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Abstract

This study aims to explore the impact of the European Union (EU)
and the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) on the non-EU
countries and the foreign and security policies of the associated states.
It argues that, first; the scope of EU’s transformative impact is not
limited to the EU members and their economy, the rule of law and
democracy. The EU also has an increasing impact on the non-EU
countries and the security, defence and foreign policies of the EU
members. Second, the impact of the EU on the non-EU members and
the security, defence and foreign policies of the EU members occurs
in four ways: a)adaptation to the EU/CSDP norms and values
throughout a socialisation and experimental learning, b) adaptation
to the EU/CSDP requirements, norms and values as an outcome of
the EU conditionality, c¢) adaptation to the EU/CSDP requirements,
norms and values to achieve a diplomatic and national goal at the
international level and d) adaptation to the EU/CSDP requirements,
norms and values as an outcome of the effect of the EU on the
domestic balance of power and the domestic sources of external

policy.
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Avrupa Birligi Uyesi ve Avrupa Birligi Uyesi Olmayan
Ulkelerin Dis ve Giivenlik Politikalarinda Avrupahilasma

Oz
Bu calisma, Avrupa Birligi (AB) ve Ortak Giivenlik ve Savunma
Politikasinin (OGSP) AB Uyesi olmayan ve AB Uyesi Ulkelerin dis ve
giivenlik politikalarina etkilerini incelemektedir. ilk olarak, AB’nin
doniistiirticii etkisinin kapsaminin AB iiyeleri ve onlarin ekonomi,
hukukun istiinliigi ve demokrasi alanlariyla simirh olmadig:
tartisilmaktadir. Nispeten sinirh da olsa, AB'nin AB iiyesi olmayan
ulkeler ve AB Uyelerinin giivenlik, savunma ve dig politikalar
iizerinde de artan etkisinin varligi not edilmektedir. Ikinci olarak,
AB'nin AB lyesi olmayan Ulkeler ve AB uyelerinin glvenlik, savunma
ve dis politikalar1 iizerindeki etkilerinin temel olarak dort sekilde: - a)
sosyallesme ve deneyimsel 6grenme yoluyla AB/OGSP normlarina ve
degerlerine uyum, b) AB cagrilarinin ve kosullulugunun bir sonucu
olarak AB/OGSP gerekliliklerine, normlarina ve degerlerine uyum, c)
uluslararas1 diizeyde diplomatik ve ulusal hedefe ulasmak icin AB /
OGSP gerekliliklerine, normlarina ve degerlerine uyum ve d) AB'nin
i¢ glic dengesi ve dis politikanin yerel kaynaklar1 {izerindeki etkisi
neticesinde AB/OGSP gerekliliklerine, normlarina ve degerlerine
uyum — gerceklestigi tartisilmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Avrupalilagsma, Ortak Savunma ve Giivenlik
Politikasi, topluluk miiktesebati, sosyallesme, AB Kosullulugu

Introduction

The impact of the EU on the changes in the area of
economy, the rule of law and democracy at the EU member and
candidate countries has been a subject of many studies since the
1990s. However, the impact of the EU/CSDP on the non-EU
members and the foreign and security policies of the associated
states, including the member and candidate states, is a slightly
less popular topic of discussion in academic literature. Although
it is a relatively less popular subject of discussion, the impact of
the EU/CSDP on the non-EU members and the foreign and
security policies of the associated states has already been the
subject of several studies. There is, therefore, a need for
investigating whether and (if so) how the EU/CSDP has an
impact on the non-EU members and the foreign and security
policy of the associated states. This study aims, thus, to explore
the impact of the EU/CDSP on the non-EU members and the
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foreign and security policies of associated states. This study
argues that, first, the EU/CSDP has a transformative impact on
the non-EU countries and the foreign and security policies of
the associated states, in addition to the EU/CDSP’s impact on
the economy, the rule of law, democracy and the governance of
its member and candidate states. Second, the impact of the EU
on the non-EU countries and on the foreign and security
policies of the EU members occurs to a large extent both a
horizontal pattern of experimental learning and socialisation
and a vertical, ‘top down’ process of the EU conditionality and
adaptation pressure. Third, associated states sometimes
voluntarily adhere to the EU/CSDP requirements to increase
their diplomatic power and to achieve their national goals at the
international level. Fourth, changes in the economic and
democratic realms and the rule of law at the associated states
generated by the EU calls, adaptation pressure and
conditionality lead to variations in the foreign and security
policies of related states. Accordingly, this study focuses, first,
on the impact of the EU/CSDP on non-EU countries and then
the impact of the EU/CSDP on the foreign and security policies
of member states.

1) The Impact of the EU on the Non-EU Countries

Although Europeanisation scholars focus largely on the
impact of European integration on the EU members, its scope is
not limited to the European continent and/or members of the
EU (Vink and Graziano, 2007: 11-12; Schimmelfennig, 2010).
Relatively few, but Europeanisation scholars are increasingly
evaluating the changes caused by the EU pressure and
conditionality in applicant and candidate states (Ozdemir, 2012;
Kalkan, 2020b; Wallace, 2000; Grabbe, 2003; Schimmelfennig
and Sedelmeier, 2004; Sedelmeier, 2006; Wallace, 2000;
Major, 2005). There are also several studies that have expanded
the scope of Europeanisation beyond the member states (see,
Nicolescu and Dragan, 2020; Shutes, 2016; Fischer et al., 2002;
Schimmelfennig, 2010; Sverdrup and Kux, 2000; Ozdemir,
2012; Kalkan, 2015). These studies mostly based their
conceptual frameworks on the ongoing debate about the
rationalist and sociological new institutionalism. They also
argued that the impact of the EU on the candidates and/or non-
EU members is also different between countries and policy
fields, in line with the Europeanisation of member states

Candidate and applicant countries, as in member states,
must adapt their policies and institutions to the EU regulations
and directives. They are, therefore, exposed to the EU
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adaptational pressures even more than the current member
states. Hence, frameworks developed to analyse changes in
governance, politics and policies of member states can also be
applied in assessing the impact of the EU on candidate,
applicant, and non-EU countries (Xavier, 2018; Shuter, 2016;
Smith, 2011; Schimmelfennig, 2010; Borzel and Risse, 2012;
Goetz, 2000; Grabbe, 2003; Dimitrova, 2002; Pomorska, 2007;
Aydin and Acikmese, 2007). As regards the asymmetric
relationship with the EU and the principle of pre-accession
conditionality, the method of Europeanisation in the candidate
and applicant countries is different from that in the member
states. There are several arguments as to why it is different, but
here we can cite three main reasons: (1) the applicant and
candidate countries cannot join the EU decision-making
process, (2) With the accession partnership and regular
progress reports, the EU directly affects the domestic policy-
making, and (3) the applicant and candidate countries are
obliged to implement the directives and regulations of the EU
without the benefit of negotiation.

The applicant and candidate countries in the pre-
accession process, therefore, transferred and adapted their
policies and institutions to the EU as current member states do
(for details see, Grabbe, 2003, 2006; Kalkan, 2015). However,
existing member states, particularly the powerful member
states, can to some extent ‘upload’ their preferences, interests,
and policies to the EU level. Nevertheless. The applicant and
candidate countries are simply expected to download the
directives and regulations of the EU without the benefits of
negotiation (Grabbe, 2003; Borzel and Risse, 2012; Smith,
2011; Shuter, 2016; Dimitrova, 2002). Since the EU has a
coercive impact on the domestic decision-making processes of
applicant and candidate countries through the pre-accession
negotiations (Xavier, 2018; Kalkan, 2015, 2020b; Smith, 2011;
Schimmelfennig, 2010; Borzel and Risse, 2012; Pomorska,
2007; Grabbe, 2003). Candidate states cannot affect the EU
decision-making process from within, which is a factor that
constitutes the other dimension of Europeanization. Applicant
and candidate countries, therefore, download the EU rules,
regulations and directives to the domestic level even if these are
unattractive to them (Grabbe, 2003, 2006; Schimmelfennig,
2010). Because, as noted by Grabbe (2006: 2), they believed
that “ultimately accession on any terms is better than no
accession”. Candidate and applicant countries adapt their
policies to those of the EU without negotiating the concessions
also to prove themselves worthy potential members of the club
to which they are seeking admission: a factor which gives them

2021




Europeanisation in the Non-European Union Countries and
the Foreign and Security Policies of the Associated States

a far greater motivation to download and implement EU
directives than existing members (Nicolescu and Dragan, 2020;
Rasmussen, and Alexandrova, 2012; Shuter, 2016; Grabbe,
2001, 2003, 2006; Kalkan, 2020b). The creation of accession
criteria known as the ‘Copenhagen Criteria’ has also given the
EU much greater leverage to force candidate states to
implement its demands and directives at the domestic level
than was previously the case (Grabbe, 2001, 2006; Kalkan,
2015). Accordingly, the EU has a powerful impact on
candidates’ policy-making through the strategies embedded in
the accession partnership and regular reports. The strategies
embedded in the accession partnership and regular reports set
out a list of priorities that must be implemented by candidate
countries within a certain time frame to gain admittance.
Candidate and applicant states, therefore, have to see the
prospect of membership as a realistic target in order to be
motivated to fulfil the Copenhagen Criteria and implement the
necessary reforms (Grabbe, 2003, 2006; Schimmelfennig,
2004, 2010; Kalkan, 2015; Herguner, 2020). As noted by
Schimmelfennig (2004), candidate states comply with the
accession criteria if they calculate that doing so will produce a
larger long-standing benefit than the status quo, regardless of
the considerable domestic adaptation costs. The fear of
rejection from full EU membership, as has been demonstrated
in the Turkish case, produces a confidence problem. This
creates negative impacts on the credibility of EU accession
prospects and the domestic political will required to fulfil the
accession criteria (Kalkan, 2015; 2020b).

The asymmetric relationship between the candidate
states and the EU is also observed in the foreign policy field.
This is partly related to the nature of the negotiation over the
chapters. As is the case in other fields, in chapter 31 the EU
requires candidates to internalise its foreign policy values and
norms at the domestic level. Due to the asymmetric
relationship, candidate states cannot upload their foreign and
security policy concerns and interests to the EU level. They are
expected to download the EU policies and norms in the foreign
policy realm fully as well. The variations in Turkish foreign
policy towards the Cyprus issue, Greece and Armenia during the
first decade of 2000 constitute a good example of that.
According to chapter 31 (CSDP) of the acquis communautaire,
there is no requirement for specific legal adaptation to the
national law, but ‘candidate countries have to fully adapt their
foreign policy’ to the EU political declarations, statements,
positions and agreements before accession. They even have to
implement the sanctions and preventive measures when
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enacted by the EU. The alignment of candidate states' foreign
policy with the CSDP is monitored by the European
Commission and announced every year in Progress Reports. For
instance, according to the 2008 Commission reports on Turkey
‘Turkey aligned itself with 109 out of 124 CSDP declarations’
(2008 Progress Report on Turkey).

Socialisation and experimental learning have also been
widely perceived in a candidate as an outcome of intensifying
relations with the EU. As noted by Pomorska (2007), norm and
value internalisation gains speed with the intensified relations
in the accession negotiations. The increasing internalisation of
the EU norms and values brings about a shift in the public and
elite opinions in the candidate states as well (Schimmelfennig,
2010; Borzel and Risse, 2012; Pomorska, 2007; Kalkan, 2017).
At the beginning of accession negotiations, candidate states are
required to appoint a Political Director and create new posts to
facilitate political dialogue with the EU. Delegating officials
under the leadership of the Political Director perform the task
of EU correspondents and join the Working Groups meeting in
Brussels. Over time they socialise and redefine their self-
interests in line with the EU policy norms and values
(Schimmelfennig, 2010; Bérzel and Risse, 2012; Joncos and
Pomorska, 2006; Pomorska 2007; Kalkan, 2017). Increasing
socialisation and experimental learning also change the external
policy interests, preferences, readings and implementation of
candidate states (Schimmelfennig, 2010; Pomorska 2007;
Kalkan, 2017).

2) The Impact of the EU on the Foreign and Security
Policies of the Associated States

Studies on the national impact of the EU largely focus on
the impact of the EU’s first pillar arrangements, regulations and
directives on the socio-economic and democratic policies and
practices of the EU members. How have the EU members
adjusted their policies, institutions, and practices to the EU
rules, norms and practices? As a result of the internalisation of
the EU rules, norms and regulations how have the associated
states’ rules and implementations in connected fields changed
over time? As noted above, the impact of the EU on the defence,
security and foreign policies of related states has become less
popular with researchers. Arguably, as noted by Smith (2000:
614), Major (2005: 180-183) and Radaelli (2004: 9), there are
three main reasons for that. First, as noted by Smith (2000:
614) “there is usually great sensitivity among most governments
about foreign policy as a special domain in which national
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concerns dominate international or European interests”.
Second, in contrast with the nature of the socio-economic and
democratic rules, regulations and implementations, the CSDP
does not include the obligatory downloading of the EU rules,
regulations and implementations (Major, 2005: 180), and there
Is an intergovernmental policy-making instrument. So, as noted
by Smith (2000) and Kalkan (2015: 56), ‘the capacity of the EU
as a supranational authority is relatively limited in the foreign
policy realm. To observe a wide range of changes in the foreign
policy realm in a limited time is therefore relatively difficult’.
Thirdly, as argued by Major (2005: 183) and Radaelli (2004: 9),
organizationally, it is hard to differentiate the impact of the EU
from other external and native factors in the changing approach
of the associated states' foreign policy. As noted by White (2001:
6) and mentioned above, most Europeanisation scholars,
however, agree that “foreign policies of member states have
been significantly changed, if not transformed, by participation
over time in foreign policy-making at European-level”
Therefore, a need occurs for the examination of the impact of
the EU on the defence, security and external policies and
implementations of the associated sates.

In this regard, the question is how the EU impacts the
member states’ foreign and security policy. There are diverse
reasons and inspirations behind the alignment of national
polity, politics and policy, including the foreign policy, with the
EU’s. First, the EU has a considerable impact on the member
states’ foreign and security policy through increasing
socialisation and experimental learning. With the intensifying
relations at the EU level, the foreign policy interests and
identities of EU members change overtime which brings about
variations in the member states' foreign policy (Eriksson, 2006;
Whiteman and Manner, 2000; Fredrick, 2008; Couloumbis,
1994; Goetz, 2001; Gross, 2007, 2009; Schimmelfennig, 2010;
Borzel and Risse, 2012; Pomorska, 2007). The increase in
information-sharing and common practices in the EU structure
and the advancing financial, monetary and political cooperation
guide the perceptions of policymakers by enhancing
socialisation and experimental learning. The outcomes of
socialisation and experimental learning are the changing public
and elite opinion and thus national and executive adaptation to
the CFSP/CSDP norms and values (Xavier, 2018; Kalkan, 2015;
2017; Smith, 2011; Schimmelfennig, 2010; Borzel and Risse,
2012; Pomorska, 2007; Manner and Whiteman, 2000; Tonra,
2001; Hill, 1983; Howorth, 2004). Throughout the adjustment
and amendment procedure, domestic distinctiveness and
external policy benefits are redesigned and redefined by a
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raising ‘we feeling’ and a common ‘role identity’ as an outcome
of growing socialisation, assignation and collaboration
(Aggestam, 2004: 81-98). The point is that rising compromise
and consultation in external and security strategy, plan and
implementations at the EU level restrict the associated states’
capacity to act and change individually worldwide (Smith, 2011,
Schimmelfennig, 2010; Tonra, 2001; Nicolescu and Dragan,
2020; Rasmussen, and Alexandrova, 2012; Shuter, 2016).
Through this progression, new rhetoric, routines, attitudes and
policies come into practice which form, structure and reshape
the policies, practices and behaviours of related states on both
the national and global levels. In other words, the
internalisation of the EU’s rules, values, costumes and ideas
have gradually altered the principles and beliefs of associated
states’ foreign policymakers. This results in alteration of
national foreign policy rhetoric and thus politics and policies
(Schimmelfennig, 2010; Borzel and Risse, 2012; Pomorska,
2007; Tonra, 2001). Consequently, foreign policies of the states
associated with the EU are progressively limited and formed
and/or shaped by the Union as a consequence of obtaining a ‘we
feeling’, a common ‘role identity’ and a feeling of ‘common
destiny’ as an outcome of growing synchronisation, socialisation
and communication among the associated states.

Second, the promotion of national interests through EU
membership and/or candidature is another chief inspiration
behind the rule and norm convergence and transformation of
associated states. Adaptation to the EU/CSDP norms and values
and cooperation in the field of foreign and security policy create
an opportunity for advocating and promoting the national
interest of associated states in the international arena.
Adaptation to the EU/CSDP norms and values and cooperation
in the field of foreign and security policy also provide worldwide
recognition, approval and acceptance to the associated states.
Associated states, therefore, have also increasingly cooperated
in high politics throughout putting aside their cultural,
historical and traditional differences (Jacoby, 2004; Rasmussen
and Alexandrova, 2012; Kaminska, 2007; Kalkan. 2020a;
Couloumbis, 1994; Jacoby, 2004; Rua, 2008; Nuttall, 1997;
Manner and Whiteman, 2000; Pomorska, 2007). Therefore, the
other argument related to how the EU has an impact on the
increasing cooperation in the field of foreign policy among the
associated states is based on the logic of consequences.

Third, administrative, financial and societal changes at
the national levels produced by the EU brings about changes in
associated states' foreign policy rhetoric and practices as well. It
was argued by Torreblance (2001: 1) that “changes in Spanish
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foreign policy are part of a wide process of political, economic
and social modernisation”. The significance of the democratic
and financial reforms was particularly emphasised by
Torreblance as the key aspect behind the alterations in Spanish
external policy. The concept of Europeanisation with rational
and social new institutionalism was used as a theoretical
framework, and thus both the ‘logic of appropriateness’ and
‘logic of consequentiality’ were emphasised as causes of the
Europeanisation of Spanish foreign policy in Torreblanca’s
study. Therefore, the process of economic and democratic
liberalisation generated by the EU adaptation pressure is also
meaningful for understanding and explaining the changes in
associated states. Forth, EU conditionality in the adaptation of
associated states’ foreign policy to the EU/CSDP requirements
also brings about changes in associated states' foreign policy
rhetoric and practices (Sedelmeier, 2006; Schimmelfennig,
2010; Borzel and Risse, 2012). Changes in traditional Turkish
foreign policy toward Greece and Cyprus during the first years
of the 2000s constitutes a good example of that (for details, see
Kalkan, 2020).

Conclusion

This study aims to examine the impact of the EU/CSDP
on non-EU countries and the foreign and security policies of
associated states. The study focused first on the impact of the
EU/CDSP on non-EU countries and then the impact of the
EU/CSDP on the foreign and security policies of associated
states. Findings of the study reveal that, first; the EU/CSDP has
had a gradually increasing impact on non-EU countries and
associated states’ foreign and security policies. Second, the
impact of the EU on non-EU members and on the external and
security policies of EU members occurs in different ways such
as a)a horizontal pattern of experimental learning and
socialisation (elite and bureaucratic socialisation), b) a vertical,
‘top down’ process of EU adaptation pressure and
conditionality, ¢) voluntary adaptation to the EU/CSDP calls,
norms and values to maximise national diplomatic power and
interest at the global scale, d) changes in the domestic balance
of power through the empowerment of new actors and
institutions by the EU and e) changes in the realms of the rule
of law, democracy and economy at the national level, directly
and/or indirectly produced by the EU.
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