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Abstract 
 
This study intends to contribute to the discussion of European defence cooper-

ation by testing two – process-centric and state-centric – EU integration theory’ ex-
planations of Battlegroup policy pattern. The first explanation rests on the argument 
about spillover logic of development of operational set of EU military forces and the 
importance of supranational regulation. The second takes as its reference point an 
intergovernmental nature of the Common Security and Defence Policy, with Battle-
group Certification process being driven by self-interested policy choices made by 
European nations. 

The importance of this policy is determined by the fact, that it is the first and 
the only experiment of the Union to jointly establish military force, which is to be 
deployed by the common decision. Correspondingly, the attempt must be made to 
find a place of this empirical object within the milieu of International Relations, and, 
more specifically, European Integration theory. I assume, that two alternative expla-

nations – Neo-functionalist an Intergovernmentalist – must be employed, as they can 
provide comprehensive alternative outlooks on studied phenomenon. 

The study is conducted in logic of Congruence analysis, which allows for con-
fronting of two theoretical perspectives. The data is obtained from unclassified 
sources – official European and country reports on the certification progress and doc-
uments setting standards for certification and evaluation, including the NATO docu-
ments, and via expert survey. The results suggest that Intergovernmentalist account is 
more accurate in its explanation of empirical facts, although a set of strong arguments 
can be found on Neo-functionalist side. 
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Chapter I. Puzzle and Disposition 
 

1.1 Introduction 
 

The opening chapter aims at presenting empirical puzzle and disclosing theo-
retical disposition. It introduces the research question: ‘Which theory of European 
integration, Intergovernmentalism or Neo-functionalism, provides more insights into 
emergence of European Union Battlegroup Concept and the pattern of European Bat-
tlegroup Evaluation and Certification within the framework of Common Security and 
Defence Policy?’ It does so by pointing out the lack of knowledge about the drivers 
behind the European Union (EU) Battlegroup (BG) Concept formulation and imple-
mentation in form of BG Evaluation and Certification procedures, thereby justifying 
the search for most plausible theoretical explanation. The chapter proceeds by a prob-
lem statement and a glimpse of theoretical disposition, then giving evidence of aca-
demic and societal relevance of the research question. It wraps up by a brief grasp of 
project structure.  
 

1.2 Problem Statement and the Key Concepts 

1.2.1 EU Battlegroup Concept as a Point of Reference 

 
In a Post-Cold War Western world the idea of national defence undergoes a 

fundamental metamorphosis: albeit a risk of conventional inter-state war is reduced1, 
social instability in developing and former colonial states gives the security concerns 
new momentum. Today the advent of international terrorism and proliferation of 
weapons of mass destruction catalyse the process that can be largely referred to as 
‘denationalisation of defence’ (Østerud and Matlary, 2007). 

The European security and defence cooperation presents a vivid example of 
akin military transformation, where countries opt for a joint strategic thinking, thereby 
challenging a Weberian (1919) concept of state monopoly of the legitimate use of 
force – which has for long been considered a nucleus of modern statehood. While 
mass armies and territorial defence seem less obstinate, rapid response capabilities in 
form of readily deployable, targeted force packages become a more common concern. 
In this work, I spotlight European Union Battlegroups, which constitute European-
level military capabilities deployed by a common decision. Following sections aim at 
making the reader familiar with the policy content and implementation strategy. 

 

1 As it is shown by results of the special Eurobarometer European Opinion Survey ‘Public Opinion and 
European Defence’ (Manigart, 2001). 
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The EU BG Concept  
    

The European Union Battlegroup (BG) Concept, incorporated in the European 
Common Security and Defence (CSDP) policy, implies a development of rapid-
reaction force to address the low-level conflicts in multiple settings. According to the 
European Union Council Secretariat Factsheet (2007, p. 2), a BG is ‘the minimum 
militarily effective, credible, rapidly deployable, coherent force package capable of 
stand-alone operations’, and is being composed of ‘about 1500 personnel’, depending 
on the type of mission in hand. As Lieutenant-Colonel Ron Hamelink (2005, p. 11) 

reports, ‘The Battlegroup has a kind of ‘magical’ sound. If it is mentioned during a 
discussion, suddenly everyone shifts to the edge of the chair and straightens their 
backs’. However, although widely discussed, BGs had never been deployed for an 
actual mission. In that sense, they remain an ambitious project, which is yet to be test-
ed in practice. Since 2007, the force packages are declared fully operational: two BGs 
are being present on a standby with a 6-month rotation period. 

As a peculiar case of defence internationalisation, the BG Concept challenges 
traditional intergovernmentalist notion of infeasibility of integration in sensitive ‘high 
politics’ domain, where the sovereignty concerns are most pronounced. Some analysts 
also emphasise the importance of BG Concept as a possible precursor of European 
army (See Major and Mölling, 2011).  

Hence, the BG Concept appears to be suggestive from both academic and 
utilitarian standpoints. It can be observed, that the effort of member states to establish 
a common ground in this policy area is considerable; however, de facto scope of co-

operation remains limited – as the fact that the BGs had been never deployed (albeit 

requested by the UN during the Libyan crisis in 20112) indicates.  
This study takes on the EU BG Concept as its focal point. Employing the most 

divergent theories of European Integration – Neo-functionalism and Intergovernmen-
talism3 – and devising two alternative explanatory lenses, it seeks to broaden the ar-
guably incomplete understanding of this empirical phenomenon. It is important to 
notice, however, that I do not devote myself to analysis of the cases of BGs (non)-

deployment4, which are often discussed in the literature – because they do not allow 
to approach more casual policy-making; rather, I focus on policy background, its for-
mulation and implementation in form of EU BG Evaluation and Certification (E&C) 
process. I argue, that attention to more ‘day-to-day’ policy-making – which, in the 

2 For detailed academic and analytical overview of these events see Adler-Nissen R. and Pouliot V. 
2014. Power in practice: Negotiating the international intervention in Libya // European Journal of 
International Relations, 20(4), pp. 889–911; Fabbrini S. 2014. The European Union and the Libyan 
crisis // International Politics, 51, pp. 177–195; Koenig N. 2014. Between Conflict Management and 
Role Conflict: the EU in the Libyan Crisis // European Security, 23(3), pp. 250-269. 
3 In its Liberal variant. 
4 As a matter of fact, EU BGs, have never been deployed, although reached full operational capacity in 
January 2007.  
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context of BGs, is a BG E&C – provides more room for theoretical scrutiny than the 
irregular pattern of strategic decisions and non-decisions.   

The following section provides a brief glimpse of what Evaluation and Certifi-
cation mean in the context of joint military capabilities. 

 

Evaluation and Certification of the EU BG 
 

It is needed to be explained what the Evaluation and Certification of BGs im-
ply and why they are deemed important. As soon as there is no definition of evalua-
tion and certification in the related EU documents (the reasons to which are explained 

in Chapter II), and the EU BG Concept suggests that ‘Wherever possible and applica-

ble, standards, practical methods and procedures (...) are analogous to those defined 

within NATO (NRF)’ (Council of the European Union, 2007, p. 12), the following 
NATO definitions can be employed: 

 

  Evaluation is ‘a structured process of the critical examination of either any 

activity and/or capability against defined standards and criteria’ (Lindberg, 2006, p. 
27, op. cit.). 

 

In turn, Certification is ‘the procedure by which a military authority gives for-
mal assurance that an Headquarter, force or unit scheduled to be, or already, under 
his command complies with the demands and requirements to fulfill a specific task or 
mission (...) Certification may be based on existing evaluation and on other available 

supporting information.’ (Ibid.). 
 
The rationale behind the EU BG certification procedure is to guarantee that 

the force packages meet ‘detailed military capability standards’ (Military Capability 
Commitment Conference, 2004, p. 4), and are fully prepared in light of a possible 
mission (Volpi, 2011, p. 154). The task of certification is performed by contributing 
Member States and is monitored by the EU Military Committee, with assistance of 
the EU Military Staff (EU External Action Service, 2013), thus making it a realm of 
joint national-EU responsibilities. Importantly, the standards and criteria for BG E&C 
are ‘items identified as recommendable though not verifiable’ (Council of the Euro-
pean Union, 2005), which makes it not clear how the competences are divided be-
tween the national- and Union-level (See Lindberg, 2006; Lindstrom, 2007) and cre-

ates a significant room for the rules’ interpretation. 
Evaluation and certification are extremely important: they can be seen as an 

official approval of Member States contributions aimed at establishing common de-
fence capabilities; differently put, they constitute a mechanism of ensuring compli-
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ance with joint commitments (Chappell, 2009). It is logical, that some member states 
are more committed to have their assets trained and ready then the others: as an illus-
tration, the E&C of Nordic BG (NBG) and Balkan BG (HELBROC) can be consid-
ered. While Nordic countries based their contributions on extensive research, employ-
ing the think-tank knowledge and submitting exhaustive reports throughout the pro-
cess (See Lindberg, 2006; Lindstrom, 2007), Balkan states were much less active in 
addressing joint commitments, which raised numerous concerns about overall opera-

tionability of the force package (Major and Mölling, 2011). From that stance, E&C 
procedure serves as a mechanism of harmonisation of national inputs and holding the 
parties accountable. Such harmonisation is seen in the literature as a key priority in 
ensuring policy effectiveness (See, e.g., Andersson, 2006). 

The content of the BG Concept, as well as the notions of BG Evaluation and 
Certification are more thoroughly discussed in the following chapters.  

 

1.2.3 Explaining the EU Battlegroup Concept 
 

The EU BG Concept is central to European security architecture: it constitutes 
a feasible result of defence integration – i.e., member states jointly develop European-
level military capabilities, which are to be deployed by collective decision (European 
External Action Service, 2014). Acknowledging the limited effectiveness (or de facto 
failure) of prior initiatives, including the Helsinki Headline Goal 19995, the BG Con-
cept thus far presents the most meaningful manifestation of member states’ desire to 
collectively build up European military capabilities (Major and Mölling, 2011, p. 7). 
These units have a potential to become core of permanent EU military cooperation, 
possibly giving the leverage to the project of European army.  

However, the noticeable tension persists between those sharing an optimistic 
outlook, who argue that policy is ‘ripening but is, admittedly, not quite ripe’ (Jacoby 
and Jones, 2008), and those being critical of the fact that BGs had never been de-
ployed due to the deficits of consensus and power (See, for instance, Balossi-Restelli, 
2011; Brattberg, 2011; Simón, 2012).   

It can be linked to the fact that a rather shaky balance is stroke between the 
two layers of European security and defence governance: on the one hand, BGs con-
stitute a high-profile Union-level defence capability and are therefore managed by 
supranational institutions – European Union Military Committee (EUMC) and Euro-
pean Union Military Staff (EUMS); on the other hand, however, the evaluation and 
certification of BGs remains a national responsibility and is largely driven by member 
states’ political and military elites, which leaves a limited room for an EU engage-
ment.  

The major empirical puzzle one encounters here is well known among Interna-
tional Relations and, more specifically, European Integration scholarship. The ques-

5 Which suggested that member states are to be able to deploy within 60 days and sustain for at least 
one year military forces of up to 60000 persons in order to fulfil Petersberg tasks (See Garrett, 2013). 
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tions of ‘Who pulls the strings of Union-level integration in security and defence and 
by what means they do so?’, ‘How to explain the fact that the standards and criteria 
for EU BG E&C are not defined in the documents?’ and ‘What are the implications of 
this to a general dynamics of European cooperation?’ are likely to arise. To approach 
these and several other concerns, two confronting theories of European Integration are 
being clashed: I argue, that this will yield a comprehensive explanation of highly 
thought-provoking empirical phenomenon. Next section looks at the theoretical dis-
position, justifying the choice of confronting perspectives.  

 

1.2.3 Theoretical Disposition  
 
As Schout and Wolff (2011, p. 3) duly note, ‘supranationalism and intergov-

ernmentalism can hardly be considered as Weberian ideal-types’. It implies, that the 
scholarship of European integration persistently faces the problem of theoretical de-
marcation – especially given some normative saturation of the subject matter (Rosa-
mond, 2000, p. 49).  

Equivocal nature of observable EU-level reforms causes certain degree of 
complication while drawing the line between two opposing, albeit highly interrelated 
perspectives. It can be said even, that distinguishing neo-functionalism and intergov-
ernmentalism serves mainly heuristic purpose; however, it enables undertaking the 
grounded analysis, which directs attention to certain aspects of empirical phenomenon 
(Sager et al., 2014). Occasionally, though, policy practitioners as well as scholars ar-
rive at assumption that there is a strong interconnection between the two poles, opting 
for language of ‘continuum’, ‘marble cake’ and ‘trade-off’ (See, e.g., Schmitter, 1996; 
Saeter, 1998; Sandholtz and Stone Sweet, 1998).  

This study admits the presence of certain degree of affinity between the men-
tioned European integration theories; however, acknowledging the blurring effect of 
abovementioned constructs, it attempts to consistently divide the perspectives in order 
to gain more distinct explanation of observable reality. Referring to Howorth (2011, 
p. 3), the ‘distinction between supranationalism and intergovernmentalism has always 
been fundamental’, and nowhere the quest for retaining member-state influence has 
‘considered to be more central than in the area of foreign and security policy, which 
has consciously been set within the rigid intergovernmental framework (…)’. 

The selected theoretical perspectives are more rigorously discussed in Chapter 
III, which is concerned with juxtaposition of theories. 

1.3 Research Objective 
 

The brief introduction of theories aims at establishment of a preliminary 
ground for approaching an empirical phenomenon. The objective of current study is to 
gain better outlook on the EU BG Concept and the pattern of EU BG evaluation and 
certification, accounting for factors and driving forces standing behind the process. 
The thesis will be anchored in two conflicting theories of European Integration – Neo-
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functionalism and Intergovernmentalism – to explore which provides a better expla-
nation of policy development. Consequently, I argue, the notions of intergovernmen-
talism and neo-functionalism can be refined via giving them a thorough examination, 
thereby informing both theoretical and policy discussion. 

The guiding aim of the research is to determine whether intergovernmentalism 
provides more insights into BG certification than neo-functionalism, or vice versa. In 
doing so the study will rely on the knowledge of security experts, competent in EU 
security and defence organisation, as well as whole multitude of available empirical 
data. The methodology to be utilised combines elements of qualitative and quantita-
tive analyses.  
 

1.4 Research Aim and Question 
 

Consistent with presented empirical puzzle and research objective, the main 
research question of the study is formulated as follows: 

 
Which theory of European integration, Intergovernmentalism or Neo-

functionalism, provides more insights into emergence of European Union Battlegroup 
Concept and the pattern of European Battlegroup Evaluation and Certification within 
the framework of Common Security and Defence Policy? 

 
In line with selected method of analysis – the Congruence analysis – the set of 

sub-questions consists of six propositions – three for each theoretical perspective, 
which take a form of explanatory statements (Blatter and Haverland, 2012, p. 145). 
Propositions are deductively derived from two theories and will form the pairs in or-
der to gain alternative explanations of the same chain link in policy evolution. This 
will inform my inquiry by a solid two-cornered clash of perspectives (Ibid., p. 144-
145). The set of sub-questions is developed in Chapter V on the basis of operationali-
zation6 of theories. They will direct the attention to the potential driving forces of EU 
BG Concept formulation and implementation. 

 

1.5 Theoretical and Societal Relevance 

1.5.1 Theoretical Relevance 
 
The theoretical contribution made by this study comes in three forms: the test 

for theoretical lenses, the addressed lack of scholarly attention to selected subject mat-
ter, and the application of relatively novel in social sciences methodology. 

6 Blatter and Blume (2008, p. 326, 327) note, that in Congruence analysis it is more accurate to talk 
about ‘interpretation instead of operationalisation’, as the ‘sensitivity for making inferential leaps be-
tween concrete observations and abstract concepts/meanings puts interpretative techniques into the 
center of a CON approach’. 
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Firstly, as Bergmann and Neumann (2013, pp. 7, 9) indicate, the European In-
tegration accounts of common foreign policy are dominated by heuristic, descriptive 
research designs, without probing or applying the basic theoretical propositions, or 
theses, explicitly or systematically. This study, in turn, aims at taking the assumptions 
derived from the concrete theories of European integration as its point of departure. 
By doing so, it adds up to the fruitful debate between advocates of intergovernmental-
ism and neo-functionalism within the larger International Relations and European 
integration scholarship.  

Secondly, the subject matter of current analysis had rather rarely appeared in 
political science research. There is a group of works taking BGs as their focal point; 
however, the aspect of evaluation and certification, although extremely thought-
provoking, is yet to be explored. This study will carefully examine available unclassi-
fied data on the pattern of BG certification, thus bridging the gap of knowledge about 
this highly important empirical phenomenon.   

Thirdly, the study combines rigorous qualitative analysis of primary and sec-
ondary data with quantitative examination of expert survey results. Conducted within 
a larger framework of Congruence analysis (CON), it develops two-stage strategy of 
gaining empirical evidence. At the first stage, the multitude of available data on the 
explored phenomenon are collected and analysed to obtain possibly clearer vision of 
policy ‘as it is lived’, i.e. without taking it out of its context. At the second stage, the 
expert surveys are examined to gain behind-the-scenes insights into balance between 
the two levels of decision-making. The methodological contribution made by this 
work, thus, rests on the fusion of research techniques, allowing for capturing both 
factual and analytic accounts of empirical reality. 

  

1.5.2 Societal Relevance 
 
From the societal point of view, the study approaches a highly problematic 

policy aspect of EU Battlegroup E&C, which appears to be especially relevant given 
the recent escalations of violence in the European Union’s periphery, namely in Lib-
ya, Ukraine, Turkey and Syria. The focus on policy implementation in a form of BG 
certification will provide an essential insight into the interplay between national- and 
European-level bodies in sensitive domain of EU common security and defence poli-
cy. A more comprehensive understanding of the state of affairs, as well as of policy 
drivers, will allow for addressing the multiple policy shortcomings and, by this, for 
future policy improvement.  

It has become a commonplace among politicians and public to regard Europe-
an military cooperation as inefficient and lagging behind compared to other areas of 
EU integration. Hence, the value added by studies, which bring to the light the mo-
tives underlying security and defence decision-making, is hard to overemphasize. 
This work will look at the place of different actors in a complex system of joint com-
mitments. The practice-grounded argument developed throughout the study, which 
analytically approaches the role of individual member states in the EU decision-
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making, will help to successfully capture the nature of their interaction in a dynamic 
policy domain, informing discussion of policy orientation, including possibilities for 
further denationalisation of defence and widely debated establishment of European 
army (Østerud and Matlary, 2007). 

 

1.6 Chapter Outline 
 

The remainder of the study will proceed as follows. In Chapter II, the factual 
background of subject matter is reconstructed, which will anchor the work in a con-
crete empirical phenomenon. The BG Concept, as well as the concept of BG evalua-
tion and certification, and the E&C criteria are explained and shown in their larger 
context – namely, the framework of CSDP in its Lisbon reading.  

Charter III examines the available theoretical approaches to the subject matter, 
selecting most applicable explanatory perspectives from the stance of the research 
objective. It analyses main arguments presented by general IR and middle-range theo-
retical paradigms, opting for arguably two most divergent European Integration theo-
ries – neo-functionalism and intergovernmentalism.  

Chapter IV provides a detailed account of research design. It discusses availa-
ble experimental and non-experimental research designs, giving arguments in favour 
of selection of peripherally mentioned above research strategy. It refines upon the 
main strengths and weaknesses of methodology, further invoking the notions of relia-
bility and validity the project can gain.  

In Chapter V I undertake operationalization of key theoretical concepts pre-
sented by two tested theories. At this first stage of analysis I select the most insightful 
elements of two theories and then one-by-one derive theory-grounded propositions on 
the basis of which the theories will be subsequently tested. 

Chapter VI encounters the analytical examination of the empirical phenome-
non. It draws on the extensive primary and secondary data, as well as the data ac-
quired via expert survey, in order to give comprehensive test to derived propositions. 
It arrives at partial or complete confirmation or disconfirmation of each of the state-
ments, allowing to observe which explanatory perspective proves more insightful – 
neo-functionalism or intergovernmentalism. 

Finally, Chapter VII discusses the findings, putting them into the larger con-
text of the related literature, and offers the analytic conclusions. It provides the an-
swer to the research question and points out the possible implications of these find-
ings. It then suggests possible avenues for further research. 
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Chapter II. Policy Background 

2.1 Introduction 
 

The Chapter aims at providing a comprehensive description of the EU BG 
Concept in a larger common defence policy framework. It departs from the discussion 
of the policy purpose and of its place within the milieu of European common security 
and defence. It then looks at the background of policy development, and the policy 
content. It proceeds by discussing the regalement of policy implementation in form of 
BG Evaluation and Certification.  

Correspondingly, it is deemed important to introduce key institutions – Euro-
pean Union Military Committee and European Union Military Staff, which represent 
Union-level bodies tasked with the policy implementation.  

 

2.2 Introducing EU Battlegroup Concept 

2.2.1 Basic Features 
 

The rationale behind the European Union Battlegroup Concept can be under-
stood from the Council’s call for the Union to become ‘more active, more coherent, 
and more capable’ international agent (Council of the European Union, 2003, p. 11). 
The need for establishment of the BGs has been articulated in Presidency Progress 
Report to the Helsinki European Council in 1999, suggesting that in light of Peters-
berg tasks ‘particular attention will be devoted to the capabilities necessary to ensure 
effective performance in crisis management’ (Council of the European Union, 1999, 
p. 2). 

The EU Battlegroup Concept aims at development of rapid-reaction force to 
address low-level conflicts in multiple settings. Depending on the type of the mission 
in hand, BG is composed of ‘about 1500 personnel’ (EU Council Secretariat Fact-
sheet, 2007, p. 2) and is projected to be sustainable for up to 120-days period. BGs are 
formed multilaterally. In each specific case they are composed according to the pref-
erences of the contributing European states; however, as Gustav Lindstrom suggests, 
a ‘standard’ BG is organized as a ‘headquarters company, three infantry companies, 
and corresponding personnel’, including the ‘mechanised infantry, combat support 
elements and combat service support elements’ (Lindstrom, 2007, p. 15). Importantly, 
the Council’s decision precedes the launch of an operation, which then has to be set 
up in 10 days after the Council agreed on it. Since the 1 January 2007, BGs are fully 
operational, with two BGs being steadily on standby with a 6-month rotation period. 

The basic features of BG include combined arms, battalion-size, and possibil-
ity of reinforcement with Combat Support and Combat Service Support components 
(See Appendix 3). Notably, although the structure of key units is pre-defined, the 
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composition can be tailored for demands of certain mission, forming the ready ‘force 
package’.   

Importantly, transition to the European level of BG-related responsibilities – 
i.e., overseeing the process of Evaluation and Certification, and monitoring the pro-
gress of standardisation and harmonisation of the states’ military capacities – provid-
ed EU Military Staff and EU Military Committee with tangible opportunities for 
broadening ‘Brusselsisation’ of common defence (Hamelink, 2005, p. 9). 

2.2.2 EU Battlegroup Concept in a Larger European Security and Defence Framework  
 

The 2009 Lisbon Treaty institutionalized current structure of CSDP. The strat-
egy-making bodies consist of the President of the European Council and the High 
Representative (HR). Both roles were introduced by the Lisbon Treaty (Articles 15, 
18, The Lisbon Treaty) to address the lack of political leadership. The sugges-
tion/initiative-proposing bodies consist of the European External Action Service 
(EEAS) (Article 27.3, Ibid.), the Political and Security Committee (PSC) (Article 38, 
Ibid.), and the COREPER (Article 16.7, Ibid.). When a crisis occurs, the PSC serves 
as the political power for the promotion of a coherent strategy. The HR and member 
states can submit to the Council proposals or initiatives referring to CSDP (Article 
27.1, Ibid.). If the immediate decision is required, the High Representative can initiate 
an extraordinary Council meeting (Article 30.2, Ibid.).  

 

Table 1. Summary of key events leading to the EU BG Concept adoption (1999-2004) 

Event Date Significance 

Helsinki European Council  December 1999 Initial mentioning of rapid response elements 

Franco-British Summit in Le 
Touquet 

February 2003 Notion of 5-10 day deployment horizon raised 

Operation Artemis June 2003 1st EU autonomous military rapid response opera-
tion 

Franco-British Summit November 2004 Call for battlegroup-sized force packages 

UK, French, German Food-
for-Thought Paper 

February 2004 Introduction of the EU BG Concept 

GAERC March 2004 Welcomes the proposal of EU BG Concept at EU 
level 
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GAERC May 2004 Approval of EU BG Concept 

EUMC June 2004 Agreement on the EU BG Concept 

European Council June 2004 Endorsement of the 2010 Headline Goal 

Military Capability Com-
mitment Conference 

November 2004 Initial EU BG pledges made 

Sources: Lindstrom, 2007; Sweeney, 2015. 

 
European Rapid Reaction Force and two standby battle groups represent de-

ployable military forces (Major and Molling, 2011). Battlegroups were designed to be 
used in so-called ‘bridging operations’ – support operations on the basis of EU man-
date to back the pending deployment of the UN troops and the troops of various re-
gional organisations (Volpi, 2011). They are composed usually of the soldiers, includ-
ing only army personnel (with air force and navy not being present up to date) and 
equipment provided by certain member states and non-EU countries (Volpi, 2011). 
The ‘Framework nation’ or ‘Lead nation’ in each BG has the command of the group, 
accordingly supplying the most of equipment and military staff. As Valerio Volpi 
(Ibid., p. 158) puts it, ‘both in the case of battlegroups (…) and ad hoc missions with 
troops provided by the member states of the EU, member states coordinate their par-
ticipation in missions, but their forces remain in any case independent’.  

Under the Framework nation leadership, contributing states carry out plan-
ning, training, evaluation and certification of BGs, subsequently putting deployable 
units on stand-by for a six-months period. In addition, the Framework nation provides 
availability of Operational Headquarters (OHQ) and military capabilities. Finally, the 
Operations Commander takes on responsibility for the unit in the event of deploy-
ment. These elements constitute a ‘blueprint’ for composition of a specific force 
package. 

The modules may come from different countries (combined) or different 
armed services (joint) –  i.e., consisting of varying elements of air force, navy, and 
army. Possibly the BG can be expanded according the needs of particular mission, 
incorporating niche structures – e.g., Special Forces.  The OHQ provides coordination 
of separate units. Accordingly, all assets must align with the defined standards and 
criteria in order to ensure operational capability. 
 

2.3 Introducing the Concept of BG Evaluation and Certification 
 

The major characteristic of the Battlegroup Concept is that to qualify as an EU 
Battlegroup force packages, the BGs must rely on a ‘commonly defined and agreed, 
detailed military capability standards’ (Military Capability Commitment Conference, 
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2004, p. 4), with member states being responsible for their setting and respective cer-
tification. The concept of certification is central for the EU repaid response formula-
tion.  

The purpose of certification, as well as the subsequent responsibilities of 
member states, is defined in The EU BG Concept as follows: ‘Certification of formed 
elements is required, in order to guarantee that the defined standards are being met. 
The certification remains a national responsibility of the contributing Member States, 
who should undertake this certification according to fixed EU-agreed procedures 
(...).’ (Council of the European Union, 2007, p. 11). Certification is a highly important 
chain link in ensuring the Battlegroup preparedness for a possible mission (Volpi, 
2011, p. 154). The process of certification is monitored by the EU Military Commit-
tee, with assistance of the EU Military Staff (EU External Action Service, 2013).  

The standards of certification procedure aim at alignment with NATO Re-
sponse Force certification procedure. In the EU BG Concept, it is stated that ‘The EU 
BG seeks to be complementary with NATO (NRF) documents. Wherever possible 
and applicable, standards, practical methods and procedures (...) are analogous to 
those defined within NATO (NRF). This is of utmost importance as Member States 
may commit their assets and capabilities (...) to both the BG and the NRF (Council of 
the European Union, 2007, p. 12).  

The BG-Training and Certification also stresses the importance of an analo-
gous character of the procedure (Council of the European Union, 2005). According to 
the analysis presented by Swedish Defence Research Agency, apart from these rec-
ommendations, there are no other certification methods present in the documents 
(Lindberg, 2006). Thus, complementarity with NRF serves as an important point of 
reference.  

However, it is important to acknowledge the difference between NRF and BG 
Concept, which appears to be rather substantial. NRF is admittedly larger in size (ini-
tially planned to be composed of up to 25000 troops) and capabilities, representing 
the integrated air, land and sea elements. Thus, it is equipped for addressing more 
complex crises and conflicts (Major and Mölling, 2011).  

The process of certification can be seen as a three-step procedure. At the first 
step, member states shape the BG package training in accordance to their perceived 
needs. Then, before being added to BG package, they need to meet unit-level stand-
ards. Finally, contributing member states ‘are to certify that their BG package meets 
the BG Standards and Criteria’ (Ibid.). 

Standards and Criteria for EU Battlegroups are designed in the same comple-
mentary fashion: ‘Commonly defined and agreed, detailed military capability stand-
ards for BGs are a necessity. Wherever possible such standards should be the same as 
those required for similar formations assigned to the NATO Response Force’ (Coun-
cil of the European Union, 2007, p. 10). There is, however, a set of concrete criteria 
found in the documents. They are given in Standards and Criteria for EU Battlegroups 
(7185/05 dated 9 March 2005) and include the notions of asset availability, flexibility, 
employability and deployability, readiness, connectivity sustainability, survivability, 
medical force protection and interoperability. 
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 These criteria are being applied as the ‘items identified as recommendable 
though not verifiable’ (Council of the European Union, 2005). It is, thus, puzzling to 
measure the fulfilment of standards based on the given criteria: taking into account 
their recommending orientation, it can be noticed, that they leave a significant room 
for interpretation (See Lindberg, 2006). Consequently, the rationale underlying suc-
cessful certification appears problematic.  

Thus, it is important to formulate a series of questions regarding the practical 
aspects of certification procedure in order to understand how the goal of meeting the 
standards can be de facto achieved (Ibid., p. 23).  

 

2.4 European-Level Bodies Responsible for BG Evaluation and 
Certification 
 
 The section looks closely at the Union-level bodies responsible for EU BG 
E&C in order to build up the ground on which policy implementation can be ana-
lysed. Since a substantial part of the study aims at understanding the balance between 

member states’ and EU-level capacities to shape the policy outcomes, ‘the catalogue 

of competencies’ has to be discussed. 
2.4.1 The EU Military Committee in European Security Architecture 
 
 The EU Military Committee (EUMC) represents ‘the highest military body 
established within the Council’ (Council of the European Union, 2001, p. 2). Its pur-
pose is to provide military advice to the Political and Security Committee as well as 
expert directions to the EU Military Staff (EUMS). The EUMC is composed of the 
highest military authorities of member states – the Chiefs of Defence; regularly it 
meets at the level of their competent representatives – senior officers based in Brus-
sels. Twice a year the EUMC meets in the Chiefs of Defence configuration, e.g., to 
decide upon the candidature of next Chairman – a four star flag officer, appointed by 
Council for a three-year period.  
 The EUMC plays a decisive role in EU operational planning, acting as a top-
level supplier of military instruction in a joint organizational structure comprised of 
EUMS, responsible for military assessments, the HR and the PSC, and the services of 
Council Secretariat. On a more orderly basis, the EUMC monitors the progress of 
ongoing missions and directs the work of the EUMS – e.g., crisis management proce-
dures and military capability-related exercises.  

2.4.2 The EU Military Staff in European Security Architecture 
 
 The basic mandate of EU Military Staff (EUMS) is to provide military advise 
and support to the CSDP. The establishment of Civil-Military Cell in 2005 and subse-
quent implementation of post-Wiesbaden and Hampton Court agendas in 2008 led to 
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a significant extension of the initially small cell of organizational personnel – namely, 
seconded military officers – whose number up to date reached more than 200 (Grevi, 
2009).  
 The EUMS is charged with two sets of tasks: firstly, it is responsible for early 
warning, situation assessment and CSDP strategic planning, and secondly, they partic-
ipate in the process of elaboration, review and assessment of military capability goals. 
In accomplishment of these tasks, EUMS provides the EUMC with advice and exper-
tise. It also cooperates closely with the Directorate-General External and politico-
military affairs’ Directorate VIII ‘Defence aspects’ (DG-E VIII) and Joint Situation 
Centre within the Council Secretariat, where it is responsible for definition and politi-
cal framing of EU military initiative. 
 Before 2007, when EUMS became authorized of supplying military expertise 
upstream, the EU had in its disposal only two options for operational planning and 
mission conduct under CSDP – namely, access to NATO’s operational HQ under the 
terms of Berlin Plus agreement, or transformation of national HQs to arrange multina-
tional command. The debate about build-up of the solely European operational capa-
bilities pushed member states towards creation of permanent, full-fledged military 
HQ. 
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Chapter III. Theoretical Framework 

3.1 Main Explanatory Perspectives  

3.1.1 Encountering the Patchwork of Explanatory Perspectives 

 
It has become a commonplace in academic and political discussion to account 

European common security architecture as ineffective and falling short to its stated 
priorities. The ‘capability-expectations’ gap, indicated a decade ago in Chris Hill’s 
classic work on EU’s international action, suggests that it can be linked to the Union’s 
lack of capacity to ‘produce collective decisions’ and influence the events (Hill, 1993, 
p. 306).  

The rise of critical accounts of the EU common security action was triggered 
by its perceived failure to harness the escalation of conflict in Yugoslavia in 1993 
(Cohen, 1993). The second wave of vigorous criticism was triggered by Union’s in-
coherent response to the crisis in Libya, which can be considered Europe’s closest 
neighbourhood (Juncos and Whitman, 2015). One reason for this recent appraisal is 
the viewed lack of the progress of CSDP, reformed by the Treaty of Lisbon in order to 
strengthen political leadership within the sensitive ‘high politics’ realm and, thus, 
address the lack of agreement upon common action. 

Correspondingly, a number of studies appeared, which aimed at explaining the 
unsatisfactory outcomes of the CSDP from the standpoints of various theories. One 
set of explanations links the problem of finding consensus to a largely intergovern-
mental nature of cooperation on security and defence matters. However, employing 
the argument made by Wolfgang Wagner, it can be misleading to assume that inter-
governmental policy set-up itself is responsible for the lack of coherence: ‘without a 
sufficient degree of consensus’ CSDP could have never been able to take off the 
ground (Wagner, 2003, p. 589).  

Thus, the other major part of explanations derived from the Integration theory 
can be categorized as explanatory models, which ‘point to the fact that the multiplici-
ty of relevant actors (...) does not preclude that nation-states still play a decisive role 
in the formulation and implementation of European foreign policies’ (Bergman & 
Neumann, 2013, p. 15). Hence, they focus on the role of other relevant policy drivers 
– which can be quiet productive in a way that allows the study to spotlight more ef-
fectively the less pronounced factors influencing policy formulation than the mere 
political will of the states. These theories include neo-functionalism, federalism, the 
governance approach and policy network analysis (Ibid., p. 2).  

3.1.2 International Relations Explanations 
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The first set of explanatory perspectives is derived from a general IR theory. 
Four main perspectives hence can be distinguished: realist, liberal, institutionalist, and 
constructivist. There a central cleavage within the IR theory scholarship takes place. 

Realists put the stress on the balance of power and interests in CSDP operation 
and development (Gegout, 2009; Art, 2004; Posen, 2004, Howorth and Menon, 2009). 
However, realist stance can be struggling in dealing with European security coopera-
tion – mainly, because, the classical realist agenda predicts that delegation of military 
responsibilities, even if limited, would not be possible, since it makes major players 
prone to negative externalities of sovereignty transfer (Jones, 2007).  

Liberals argue, that policy decisions are taken by democratic governments 
willing to be re-elected and, thus, are shaped primarily by the set of domestic oppor-
tunity structures and constraints (Moravcsik, 1997; Robinson, 2001; Pohl, 2013). Cor-
respondingly, when a certain CSDP operation is in question, two sets of factors are 
being weighed by domestic governments: political gains from demonstrating to do-
mestic constituencies the ability of ‘influencing international events’, and political 
losses from ‘paying too high a price in blood or treasure for foreign policy projects 
whose benefits are dubious, incalculable or essentially public goods’ (Pohl, 2013,  p. 
3).  

Institutionalists explain the outcomes of CSDP by bargaining between the EU 
officials within its institutional framework. Hylke Dijkstra (2012a, p.458) points at 
the fact that the initial efforts to launch the CSDP were made by civil servants in the 
Council General Secretariat and the former High Representative for the Common 
Foreign and Security policy in order to gain the leverage in the ‘turf battles’ with the 
European Commission.  

Constructivists, in turn, emphasize the role of ideational factors in policy for-
mulation and implementation. Certain scholars argue, that the deployment of CSDP 
operations – namely, Operations Artemis and Concordia – is driven by consolidation 
of European strategic culture (Pentland, 2011; Schmidt, 2011). However, constructiv-
ist arguments appear to be flawed in two respects: first, they draw generalist conclu-
sions from single case studies; second, they tend to analyse the EU as a single unit, 
which can obscure several important explanatory variables (Nováky, 2015).  

3.1.3 European Integration Explanations 
 
The other set of analyses turns to the specifically European integration expla-

nations. They include neo-functionalism, intergovernmentalism, federalism, the gov-
ernance approach and policy network analysis. 

Neo-functionalists bridge the lack of account given to the dynamics of integra-
tion (See, for instance, Haas, 1958; Lindberg, 1963). In short, they focus more on the 
process of incremental change, to a major extent driven by the intended or unintended 
consequences of the previous decisions (Haas, 1970, p. 627). Integration is perceived 
as a process, evolving with the course of time and having its own dynamics 
(Tranholm-Mikkelsen, 1991). From this viewpoint, integration in traditional policy 

 25 



fields possibly requires further integration in more sensitive policy areas (Peters & 
Wagner, 2005).  

Intergovernmentalism emerged in 1950s as a result of urge to explain the out-
comes of integration process (Bergmann and Niemann, 2013). It suggests, that the 
pattern of integration is determined by the states’ preferences and interests, which are 
being clashed in the process of collective bargaining (Hoffman, 1966). The role of 
supranational institutions is very limited, with domestic politics shaping the coopera-
tion dynamics. 

Federalists tend to focus on normative rather than analytical discussion, argu-
ing that the integration in foreign, security and defence policy is inevitable within the 
gradual process of building of functional links between sovereign states, as ‘the nation 
states have lost their property rights since they cannot guarantee the political and eco-
nomic safety of their citizens’ (Spinelli, 1972, p. 68). However, this approach focuses 
predominantly on the integration’s end product, which makes it less prominent in ex-
plaining the way to achieve this result.  

The governance approach scholars focus on studying the impact of the EU’s 
political system on the initial stage of policy cycle: policy formulation (Jachtenfuchs, 
2001; Stephenson, 2013). As Neumann duly notices, ‘While in classic integration 
theory the Euro-polity is the dependent variable, the governance approach treats it as 
the independent variable’ (2010, p. 10). However, this external approach remains a 
useful analytical tool, being less coherent then the more general theory. 

Policy network analysis is based on the assumption of polycentric character of 
the European political system (Peterson, 1995). Research conducted within this para-
digm demonstrates, that policy formulation and implementation are influenced by the 
range of institutions, such as the Commission, European Parliament, General Affairs 
Council and NATO. The main shortcoming of this paradigm, similarly with the gov-
ernance approach, is its less theoretically substantial and explanatory nature. 
 

3.2 Selection of the Theories 
 

Existence of rather strong arguments on different sides of theoretical spectrum 
suggests that the theoretical clash across different paradigms in small-N research can 
allow us to generate a strengthened explanation of mechanisms underlying evaluation 
and certification of EU BGs (Blatter, 2012, p. 11). The study can bridge the gap of 
literature juxtaposing alternative theoretical explanations to build up a comprehensive 
understanding of policy fundamentals (Blatter and Blume, 2008). 

From this point of view, I argue, it can be productive to derive propositions 
from two European Integration theory approaches. General IR theory accounts, some 
of which had been extensively criticized within the field of cooperation in security 
and defence policy (as it was shown above, realist and constructivist theories are 
deemed to a lesser extent productive in this respect), can give more general interpreta-
tion of policy outcomes. In this sense, studying the development of the EU BG Con-
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cept from the standpoint of European integration theories can help to acquire a more 
comprehensive and focused explanation. As soon as the federalist theory concentrates 
mostly on the normative side of the cooperation, and the governance and network 
approaches tend to be mainly instrumental, thereby giving more limited opportunities 
for theorizing (Neumann, 2010), I opted for selection of intergovernmentalism and 
neo-functionalism as the main explanatory lenses.  

3.2.1 Critique of Neo-functionalism 
 
 The criticism for neo-functionslism emanates both from empirical and theoret-
ical sides. From the empirical stand, neo-functionalism is accused in inability to ex-
plain slowed down pace of integration in Europe in the 1970s - 1980s (the famous 
‘empty chair crisis’): according to paradigm, the cooperation is supposed to gradually 
deepen. From the theoretical stand the weakness of neo-functionalism is related to its 
interconnectedness with the constructivism, which fails to account for structural limi-
tations of political process. As it has been admitted by Haas (2001, p. 22), neo-
functionalist paradigm can be ‘a precursor of what has lately been called Constructiv-
ism’. The basis of convergence between the two theories is built on a concept of so-
cialisation: for neo-functionalists, socialisation of elites within the supranational insti-
tutions leads to gradual enhancement of supranational level; for constructivists, it sub-
stantiates the importance of intersubjectivity.  
 Finally, intergovernmentalists criticize the theory for the undue attention to 
supranational actors, who at the end are mere agents of nation-states. Even if one may 
get an impression that EU-level institutions are able to act independently, it is always 
in hands of the member states to withdraw from an unfavourable commitment.  

3.2.2 Critique of Intergovernmentalism 

 
 One of the most fundamental critiques of Intergovernmentalist approach ema-
nates from its distinction between ‘low’ and ‘high’ politics: in such, the existence of 
European foreign policy, and, even more unexpected, the establishment of European 
Common Security and Defence Policy arguably challenge this theoretical claim. 
Hoffmann acknowledged this criticism in his later works, admitting that this distinc-
tion is not over-arching.  
 The other critique comes from intergovernmentalist propensity to downplay 
the role of supranationally devised constraints of the member states’ behaviour.  
 However, the advent of new schools, the most notable of which is the Liberal 
Intergovernmentalism introduced by Andrew Moravcsik in the early 1990s, to a sig-
nificant extent addressed this and other criticism, presenting the arguments of ‘lowest-
common-denominator’ and ‘positive-sum’ bargaining. From the point of view of LI, 
the EU is ‘a successful intergovernmental regime designed to manage economic in-
terdependence through negotiated policy coordination’ (Cini, p. 79).  
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3.5 Conclusion 
 

The chapter approached the theoretical debate surrounding the development of 
European Common Security and Defence policy, including the EU Battlegroup Con-
cept. It explained the selection of theoretical paradigms and gave a brief glimpse of 
neo-functionalist and intergovernmentalist explanatory perspectives. It also men-
tioned the key criticisms attributed to these theoretical accounts. In Chapter V these 
theories are examined more firmly with the aim of operationalization of their key 
concepts, as the congruence analysis research design requires comprehensive under-
standing of theoretical knowledge in order to avoid mistakes in concepts’ interpreta-
tion and derive valid predictions (Blatter, 2012, p. 29). 
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Chapter IV. Research Design 
 

4.1 Introduction 
 

This study intends to contribute to the discussion of European defense cooper-
ation by testing two – process-centric and state-centric – EU integration theory’ ex-
planations of BG policy pattern. The Chapter presents the research design of this 
study, discussing available methodologies and justifying selection of mixed methods’ 
research strategy. It then goes in detail with congruence analysis logic of research 
conduct and issues of reliability and validity. Finally, it presents the method of expert 
survey and describes the study’s strategy of data attainment. 

4.2 Discussion of Available Research Designs 
 
 The research question, which the study seeks to answer, cannot be approached 
via quantitative research design for a number of reasons. To start with, it is impossible 
to quantify explanation of the policy emergence. Focus on one case – a concrete poli-
cy with its background and implications – suggests, that quantitative account would 

be extremely limited in capturing policy’ driving forces and providing the insights 
into policy-making practices. On the contrary, qualitative techniques can make it pos-
sible to approach causal attributes of the explored phenomenon (Leuffen, 2007), as 
well as understand its dynamics. Therefore, I opted for an explanatory approach that 
combines qualitative analysis with quantitative tool for data attainment. 
 The dependent variable for the research is the EU BG policy. Experimental 
and quazi-experimental designs are not applicable for goal of the research due to a 
non-variability of the examined case.  

Non-experimental designs try to explain a certain real-life phenomenon with-
out taking it out of its context, studying factors that had directed its development 
(Tashakkori and Teddlie, 2003). The independent variable is not manipulated. The 
small-N design had been chosen as it provides the opportunity for building up the new 
knowledge trough comprehensive test of the theories, with the case-study research 
strategy allowing to focus on different aspects of policy and to gain the relevant in-
sights. Congruence analysis (CON) approach to the data analysis, which allows for 
deductively deriving propositions, or predictions, from the explanatory theories, has 
been selected as the key element for this research design. 

The other possible qualitative methodology in view of the formulated research 
question is the Causal-Process Tracing (Coller, 2011). However, this approach does 
not provide better tool for testing and confronting the competing theoretical assump-
tions than the CON does: in light of existence of two opposing theoretical perspec-
tives within the realm of European Integration, CON, thus, is deemed more relevant. 
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 This study takes on a mixed methods research strategy, where quantitative 
data is used to fortify rigorous qualitative analysis. The quantitative technique used 
for the study is the method of expert survey, which is discussed in the following sec-
tion. Other possible strategy could have been elite interviewing. However, expert sur-
vey is a comparatively inexpensive and easy-to-administer technique of data attain-
ment (Budge, 2000), as it does not require meeting respondents in person, thus allow-
ing for obtaining larger number of observations. Furthermore, while answering survey 
questions, respondents have no opportunity to redirect the discussion, which is con-
sidered to be one of key perils of interviewing. Accordingly, no additional input from 
the researcher is needed to ensure that the answers align with the vector of study.  
   

4.3 Selection of the Research Strategy 
 

In this study the Congruence Analysis (CON) approach, which allows for a 
juxtaposition of alternative theoretical explanations (Blatter, 2010, p. 11). This meth-
od is considered the most appropriate for my research design, as the comprehensive 
theoretically anchored explanation of Battlegroup Concept, has to be acquired. 

In the literature two subtypes of CON are being mentioned (Blatter and 
Blume, 2008). The first subtype is a ‘competing theories approach’, and the second is 
a ‘complementary theories approach’ (Ibid., p. 12). In this study the first approach 
was selected since there are two evidently competing explanations at stake – Inter-
governmentalism and Neo-functionalism.  

According to Blatter, first subtype ‘assumes that divergent theories lead to 
contradictory implications in the empirical world, that theories stand in stark opposi-
tion to each other, and that the goal is to identify the best or most important theory’ 
(Ibid.). This research design implies the formulation of predictions, derived for each 
of the tested perspectives. It is productive to stress that regardless of the subtype, 
CON suggests remaining firmly in the ‘epistemological middle ground’ between more 
fundamentalist accounts of Positivism, Constructivism and Realism (Blatter and 
Haverland, 2012, Ch. 1).  
  

4.4 Reliability and Validity 
 
The internal validity, or control of causal claims in CON is achieved through 

‘rivalry between various theories’ (Blatter and Blume, 2008, p. 325). Hence, CON 
relies on discriminatory power of a broad set of specific observations and bases the 
interference on competition between the conflicting theories. In that sense it is crucial 
to utilise broader set of predictions, which are to be internally consistent (Ibid.). Im-

portantly, the predictions derived from these theories are to be ‘as diverse as possible’ 
(Ibid., p. 326). External validity cannot and does not have to be safeguarded due to a 
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small-N scope of the study. Operationalization of theoretical concepts in CON ap-

proach takes form of theories’ Interpretation and is provided in the following chapter.  

The issues of reliability (‘objectivity’), which is concerned with the quality of 
measurement, are addressed by a two-level mode of analysis, where qualitatively ob-
tained conclusions are compared with the expert judgements. Furthermore, the predic-
tions for CON analysis are derived after rigorous overview of the subject-related data 
at the initial stages of research (Ibid.).  
 It is logical that expert surveys raise the validity concerns. I use the definition 
of ‘measurement validity’ given by Munck and Verkuilen (2002, p. 15): ‘whether data 
measure what they are supposed to measure’. Budge (2000) distinguishes three possi-
ble sources of bias: experts may differently interpret similar questions, use divergent 
evaluation criteria or possess differing levels of expertise. Moreover, expert evalua-
tions can be context-bound, which leads to limited capacity of data and concepts to 
‘travel’ (Sartori, 1970). These challenges are likely to be more pronounced when the 
subject matter is complex, multifaceted and fluid, or has an ideational dimension. The 
results of recent study on potential sources of bias, administered by Coma and Van 
Ham (2015, p. 306) indicate, however, that ‘even when treating complex issues in 
diverse contexts, such as electoral integrity, expert surveys are useful’, with ‘very 
little systematic variation’ associated with differing level of experts.  
 In current study these highly important concerns are addressed by, firstly, the 
detailed explanation of purpose and goal of the research attached to distributed ques-
tionnaire; secondly, the scrupulous selection of competent and politically neutral re-
spondents; and, thirdly, the structured and unequivocal survey questions. Moreover, 
the adoption of analysed policy dates back to the beginning of the 2000s, which 
makes the topic less ideologically saturated.  

 

4.5 Sources of Data 
 

The sources of empirical data used in this study are multiple. First, the evi-
dence is derived from the relevant policy documents, such as archival records, pro-
posals, and progress reports. Second, the expert survey is conducted to gain valuable 
insights in policy development. Third, public opinion is studied through the secondary 
sources of data, namely European opinion polls provided by Eurobarometer. These 
sources would allow for understanding the de facto policy development and gain be-
hind-the-scenes knowledge of policy drivers. 
 

4.5.1 Primary and Secondary Sources of Data 

 
 Primary and secondary data for this study is obtained from a variety of 
sources, including policy proposal and other forms of European and national docu-
mentation archival records, academic research, newspapers and specialised journals, 
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and public opinion polls. These data sources are deemed important as they would al-
low to build on a grounded and detailed explanation of empirical phenomenon. The 
research question I seek to address requires a rigorous examination of the EU BG 
policy content. Since the study encounters a sensitive area of security and defence, it 
is logical to assume, that some documents would not be publically available; to ad-
dress this concern, the additional data is being obtained from the expert survey. 

4.5.2 Quantitative Expert Survey  
  
 I opted for the rather novel in social sciences method of expert survey due to a 
series of reasons. First of all, it presents an unparalleled opportunity to gain the 
knowledge of more sensitive policy realms, such as the area of security and defence, 
where a significant number of records and documents are classified. Second, the 
method allows for a succinct and structured collection of data, omitting the possible 
ambiguities and inconsistencies, which may result from interviewing. Third, this form 
of knowledge gathering allows for approaching practically the majority of experts 
working with the explored phenomenon, as the questionnaire can be distributed via 
the Internet. Forth, the method of expert survey permits the attainment of knowledge 
in any domain ‘for which experts are available (which does not necessarily have to be 
the case with other data)’ (Onderco, 2010, p. 20). Finally, the validity considerations 
are addressed by the cognisance of respondents’ qualification in respect to the subject 
matter. 
 
Quantifying the Policy  
 
  The value added by experts rests on the premise of their unsurpassed exper-
tise, which they have built on the sensible analysis of empirical evidence, as well as 
on practical experience. Since the 1990s, expert surveys are becoming increasingly 
common in political science, most notably in comparative and international studies. 
They have been applied in research on corruption, e.g. Corruption Perceptions Index 
(Transparency International, 2012, 2013, 2014), studies of policy and party position-
ing (Castles and Mair, 1984; Laver and Hunt, 1992; Huber and Inglehart, 1995; Laver 
et al., 2006; Steenbergen and Marks, 2007; Saiegh, 2009), electoral systems’ evalua-
tions (Bowler et al., 2005), perceptions of democracy (Gervasoni, 2010), influence of 
policy horizons (Warwick, 2005), the power of prime ministers (O’Malley, 2007), 
foreign policy choices (Onderco, 2010) and electoral integrity (Coma and Van Ham, 
2015). The earlier surveys have been shown to be reliable over time. 
 The distinction must be pointed out between two types of expert surveying 
strategies: while the first aims at gathering academic knowledge (e.g., research on 

party positioning), the second uses the professional, ‘in-the-field’ accounts (e.g., Cor-

ruption Perception Index). In this study, I opted for academic expert survey. Thus I do 
not survey the military elite (which appears infeasible in light of sensitivity of the 
issue), collecting the theory-based academic knowledge instead.  
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The Survey 
 
 The purpose of the survey was to identify the dominant driving forces behind 
the EU BG Concept adoption and implementation, as well as to compare the explana-
tory power of two opposing theoretical perspectives. I opted for a comparatively short 
questionnaire - the estimated completion time had equalled 5-10 minutes. The ques-
tions were separated in three groups in line with three tiers of theoretical assumptions. 
Each group consisted of two statements, one for each of the tested explanatory per-
spectives. The experts were asked to evaluate their degree of agreement with the pre-
sented statements via traditional Likert-type five-point scale, where ‘1’ inferred 
‘Strongly disagree’ and ‘5’ – ‘ Strongly agree’ (Likert, 1932; Carifio and Perla, 2007). 
The survey had been pre-tested on a political scientist who had provided a valuable 
feedback. What I understood as ‘Brusselisisation’ and ‘Lowest common denominator’ 
is presented and explained in Chapter V. The questionnaire can be found in Appendix 
1. 
 Used for this study expert survey has enabled me to gain the behind-the-
scenes knowledge of European Common Security and Defence Policy, which other-
wise would not be possible to obtain. The unambiguity of designed questions, in turn, 
allowed for a manageable incorporation of expert knowledge in my research design.  
 

The Experts and the Return Rate 
 
 The survey was distributed via the Internet to academic specialists working 
with EU BG Concept. In order to gain a more reliable estimate of academic opinion, 
the experts were selected on the basis of two parameters: academic affiliation (being 
affiliated with an academic institution and/or a high-profile think-tank) and expertise 
in the subject matter (having published on EU BG Concept recently or regularly). 
Attachment to these criteria allowed me to establish a list of European and American 
political scientists who had published in English. The questionnaire was sent to 38 
experts via e-mail. The reminder has been sent after a two-week interval to ensure 
higher return rates. The survey was conducted under the Chatham House Rule 7, 
which is generally acknowledged as a means to achieve greater truthfulness. The re-
turn rate of the survey reached 39,5%, with 15 collected responses in total. Indeed, 
response rate is the key soft spot of surveying; however, the number of responses can 
be considered significant in light of previous research. The list of experts selected for 
the survey can be found in Appendix 2. 

7 As explained by Chatham House, 'When a meeting, or part thereof, is held under the Chatham House 
Rule, participants are free to use the information received, but neither the identity nor the affiliation of 
the speaker(s), nor that of any other participant, may be revealed.' 
https://www.chathamhouse.org/about/chatham-house-rule#sthash.jg7LHiGA.dpuf 
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Chapter V. Expectations and Operationalization  

5.1 Introduction 
 
 The debate between the proponents of neo-functionalism and intergovernmen-
talism has been a constant bone of contention in European integration literature. 
While several scholars advocated neo-functionalist reading (Haas, 1967; Sandholtz 
and Sweet, 1998; MacGowan, 2007; Dougan, 2008), others were supportive of the 
view that EU member states are consistent in their control of the process of joint de-
velopment (Hoffman, 1966; Putnam, 1988; Milward et al., 1992; Moravcsik, 1993; 
Tosiek, 2008). While Hoffman (1966) claims that nation state is obstinate, Haas 
(1976, p. 179) points out that the EU became ‘sub-national, national, regional, inter-
regional and global – all at the same time’. 
 

5.2 Interpretation instead of Operationalisation 
 

The research conducted in logic of CON research strategy entails designing a 
sort of ‘code-book’ in which the arguments of tested theories are being transformed 
into concrete propositions (Blatter and Haverland, 2012, Ch. 1).  Unlike the experi-
mental and large-N research designs, where the dependent and independent variables 
are being selected and co-varied, the methodology of current study does not prescribe 
developing metric measurement instruments. Instead, main stress is put on the inter-
pretation – hence, the safeguarding of concept validity (Blatter and Haverland, 2012, 
p. 166). Thereby, theories need to be read very carefully in order to yield accurate 
understandings and, thus, firmly grounded propositions. Put differently, interpretation 
is the most significant part of the task.  

It is important to distinguish between the terms used in operationalization. 
First, propositions correspond to main conceptual units and causal linkages pointed 
out by different theories. Second, predictions represent lower level of abstraction, 
which aligns with empirical observations and, thus, can be applied to them. Third, by 
expectations I mean both the propositions and the predictions, since they generally 
refer to the formulated theoretical explanations, which I expect to observe in empiri-
cal world.  

Exploring real-life phenomenon requires preliminary revision and adaptation 
of theories. In order to descend along the ladder of abstraction (Sartori, 1970), the key 
assumptions, or propositions of tested theories need to be turned into explicit predic-
tions, which will take form of the concrete falsifiable statements. By formulating such 
statements, the theory will be linked to empirical observations.  

Further, the test of predictions will yield their confirmation or disconfirmation. 
Each of the three pairs of predictions addresses certain aspect of empirical phenome-
non, allowing for comparing the explanatory power of two studied theories. In doing 
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so, the explanatory power of two opposing perspectives can be revealed and weighed. 
Importantly, the stronger explanation can be identified for both of the cases.  

The other point to be made here is that we don’t necessarily seek generalisa-
tion of research findings – since we concentrate on certain cases in hand and study 
them closely and rigorously aiming at their theoretical understanding, we need to con-
trol for internal validity at the first place. The primary task is thus to ensure that the 
concepts are firmly rooted in theory and correspond to the subject matter. 

To answer the research question, the levels of congruence between the two 
sets of predictions and the observed and compared. 
 

5.3 Propositions of Neo-functionalism 

5.3.1 Introduction  
 
 Neo-functionalists conceptualize integration as a function of institutionalised 
interest politics emerging within the international organisations (Bono, 2002). The 
spillover can be defined as a process whereby member states attempt to address the 
perceived lack of progress in one policy sector by collaborating in another. From this 
viewpoint, the pressing need in security and defence cooperation manifested itself as a 
result of observable deficiency of previous arrangements. 
 There are three main pillars on which neo-functionalist perspective builds on: 
the notion of ‘spillover’, the part of societal groups and transnational organisations in 
facilitating cooperation (pluralism), and the paramount role of experts and executives 
in pushing the project further. These three elements will be taken as the basis for my 
theoretical predictions. 

5.3.2 First Proposition: Functional Spillover 

 
Neo-functionalism emphasises the apolitical nature of states cooperation, 

which originates from functional needs and technical interdependences arising within 
international milieu. Hence, one can expect the policy convergence between all actors 
faced with the advancement-induced functional pressure. Schmitter (1969, p. 162) 
describes spillover as ‘the process whereby members of an integration scheme – 
agreed on some collective goals for a variety of motives but unequally satisfied with 
their attainment of these goals-attempt to resolve their dissatisfaction either by resort-
ing to collaboration in another, related sector (expanding the scope of the mutual 
commitment) or by intensifying their commitment to the original sector (increasing 
the level of mutual commitment) or both.’  

Functional spillover comes into play when a technical objective cannot be 
safeguarded without furthering integration (Lindberg, 1963, p. 10). Functional pres-
sures arise due to the growing interdependence between different policy areas, push-
ing the actors toward increasing the scope and/or the level of mutual commitment in 
order to secure new goals (Haas, 1958, p. 297).  
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Not surprisingly, the multiple changes and developments continuously taking 
place in the European Union’s security surrounding present it with new challenges 
and needs. Oftentimes the previous arrangements cannot address these needs; hence, 
the realization becomes more persistent that the advancement is required. In view of 
the EU BG Concept, which constituted a completely novel form of European defence 
cooperation (albeit highly interrelated with the bulk of preceding commitments), a 
number of factors placed a priority on the expansion of integration in this military 
policy domain.  

5.3.3 Second Proposition: Political Spillover 
 

The other crucial premise of discussed theory suggests that throughout the 
gradual process of institutional development actors, including appointed international 
public officials or domestic interest groups develop new supranational loyalties (Haas, 
1958). One good example of this comes from the European Parliament modus op-
erandi: although the members of Parliament (MEPs) today are elected within the 
states, they often vote along the political and party lines instead of by national princi-
ple (See Hix and Høyland, 2011).  

Thus, shift towards supranational loyalties is deemed a crucial element of neo-
functionalist understanding of integration. As formulated by Haas (1958, p. 16), ‘po-
litical integration is the process whereby political actors in several distinct national 
settings are persuaded to shift their loyalties, expectations and political activities to-
ward a new center, whose institutions possess or demand jurisdiction over the pre-
existing national states.’ 

Political spillover predicts, that national elites shift their perceptions through-
out the gradual process of policy learning and socialisation (Bergmann and Niemann, 
2013, p. 5). When they understand that some solutions can be more effectively pro-
duced on a supranational rather then domestic level, they promote wider integration, 
thereby adding a political momentum to integration process (Haas, 1958). The con-
cept also assumes that the progress of cooperation affects the loyalties of key nation-
al-level political actors (Niemann, 1998). 
 

5.3.4 Third Proposition: Cultivated Spillover 

 
Cultivated spillover informs the searches for place of supranational institutions 

in furthering integration (Haas, 1961, 1964). The concept points out their concerns 
over bolstering power vis-à-vis member state governments in order to subsequently 
become the chief agents of integration. According to the concept, supranational insti-
tutions are likely to benefit from growing scope of cooperation, and to seek lesser 
control put over them by the national level (Rosamund, 2000). They also possess a 
body of means to foster supranational stance, namely policy entrepreneurship, agen-
da-setting power and brokerage (Bergmann and Niemann, 2013, p. 6).  
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From the viewpoint of the concept of cultivated spillover, the integration does 
not progress purely automatically: instead, the important role is played by the agents 
of integration – supranational bodies – which seek to gain more leverage vis-à-vis 
nation states in day-to-day decision-making. In this respect, the pattern of BG Con-
cept implementation provides an invaluable insight into the balance between suprana-
tional and intergovernmental forces operating within the policy process. In the context 
of EU BG policy, the implementation can be best approached from the angle of EU 
BG evaluation and certification: as it has been justified in preceding chapters, this 
process allows to observe how the responsibilities are de facto being distributed be-
tween the two levels of European governance. Logically, two corresponding predic-
tions are to be derived from the opposing theories: for neo-functionalism, it is the 
rooted in the concept of cultivated spillover assumption that supranational bodies pos-
sess a significant control over the policy implementation, which they acquired in a 
gradual process of shifting of responsibilities from national to supranational level.  

 

5.4 Propositions of Intergovernmentalism 

5.4.1 Introduction 
 
 The key feature of Intergovernmentalism is the premise of state-centrism: it 
presumes the dominant decision-making role of national governments in international 
affairs. The origins of intergovernmentalism lie in the realist and neo-realist theories 
of international relations, specifically in their understandings of inter-state bargaining 
(Pollack, 2012). Neo-realism, preoccupied with the notions of state power, accredits a 
certain degree of feasibility to international cooperation; however, divergent state 
interests will limit it significantly (Keohane, 1988). European Union is seen as one of 
the many international institutions serving the purpose of alleviating the mistrust in-
duced by anarchic structure. 
 The nucleus of intergovernmental understanding of European project lies in 
the political, rather than functional or technocratic expansion of decision-making. 
This pattern is visible in distribution of competences, where the cooperation in less 
politically saturated and less controversial low-politics realm8 is much more profound 
than it is the high-politics realm, which is dominated by the balance of interests’ 
games (O’Neill, 1996).  
 The broadening of scope of cooperation is catalyzed by much more fundamen-
tal force than the urge for a functional advancement. Instead, it is the phenomenon of 
growing global interdependence (Keohane and Nye, 1976) that facilitates the conver-
gence within international economic and political systems and thereby challenges 
traditional modus operandi. Thus, European integration is merely one implication of 
this phenomenon.  
 The pragmatic calculus of costs and benefits determines the states’ decision-

8 Which includes primarily most of the aspects of economic cooperation (See Cini, 2013). 
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making about the membership in European cooperation: the reasons for participation 
lie on the plane of the national interests. For intergovernmentalists, there is nothing 
particularly unusual about the European project (O’Neill. 1996). Accordingly, they 
are unwilling to look at European integration as a continuous process, preferring to 
use the term ‘cooperation’ instead of ‘integration’ (Cini, 2013). Mearshimer (1990), 
for instance, assumed that the Union would cease to exist after the breakdown of 
communist regimes. 
 Moravcsik’s  (1993) writing on ‘intergovernmental institutionalism’ was an 
attempt to adjust a realist perspective to practice of European bargaining. This ap-
proach reemphasized the centrality of relative power and interest, which represent the 
key tenets of realism, insisting that preferences of states are determined not simply by 
balance of material power, but also by domestic priorities, stemming from aggregate 
of domestic political processes. The theory was based on the principles of lowest-
common-denominator bargaining and limited transfer of sovereignty to supranational 
bodies (Moravcsik, 1992). Notice, however, that in later works he acknowledged the 
capability of institutions to act as the facilitators of positive-sum bargaining. 
 On the basis of this organisation of theoretical assumptions, three key ele-
ments can be deduced: the inter-state bargaining following the initial stages of policy 
development, namely the ‘lowest-common-denominator’ decision-making; the occur-
rence of domestic political pressure which facilitated the policy formulation; and the 
intergovernmental control over transfer of responsibilities to international level asso-
ciated with the leadership of member states over policy implementation. The follow-
ing section discusses each theoretical element more profoundly. 

5.4.2 First Proposition: Lowest Common Denominator 
 
 In line with the central notion of intergovernmentalism, inter-state bargaining 
constitutes a key driving force of joint decision-making. The inter-state bargaining 
becomes possible due to the interdependence, which creates a need for certain level of 
agreement (Ibid.). Institutions in this light are seen as the mere facilitators of positive-
sum bargaining (Keohane, 1989). Thus, the preferences of member states are deemed 
supremely important in explanation of EU BG policy formulation, including the ini-
tial arrival of the issue on the European agenda. Differing and often opposing national 
interests clash on artificially constructed arenas, with European Common Security and 
Defence being an example of such. The eventual disposition – i.e., the content of the 
BG Concept – indicates the arrival at the ‘lowest common denominator’ between 
those more and less supportive of the initiative. 

5.4.3 Second Proposition: Domestic Pressure 

 
 National representatives tend to build on the domestic interests, which are 
expressed, for instance, in public opinion. Thus, the demand for cooperation predomi-
nantly originates from the domestic milieu (Moravcsik, 1998).  
 The significance of domestic preferences derives from the liberal concept of 
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domestic preference formation, which implies that the interests of the states are condi-
tioned by the economic and societal dynamics of national polities – more specifically, 
by preferences of dominant social groups (Hillman, 1989). Acknowledging these 
preferences, states represent domestic interests on international arena (Moravcsik, 
1993). Importantly, geo-political interests, as well as prestige concerns are not rele-
vant for this model albeit they influence the domestic society (Moravcsik, 1998).  
 According to this perspective, decision-makers take a thorough account of 
opinions and perceptions dominating their domestic constituencies as they seek reap-
pointment. From the stance of common security and defence, it is deemed particularly 
important to identify and respond to persisting among public perceptions of threats: in 
view of the Union-level strategic thinking, it helps to project the ways to common 
tackling of security issues.   
 In line with this view, the second prediction for intergovernmentalism seeks to 
capture the influence of domestic preferences and fears on the development of the EU 
BG Concept. 

5.4.4 Third Proposition: Limited Sovereignty Transfer 
 
 Central to intergovernmentalist debate is the concept of sovereignity, which 
Cini (2013, p. 74) defines as ‘the legal capacity of national decision-makers to take 
decisions without being subject to external restraints’. According to intergovernmen-
talist view of European cooperation, the states remain in charge of the delegation of 
sovereignty to supranational institutions (Pollack, 2002). The latter, in turn, are not 
seen as independent, autonomous bodies; rather they are the agents of national gov-
ernments. It can be illustrated by the observation that in more sensitive policy areas 
functions of supranational institutions are notably constrained, whereas the Council of 
the European Union has larger mandate.   
 In line with this perspective, intergovernmentalism suggests that international 
organisations are governed according to the interests of states involved and become 
the arenas for negotiation and bargaining. The key argument presented by intergov-
ernmentalists points out the fact that European member states control the transfer of 
sovereignty to supranational bodies, thus retaining the right to withdraw it at any 
moment. Supranational institutions, in turn, often struggle to enforce compliance 
when some states are opposed to the initiative (Cini, 2013). 

In the interplay between two tiers of European governance, member states 
tend to be mindful about the degree to which the responsibilities are being delegated 
to the EU-level bodies. The final element of intergovernmental explanation looks 
closely at the role of national governments vis-à-vis supranational institutions in the 
process of policy implementation – the BG evaluation and certification practice.  
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5.5 The Trajectory of Data Analysis and the Theoretical Predictions 

5.5.1 First Tier of Analysis 

 
In order to establish a comprehensive and plausible theoretical explanation of 

the content of Battlegroup Concept, we need to bring together all meaningful chain 
links of corresponding policy cycle, including initial arrival of the issue on European 
agenda, the following policy formulation, its progress and broader implications. This 
study aims at exploring empirical phenomenon ‘as it is lived’, i.e., without taking it 
out of its context – as it would allow for arriving at aggregate picture and, hence, de-
tect relevant forces operating behind the matter of interest.  

 Accordingly, the first tier of analysis needs to be preoccupied with the initial 
stage of policy development – namely, the key forces that had drawn the Union’s at-
tention to the initiative, motivating its elaboration and adoption. In many respects, it is 
the ideational aspect that we are to capture – in other words, an input, which gave the 
initial momentum to searches of optimal policy solution. From that stance, it can be 
productive to look closely at the role of spill over dynamics vis-à-vis intergovernmen-
tal bargaining in the agenda setting. The first set of theoretical propositions, hence, 
will identify more significant prerequisites for policy adoption – namely, the 
acknowledged functional pressure and the political interests of individual member 
states.   

 
Neo-functionalism 
Prediction 1a: Functional Spillover 

 
If Neo-functionalist account is correct, there will have been evidence of the 
perceived lack of progress in previous EU military cooperation arrangements, 
and there will have been evidence of the leverage created by the policy agents 
to revise the policy, introducing the EU Battlegroup Concept.  
 

Intergovernmentalism 
Prediction 1b: ‘Lowest-Common-Denominator’ Bargaining 
 

If Intergovernmentalist account is correct, the content of the EU BG Concept 
will have reflected the lowest common denominator of member states’ inter-
ests, with the outcome corresponding to the preferences of the least supportive 
state or societal group.  

 

5.5.2 Second Tier of Analysis 
 
 The second layer of theoretical analysis must take as its centrepiece the actors 

that influenced policy formulation. Attention to the forces shaping the policy content 
is deemed crucial since it constitutes rather indicative segment of policy development: 
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here the balance between intergovernmental and supranational driving forces can be 
thoroughly explored. Specifically, we need to focus on the leverage provided by 
Brussels-based public officials versus the pressure of member states’ domestic con-
stituencies. From the neo-functionalist perspective, supranational elites pushed the 
project further to gain bigger say in security and defence; on the contrary, from inter-
governmentalist perspective, the public opinion on security and defence matters 
acknowledged by the government officials in national capitals determined the form 
the BG Concept eventually took, including the aspects of BG Certification. 
 
Neo-functionalism 
Prediction 2a: Political Spillover  
 

If Neo-functionalist account is correct, there will have been evidence of the active 
involvement of EU-level political elites in the process of BG evaluation and certi-
fication. 
 

Intergovernmentalism 
Prediction 2b: Domestic Pressure 

 
If Intergovernmentalist account is correct, the content of the EU BG Concept will 
have addressed the domestic preferences of member states, reflected in public 
opinion.  

 

5.5.3 Third Tier of Analysis 
 

Finally, the third tier of analysis will focus on the question of what end is 
more potent in the BG Evaluation and Certification process – the Union-level bodies, 
namely the EU Military Committee and the EU Military Staff, or the member state 
governments, acting through the PSC and Framework nation. This aspect is highly 
important, as it allows for juxtaposition of two distinct powers responsible for joint 
implementation of commonly defined tasks. In that sense, it can provide an insightful 
evidence for comprehensive test of two theoretical perspectives.  
 
Neo-functionalism 
Prediction 3a: Cultivated Spillover 

 
 If Neo-functionalist account is correct, there will have been evidence of active 
involvement of EU Military Committee and EU Military Staff in pushing to-
wards furthering their control over BG evaluation and certification. 

 
Intergovernmentalism 
Prediction 3b: Limited Sovereignty Transfer 
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If Intergovernmentalist account is correct, there will have been evidence of 
control of the national governments over the delegation of responsibilities for 
EU BG Evaluation and Certification to supranational bodies.  
 

Table 2. Theoretical Expectations, Related Indicators and Evidence 

Expectations Indicators Evidence (Required) 
Functional 
Spillover Ef-
fect 

• New system-induced tasks and 
the absence of means to address 
them 

• Articulated ‘functional need’ 
• Interconnectedness between a 

new policy and the earlier ar-
rangements 

• The evidence from expert sur-
vey  

  

• Historical background of the 
EU BG Concept 

• BG Concept agenda-setting 
and content overview 

• Articulated by (trans) national- 
and/or EU-level public offi-
cials lack of progress/need for 
new solutions  

Brusselisation 
of defence 
integration 
 

• Brusselisisation in the field of 
European defence; 

• Influence of European supra-
national elites on the EU BG 
Concept decision-making;  

• Confirmed by experts signifi-
cant role of elite socialisation 

  

• Evidence of elite socialisation 
in the area of European de-
fence 

• Evidence of the leverage put 
by supranational military 
elites on the decision-shaping 

• Timeline and content of ini-
tial EU-level decision-making 
activities (meetings, pro-
posals, drafts and official 
statements) 

Control of 
supranational 
bodies over the 
policy imple-
mentation 

 
• Mandates of the EUMC and 

the EUMS enabling them to in-
fluence the EU BG E&C pro-
cess 

• De facto opportunities of the 
EUMC and the EUMS to in-
fluence the EU BG E&C pro-
cess 

• Confirmed by the experts ‘big-
ger say’ of the EUMC and the 
EUMS in the EU BG E&C 
process 

  

• Overview of the documents 
setting up the supranational-
level procedures for BG 
Evaluation and Certification 

• Official reports on the pro-
gress of BGs Evaluation and 
Certification 

• Announcements made by the 
public and military officials  

'Lowest com-
mon denomi-
nator' 

• Agenda-setting by the member 
states 

• Inter-state bargaining  
• Affinity of final outcome to 

preferences of the most reluctant 
member states 

• Confirmed by the experts ‘low-
est-common-denominator’ poli-
cy formulation 

• Overview of the initial nation-
al-level decision-making ac-
tivities (meetings, proposals, 
drafts and official statements) 

• Positions of the member states 
relative to the final policy out-
come 
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5.6 Conclusion 
 
 Following the logic stipulated by selected research design, Chapter V carried 
out the Operationalisation of the selected explanatory theories and justified the focus 
on certain elements of the explored phenomenon. It will be the goal of the following 
chapter to analytically approach formulated theoretical predictions and answer the 
emanating from those predictions sub-questions.  

 
 

Domestic pres-
sures  

• Significance of domestic public 
opinion on security and defence 
matters  

• Shifts in public opinion preced-
ing and/or accompanying the 
adoption of EU BG Concept 

• Confirmed by experts influence 
of public opinion  

• Data on threat perceptions 
among the domestic constitu-
encies of the member states 

• Data on public support of the 
CSDP and Rapid Reaction 
Force project 

• Evidence of the account of 
public opinion by national 
governments  

Control of 
governmental 
bodies over the 
policy imple-
mentation 

• Mandates of the national gov-
ernments  

• De facto ability of member 
states to alter the EU BG Con-
cept implementation 

• Confirmed by the experts ‘big-
ger say’ of the national govern-
ments  

• Overview of the documents 
setting up the national-level 
procedures for BG Evaluation 
and Certification 

• Official reports disclosing the 
influence of member state 
governments on the BG Eval-
uation and Certification 

• Announcements made by the 
public and military officials  
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Chapter VI. Data Analysis: Evidence and The Results 

6.1 Introduction 
 

The chapter encounters the data analysis, which is guided by logic of sequen-
tial testing of the deductively formulated propositions. This will allow for consistently 
approaching the research question of this study – ‘Which theory of European integra-
tion, Intergovernmentalism or Neo-functionalism, provides more insights into emer-
gence of European Union Battlegroup Concept and the pattern of European Battle-
group Evaluation and Certification within the framework of Common Security and 
Defence Policy?’ 
 

6.2 Neo-functionalism 

6.2.1 Functional Spillover 

New Tasks and Old Means 

 
As Granholm (2006, p. 62) notices, ‘the development of the European Union 

Battlegroup Concept has been swift’. In remarkably short time – between 2003, when 
the concept has been jointly introduced by the UK and France, and 2004, when it was 
incorporated in the Helsinki Headline Goal 2010 – it became an inevitable part of 
European security architecture. As Leutenant Colonel in the Finnish Army and Doctor 
in Political Science affiliated with the Baltic Defence College Mika Kerttunen (2010, 
p. 131) notes, ‘The ‘speed of light’ development can be based on the institutional and 
political will to have something more concrete than a list of potential capabilities.’ 

Multitude of analytic accounts suggests that the key source of functional pres-
sure has derived from the outbreak of violence in the post-communist Europe on the 
brink of the XXI century. The origins of the policy can be traced back to the post-
Cold War Europe, where suddenly the pressing need arose in new concepts and mate-
rial capabilities: the demand for expeditionary operations stepped up at the beginning 
of the 1990s facilitated by post-communist turmoil. Specifically, the Gulf War in 
1990-1991 and the following Balkan wars made visible the shortcomings stemming 
from the absence of concept of operations and guidelines for civil-military coopera-
tion. Literature stresses the triggering role of the Kosovo crisis, which raised frustra-
tion of the UK and France with state of affairs in security and defence, namely the 
lack of military capabilities to effectively participate in crisis management (Pond, 
1999).  

Furthermore, the relations between the EU and the US were virtually aggra-
vated to breaking point, which created a demand for new defence solutions. As The 
Guardian’s Brussels-based editors Richard Norton-Taylor and Ian Black (2000) put it, 
‘The Franco-British initiative was given added impetus by last year's Kosovo conflict 
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which demonstrated, almost to the point of humiliation, how dependent the European 
allies were on the US’. Some authors also highlight the EU’s ambition to strengthen 
its global say via involvement in largely overseen by NATO conflicts in its surround-
ing (Major and Mölling, 2011). 

The evidence suggests, that there was a significant demand for European Rap-
id Reaction capabilities on the side of the United Nations, which did not possess the 
sufficient means of tackling new forms of international conflicts (Reykers, 2016). In 
light of tangible demand for armed forces to start and maintain operations before the 
arrival of the UN troops on site, the development of BG Concept allowed the EU to 
fulfil the task of cooperation with the UN Security Council, stipulated in Helsinki 
Headline Goal and the European Security Strategy. For the purpose of reducing the 
prohibitive time-lag required by the UN Secretary-General to consolidate military 
assets in face of the need for particular operation, the Security-General has to rely on 
what he termed a ‘reserve stock of standard peace-keeping equipment and partnership 
between governments that need equipment and those ready to provide it’ (United Na-
tions General Assembly, 1995).  

Arguably other crucial contribution has been made by the US-declared ‘war 
on terrorism’ in the aftermath of the events of September 11. Welcoming bilateral 
cooperation with Britain, France, Germany and Italy in Afghanistan and Middle East, 
which entailed the establishment of ad hoc coalitions and structuration of military 
capabilities, the US indirectly gave a new legitimacy to the idea of BGs (Bono, 2002).  

Hence, the new security challenges presented by the political and social insta-
bility in post-Cold War Europe contributed to the eventual search for more effective 
policy solution. These pressures are less politically saturated; rather, they correspond 
to more instrumental needs. I.e., the urge to reconfigure defence alliance in accord 
with the changing threat environment is a logical step on the path of functional ad-
vancement. 

Articulated Functional Need  
 

In this section I look at the evidence of the ‘functional’ rhetoric diffused 
among national, supranational and transnational milieus.  

To start with, the need for widening cooperation has been articulated by the 
German Chief of Staff of the Bundeswehr General Wolfgang Schneiderhan during the 
BG exercise ‘European Endeavour’ in southern Germany in 2008 (Mardell, 2008, op. 
cit.): ‘I am utterly convinced that the European Union has to develop its ability to 
react to military and civil crises. Working together with NATO we can improve the 
ability of both organisations to tackle the threats that face our world". This notion is 
supported by at that time British Shadow Defence Secretary and future Secretary of 
State for Defence Liam Fox (Ibid.): "NATO is big, old and ugly enough to cope with 
it9. If you want something doing where a lot of furniture needs to be broken then you 
do need NATO. But not everything needs furniture to be broken and sometimes it's 

9 The EU autonomous military initiative. 
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possible to do something with this sort of force at an early stage and before you need 
to break a lot of furniture." He also notes, that ‘if the EU feels comfortable doing this 
it is another club in their golf bag. So if the countries of the EU are willing to do it in 
this setting and they are a bit more reluctant to do it under the NATO setting, it's 
probably better that we do it, than worry about the packaging’.  

The instrumental need for EU BGs was earlier articulated by at that time the 
United Nations Secretary General Kofi Annan, who also endorsed the project during 
the 2004 Forum on Europe in Dublin: ‘I want to leave you in no doubt of how im-
portant strengthened EU capacities are to the UN. The EU is in a position to provide 
specialised skills that our largest troop contributors may not be able to give us, and to 
deploy more rapidly than we can’. He also pointed out that ‘Many people are alive 
today because of the French-led Operation Artemis in the Democratic Republic of 
Congo, which in turn handed over to the UN. Artemis pre-dated the Joint Declara-
tion, but it is a model of EU co-operation with the UN, based on the primary role of 
the Security Council in the maintenance of international peace and security.’ (De 
Breadun, 2004, op. cit.). 
 Other bulk of support for the project came from NATO. NATO's newly ap-
pointed secretary general, Jaap de Hoop Scheffer announced at the international secu-
rity conference in Munich in 2004 that it is possible that the alliance would not be 
able to deploy troops by every demand in such, as it needs to address serious short-
comings in its force packages: ‘If this shortfall is left unaddressed we will soon reach 
a point where our political reach goes beyond our military grasp," noticed Mr de 
Hoop Scheffer (Norton-Taylor, 2004, op. cit.). 

It can be seen thus that need for functional advancement came from various 
sources, including European military and political elites, the upper tier of the United 
Nations and transatlantic allies. 

Interconnectedness with Previous Arrangements 
 

The precursors of the EU BG Concept can be found in the mid 1950s Europe, 
when the initiative called ‘The European Defence Community’ opened discussion 
about the possibility of creation of a full-fledged European army. The progress in this 
respect materialised only in February 1992, when the Maastricht Treaty established 
the second pillar of the EU – the Common Foreign and Security Policy. As the Brus-
sels-based correspondent Derek Brown (2001) explains in his account of the EU Rap-
id Reaction Force initiative, ‘It's as old as the EU itself’.  

 The Treaty (1992, p. 62) stipulated that the issues should be addressed related 
to the security of the Union, ‘including the eventual framing of a common defence 
policy, which might in time lead to a common defence’. In December 1999 The EU 
Helsinki Summit set up the ambitious Helsinki Headline Goal, according to which the 
European Council had to ensure that by 2003 the member states possess up to 50000-
60000 military personnel and are capable to deploy joint forces within the 60-days 
period in order to meet their responsibilities stipulated in Petersberg tasks  
(Lindstrom, 2005). The progress, however, has been extremely limited due to the 
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multiple incompatibilities with member states’ political, military and legal arrange-
ments (Pavolka, 2010). 

It took a few more years until the ground had been prepared for introduction 
of the EU BG Concept: at the Military Capability Commitment Conference held on 
22 November 2004, the new Headline Goal 2010 (2004, p. 2) has been agreed upon. It 
emphasized the importance of ‘the ability for the EU to deploy force packages at high 
readiness as a response to a crisis (…)’.  

It proves, that the EU BG Concept is not a very radical idea; instead, it is a re-
sult of gradual policy development, with incremental, internally consistent and task-
driven widening of inter-state cooperation. As Northon-Taylor and Black (2000) no-
tice in their analytical account of the initiative, ‘The (Kosovo) conflict proved to be 
the catalyst in what hitherto had been a slow-moving process’.  

Expert Judgment 
 
 The results of the expert survey are presented in Figure 1. They suggest, that 
the majority (56%) of the experts assume, that there was only marginal functional 
pressure at the time of policy formulation. However, the divide can be clearly seen, as 
a substantial part of respondents (27%) confirms the occurrence of need for new poli-
cy and the lack of progress with the previous arrangements.  
 

Figure 1. Results of Expert Judgment for the Prediction ‘Functional Spillover’ 

 

Legend: 1 = ‘Strongly Disagree’, 5 = ‘Strongly Agree’ 
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 Overall, the results point out somewhat a middle ground explanation: indeed, 
the functional pressure has been at play. However, it was not the key to policy adop-
tion, although it had indeed facilitated it.  

Conclusion: Confirmed or Disconfirmed 
 
In view of these findings, the deductively formulated prediction of occurrence 

of the functional spillover can be confirmed by empirical evidence. 
 

Table 3. Outcome: Functional Spillover 

Indicator Observed 
New tasks – absence of means YES 
Articulated ‘functional need’ YES 
Interconnectedness with previous arrangements YES 
Evidence from expert survey PARTLY 

 
 

6.2.3 Political Spillover: Brusselisisation of Defence 

The Rationale 

 
Attempts to build on comprehensive explanation of a policy, which encounters 

a sensitive security and defence domain, are inevitably associated with certain pitfalls 
of generation of empirical evidence (Deschaux-Beaume, 2012). While discussing the 
changing allegiances and shifting loyalties, we are to look closely at the behaviour 
and rhetoric of policy-makers involved (Sager et al., 2014); however, in the area of 
defence a significant share of information is classified, including the records of meet-
ings and negotiations; moreover, the militants rarely make press announcements and 
express their opinions aloud (Higate, 2006). 

Acknowledging this, I opted for a strategy of gathering evidence that com-
bines three elements: first, I look for the studies that register for the spillover of 
Brusselisisation to the field of common security and defence. In order to build up my 
argument, I present findings from different parts of methodological continuum – 
among them socialisation theory, multi-level governance, transgovernmental net-
works and committee governance. In so doing, I seek to deductively prove the devel-
opment of supranational loyalties within European institutions responsible for military 
cooperation – namely, Political and Security Committee, EU Military Committee and 
EU Military Staff. Secondly, on the basis of available documents and other sources of 
factual data I assess the role that was played by above institutions in BG Concept 
formulation and development: it is deemed plausible that if they developed suprana-
tional loyalties and substantially influenced decision-making process, the effect of 
political spillover constitutes the important part of theoretical explanation and 
strengthens the overall power of neo-functionalist outlook. Finally, the third part of 
evidence is acquired through the expert survey, which (as it has been discussed in the 
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Chapter IV) notably lowers the need to engage with the whole multitude of data 
sources – documents, archival records and press publications – since expert judge-
ments are already based on these data (Onderco, 2010, p. 20). This parameter makes 
expert survey especially relevant for defence research, where many documents are not 
publically available. 

The Role of EU-level Bodies in BG Concept Formulation 
 
In December 1999 The Helsinki European Council had taken decision to es-

tablish a permanent political and military decision-making and intelligence units with-
in the Council body. Following an interim period, the Political and Security Commit-
tee guided by the Council decision on January 2001 established both the EU Military 
Committee and the EU Military Staff. One can observe that these bodies were set up 
before the BG Concept arrived at the Union-level agenda; later, they were chosen to 
lead the policy formulation and decision-making process in light of future military 
operations.  

Three mentioned military bodies have different tasks and mandates. In order 
to envisage their institutional juxtaposition, it is important to mention them. Table 
lists the responsibilities for these institutions. 

 
Table 4. Tasks of the Political and Security Committee 

Tasks of the PSC 
 
•  Keeping track of the international situation 
• Helping to define policies by drawing up ‘opinions’ for the Council 
• Monitoring implementation of agreed policies 
• Providing guidelines for other Committees on issues within the CFSP 
• Sending guidelines to the Military Committee 

Source: Council Decision of 22 January 2001 setting up the Political and Security Committee of the 
European Union (2001/78/CFSP), Official Journal of the European Communities 30 January 2001. 
 
Table 5. Tasks of the EUMS 
The tasks for which the EUMC provides advice and recommendation 
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• The development of the overall concept of crisis management in its military aspects 
• The military aspects relating to the political control and strategic direction of crisis 
management operations and situations 
• The risk assessment for potential crises 
• The military dimension of a crisis situation 
• The elaboration, assessment and review of capability objectives 
• The military relationships with non-EU European NATO-members, other EU can-
didates and other organizations, including NATO 
• The financial estimation for operations and exercises 
 

Source: Council Decision of 22 January 2001 setting up the Military Committee of the European Union 
(2001/79/CFSP), Official Journal of the European Communities 30 January 2001. 
 

In developing of the EU BG Concept, the EUMS has had a central task of 
producing the key documents – for instance, the roadmap of policy implementation. It 
was as well responsible for the bilateral and multilateral cooperation, predominantly 
with the NATO, where the EUMS gets and provides an access to information ex-
change and consultation (Kerttunen, 2010).  

The policy began to shape in April 2004, when Secretary General/High Repre-
sentative Javier Solana issued the methodology for a Battlegroup Concept develop-
ment and a calendar stipulating the steps of set-up of the Initial Operational Capability 
(IOC) up to 2005, with the eventual goal of arriving at the Full Operational Capability 
(FOC) by 2007. Then, in May 2004 the proposal has been endorsed by The Council 
and integrated into the Headline Goal 2010 – the document that provides military and 
political guidance for establishment of the EU military capabilities and the compo-
nents of BG Concept, including the outline of corresponding objectives and tasks.  

In June 2004 the BG Concept got the approval of the EU Military Committee.  
The key priorities included formulation of elaborate standards and criteria for the BG 
certification and the set up of BG generation process – since it would have provided 
the foundation of further policy build-up activities. In July the EUMC tasked the 
EUMS to provide a detailed timeline, or ‘roadmap’ of BG Concept establishment. In 
January 2005 the roadmap containing the detailed procedures to achieve the IOC in 
2005 and the FOC in 2007 was agreed upon and submitted by the EUMC to the PSC.  

At that stage the issues such as the number of BGs to be kept on standby, the 
organisation of command and control, and, most importantly, evaluating standards 
and criteria for training and certification took centre stage. Thus, the supranational 
institutions were largely responsible for providing the content of the BG Concept 
(Kerttunen, 2010). However, they have had very limited opportunities to influence 
political dimension of the reform, being more of a technical agents of integration (un-
der the guidance). On the followed in May first BG Generation Conference, member 
states submitted their initial offers and commitments for the period of the next three 
and a half years.  
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It can be concluded, that although almost fully responsible for elaboration of 
the functional content of the EU BG policy – i.e., the definition of number of the BGs 
on standby, the standards and criteria for certification and the detailed roadmap of the 
policy implementation, the European military bodies had had a negligible say in the 
political direction of the initiative. Specifically, it was the PSC, which is composed of 
the military ambassadors of member states and thus is fully accountable to national 
governments provided political guidance, securing domestic objectives. In turn, the 
EUMC and EUMS, where one can expect more independent outlook, served a purely 
technical, instrumental role in policy formulation – employing their military expertise 
in order to develop the policy content along the PSC guidelines.   
 

Expert Judgement 
 
 The results of expert survey are presented in Figure 2. It can be observed that 
most of the experts (60%) did not agree with the statement, that the formulation of the 
policy has been largely influenced by supranational elites. 27% of the experts, how-
ever, arguet that such effect took place. 
 

Figure 2. Results of Expert Judgment for the Prediction ‘Political Spillover’ 

Legend: 1 = ‘Strongly Disagree’, 5 = ‘Strongly Agree’ 

 
 The average of expert stands suggests, that although the Brusselisation could 
have influenced the policy formulation, it is unlikely that it significantly varied its 
outcome, which is in line with the findings of qualitative analysis. 

 

 51 



Conclusion: Confirmed or Disconfirmed 
 

Table 6. Outcome: Political Spillover 

  
Indicator Observed 
Brusselisisation of European defence YES 
Influence of European supranational elites PARTLY 
Confirmed by experts significant role of elite socialisation NO 
 
  
 Acknowledging these arguments, the prediction of importance of political 
spillover in the field of European defence for the formulation of the EU BG Concept 
in large part cannot be confirmed. 

 

6.2.4 Role of EUMC and EUMS in BG Evaluation and Certification 

E&C Decision-making: Role of the EUMC and the EUMS 
 

The basic principle suggests that the training and certification of BGs falls un-
der the responsibility of the participating member states (European Union Council 
Secretariate, 2007). According to the institutional design, the EU acts as a facilitator 
of coordination between the latter, with EUMC and EUMS being responsible for 
monitoring of the certification process. In that respect, it is deemed productive to look 
at the tasks that give these supranational institutions possibility to influence BG E&C 
process. 

The first domain where the EUMC and the EUMS have the leverage is BG 
training. Training is considered the key in the BG preparedness for possible mission. 

The member states are conducting it in a form of military exercises10. To suc-
cessfully complete certification, member states need to assure the EU in their readi-
ness and interoperability. According to the specific needs of particular mission, ap-
pointed by the Council Operation Commander tailors command and control of force 
package to certain security needs. Then, formed by the member states units are pre-
sented at the six-monthly BG Coordination Conference (BGCC) chaired by the 
EUMS, given the planning horizon of five years. The composition of package and the 
term for which it is offered, however, remain a voluntary decision of the countries. 
Hence, although technically arranging the multinational training activities, the supra-
national bodies are limited in their competences to monitor member states’ contribu-
tions, without any plausible instruments enabling them to enforce compliance if they 
have some discontent with the progress of training. 

10 The exercise European Endeavour 06 that was carried out in November 2006 in Germany in the 
context of certification of German-Dutch-Finnish BG Force Headquarters, Belgian-led exercise Quick 
Response taking place in September 2006, exercise ‘Illuminated Summer’ in Sweden in July 2007 for 
the Nordic BG and the Greek-led exercise EVROP II-07 in May 2007 featuring ‘HELBROC’ BG are 
examples of such activities. 
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Secondly, the EUMS is responsible for preparing and issuing the capability 
profile and training requirements, with the provision that they align with the NRF 
standards. From that standpoint, the EUMS has the opportunity to conduct a policy 
reform, which includes the harmonisation of BG E&C standards. Such harmonisation, 
which is seen by many analysts (Andersson, 2006; Lindberg, 2006; Lindstrom, 2007) 
as a key priority in light of increasing the overall effectiveness of the policy, appears 
feasible only in event of establishment of the clearly defined common standards for 
BG training, evaluation and certification – in form of a common training syllabus and 
the assessment criteria. It is deemed crucial, since only the process of training can 
entail a huge variety of the procedures11. However, the evidence suggests that alt-
hough the key for development of various standards and criteria, EUMS appears to be 
an appointed planner who is paradoxically ‘not allowed to plan’ (Bailes et al., 2006, 
p. 127). The auditing function that European military bodies were granted at the end 
of the 1990s, thus, seemingly goes ‘beyond their mandate’ (Ibid.). Although made 
responsible for the surveillance of member states’ commitments, the EUMS has no 
authority to determine technical requirements and assess contributions in a form of 
force packages made by the member states.  

Thirdly, the important function possessed by the EUMC is providing advice 
for the member states on all military aspects (Andersson, 2006, p. 27). In regard to 
this, Quille (2004) notes, that it is more likely that member states and PSC would seek 
advice from NATO on terms of ‘Berlin Plus’ agreement12, or consult national capi-
tals. This suggests, that although highly relevant, the EUMC advisory role is also 
greatly limited. 

Forth, one of the guidelines of E&C procedure specifies that selection of mis-
sion for the training exercise cannot be decided upon without consideration of the 
possible strategic demands of the Union. Thus, member states are to a certain extent 
constrained when it comes to EU BG training. The timeframe of training procedures 
should also meet existing objectives of common defence, which produces additional 
leverage on the contributing states. It can be said, that this aspect of BG E&C is more 
dependent on EU-bodies then member states, albeit it does not significantly increase 
their overall mandate.  

Overall, albeit rather impressive on paper, in reality the potential of European 
military agencies to influence implementation of EU BG policy is extremely limited. 
Although given the high-profile task to assess member states contributions and give a 
strategic guidance in the process of BG E&C, as well as give advice on corresponding 
technical matters, the EUMS and the EUMC are not provided with actual means to 
perform these tasks.  

11 For example training could be delivered in different forms with a variety of methodologies and be 
divided in the following categories: CPX OHQ-(F)HQ, CPX (F)HQ BG-“ENABLERS”, Coaching, 
Seminars and lectures, Project Groups, Simulation training and etc. (See Lindberg, 2006). 
12 Berlin Plus agreement provides member states with the opportunity to consult with NATO intelli-
gence units on defence matters (See SHAPE Support to the EU Operational Headquarters, 2013). 
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Results of an Expert Survey 
  
 Figure 3 presents the results for an expert survey. It can be seen, that experts 
more agree then disagree on the significance of the European military bodies in the 
process of EU BG evaluation and certification. However, 8 experts do not have a 
strong opinion on the matter, and the gained support can be attributed to the factual 
mandate these agencies have.  
 

Figure 3. Results of Expert Judgment for the Prediction ‘Cultivated Spillover’

 

Legend: 1 = ‘Strongly Disagree’, 5 = ‘Strongly Agree’ 
 
 
 
 To address this issue, it can be productive to look at the expert opinion on the 
importance of governmental institutions in the implementation of the policy. This 
would allow for comparison and, on its basis on drawing conclusion about the de dac-
to degree of control that different levels of European governance possess in the con-
text of EU BG certification. 

Conclusion: Confirmed or Disconfirmed 
 

 The juxtaposition of stipulated in the documents mandates of the EUMC and 
the EUMS in the EU BG Concept implementation and de facto capabilities of these 
institutions to direct the process show that although rather potent on paper, European 
military bodies have no real influence over the process, being observers rather than 
policy-makers. More specifically, they have very distinct functions, among which are 
the monitoring of performed by member states BG training (including the knowledge-
based assessment of contributed by member states force packages), the development 
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of a full range of BG E&C standards and criteria, and the advisory role. However, 
regardless the potential significance of competences, in practice the European military 
agencies have almost no means to enforce the compliance with joint commitments.  

One relevant example which is illustrative of this paradox is related to the 
pointed out by academics and analysts East-West divide in European military struc-
ture. In the absence of commonly defined standards of EU BG E&C, it presents seri-
ous difficulty to comparatively assess the preparedness and interoperability of differ-
ent BGs. In their analytical report, Major and Mölling (2011, p. 18) conclude, that the 
‘NATO standards have certainly been broadly applied’, giving the member states a 
significant room for manoeuvre. Consequentially, although a number of experts (See 
Ibid.) doubted the preparedness of 2007 Balkan Battlegroup (HELBROC) and the 
2009 Czech-Slovak Battlegroup, there had been no opportunities for the responsible 
EU-level bodies to alter these contributions.  
 

Table 7. Outcome: Cultivated Spillover 

Indicator Observed 
Mandates of the EUMC and the EUMS YES 
De facto opportunities of the EUMC and the EUMS to influence the EU BG E&C NO 
Confirmed by the experts ‘bigger say’ of the EUMC and the EUMS PARTLY 
 

 

6.3 Intergovernmentalism 

6.3.1 ‘Lowest-Common-Denominator’ Bargaining 

Arrival of EU BG Concept on European Agenda 
 
The Battlegroup Concept has been first introduced at the joint Franco-British 

summit in Le Touquet in February 2003 and further shaped at the London summit in 
November 2003. The success in Ituri conflict management, with the EU-led Operation 
Artemis being the first autonomous mission completed jointly by the EU member 
states outside Europe (Jacoby & Jones, 2008), became a milestone in the decision to 
materialize deployable EU standby forces. During the operation, France took the role 
of ‘Lead nation’, providing the bulk of the troops – 900 out of 1400 in total, with oth-
er European states making varied contributions.  

In the bilateral ‘Declaration on Strengthening European Cooperation in Secu-
rity and Defence’, presented at the Franco-British Summit in London on 24th Novem-
ber 2003, Paris and London state that 

‘the EU should aim to build on this precedent so that it is able to respond 
through ESDP to future similar requests from the United Nations, whether in Africa 
or elsewhere. The EU should be capable and willing to deploy in an autonomous op-
eration within 15 days to respond to a crisis. The aim should be coherent and credible 
battle-group sized forces, each around 1500 troops, offered by a single nation or 
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through a multinational or framework nation force package, with appropriate transport 
and sustainability. (…) This idea will need to be developed across the EU and hand in 
hand with the UN and relevant regional partners.’ (UK Foreign and Commonwealth 
Office, 2003, p. 3). 

In line with ‘Big Three’ integration logic, where the ESDP compromise upon 
common military advancement is first reached and negotiated between Britain and 
France, further gaining support of Germany and eventually entering the debate on 
European organizational level, the bilateral initiative was further taken up by Berlin. 
During Security Conference in Munich in February 2004, the German Minister of 
Defence Dr Peter Struck brought to discussion the need for official finalization of 
Battlegroup Concept.  

On 10 February 2004, the respective initiative has been jointly submitted by 
Germany, France and the UK to the Political and Security Committee. Then, the EU 
General Affairs and External Relations Council (GAERC) and the EU Military Staff 
advanced the concept (Koops, 2011). Finally, on the Military Capability Commit-
ments Conference (currently an annual event) in Brussels on 22 November 2004 the 
EU BG concept became an integral part of the 2010 Headline Goal, and EU member 
states pledged the creation of first set of BGs.  

Hence, it can be observed, that the development of the EU BG concept was 
entirely based on trilateral French-British-German initiative.  

3 Camps: Atlanticists, Europeanists and Neutrals 
 

Since the inception of the ESDP, the compromise between London and Paris – 
the only European capitals capable of rapid deployment of hard power tools (See Wil-
liams, 2006) – was shaping and directing policy development.  

Jolyon Howorth (2000) lists three main elements that, according to his theoret-
ical inquiry, shaped the genesis of CSDP: first, the political will, which followed up 
the Franco-British Summit in St. Malo in December 1998; second, the dynamics of 
transatlantic relationships at the moment; and third, the commitment of Britain to the 
initiative. In that respect, understanding between Atlanticists and Europeanists, with 
Britain and France being the paramount actors, could have been the key to a swift 
adoption of the EU BG Concept in the aftermath of the 1990s crises on the European 
borders. The main axis along which member states had positioned themselves is, 
hence, the vision of transatlantic cooperation – or, differently put, of place of NATO 
in European defence. 

In terms of view of transatlantic relations, France and Britain represented two 
extremes. France had been frustrated by the US primacy in European defence. Since 
1966, it is not participating in NATO North Atlantic Council. On the contrary, Britain 
is the key proponent of cooperation with NATO and has a unique intelligence ties 
with the US. Logically, if the agreement could have been brokered between these two 
extremes, other member states in principle ‘could be brought to the party’ (Sweeney, 
2015, p. 12). Let me explore more rigorously the stances of three different camps 
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along the lines of EU-NATO relations – the ‘Atlanticists’, the ‘Europeanists’ and the 
‘Neutrals’. 
 
Atlanticists 
 

The position of Atlanticists13 can be summarised as follows: for Atlanticist’ 
member states NATO holds incontestable primacy in defence policies. At the period 
when the BG Concept has been elaborated, the Atlantist outlook was shared by Den-
mark, Spain and, most importantly, the UK, which has traditionally been a paramount 
proponent of EU-NATO cooperation (Gariup, 2013).  

As British Ministry of Defence noted, ‘The EU Battlegroup initiative was 
driven by the UK (…)’ (Mardell, 2008, op. cit.). The British position on CSDP is 
marked by a firm conviction in a primacy of NATO cooperation. Consequently, for a 
British government it has been of utmost importance that CSDP would not develop at 
the expense of the NATO. However, despite the perceived threats, the UK has been at 
the forefront in giving birth to EU BG project. For instance, Jones (2007, p. 73) ar-
gues, that although it has been a Franco-British initiative, ‘much of the emphasis must 
be placed upon the ‘Anglo’’.  

The are two important goals that Britain hoped to address by the widening of 
cooperation: first, to cope with the crisis in European-American relationships, which 
followed the unsatisfactory results of crisis management in Kosovo by proving Eu-
rope’s commitment to pooling and sharing of responsibility for its closest neighbour-
hood and second, by desire to more evenly redistribute between member states the 
immense expenses of European defence. From that stance, the initiative does not aim 
at making the EU more independent from NATO; instead, it seeks to demonstrate the 
readiness to go hand and hand with the Alliance. As senior British defence official 
argued, ‘We do not envisage the EU taking on a nation state.’ (Norton-Taylor and 
Black, 2000, op. cit.). 

Not unexpectedly, the key opposition to the project came from the British 
House of Lords: Eurosceptic Tory were reluctant to the project, as it could have had 
provided ground for subsequent establishment of European army and growth of 
French influence in European affairs (Ibid.). However, the benefits have had bigger 
weigh, and British conservatives eventually endorsed the ambitious project. As the 
official letter from the British Defence Secretary Geoffrey Hoon (2005) to the Chair-
man of the Select Committee on European Union states, ‘The UK is playing a leading 
role in its (Battlegroup Concept) development’. It cannot be denied, thus, that the At-
lanticists led by the UK had a substantial stake at the policy adoption. 
 
Europeanists 

13 As Dunne (2004, p. 895) notes, ‘’Atlanticism’ is a term with many meanings’ – for instance, it can 
refer to uniquely British political debate on the place of bilateral Anglo-American relationships in 
former’s diplomacy, as it is the case in Dunne’s account; in this work, ‘Atlanticism’ is used in its Eu-
ropean reading. 
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The Europeanists tend to advocate more impetus for cooperation (Gariup, 

2013). They seek to build up European independence – above all, from the United 
States, and broaden the scope of integration to more effectively reach common goals. 
Among the ‘old fifteen’ member states, Europeanists are represented by France, Ger-
many, Italy (apart from the Berlusconi’s NATO turn), Benelux countries, Portugal 
and Greece.  

French notion of ‘L’Europe de la défence’, which refers to an autonomous EU 
military policy, can be seen as a core of Europeanist aspirations. From this standpoint, 
the reliance on the US support during the 1990s’ Balkan wars has proven a fatal mis-
take: it must have had been admitted, that there should be an end to dependence on 
NATO capabilities, especially when the crisis takes places in European vicinity (The 
Economist, 2013). The new challenges revived the 1998 St. Malo aspirations to de-
velop European military capabilities. The success of operation Artemis only strength-
ened these ideas.   

For Germany the international expectations were an exceedingly important 
concern, given the stress that country’s diplomacy puts on multilateral cooperation. In 
that respect, it can be observed that the German policy-makers sought to politically 
engage in the BG Concept formulation as it was consistent with their directive role in 
the EU. Correspondingly, Germany is in the foreground of Concept implementation, 
being one of the most active contributing nations and taking the lead as a Framework 
nation (Chappell, 2009).  
 
Neutrals 

 
 Neutral member states (Ireland, Finland, Sweden and Austria) were to a much 

lesser extent involved in the debate about the future of transatlantic cooperation in 
light of EU military reform. One factor that arguably facilitated wide support for for-
mulation of the BG Concept is participation of all CSDP-states in the Protocol of 
Permanent Structured Cooperation, adopted during the EU Constitutional Convention 
in the mid-2000s. It necessitated member states to fulfil the provisions, in many re-
spects standing in line with those required for joining in the BGs (Tocci, 2014). In 
that regard, it was beneficial for neutral member states to endorse the proposal as soon 
as it appeared on the agenda, as it would allow them to meet their commitments with 
less expenses.  

Most importantly, the Neutrals had to assure that there was no war-fighting or 
army ambition behind the initiative, as for these states the use of hard power tools 
remains highly unfavourable. Some countries – for instance, Sweden – were not the 
members of NATO – for them European cooperation in defence was a matter of 
greater significance and responsibility. Thus can be seen in the future policy imple-
mentation, where Swedish-led Nordic BG has shown the most pro-active (See Lind-
berg, 2006). 
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Affinity to the Final Outcome 
 

The above shows, that although the UK and France both took the lead in the 
BG Concept development, they had been driven by differing purposes. Arguably, the 
in many ways contrasting perception of BG project allowed London and Paris to ar-
rive at the compromise, and the agreement between practically ‘two sides of the spec-
trum’ had been brokered. Accordingly, the presence of strong arguments in favor of 
EU military cooperation for all three camps made it easier to convince public opinion 
and domestic parliaments to support the initiative. 

In line with the arguments presented in above section, the final outcome of in-
ter-state bargaining needs to be assessed from the standpoint of its implications to 
transatlantic cooperation.  

The types of tasks that NATO Response Force and BGs are to address are de-
signed to exclude duplication – specifically, while NRF is capable of high intensity 
war-fighting mission, the BGs are equipped for robust humanitarian and peacekeeping 
missions upon the request of the UN (Council of the European Union, 2004).  

Thus, it can be identified, that the development of EU BG Concept has con-
sciously been kept within the margins of complementarity with NRF. A good example 
of this approach is the widely criticised in the literature (Lindstrom, Lindberg, 2006; ) 
absence of even minimal defined standards for EU E&S, which ‘are to be analogous’ 
with those of the NATO force packages (Ibid.). 

Consistent with these observations, it can be argued, that eventual policy out-
come to a great extent corresponds to the disposition of member state interests at the 
stage of policy formulation: the UK, which has proven the most reluctant, was ready 
to back the policy only if it does not endanger the transatlantic relationships and com-
plements the existing NATO structures. France introduced and consistently supported 
the project from the beginning, agreeing the British ambitions in order to make the 
initiative take off the ground. Germany Finally, the Neutral states were ready to en-
dorse the policy if it would not imply the creation of European army and participation 
in war-fighting. The policy content certainly fits all the mentioned requirements, 
thereby satisfying the members of all three camps.  

Expert Judgment 
 
 Figure 4 contains the results of expert survey for the prediction of lowest-
common-denominator bargaining. Comparatively, more experts (34% against 33%) 
confirmed the importance of inter-state bargaining for the policy adoption.  
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Figure 4. Results of Expert Judgment for the Prediction ‘’Lowest Common Denomi-
nator’ Bargaining’

 

Legend: 1 = ‘Strongly Disagree’, 5 = ‘Strongly Agree’ 
 
 
 Although a marginal difference, this prediction gained more support of the 
experts than the prediction of functional pressure. It allows to conclude, that this ex-
planation of the policy adoption is more accurate from the aggregate expert point of 
view. 

Conclusion: Confirmed or Disconfirmed 
 

Table 8. Outcome: ‘Lowest-Common-Denominator’ Bargaining 

Indicator Observed 
Agenda-setting by the member states YES 
Inter-state bargaining YES 
Affinity the final outcome/reluctant member states YES 
Confirmed by the experts ‘lowest-common-denominator’ policy formulation YES 

 
Hence, the prediction of ongoing inter-state bargaining throughout the process 

of policy formulation, as well as the ‘lowest common denominator’ outcome of such, 
can be largely confirmed.  

6.3.2 Domestic pressure  

Public Opinion and European Defence Policy: Can a Link Be Identified? 
 

The significance of domestic preferences derives from the liberal concept of 
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domestic preference formation, which implies that the interests of the states are condi-
tioned by the economic and societal dynamics of national polities – more specifically, 
by preferences of dominant social groups (Hillman, 1989). Acknowledging these 
preferences, states represent domestic interests on international arena (Moravcsik, 
1993). Importantly, geo-political interests, as well as prestige concerns are not rele-
vant for this model albeit they influence the domestic society (Moravcsik, 1998).  

The determinants of public support for the European integration are quiet 
comprehensively approached in the literature (See, e.g., Anderson and Kaltenthaler, 
1996; Hooghe and Marks, 2005); however, the research rarely has taken the attitudes 
towards cooperation in defence as a focal point (Gabel and Anderson, 2002; Irondelle 
et al., 2015). As Harald Schoen (2008, p. 7) indicates, the analysis ‘cannot adopt a 
tailor-made model of support for common European policies in this area’.  

The exhausting study of Foucault and Irondelle (2009) provides the insight in-
to the role of the perceived threats, namely of their character and relative significance, 
in preference formation. Scholars come to the conclusion, that the stronger fear of 
threats is associated with the stronger general support for European defence project. 
They also indicate that ‘new transnational threats’ (terrorism and pandemics) are more 
robust determinants of collective support than the traditional threats (e.g. these of the 
World War III). These findings are sound with the results of the earlier study by Ray 
and Johnston (2007), where effects of different kinds of threats are compared. Ac-
cording to research, only the threat of terrorism is significantly correlated with higher 
rates of support to the EU security and defence integration, while other two tested 
threats – that of conventional war and proliferation of weapons of mass destruction – 
had proven less weighty. The above suggests, that the public opinion is subject to 
crucial global events (De Vreese and Kandyla, 2009).  

Schoen (2008) analyses the factors of support for European foreign and de-
fence policies with the use of three statistical models. The exceedingly comprehensive 
study reveals that the national identity acts as the most powerful predictor of public 
support for the European defence. Historically, there are countries where support for 
defence cooperation is more pronounced – Benelux, France, Italy; and others where it 
is more marginal – United Kingdom, Sweden and other Scandinavian countries) (Pe-
ters, 2011).  

Public Opinion: The Data  
 

The Researchers of public opinion on European defence show that September 
11 terrorist attacks on the US constitute an ultimate shift in Europeans’ common 
threat perceptions, as well as in their opinions on the progress of CSDP (Kernic et al., 
2002; Yanakiev, 2004; Caforio, 2009). The data reveals, that a transition ‘from tradi-
tional to non-traditional security risks’ (Caforio, 2009, p. 126) has been observed.  

The Eurobarometer survey (2001) conducted after the tragic events of Sep-
tember 11 identifies the significant growth of anxiety among Europeans, with 83.2 per 
cent of respondents declaring a personal fear of terrorism, which is on 11.6 percentage 
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points higher compared with 2000 Special Defence Survey (Caforio, 2009). Moreo-
ver, it registered a surge of 11.5 per cent in awareness of threats connected to prolifer-
ation of weapons of mass destruction (nuclear, chemical and bacteriological weap-
ons), with the number of concerned respondents reaching three-fourth (76.5 per cent) 
of the sample. The fears of world war had also increased on 15 percentage points and 
reached the two-thirds (61.7 per cent) of explored population. In following years, the 
threat of international terrorism had persistently proven the strongest.  

 The survey data suggests that, as an average the support for a common securi-
ty policy among European citizens is rather stable and high, varying from 65 to 75 
percentage points (after the year of 2000). However, there is a tangible divergence 
between old member states with respect to the levels of support, where three groups 
of countries can be identified. 

The most supportive to ESDP throughout the analysed period are Belgium, 
Germany and Greece. The second group is represented by France, Italy, Luxembourg, 
the Netherlands and Spain. Finally, the third group comprises Austria, Denmark, Fin-
land, Portugal, Sweden and the UK, where the public proves more cautious to the 
developments in this common policy realm.  

 
Table 9. The Support for the CSDP among European Population (1992-2005) 

 

Data are expressed in the percentage of respondents in favour or against the defence integration. 
Source: Eurobarometer 146, 2001. 
 

There are also varied levels of support in respect to the different aspects of 
ESDP. The largest support comes for independency of European foreign policy from 
the US, and common position in a crisis. The establishment of European rapid reac-
tion force, however, gets comparatively lower support (less then 50 per cent), espe-
cially in Euro-sceptic countries.  

In attempt to explain this phenomenon, Yanakiev (2004) looks at the data for 
1996, indicating that at that stage over 70 per cent of respondents were supportive of 
set up of a ‘defence organisation to deal effectively with crisis such as in the Gulf 
War’, and over 50 per cent – of establishment of a ‘Common European Military In-
tervention Force’, which signal the significant backing for the project. Lesser support, 
however, has been shown to the idea of ‘European Rapid Reaction Force’ and, espe-

Year 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 

For 76 77 79 73 68 73 70 72 73 71 74 73 77 77 

Agains
t 14 14 11 16 19 14 14 14 14 16 15 16 14 15 

DK 10 9 10 11 13 13 16 14 13 13 11 11 9 8 
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cially, ‘European Army for common defence’ (less then 50 percentage points). Ac-
cording to Eurobarometer data, at the beginning of 2000s the support to the RRF pro-
ject was growing, reaching two-thirds (67 per cent) in 2005 (Caforio, 2009, p. 134). 
The support is higher is Benelux countries, France, Greece, Sweeden and the UK. 
Among the least approving member states are Germany, Finland and Denmark.  

The above allows to assume, that, although slightly differing in their outlooks 
on European Security and Defence (with higher levels of support coming from Bene-

lux countries and lower support from the UK, Denmark, Portugal and other ‘Euro-

sceptics’), the domestic constituencies of European member states had similar opinion 
about the changing nature of threats and the need in new means to address them. 
Hence, there transformation of public perceptions had indeed taken place, which 
could have influenced substantially the decision-making. 

Expert Judgements 
 
 The results of expert survey for the prediction of domestic pressure are pre-
sented in the Figure 5. 
 They suggest that the experts are coherently sceptical about the possible influ-
ence of European public opinion on the progress of the EU BG Concept development, 
with 93% pointing out its insignificance.  
 

Figure 5. Results of Expert Judgment for the Prediction ‘Domestic Pressure’ 

Legend: 1 = ‘Strongly Disagree’, 5 = ‘Strongly Agree’ 

 

 63 



 These results can be explained by the fact, that public is usually not very 
knowledgeable about the matters of security and defence, which is why it has no real 
interest in pushing certain project further. However, it can be said, that the awareness 
of the European population of the new threats could have helped to keep the devel-
opment of BG Concept in the spotlight of government officials. 

Conclusion: Confirmed or Disconfirmed 

 
Table 10. Outcome: Domestic Pressure 

Indicator Observed 
Significance of public opinion YES 
Shifts in public opinion YES 
Confirmed by experts influence of public opinion NO 
 

In light of empirical findings, the intergovernemntalist prediction of the cata-
lysing role of domestic pressure put on the member state governments can be largely 
confirmed. 

6.3.3 Limit of Sovereignty Transfer: The Role of Member State Governments in EU BG 
Evaluation and Certification 

Responsibilities and Capabilities 
 

The aim of BG evaluation and certification ‘is to certify the BG ability to fulfil 
relevant tasks or missions’ (Lindberg, 2006, p. 27). The assignment of BG evaluation 
and certification to member states aims at providing the European policymakers with 
a necessary assurance that the force package is fully prepared for a possible mission 
(Lindstrom, 2007). The EU BG documents do not provide a definition for certifica-
tion, stipulating that it is to be analogous to the NRF practice. 

The evaluation and certification process, according to Lindberg’s (2006) ex-
haustive report, is analogous to NATO Operational Capability Concept Evaluation 
and Feedback Programme (OCC E&F) and consists of two tiers. On the first tier, the 
interoperability and capability are evaluated and graded against given standards. On 
the second tier, upon condition that the criteria are being met, the package is officially 
declared certified. On both of these stages member states hold the full responsibly, 
undertaking all range of required exercises without any intermediacy of European 
bodies. This being said, there are sufficient reasons to assume that the national gov-
ernments and military elites have a significant discretion in their pursuit of the com-
monly defined obligations. 

To meet their obligations, EU member states have to ensure that the contribut-
ed armed forces meet the requirements stipulated in the Standards and Criteria for 
EU BG (Council of the European Union, 2007, p. 11). The process of evaluation and 
certification is an important chain link in ensuring the Battlegroup preparedness for a 
possible mission (Volpi, 2011, p. 154). The EUMC and the EUMS are responsible for 
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monitoring of the process (EU External Action Service, 2013) but have no practical 
tools to intervene the state-led procedures.  

Hence, although it is emphasised, that member states are to comply with a set 
of criteria, the officially formulated standards determining the outcome of BG certifi-
cation appear to be admittedly vague (Andersson, 2006). Careful examination reveals, 
that on the current stage, the EU BG Concept includes only one tool for certification – 
the BG Questionnaire (Lindberg, 2006; Andersson, 2006), in which the Framework 
Nation is to declare any existing caveats and set up the date and place of the training 
events. There is, however, a set of criteria given in the Standards and Criteria for EU 
Battlegroups (7185/05 dated 9 March 2005), which consist of nine elements (Availa-
bility, Flexibility, Employability and Deployability, etc.). Yet, those are being applied 
as the ‘items identified as recommendable though not verifiable’ (Council of the Eu-
ropean Union, 2005). This suggests, that even though the member states are obliged 
to follow the guidelines for certification of their force packages, the absence of unam-
biguous principles and the recommendatve nature of these guidelines allows them to 
unilaterally decide upon the timelines and compositions of their contributions, as well 
as declare units certified.  

The significant room for interpretation left by the documents implies that the 
member states are practically free to form, train and certify the BGs according to their 
preferences. It enables the Framework Nation – the member state government respon-
sible for the multilateral implementation of the BG Concept in a given period of time 
– to vary the outcome of evaluation and certification according to its will, thus turning 
it into political instrument14. 
 Not surprisingly, member states make contributions to the BGs from already 
existing forces. Accordingly, their backgrounds and training standards differ signifi-
cantly, which leads to a rather loose interpretation of stipulated requirements. This 
flexibility can be seen as inevitable (as there is hardly ‘one size fits all’ principle in 
internationally composed armed forces), albeit it does not allow policy-makers to ful-
ly count on the BG preparedness and interoperability, with a number of experts advo-
cating the more profound harmonisation of standards (See, for instance, Andersson, 
2006; Lindberg, 2006; Lindstrom, 2007). There are a number of shortcomings, which 
result from the currently utilised self-certification strategy – for instance, the EU BG 
documents do not define a minimum acceptable level of performance. 

However, any initiatives to increase the overall efficiency of the project are 
not likely to be successful, due to the lack of political will of the member states to 
delegate more actual responsibilities to European level. It can be argued, that national 
governments are reluctant to give up a part of their autonomy in military affairs, even 
though it could have allowed them to embrace the material gains of coherence (by 

14 Namely, Major and Möling (2011) talk about the fact that some member states – e.g., Balkan and 
recently joined Eastern European countries – tend to declare the preparedness of the contributed by 
them force packages despite the widespread concerns of observers that these packages are not 
operational; it is explained by the fact, that some member states (e.g., Poland and Slovakia) see 
participation in BG at the first place as an exercise of commitment to common European goals, thus 
putting less stress on actual operationability. 
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preventing the EU from the military and political costs of deployment of comparably 
less prepared units) and conceivably more balanced burden sharing.  
 

Expert Judgement 
 
 Figure 6 presents the results of expert survey for the prediction of member 
state’ control over the delegation of responsibilities to supranational level. As it can 
be seen, experts largely agree on the fact that the national governments and the 
Framework Nation hold primacy in the Concept implementation, with 73% of overall 
support for the notion. 
 Compared to the similar statement about the European-level institutions, the 
data suggests that the states are more readily seen as the leaders of the evaluation and 
certification process, which is in line with qualitative findings. 

 
Figure 6. Results of Expert Judgment for the Prediction ‘Limited Sovereignty Trans-

fer’ 

 

Legend: 1 = ‘Strongly Disagree’, 5 = ‘Strongly Agree’ 

 

Conclusion: Confirmed or Disconfirmed 

 
Table 11. Outcome: Limit of Sovereignty Transfer 

Indicator Observed 
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Mandates of the national governments YES 
De facto ability of member states to alter policy implementation YES 
Confirmed by the experts ‘bigger say’ of the national governments YES 

 
From that stance, the prediction of control of the national actors over the sov-

ereignty transfer to the European level in relation to the process of EU BG E&C can 
be confirmed by empirical evidence.  
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Chapter VII.  Discussion and Conclusion   

7.1 Introduction  
 
 The previous chapter looked at the multiple factors, which triggered and 
shaped the EU BG Concept development, as well as at those that continue to deter-
mine policy implementation. The findings suggest that the rather strong arguments 
can be found on the both sides of the theoretical continuum, although some proposi-
tions had proven to be more artful in capturing the empirical reality.  

7.2 Discussion of Findings 
 
 The posed by the study research question aimed at acquiring of comprehensive 
explanation of the unique in the context of the European Union phenomenon of Euro-
pean Battlegroups. The research question has been formulated as follows: 

‘Which theory of European integration, Intergovernmentalism or Neo-
functionalism, provides more insights into emergence of European Union Battlegroup 
Concept and the pattern of European Battlegroup Evaluation and Certification within 
the framework of Common Security and Defence Policy?’ 

 
 In attempt to answer this question, the analysis of empirical data looked at 
three stages of the EU BG Concept policy cycle: the arrival of the issue on European 
agenda, the policy formulation and implementation. It was deemed important to ac-
count for the different dimensions of the project in order to capture its dynamics and 
arrive at the possibly more valid explanation. 
 Three pairs of explanatory statements had been formulated on the basis of two 
traditional theories of European integration – Neo-functionalist and Intergovernmen-
talist paradigms. Since the theories provide alternative reflections of empirical reality, 
it has been decided to select a research strategy, which would allow for theoretical 
juxtaposition. Thus, the research design has been established according to the logic of 
Congruence analysis, which required deriving concrete propositions from both ex-
planatory perspectives. For Neo-functionalism, these propositions included the occur-
rence of functional spillover on the stage of the policy agenda-setting, the subsequent 
influence of Brusselisisation of European defence on the concept formulation and the 
leverage of supranational bodies in policy implementation in form of EU BG evalua-
tion and certification. The propositions for Intergovernmentalism focused on the low-
est-common-denominator bargaining dominating the initial stage of policy develop-
ment, the role of domestic pressure in facilitation of the concept adoption and the con-
trol of member states over the sovereignty transfer to supranational bodies. 
 The results of data analysis can be summarised as follows. The first assump-
tion for Neo-functionalism had been largely confirmed: there is plentiful evidence 
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suggesting the change in European security environment resulting from the political 
instability in Post-Cold War Europe, including the outbreak of violence in the post-
communist states, as well as the cooling down of the relationships with transatlantic 
allies, the call from the UN, the success of operation Artemis and the emergence of 
new transnational threats created the functional pressure on the European member 
states. In order to respond to the multitude of events, the EU needed to adapt its de-
fence policy accordingly. Importantly, we discuss here a largely apolitical, instrumen-
tal pressure, which is connected to realisation of lack of progress with existing ar-
rangements. However, the predicted facilitative role of European military elites on the 
process of policy development can be only partially confirmed: although there is a 
convincing academic evidence of progressing socialisation in the milieu of European 
defence, there were no tangible ways for supranational agents influence EU BG Con-
cept formulation. Instead, they served an instrumental role – providing the policy con-
tent under the strict control from the national governments; accordingly, there are a 
number of inefficiencies at the policy design, which cannot be addressed due to the 
lack of political will of state agents. Finally, the prediction of significant role of the 
EUMS and the EUMC in the EU BG evaluation and certification also cannot be con-
firmed. Although on paper these agencies have a set of rather powerful instruments to 
vary the outcomes of policy implementation, in practice they are significantly con-
strained by the fact that the contributing states retain the factual control over all stages 
of the process.  
 The above allows to conclude, that Neo-functionalist explanation, although 
extremely accurate in certain aspects, cannot account for some crucial policy dimen-
sions and drivers.  
 The intergovernmentalist prediction of presence of ‘lower-common-
denominator’ bargaining has been supported by the available data. The analysis has 
shown, that in fact the policy agenda has been initiated by bilateral effort of Britain 
and France. There has also been identified the divergence between the member states 
in their views of the policy, which has been based in their outlook of transatlantic 
relations: British conservatives, who feared of the breakdown in EU-NATO coopera-
tion, represented the most reluctant group. The content of the policy reflects this di-
vide: the EU BG Concept has been designed specifically to be complementary with 
the NATO RRF mechanism. The prediction of domestic pressure can also be largely 
confirmed, although downplayed by the experts. The fears of terrorism and the overall 
stable support for European common defence secured the required domestic backing 
for the project, providing it with legitimacy. Finally, it can be proven that member 
states remain in control over the policy implementation: although the expert persis-
tently point out the need in delegation of certain important functions to the European 
level, the states are reluctant to reconsider the roles. Even though the project is strug-
gling due to additional costs and inefficiencies arising from lack of harmonization and 
coherence, no reform is at stake.  
 Overall, the Intergovernmentalist perspective has proven more successful in 
giving explanation of the EU BG Concept development, with all of the three proposi-
tions having been largely confirmed.  
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Table 12. Summary of the Results 

 I prediction II prediction III prediction 
Neo-functionalism Largely Yes Largely No Largely No 
Intergovernmentalism Yes Largely Yes Yes 
 

7.3 Conclusions 
 
 The contemporary consensus present in the literature suggests that intergov-
ernmentalism is highly potent in explaining fundamental, historical decisions – i.e., 
that involve changes of treaty agreements, whereas neo-functionalism better captures 
the day-to-day dynamics of European cooperation. 
 The results of my study are not overly surprising, as it has been often observed 
that control over the area of security and defence constitutes the ‘last outpost’ of na-
tion-statism. Although some drift towards more supranational say is hard to deny – it 
takes form of elite socialisation and urge to address pressing functional needs, on cur-
rent stage of European integration it is the nation-states who pull the strings. Howev-
er, the ‘state’ itself undergoes a tremendous change. Some authors talk about appear-
ance of new category – ‘member state’, which is unique in a number of aspects. Some 
academics also talk about denationalization of defence, which in the context of Eu-
rope gradually acquires more and more international dimension.  
 The future of European defence is not perfectly clear: while some experts give 
arguments in support of more integration, others insist on the project elimination and 
shifting attention to more profound cooperation with NATO. All in all, as for today, 
the power to decide remains in hands of European nations, whose interests, as this 
study reveals, are the key driving forces behind the security integration. 

7.4 Limitations 
 
 There were a number of limitations, which this study has encountered. The 
first set of such is related to time and scope of the research: the research has been 
written in one year and had a limited word count, which did not allow to explore sev-

eral important aspects – e.g., the concrete cases of EU BG E&C – more in-depth.  

 The other set of limitations stemmed from the weaknesses associated with 
sources of data I used. First, the expert judgements are prone to a certain level of bias, 
since experts may differently interpret similar questions, use divergent evaluation 
criteria or possess differing levels of expertise (Marks, 2007), which could lowered a 
measurement validity. Moreover, the survey was limited to six questions in order to 
gain higher response rate, which could have limited the comprehensiveness of expert 
analysis. The ideational divergence among the experts could also have influenced the 
results. Second, the use of primary data has been largely limited to unclassified, pub-
lically available documents and archival records. Third, I could not have approached 
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the members of national- and EU-level military elites, as they are restricted in sharing 
information about sensitive issues of common defence.  
 Finally, the operationalization, which took form of an interpretation of theo-
ries, could have limited possible outcomes, attracting attention to certain aspects of 
empirical reality and not the others. 
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Appendix 1: The Expert Survey: Questionnaire and Sup-
porting Letter 
 
The Likert-type Scale Used in the Questionnaire 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Questionnaire 
 

• Q1a: The adoption of Battlegroup Concept was largely a response to the func-
tional pressure, i. e. perceived lack of progress in common external policy 
realm. 

• Q1b: The adoption of Battlegroup Concept was a 'lowest common denomina-
tor' of individual Member States' interests. 

• Q2a: The EU BG Concept formulation was largely influenced by Supranation-
al elites (The 'Brusselisation' of defence integration took place). 

• Q2b: The EU BG Concept formulation was largely influenced by the domestic 
public of Member States, i.e. by public opinion. 

• Q3a: De facto, supranational institutions - EU Military Committee and EU 
Military Staff - have major say in the EU BG Evaluation and Certification 
procedure. 

• Q3b: De facto, Member States' governments, especially the Framework Na-
tion, have major say in the EU BG Evaluation and Certification procedure. 

 
The Supporting Letter 
 
I am an MSc International Public Policy student at Erasmus University Rotterdam. 
Currently I am conducting a research in European Battlegroup Concept, where I look 
for most insightful theoretical lens to explain the phenomenon.  
One of the methods I employ is an expert survey. As you have published extensively 
on the subject of European security, your perspective is of great value for mentioned 
work. 
The survey is conducted under Chatham House Rule and takes 5 minutes to complete. 
The deadline is the 15th of June. You can find a link below:  
http://goo.gl/forms/POpB0WpuUmWz4FtD3  
Should you be interested in results, I can report them to you in September. 
If you have any further questions, do not hesitate to contact me!  

STRONGLY 
AGREE

AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE STRONGLY 
DISAGREE
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Appendix 2: The List of Experts to Whom the Question-
naire Has Been Sent 
 

1. Doctor Jan Joel Andersson, European 
Union Institute for Security Studies.  

2. Mister Adam Balcer, University of 
Warsaw. 

3. Doctor Christopher Bickerton, Uni-
versity of Cambridge. 

4. Doctor Laura Chappell, University of 
Surrey. 

5. Doctor Mai'a Cross, Northeastern 
University. 

6. Professor Hylke Dijkstra, Maastricht 
University. 

7. Doctor Tom Dyson, University of 
London. 

8. Doctor Daniel Fiott, The Institute for 
European Studies. 

9. Doctor Catherine Gegout, University 
of Nottingham. 

10. Doctor Bastian Giegerich, The Inter-
national Institute for Strategic Stud-
ies. 

11. Mister Richard Gowan, Center on In-
ternational Cooperation. 

12. Mister Niklas Granholm, The Swe-
dish Defence Research Agency. 

13. Professor Stephanie Hofmann, Grad-
uate Institute of International and De-
velopment Studies. 

14. Professor Jolyon Howorth, Yale Uni-
versity. 

15. Professor Adrian Hyde-Price, Univer-
sity of Gothenburg / Centre for Euro-
pean Research. 

16. Doctor Wade Jacoby, Brigham Young 
University. 

17. Doctor Ana E. Juncos, University of 
Bristol. 

18. Professor Christian Kaunert, Univer-
sity of Dundee. 

19. Professor Mika Kerttunen, Finnish 
National Defence University / Cyber 
Policy Institute. 

20. Professor Stephan Keukeleir, College 
of Europe. 

21. Professor Emil Kirchner, University 
of Essex. 

22. Professor Joachim Koops, The Insti-
tute for European Studies / Vesalius 
College.  

23. Professor Xymena Kurowska, Central 
European University. 

24. Doctor Maxime Larivé, University of 
Miami. 

25. Doctor Chantal Lavallée, Universite 
Laval. 

26. Doctor Gustav Lindstrom, Geneva 
Centre for Security Policy. 

27. Doctor Claudia Major, German Insti-
tute for International and Security Af-
fairs. 

28. Professor Anand Menon, King’s Col-
lege London. 

29. Professor Frederic Mérand, Centre D' 
études et de Кecherches Internation-
ales de L'Université de Montréal.  

30. Professor Cristoph Meyer, King’s 
College London. 

31. Doctor Christian Mölling, German In-
stitute for International and Security 
Affairs. 

32. Doctor Per M. Norheim-Martinsen, 
Norwegian Institute for Defence 
Studies. 

33. Professor Luis Simón, The Institute 
for European Studies. 

34. Professor Michael E. Smith, Universi-
ty of Aberdeen. 

35. Doctor Simon Sweeney, University of 
York. 

36. Professor Daniel Thym, University of 
Konstanz. 

37. Professor Thomas G. Weiss, The 
Graduate Center, City University of 
New York. 

38. Doctor Neil Winn, University of 
Leeds.

 73 



 

Appendix 3: Composition of EU Battlegroups 
 
Period 
Semester/year 

Participants 

I/2005 BG1 UK 

BG2 France 

II/2005 BG1 Italy 

BG2 none 

I/2006 BG1 France, Germany 

BG2 Spain, Italy, Greece, Portugal 

II/2006 BG1 France, Germany, Belgium 

BG2 none 

I/2007 BG1 Germany, Netherlands, Finland 

BG2 France, Belgium 

II/2007 BG1 Italy, Hungary, Slovenia 

BG2 Greece, Bulgaria, Romania, Cyprus – HELBROC Battlegroup 

I/2008 BG1 Sweden, Finland, Norway, Estonia, Ireland – Nordic Battlegroup 

BG2 Spain, Germany, Portugal, France 

II/2008 BG1 Germany, France, Belgium, Luxemburg, Spain 

BG2 UK 

I/2009 BG1 Italy, Spain, Portugal, Greece 

BG2 Greece, Bulgaria, Romania, Cyprus – HELBROC Battlegroup 

II/2009 BG1 Czech Republic, Slovakia 

BG2 France, Belgium, Luxemburg 

I/2010 BG1 Poland, Germany, Slovakia, Lithuania 

BG2 UK, Netherlands 

II/2010 BG1 Italy, Romania, Turkey 
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BG2 Spain, France, Portugal 

I/2011 BG1 Netherlands, Germany, Finland, Austria, Lithuania 

BG2 Sweden, Finland, Norway, Estonia, Ireland – Nordic Battlegroup 

II/2011 BG1 Greece, Bulgaria, Romania, Cyprus – HELBROC Battlegroup 

BG2 Portugal, Spain, France, Italy 

I/2012 BG1 France, Belgium and Luxembourg 

BG2 Germany, Austria, Czech Republic, Croatia, Macedonia, Ireland 

II/2012 BG1 Italy, Slovenia, Hungary 

BG2 Germany, Austria, Czech Republic, Croatia, Macedonia 

I/2013 BG1 Poland, Germany, France – Weimar Battlegroup 

BG2 Belgium, Luxembourg, France (Unconfirmed) 

II/2013 BG1 UK, Lithuania, Latvia, Sweden and the Netherlands 

BG2 Belgium (Unconfirmed) 

I/2014 BG1 Greece, Bulgaria, Romania, Cyprus – HELBROC Battlegroup 

BG2 Belgium, Germany, Luxembourg, Spain, the Netherlands and Mac-
edonia – EUBG 2014 II 

Sources: IISS, 2009; Major and Mölling, 2011.  
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Appendix 4: General Composition of EU BG 

 
Source: German Ministry of Defence, Major and Mölling, 2011.  
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