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The	
  European	
  External	
  Action	
  Service:	
  Changing	
  the	
  Nature	
  of	
  Diplomacy	
  or	
  
Old	
  Wine	
  in	
  New	
  Bottles?	
  
	
  
A	
   conference	
   at	
   Europe	
   House	
   organised	
   by	
   the	
   London	
   School	
   of	
   Economics,	
   and	
   the	
   Wyndham	
  
Place	
  Charlemagne	
  Trust	
  	
  
Thursday	
  22	
  November	
  and	
  Friday	
  23	
  November	
  2012	
  	
  
	
  
CONFERENCE	
  REPORT	
  

	
  
Welcome	
  by	
  David	
  Spence	
  from	
  the	
  LSE,	
  Cannon	
  Guy	
  Wilkinson	
  from	
  the	
  WPCT	
  and	
  Marie-­‐Madeleine	
  
Kanellopoulou	
  from	
  the	
  European	
  Commission	
  
	
  
David	
  Spence	
  welcomed	
  the	
  guests	
  and	
  speakers	
  on	
  behalf	
  of	
  the	
  LSE,	
  underlining	
  the	
  unique	
  mix	
  of	
  
academics	
  and	
  practitioners	
  present	
  in	
  the	
  room.	
  The	
  latter	
  would	
  be	
  able	
  to	
  give	
  rich	
  insights	
  into	
  
the	
  current	
  workings	
  of	
  the	
  EEAS,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  the	
  transition	
  from	
  the	
  pre-­‐Lisbon	
  era.	
  Given	
  his	
  belief	
  
that	
   European	
   diplomacy	
   should	
   equally	
   be	
   grounded	
   in	
   ethics,	
   and	
   not	
   only	
   foreign	
   policy	
   and	
  
security	
   necessities,	
   he	
   underlined	
   the	
   importance	
   of	
   co-­‐organising	
   the	
   conference	
   with	
   the	
  
Wyndham	
   Place	
   Charlemagne	
   Trust.	
   Its	
   Chair,	
   Cannon	
   Guy	
   Wilkinson,	
   then	
   welcomed	
   the	
  
participants	
  on	
   the	
   trust’s	
  behalf,	
   citing	
   the	
  organization’s	
  work	
  within	
   the	
  policy,	
   ethics	
  and	
   faith	
  
nexus.	
  While	
  he	
  was	
  happy	
  to	
   leave	
  the	
  discussion	
  on	
  the	
  technicalities	
  of	
  the	
  EEAS	
  to	
  the	
  experts	
  
present,	
   he	
   hoped	
   that	
   the	
   conference	
   would	
   equally	
   contribute	
   to	
   an	
   appreciation	
   of	
   European	
  
diplomacy	
  as	
  driven	
  morally	
  by	
   soft	
  power	
  and	
  peace	
  building	
   considerations	
   in	
   its	
   attempt	
   to	
  be	
  
something	
  ‘new’	
  in	
  international	
  relations.	
  
	
  
Marie-­‐Madeleine	
  Kanellopoulou	
  picked	
  up	
  this	
  common	
  thread	
  in	
  her	
  introduction	
  on	
  behalf	
  of	
  the	
  
European	
   Commission’s	
   office	
   and	
   the	
   European	
   Parliament’s	
   Information	
   Office	
   in	
   London.	
   She	
  
stressed	
  that	
  while	
  the	
  EEAS	
  was	
  not	
  a	
  fully-­‐fledged	
  diplomatic	
  service,	
   it	
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EU	
  diplomacy	
   in	
  a	
  changing	
  global	
  diplomatic	
  environment:	
  does	
   the	
  EEAS	
  change	
   the	
  nature	
  of	
  
European	
  Diplomacy?	
  

	
  
Jozef	
  Batora,	
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The	
  European	
  External	
  Action	
  Service:	
  Practical	
  Problems	
  and	
  Prospects	
  
	
  
Cesare	
  Onestini,	
  Head,	
  EEAS	
  corporate	
  board	
  secretariat	
  
Chair:	
  Prof	
  Richard	
  Whitman,	
  Kent	
  University	
  
	
  
Cesare	
  Onestini	
  stressed	
  his	
   insider	
  status.	
  Expectations	
  for	
  the	
  EEAS	
  were	
  unreasonably	
  high,	
  and	
  
the	
   continuity	
   of	
   past	
   structures	
   was	
   underplayed	
   in	
   public.	
   The	
   transition	
   process	
   had	
   been	
  
rendered	
   more	
   difficult	
   by	
   the	
   failure	
   of	
   the	
   constitution	
   project	
   -­‐	
   officials	
   in	
   Brussels	
   were	
   not	
  
allowed	
   to	
  prepare	
   the	
  new	
  structures,	
   so	
  as	
  not	
   to	
  pre-­‐empt	
   the	
  outcomes	
  of	
  various	
   referenda.	
  
The	
   political	
   decision	
   to	
   set	
   up	
   a	
   self-­‐standing	
   and	
   budget	
   neutral	
   service	
   also	
   made	
   for	
   tight	
  
conditions	
  overall.	
   In	
  Brussels,	
   the	
  service	
  was	
  created	
   in	
  stages	
  after	
   the	
  Lisbon	
  Treaty	
  came	
   into	
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cooperation	
  nor	
  rivalry	
  between	
  the	
  two	
  levels,	
  and	
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how	
   not	
   to	
   communicate.	
   In	
   fact,	
   staff	
   were	
   left	
   wondering	
   what	
   were	
   the	
   “rules”	
   according	
   to	
  
which	
  they	
  are	
  expected	
  to	
  operate.	
  This	
  has	
  had	
  a	
  negative	
  impact	
  on	
  the	
  public	
  image	
  of	
  the	
  EEAS,	
  
making	
   it	
   largely	
  one	
  of	
  unmet	
  expectations,	
  while	
  EEAS-­‐wide	
  mutual	
  trust,	
  another	
  component	
  of	
  
esprit	
  de	
  corps,	
  was	
  lacking.	
  Finally,	
  the	
  study	
  revealed	
  a	
  “training	
  deficit”	
  within	
  the	
  Service,	
  as	
  none	
  
of	
   the	
   officials	
   interviewed	
   had	
   undergone	
   post-­‐specific	
   training,	
   which	
   would	
   have	
   solidified	
   the	
  
focus	
  on	
  the	
  team	
  versus	
  the	
  individual	
  and	
  thus	
  contributed	
  to	
  the	
  emergence	
  of	
  a	
  dedicated	
  esprit	
  
de	
  corps.	
  All	
  these	
  findings	
  point	
  to	
  significant	
  challenges	
  for	
  effective	
  leadership	
  and	
  management.	
  	
  

Dr.	
  Simon	
  Duke	
  discussed	
  personnel	
  training	
  within	
  the	
  EEAS	
  in	
  addition	
  to	
  geographic	
  and	
  gender	
  
imbalances	
  within	
  the	
  Service.	
  First,	
  he	
  lamented	
  that	
  the	
  EEAS	
  is	
  currently	
  “drowning	
  in	
  strategies,	
  
but	
   does	
   not	
   have	
   a	
   strategy”,	
   leading	
   to	
   a	
   sort	
   of	
   existential	
   crisis	
   that	
   is	
   coupled	
   with	
   ever-­‐
tightening	
   budgetary	
   constraints.	
   	
   Dr.	
   Duke’s	
   overall	
   argument	
   was	
   that	
   although	
   EEAS	
   staff	
  
selection	
  criteria	
  seemed	
  to	
   include	
  “merit,	
  adequate	
  balance	
  and	
  meaningful	
  presence	
  of	
  all	
   [EU]	
  
nationals,”	
   these	
   were	
   subjective	
   concepts	
   -­‐	
   left	
   vague,	
   given	
   general	
   reluctance	
   in	
   the	
   Service	
  
actually	
  to	
  address	
  issues	
  of	
  (im)balance,	
  in	
  turn	
  partly	
  due	
  to	
  the	
  biggest	
  member	
  states’	
  inherently	
  
privileged	
  status	
  when	
  it	
  comes	
  to	
  supplying	
  qualified	
  candidates	
  for	
  EEAS	
  positions	
  and	
  diplomatic	
  
resources.	
   Thus,	
   it	
   should	
   not	
   be	
   a	
   big	
   surprise	
   that	
   the	
   representation	
   of	
   the	
  Big	
   Three	
  member	
  
states	
  is	
  heavy	
  within	
  the	
  EEAS.	
  

Gender	
  balance	
  is	
  a	
  slightly	
  different	
  matter,	
  but	
  there	
  are	
  similarly	
  few	
  surprises	
  here,	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  
women	
  being	
  under-­‐represented	
  in	
  higher	
  role	
  grades,	
  and	
  “over-­‐represented”	
  in	
  the	
  lower	
  grades.	
  	
  
Within	
   delegations,	
   there	
   is	
   even	
   less	
   female	
   representation,	
   due	
   to,	
   in	
  Dr.	
  Duke’s	
   view,	
   practical	
  
aspects	
  of	
  family	
  and	
  spousal	
  employment	
  provisions.	
  	
  

In	
   terms	
   of	
   improving	
   the	
   balance	
   situation,	
   there	
   have	
   been	
   symbolic	
   gestures	
   and	
   Baroness	
  
Ashton’s	
   concern	
   is	
   evident.	
   If	
   lasting	
   progress	
   is	
   to	
   be	
   made,	
   however,	
   concrete	
   measures	
   are	
  
required,	
  such	
  as	
  greater	
  sensitivity	
  to	
  gender	
  issues	
  on	
  the	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  Consultative	
  Committee	
  on	
  
Appointments,	
  mentoring	
  schemes,	
  better	
  spousal	
  employment	
  opportunities,	
  better	
  parental	
  leave	
  
arrangements	
  and	
  perhaps	
  even	
  a	
  dedicated	
  task	
  force.	
  Regarding	
  geographical	
  balance,	
  an	
  obvious	
  
solution	
   is	
   increasing	
   the	
   focus	
  on	
   training	
  and	
  preparation	
  of	
  EEAS	
  staff,	
  which	
   itself	
  necessitates	
  
longer	
  induction	
  course	
  periods	
  and	
  coordination	
  with	
  other	
  training	
  bodies	
  such	
  as	
  the	
  EU	
  Defence	
  
College	
  and	
  DEVCO,	
  for	
  instance.	
  	
  Other	
  solutions	
  include	
  prioritising	
  training	
  of	
  locally-­‐engaged	
  staff	
  
in	
  the	
  delegations,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  carrying	
  out	
  a	
  “needs	
  analysis”	
  of	
  skills	
  which	
  EEAS	
  needs	
  and	
  wishes	
  to	
  
foster.	
  

In	
   conclusion,	
   Prof.	
   Shore	
   reflected	
   on	
   the	
   two	
   presentations	
   and	
   suggested	
   the	
   addition	
   of	
   a	
  
common	
   sense	
   of	
   purpose	
   and	
   shared	
   symbolism	
   to	
   contribute	
   to	
   the	
   emergence	
   of	
   a	
  
comprehensive	
   esprit	
   de	
   corps.	
   The	
   EEAS	
   was	
   encumbered	
   by	
   the	
   lack	
   of	
   consensus	
   on	
   the	
   real	
  
purpose	
  of	
  the	
  EEAS.	
  	
  

The	
   Q	
   and	
   A	
   session	
   focused	
   on	
   specific	
   difficulties	
   faced	
   by	
   EEAS	
   staff—particularly	
   those	
  
transitioning	
   from	
  national	
   services—such	
  as	
  professional	
   security	
  and	
  clarity	
   regarding	
   their	
   roles	
  
within	
   the	
   EEAS	
   and	
   the	
   “sudden”	
   switch	
   to	
   a	
   multicultural,	
   multilingual	
   environments	
   from	
   a	
  
national	
  one.	
  A	
   suggestion	
  was	
  ventured	
   that	
  a	
   constant	
   focus	
  on	
  what	
   the	
  EEAS	
   is	
  ultimately	
   for	
  
was	
   actually	
   unnecessary	
   and	
   even	
   disparaging,	
   as	
   it	
   was	
   proposed	
   that	
   the	
   Treaty	
   specified	
  
precisely	
  what	
  the	
  EEAS	
  was	
  for	
  –	
  namely,	
  supporting	
  the	
  work	
  of	
  the	
  HR	
  and	
  VP,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  “doing	
  
all	
  the	
  work”	
  of	
  the	
  Commission	
  DGs.	
  A	
  recurring	
  theme	
  was	
  a	
  discussion	
  of	
  how	
  “pessimistic”	
  one	
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must	
   be	
   regarding	
   EEAS	
   problems	
   –	
   could	
   these	
   be	
   “just	
   teething	
   problems”	
   of	
   a	
   new,	
   complex	
  
organisation?	
  	
  

The	
   EU	
   as	
   a	
   diplomatic	
   actor:	
   bilateral	
   diplomacy	
   pre-­‐	
   and	
   post-­‐Lisbon:	
   the	
   EU	
   delegations	
   in	
  
Rwanda	
  and	
  the	
  Congo	
  

Bruno	
  Hanses,	
  Political	
  Counsellor,	
  EU	
  Delegation,	
  Kinshasa	
  
Daniel	
  Schaer,	
  Political	
  Counsellor,	
  EU	
  Delegation,	
  Kigali	
  
Chair	
  and	
  respondent:	
  Professor	
  Brian	
  Hocking,	
  Loughborough	
  University	
  
	
  

The	
  second	
  day	
  of	
  the	
  conference,	
  introduced	
  by	
  Prof.	
  Brian	
  Hocking,	
  moved	
  from	
  the	
  conceptual	
  to	
  
the	
   more	
   practical,	
   beginning	
   with	
   two	
   practitioner	
   presentations.	
   Bruno	
   Hanses	
   focused	
   on	
   the	
  
daily	
  operations	
  of	
  the	
  EU	
  delegation	
  to	
  the	
  DRC.	
  Mr.	
  Hanses	
  highlighted	
  stability,	
  security,	
  human	
  
rights,	
   democracy	
   and	
   rule	
   of	
   law	
   and	
   economic	
   development	
   as	
   the	
   overarching	
   goals	
   of	
   the	
  
delegation.	
   These	
   goals	
   require	
   effective	
   cooperation	
   between	
   development,	
   crisis	
   management,	
  
and	
  humanitarian	
  aid	
  structures	
  of	
  the	
  EU	
  presence	
  in	
  the	
  DRC.	
  	
  A	
  large	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  delegation’s	
  work	
  
is	
  co-­‐ordination.	
  The	
  EU	
  heads	
  of	
  mission	
  of	
  the	
  ten	
  member	
  states	
  present	
  in	
  the	
  DRC	
  meet	
  weekly,	
  
chaired	
  by	
  the	
  EEAS	
  ambassador.	
  The	
  political	
  and	
  economic	
  counsellors	
  also	
  meet	
  regularly,	
  as	
  do	
  
human	
   rights,	
   defence	
  and	
   security	
   reform	
  experts.	
   Key	
  actors	
  outside	
   the	
  EU,	
   such	
  as	
   colleagues	
  
from	
  MONUSCO	
  and	
  various	
  US	
  bodies,	
  are	
  also	
  invited	
  to	
  relevant	
  meetings.	
  Broader	
  co-­‐ordination	
  
takes	
   place	
   in	
   the	
   two	
   multilateral	
   organisations—the	
   World	
   Bank	
   and	
   the	
   UNDP.	
   All	
   this	
   has	
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which	
  have	
   fewer	
  embassies	
  around	
  the	
  world.	
  The	
  Service	
  allows	
  them	
  to	
  widen	
  their	
  diplomatic	
  
coverage	
  and	
  provides	
  organisational	
  support.	
  	
  

Opening	
   the	
   floor	
   to	
   the	
   Q	
   and	
   A,	
   Prof.	
   Brian	
   Hocking	
   observed	
   that	
   the	
   two	
   presentations	
  
reflected	
   what	
   he	
   terms	
   “hybrid	
   bilateralism,”	
   in	
   which	
   national	
   foreign	
   ministers	
   and	
   foreign	
  
services	
   are	
   reinterpreting	
   the	
   national	
   interest	
   within	
   the	
   global	
   interest.	
   The	
   questions	
   and	
  
comments	
   which	
   followed	
   focused	
   on	
   the	
   interplay	
   between	
   the	
   national,	
   regional,	
   and	
  
international	
   aspects	
   of	
   today’s	
   diplomacy.	
   In	
   response	
   to	
   a	
   question	
   about	
   the	
   nature	
   of	
   the	
  
“political	
   reporting”	
   carried	
   out	
   by	
   the	
   Service,	
   Mr.	
   Schaer	
   attested	
   to	
   his	
   experience	
   of	
   keeping	
  
interested	
   member	
   states	
   informed	
   through	
   general	
   analysis	
   followed	
   by	
   concrete	
  
suggestions/comments,	
   while	
   Mr.Hanses	
   added	
   the	
   attempt	
   to	
   “agree	
   [on	
   the	
   reading	
   of	
   the	
  
situation]	
  with	
  member	
  states”	
  to	
  the	
  mix.	
  The	
  example	
  of	
  the	
  EU	
  Rwanda	
  delegation	
  was	
  also	
  given	
  
as	
   a	
   case	
   where	
   member	
   state	
   coordination	
   chiefly	
   takes	
   place	
   within	
   the	
   EEAS,	
   although	
   this	
   is	
  
different	
  in	
  situations	
  such	
  as	
  Afghanistan,	
  where	
  due	
  to	
  the	
  number	
  of	
  political	
  levels	
  and	
  variations	
  
in	
  aid	
  involved,	
  a	
  significant	
  proportion	
  of	
  diplomatic	
  action	
  follows	
  national	
  lines.	
  In	
  the	
  case	
  of	
  the	
  
DRC	
  delegation	
  UNSC	
  meetings	
  mean	
   that	
   very	
   few	
  member	
   states	
   are	
   involved	
   and	
   they	
   do	
   not	
  
necessarily	
  report	
  back	
  to	
  the	
  EEAS.	
  The	
  theme	
  of	
  member	
  states’	
  information	
  sharing,	
  or	
  rather	
  lack	
  
thereof,	
  with	
  the	
  EEAS	
  was	
  a	
  theme	
  Prof.	
  Hocking	
  pointed	
  to	
  in	
  stressing	
  that	
  a	
  good	
  deal	
  of	
  sharing	
  
takes	
  place	
  in	
  Brussels,	
  albeit	
  in	
  a	
  confidential,	
  discreet	
  manner.	
  Finally,	
  both	
  speakers	
  were	
  keen	
  to	
  
get	
  across	
  the	
  point	
  that	
  their	
  national	
  affiliations	
  do	
  not	
  supersede	
  their	
  roles	
  as	
  EU	
  diplomats,	
  and	
  
although	
  they	
  share	
  information,	
  they	
  “do	
  not	
  report”	
  to	
  their	
  governments.	
  	
  	
  

Multilateral	
  diplomacy	
  post	
  Lisbon	
  –	
  the	
  Delegations	
  in	
  Geneva	
  and	
  Vienna	
  

Dr.	
  Joëlle	
  Hivonnet,	
  China	
  Division,	
  EEAS,	
  former	
  Head	
  of	
  UN	
  section,	
  EU	
  Delegation	
  to	
  Geneva	
  
Dr.	
  Lars-­‐Erik	
  Lundin,	
  Swedish	
  National	
  Defence	
  College	
  and	
  former	
  head	
  of	
  EU	
  Delegation,	
  Vienna	
  
Chair:	
  David	
  Spence	
  
	
  

The	
  second	
  session	
  of	
  the	
  day	
  turned	
  to	
  the	
  dynamics	
  of	
  the	
  “multilateral”	
  EU	
  delegations	
  in	
  Geneva	
  
and	
   Vienna.	
   Joëlle	
   Hivonnet	
   noted	
   the	
   lack	
   of	
   common	
   understanding	
   among	
   EU	
   delegations	
  
regarding	
   the	
   practical	
   implications	
   of	
   the	
   Lisbon	
   Treaty	
   for	
   their	
   work.	
   This	
   is	
   combined	
   with	
  
uncertainty	
  as	
  to	
  the	
  EU’s	
  status	
  in	
   international	
  organisations,	
  particularly	
  the	
  “division	
  of	
   labour”	
  
between	
  the	
  Commission	
  and	
  the	
  EEAS	
  in	
  representing	
  the	
  Union.	
  The	
  Geneva	
  delegation	
  had	
  faced	
  
the	
   challenge	
  of	
   relations	
  with	
  a	
  number	
  of	
   international	
  organisations	
  and	
   coordination	
  with	
  not	
  
only	
   the	
   Commission	
   delegation,	
   the	
   EU	
   mission	
   to	
   the	
   WTO	
   and	
   Council	
   liaison	
   office,	
   but	
   also	
  
between	
  various	
  EU	
  competences.	
  Thus,	
  in	
  the	
  early	
  absence	
  of	
  instructions	
  from	
  headquarters,	
  the	
  
delegation	
   attempted	
   to	
   function	
   according	
   to	
   a	
   coordination	
   “matrix”,	
   drafted	
   by	
   the	
   EEAS	
   in	
  
consultation	
   with	
   member	
   states’	
   delegations.	
   It	
   was	
   destined	
   to	
   form	
   the	
   basis	
   of	
   permanent	
  
arrangements	
  in	
  the	
  course	
  of	
  time,	
  but	
  the	
  matrix	
  served	
  in	
  the	
  short	
  term	
  as	
  a	
  series	
  of	
  transitional	
  
agreements.	
  The	
  search	
  for	
  agreement	
  among	
  the	
  various	
  EU	
  actors	
  regarding	
  how	
  to	
  operate	
  once	
  
the	
   Lisbon	
   arrangements	
   were	
   in	
   place	
   was	
   an	
   ever-­‐present	
   conundrum.	
   As	
   a	
   result,	
   rotating	
  
presidencies	
  still	
  read	
  statements	
  in	
  UN	
  General	
  Assembly	
  debates,	
  despite	
  the	
  adoption	
  of	
  the	
  GA	
  
Resolution	
  A/RES/65/276	
  (which	
  gave	
  the	
  EU	
  its	
  present	
  status/rights).	
  Dr.	
  Hivonnet
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external	
  competence	
  through	
  transferring	
  internal	
  competence	
  to	
  the	
  external	
  dimension.	
  This	
  was	
  
both	
  criticised	
  and	
  defended	
  on	
  several	
   fronts,	
  as	
  was	
   the	
  UK’s	
  apparent	
   lack	
  of	
   cooperation	
  with	
  
and	
   trust	
   in	
   EU	
   institutions.	
   A	
   brief	
   debate	
   took	
   place	
   on	
   whether	
   or	
   not	
   “competence	
   creep”	
  
concerns	
  were	
   fundamental.	
  The	
  UK’s	
   recent	
  co-­‐location	
  of	
  embassies	
  with	
  Commonwealth	
  states	
  
rather	
  than	
  with	
  EU	
  might,	
  it	
  was	
  feared,	
  indicate	
  that	
  the	
  UK	
  is	
  “moving	
  away”	
  from	
  the	
  EU.	
  	
  

The	
  EEAS:	
  Democratic	
  control	
  and	
  the	
  European	
  Parliament	
  

Charles	
  Tannock,	
  MEP,	
  London	
  European	
  Conservatives	
  and	
  Reformists'	
  Foreign	
  Affairs	
  Co-­‐ordinator,	
  
Rapporteur	
  for	
  the	
  Horn	
  of	
  Africa	
  
Chair:	
   Brian	
   Crowe,	
   UK	
   Ambassador,	
   former	
   Director	
   General	
   for	
   external	
   and	
   politico-­‐military	
  
affairs,	
  Council	
  of	
  Ministers	
  
	
  
In	
  a	
  discussion	
  focused	
  on	
  the	
  UK,	
  Charles	
  Tannock,	
  a	
  Conservative	
  supporter	
  of	
  British	
  membership	
  
of	
   the	
   European	
   Union,	
   discussed	
   the	
   role	
   of	
   the	
   European	
   Parliament	
   in	
   exercising	
   “democratic	
  
supervision”	
  of	
  the	
  EEAS.	
  After	
  13	
  years	
  in	
  office,	
  Tannock	
  argued	
  that	
  the	
  EU,	
  de
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examples	
  of	
  the	
  EP	
  “flexing	
  its	
  [post-­‐Lisbon]	
  muscle”	
  in	
  foreign	
  and	
  trade	
  policy,	
  such	
  as	
  in	
  the	
  SWIFT	
  
vote	
  and	
  free	
  trade	
  agreement	
  negotiations	
  with	
  Peru	
  and	
  Colombia.	
  Nevertheless,	
  as	
  the	
  EU	
  moves	
  
into	
  an	
  uncertain	
  future,	
  Mr.	
  Tannock	
  reckoned	
  that	
  economics	
  (Eurocrisis)	
  would	
  outweigh	
  politics	
  
(CFSP/CSDP).	
   This	
   would	
   also	
   apply	
   to	
   the	
   EEAS,	
   as	
   its	
   economic	
   value	
   (saving	
   national	
   ministries	
  
money)	
  could	
  lead	
  to	
  expanded	
  political	
  functions	
  (e.g.	
  consular	
  services	
  in	
  the	
  delegations?).	
  	
  

	
  	
  

Normative	
  power	
  Europe:	
  the	
  future	
  of	
  the	
  EU	
  diplomatic	
  system	
  

Dan	
   Smith,	
   Secretary-­‐General,	
   International	
   Alert	
   and	
   Prof.	
   Steven	
   Blockmans,	
   University	
   of	
  
Amsterdam	
  and	
  Centre	
  for	
  European	
  Policy	
  Studies	
  (CEPS),	
  Brussels	
  
Chair:	
  Tamara	
  Takacs,	
  Centre	
  for	
  the	
  Law	
  of	
  External	
  Relations,	
  The	
  Hague	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  final	
  session	
  of	
  the	
  conference	
  focused	
  on	
  a	
  less	
  tangible	
  and	
  more	
  controversial	
  aspect	
  of	
  the	
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this	
  post	
  chair	
  the	
  RELEX	
  Commissioners	
  group	
  in	
  the	
  European	
  Commission,	
  and	
  thus	
  providing	
  the	
  
basis	
  for	
  close	
  collaboration	
  with	
  CFSP.	
  	
  Finally,	
  cooperation	
  with	
  member	
  states’	
  diplomacies	
  should	
  
be	
  bolstered	
  -­‐	
  centrally,	
  within	
  multilateral	
  institutions	
  and	
  bilaterally.	
  This	
  could	
  involve	
  information	
  
and	
  infrastructure	
  sharing.	
  	
  	
  

The	
  Q	
  and	
  A	
  session	
   returned	
  the	
  conversation	
  to	
   the	
  relationship	
  between	
  national	
  and	
  EU-­‐wide	
  
aspects	
  of	
  foreign	
  policy.	
  Should	
  a	
  European	
  diplomatic	
  service	
  promote	
  European	
  interests	
  beyond	
  
the	
  “narrow,	
  materialist”	
   interests	
  of	
  nation	
  states?	
  Dan	
  Smith	
  ventured	
  that	
  a	
  European	
   interest,	
  
largely	
   compatible	
   with	
   most	
   national	
   interests,	
   could	
   promote	
   an	
   increasingly	
   law-­‐based	
  
international	
  system,	
  not	
   least	
  because	
  member	
  states	
  have	
  separately	
  already	
  “opted”	
   for	
  such	
  a	
  
system.	
  Prof.	
  Blockmans	
  agreed	
  on	
  the	
  desirability	
  of	
  a	
  law-­‐based	
  multilateral	
  system	
  and	
  reminded	
  
that	
  another	
   long-­‐standing	
  European	
   interest	
  was	
   the	
  promotion	
  of	
  peace	
  and	
  security	
   in	
  Europe,	
  
recognised	
  by	
   the	
  Nobel	
   Committee.	
   The	
   value	
   added	
  of	
   the	
   EEAS	
   in	
   light	
   of	
   established	
  national	
  
foreign	
  ministries	
  was	
  discussed	
  further.	
  Mr.	
  Smith	
  believed	
  the	
  transnational	
  pressures	
  identified	
  in	
  
his	
  presentation	
  could	
  not	
  be	
  handled	
   institutionally,	
  organisationally,	
  or	
   conceptually	
  by	
  member	
  
states’	
   foreign	
   policy	
   structures.	
   	
   He	
   saw	
   the	
   EEAS	
   as	
   a	
   way	
   out	
   of	
   bureaucratic,	
   turf-­‐based	
  
boundaries	
  preventing	
  effective	
  policy	
   formation.	
  Prof.	
  Blockmans	
  also	
  picked	
  up	
  the	
  added	
  value	
  
theme.	
   Better	
   civil-­‐military	
   coordination	
   of	
   the	
   EU	
   crisis	
   management	
   apparatus,	
   by	
   linking	
   the	
  
relevant	
  Service	
  structures	
  to	
  the	
  civilian	
  aspects	
  of	
  CSDP,	
  should	
  be	
  the	
  objective.	
  	
  

Closing	
  Remarks	
  	
  

David	
  Spence	
  

David	
   Spence	
  closed	
   the	
   conference	
  with	
   the	
  observation	
   that	
   the	
  discussions	
   had	
  not	
   only	
   been	
  
about	
   the	
   EEAS	
   but	
   about	
   the	
   changing	
   nature	
   of	
   diplomacy	
   as	
   a	
   whole.	
   “Structural”	
   diplomacy	
  


