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Summary TC "Summary" \f C \l "1" 
Will the Netherlands be able to keep its sovereignty in the current episode of European security and defence policies? More and more cooperation takes place at the international level in a globalised world. The European institutions get more and more control over Member States policies. All nation-states want to cooperate in the areas of economy, and that is why they support European integration. But some Member States are hesitant to give away sovereignty to a higher level in the areas of security and defence. An example of such a country is the Netherlands. Can the Dutch afford to reject European cooperation in the areas of defence and security? 

Human rights are the main issue in the foreign policy programme of the Netherlands. Other priorities of the Dutch government can also be found in the external strategy of the European Union (EU). According to the Lisbon Treaty the national parliaments have many democratic rights and an active participation in the policy- and decision-making processes of the EU, so that should not be an argument against the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). 

The relationship between the NATO, US and the Netherlands will not change because NATO and the US support the exploration of the CFSP and they are in good relationship with the EU.

The Netherlands has to stay a member of the EU if it wants economic cooperation within the EU and if it wants to have a flourishing economy. If the Dutch want to mean something in this world it should stay a member of the EU, and make some compromises with other Member States. The Dutch just cannot say ‘no’ to the influence of the EU in the Dutch policy-making processes and legislations.

If the EU wants to remain credible and if it wants to be seen as a collective, big, strong power in the world, it should speak with one voice in all policy areas. Therefore, all Member States, also the smaller ones, should be willing to cooperate and give away some of its sovereignty to the EU’s institutions. All Member States should see this need for coherence and therefore speak with one voice in order to be a credible player in world politics. 

Recommendations TC "Recommendations" \f C \l "2" 
-
If the Dutch government wants to gain more support to invest in the EU from its citizens, it should improve its communication and information provision towards its people. It should give the citizens more opportunities to be involved in European and Dutch foreign policy-making. The citizens should also be optimally updated about European politics because EU policies will influence them every day. This can be done by organizing more debates, discussions, and informal meetings between MPs, MEPs and citizens. Just to make the EU more vivid in every one’s life.

-
The national parliaments should invest more in the security and defence policies of the EU in order to become a more relevant global player (human rights, fight against terrorism).

-
The national parliaments should be more willing to invest in European security and defence. Not only in expenses, but also in making compromises. They should see the need for coherence to speak as a Union with one voice. 

Acronyms TC "Acronyms" \f C \l "1" 
	BGs
	Battle Groups

	CBI
	Centre for Promotion on the Import from Developing Countries (Centrum tot Bevordering van de Import uit Ontwikkelingslanden)

	Co-Co
	Co-ordinating Committee for European Integration

	CFSP
	Common Foreign and Security Policy

	CJTFs
	Combined Joint Task Forces

	ECAP
	European Capability Action Plan

	ECSC
	European Coal and Steel Community

	EDA
	European Defence Agency

	EEAS
	European External Action Service

	EPC
	European Political Cooperation

	EPU
	European Political Union

	ESDI
	European Security and Defence Identity

	EU
	European Union

	EUMC
	European Union Military Committee

	EUMS
	European Union Military Staff

	GAERC
	General Affairs and External Relations Council

	IOB
	Inspection of Development Cooperation and Policy Evaluation (Inspectie Ontwikkelingssamenwerking en Beleidsevaluatie)

	MEP
	Member of European Parliament

	NATO
	North Atlantic Treaty Organization

	NCDO
	National Committee for International Cooperation and Durable Development (Nationale Commissie voor Internationale Samenwerking en Duurzame Ontwikkeling)

	PMG
	Politico-Military Group

	PPEWU
	Policy Planning and Early Warning Unit

	PSC
	Political and Security Committee

	QMV
	Qualitative Majority Voting

	RELEX Group
	Group of External Relations Counsellors

	SEA
	Single European Act

	TEAM
	The European Alliance of EU-Critical Movements

	UN
	United Nations

	WEU
	West-European Union


Chapter 1. Introduction TC "Chapter 1. Introduction" \f C \l "1" 
The most important issue in this thesis will be Foreign Policy. In order to understand this report, one has to know what this term means. That is why I would like to give a definition of this term first. 
According to “The Free Dictionary” national foreign policy is “the diplomatic policy of a nation in its interactions with other nations”. The Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs says the “Dutch foreign policy aims to guarantee Dutch interests” and it “is inspired by the wish to promote peace, freedom, prosperity and the international legal order” (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, n.d., “Foreign policy” section, para. 1).
European foreign policy is a very comprehensive term according to Brian White. It contains three elements, interwoven with each other:
1. The Community foreign policy: foreign economic policy

2. The Union foreign policy: informal coordination Member States’ foreign policies by the European Union

3. The national foreign policy: pursued by Member States, gradually more and more under the influence of the influence of the European Union’s institutions (Carlsnaes, n.d., pp. 5 – 6)
A much easier definition of European foreign policy is Hill’s (Ed.) definition: 

“a system of external relations, a collective enterprise through which national actors conduct partly common, and partly separate, international actions” (1996, p. 5). 

This sentence shows the presence of sovereign nation-states interacting with each other to attain international common goals.

The European Parliament gets more and more power every day. It is taking over responsibilities and sovereignty of the national parliaments. This process already takes place, also in the field of foreign policy. Last year the European Union (EU) installed its first Battle Groups (BGs) and I wonder what collective action, under the command of the Union, will be next. Globalisation is also a cause of this increasing cooperation. There are no borders within the EU and the nation-states are now very connected with each other. Where did the process of political cooperation start and what is the current situation of this cooperation? What are the actors involved in the area of foreign policy-making and how are they involved? Where will this process of taking over responsibilities by the EC stop? Where can we draw a line? What will the future look like of the Member States’ cooperation in the area of foreign policy? In order to discuss all these issues I have created the research question: “Will the Netherlands be able to keep its sovereignty in the current episode of European defence policies?”. I will focus specifically on the Dutch foreign policy-making process in order to avoid the research being too broad. 
I have done a questionnaire in order to find out what the citizens of the Netherlands think about the development of European cooperation in foreign policy. Fifty-five Dutch citizens responded, varying in age, gender, and hometown. They represent a part of the public opinion of the Netherlands. I chose to do a questionnaire because this would give a better picture of what the citizens of the Netherlands think about the subject. I included the results of the questionnaire into the writing of my thesis. 
In order to answer my research question I retrieved information from the Internet and several books of scholars. I divided my thesis into different chapters focusing on different parts of my research question in order to provide information about the answer of my research question. In the second chapter of my thesis, I will write about the history of the European cooperation in the areas of security and defence. This in order to understand why the foreign policy of the European Union looks like it does now. In the third chapter, I will discuss all relevant actors in the foreign policy-making processes of the Netherlands and the EU. I will write also write about the relationship between these actors and policy-making levels in this chapter. After that, I will analyze the current situation of the foreign policy-making processes. This will be described in chapter four. In chapter five, some words will be spent on the ‘boundary’ between the different levels of foreign policy-making: the nation-state’s and EU’s. In the last chapter, attention will be given to the future of the EU’s and nation-state’s foreign policy-making. How will the division of sovereignty look like in the future?

 I will include the answer of my research question at the end, in the conclusion of my thesis. 
Chapter 2. History of cooperation TC "Chapter 2. History of cooperation" \f C \l "1" 
In order to understand maximally the defence and security politics of the EU I think we first have to know and understand every part of it. Then, you might understand how Member States (especially the Netherlands in this case) react to each other, and what their points of view are on security and defence politics. That is why I would first like to write about the history of defence cooperation between nation-states of Europe, which later became the European Union. 

2.1. Establishment of the European institutions TC "2.1. Establishment of the European institutions" \f C \l "2" 
Since the establishment of the European Community (EC) in 1958, there have been many developments in the Union before it became the Union of today. It all started with only six members and went through many enlargements. Today the Union counts 27 Member States with the new arrival of Bulgaria and Romania last year. There are even additional states that are candidates for membership of the Union in order to become a member in the future. The first reason to create an EC was the need to reconstruct the devastated economies and societies ruined by the Second World War, and the need to ensure a safe and stable external environment in times of Cold War tensions in order to prosper the reconstruction of the countries. Because of the creation of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) the United States (US) military capabilities were effectively linked with the defence of the West-European countries. More and more willingness arose to create a strong and united Europe. A Europe that would be capable to play a relevant role in the post-War world (Bretherton & Vogler, 2006, p. 3). 
With the creation of the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) in 1952, the Community started its foreign policy cooperation, which included having a fully integrated European army. This was made clear in the European Political Community (EPC) Treaty of 1953. This Community and constitution were seen as supranational by various states. In addition, the idea that French armies would assist Germany in a war or battle was not realistic because the Second World War was deeply imprinted in the mind of the Member States of the ECSC (Eliassen (Ed.), 1998, p. 3). That is why this plan also did not get approval. A West-European Union (WEU) replaced the EPC in 1954. This organisation would include Germany and Italy. Its treaty also included a paragraph with the obligation of mutual military assistance. This military cooperation was never used until the 1980s because this was already entirely managed by the NATO (Atlantische Commissie, n.d., “Nog een poging: de WEU” section, para. 1). 
2.2. First steps towards a common European defence TC "2.2. First steps towards a common European defence" \f C \l "2" 
France was willing to cooperate through an intergovernmental foreign and security policy within the community. The Fouchet Plan depicted this. This Plan was the result of Charles de Gaulle’s idea of making a European Political Union (EPU) (Atlantische Commissie, n.d., “De Franse droom: een zelfstandig Europa” section, para.1). The Plan was designed to coordinate the Community’s external foreign and defence policies (Eliassen (Ed.), 1998, p. 3). Many Member States did not agree with this Plan because they thought it would weaken the relationship with the US. It would also weaken the position of the NATO (Atlantische Commissie, n.d., “De Franse droom: een zelfstandig Europa” section, para. 1).  
According to Eliassen the EC was not able to manage foreign and security policies because these policies were under the sovereignty of the national states. The Community had to deal with these external policies within the framework of its economic and commercial activities, frequently. There is always a link between economic behaviour and foreign policy. Because there was no central organ arranging this link and relation it was impossible to speak with one voice and to act with joint Community action (Eliassen, 1998, p.3). In the area of trade, the Community increased its external representation and negotiation by the Commission (Bretherton & Vogler, 2006, p. 4). This rise of external (e.g. international) trade policy was only a start of the process to become a European global player on the market. Next to this major role in the global market, the EU also became a global player in other policy areas (for example environment and development). 
The increase of external representation of the EC got a boost in 1987 with the creation of the Single European Act (SEA). It strengthened the Community’s external economic activities and it started the institutionalisation of foreign policy coordination between the Member States of the Community. This part of the SEA was called European Political Cooperation (EPC) (p. 4). This process had already begun in the 1970s. The Community felt it should deepen its relations and tighten the existing Community. It had two goals: “ensure an increased mutual understanding on international problems through exchange of information and consultations; and strengthen the Member States’ solidarity by harmonisation of views and, when feasible, actions” (Eliassen (Ed.), 1998, p. 4). With the end of the Cold War, the desire of common security and foreign policy coordination was at the highest. The EC had to create a Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) in order not to be that much dependent on external powers (US, NATO, UN). The Member States finally realized it had to take care of their own security in the unpredictable international environment (p. 4). 
This all resulted from the change in “security-thinking”. The Europeans felt the need to change the international system (p. 5). There was a revival of the WEU in the 1980s that acted as a forum for consultation on security among the Community Member States. It was an institutional framework for Western Europe in the area of common foreign and security policies for the first time. Before this, the EPC was formally separated with the EC. Because many circumstances occurred wherein EPC and Community matters overlapped, they decided that the European Commission “should be fully associated with EPC at all levels” (Bretherton & Vogler, 2006, pp. 165 – 166). Although the WEU had the right to make joint decisions, national governments still had “the right of decision over involvement or non-involvement in such common actions” (Hill (Ed.), 1996, p. 3). 
2.3. Creation of the CFSP TC "2.3. Creation of the CFSP" \f C \l "2" 
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Resulting from the fall of the Soviet Union, the reunification of Germany with the fall of the Berlin wall, the “American commitment to Western Europe” loosened and the EC had to be able to organize its own security and defence. Therefore, the EC members decided to implement and define a CFSP, which would lead to a common defence of the European Member States in time (p. 3). The Member States of the EU acted jointly, together with the UN. Because of the close cooperation between the UN, NATO, and the Community, the WEU got again more dependent on the US.  
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In 1993 the Maastricht Treaty on the European Union (TEU) was established which included the CFSP. The TEU was built up of three pillars; the first pillar was “the European Community”, the CFSP was the second pillar and the third was called “Justice & Internal Affairs”. 
The CFSP objectives were broadly stated in the TEU:
· “to safeguard the common values, fundamental interests, independence and integrity of the Union in conformity with the principles of the United Nations Charter”

· “to strengthen the security of the Union in all ways”

· “to preserve peace and strengthen international security”

· “to promote international cooperation”

· “to develop and consolidate democracy and the rule of law, and respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms” (Bretherton & Vogler, 2006, p. 167)

The European Council was supposed to take care of the CFSP and to provide ‘general political guidelines’. It created five priority areas wherein the CFSP should take place:
1. Relations with the Central and East European Countries (CEEC) 

2. Support for the peace process in the Middle East
3. Conflict resolution in former Yugoslavia

4. Humanitarian relief efforts in former Yugoslavia

5. Support for the processes of democracy in Russia and South Africa (Bretherton & Vogler, 2006, p. 167)
2.4. Failures of the CFSP TC "2.4. Failures of the CFSP" \f C \l "2" 
2.4.1. Amsterdam Treaty TC "2.4.1. Amsterdam Treaty" \f C \l "3" 
The CFSP of the TEU failed in many aspects. First, it failed because of the absence of coherence. The CFSP was separated from other aspects of external policy. The decision-making process within the CFSP did not fall under the responsibility of the European Commission but under the Presidency’s. No new policy proposals were made by the Commission neither the right of initiative got used. The Council and the Commission both aimed on a more proactive and coherent external policy and tried to enforce this in the Treaty of Amsterdam (Eliassen (Ed.), 1998, pp. 45-46). 
Another bottleneck was that the Member States all had different national interests. Most of the times, these governments pursued their own interests in the end. This made the CFSP non-effective in the end (Eliassen (Ed.), 1998, p. 43). Another lack of the CFSP is the ‘capability-expectation gap’ Hill (Ed.) talks about. Member States would like to play a larger international role, but are hesitant to move beyond an intergovernmental framework in order to mean something in this world (p. 5). There are expectations from the EU that it has to fulfil, but the EU is not capable to comply with these expectations (Hill, 1993, p. 315). This report was written 15 years ago already, but the EU is still not able to speak with one voice and act as a very credible and mighty actor in the global politics arena. Many things have already improved since 1993, but further development and improvement is still needed (Cameron, 2002, pp. 22-23).
The Amsterdam Treaty of 1997 introduced important reforms aiming to increase the visibility and effectiveness of the CFSP (Bretherton & Vogler, 2006, p. 168). One of the major changes, which were introduced by the Amsterdam Treaty, was the creation of the post: “Secretary-General of the Council/High Representative for the CFSP” (p. 169). The functions of this new High Representative, Javier Solana, were to assist in “formulation, preparation and implementation of policy decisions, and when appropriate, and acting on behalf of the Council at the request of the Presidency, through third parties” (Hendrickson, Strand & Raney, 2007, p. 37, para. 2). In 1999, the role of this High Representative was more specified during the Helsinki European Council meeting because it was not clear what the aim and meaning was of this function. The function was now described as: the Representative should “assist the EU presidency in coordinating the Council; assist the Council in the creation of policy options; and assist in the implementation of EU foreign and security policy decisions of the Council, the EU Commission, and the Member States”. Next to these activities, the Representative had the task to oversee and coordinate the Policy Planning and Early Warning Unit (PPEWU) (p. 37, para. 3). This was seen as Solana’s extended cabinet and the tool to provide day-to-day briefings. Some members of the Unit were disappointed and dissatisfied because of the inefficiency of the PPEWU. It was not clear what this Unit should do (Bretherton & Vogler, 2006, p. 170). 
Hendrickson et al. did a study to the role of the High Representative and its PPEWU. According to them the PPEWU was supposed to “assist the High Representative in identifying crises, policy options, and issues of importance in which there was a need for EU policy coordination and cooperation” (2007, p. 37, para. 3). As a conclusion of this executed study, they wrote that the High Representative is primarily deployed in order to be a central player in identifying EU interests (p. 41, para. 2). While this was its primary function, he became an important diplomat in international relations and a great “key information provider for the EU” (p. 41, para. 3).
2.4.2. Nice Treaty TC "2.4.2. Nice Treaty" \f C \l "3" 
The Nice Treaty of 2003 installed a Political and Security Committee (PSC) in order to coordinate the implementation and overall development of the CFSP and the ESDP. This committee was based in Brussels and met twice weekly (p. 170). The ESDP was also new in this Treaty. It is the abbreviation for the “European Security and Defence Policy”. The development of the ESDP started already a while ago. The ESDP is actually part of the CFSP (fact sheet ESDP, 2006, p. 1). The EU needed to have military instruments in order to execute the CFSP. It needed to develop a defence dimension. In 2003, the EU had had its first military missions and had elaborated its own security strategy (p. 190). 
2.5. Dutch stance towards European cooperation in security and defence TC "2.5. Dutch stance towards European cooperation in security and defence" \f C \l "2" 
In the history of foreign policy-making within the EU, the role of the Netherlands has been very focused on pursuing the “widest and deepest possible economic integration” and ensuring “the solidity of the Atlantic Alliance” (Tonra, 2001, p. 58). The Dutch government’s biggest goal was to have an open and free international trading system. The Dutch achieved their wishes through their military support to NATO, and through a broad diplomatic network in new regional and international forums (Tonra, 2001, p. 58). The Dutch foreign policy strategy of the past half century can be seen as built up of four main goals:
1. “dedication to the Atlantic Alliance”;
2. “commitment to broad and deep economic integration in Europe”;
3. institutionalisation of the “local security complex”;
4. maintain and strengthen its “relationship with the US as its security guarantor” (Tonra, 2001, pp. 75 – 76).
The Dutch have been hostile to the idea of an “autonomous European defence and security identity”. Nevertheless, they saw the need of having a forum where there would be the possibility to discuss security and defence matters. That is why they supported the creation of the intergovernmental structure of the EPC (Tonra, 2001, pp. 168 – 169).

Chapter 3. Involved actors in the foreign policy-making process TC "Chapter 3. Involved actors in the foreign policy-making process" \f C \l "1" 
In this chapter, I would like to discuss the relationship between the involved actors within the foreign policy-making process on both, the national and the European level. I will do this in order to understand what the nation-state’s role is in the EU’s foreign policy-making, and to compare what process (the national or European process) is more democratic. 

3.1. Two different foreign policy-making processes TC "3.1. Two different foreign policy-making processes" \f C \l "2" 
The most important actors on the national level are of course the Ministries of Defence and Foreign Affairs. To make it less complicated I call these Ministries, for the moment, the Dutch government. I would like to compare the foreign policy-making process of the Dutch government with the foreign policy-making process of the Council of Ministers (Council). The Council is divided into nine formations. The General Affairs and External Relations Council (GAERC) is one of them; it is composed of all Member States’ foreign ministers. They deal with issues “relating to policy initiation and coordination and for tackling particularly politically sensitive matter” (Nugent, 2006, p. 195). The GAERC works closely with the European Council on administrative and institutional questions. It is responsible for all external activities of the EU, which includes the CFSP and the ESDP (p. 196). In the last few years, its priority was to ensure coherence in all external actions of the European Union (The Council of the European Union, n.d., “General Affairs and External Relations Council (GAERC)” section, para. 4).

3.1.1. The Netherlands TC "3.1.1. The Netherlands" \f C \l "3" 
First, I would like to shortly deal with the Dutch foreign policy-making process. It all starts with the interest of the Dutch government to involve with external (international problems). The announcement to involve with these events comes from the government to the House of Representatives, which is in the Netherlands called, the Second Chamber. Continuously, the Second Chamber will do research whether or not participation in this international event is possible and desirable. The interdepartmental steering committee military operations (Stuurgroep Militaire Operaties (SMO)) will prepare this decision. In this committee, members of the Ministries of Defence, Foreign, and General Affairs are seated. They will make an advisory letter to the government. This letter is called the “article-100 letter” (artikel-100 brief). Subsequently, the Ministers of Defence and Foreign Affairs (and often the Minister of Development Cooperation) collectively send this letter to the Upper House, which is called the States General. After this, the ministers will be invited to debate with the Second Chamber about the issue (Introductiebundel Defensie, 2007, p. 9). Of course, this is the standard procedure for the decision and policy-making of the Dutch system. 
One has to take into account that many other parties will bother themselves in this process. For example, at the time the Dutch government had to make a decision about whether or not to send more troops to Afghanistan, other parties and lobby groups tried to influence this decision. They did this by negotiating and raising new issues that are also involved in this case. These lobby groups try to influence the decision- and policy-making process of the Dutch government. The Oxford Dictionary gives the definitions of the word “lobby”: 1. “A group of people, seeking to influence legislators on a particular issue”; 2. “An organized attempt by members of the public to influence legislators”. They represent various interest groups: for example the population of a country, the business sector, and the private sector. These lobby organisations are worth to be mentioned in my research because they are the link between the society and the government. Companies, industries, and citizens can let their voices be heard because of these organisations. These organisations are also active in Brussels on the European level. They also try to influence the EU policy-making processes. This leads me to analyze the foreign policy-making on the EU level. 
3.1.2. European Union TC "3.1.2. European Union" \f C \l "3" 
There are many different sources of EU foreign policy options before it gets to the Council. A European Commission proposal for foreign policy must be dealt with obligatory. Within the European Commission, there are “CFSP working groups” who are occupied with the preparations of these proposals. These experts of all the Member States of the EU, brainstorm about options and possible policy documents which can be applied under the name of the CFSP (European Commission, 2002, “Other institutional roles in the CFSP process” section, para. 15). 

Within the Council, there are also bodies, units, and committees occupied with the preparation of new policies. For example, the PPEWU of which I have already written about in the previous chapter. The PPEWU has to “monitor, analyze, and assess international developments and events, including early warning on potential crises” (ITEA, n.d., p. 3, para. 3). The Unit makes drafts about policy options including strategies and recommendations. 

Another source of policy initiation within the Council is the Political and Security Committee (PSC). This Committee is made up of the political directors of the Member States’ foreign ministries. The PSC meets twice a week. It keeps an eye on the international situation according to the CFSP. It often writes recommendations and opinions for the GAERC. Subsequently, it has a role after the policy-making process is done, while it deals with the implementation of the Council’s decisions (Europa, n.d., “Political and Security Committee (PSC)” section).
Another very important body within the Council, which has to deal with the foreign policy-making process of the Council, is the Military Committee of the EU. It is the highest military body set up within the Council. The Chiefs of Defence of all Member States of the EU are seated in this Committee. The Military Committee advises and gives recommendations to the PSC on all military issues within the EU. The permanent Chairman of the EUMC (European Union Military Committee) is General Henri Bentégeat (Council of the European Union, n.d., “EU Military Committee” section). 
Another main part within the Council that is involved in the CFSP-making process is the European Union Military Staff (EUMS). These people are experts in the area of military expertise and support provision to the ESDP. They also have the power to execute the “EU-led military crisis management operations” (European Commission, 2002, “Other institutional roles in the CFSP process” section, para. 18). Within the Council, a Committee deals with Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management (CIVCOM). This part of the Council deals with the non-military side of, for example, crisis management, and conflict prevention. It aims to strengthen the law by setting priorities and specific targets in these areas of crisis management and conflict prevention (para. 20). 
There is also a Politico-Military Group (PMG). According to the European Commission’s Web site, this group “examines the politico-military aspects of all proposals within the framework of the CFSP” (para. 17). It also assists the PSC “by carrying out preparatory work on the European Security and Defence Policy” (Committees and working parties in external relations, n.d., p. 112, “Politico-Military (PMG)” paragraph). 

The last agency within the Council I have to mention, because it has an influence in the making of the EU’s foreign policy, is the European Defence Agency (EDA) that is established in 2004. The EDA assists the Member States and the Council to improve the defence capabilities of the EU in the area of crisis management and it develops the ESDP (European Defence Agency, 2007, para. 1). The head of the EDA is Javier Solana (“Structure” section, para. 1). I have already discussed his role in the previous chapter.
All these organisations first brainstorm about optional policies, which might be later decided on by the Council. If the Council receives a serious policy option or recommendation, it commands the GAERC to make and coordinate the further policy-making process.

What is the role of the European Parliament in the European foreign policy-making process? In the co-decision-making procedure, the Parliament always has to give its opinion about a proposal made by the Commission or Council before the Council takes its final decision on it. The European Parliament’s opinion will be shaped by the work of several committees. There is a Committee on Foreign Affairs that is, among others, responsible for the CFSP and the ESDP (AFET, n.d., “presentation and competencies” section, art. 1). The subcommittee Security and Defence assists the Committee. This Committee has a coordinating function (SEDE, n.d., “presentation and competencies” section).
The European Council is the highest political body of the EU and it is able to influence the policy-making of the Council. It is composed of all heads of states and the High Representative for the CFSP and the President of the Commission heads it. It sets and defines all priorities, principles and guidelines for, among others, the CFSP and ESDP (European Commission, 2002, “Other institutional roles in the CFSP process” section, para. 2). 
In each permanent institution of the EU, a Counsellor has the responsibility to represent the CFSP. These Counsellors meet several times a week and are very important in the preparation, coordination, and implementation of the Council’s decisions in the area of the CFSP. This group of External Relations Counsellors (RELEX Group) meets in different compositions and is often jointed by national experts. An example of a working group of RELEX is the Politico-Military Group (The main bodies specific to the CFSP, n.d., “Other institutions of political character” section, para. 1). This group I have already discussed earlier in this chapter.
Next to all these well-organized institutions, the Member States of the EU and other foreign nation-states also play a role in the foreign policy-making process of the EU. The Member States discuss their points of view about political issues in the institutions, which I just mentioned. I think it is important to mention this participation, although it is obvious that these Member States are taking place in these institutions. Sometimes the institutions in Brussels are seen as a country apart from all the other Member States. The officials in Brussels often seem to be Europeanized and they often do not feel very much attached to their home country anymore. I experienced that during my stay of four months in Brussels. However, there are officials, like Members of the European Parliament (MEPs) and assistants, who are very much attached to their home countries and who represent their countries very well (in debates and other discussions). They of course influence the EU foreign policy-making process too.

3.2. Influence of actors according to the Lisbon Treaty TC "3.2. Influence of actors according to the Lisbon Treaty" \f C \l "2" 
Now I will have a look at the “Lisbon Treaty” which still has to be ratified by many EU Member States. I would like to find out what will change with these actors in the coming years according to this Treaty when all Member-States ratify it. 

The role of the High Representative, now called the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, is much more specified in this Treaty than before. Many articles define what the role of the High Representative should actually be. According to Article 13A the High Representative should “conduct political dialogue with third parties” and he should represent “the Union’s position in international organisations and at international conferences” (Official Journal of the European Union C306, 2007, p. 27). He also will be the chair of the Foreign Affairs Council. He has to make proposals as a preparation of the CFSP and make sure of a right implementation of the decisions made by the European Council and the Council (p. 27). 

There will be a European External Action Service (EEAS). This service should assist the High Representative. The EEAS is proposed in the Lisbon Treaty in order to create more coherence in the CFSP. The High Representative and the EEAS will be chosen by QMV of the European Council and by consent of the President of the Commission. (Official Journal of the European Union C306, 2007, p. 21). Article 13 of the Lisbon Treaty makes clear that the staff of the EEAS will come from different institutions: the Commission, the Council and “national diplomatic services of the Member States” (p. 27). The EEAS will replace the current PPEWU. 
Another very important and obvious issue is the role of the European Parliament in the foreign policy-making process. It has always complained it did not have enough influence in the CFSP-making. The Lisbon Treaty will change this. In many articles, you can find the European Parliament’s demanded opinion and influence in the making of the CFSP. This is a welcomed development, because the nation-states are fairly represented in the European Parliament because the MEPs are directly chosen by the population of the EU (Europa, n.d., “The Treaty at a glance” section, para. 4).

The Lisbon Treaty offers the national parliaments greater involvement in the body of the EU. One can often find references made to national parliaments and nation-states in the text of the Lisbon Treaty. The text stresses the fact that the EU shall only act if results can be better and more effectively attained on the EU level of policy-making. This underlines the term ‘subsidiarity’ and makes the sovereignty of the nation-state once again clear (Europa, n.d., “The Treaty at a glance” section, para. 5). In the next chapter, I will write about the national representation in the European institutions.
3.3. NATO TC "3.3. NATO" \f C \l "2" 
I wonder what kind of influence NATO has in the foreign policy-making process of both the Netherlands and the EU. Of course, there is a lot of interaction between NATO and the Dutch government and foreign policy-making. The Netherlands is a member of NATO and it has its army partly under the command of NATO. Of course, this is closely connected with each other. All regulations and agreements between NATO and the Dutch government are made during its collective meetings. Last year December, there was a formal NATO-Top organized where all Member States’ ministers of Defence met with each other (Ministry of Defence, 2007, “NAVO-bijeenkomst ministers van Buitenlandse Zaken op 7 december in Brussel” section).

The EU has a lot to do with NATO as it uses the resources of NATO in order to execute foreign military operations. The aim of the close cooperation between those two is that they complement each other (Pop, 2007, “Strengthening capabilities” section, para. 4). All the arrangements made between the two are included in the Berlin-Plus arrangements. I will talk about this cooperation in the next chapter. 

Chapter 4. Current situation of foreign policy-making in the Netherlands and the European Union TC "Chapter 4. Current situation of foreign policy-making in the Netherlands and the European Union" \f C \l "1" 
In the year of 2005, the European Commission created a Strategy plan for the coming next five years at that time: 2005 – 2009. The name of this plan is Europe 2010: A Partnership for European renewal; prosperity, solidarity and Security. It sets five main targets:

1.
Long-term prosperity for the entire EU with a sustainable currency
2.
Solidarity and social commitment in a cohesive enlarged EU with equal economic opportunities 

3.
Strengthen the European citizen’s security by acting as a Union in the areas of security, justice, and fundamental rights
4.
Give the Union a stronger voice in the world, by creating greater coherence of its external actions and as a result let the Union become a “global partner for global justice, sustainable development, growth and prosperity” (Strategic objectives 2005-2009, 2005, p. 2-3)
4.1. Comparing the Dutch and EU’s foreign policy priorities TC "4.1. Comparing the Dutch and EU’s foreign policy priorities" \f C \l "2" 
Is the Netherlands also willing to accomplish these goals? I did some research to the policy priorities of the Dutch Ministries of Foreign Affairs and Defence. I discovered there are actually some similarities between the two strategies (the Dutch’s and the Commission’s). The Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs gives priority to human rights, humanitarian aid, the fight against poverty, social development, the environment, and water management (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, n.d., “Themes” section). It has some similarities with the Commission’s strategy in the areas of economy, narrowing the gap between rich and poor, and human rights. The Netherlands is willing to cooperate within the framework of the Monetary Union. This is because the economy element has always been the reason why to cooperate with other Member States within the EU. The Netherlands supports further European integration, in order to promote the well-being of, among others, the Dutch citizen, and to create a well-working economy (Hill, 1996, p. 254). It is striking to see the small amount of references made to the EU in the foreign policy objectives described on the Web site of the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs. These references can be found in the sections “European cooperation” and “More wealth, less poverty”. They want to cooperate within the EU in order to get more wealth in (among others, they say) the Netherlands (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, n.d., “Policy and budget” section). There is some attention dedicated to Europe, but this is about the EU-enlargement and development cooperation in the European context (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, n.d., “European Cooperation” section). Fortunately, there also is another document of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, I have found on the Internet, which includes many references to the cooperation with the EU. This makes sure the Ministry of Foreign Affairs is willing to extend its cooperation within the Union in the areas of human rights and international development (Naar een menswaardig bestaan, 2007, p. 10). The document also stresses the fact the Netherlands should make its voice heard in the European Union, in its fight for human rights (p. 12). It says, in order to achieve something with the EU, all Member States should have the same opinion about a subject such as human rights. This would make the EU credible and seen as a united front that can be heard by the rest of the world (p. 12). The document also discusses the role of human rights in the missions of the ESDP. According to the document, most of the times there is a human and gender rights department during these missions (p. 79).
I think it is important to mention that there are many references made, in the Commission’s strategy, to a greater influence and participation of the national parliaments and citizens into the work of the EU (Strategic objectives 2005-2009, 2005, p. 5). 
If you do some research to the Dutch Ministry of Defence you will find out there is almost no reference made to the EU. Priorities of this Ministry include: fulfilment of the Millennium Development Goals (among others, women rights) (Development cooperation, n.d., “Millennium Development Goals (MDGs)” section); to stay in Afghanistan in order to support the work of the United Nations (UN) (Dutch government willing to retain support Uruzgan, 2007); close cooperation with NATO and to support NATO’s missions; and the fight against terrorism (Naar een menswaardig bestaan, 2007, p. 62). In the strategy of the Commission is a reference made to the commitment to meet these Millennium Development Goals (Strategic objectives 2005-2009, 2005, p. 3). It absolutely makes clear its continued commitment to international organisations. It recognizes the UN as “the only option for tackling global problems needing global solutions” (Strategic objectives 2005-2009, 2005, p. 11). In addition, a Council Conclusion on Afghanistan makes clear that the EU “fully supports the work of the ESDP police mission, EUPOL” in Afghanistan, and it even encourages its Member States to “continue the deployment of quality police personnel” (Council conclusions on Afghan troika, 2008, p. 2). There is a partnership between the EU and the government of Afghanistan in order to help making Afghanistan a well-functioning constitutional state (Nederland in Afghanistan, 2006, p. 9). Between the EU and NATO, there is a close cooperation, which I will explore later on in this chapter. 
A last priority of the Dutch Ministry of Defence is the fight against terrorism. This fight is also discussed in the Commission’s strategy (Strategic objectives 2005-2009, 2005, p. 10). The EU has a special responsibility in this because terrorism is a universal threat. In the solving of this problem, cooperation between Member States is very much needed and important.
According to Hill (Ed.), the Dutch government has always been hesitant with the implementation and agreement to the European foreign policy, although it always cooperated with the evolving CFSP (1996, p. 247). It was in favour of European cooperation, only if it would take place within an Atlantic framework (p. 251). The Dutch government became very reluctant when it had to decide on the Eurocorps, which was outside of the command structure of NATO (p. 257). While the cooperation between the EU and the Netherlands had been with some struggling, the Netherlands is very willing to cooperate with the UN. The relationship with the US and NATO has always been very important to the Dutch and it served many times as a big support to the Netherlands. Therefore, the Netherlands also supported the US in the war with Iraq and Afghanistan. 
4.2. The Dutch foreign policy strategy TC "4.2. The Dutch foreign policy strategy" \f C \l "2" 
After the comparison of both, European, and national foreign policy, I would like to find out to what extent the Dutch government has a strategy for its foreign policy. In the previous sub-paragraph, I discussed policy priorities of the Netherlands. These were human rights, humanitarian aid, the fight against poverty, social development, the environment, and water management. I also discussed the priority of the achievement of the Millennium Development Goals and European cooperation in the area of economy. Most of these priority areas can be explained. I would like to start with human rights, humanitarian aid, and international development (the MDGs). These priorities are in the policy programme of the Dutch government because the Dutch are charity givers. The Dutch population is eager to give money to charity funds (ANP, November 2007, “Nederland blijft gul voor goede doelen”) and is willing to help their neighbours all over the world. In order to maintain the support of the Dutch citizens, the government has to keep these priorities in its policy programme. 
The spearhead “fighting terrorism” has priority because of the (almost) never-ending support of the Dutch government to the US’ government. Because the US sees this spearhead as one of the most important things of its foreign policy, the Netherlands has no other choice than to stress this policy area too in order to maintain the well-developed relationship with the US. I will write about the strong relationship between the US and the Netherlands later on in this chapter.

I already concluded earlier in this chapter the Dutch find economy very important and therefore, they totally support European cooperation in the area of economy. I wrote: “The Netherlands supports further European integration, just to promote the well-being of, among others, the Dutch citizen, and to create a well-working economy” (Hill, 1996, p. 254). 

I can conclude that the Dutch government created its agenda (priorities) according to a strategy: to maintain the support of the Dutch citizen, to maintain the support of the EU by cooperation, and to maintain the support and the good relationship with the US/UN/NATO. This continuing support of other entities assures the achievement of the national foreign policy areas of the Netherlands.
4.3. Credibility problem TC "4.3. Credibility problem" \f C \l "2" 
It is just a train of thought, but it might be relevant to just mentioning it. It might be that, because of the mistakes made by the US, the Netherlands becomes less supportive to the US’ policies (Wells, 2007, para. 11). In the fall of 2007, it was very hard to achieve a majority in the government of the Netherlands about the continuation of sending troops to Uruzgan. In December, they finally reached the agreement after a lot of struggling between and within the different political parties. According to an MP in an article written by Marc Kranenburg in the NRC Handelsblad newspaper, one of the reasons to support this operation was the credibility of the Dutch support to the NATO (December 2007, “Gebrek aan solidariteit” section, para. 1). Maybe this trend will cause the tendency of the Netherlands to give more support to the EU and its foreign policy-making. This small country has to get its support from somewhere. Otherwise, it would be vulnerable to outer threats to its nation. 
Jan Melissen also mentions the credibility problem in his article about the Dutch foreign policy. However, he does not write about the credibility problem of the Netherlands towards the NATO. He writes about the credibility problem of the Dutch governmental bodies towards the population of the Netherlands. The public does not trust the Dutch government and the official information provision (Melissen, 13 March, 2008, para. 7). The Netherlands should involve the citizens more in the making of foreign policies and in discussions about international issues going on at that specific moment (para. 6). This is not done enough now, if you have a look at the statistics of my executed questionnaire. 
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66% of all respondents felt under-informed about what is going on at the European level. 20% declared to be well informed. It is obvious that the people of the Netherlands feel not sufficiently enough informed about the issues going in the European arena of politics. That was already concluded after the Dutch “nee” to the Constitution, but this makes clear that still after 4 years the people do not feel well informed about this. This is not acceptable if you remember the Dutch government promised at that time to work on this point, and to make a better and clearer connection between the European and national level of politics towards the population of the Netherlands. The Dutch government has not been able to achieve this goal, unfortunately. I wonder whether they have put enough efforts into this process because, according to other results of my questionnaire a big majority of the respondents are very much welcoming more provided information about the EU and its political issues and topics. 

Now the population is willing to receive more information and involvement it is up to the government of the Netherlands to provide this. How should the Dutch do this? More debates and discussions should take place between the government and population. There should be more interaction between these two. People should be able to participate in the policy- and decision-making process of the Netherlands and the EU. During my job at the party office of a political party, I have noticed there was almost no interest coming from the national party group towards, for example, the European Parliament and its politics. There is no sufficient communication going to and from the national and EU level. Because this is such a broad subject, I will not explore this further. However, I think this should really be improved in the coming years, with the EU getting more and more power each day. 
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According to the results of my questionnaire, it seems to be that the average Dutch citizen is not afraid of this rising power and influence of the EU. I wonder whether this is caused by the lack of information about the EU, or whether it is because of the fact, they do not see the EU as such a big, frightening power, threatening the Dutch provinces. It is also possible that they are not afraid of the rising power of the EU, because they think the Netherlands will be able to keep its sovereignty and power to decide by its own on important issues. These people believe in the Dutch government and its capability to handle this situation. Some might think the EU will not keep on rising in the future, and the power will go back to the nation-states. This can also be a reason why they are not afraid of the rising power of the EU.

Nowadays, the population of the Netherlands is not able to influence Dutch foreign policy-making. This should be improved in a democracy as it is in the Netherlands. Nowadays, there is a campaign going on in the Netherlands: “EU Back to school”. Many Dutch officials of European organisations and institutions visited secondary schools in order to inform the students about the EU and to debate about topical subjects. This is a very good initiative in order to improve the communication towards and from the population, government, and EU. It also gives the population, the students the opportunity to get more involved in European politics and issues (Permanente vertegenwoordiging Europese Unie, n.d., “EU Back to school” section).
The decision to create a CFSP for the entire EU, is the result of the new willingness of the Member States of the EU to be a unified whole and to speak with a coherent voice in these matters. According to Watson, this new willingness is caused by the 9/11 attacks and the wars in the Balkans (Wogau (Ed.), 2004, p. 156). One of the few successes of the development of this CFSP was the EU’s capability to deploy a European military force in Macedonia, successfully. The Member States acted collectively, because the interests of the Member States were clear and common. It is a shame this willingness to cooperate with each other is not always present in cases of historical and political barriers to cooperation (p. 157). 
4.4. Nation-states’ representation in the EU policy- and decision-making processes TC "4.4. Nation-states’ representation in the EU policy- and decision-making processes" \f C \l "2" 
In order to answer my research question it is important to know to what degree national parliaments are heard and represented in the European institutions. How are the nation-states more involved in the policy- and decision-making of the EU according to the Reform Treaty, which will be soon ratified by the Member States? 

Article 48 of the Treaty describes the opportunity for a Member State to submit Treaty amendment proposals to the Council. The Council submits the proposal to the European Council. After the European Parliament and Commission are consulted, the European Council decides by a simple majority to organize a Convention. All Member States will be notified about each initiative taken by the European Council. Each Member State has the right to oppose the proposed amendment of the specific Treaty. In case of usage of this right, the amendment will not be adopted (Treaty of Lisbon, 2008, Art. 48, para. 7).

If there is no opposition, the Convention will be “composed of representatives of the national Parliaments, of the Heads of State or Government of the Member States, of the European Parliament and of the Commission” (Treaty of Lisbon, 2008, Art. 48, para. 3). Then the Convention adopts by consensus a recommendation to an organized “conference of representatives of the governments of the Member States” by the President of the Council (para. 4). This is the “ordinary revision procedure”; there is also a “simplified revision procedure”. I will only discuss the ordinary one because this already makes clear the participation of all Member States in this decision-making procedure. 

In the directly elected European Parliament, the Netherlands is represented by 27 MEPs. This amount is lower than the bigger countries because it depends on the population of the country. These MEPs are members of groups and parliamentary committees. It seems that the Dutch MEPs attend most plenary sessions and vote moments, they do this more often than the MEPs of other countries generally do. This is researched by the NRC-Handelsblad a few years ago. This research also showed the Dutch are highly represented in presidencies of parliamentary committees. They also are often assigned to make reports for the European Parliament (rapporteurs) (Europa NU, n.d., “Europees Parlement” section, para. 2). In the Council, the Netherlands has 13 votes. There is a qualified majority needed in order to make a decision about something (Sveriges Riksdag – EU-Upplysningen, January 2008, p. 3). This QMV is based on “the principle of double majority”. A decision of the Council will be adopted if it has the support of at least 55% of all Member States (15 out of 27) “representing a minimum of 65% of the EU’s population” (Europa, n.d., “Questions and Answers” section). This new structure makes a fair participation of the Member States in the making of policies certain.
4.5. NATO TC "4.5. NATO" \f C \l "2" 
I wonder what the current role of NATO is in the European CFSP. How is the cooperation and relationship between NATO and the EU? 
Through the years, NATO and the EU started to work together. NATO delegated and passed through capacities and responsibilities to the EU. The cooperation started with the European Security and Defence Identity (ESDI) and the Combined Joint Task Forces (CJTFs) (“The European Security and Defence Identity” section, para. 1 – 2). NATO started this collaboration in order “to rebalance roles and responsibilities between Europe and North America” (para. 3). Nowadays, there is a close collaboration between these two bodies. Many principles and regulations are agreed on to ensure good and fair cooperation that would contribute to the world’s peace. These principles are set out in the “Berlin-Plus” arrangements. These principles give the EC the capacity to enforce autonomous action and they ensure “effective mutual consultation, cooperation, and transparency”. They also aim to ensure that there will be no duplication of tasks between NATO and the EU (“Developing the foundations for cooperation with the EU” section, para. 6). 
Sceptics often discuss this part of the cooperation. Many observers actually do claim that the EU duplicates by the CFSP the work of NATO (Lynch et al., 2000, p. 165). In order to make the CFSP work effectively there is a European Capability Action Plan (ECAP). In November 2001, the EU installed this Plan in order to analyse and identify the capabilities of the EU in the area of the CFSP (Greater European responsibility in defence matters, 2007, “Improving military capabilities” section, para. 3). In order to make the EU work effectively together with NATO, NATO and the EU created a NATO-EU capability group. This group had the task to coordinate the division of operations between NATO Response Force and the EU Battle Groups (para. 6). 

I would like to explore the idea of BGs of the EU. In order to make the EU react on events efficiently, it has created BGs. A BG consists of 1.500 to 2.000 military staff from all different Member States of the EU and it should be able to set out to a specific crisis area within 10 days after closure of the decision-making process. Such a BG shall stay 30 days to maximally 120 days in the specific crisis area. After this period, a regular peacekeeping force will take over the power and responsibilities of the BG (Het Europees Veiligheids- en Defensiebeleid, 2006, p. 2). 
NATO does not have compulsory Qualitative Majority Voting (QMV) procedure; it practices the consensus decision-making procedure. In NATO, there occurs no voting, but consultations. Members consult each other regularly, and know and understand each other’s opinions about specific issues. Because all members are fully informed about each other’s positions, the negotiation process is rapid and important decisions are often quickly made (Consensus decision-making at NATO, n.d., “What does this mean in practice” section). 
4.6. United States TC "4.6. United States" \f C \l "2" 
I also would like to discuss the US´ reaction on the development of the CFSP. In the first few months of the newly elected Bush administration in 2001, it was not very clear what the role of the ESDP and CFSP would be, but the Bush administration gave its support (Hunter, 2002, p. 118). Further summit meetings took place with the President Bush and his officials, and many clear agreements were made on the close cooperation between NATO and the ESDP. For the US, this development of the ESDP is a very sensitive matter, because it should in no way damage the effectiveness of NATO. After it became clear that the EU would proceed to interact closely with NATO the US fully supported the further development of the CFSP and ESDP (Hunter, 2002, p. 124). 

Before, the EU always relied on the US military and the EU currently has many big shortfalls in military capability. We speak of the European Military-Capability Gap. The EU Member States do not spend that much on European defence as the US, for example, does (Wogau (Ed.), 2004, p. 163). The big differences in military spending is depicted in the picture, which shows the US military spending vs. the world in the year of 2008 (Shah, 2008, “In context: US military spending versus rest of the world” section). EU military spending is obviously much lower than the US’ defence expenditures. This amount of $711 dollar cannot be seen as a fixed amount of money, because there are many other defence related expenditures done by other departments of the Pentagon. These expenditures are not included in this amount of money. It is estimated that the total Defence budget of the US would be about $1 trillion per year (Higgs, 2007, para. 12). 
If the EU really wants to be a serious global player in the area of defence, it should spend more money on security and defence. It cannot be taken seriously in the current situation, if you see the big difference between the US and the EU. The EU does not have to spend as much as the US does, but clearly higher than it does now.

Chapter 5. The boundary between the EU and nation-state foreign policy-making TC "Chapter 5. The boundary between the EU and nation-state foreign policy-making" \f C \l "1" 
Where can we draw the line between nation-state and EU foreign policy-making? The EU gets more and more power, in the field of foreign policy-making as well. Is it essential to let the EU take over all nation-state’s foreign policy-making? Where does the nation-state’s sovereignty stop and passes its sovereignty through to the EU level? 
According to Eliassen (Ed.), the loss of sovereignty for the nation-state has been the reason why Member States are not willing to promote more European integration in foreign policy and security issues (1998, p. 10). People see the term ‘sovereignty’ always combined with the sanction of power. In other words: the nation-state gives away its power if it passes through its sovereignty to the decision-making level of the EU. Eliassen (Ed.) views the diminishing sovereignty of the nation-state as unavoidable in order to suppress evolving internal and external pressures and challenges. These pressures and challenges arise from “the growth of regionalism and ethnonationalism” which results into alternative allegiances for citizens (Eliassen (Ed.), 1998, p. 16). In order to fight these pressures the nation-states have to work together and act with a collectively developed approach. The EU offers democratic and economic institutions that will decline the threat of conflicts between states. An example of the efficiency of a collective approach is the Stability Pact for Europe. This was a joint action of the CFSP in the year 1993. This Pact prevented an intrastate conflict (Hungarian-Slovak minority problem of 1993) just by being a united front in the area of foreign and security matters. “Prevention is better than cure” (Eliassen (Ed.), 1998, p. 19). 

The CFSP obviously works in the practice of soft security, but it needs to improve its hard security in order to be able to act if decisive action is needed (Eliassen (Ed.), 1998, p. 20). If the CFSP would work better, it would be able to “promote greater regional stability and lessen the pressures placed on the nation-state” (Eliassen (Ed.), 1998, p. 20). This would lead to more credibility in the nation-state again, which would bring sovereignty to the nation-state government.
Obviously, Eliassen does not agree with the withholding of member-states to promote and support more European integration, because they are not willing to give away the nation-state’s sovereignty. Of course, there are sceptics who support this argument. 
It is clear that the concept of the body of the EU will not work out well and effectively as long as the Member States are not willing to pass some sovereignty through to the EU level. In the past, the reluctant Member States alternatively chose to make more use of intergovernmental instruments. This shift does not contribute to efficiency and to a good “division of competences between the European and national levels” and it makes it “harder for the EU to reach its targets” (Wanlin, 2006, “In a dark wood” section, para. 2). Future European integration is even harder in the core of national sovereignty, like the area of foreign policy. It will be hard for the EU to find a good, effective way to achieve its targets in this policy field, and it should think really well before taking new steps to further European integration (“Waiting for the light” section, para. 3).
Chapter 6. Nationalisation or Europeanisation: future of Europe TC "Chapter 6. Nationalisation or Europeanisation: future of Europe" \f C \l "1" 
The Member States of the EU get more and more absorbed in the institutions of the EU. Member States have to give away sovereignty over areas where they prefer not to give away sovereignty. They do not have a choice if they would like to stay members of the EU. This process of extending control of the European institutions is called “Europeanisation”. Almost each Member State tries to promote European integration. According to Eliassen (Ed.), this is “a progressive process of transferring national sovereignty to supranational institutions (…), an almost mechanical progress towards increasingly closer forms of integration in a single institutional framework” (1998, p. 204). This European integration happens within different policy areas. In some smaller Member States, the Netherlands is one of them; the citizens mostly support European integration in the areas of economy. They are big supporters of the standard of free trade within the EU, and aim to get a well-working economy because of the membership of the EU (Eliassen (Ed.), 1998, p. 204). However, if the EU wants to remain credible, and if it wants to be seen as a collective, big, strong power in the world, it should speak with one voice in all policy areas. Therefore, all Member States, also the smaller ones, should be willing to cooperate and give away some of its sovereignty to the EU’s institutions. 
Because of this taking over of responsibilities and sovereignty in many policy areas, the citizens of the Member States might get scared by seeing this Europeanisation process and the decreasing role of their national parliaments. That is why they should fight for nationalisation. This scenario is to be questioned. I asked in my questionnaire the respondents to fill in whether they felt afraid for the increasing influence and power of the EU. The surprising result of this question was that a majority did not feel afraid or threatened. 
I also included the question what the respondents think about the recent development of BGs under command of the EU. I gave them four options to answer:

1.
“Good, if we want to achieve something in this world, we should speak with one voice and act as a whole!”. 

2.
“Bad, we are able to execute our own military actions. We don’t need the EU to do this for us. This is what we call sovereignty! This is a degradation of the influence and power of the nation-state.”

3.
“I don’t know”

4.
“Other”

 The outcome of this question is surprising. I always thought people do not want to have one EU military unit or force because this would give the EU more a status of a super state or power. I thought they would say that the permission for this military unit would give away too much sovereignty of the nation-state. Apparently, this is not the case at all. Most of them support the development of the EU BGs. The respondents of the questionnaire were also offered the possibility to give another answer to this question. One said: it is bad because we already have the UN and the NATO, so we do not need the EU to have responsibility in this area of policies too. Another respondent obviously also did not support the development of the EU BGs. He or she answered: “The EU is about becoming one; military operations abroad do not support this”. One respondent felt confused because he or she wanted the EU to speak with one voice to the rest of the world, but he or she also wanted the different nation-states to speak with their own voice. This shows the fear of the average Dutch individual as a citizen of the EU. We want to cooperate with the other Member States in the EU to get a better and good life. It is all for the common good. However, we are hesitant if we have to give away the sovereignty of our government.
In general, people are aware of the need to have the EU to oppose other big superpowers and hegemonies. The Netherlands is just a small, tiny part of a huge world with many bigger powers. The challenge for the Netherlands is to work together with other countries economically and politically, and it needs to make its voice heard within the framework of the EU (Eliassen (Ed.), 1998, pp. 199-200).
Because of the CFSP, the Netherlands would be able to mean and achieve more in the world in the areas of security and defence. The Security Strategy of 2003 of the European Council is built up of three main and strategic objectives: 

1. “Addressing key threats”

2. “Building a secure neighbourhood”

3. “Promoting an international order based on effective multilateralism” (Bretherton & Vogler, 2006, p. 181)

A European Common Foreign Security and Defence Policy can ultimately and maximally obtain and address all these goals.

For the Netherlands there is no way back: if it wants to stay a member of the EU, it has to support the CFSP and ESDP. If the Netherlands wants to mean significantly something in this world, it has to stay a member of the EU. The Netherlands will keep its right to veto on proposed amendments of Treaties initiated by the European Council, its right to propose amendments of Treaties, and it will be able to stay an ally of the US and a member of NATO. Also in the area of economy, the Netherlands will have much more prosperity and chances if it stays a member of the EU. If it would like to have good economic cooperation with other countries of the EU, it should hand in some sovereignty in other policy areas and so make compromises for the common good. The Dutch just cannot say ‘no’ to the influence of the EU in the Dutch policy-making processes and legislations. 
I do not think that some day the EU will fall apart because Member States are not able to agree with each other on issues. Member States will have to make compromises, but what they will get back of this Union will be worth it. All Member States should see this need for coherence and therefore speak with one voice in order to be a credible player in world politics. 
Conclusion TC "Conclusion" \f C \l "1" 
For many years, the Member States of the EU have been cooperating with each other in many policy areas. Some day the Union reached the stage of foreign policy cooperation. The CFSP was created. It has not always been a success, and the EU has not been able to speak with one voice ever since. This was mainly caused by the nation-states pursuing their own national interests. 

After my analysis of the different foreign policy programmes of the EU and the Netherlands, I can conclude there are many similarities between those two programmes. For the Netherlands, human rights is policy priority number one. Although this policy area is not mentioned as number one in the strategy of the Commission, it is many times mentioned in the rest of the strategy. Many other policy priorities of the Netherlands can be found in the strategy of the Commission.
The Foreign Policy programme of the Netherlands is obviously formed to the opinions of its most important relations: the US, the EU, the NATO, the UN, and last but not least the Dutch citizenry. The programme reflects very clearly the interests of these different actors. Obviously, the Dutch government wants to maintain the support of these different entities in order to achieve its goals strategically.

The national parliaments are perfectly well represented in the EU foreign policy making process. This will even be improved with the implementation of the Lisbon Treaty. In all stages of this process, the national parliaments are able to say what they want to say and give its contribution to the EU.

The Netherlands has always had a very good relationship with the US and it has always been a very reliable member of NATO. The Netherlands does not have to worry about this relationship because both, the US and NATO support the development of the CFSP.

The citizens of the Netherlands will probably support the Netherlands in passing some sovereignty through to the EU. The only problem is the lack of information provision by the Dutch government to its people. The Dutch citizens feel under-informed, and they want to be more updated about issues going on in politics at the EU level. In order to maintain the support of the Dutch citizens the Dutch government should provide more information and communication opportunities for its citizens. 

It is a necessity to spend more money on security and defence as the EU wants to be a global player. It needs to be credible and able to defend its own citizens against the rest of the world powers. 

The nation-states have to give away some sovereignty to the European level in order to act as a unified entity and speak with one voice. They have to learn to make compromises, and find their common interests. Therefore, further European integration is needed.

My research question was: “Will the Netherlands be able to keep its sovereignty in the current episode of European defence policies?”. My answer to this question is: no. The Netherlands will have to give away some of its sovereignty to the level of the European institutions. It will achieve more if it acts with other Member States in order to fight against human rights, terrorism, and justice for all. The Netherlands, being a tiny piece of the entire world, should cooperate with other nation-states in order to remain heard in the global arena of politics. It will stay a member of NATO and an ally of the US. It can decide by itself whether to veto in the European Council and what its positions are within the programme of the EU. However, there is no better option than joining the CFSP.  
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