolitik der Schweiz 1993: 27ff.). Austria devoted 
an extra chapter to human rights in its foreign-policy report (Bundesministerium für 
Auswärtige Angelegenheiten 1998:193ff.). Sweden has stressed its ambitions in the 
field of conflict prevention and management (MFA Fact Sheet 1998): For Sweden, 
Europe must build up an effective crisis-management capability, and it is important 
that countries participating in peace-support operations are given a better 
opportunity to enter at an early stage and influence planning and command 
(Ministry of Defence 1998: 13f.). Denmark devoted special attention to cooperation 
in the field of crisis management (MFA Issues in Focus 1996: 5ff.). It is a high-
priority objective of Danish foreign and security policy to contribute to conflict 
resolution before disputes develop into more comprehensive armed confrontations. 
Such contributions can be made partly through preventive diplomacy, partly through 
military action in conjunction with peace-keeping operations as seen most recently 
in the former Yugoslavia. 
 
For its part, the EU devoted a considerable number of its joint actions and common 
positions to questions within the respective policy fields.84 Regarding security 
policy, almost all actions dealt with non-proliferation and arms-control issues. The 
general increase in joint actions and common positions has been followed by a 

                                                 
83  Bericht über die Aussenpolitik der Schweiz 1993; Sicherheitspolitischer Bericht 90 (1990); 

Bundesministerium für Auswärtige Angelegenheiten 1998; MFA Issues in Focus (1996); 
Ministry of Defence, 1998 (concluding chapter of a review by the Swedish Defence 
Commission). 

84  See EFPB: wwwarc1.iue.it/iue/. 

 73



corresponding rise in the quantity of activities touching upon human-rights and 
conflict-management issues. However, one has to be aware of the fact that a 
considerable number of CFSP coordination activities do not take the form of 
formalized decisions. Therefore, the individual questions touched upon in the 
questionnaire and interviews also included topics which – though they obviously 
were discussed among EU member states – were not subject to formalized 
decisions.  
 
Regarding declared policy objectives, no important differences can be identified 
between the states compared. They all aim at promoting respect and 
implementation of human rights, at reaching international agreements to prevent 
proliferation and enhance arms control efforts, and at improving capacities 
regarding political and democratic stabilization including crisis management. 
However, considerable variations exist in regard to policy instruments favored to 
achieve these objectives.  
 
For our purpose, the main variation of interest is the difference between states' 
integration policies. These policies reflect the preferred equilibrium between 
autonomy and influence which, according to our assumption, are influenced by 
states' security identities, include national role concepts and functions attributed to 
neutrality, and, according to our hypotheses, are seen as explaining factor of small 
states' international power. 
 
States' objectives were extracted from general statements regarding the analyzed 
policy fields and, where available, objectives regarding specific questions. 
Otherwise, I relied on ex post judgments of people interview regarding general 
policy fields as well as in respect to specific questions within these fields. 
 
 
6.2.1 Questionnaire 
 
In total 12 questions were asked covering a broad range of CFSP activities in the 
fields of human rights, non-proliferation/armaments control, and crisis management 
including political stabilization efforts. All questions mentioned touched upon topics 
(see Chart 4), in which EU member states approved common positions, joint 
actions or otherwise tried to coordinate their approaches. They included 
administration of the city of Mostar, enlargement of the Council of Europe, 
protection of minorities, human-rights policy towards China, the stability pact for 
Eastern Europe (the "Balladur" plan), dual-use goods, nuclear non-proliferation, 
conflict prevention in Africa, antipersonnel mines, the OSCE's "security charter", 
and the Middle East peace process.85 
 
Three general questions were asked in regard to all 12 specific policy areas.  
 
1) To what extent have the results of coordination efforts of member states' policies 
furthered the respective goals of your country? 
 

                                                 
85  See the appendix for the detailed list of questions. 
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2) Did your country influence the position of EU countries on these issues? 
 
3) Has the position of your country on these issues been influenced by EU 
countries? 
 
The questions were closed: Respondents had to check a box ranging from "not at 
all" to "comprehensively" or "very substantially" on a scale from 1 to 6. 
 
Three control questions were also asked about the general usefulness of 
cooperation with EU member states and about the generally perceived influence 
and autonomy of the countries in the field of human rights, non-
proliferation/disarmament, and crisis management. 
 
Like all questionnaires, this one also had some biases: First, the questionnaire was 
sent out during the Austrian presidency, during which Austria undoubtedly 
exercised a strong influence but must weigh the collective interest higher than its 
own national stakes. This may have influenced answers by representatives of this 
country. The second bias stems from the small sampling of questionnaire recipients 
and their differing nature: The sampling consisted of no more than two persons per 
country being European correspondents and CFSP counselors.86 Two adequate 
Swiss representatives were included. Due to their higher significance, we 
concentrated on the answers given by European correspondents where possible.87 
If necessary, the resulting information was complemented by interviews with CFSP 
counselors and staff members of the Commission and Council Secretariat. 
 
 
 
List of topics: 
 
a) Administration of the city of Mostar in Bosnia-Herzegovina 
b) Decree to expand the Council of Europe to Central and Eastern European 

countries, especially Russia 
c) Approval of a framework convention on protection of minorities in the Council of 

Europe 
d) Aborted effort to introduce a resolution on Chinese human-rights policy in the 

UN in spring of 1997 
e) Stability Pact for Eastern Europe ("Balladur" plan) 
f) Export control of "dual-use" goods 

                                                 
86  While European correspondents assure the coordination of CFSP work in their home 

countries, CFSP counselors work under the COREPER and get mainly implicated, when 
financial or institutional aspects of CFSP touch upon the 1st pillar. Participants in the 
Council's Working Groups are usually national experts sent from the capitals. CFSP 
counselors accompany them from time to time. They usually intervene between the avis of 
the CoPo and the COREPER. 

87  In view of their higher administrative ranking and their deeper roots in national politics their 
answers were seen as more relevant. Due to the same reasons, they usually also completed 
the questionnaire in a more significant way. 
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g) Preparation of the verification conference on the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty 
(NPT) of 1995 

h) Concept for prevention and conflict resolution in Africa, especially in the Great 
Lakes region 

i) Common approach in the struggle against anti-personal mines 
j) Contribution to security-model discussion within the OSCE ("Security Charter") 
k) Establishment of the OSCE High Commissioner for national minorities 
l) Support of the Middle East peace process 

 
Repartition key: 
 
Human Rights Non-Proliferation/ 

Disarmament 
Crisis Management 

b) 
c) 
d) 
k) 

f) 
g) 
i) 

a) 
e) 
h) 
j) 
l) 

 
 

Chart 4 
 
 
6.2.2 Results (overview) 
 
Looking at the totals, Sweden and Denmark both perceived the highest furthering of 
their countries' respective goals through CFSP in the 12 policy fields considered (53 
each). The difference to Switzerland, however, is minimal (51). Austria only saw a 
medium effect of CFSP toward furthering its national objectives. Things look 
different if, still looking at the totals, one turns to perceived influence: Sweden 
appears to enjoy the strongest influence (51), followed by Denmark (44), Austria 
(33), and Switzerland (16). Concerning autonomy, Sweden again leads the group 
(55), followed this time by Austria (54), Denmark (49), and Switzerland (33).  
 
Let us now turn to the distinctive policy fields. Here, we do not care so much about 
absolute figures, which were reflected in the totals but about the relative rating for 
different policy fields. We see that Sweden in general found its goals, influence, and 
autonomy best taken care of in the field of conflict management, followed by those 
of human rights, and non-proliferation and arms control. The same is also true for 
Denmark, although conflict management and human rights get almost the same 
rating in this case, whereas non-proliferation and arms control clearly lose ground – 
especially in regard to perceived lack of influence. Non-proliferation and arms 
control also get the lowest rating in the case of Austria, although the differences 
here are less pronounced than in the case of Denmark. 
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Noticeable is the strong autonomy perceived in regard to conflict management. 
Switzerland too gives the lowest credit to non-proliferation and disarmament as 
compared to conflict management and human rights. Noticeable here is the strong 
compatibility between the CFSP human-rights policy and Swiss objectives in this 
field. Also interesting is the fact that autonomy in absolute terms is not perceived as 
stronger in Switzerland than for the three EU countries, on the contrary: In all three 
policy fields, Switzerland actually perceives its autonomy as weaker than all three 
other states. Of course, this is also the case regarding Swiss influence on EU 
countries, which is far less astonishing.88 
 
 
6.2.3 Individual country results 
 
a) Sweden 
 
Regarding autonomy and influence measured on individual policy questions, 
Sweden scored the highest number of points. The high grades Sweden attributed to 
the CFSP in the field of conflict management are complemented by the statement 
that Sweden sees the EU as the leading force for promoting peaceful development 
in Europe, whereby an important part of the EU work should be directed at 
developing conflict-prevention cooperation with bordering regions (Russia, the 
Mediterranean) (Swedish Ministry for Foreign Affairs 1997: 3f.). 
 
Sweden especially sees its CFSP objectives as fostering non-military means of EU 
conflict prevention, based on the Union's economic power and influence. With its 
"three pillars", the EU has at its disposal a broad range of potential conflict-
prevention resources. Sweden should take the initiative to survey and assess this 
potential and to chart member states' various conflict-prevention strategies. 
Especially integration of the EU's extensive development cooperation and migration 
policy issues would make the EU's long-term conflict-prevention efforts more 
effective (Ministry for Foreign Affairs 1999: 2). 
In more general terms, it was stated that "membership in the EU and participation in 
the CFSP framework gave Sweden an improved security policy position as well as 
increased opportunities to engage in foreign and security policy issues in its 
vicinity."89 CFSP is seen as being of tremendous importance for conduct of 
Swedish foreign policy. All aspects of its foreign policy are discussed and 
coordinated (formally and informally) with EU partners states. 
 
"Being at the table" (Coreper, Copo) is seen as extremely important. The Working 
Groups enable contacts at the level of regional directors. Loss in autonomy is not 
very substantial. According to a Swedish official, it's like being a "member of the 
family". The best way to exercise influence is at the very early stage of discussion. 
One can bring in individual expertise and historical experience (ex. Nordic Sea, 
Barent Sea, Russia). Sweden is usually willing to compromise and tries to act as a 
bridge-builder, because influence isn't just exercised through being tough. 
Neutrality is not seen as a handicap; it has hardly any effect on Swedish influence. 
                                                 
88  "As seen from Brussels in the last few years I cannot describe any foreign policy issue 

where a Swiss influence on CFSP has been felt". Statement by a Swiss diplomat. 
89  Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 7 December 1995.  
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These statements underline the value Sweden attributes to the CFSP as a foreign 
and security policy regime in general and resource bases in particular. Additionally, 
Sweden, acting as an intellectual agent, succeeded in integrating central items from 
its own security agenda (such as Nordic security) into the CFSP, thereby 
strengthening the country's role inside and outside the CFSP framework. 
 
Sweden sees the present enlargement and intensifying of the EU as founded on the 
original concept of fostering democracy, prosperity, and stability. It incorporates an 
inherent peace-enhancing perspective. The Amsterdam Treaty is seen as having 
established that humanitarian peace-keeping and peace-making shall become 
central elements in the Union's common security policy. However, Sweden feels the 
EU is not yet realizing its full potential regarding conflict prevention. It advises 
strengthening the CFSP's early-warning capacities, and promoting coordination of 
policy areas in EU development cooperation and including aspects of conflict 
prevention (Swedish Ministry for Foreign Affairs 1998a: 3). EU and WEU capacity 
for preventive crisis management should be developed too, whereby it should be 
possible to carry out smaller operations entirely with European resources.90  
 
 
b) Austria 
 
In contrast to Sweden, Austria ranked last in regard to fulfillment of its policy 
objectives. It even rated its success in this regard clearly lower than Switzerland. 
Especially Austria's influence was perceived as low, when compared to the other 
EU member states (Sweden and Denmark), whereas autonomy was rated rather 
high. This especially concerns especially administration of the city of Mostar, 
human-rights policy towards China, and the concept for prevention and conflict 
resolution in Africa. Nonetheless, Austria stressed the importance of the CFSP 
regime for conduct of its foreign and security policy, mentioning especially the 
advantage of coordinated positions within third-party organizations and the UN as 
an example, in which the CFSP could fully develop: "The EU appears as a 
coordinated body regarding almost all items on the agenda" (Bundesministerium für 
Auswärtige Angelegenheiten 1998: 150). Austria also stresses the EU's role as a 
pillar of stability and as one of largest provider of humanitarian aid 
(Bundesministerium für Auswärtige Angelegenheiten 1998: 33). Despite the CFSP's 
remaining structural weaknesses, Austria used its presidency actively to promote 
the CFSP's visibility and its readiness for crisis-management tasks. 
 
 
c) Denmark 
 
Among the three EU member countries analyzed, Denmark occupies a middle 
ground position: Whereas its overall policy goals have been favored as strongly as 
those of Sweden regarding CFSP cooperation, the perception of its influence and 
autonomy in regard to individual policy question was judged weaker. 
 

                                                 
90  Ministry of Defence 1998 (concluding chapter of a review by the Swedish Defence 

Commission), p. 8. 
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Interestingly, this was not due to the Danish initiative regarding Chinese human 
rights policy: In 1997 Denmark proposed a resolution in the UN human rights 
commission, even though there was no consensus within the EU. The resolution 
proposal was rejected, and several EU states (especially France) opposed it 
publicly. And Copenhagen not only got poor marks from the experience: By taking 
the lead among European states in order to launch a resolution despite lacking 
agreement among EU state, Denmark achieved considerable diplomatic prestige, 
which also strengthened the government on the domestic political front.91 This 
judgment was also reflected in the questionnaire which rated this episode very 
positively in regard to Danish influence. Nonetheless, this experience is also the 
most prominent example that individual EU states may have a rather feasible stand 
if they try to operate on their own. According to EU officials, cleavage was not 
influenced by the fact that Denmark was a small state (it could have been any 
state). 
 
The positive CFSP rating regarding Danish policy aims must also be seen linked as 
to the fact that Denmark, acting as Sweden as intellectual agent, largely succeeded 
in integrating the Nordic dimension of its security policy into the EU. Thereby it 
especially stressed the comparative advantages of small states in operations linked 
to the Petersberg tasks due to their longer experience in this field than larger states. 
For Denmark, European security policy is no longer aimed at securing the individual 
nation's security (MFA Issues in Focus 1996: 4).  
 
 
d) Switzerland 
 
Most interesting regarding Swiss results is the astonishingly low perception of 
Swiss autonomy in both absolute and relative terms: The three EU member 
countries analyzed perceived their autonomy in the same policy fields as at least 
50% higher. This result may partly be interpreted as expression of frustration by the 
corresponding officials in charge of CFSP observation; though they still make clear 
that the idea that Switzerland might enhance its autonomy by staying outside the 
CFSP framework does not correspond to reality (at least not in the policy fields 
observed). According to Swiss officials, this should be viewed together with the fact 
that "the increasing convergence of foreign policy goals among EU member 
countries tends to create a growingly homogeneous background against which a 
single player like Switzerland has either to join the main trend or to disagree silently 
if it can." 
 
This very limited perception of Swiss autonomy also counts for third organizations. 
Within the Council of Europe, for example, third-party states immediately notice if 
Community jurisdiction exists in regard to a certain topic or not. Third-party states 
should abstain from intervening in such matters. "Disconnection clauses" apply for 
EU states. They declare that EU legislation has priority over Council of Europe 
decisions. In cases lacking EU jurisdiction such as minority issues, the 15 abstain 
from shooting into each other's legs. They frequently organize ad hoc reunions on 
various topics. According to Swiss officials, for a country like Switzerland, it is often 

                                                 
91  NZZ, 17.4.1997: 1. 
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important to insist on Council of Europe jurisdiction, because there it may 
participate in the decision process, whereas it has no impact on what occurs in 
Brussels (ex. Protection of Data). The same is true to an extent for the OSCE. 
Although this organization does not adopt formal legal norms, coordination between 
EU member states is very sensible for third-party states: These states first consult 
among themselves, which may be a long process. Then they consult other large 
states such as Russia or the USA. If these three players succeed in finding a 
common position, other states have hardly any room left for own initiatives. 
 
On the other hand, according to Swiss officials, Switzerland's autonomy should be 
evaluated in relations with the notion of convergence between its foreign policy 
goals and those of the EU: "The more effective the EU's foreign policy, the higher 
are the chances for Switzerland to fulfill its own goals when they are the same as 
the EU's." In this regard, Switzerland sees the CFSP as a very useful instrument to 
attain its objectives in the policy fields studied. This is due to an unexpectedly large 
convergence of objectives between Switzerland and the EU. The general interest of 
Switzerland in a strong CFSP is therefore understandable. 
 
However, the CFSP's regime nature including its collective decision-making 
process and the resource basis it offers are out of reach for nonmember states. 
Switzerland often just follows policies and standpoints elaborated in Brussels. For 
example, Switzerland's human-rights policy towards East Asian countries closely 
followed the EU's human-rights policy towards problematic countries such as 
China, Myanmar, and Indonesia; this includes "autonomously" imposed sanctions 
on China and Myanmar, the policy of cosponsoring resolutions on China and 
Myanmar in the UN Human Rights Commission as well as reluctance to impose 
sanctions on Indonesia (Hänggi and Régnier 2000: 20f.). 
 
In the field of arms control and non-proliferation, the EU has generally been very 
active. According to Council officials, sharp differences among member states and 
even towards non-members such as Switzerland could not exist over a longer 
period of time. Regarding dual-use-goods, Switzerland tried to harmonize its 
legislation with the respective EU norms by applying the same item list.92 The 
country uses the same export criteria too (Integrationsbericht 1999: 295). This 
coordination between Switzerland and the EU occurs in a variety of fields, 
especially due to the fact that Switzerland and EU countries frequently face similar 
challenges and follow similar objectives (Integrationsbericht 1999: 207). However, 
coordination is one-sided: The EU does not take into account the Swiss position, 
which in the aftermath conforms with the "European result" (Integrationsbüro 
EDA/EVD 1997: 31). The fact that Switzerland has no opportunity to use the 
platform offered by the CFSP to promote its interests is seen as an important 
opportunity missed (Integrationsbericht 1999: 207). Before proceeding to human-
rights interventions in third countries, Switzerland usually tries to cooperate with the 
EU, as this enhances the impact of its own steps (Integrationsbericht 1999: 228; 
385). 
 

                                                 
92  Bundesgesetz vom 13. Dezember 1996 über die Kontrolle zivil und militärisch verwendbarer 

Güter sowie besonderer militärischer Güter (Güterkontrollgesetz, GKG) SR 946.202. 
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Thus, although Switzerland is generally no less successful in reaching its policy 
objectives than the other states, this often owes to the fact that EU objectives 
happen to be similar or sometimes even identical with those of Switzerland. If policy 
objectives diverge, as happened in preparation of the 1995 NPT review conference, 
Switzerland has no means of introducing its position into the CFSP framework and 
will ultimately join the common European approach, as happened in the case 
mentioned. 
 
In summary, it seems difficult to establish a ranking between Denmark and Sweden 
regarding their success in achieving policy objectives. Based on the limited data 
which could be used, no significant difference can be established. However, it can 
be said that Austria perceived its position as less "powerful", especially in terms of 
influence. On the other hand, autonomy was judged as very satisfactory in all these 
cases. At the end of the scale, we found Switzerland, and here too a qualification 
must be made: The country found CFSP very useful for achieving its own goals. Yet 
its autonomy and especially its influence are highly problematic. 
 
  
7. Conclusions and outlook 
 
The study started from the assumption that within the regime framework offered by 
CFSP small states can act as structural and as intellectual agents, thereby shaping 
their environment and affecting their power. However, we assumed their integration 
policy to be confined by their security identity, which would ultimately affect their 
ability to achieve their policy objectives. 
 
More concretely, we assumed the contradiction between autonomy and influence 
(which forms the framework within which small states try to compensate for their 
power deficit) to depend on the importance of differences existing between small 
states policy objectives and behavior as compared to objectives and behavior of 
their environment. Both influence and autonomy were positively affected by the 
resource basis at the states' disposal. 
 
As all states shared similar policy objectives in the three fields analyzed, the 
remaining differences concentrated on different policy behavior: On one hand we 
compared states' security identity and integration policies as expressions of their 
choice between influence and autonomy. On the other hand, we looked at the 
states' capacity to act as structural and intellectual agents and thereby to fulfill their 
policy objectives. 
 
Taking both power dimensions together, Sweden clearly appears to be the most 
powerful of the four states considered within the limits of the policy fields analyzed. 
It is followed rather closely by Denmark, then by Austria, and finally by Switzerland. 
 
Our hypotheses, stipulating a positive link between a country's identity "openness" 
and "power" has largely been confirmed, but not completely: According to our 
understanding, a country's security-identity openness was largest when it limited to 
a minimum autonomy concerns in favor of influence sensitivity. In this respect, 
readiness to participate even in a military alliance was seen as maximizing 
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openness, whereas all components of neutrality were seen as hampering a 
country's foreign- and security-policy options thereby forgoing the potentially most 
appropriate options to achieve the respective policy objectives. 
 
In the case of Denmark, this proved to be wrong, but with a bias: It was not the 
country's readiness for collective defense which hampered its ranking. It was its 
clear prioritization of NATO as a collective defense framework when compared to 
the EU/WEU, which made the country lose structural power points, although it was 
successful in maintaining its core values (Dublin exemptions, etc.). Especially 
compared to Swedish policy, it would be interesting to analyze in greater depth the 
extent to which this Danish stance is rooted in its historical identity.93 Nonetheless, 
one conclusion seems to be that "openness" in security identity within the EU 
framework does not necessary imply readiness for collective defense but rather a 
disposition to cooperate in military conflict-management operations. 
 
Obviously, this study does not prove the existence of a causal relationship between 
security identities, integration policies, and power. However, the plausibility of such 
a link has been strengthened, based especially on the countries' options to act as 
structural and intellectual agents. Thus one of our central assumptions on the 
modified content and significance of the small-state concept proved to be right: Size 
as such has lost direct significance as an explanatory factor for states' policy in the 
European context. Although it still exercises some influence regarding states' 
overall policy objectives, and although it intervenes as an element of their security 
identity, the latter nonetheless delivers the basis for very diverging integration 
policies. These affect states' power and are not directly explained by a country's 
size factor.  
 
As a result, certain states look less "small" than others in today's European foreign- 
and security-policy context as represented by the CFSP and EU. Smallness has 
lost significance as an essential power criteria. The loss of hardware factors' 
importance in states' power and the gain in importance of software or virtual factors 
such as identity might announce a new era in state history: States would keep 
playing an essential role, though not so much as military- or economic-power 
maximizers but much more as cultural players and identity providers for their 
citizens. In such an international environment, smallness might turn out to be a 
positive attribute. What has been stated in an economic context might thus also 
become true in a political one: As the advantages of being large diminishes, the 
attractions of being small increase.94 
 
That said, what has only been touched upon marginally in this study is the question 
of changing conditions of national role concepts and underlying identities. 
According to Risse, the respective change must be understood as a generally 
gradual and rather slow process depending on national political structures and on 

                                                 
93  Throughout the nineteenth century both Denmark and Norway-Sweden pursued neutrality 

policies. But while Denmark after the defeat in 1864 saw Germany as the enemy, Sweden, 
because of a supposed threat from Russia, had a more pro-German orientation. Nor did 
military cooperation succeed in the years before World War Two (Danish Commission 1993: 
33). 

94  Little Countries. Small but perfectly formed, in: The Economist, January 3rd 1998: 65. 
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states' fundamental political values. These define the perception of change rather 
as threats to old traditions or as chances to attain new objectives.95 Regarding 
Switzerland, a brief analysis of elite discourses shows that these may have been 
less "open" than those in the other countries, but the differences are not as 
important as a comparison of national role concepts would suggest. Therefore, to 
assume an additional influence by decision-making procedures seems plausible. 
This would mean that passage from one autonomy/influence ratio to another in 
which autonomy is relatively less important compared to influence would also 
depend on existing decision-making procedures and especially on the population's 
influence. However, we did not look at the structural domestic side here.96 
 
A still open question, of course, concerns future CFSP development. In the 
aftermath of the Kosovo conflict, EU ministers declared on several occasions their 
intention to strengthen the Union's military conflict-management capabilities, which 
would include a military intervention force and new coordinating institutions in the 
military field. They even envisaged the possibility of a merger between EU and 
WEU, whereby the destiny of the latter's mutual assistance clause remained 
unclear.  
 
From a purely institutional or legal perspective, each EU member state can prevent 
any change in the Treaty. Yet greater cooperation of certain states, be it inside or 
outside the EU framework, could hardly be prevented. Thus states will have to bear 
in mind that, on one hand, a regression of the CFSP regime and the emergence of 
a collective-style security system in Europe would not be particularly advantageous 
to small states. Any security guarantees extended to small states in a collective 
system are subject to the politics of the collective; the interests and even the 
physical security of a small state might be sacrificed to the interests of collective 
relations (Gärtner and Sens 1996: 189). On the other hand, small EU member 
states have long since moved away from purely negative considerations: Neutrality 
is not seen as a problem. Questions focus more on problem solving. 
 
In this respect, the suggested CFSP improvements and reforms do bear some 
potential: Proposals made by the CFSP high representative Javier Solana as well 
as by the commissioner in charge of international relations, Christopher Patten, 
show that the Union aims mainly at enhancing its conflict-management capacities 
(Solana 2000; Patten 2000). Especially civilian crisis-management capacities 
should be enhanced. Member states with traditions of neutrality might be conducive 
to such developments (Rendl 1998: 168). Common defense issues are not on the 
EU agenda.  
 
For a non-member country like Switzerland, reinforcement of such activities offsets 
the consequences of its absence from the CFSP regime. While following similar 
objectives, the country remains excluded from the resource and information 
platform. This also counts for the reinforced EU role foreseen in implementing 
Petersberg tasks. It will even allow EU member states that do not belong to NATO 
                                                 
95  Thomas Risse (1999: 45) sees the rapidity and the extension of foreign policy change as 

depending not only from states' national values, but also from their national political 
structure. 

96  See for example Evangelista (1997). 
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or the WEU to be fully associated in the decision-making process. Nonetheless, 
such countries' autonomy will be limited due to reasons of solidarity 
(Integrationsbericht 1999: 207f.). Thus nonparticipation in the EU not only strongly 
affects influence but autonomy too. Both effects finally weaken the country in terms 
of international power. 
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Questionnaire 
 
 
The questionnaire is part of a research on the impact of the Common Foreign and 
Security Policy (CFSP) of the EU on the foreign relations of European countries. 
The project is carried out within the framework of the National Research Program 
on "The Foundations and Possibilities of Swiss Foreign Policy" (NFP 42). The data 
collected will be evaluated scientifically and handled confidentially. The personal 
data should allow me to get back to you in case of uncertainties. The study will end 
in 1999. Obviously a copy of the work will be made available to you. 
 

 The questions cover the impact of CFSP - i.e. the so-called second  pillar of 
the Maastricht Treaty - on your country. 

 
  You may fill out the questionnaire in English, German, or French. 

 
  You should return the questionnaire by the end of May 1998 so that I can  

  consider your data for the study. 
 
In case of questions, I will be pleased to make myself available to you at any time. I 
want to thank you in advance for your much appreciated cooperation. 
 

 
 

Dr. Laurent Goetschel 
Swiss Peace Foundation 

P.O. Box 
CH - 3000 Bern 8 

Tel: 0041 31 310 27 27 
Fax: 0041 31 310 27 28 

Email: goetschel@swisspeace.ch 
 

 
 
Last name, first name:  ................................................................... 
Private/business address:  ................................................................... 

................................................................... 
Tel./Fax:    ................................................................... 
Email:     ................................................................... 
Position:    ................................................................... 
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General impact of CFSP 
 
1)  The European Political Cooperation (EPC) was introduced in 1970. When the 

Maastricht Treaty took effect, this cooperation was shifted to the CFSP in 1993. 
How do you rate the general significance of the CFSP in carrying out the 
foreign and security policy of your country? 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
no influence  very great influence 

 
 
2)  How do you judge the significance of the following institutions within the CFSP 

framework for carrying out the foreign and security policy of your country? (1 = 
no significance; 6 = very great significance) 

 
 1  2  3  4  5_ 6 

• CFSP Working Groups        
• COREPER       
• Political Committee       
• Council of Ministers       
• Presidency       
• Commission       
• European Parliament       

 
• Others: ...............................       

 
 
3)  How do you rate the significance of the following aspects of cooperation within 

CFSP in carrying out the foreign and security policy of your country? (1 = no 
significance; 6 = very great significance) 

 
 1  2  3  4  5_ 6 

• Common Actions        
• Common Positions       
• Declarations       
• Coordination in multilateral affairs 
 (UN, OSCE, Conferences, etc.)       
• Financial resources       
• Infrastructural resources       
• Information exchange       
• National legitimization of foreign policy       
• International legitimization of foreign pol.       
• Regular informal coordination       

 
• Others: ...............................       
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Impact of CFSP on the foreign and security policy influence of your country 
 
4)  Influence is seen as the ability to affect the foreign policy goals and the conduct 

of third states. Do you believe that your country can exert influence on the 
foreign and security policy of other EU countries within the framework of CFSP? 

 
       

   yes       no 
 
 
4a) If "yes", would you please quantify this influence: 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
      

very weak very strong 
 

 
 
4b) Rate the importance of the following institutions with a view toward the influ-

ence of your country: (1 = no importance; 6 = very great importance) 
 

 1  2  3  4  5_ 6 

• CFSP Working Groups        
• COREPER       
• Political Committee       
• Council of Ministers       
• Presidency       
• Commission       
• European Parliament       

 
• Others: ...............................       

 
 
4c) Every country makes use of certain means of behavior to secure its influence. 

Rate the importance of the follwing behavior patterns of your country regarding 
its influence: (1 = no importance; 6 = very great importance) 

 
 1  2  3  4  5_ 6 

• Conviction of third states        
• Mediation       
• Compromise proposal       
• Bridge building       
• Presentation of own proposals       
• Coalition building       
• Threaten with Veto       

 
• Others: ...............................       
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5)  How do you rate the influence of your country within the CFSP framework in 
relation to its population size? 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
very slight very great 

 
 
Comments: 
 
.....................................................................................................................................
.....................................................................................................................................
.....................................................................................................................................
.....................................................................................................................................
................................................................................................................................ 
 
 
Impact of CFSP on the autonomy of your country regarding foreign and 
security policy 
 
6)  Autonomy is seen as the ability to maintain one's own foreign policy goals and 

implement them vis-à-vis third states. Do you believe that CFSP has an impact 
on the autonomy of your country's foreign and security policy? 

 
          
   yes       no 
 
 
6a) If "yes", would you please quantify the CFSP impact on the autonomy of your 

country's foreign and security policy: 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
      

highly negative highly positive 
 
 
6b) Rate the importance of the following institutions in regard to the autonomy of 

your country: (1 = highly negative; 6 = highly positive) 
 
  1  2  3  4  5  6_ 

• CFSP Working Groups        
• COREPER        
• Political Committee        
• Council of Ministers        
• Presidency        
• Commission        
• European Parliament        
 
• Others: ........................        
      no importance 
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6c) Every country makes use of certain means of behavior to safeguard its auto-
nomy. Rate the importance of the following behavior patterns regarding the 
autonomy of your country: (1 = highly negative; 6 = highly posititve) 

 
   1  2  3  4  5  6_ 

• Conviction of third states        
• Mediation        
• Compromise proposal        
• Bridge building        
• Presentation of own proposals        
• Coalition building        
• Threaten with Veto        
 
• Others: ........................        
      no importance 
 
 
7)  How do you rate the autonomy of your country within the CFSP framework in 

relation to its population size? 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
      

very slight very great 
 
 
Comments: 
 
.....................................................................................................................................
.....................................................................................................................................
.....................................................................................................................................
.....................................................................................................................................
................................................................................................................................ 
 
 
Impact of CFSP on certain areas of your country's foreign and security policy 
 
A large part of CFSP's formalized and nonformalized actions in the past can be 
categorized in terms of content under human-rights policy, nonproliferation and 
disarmament, as well as the political stabilization of potential crisis regions. 
 
 
8)  In general, how would you rate cooperation with other EU member states in 

these policy areas: (1 = compounds the problem; 6 = very useful) 
 

1  2  3  4 5 6 
a) Human-Rights Policy       
b) Nonproliferation/Disarmament       
c) Political Stabilization       
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9)  Briefly describe the most important goals of your country in the respective 
policy areas:  

 
a)  Human-Rights Policy 
 

...............................................................................................................................

...............................................................................................................................

...............................................................................................................................

...............................................................................................................................

...............................................................................................................................

......................................................................................................................... 
 
 
b)  Nonproliferation and Disarmament 
 

...............................................................................................................................

...............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................ 

...............................................................................................................................

...............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................ 
 
 
c)  Political Stabilization of potential Crises Regions 
 

...............................................................................................................................

...............................................................................................................................

...............................................................................................................................

...............................................................................................................................

...............................................................................................................................

......................................................................................................................... 
 
 
10)  In your opinion, have these goals of your country have been influenced by 

CFSP? (1 = not at all; 6 = very substantially) 
 
a) Human-Rights Policy 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
      

not at all  very substantially 
 
 
b)  Nonproliferation and disarmament 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
      

not at all  very substantially 
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c)  Political Stabilization of potential Crisis Regions 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
      

not at all  very substantially 
 
 
11)  In case you sensed an influence on the goals of your country, please describe 

briefly how this influence expresses itself: 
 

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................ 
 

 
12)  In your opinion, could your country exert influence on the goals of other EU 

states in the policy areas mentioned within the CFSP framework? (1 = not at all; 
6 = very substantially) 

 
 
a)  Human-Rights Policy 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  very substantially 
 
 

b)  Nonproliferation and Disarmament 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  very substantially 
 
 

c)  Political Stabilization of potential Crisis Regions 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  very substantially 
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13) In case your country has exerted influence on the corresponding goals of other 
EU countries, please describe briefly how this influence is expressed: 

 
............................................................................................................................
............................................................................................................................
............................................................................................................................
............................................................................................................................
............................................................................................................................
............................................................................................................................
............................................................................................................................
............................................................................................................................
............................................................................................................................
............................................................................................................................ 
 

 
14)  In the policy areas mentioned above, the EU countries approved Common 

Positions, Common Actions or otherwise tried to coordinate their approaches. 
To what extent have the results of the coordination efforts of the policies of 
member states furthered the respective goals of your country? Please answer 
this question based on the following specific case examples: (1 = not at all; 6 = 
comprehensively) 

 
a)  Administration of the city of Mostar in Bosnia-Herzegovina 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  comprehensively 
 
 

b)  Decree to expand the Council of Europe to Central and Eastern European 
countries, especially Russia 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  comprehensively 

 
 

c)  Approval of a framework convention on the protection of minorities in the 
Council of Europe 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  comprehensively 
 
 

d)  Aborted effort to introduce a resolution on the Chinese human-rights policy in 
the UN in spring of 1997 
  
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  comprehensively 
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e)  Stability Pact for Eastern Europe ("Balladur"-plan) 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  comprehensively 
 
 

f)  Export control of "dual-use" goods 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  comprehensively 
 
 

g)  Preparation of the verification conference on the Nuclear Nonproliferation 
Treaty (NPT) of 1995 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  comprehensively 
 
 

h)  Concept for prevention and conflict resolution in Africa, especially in the Great 
Lakes region 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  comprehensively 
 
 

i)  Common approach in the struggle against antipersonal mines 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  comprehensively 
 
 

j)  Contribution to the security model discussion within the OSCE ("Security 
Charter") 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  comprehensively 
 
 

k)  Establishment of the OSCE High Commissioner for national minorities 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  comprehensively 
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l) Support of the Middle East peace process 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  comprehensively 

 
 
15)  In your opinion, did your country influence the position of other EU countries on 

these issues? (1 = not at all; 6 = very substantially) 
 
a)  Administration of the city of Mostar in Bosnia-Herzegovina 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  very substantially 
 
 

b)  Decree to expand the Council of Europe to Central and Eastern European 
countries, especially Russia 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  very substantially 

 
 

c)  Approval of a framework convention on the protection of minorities in the 
Council of Europe 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  very substantially 
 
 

d)  Aborted effort to introduce a resolution on the Chinese human-rights policy in 
the UN in spring of 1997 
  
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  very substantially 
 
 

e)  Stability Pact for Eastern Europe ("Balladur"-plan) 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  very substantially 
 
 

f)  Export control of "dual-use" goods 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  very substantially 
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g)  Preparation of the verification conference on the Nuclear Nonproliferation 
Treaty (NPT) of 1995 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  very substantially 
 
 

h)  Concept for prevention and conflict resolution in Africa, especially in the Great 
Lakes region 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  very substantially 
 
 

i)  Common approach in the struggle against antipersonal mines 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  very substantially 
 
 

j)  Contribution to the security model discussion within the OSCE ("Security 
Charter") 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  very substantially 
 
 

k)  Establishment of the OSCE High Commissioner for national minorities 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  very substantially 
 
 

l)  Support of the Middle East peace process 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  very substantially 
 
 

16)  In your opinion, has the position of your country on these issues been influen-
ced by other EU countries? (1 = not at all; 6 = very substantially) 
 

a)  Administration of the city of Mostar in Bosnia-Herzegovina 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  very substantially 
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b)  Decree to expand the Council of Europe to Central and Eastern European 
countries, especially Russia 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  very substantially 

 
 

c)  Approval of a framework convention on the protection of minorities in the 
Council of Europe 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  very substantially 
 
 

d)  Aborted effort to introduce a resolution on the Chinese human-rights policy in 
the UN in spring of 1997 
  
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  very substantially 
 
 

e)  Stability Pact for Eastern Europe ("Balladur"-plan) 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  very substantially 
 
 

f)  Export control of "dual-use" goods 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  very substantially 
 
 

g)  Preparation of the verification conference on the Nuclear Nonproliferation 
Treaty (NPT) of 1995 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  very substantially 
 
 

h)  Concept for prevention and conflict resolution in Africa, especially in the Great 
Lakes region 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  very substantially 
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i)  Common approach in the struggle against antipersonal mines 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  very substantially 
 
 

j)  Contribution to the security model discussion within the OSCE ("Security 
Charter") 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  very substantially 
 
 

k)  Establishment of the OSCE High Commissioner for national minorities 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  very substantially 
 
 

l)  Support of the Middle East peace process 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
not at all  very substantially 

 
 
17)  Were there cases among the examples listed earlier in which the goals of your 

country were in part not considered within the framework of a Common Position 
or a Common Action and your country consequently implemented its goals on 
its own or autonomously  

 
          
   yes       no 
 
 
17a) If "yes", which topical areas were involded? 
 

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................ 
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Basic aspects of your country's involvement in CFSP 
 
18)  How would you regard the impact of a possible withdrawal of your country from 

the CFSP and the EU on the following viewpoints: (1 = very disadvantageous; 6 
= very advantageous) 

 
a)  To attain its foreign and security policy goals? 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
      

very disadvantageous  very advantageous 
 
 
b) On the exchange of ideas and information with European countries? 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
      

very disadvantageous  very advantageous 
 
 
c) On the possibility to make suggestions? 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
      

very disadvantageous  very advantageous 
 
 
d) On national (domestic policy) legitimization of its foreign relations? 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
very disadvantageous  very advantageous 

 
 
da) Vis-à-vis political parties? 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

      
very disadvantageous  very advantageous 

 
db) Vis-à-vis the media? 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
      

very disadvantageous  very advantageous 
 
dc) Vis-à-vis the public? 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
      

very disadvantageous  very advantageous 
 
 

 111



e) On the international legitimization of your foreign relations? 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
      

very disadvantageous  very advantageous 
 
 
f) On the infrastructural resources to carry out foreign relations? 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
      

very disadvantageous  very advantageous 
 
 
g) On the possibility to influence the policy of other member states? 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
      

very disadvantageous  very advantageous 
 
 
h) On the possibility to carry out an autonomos foreign policy? 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
      

very disadvantageous  very advantageous 
 
 
19)  How do you rate the impact of an EU member state's neutrality on its influence 

within the CFSP framework? 
 
• very negative     
• negative      
• potentially negative     
• potentially positive     
• positive       
• very positive      
 
• no impact      
 

 
Comments: 
 
.....................................................................................................................................
.....................................................................................................................................
.................................................................................................................................. 
.....................................................................................................................................
.....................................................................................................................................
.....................................................................................................................................
.....................................................................................................................................
................................................................................................................................ 
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Reform and Development of CFSP 
 
20) Several reforms of CFSP are contained in the Amsterdam Treaty. How do you 

rate the following changes from the view of your country's interests? (1 = very 
negatively; 6 = very positively) 

 
       1  2  3  4  5  6 
• Creation of a strategic planning and early 

warning unit           

• Establishment of a CFSP  
"High Representative"           

• Introduction of "Common strategies"        

• Administrative rapprochement to the WEU       

• Possibility for "WEU-Observers" to participate 
in the planning and the carrying out of WEU- 
Actions which occur on behalf of the EU       

• Mentioning of the "Petersberg Tasks"  
in the EU Treaty           

• Possibility of "constructive abstention" for 
member states            

• Possibility to integrate the WEU into the EU 
by decision of the European Council        

• Modified composition of the Troïka        
 
 
a)  In your opinion, are there other reform steps in connection with the CFSP which 

are of great importance to your country? 
 
          
   yes       no 
 
 
b)  If "yes", which? 
 

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................ 
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21) How would you rate the following further CFSP developments from the 
viewpoint of your country's interests? (1 = very negatively; 6 = very positively) 
 
 1  2  3  4  5 6 
• "Integration" of CFSP       
• Strengthening of intergovernmentalism       
• Generalization of qualified majority decisions 

for Common Actions and Common Positions       
• Strengthening of the Parliament       
• Strengthening of the Commission       
• Strenghening of the Council       
• Integration of the WEU into the EU (Council of  

Defence ministers, Art. 5 like NATO-Treaty)       
• Dissolution of the WEU       
• Creation of a European Army       

 
 
• Others: .........................................       
 
 
22)  Which areas of foreign and security policy activities have in your opinion not 

been sufficiently considered in the CFSP practice? 
 

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................ 
 
 
23) How do you rate the importance of the following international organizations in 

carrying out the foreign and security policy of your country? (1 = no importance; 
6 = great importance) 

 
 1  2  3  4  5_ 6 

• NATO       
• OSCE       
• UN       
• EU / CFSP       
• WEU       
• Council of Europe       
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24) In your opinion, which of the following descriptions applies to your country?  
 

• Small state     
• Medium sized state    
• Large state     

 
 
Comments on the questionnaire: 
 
.................................................................................................................................... 
.................................................................................................................................... 
.................................................................................................................................... 
.................................................................................................................................... 
.................................................................................................................................... 
.................................................................................................................................... 
.................................................................................................................................... 
.................................................................................................................................... 
.................................................................................................................................... 
.................................................................................................................................... 
.................................................................................................................................... 
.................................................................................................................................... 
 
 
     Ende  Fin  End 
 

Thanks once again for your cooperation! 
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Result overview: questions 14 – 16 
 
  

   
   
    

Sweden   
   
 goals influence autonomy  

a) 3 3 4 HR: Human Rights  
b) 3 3 4 NP: Non Proliferation  
c) 3 3 4 CM: Conflict Management  
d) 6 6 5  
e) (4) 3 4  
f) 3 3 4  
g) 6 6 5  
h) 3 4 5  
i) 6 5 5 goals influence autonomy
j) 6 5 5 HR 18 17 18
k) 6 5 5 NP 15 14 14
l) (4) 5 5 CM 20 20 23

 53 51 55 53 51 55
   
   
   
   

Switzerland   
   
 goals influence autonomy  

a) 3 1 1  
b) 6 2 1  
c) 6 2 3  
d) 4 1 1  
e) 4 1 3  
f) 4 1 3  
g) 4 2 3  
h) 3 1 4  
i) 4 1 4 goals influence autonomy
j) 4 1 3 HR 21 7 8
k) 5 2 3 NP 12 4 10
l) 4 1 4 CM 18 5 15

 51 16 33 51 16 33
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Austria   
   
 goals influence autonomy  

a) 2 1 6  
b) 5 4 4  
c) 6 5 3  
d) 1 1 5  
e) 2 2 5  
f) 2 2 5  
g) 3 3 5  
h) 1 1 6  
i) 5 6 2 goals influence autonomy
j) 3 3 4 HR 16 13 16
k) 4 3 4 NP 10 11 12
l) 4 2 5 CM 12 9 26

 38 33 54 38 33 54
   
   
   

Denmark   
   
 goals influence autonomy  

a) 2 2 3  
b) 5 5 6  
c) 5 3 4  
d) 6 6 1  
e) 5 4 3  
f) 4 1 5  
g) 3 2 6  
h) 5 6 5  
i) 4 1 6 goals influence autonomy
j) 5 6 3 HR 21 20 15
k) 5 6 4 NP 11 4 17
l) 4 2 3 CM 21 20 17

 53 44 49 53 44 49
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