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ABSTRACT KEYWORDS

The war in Ukraine sends mixed signals about the capacity of the EU CFSP; Ukraine; actorness;
to be a relevant actor. Despite steps forward over defense, strategic strategic autonomy; liberal
autonomy has been seen as a ‘pipe dream’ that has encountered international order

a ‘reality check’. Key member states are in a similar predicament.

Despite talk of a Zeitenwende, Germany has been deemed

a ‘reluctant giant’. France has allegedly seen discourse on

European sovereignty vindicated, but at the same time has mana-

ged to alienate a few EU countries. We interpret this ambivalence as

an effect of the fragmentation of the liberal international order,

accelerated by war in Ukraine, and claim that this process is increas-

ing the requirements for EU actorness. We then identify a range of

reactions to such situation. We map them and leverage the map-

ping to offer a research agenda on the politics of EU foreign policy.

Introduction

The invasion of Ukraine by Russia has sent mixed signals (Fiott this issue) about the
capacity of the EU to be a relevant actor on foreign policy. Hence, despite remarkable
steps forward over defence (e.g. in the fields of procurement and the provision of military
aid), strategic autonomy has been pronounced a ‘pipe dream’’ that has encountered
a 'reality check’.? As soon as March 2022, the EU’s Strategic Compass was ‘brand new,
already obsolete’.> Key member states have found themselves in a similar predicament.
Despite talk of a Zeitenwende, Germany has been dimed a ‘reluctant giant’ on account of
its qualms about delivering heavy weaponry to Ukraine.* France has allegedly seen its
discourse on European sovereignty vindicated, but at the same time has managed to
alienate Central and Eastern European countries with its emphasis on a Eurocentric
approach to security in Europe.’

This article interrogates this ambivalence. We interpret it as the latest and starkest
installment of a longer-lasting process by which the requirements for EU actorness have
been shifting, sometimes quite swiftly, into terrains that are ever more demanding for the
EU. More to the point, we offer the outline of a research agenda into the ways in which the
fragmentation of the liberal international order (LIO), accelerated by the war in Ukraine,
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has moved the goalposts for EU actorness, as well as the politics of the EU response to
such fragmentation.

A caveat is in order here: the LIO is remarkably malleable and has existed in different
versions (Buzan and Lawson 2015). This begs the question of what exactly is fragmenting.
Some scholars have searched for the core features of any LIO (lkenberry 2018, 11), an
effort that runs the risk of painting a ‘selective and exaggerated’ picture of the LIO
(Acharya 2018, 5), or contributing to the ‘myth of the liberal international order’ (Allison
2018). However, our claim is not that the LIO is fragmenting against any essentialized
understanding of what it stands for. The argument is more specific. The end of the Cold
War unleashed an expansion of the LIO, by which a geographically bounded liberal
multilateralism was replaced by an aspirationally universal and postnational liberalism
(Borzel and Zirn 2021). This is the version of the LIO that is now in a process of
fragmentation.

We use the term fragmentation to refer to a bundle of processes affecting the LIO that
range from challenges to the universality of human rights to the crisis of global govern-
ance instruments, from the bifurcation of tech to protectionist tendencies in trade
policies. We see the war as accelerating some of these trends, in that it is part of ‘the
transformation of the global rules-based order into a new global ordering architecture
characterized by diversity and plurality’ (Flockhart and Korosteleva 2022, 466).

More to the point, the war is fostering three dynamics of fragmentation. First, it
constitutes yet another armed claim over a sphere of influence - and a more acute one
than Georgia 2008 and Ukraine 2014. Lack of (competing) spheres of influence has been
identified with the post-Cold War version of the LIO, and their return has been met with
widespread concern (Nitoiu and Sus 2019; Resnick 2022, 564). Secondly, it has enhanced
a negative view of interdependence as vulnerability, at odds with the liberal positive
understanding of interdependence. In the past few years, the geopolitical implications of
the capacity to ‘grant or deny access to networks’ (Battaleme 2019) have led to concerns
over the ‘weaponization of interdependence’ (Farrell and Newman 2019). The war in
Ukraine has intensified fears over the European reliance on Russian energy, and it has
undermined the post-Cold War consensus in the EU on Wandel durch Handel as a liberal
foreign policy doctrine (Orenstein this issue). Finally, at a deeper level, the invasion has
breached the norm against territorial conquest, which ‘formed the basis of the interna-
tional system: borders were, by and large, sacrosanct’ (Fazal 2022, 1). Although not
exclusively liberal, the norm stands at the core of the post1945 order and has shaped
the evolution of the LIO.

To be sure, none of these arguments involves embracing a rosy view of the LIO before
February the 24™. Fragmentation is only predicated in a relative way and does not assume
any mythical or uncontestable baseline for comparison. But this does not detract from its
relevance for the EU. The goal of this article is precisely to suggest a research agenda on
the ways in which the fragmentation of the LIO, as fostered by the war in Ukraine, is
impinging upon EU actorness and to offer a framework to understand the way in which
different decision-makers (in representation of member states, the Commission or specific
party families) have responded.

The text proceeds as follows. Section 2 suggests specific ways in which the fragmenta-
tion of the liberal international order, accelerated by the war in Ukraine, is impacting the
capacity of the EU to be an actor. Section 3 argues that these changes will be interpreted
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differently by different actors, be them member states representatives, EU institutions or
party families. We advance a way to understand this diversity of interpretations and the
political projects associated with them, and suggest examples to illustrate our arguments.
Finally, section 4 draws conclusions.

An international actor

The literature about the EU as an international actor has taken external (international)
variables on board. Factors that do not pertain to the internal functioning of the EU have
always been part of accounts of EU actorness. To mention two seminal contributions,
Bretherton and Vogler (1999) listed opportunity, the external environment of ideas and
events, among their components of actorness — together with presence and capability.
Jupille and Caporaso (1998) included recognition (by others), together with authority,
cohesion and autonomy. However, the fact that more recently Drieskens has advocated
for ‘a closer look at the outside world’ (Drieskens 2017, 1540) or that Rhinard and Sjostedt
have advised against what they call the ‘closed system trap’ (Rhinard and Sjostedt 2019, 5)
probably suggests that some scholarly contributions on the EU capacity to be an inter-
national actor have tended to emphasize its internal characteristics (Niemann and
Bretherton 2013, 262).

Awkwardly, the argument that external factors shape actorness is both commonsensi-
cal and hard to pinpoint. On one hand, from a historical point of view different kinds of
political units have risen and fallen, favoured or out-selected over the centuries whenever
their resource endowment proved to be most (in)adequate for a given set of international
circumstances (Tilly 1992). From this point of view, it just seems natural that the fragmen-
tation of the LIO would influence the role of the EU in the world. At the end of the day, the
EU was constructed as an integration-through-law project within the logic of that very
order. On the other hand, such processes can seem too broad to get a good analytical grip
on. Bretherton and Vogler (2013) have argued that ‘significant changes in the structure of
the international system’, particularly the ‘very rapid ascent of China, and to a lesser extent
India and Brazil’, have undermined EU’s ‘ability to defend the interests of its members’
(Bretherton and Vogler 2013, 379). From their point of view, EU’s actorness was already
‘past its peak’ in 2013 (Bretherton and Vogler 2013). Rhinard and Sjostedt have also
pointed that factors such as ‘the nature of international power constellations, the position
of the US vis-a-vis Europe, or the reassertion of military power in international diplomacy
[...] affect the EU’s ability to wield influence’ (Rhinard and Sjostedt 2019, 14).

We propose three specific mechanisms by which international changes can shift the
requirements for actorness. They have to do with preference cohesion, authority and
capabilities — elements that stand at the core of traditional accounts of EU actorness
(Rhinard and Sjostedt 2019, 8). We hypothesize that the fragmentation of the LIO has
shifted the foreign policy agenda towards issues (a) over which there is a lower level of
agreement among EU member states and institutions; (b) in which the EU has been
granted less authority by member states, and in which decision-making is more cumber-
some; and (c) for which the EU has less able instruments to implement its own decisions.
Under any such circumstances, remaining an actor will be a challenge because levels of
preference cohesion, authority or capabilities (or any combination of them) will decrease.
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The war in Ukraine offers examples of such processes on the matters of defence and
energy. The former has seen the agenda shift towards issues over which the EU has been
granted with less capabilities and is less able to reach agreements. The latter has raised
new challenges precisely in the subsector of EU energy policy in which the delegation of
authority to the EU is weaker.

When it comes to security, the Russian invasion of Ukraine has fostered a shift in
emphasis from crisis management to territorial defence. This shift has wrong-footed
European security policies as conceived of during the last three decades, both as regards
the construction of capabilities and shared understandings. Simon Duke made the case
that the capabilities initiatives undertaken by the EU ‘focus very much on expeditionary-
type forces [to stabilize surrounding regions] and less on territorial defense’ (Duke 2019,
124), which led him to the conclusion that ‘the EU has still not defined the “D” in the CSDP’
(ibidem). It is still widely perceived to remain out of reach, hence EU reassurances that
NATO ‘remains the foundation for the collective defence for those States which are
members of it’,° or HRVP Josep Borrell’s claim in 2020 that ‘no one advocates the
development of a fully autonomous European force outside NATO, which remains the
only viable framework to ensure the territorial defense of Europe’.”

Territorial defence (from Russian threats) is also harder for the EU to address because of
a lower level of agreement relative to the challenges the EU now needs to tackle. The war
in Ukraine plays into deep-seated divides in the EU. According to Paul Silva ll, the variable
that shapes the stances taken by EU countries on Russia is precisely their ‘foreign policy
orientation [...] as an Atlanticist or Europeanist state’. More to the point, Atlanticists ‘are
more influenced by the US Cold War military and political strategy toward the USSR -
namely deterrence’ and hence prefer more confrontational relationships with Russia,
while ‘Europeanist states seek to externalize the policy of strengthening economic inter-
dependence [...] to reduce the likelihood of conflict [...] depriving Europe of a need for
US security guarantees’ (Silva 2022, 7). This divide has not disappeared and has moved to
the top of the foreign policy agenda, thus reducing the relevance of an overall higher level
of agreement over Russia. The fact that the debate about Russia is now coterminous with
that over defence means that even if there is an increased supply of unity, its demand has
risen too.

The Russian war in Ukraine has also led to a change in how energy is addressed in the
EU, moving the agenda towards the dimension of energy policy in which EU institutions
have been granted less authority. Energy became part of EU activity in a piecemeal
fashion, by the juxtaposition of developments in other domains, such as environmental
and competition policy (Solorio Sandoval and Morata 2012). Hence, EU competences on
this matter differ widely across its main three subsectors — internal market, sustainability,
and security of supply. The latter has been particularly resistant to European integration
(Buchan 2009, 79), and it is the one that the war in Ukraine has put front and center.
Integration differs also within each domain: ‘on the least integrated end’, argues Herranz-
Surrallés, ‘we find areas closely related to the energy mix and the choice of energy
suppliers’. This includes, for instance, the fact that ‘there are no common EU targets on
energy dependency or on diversification’ (Herranz-Surrallés 2019, 4). These are precisely
key challenges raised by the Russian war in Ukraine as regards energy. The fact that the
foreign dimension of EU energy policy reproduces policy practices taken from the
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governance of the internal energy market further attests to the weakness of EU energy
diplomacy (Herranz-Surrallés 2016, 1386).

In sum, the war in Ukraine and more broadly the fragmentation of the LIO have
changed the foreign policy agenda for the EU in ways that make EU actorness harder to
achieve. Preferences are less cohesive, authority lower and capabilities scarcer. Such
changes will feature in the calculations of states and other actors. When they sense that
the EU struggles to retain its actorness, they might reconsider their options.

To be sure, actorness is a concept that pertains to the world of scholars, not decision-
makers. We do not expect them to necessarily think about this in terms analogous to the
ones we use. Our argument depends only on decision-makers thinking that the capacity
of the EU to act is compromised in the face of new circumstances. This is surely how it is
being perceived by at least some of them. Emmanuelle Macron defined its goal of
European sovereignty as nothing less than ‘our capacity to exist in the current world
and to defend our values and interests’.® Similarly, then president of the Commission Jean
Claude Juncker called for the development of what he coined ‘Weltpolitikfahigkeit’, the
capacity for the EU to act in foreign affairs.” For his part, HRVP Josep Borrell has claimed
that the EU needs strategic autonomy which amounts to the ‘ability to think for oneself
and to act according to one’s own values and interests’.'® It is the capacity to act that they
see at stake.

In addition, decision-makers will make factual and normative sense of external circum-
stances impacting the place of the EU in the world through diverse worldviews that will
lead them to different conclusions on policies and strategies. Since ‘structures do not
come with an instruction sheet’ (Blyth 2003), such worldviews will mediate the impact of
systemic changes upon EU decision-making, just as Walter Carlsnaes’ ‘dispositions’ inform
the way actors read the constraining conditions under which they operate (Carlsnaes
1992, 255). However, the ways in which they do so remain to be seen. The next section
offers guidelines to systematically explore how the fragmentation of the LIO, greatly
accelerated by the war in Ukraine, is changing the politics of EU foreign policy.

The EU and the fragmentation of the liberal international order

The EU has close-up experience with the fragmentation of the liberal international order.
The departure of the United Kingdom, the unsecure strength of the Atlantic alliance, and
the return of armed claims over spheres of influence in Europe have all impacted
fundamental aspects of the EU foreign and security policy.

EU decision-makers have registered such changes, and language has shifted accord-
ingly. In its European Security Strategy of 2003 (European Council 2003), the EU saw the
international environment as ‘one of increasingly open borders’, in which ‘flows of trade
and investment, the development of technology and the spread of democracy have
brought freedom and prosperity to many people’. Even the concession that ‘others
have perceived globalization as a cause of frustration and injustice’ brought home the
point that this assessment was somebody else’s. In such world, one of ‘global threats,
global markets and global media’, the key objective was the construction of ‘an effective
multilateralism’ (European Council 2003).

The shift towards a more fragmented LIO is apparent in the language of the Global
Strategy of 2016. The times were then of ‘existential crisis, within and beyond the
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European Union'. To be sure, ‘a rules-based global order’, of which multilateralism was the
‘key principle’, was the best way to unlock ‘the full potential of a prosperous Union’, but
the EU was ready to explore other routes if necessary. In addition, the EU needed to
prioritize the security of the EU, since ‘in this fragile world, soft power is not enough’
(EUGS 2016).

The language of the Strategic Compass of 2022 is darker. It describes a world of ‘conflicts,
military build-ups and aggressions’. In this context, ‘interdependence is increasingly con-
flictual’, with ‘increasing attempts of economic and energy coercion’ (EEAS, 2022: 10). The
fact that the last draft of the Compass had to be updated after the 24" of February to
include by one count at least 15 references to Russia (Bell 2022) says it all about the speed at
which the security environment of the EU has deteriorated. While the draft ‘suggested
selective engagement with Moscow’, the final version considers the Russian invasion of
Ukraine ‘a tectonic shift in European history’ (Koenig and Wernert 2021, 4).

Nonetheless, each of these documents should be seen as the result of a complicated
politics in which different understandings held by decision-makers clash over the trajec-
tory of the international order and the role the EU plays in it. This section suggests a way
to open that black box and explores the diversity of positions that can be adopted by the
actors that take part in EU foreign policy making.

Mapping out worldviews

We want to map the range of worldviews that can filter actors’ (be them decision-makers
in representation of member states, the Commission or party families) perceptions of the
ways in which the international order is imposing new requirements for EU actorness.
Decision-makers interpret international trends and events differently, and they defend
different projects and understandings on how to insert their local reality into international
politics (i.e. they have different broad geopolitical orientations). The point is that such
worldviews will mediate the impact of systemic changes upon EU decision-making. To be
sure, there is no need to essentialize actors’ worldviews. They can change, as policymakers
shape their assessments in an environment populated by other practitioners, think tanks
and opinion makers that also buy into more or less comprehensive worldviews."

We map out six such options. We start by differentiating between three broad and
long-lasting approaches to EU foreign policy — nationalism, Atlanticism and Europeanism.
The latter two form a key divide between different national strategic cultures in the EU
(Dyson 2013), one that has a bearing on more recent debates (Tonra 2021, 11; Kunz
2018, 5). Atlanticists and Europeanists think of their countries’ participation in interna-
tional relations as mediated, respectively, by their belonging to the West and to Europe/
the EU. This is correlated with attitudes towards Russia. Atlanticists ‘tend to view Europe
and the US [...] as natural allies and are suspicious of Russian motives and influence’,
while Europeanists prefer ‘a more emancipated role for Europe’ and ‘tend to see Russia as
an interlocutor’ (Chryssogelos 2015, 227). In contradistinction, nationalists will rather think
of their nation-state as an individual participant in international affairs, unencumbered by
alignments, commitments and solidarities imposed by membership in broader blocks. We
can think of this approach as an expression, in the foreign policy realm, of demarcationist
attitudes as described by Kriesi et al. (2006), among others. Holbraad has described
nationalism in the sphere of foreign policy as ‘primarily concerned about sovereignty’



JOURNAL OF EUROPEAN INTEGRATION 437

and as a ‘champion[ing] national rights, interests and values’ against forms of interna-
tional or supranational integration that ‘appear to threaten national independence’
(Holbraad 2003, 2). Admittedly, there are ways to combine nationalism, Europeanism or
Atlanticism into politically cohesive proposals, but there is leverage in keeping them
analytically distinct.

We also differentiate between two reactions to a fragmenting LIO. Actors can either
embrace or resist fragmentation. Those who embrace it can do so because of a normative
preference (because they see it as a promising development), and/or out of the conviction
that it is an irreversible trend that one needs to adapt to. On the contrary, others would
rather resist the fragmentation of the LIO. This may happen because of principled or
strategic reasons, or simply because of an inability to change course. In general, they will
tend to see agency as less constrained by structural processes than those who do not see
any other option but to go along with the full implications of a fragmenting LIO. We
explicitly raise a caveat here. There are normative reasons to endorse or oppose fragmen-
tation as a matter of principle. While some will see fragmentation as a harbinger of conflict
and norm erosion, others will see it as fostering an order that is more ‘culturally and
politically diverse’ (Acharya 2018, 8), in which universal norms are strongly localized
(Zimmermann 2017). We remain agnostic on the normative convenience of any of such
options. We also do not advocate for an adaptive actorness in which, as it may, the EU
chases the moving target of the article title. However, we do expect actors endowed with
different worldviews to take different positions in this regard. Some will see fragmenta-
tion as a vindication of their preference for a more or a less influential EU, a more
emancipated Europe, or a more cohesive West. Others will find adjustment to new
circumstances an opportunity to push for old preferences or a threat for fragile consen-
suses. There is an abundance of options that we want to explore.

We associate each of the six worldviews described by this categorization with different
versions of discourses about strategic autonomy, which has been the response adopted
by many to the state of affairs described above. In order to do so, we unpack strategic
autonomy into a number of different projects. To begin with, the literature has seen
strategic autonomy as composed of three different dimensions: political, operational, and
industrial (Kunz, 2018). They refer respectively to the capacity to take autonomous
decisions, the ability to own and deploy the capabilities that will enable implementing
them, and the possession of an industrial base that will produce such capabilities.

Different combinations of these three components of autonomy (political, operational
and industrial) will lead to different kinds of strategic autonomy. Along these lines, Fiott
(2018) has advanced a three-fold distinction between as many distinct political projects
behind the talk of strategic autonomy: as responsibility, as hedging, and as emancipation.
They appeal to actors holding different views about the role the EU should play inter-
nationally. Autonomy as responsibility ‘links directly to the notion that European states
should take up a greater share of the burden’ (Fiott 2018, 2), which mainly demands
operational autonomy. The logic of hedging stems from ‘the uncertainties surrounding
the transatlantic relationship’ and the need to ‘ensure that EU defence structures and
policies are autonomous and effective enough should the US gradually withdraw from
Europe’ (Fiott 2018, 4). On top of operational autonomy, hence, it includes an industrial
dimension. Finally, emancipation would imply allowing the EU ‘to reach its full potential
as a global power’, combining the operational, industrial and political dimensions of
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Table 1. Reactions to the fragmentation of the liberal international order.

Atlanticists
If US admin not
Nationalists If US admin Atlanticist Atlanticist Europeanists
Acceptance -Fragmented -The West vs the Rest  -The Rest vs a divided -Competing regional blocks
order of -Actorness requires West -Actorness requires operational,
sovereign greater operational -Actorness demands industrial and and decisional StA.
nations StA. greater operational and  -Independent EU, including
-Euroscepticism -EU as a responsible industrial StA. deterrent
-Transactional  partner in a struggling -Hope of getting the US
re-alignment West back. No deterrent.
with other When hope vanishes,
great powers move to next column
Rejection  -Global order of -Continuity under When hope of getting the -Cooperative regional orders
sovereign more difficult US back vanishes, -Actorness requires operational,
nations conditions move to next column  industrial and decisional
-Only available  -No remarkably higher autonomy. But deterrent not
to big players  requirements for critical bc order is perceived as
-“Global Britain” actorness. Confidence less conflictual.
in US capacities -EU as mender of the LIO through
-EU-US bilateralism as multiple coalitions.

leverage to reform/
defend the LIO

Source: own elaboration.

strategic autonomy. Ultimately, it would also imply the need for an autonomous deterrent
and therefore it is ‘the most politically sensitive and the most radical vision of strategic
autonomy’ (Fiott, 2018: 8).

The following Table 1 lays out the six worldviews produced by our 2 x 3 categorization.
For each of the cells, we outline a) the most general description of both their view of the
international order; b) the requirements imposed upon actorness; and c) a hint about the
basic strategic outlook behind each of these six possible approaches.

We organize the text by columns and look at nationalists, Atlanticists, and Europeanists
in turn. Some of the options resonate with decisions and debates associated with the war
in Ukraine; others reflect broader aspects of the fragmentation of the liberal international
order.

Nationalists

Nationalists who embrace the fragmentation of the liberal international order will choose
to be part of this process as sovereign nation-states, not as members of a Union. They will
read a more localized order as a vindication of their communitarist, anti-universalist
worldview (Zirn and de Wilde 2016), and will leverage it in favour of their preference
for less European integration. Given their Euroscepticism, they will also see a more
fragmented and competitive order as yet another reason to give their national foreign
policy a more independent orientation, out of traditional EU alignments, and closer to
other great powers that are better aligned with their preferences for a less cosmopolitan
international society. The stance taken by Orban’s Hungary regarding the war in Ukraine
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exemplifies this option: half-hearted support for EU’s sanctions on Russia, refusal to allow
the transit of Western military support for Ukraine, and avoidance of rhetoric that could be
seen as delegitimizing Russian actions and design in Ukraine.'? That the parliamentary
election of 3 April 2022 was constructed in terms of ‘alignment or isolation’, and as
a verdict on the ‘Eastern opening’ policy points precisely in this direction.

On the contrary, it is rather complicated to reject fragmentation from a nationalist
standpoint, given the trade-off between universalist and demarcationist claims (Grande
and Kriesi 2015). If you are advocating the fragmentation of the EU, your first instinct
might not be to reject that of the LIO. Be it as it may, only big players can (try to) square
the circle, as it implies a capacity for that nation-state to actively contribute on its own to
the production of an integrated liberal international order. The slogan ‘Global Britain’
hints precisely in that direction - in a moment in which the United Kingdom was leaving
the EU, it pledged to remain outwardly looking and committed to liberal internationalism.
From this point of view, not being constrained by the slow-moving wheels of EU decision-
making can be presented as an advantage: an independent state will be nimbler in
contributing to (and reaping the benefits of) the LIO.

In any case, nationalists will see a fragmenting LIO, whether they reject or accept such
fragmentation, as further reason to follow their own national paths, without the shackles
of an EU Common Foreign and Security Policy.

Atlanticists

For European Atlanticists, the fragmentation of the LIO will have different implications
depending on the degree of attachment of the US administration to the Atlantic alliance.
Since this has varied markedly in the last few administrations, concerns over the future
orientation of US presidents will also feature in the assessment.

If the US administration has an Atlanticist inclination, then European Atlanticists who
accept the fragmentation of the liberal international order will tend to think of the EU as
part of a Western block under siege. According to this view, the alliance with the US will
be in need of reinforcement, and at the same time it will appear as the most suitable
strategy to face the rivals of the West in an ever more conflictual international order. From
this point of view, the EU needs to develop autonomous capabilities to make a greater
contribution to the Western alliance. This is a relatively attainable goal: remaining an actor
will only require greater operational autonomy. The US is not likely to raise objections to
this understanding of autonomy as responsibility.'> Actually, it can even be seen as
a binding strategy, i.e. a way to appear before the US as a reliable partner, and assuage
its concerns over burden sharing (Alcaro 2020, 153). The new NATO Strategic Concept,
adopted shortly after the beginning of the war, points in this direction when it states that
‘NATO recognises the value of a stronger and more capable European defence that
contributes positive to transatlantic and global security and is complementary to, and
interoperable with NATO".'*

On the other hand, if the US administration is not Atlanticist, or if concerns over the
possibility that this might happen in the future feature in the calculations of actors, then
the requirements for actorness will be more demanding. A disunited West will have less of
a good hand in an ever more competitive international system. In addition, the leverage
provided by the alliance with the US will not be taken for granted. In May 2017, then



440 0. COSTA AND E. BARBE

Chancellor Angela Merkel declared that the ‘times in which we could completely rely on
others have somewhat passed’ and urged Europeans to take their fate into their own
hands. The election of Biden did not completely reverse her stance, as she ‘noted that
interests will continue to diverge’ (Koenig and Wernert 2021, 8). Hence, in order to remain
a relevant actor the EU will have to develop strategic autonomy as hedging, including
both the operational and industrial dimensions of autonomy. However, industrial auton-
omy has proved all but easy. In the context of the war in Ukraine, EU member states have
taken procurement decisions ‘in favour of immediately available US high-end weapons
systems’, side-lining European industry. This has been the case of Finland’s, Germany’s
and Spain’s orders (Bell 2022, 4) of the fifth-generation F-35s. Finally, in as much as there is
hope to re-establish the transatlantic alliance, these Atlanticists will prefer not to escalate
the search for autonomy, and will avoid developing a deterrent independent from
American security guarantees. If the hope vanishes, then there will be a tendency to
move to the Europeanist column.

The rejection of fragmentation by European Atlanticists will also lead to different
situations depending on the orientation of the US administration. An equally Atlanticist
administration will allow for a strategy to defend the LIO based on the Western alliance.
This situation would impose a relatively mild set of new requirements for EU actorness, if
any. It would allow the EU to restrict itself to shore up US power and remain hopeful about
the endurance of the status quo (Massie and Paquin 2020, 7). Bilateral EU-US deals, e.g. on
sanctions, will be seen as leveraging the combined power of the US and the EU in favour
of international norms. Although the rejection of the fragmentation of the LIO has
become harder to sustain with the Russian invasion of Ukraine, sometimes this position
can present itself as an act of political realism. Awareness of the difficulties implied in
moving EU security and defence cooperation significantly beyond the status quo can be
back-engineered and fed into an interpretation of the international context as fundamen-
tally manageable within the parameters of the usual division of labour between the EU
and NATO/US. Benjamin Tallis has argued that such division of labour is ‘possibly the most
effective “good cop, bad cop” double act in geopolitical history’. Hence, the call by this
author to avoid threat assessments that would force the EU out of that role, particularly
given the lack of internal consensus to follow up on that assessment.'”

On the contrary, a non-Atlanticist White House will leave European Atlanticists without
much of an available strategy to sustain a universalist version of the LIO. This might lead
them to move to other columns in the table, possibly with more Europeanist positions.

Europeanists

Europeanists who accept or welcome the reality of a more fragmented order will read
fragmentation in terms of the creation of a world of competing regional blocks. They will
accordingly push for the full development of strategic autonomy, understood in this case
as emancipation. The ultimate hope will be to get rid of ever riskier dependencies vis-a-vis
other poles. This will imply political, operational and industrial autonomy, and in its most
accomplished form the development of an EU deterrent as well, which would seriously
sever the Atlantic alliance. This of course involves major steps forward in terrains that have
proved arduous, including the provision of article-V-type security guarantees. In early
March 2022, just days into the Russian invasion of Ukraine, Finland and Sweden seemed to
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briefly hint in a direction compatible with this one when they stressed the role of the EU as
a security provider under article 42.7 of the Treaty of the European Union. Given the
‘changed security policy’, both traditionally neutral countries underlined that ‘EU leaders
must be very united and clear about the fact that the EU is also a security community for
its Member States’.'® During the Trump mandate French President Emmanuel Macron
pointed in this direction rather clearly. First, in an interview with the Economist, he
warned that NATO was experiencing its ‘brain death’ and that Europe stood on ‘the
edge of a precipice’, given doubts about ‘the commitment of the US’ with its defence."’
This led him to propose a ‘strategic dialogue with our European partners’ on the ‘role of
the French nuclear deterrent in our collective security’.'® Former Atlanticists who think
that in the future EU and US security interests will diverge can also tilt towards
a Europeanist stance and move to this cell, although hopes of getting the US back into
Europe will pull them towards the Atlanticist column, perhaps with a lukewarm hedging
strategy. However, the fact that Sweden and Finland finally applied for NATO membership
illustrates to what an extent this is perceived by states as a far-fetched, uncertain option
the time horizons of which do not fit the current urgencies of European security.

Finally, Europeanists who resist fragmentation will see the world as one composed of
cooperative regional orders. They will tend to see in the formation of coalitions with
multiple, possibly issue-specific groups of like-minded states the best way to enhance
multilateral institutions, with the EU acting as a mender of the LIO. In this case, the US
does not need to feature as the privileged partner. Rather, coalitions will vary on a case-by
-case basis depending on the issue at hand, under the interpretation that while there
might be factors driving the fragmentation of the LIO and little in the way of broad
coalitions opposing this trend, it might be still possible to articulate specific coalitions to
defend specific international institutions. The Commission seems to point in this direction
in its reflections about multilateral institutions: ‘Non-traditional coalitions and formats
should be explored, building on lessons from processes such as the EU, China and Canada
co-convened Ministerial Meeting on Climate Action, the Paris Peace Forum and Finance in
Common summit’ (European Commission 2021, 14). However, votes casted in the UN
General Assembly and Human Rights Council over the Russian invasion of Ukraine shed
a sobering light upon the prospects for such coalitions.'® Also in this case, sustaining EU
actorness will imply the development of greater autonomy in operational, industrial and
decisional terms. However, this version of strategic autonomy as emancipation will stop
short of proposing the construction of an independent deterrent. Actors in this cell will
not perceive the international context as conflictual enough to justify taking this critical
step.

Conclusion

The steps taken by the EU since the war started in February 2022 are ‘ambitious’,”° even
‘game changers’ for European security and defence cooperation (Koenig, 2022: 6). The
pledge to ‘resolutely invest more and better in defence capabilities and innovative
technologies’, as announced at the European Council Summit in Versailles on 10-11 -
March?'; the announcements by several member states, and singularly Germany, to
increase their defence budgets; the readiness to use the European Peace Facility to deliver
military aid to crisis areas; the adoption of the Strategic Compass with the goal of having
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a fully operational, 5000-strong EU Rapid Deployment Capacity able to operate in a ‘non-
permissive environment’ by 2025 (EEAS 2022); or the Commission proposal to channel
500 million through a short-term instrument for joint procurement projects (European
Commission 2022) are all major steps. However, this EU response has not significantly
improved the perception that the Union is badly equipped to deal on its own with the
security environment in which it must live: ‘what in peaceful times would have been
valiant efforts to take the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) forward inevitably
comes up short now’.?

This article has explored the ambivalence of this assessment. We claim that this is not
just a case of the proverbial capability-expectations gap (Hill, 1993). If anything, the
opposite has happened; the EU has effectively taken decisions in the field of defence
capabilities that have defied expectations. Neither it is a conventional instance of failing
forward, by which suboptimal intergovernmental agreements are followed by neofunc-
tionalist dynamics of integration that are crisis-prone and lead to policy failure, followed
by new suboptimal intergovernmental agreements (Bergmann and Miiller 2021). In our
case suboptimality is not (only) determined by the need to accommodate disparate
preferences in a cumbersome decision-making procedure, but by the fact that the goal-
posts themselves of what is required for the EU to retain its actorness are moving. We
could think about this situation as a particularly intense, internationally embedded
version of failing forward, in which advances in European integration are incomplete
because they must catch up with international conditions that are becoming more hostile
for the EU.

We propose three specific mechanisms to explain the impact that changing inter-
national circumstances can have on EU actorness, by reducing preference cohesive-
ness, EU authority and capabilities - classical variables of internally focused
conceptions of what it takes for the EU to be an actor. We also call attention upon
the politics of diminishing actorness and suggest a way to map out the worldviews
through which EU-internal actors will read the effects of a fragmenting LIO upon the
EU. Nationalists, Atlanticists and Europeanists will differ in their interpretation of the
opportunities, risks, and suitable responses to the fragmentation of the LIO, whether
they choose to accept or reject it. They will understand a changing international
context as privileging different kinds of actors, endowed with different kinds of
autonomy. The debate over the EU as an international actor will reflect this diversity
of options. Importantly, the ebbs and flows of Atlanticism in the US will also play a role
in the positions available to EU actors.

Beyond the reaction to the war in Ukraine (and to the information it reveals about
security threats in Europe), we think that our categorization can help understand
other instances in which EU foreign policy is faced with a fragmenting LIO and hence
with the need to develop new policies, capabilities or policy-making procedures.
Identifying patterns across issue areas or over time and signposting the evolution of
key actors can help understand the ways in which the fragmentation of the LIO and
its challenge to EU actorness are changing the politics of EU foreign policy more
broadly.



JOURNAL OF EUROPEAN INTEGRATION 443

Notes

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.
15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Cameron, F. (2022), ‘EU strategic autonomy — A perennial pipe dream?’, European Policy
Centre, 27/01/2022. Available at: https://www.epc.eu/en/publications/EU-strategic-
autonomy-A-perennial-pipe-dream~4565a0.

. Billon-Galland, A., Kundnani, H., and Whitman, R.G. (2022), ‘The UK must not dismiss European

“strategic autonomy”, Chatham House, 2/02/2022. Available at: https://www.chathamhouse.
org/2022/02/uk-must-not-dismiss-european-strategic-autonomy.

. Witney, N, (2022), ‘The EU’s Strategic Compass; Brand new, already obsolete’, European

Council on Foreign Relations, 31 March 2022, available at: https://ecfr.eu/article/the-eus-
strategic-compass-brand-new-already-obsolete/.

‘The reluctant giant’, The Economist, 4th June 2022.

Taylor, P. (2022), ‘Why Macron is failing on strategic autonomy’, Politico, 26/03/2022, available
at: https://www.politico.eu/article/macron-fail-strategic-autonomy-france-eu-presidency
-2022/.

Council of the EU, ‘Council Conclusions on the Implementation of the Joint Declaration by the
President of the European Council, the President of the European Commission and the
Secretary General of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization’, 15283/16, Brussels,
6 December 2016.

Borrell, J. (2020) Why European Strategic Autonomy Matters. Available at: https://eeas.europa.
eu/headquarters/headquarters-homepage/89865/why-european-strategic-autonomy-
matters_en.

Initiative pour I'Europe - Discours d’Emmanuel Macron pour une Europe souveraine, unie,
démocratique, 26 September 2017.

Annual State of the EU address by President Juncker at the European Parliament, Brussels,
12 September 2018.

Borrell, J. (2020), European Strategic Complacency Is Not an Option, Project Syndicate, 16/11/
2020.

See Saz-Carranza et al. (this issue on citizen perceptions.

Buras, P. and Zerka, P. (2022), ‘Image rites: Poland’s new role in Europe’, European Council on
Foreign Relations, 27 June 2022, available at: https://ecfr.eu/article/image-rites-polands-new-
role-in-europe/.

Mazarr, M.J. and Fiott, D. (2022), ‘Solid Foundation, Rocky Future? Assessing Transatlantic
Defence and Security Ties after NATO’s Madrid Summit’, CEPS Policy Insights, No 2022-26/
July 2022, available at: https://www.ceps.eu/ceps-publications/solid-foundation-rocky-future/.
NATO 2022 Strategic Concept, NATO, 29 June 2022.

Tallis, B. (2022), ‘Why Europe’s Strategic Compass Points to Trouble’, Internationale Politik
Quarterly, 14 January 2022, available at: https://ip-quarterly.com/en/why-europes-strategic-
compass-points-trouble.

Prime Ministers of Finland and Sweden stress role of EU as security provider, Finnish
Government Communications Department, Press Release, 8 March 2022, available at
https://valtioneuvosto.fi/en/-/10616/prime-ministers-of-finland-and-sweden-stress-role-of-
eu-as-security-providerhttps://valtioneuvosto.fi/en/-/10616/prime-ministers-of-finland-and-
sweden-stress-role-of-eu-as-security-provider.

‘Emmanuel Macron warns Europe: NATO is becoming brain-dead’, The Economist, 7th
November 2019.

Discours du Président Emmanuel Macron sur la stratégie de défense et de dissuasion devant les
stagiaires de la 27éme promotion de I'Ecole de Guerre, 7 February 2020, available at: https://
www.elysee.fr/emmanuel-macron/2020/02/07/discours-du-president-emmanuel-macron-sur
-la-strategie-de-defense-et-de-dissuasion-devant-les-stagiaires-de-la-27eme-promotion-de-
lecole-de-guerre.

Sidiropoulos, E. (2022), ‘How the Global South politics of non-aligned and solidarity explain
South Africa’s position on Ukraine’, Brookings, 2 August 2022, available at: https://www.


https://www.epc.eu/en/publications/EU-strategic-autonomy-A-perennial-pipe-dream~4565a0
https://www.epc.eu/en/publications/EU-strategic-autonomy-A-perennial-pipe-dream~4565a0
https://www.chathamhouse.org/2022/02/uk-must-not-dismiss-european-strategic-autonomy
https://www.chathamhouse.org/2022/02/uk-must-not-dismiss-european-strategic-autonomy
https://ecfr.eu/article/the-eus-strategic-compass-brand-new-already-obsolete/
https://ecfr.eu/article/the-eus-strategic-compass-brand-new-already-obsolete/
https://www.politico.eu/article/macron-fail-strategic-autonomy-france-eu-presidency-2022/
https://www.politico.eu/article/macron-fail-strategic-autonomy-france-eu-presidency-2022/
https://eeas.europa.eu/headquarters/headquarters-homepage/89865/why-european-strategic-autonomy-matters_en
https://eeas.europa.eu/headquarters/headquarters-homepage/89865/why-european-strategic-autonomy-matters_en
https://eeas.europa.eu/headquarters/headquarters-homepage/89865/why-european-strategic-autonomy-matters_en
https://ecfr.eu/article/image-rites-polands-new-role-in-europe/
https://ecfr.eu/article/image-rites-polands-new-role-in-europe/
https://www.ceps.eu/ceps-publications/solid-foundation-rocky-future/
https://ip-quarterly.com/en/why-europes-strategic-compass-points-trouble
https://ip-quarterly.com/en/why-europes-strategic-compass-points-trouble
https://valtioneuvosto.fi/en/-/10616/prime-ministers-of-finland-and-sweden-stress-role-of-eu-as-security-providerhttps://valtioneuvosto.fi/en/-/10616/prime-ministers-of-finland-and-sweden-stress-role-of-eu-as-security-provider
https://valtioneuvosto.fi/en/-/10616/prime-ministers-of-finland-and-sweden-stress-role-of-eu-as-security-providerhttps://valtioneuvosto.fi/en/-/10616/prime-ministers-of-finland-and-sweden-stress-role-of-eu-as-security-provider
https://valtioneuvosto.fi/en/-/10616/prime-ministers-of-finland-and-sweden-stress-role-of-eu-as-security-providerhttps://valtioneuvosto.fi/en/-/10616/prime-ministers-of-finland-and-sweden-stress-role-of-eu-as-security-provider
https://www.elysee.fr/emmanuel-macron/2020/02/07/discours-du-president-emmanuel-macron-sur-la-strategie-de-defense-et-de-dissuasion-devant-les-stagiaires-de-la-27eme-promotion-de-lecole-de-guerre
https://www.elysee.fr/emmanuel-macron/2020/02/07/discours-du-president-emmanuel-macron-sur-la-strategie-de-defense-et-de-dissuasion-devant-les-stagiaires-de-la-27eme-promotion-de-lecole-de-guerre
https://www.elysee.fr/emmanuel-macron/2020/02/07/discours-du-president-emmanuel-macron-sur-la-strategie-de-defense-et-de-dissuasion-devant-les-stagiaires-de-la-27eme-promotion-de-lecole-de-guerre
https://www.elysee.fr/emmanuel-macron/2020/02/07/discours-du-president-emmanuel-macron-sur-la-strategie-de-defense-et-de-dissuasion-devant-les-stagiaires-de-la-27eme-promotion-de-lecole-de-guerre
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/africa-in-focus/2022/08/02/how-do-global-south-politics-of-non-alignment-and-solidarity-explain-south-africas-position-on-ukraine

444 0. COSTA AND E. BARBE

brookings.edu/blog/africa-in-focus/2022/08/02/how-do-global-south-politics-of-non-
alignment-and-solidarity-explain-south-africas-position-on-ukraine.

20. ‘Judy Asks: Is Europe Serious About Defense?’, Carnegie Europe, 2 June 2022, available at:
https://carnegieeurope.eu/strategiceurope/87231.

21. Informal meeting of the Heads of State or Government, Versailles Declaration, 10 and
11 March 2022, available at: https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/54773/20220311-
versailles-declaration-en.pdf.

22. 'Will the Strategic Compass be a game-changer for EU security and defence?’, EPC ROUND-UP,
05/04/2022, available at: https://www.epc.eu/en/Publications/Will-the-Strategic-Compass-be
-a-game-changer-for-EU-security-and-defen~479820.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Funding

This work was supported by the Spanish Ministry for Science and Innovation under Grant PID2020-
116443GB-100, “The Emergence of European Sovereignty in a World of Systemic Rivalry: Strategic
Autonomy and Permissive Consensus”, EUSOV.

ORCID

Esther Barbé ([2) http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1968-2083

References

Acharya, A. 2018. The End of American World Order. Cambridge: John Wiley & Sons.

Alcaro, R. 2020. “The Fraying Transatlantic Order and Europe’s Struggle in a Multipolar World.” In
America’s Allies and the Decline of US Hegemony, edited by J. Massie and J. Paquin, 143-160,
Abingdon and New York: Routledge.

Allison, G. 2018. “The Myth of the Liberal Order: From Historical Accident to Conventional Wisdom.”
Foreign Affairs 97: 124-133.

Battaleme, J. 2019. Perils for Medium and Minor Powers from the Weaponization of Interdependence,
Council of Councils Regional Conference, Paris, November 17-19, 2019

Bell, R.G. 2022. The War in Ukraine, the Strategic Compass, and the Debate Over EU Strategic
Autonomy, CSDS Policy Brief 11/2022, Brussels School of Governance, available at: https://
brussels-school.be/sites/default/files/CSDS%20Policy%20brief_2211.pdf

Bergmann, J., and P. Miiller. 2021. “Failing Forward in the Eu’s Common Security and Defense Policy:
The Integration of EU Crisis Management.” Journal of European Public Policy 28 (10): 1669-1687.
doi:10.1080/13501763.2021.1954064.

Blyth, M. 2003. “Structures Do Not Come with an Instruction Sheet: Interests, Ideas, and Progress in
Political Science.” Perspectives on Politics 1 (4): 695-706. doi:10.1017/51537592703000471.

Borzel, T. A, and M. Ziirn. 2021. “Contestations of the Liberal International Order: From Liberal
Multilateralism to Postnational Liberalism.” International Organization 75 (2): 282-305. doi:10.
1017/50020818320000570.

Bretherton, C., and J. Vogler. 1999. The European Union as a Global Actor. Abingdon and New York:
London, Routledge.

Bretherton, C.,, and J. Vogler. 2013. “A Global Actor Past Its Peak?.” International Relations 27 (3):
375-390. doi:10.1177/0047117813497299.


https://www.brookings.edu/blog/africa-in-focus/2022/08/02/how-do-global-south-politics-of-non-alignment-and-solidarity-explain-south-africas-position-on-ukraine
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/africa-in-focus/2022/08/02/how-do-global-south-politics-of-non-alignment-and-solidarity-explain-south-africas-position-on-ukraine
https://carnegieeurope.eu/strategiceurope/87231
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/54773/20220311-versailles-declaration-en.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/54773/20220311-versailles-declaration-en.pdf
https://www.epc.eu/en/Publications/Will-the-Strategic-Compass-be-a-game-changer-for-EU-security-and-defen~479820
https://www.epc.eu/en/Publications/Will-the-Strategic-Compass-be-a-game-changer-for-EU-security-and-defen~479820
https://brussels-school.be/sites/default/files/CSDS%2520Policy%2520brief_2211.pdf
https://brussels-school.be/sites/default/files/CSDS%2520Policy%2520brief_2211.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2021.1954064
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592703000471
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818320000570
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818320000570
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047117813497299

JOURNAL OF EUROPEAN INTEGRATION 445

Buchan, D. 2009. Energy and Climate Change: Europe at the Crossroads. Oxford, U.K: Oxford Institute
for Energy Studies/Oxford University Press.

Buzan, B, and G. Lawson. 2015. The Global Transformation: History, Modernity and the Making of
International Relations. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Carlsnaes, W. 1992. “The Agency-Structure Problem in Foreign Policy Analysis.” International Studies
Quarterly 36 (3): 245-270. doi:10.2307/2600772.

Chryssogelos, A.S. 2015. “Patterns of Transnational Partisan Contestation of European Foreign
Policy.” European Foreign Affairs Review 20 (2): 227-245. doi:10.54648/EERR2015017.

Drieskens, E. 2017. “Golden or Gilded Jubilee? A Research Agenda for Actorness.” Journal of
European Public Policy 24 (10): 1534-1546. doi:10.1080/13501763.2016.1225784.

Duke, S-. 2019. “The Competing Logics of EU Security and Defence.” Survival 61 (2): 123-142. doi:10.
1080/00396338.2019.1589092.

Dyson, T. 2013. “The Material Roots of European Strategy: Beyond Culture and Values.”
Contemporary Security Policy 34 (3): 419-445. doi:10.1080/13523260.2013.842296.

EEAS. 2022. “A Strategic Compass for Security and Defence - for a European Union That Protects Its
Citizens, Values and Interests and Contributes to World Peace and International Security.”
Brussels. 21.03.2022. https://www.eeas.europa.eu/node/410976.

EUGS 2016."Shared Vision, Common Action: A Stronger Europe. A Global Strategy for the European
Union’s Foreign and Security Policy”, European External Action Service, Brussels, available at:
https://eeas.europa.eu/archives/docs/top_stories/pdf/eugs_review_web.pdf

European Commission. 2021. Joint Communication to the European Parliament and the Council on
Strengthening the Eu’s Contribution to Rules-Based Multilateralism, JOIN(2021) 3 Final. Brussels:
European Commission.

European Commission. 2022. Joint Communication to the European Parliament, the European Council,
the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions, on the
Defence Investment Gaps Analysis and Way Forward, JOIN(2022) 24 Final. Brussels: European
Commission.

European Council 2003. “A Secure Europe in a Better World. European Security Strategy”, European
Union, Brussels, available at: http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/documents-publications/publi
cations/european-security-strategy-secure-europebetter-world/

Farrell, H., and A. L. Newman. 2019. “Weaponized Interdependence: How Global Economic Networks
Shape State Coercion.” International Security 44 (1): 42-79. doi:10.1162/isec_a_00351.

Fazal, T. M. 2022. “The Return of Conquest?: Why the Future of Global Order Hinges on Ukraine.”
Foreign Affairs 101: 20.

Fiott, D. 2018. Strategic Autonomy: Towards ‘European sovereignty’ in Defence, 1-8. Vol. 12. Paris:
European Union Institute for Security Studies (EUISS).

Fiott, D. this issue. “[Placeholder for Final Titlel.” Journal of European Integration.

Flockhart, T., and E.A. Korosteleva. 2022. “War in Ukraine: Putin and the Multi-Order World.”
Contemporary Security Policy 43 (3): 466-481. doi:10.1080/13523260.2022.2091591.

Grande, E., and H. Kriesi. 2015. “The Restructuring of Political Conflict in Europe and the Politicization
of European Integration.” In European Public Spheres. Politics is Back, edited by T. Risse, 190-226,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Herranz-Surrallés, A. 2016. “An Emerging EU Energy Diplomacy? Discursive Shifts, Enduring
Practices.” Journal of European Public Policy 23 (9): 1386-1405. doi:10.1080/13501763.2015.
1083044.

Herranz-Surrallés, A. 2019. “Energy Policy and European Union Politics.” Oxford Research
Encyclopedia of Politics. doi:10.1093/acrefore/9780190228637.013.1079.

Hill, C. 1993. “The Capability-Expectations Gap, or Conceptualizing Europe's International Role.”
Journal of Common Market Studies 31 (3): 305-328.

Holbraad, C. 2003. Internationalism and Nationalism in European Political Thought. Basingstoke:
Springer.

Ikenberry, G. J. 2018. “The End of Liberal International Order?.” International Affairs 94 (1): 7-23.
doi:10.1093/ia/iix241.


https://doi.org/10.2307/2600772
https://doi.org/10.54648/EERR2015017
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2016.1225784
https://doi.org/10.1080/00396338.2019.1589092
https://doi.org/10.1080/00396338.2019.1589092
https://doi.org/10.1080/13523260.2013.842296
https://www.eeas.europa.eu/node/410976
https://eeas.europa.eu/archives/docs/top_stories/pdf/eugs_review_web.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/documents-publications/publications/european-security-strategy-secure-europebetter-world/
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/documents-publications/publications/european-security-strategy-secure-europebetter-world/
https://doi.org/10.1162/isec_a_00351
https://doi.org/10.1080/13523260.2022.2091591
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2015.1083044
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2015.1083044
https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780190228637.013.1079
https://doi.org/10.1093/ia/iix241

446 0. COSTA AND E. BARBE

Jupille, J., and J.A. Caporaso. 1998. “States, Agency and Rules: The European Union in Global
Environmental Politics.” In The European Union in the World Community, edited by C. Rhodes,
213-229, Boulder and London: Lynne Rienner.

Koenig, N. 2022. “Putin's War and the Strategic Compass: A quantum leap for the EU's security and
defence policy?.” Policy Brief. Hertie School Jacques Delors Centre.

Koenig, N., and Y. Wernert. 2021. “Can France and Germany Relaunch Europe’s Security agenda?”,
Policy Brief. Berlin: Hertie School Jacques Delors Centre. 12 April 2021.

Kriesi, H., E. Grande, R. Lachat, M. Dolezal, S. Bornschier, and T. Frey. 2006. “Globalization and the
Transformation of the National Political Space: Six European Countries Compared.” European
Journal of Political Research 45 (6): 921-956. doi:10.1111/j.1475-6765.2006.00644 x.

Kunz, B. 2018. “The Three Dimensions of Europe’s Defense Debate”, Policy Brief 024/2018. Washington
DC: German Marshall Fund.

Massie, J., and J. Paquin. 2020. “Introduction: America’s Allies Coping with US Relative Decline.” In
America’s Allies and the Decline of US Hegemony, edited by J. Massie and J. Paquin, 1-20,
Abingdon: Routledge.

Niemann, A., and C. Bretherton. 2013. “EU External Policy at the Crossroads: The Challenge of
Actorness and Effectiveness.” International Relations 27 (3): 261-275. doi:10.1177/
0047117813497306.

Nitoiu, C.,, and M. Sus. 2019. “Introduction: The Rise of Geopolitics in the Eu’s Approach in Its Eastern
Neighbourhood.” Geopolitics 24 (1): 1-19. doi:10.1080/14650045.2019.1544396.

Orenstein, M. this issue. “Transformation of Europe After Russia’s Attack on Ukraine.” Journal of
European Integration.

Resnick, E.N. 2022. “Interests, Ideologies, and Great Power Spheres of Influence.” European Journal of
International Relations 28 (3): 563-588. d0i:10.1177/13540661221098217.

Rhinard, M., and G. Sjostedt 2019. “The EU as a Global Actor: A New Conceptualisation Four Decades
After ‘Actorness™, Ul Paper, Swedish Institute of International Affairs.

Saz-Carranza, A. this issue. “Citizen Perceptions on EU Security and Defence Integration After the
Russian Invasion of Ukraine: A Big Data-Based Analysis.” Journal of European Integration.

Silva, P., Il. 2022. “Strategic Culture and Competing Visions for the Eu’s Russia Strategy: Flexible
Accommodation, Cooperative Deterrence, and Calibrated Confrontation.” International Relations.
doi:10.1177/00471178221104697.

Solorio Sandoval, I, and F. Morata. 2012. “Introduction: The Re-Evolution of Energy Policy in Europe.”
In European Energy Policy: An Environmental Approach, edited by F. Morata and I. Solorio, 1-22,
Cheltenham: Edward Elgar.

Tilly, C. 1992. Coercion, Capital, and European States, AD 990-1992. Oxford: Blackwell.

Tonra, B. 2021. “Defence and Security in the Trade and Cooperation Agreement: The Missing Piece”,
Working Paper num 2, Brexit Institute DCU.

Zimmermann, L. 2017. “Inter-National” Habermas: Contestation and Understanding Under
Conditions of Diversity.” Polity 49 (1): 149-155. doi:10.1086/689976.

Ziirn, M., and P. de Wilde. 2016. “Debating Globalization: Cosmopolitanism and Communitarianism
as Political Ideologies.” Journal of Political Ideologies 21 (3): 280-301. doi:10.1080/13569317.2016.
1207741.


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6765.2006.00644.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047117813497306
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047117813497306
https://doi.org/10.1080/14650045.2019.1544396
https://doi.org/10.1177/13540661221098217
https://doi.org/10.1177/00471178221104697
https://doi.org/10.1086/689976
https://doi.org/10.1080/13569317.2016.1207741
https://doi.org/10.1080/13569317.2016.1207741

	Abstract
	Introduction
	An <italic>international</italic> actor
	The EU and the fragmentation of the liberal international order
	Mapping out worldviews
	Nationalists
	Atlanticists
	Europeanists

	Conclusion
	Notes
	Disclosure statement
	Funding
	ORCID
	References

