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Abstract

One of the sui generis characteristics of the current and forthcoming
enlargement of the European Union (EU) is the accession of a large number
of small state members. Against this backdrop, there is a conventional wisdom
that the accession of these new small member states has not generally been
welcomed, but that it is commonly considered as a matter for concern,
which presents a number of challenges to the EU. Of the challenges likely to
be caused by the accession of a large number of new small member states,
this paper focuses on the impact of the accession of these states on the future
development of the Common Foreign Security Policy (CFSP). In order to
address this question, it will examine the future development of the CFSP,
with reference to its decision-making process, implementation of its relevant
acquis and the implications for external relations. In so doing, this paper
aims to contend that the conventional wisdom is not necessarily the only
possible outcome expected.
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with regard to the subject of small states and EU enlargement has fairly
been limited, it is interesting to note that the accession of these new
small member states has not generally been welcomed, but that it is
commonly considered as a matter for concern that presents a number
of challenges to the EU.4

Of the challenges likely to be caused by the accession of a large
number of new small member states,5 this article focuses on the impact
of the accession of these states on the future development of the Com-
mon Foreign Security Policy (CFSP). This is not only because the CFSP
is the key aspect of the EU’s political integration, but because this is
also likely to be adversely affected by the accession of these new small
member states.

More specifically, the challenges relating to the future development
of the CFSP can manifest themselves in three ways: The first pertains to
the decision-making stage. The misgivings about the potential impact
of the enlargement to include a large number of new small member
states derive from the argument that they will not only increase the
heterogeneity of interests, but also add new perceptions and, therefore,
complications to CFSP decision-making.6 With more heterogeneous
and different perceptions and views in the Council of Ministers, it will
probably become more difficult than now to achieve an internal con-
sensus among the member states, since the decision-making process of
the CFSP is usually characterised as being intergovernmental.7
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Introduction

As the European Union approaches its half-century, it finds itself at
the centre of Europe—the dominant force and the organisation that
only the very rich can decline to join.1 The average-wealth European
states (and certainly the poor ones) have little alternative but to pursue
EU membership, which virtually all that can are doing, or seeking to
do. By 2008, the year of the 50th anniversary of the Union, it should
have more than quadrupled the size of its original membership (from
six to 25) and in the longer term it could well approach 40 members.

Against this backdrop, the beginning of the 21st century has wit-
nessed an unprecedented expansion of the EU, with 10 new members
joining in 2004 and more seeking to follow. In addition, the recent and
forthcoming enlargements of the EU are very different from those of
the past. They bring in a comparatively large number of new member
states, with their different economic, political and social backgrounds.
Not only are the new member states diverse in terms of interests and
outlook, but also they are different in terms of their size. To be precise,
most of the new member states can be considered small, although the
actual number of small states varies, depending on the precise perspec-
tive adopted.2

Consequently, it is important first to examine the implications of
the accession of the large number of new small states. Whilst there is an
abundance of studies on the impact of enlargement in general, research
focusing on the implications of the accession of many smaller member
states in particular, has been limited.3 Although the focus of the study
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1 The examples that come to mind are Iceland, Norway and Switzerland.
2 This study refers to new and acceding small states as new small member

states, unless otherwise stated. In addition, this article refers to any states with
a population of less than 10 million as “small states” and less than one million
as “mini-states.” Thus, while the existing small member states are Austria,
Sweden, Finland, Denmark and Ireland, new small member states are Latvia,
Lithuania, Estonia, Slovakia and Slovenia. In addition, while the only existing
mini-state is Luxembourg, the new ones are Cyprus and Malta. For detailed
empirical and theoretical arguments, see Moosung Lee, How do Small States
Affect the Future Development of the EU (New York: Nova Science Publishers,
Inc., forthcoming).

3 Jennifer Brown, “Small States in the European Institutions,” Working Papers,
No. 8, (Digipanio: University of Turku, 2000).

4 Tony Brown, “Implications of Enlargement,” in Goetschel Laurent, ed., Small
States Inside and Outside the European Union: Interests and Policies (Kluwer:
Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1998), p. 260; Baldur Thorhallsson, “Conse-
quences of a Small Administration: The Case of Iceland,” Current Politics and
Economics of Europe, Vol. 11, No. 1 (2002), p. 61; and Neill Nugent, “Cyprus
and the European Union: The Significance of Being Small,” Occasional Paper,
1–2003, Centre for Small State Studies (Iceland: University of Iceland, 2003),
pp. 14–19.

5 Moosung Lee, “The Small State Enlargement of the EU: Dangers and Benefits,”
Perspectives on European Politics and Society, Vol. 5, No. 2 (2004), pp. 331–56.

6 Ian Manners, “Small States and the Internal Balance of the European Union:
Institutional Issues,” in Jackie Gower and John Redmond, eds., Enlarging the
European Union: The Way Forward (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2000), p. 125.



Thirdly, it is necessary to focus on the external implications of the
accession of a large number of new small state members for the future
development of the CFSP, because the impact of their accession goes
beyond the new frontiers of an enlarged EU. The question associated
with this aspect will be raised as below. The question as to whether or
not new small member states can effectively and efficiently function
the Council Presidency has been on the top of agenda, without under-
mining its consistency and credibility.11 Thus, particular attention
should be paid to the extent to which the external representation of the
CFSP will be affected—although the other aspects relating to this insti-
tution’s future development will not be addressed here.12

However, this article aims to contend that the conventional wis-
dom with regard to the impact of the accession of new small member
states may not necessarily hold water. Instead, when the impact of the
accession of these states is discussed, it is important to underline the
implications of being small and the purpose, motivation, and the new
context of EU membership to which they are exposed. This is because
all these independent variables may have a positive offsetting impact
through several channels on the future development of the EU in gen-
eral and that of its CFSP in particular. With this assumption in mind,
this article examines the effects of the accession of a large number of
new small member states on the decision-making process, the imple-
mentation of the CFSP and the implications for the external image of
the CFSP. After this, this article will discuss the extent to which my con-
tention about the impact of small states on the future development of
the EU can hold true at the conclusion.

Decision-making

EU member states have contributed to pursuing their own national
foreign and security policy- interests, and only developed the CFSP in
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The second question is concerned with the implementation of the
CFSP, not least when the capability of new small member states to
implement the acquis communautaire has been cast in doubt,8 given their
smallness as well as their different economic, political and historical
backgrounds. Although decisions may be taken at the Union level, it is
still an open question as to how the effective implementation of the
CFSP can be ensured. In particular, this concern becomes more legiti-
mate when new small member states also display certain attributes
leading them to be accused of behaving as free riders, as has been the
case with the other existing small states within the EU. This contention
is based on two presumptions. One is related to the tendency of small
states to act as free riders. Although they are major beneficiaries of the
security provided by the EU (i.e., as consumers rather than producers
of security), small states can be reactive in assuming obligations about
collective behaviour.9 The other is connected with the perception that
small states would normally focus on a limited range of interests while
making foreign policy.10 Thus, they are not motivated to implement a
foreign and security policy in a wider context, while restricting their
involvement in the development of the CFSP of the Union.
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7 Brown, “Implications of Enlargement”; John Peterson and Elizabeth Bomberh,
Decision-Making in the European Union (Houndmills: Palgrave, 1999); and
Anthony Forster and Willian Wallace, “Common Foreign and Security Policy”
in Helen Wallace and William Wallace, eds., Policy-Making in the European
Union, 4th ed., (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), pp. 461–92.

8 Baldur Thorhallsson, “Consequences of a Small Administration: The Case of
Iceland,” Current Politics, Vol. 11, No. 1 (2002), p. 61; Clive Archer and Neill
Nugent, “Introduction: Small States and the European Union,” Current Politics
and Economics of Europe, Vol. 11, No. 1 (2002), p. 1; and Neill Nugent, “Cyprus
and the European Union: The Significance of Being Small,” Occasional Paper,
1–2003, Centre for Small State Studies (Iceland: University of Iceland, 2003).

9 William Wallace, “Small European States and European Policy-Making:
Strategies, Roles, Possibilities,” Between Autonomy and Influence: Small States
and the European Union, Arena Report, No. 1, 1999, p. 15.

10 Roderick Pace, “Small States and the Internal Balance of the European Union:
The Perspective of Small States,” in Jackie Gower and John Redmond, eds.,
Enlarging the European Union (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2000); and Esko Antola,
“What kind of a Union for Small States?,” 2000, p. 3, available at http://www.
polarities.net/focus/2001/antola.html, accessed on .

11 Fraser Cameron, The Foreign and Security Policy of the European Union: Past, Present
and Future (Shelffield: Shelffield Academic Press, 1999), p. 99.

12 For detailed arguments, see Lee, “How do small states affect the future devel-
opment of the EU.”



secure two-thirds of the parliamentary votes necessary to change its
constitutional neutrality.14

A possible coalition of neutral states might also have a detrimental
effect on the efforts of the EU to decide and adopt a CFSP. This is not an
unlikely scenario, given that both Cyprus and Malta worked closely
within the neutral and non-aligned group in the heyday of the Confer-
ence on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE). Thus, they would
not find it very difficult to reactivate such collaboration with Austria,
Ireland, Sweden and Finland within the context of an enlarged EU.15

As a result, the addition of new neutral states may not only stalemate
the decision-making process but also increase the possibility of the
tyranny of the tiny, because neutrality happens to be a common
attribute to small states within the EU. This is not an unfounded con-
cern, as Peterson and Bomberg argued that:

In practical terms, the discrepancy in power between big and small
member states is large and more consequential on CFSP matters than
it is in any other EU policy sectors. Voting weight assigned to mem-
ber states under QMV in Pillar I do not accurately reflect power dis-
parities in Pillar II.16

By quoting a French official engaging in the business relating to the
CFSP, they went on to say that what surprised her most about CFSP
decision-making is that “it must be the power of small states,” because
“they are as powerful as we are.”17 Given this, the accession of a large
number of new small member states, particularly that of neutral states,
raises the likelihood of the tyranny of the tiny in the decision-making
of the CFSP, just as Brown argues that the prospect of the current and
future enlargement(s), which include more small states, leads to “a con-
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an intergovernmental context. As high politics prevails in the decision-
making process of the CFSP, it does not seem easy to build a consensus
among the member states. This is more likely so, as long as the rule of
unanimity has been adopted as the general principle for the decision-
making process of the CFSP (particularly, for military implications). As
an effort to remedy the situation, the proposal for the extensive use of
the qualified majority voting (QMV) system has been introduced in the
Amsterdam treaty. The QMV would be adopted for Joint Action and
Common positions if they were unanimously agreed as common
strategies. Nevertheless, there is still a provision of constructive absten-
tion, whereby member states can abstain from some decisions if they
disagree with them. In addition, there still exists an emergency brake
that has allowed a member state to declare its opposition to decisions
taken by QMV, if they are in conflict with their national policy. All this
gives an indication of the inherent difficulty of inducing compromise at
the Union level, when the EU attempts to undertake its CFSP and even
invites criticism that “these reformed decision-making procedures are
more complicated than the original ones, without necessarily being an
improvement on them.”13

In this context, the accession of a large number of new small mem-
ber states does not seem to improve the ethos underpinning CFSP deci-
sion-making. This is largely attributable to the negative implications of
inserting their interests and perception into the context of a “common”
foreign and security policy. More specifically, above all, the accession of
neutral states, i.e. Cyprus and Malta, can be a source of concern. This
can be elaborated from two perspectives: First, the neutrality of Cyprus
and Malta can be seen as an impediment to the decision-making
process of the CFSP, in which consensus among the member states is
essential and a prerequisite for its legitimacy. In particular, it seems
difficult to deal with the case of Malta, since it has adopted neutrality
as part of its constitution. If there is any need of change in its constitu-
tional neutrality, the cooperation of the Maltese Labour Party (MLP)
will be vital. Yet it is questionable whether the MLP, which has been the
obstacle to EU membership, will be cooperative so that Malta can
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13 Desmond Dinan, Ever Closer Union: An Introduction to European Integration
(London: Macmillan Press Ltd., 1999), p. 523.

14 Michelle Cini, “The Europeanization of Malta: Adaptation, Identity and Party
Politics,” in Kevin Featherstone and George Kazamias, eds., Europeanization
and the Southern Periphery (London: Frank Cass, 2001), p. 267.

15 John Redmond and Roderick Pace, “European Security in the 1990s and Beyond:
The Implications of the Accession of Cyprus and Malta to the European Union,”
Contemporary Security Policy, Vol. 17, No. 3 (1996), p. 430.

16 Peterson and Bomberg, Decision-Making in the European Union, p. 236.
17 Ibid., p. 237.



between France and Britain over the war in Iraq can also be seen as a
glaring example of how the decision concerning the CFSP can be deter-
mined and disrupted by the high-politics of large countries. This con-
firms the intergovernmental account made by Hoffmann that “foreign
policy marked out areas of key importance to the national interest, [in
which] nations prefer the self-controlled uncertainties of national
reliance to the uncontrolled certainty of policy integration.”22

When the position of small states is considered, however, a differ-
ent interpretation can be possible. Mouritzen argues that small states,
such as Sweden and Finland, may display an adaptive acquiescent atti-
tude toward the EU.23 This is because these countries are ready to per-
mit certain infringements on their regime value (here, neutrality in par-
ticular and sovereignty-sensitive foreign and security policy line in
general) in order to acquire ultimate benefits. By doing so, they believe
that they can be safeguarded from more fundamental infringements. In
addition, it is also possible to expect that small states cannot be very
recalcitrant at the actual bargaining table when some of the attributes
inherent to small states are taken into account. In fact, the perception of
vulnerability plays a part in determining the bargaining position of
small states. Being weak and small in terms of power and influence,
they tend to adopt a more cooperative and flexible stance at the bar-
gaining table than large states do.24 So, it is much safer to say that there
is more scope for small states to act flexibly, and this will in turn facili-
tate the decision-making process of the CFSP.

Moreover, in the daily work of the EU, the dividing line is almost
never between large and small states. Just as Hayes-Renshaw and Wal-
lace have highlighted it in EU politics, the state criterion in various
models might have no practical significance in decision-making.25 Thus
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test between small and large states.”18

The implications associated with the geo-strategic situations facing
new small member states may also be significant,19 if different foreign
policy priorities add to indecision and paralysis in the decision-making
process. The wider Balkan conflagration is a glaring case in point, in
which Slovenia and Slovakia were directly and indirectly embroiled.
Similarly, the issue of Russian minorities in the Baltic States, with
which Estonia and Latvia are most preoccupied, will no longer stay
outside the scope of the EU’s CFSP. Although the origin of its geopoliti-
cal instability is different from the CEEC’s, as mentioned above, it is
also important to note that Cyprus is at the centre of regional conflict. It
has been in the middle of the regional confrontation pitting Turkey (an
applicant state) against Greece (a member state) and thus the issue
relating to the regional confrontation is also likely to be brought onto
the centre stage of the EU’s future foreign and security policy. If such
different geo-strategic situations are reflected in the decision-making
process of the CFSP, it will become more difficult than now for the
enlarged EU to muster internal consensus.

It has been argued that the accession of a large number of new
small states may adversely affect the ethos and atmosphere underpin-
ning the decision-making procedure of the CFSP, because they have
different views and interests. Nonetheless, there are some counter-
arguments challenging this view, or at least alluding to the possibility
of reducing the degree of such concerns. With hindsight, larger member
states, which have global geopolitical and diplomatic interests, appear
to have favored retention of a strongly intergovernmental procedure.20

For example, the policy of three member states (Germany, France and
the UK) virtually took over EU policy toward the Bosnian War, but
other partners were left with no choice but to accept grudgingly an
evolution brought about by the former.21 More recently, the contention
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18 Brown, “Small States in the European Institutions,” p. 25.
19 Commission of the EC, Agenda 2000: For a Stronger and Wider Union, Vol. 1,

July 1997.
20 Brown, “Implications of Enlargement,” p. 260.
21 Günter Burghardt, “The Potential and Limits of CFSP: What Comes Next?’, in

Elfriede. Regelsberger, Phillipe de Schoutheete de Tervarent and Wolfgang
Wessels, eds., Foreign Policy of the European Union: From EPC to CFSP and 

Beyond (London: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 1997), p. 332.
22 Stanley Hoffmann, “Obstinate or Obsolete? The Fate of the Nation State and

the Case of Western Europe,” The European Sisyphus: Essays on Europe, 1964–
1994 (Boulder: Westview Press, 1995), p. 84.

23 Hans Mouritzen, “The Nordic Model as a Foreign Policy Instrument: Its Rise
and Fall,” Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 32, No. 1 (1995) p. 15.

24 Jeanne A. K. Hey, “Introducing Small State Foreign Policy,” in Jeanne. A.K. Hey,
ed., Small States in World Politics: Explaining Foreign Policy Behaviour (London:
Lynne Rienner, 2003), p. 5.
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the concern over the collective action on the part of neutral states
appears to be overstated. Furthermore, they cannot be deaf to the over-
all security guarantee to be assured within the context of the CFSP. Nor
can they act in a recalcitrant way, as they have no choice but to seek to
endear themselves to the other parties, as small states, such as Luxem-
bourg, would do.26 As a result, although some of the general and dis-
tinctive characteristics of new small states may be considered to add to
inactivity and paralysis in the decision-making process of the CFSP, the
overall degree of such concern can be disputed as overstated. This is
because new small member states would also act rationally by taking
full account of their position as “small” states.

Implementation Stage

Although the decision could be made at the Union level, it is still
an open question whether the effective implementation of the CFSP
can be ensured, befitting its objective. In particular, this may become
more serious by the accession of a large number of new small member
states because they can be accused of behaving as free riders. This is
largely because small states would only recognise the benefits of EU
membership by relying merely on the security provided by the EU, but
fail to assume obligations about collective behaviour. When we take
into account the perception that small states would normally focus on a
limited range of interests while making foreign policy, the concern over
the negative consequence of the accession of these states cannot be dis-
missed. As part of the preparation for admitting a large number of new
(small) states, the Union has published its regular reports which also
include an evaluation of the progress they have made in accommodat-
ing the CFSP acquis. Although much progress has been made, there are
some areas which need further progress.

Of the areas which need more progress, what draws our attention
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25 Fiona Hayes-Renshaw and Helen Wallace, The Council of Ministers (Basingstoke:
Macmillan, 1997), p. 295.

26 Jeanne A. K. Hey, “Luxembourg: Where Small Works (and Wealthy Doesn’t
Hurt),” in Jeanne. A.K. Hey, ed., Small States in World Politics, p. 78.

Table 1. The Status of Accommodating the Acquis Relating to the CFSP

Country Areas needing improvement

• Ensure that its foreign policy orientation remains in line with the Union’s
developing foreign and security policy

Slovakia
• Adopt the legislation on economic sanctions
• Finalize the development of the necessary administrative structures

• Ensure that its foreign policy orientation remains in line with the Union’s
developing foreign and security policy

Slovenia • Ensure that its national policies and practice continue to conform to the EU’s
common positions and defend these positions in international forums

• Ensure that all sanctions and restrictive measures can be duly implemented

• Ensure that its foreign policy orientation remains in line with the Union’s
developing foreign and security policy

Estonia
• Adopt the legislation on economic sanctions and finalize the development of

the necessary administrative structures
• Ensure that its national policies and practice conform to the EU’s common

positions and defend these positions in international forums
• Ensure that all sanctions and restrictive measures can be duly implemented

• Ensure that its foreign policy orientation remains in line with the Union’s
developing foreign and security policy

• Adopt the legislation on economic sanctions
Latvia • Finalize the development of the necessary administrative structures

• Ensure that its national policies and practice conform to the EU’s common
positions and defend these positions in international forums

• Ensure that all sanctions and restrictive measures can be duly implemented

• Ensure that its foreign policy orientation remains in line with the Union’s
developing foreign and security policy

• Adopt the legislation on economic sanctions
Lithuania • Finalize the development of the necessary administrative structures

• Ensure that its national policies and practice conform to the EU’s common
positions and defend these positions in international fora

• Ensure that all sanctions and restrictive measures can be duly implemented

• Ensure that its foreign policy remains in line with the Union’s developing 
foreign and security policy

Cyprus
• Adopt the legislation on economic sanctions
• Finalize the development of the necessary administrative structures

Malta
• Ensure that its foreign policy orientation remains in line with the Union’s

developing foreign and security policy
• Ensure full compliance with the EU Code of Conduct on Arms Exports

Source: The avis of the Commission of the candidate countries slated to join the EU as from 2004



CFSP, a positive outcome is hard to expect. But Cyprus will recognise
the importance of a more cohesive CFSP. This is because the actual par-
ties concerned in the Cyprus issue are Turkey and Greece, which have
direct relevance to the CFSP of the EU, as the former is an applicant
state, while the latter is a member state. It is also expected that the
other small states in the Balkan or Baltic region would recognise this
and act similarly, provided that there is a better chance for the issues
related to their geopolitical uncertainties to be resolved within the con-
text of a more cohesive CFSP. Thus it can be said that small states,
whose national voices are virtually non-existent outside the EU, have
powerful incentives to be party to common positions.30

In addition, the neutrality question of Cyprus and Malta, which
seems to be problematic, may not turn out to be as serious as was pre-
viously assumed, if the past behaviour patterns of some of the neutral
member states (Austria, Sweden and Finland) are carefully examined.31

There are two elements behind this assumption. One is that the mantra
of neutrality does no longer work in this post-Cold War era; the other is
that the main focus of the CFSP has been on the issue of soft security.32

With hindsight, not so much conflict resolution as its prevention
has been the main concern of the CFSP,33 in spite of the piecemeal
attempts to equip the EU with some hard-core military power with the
establishment of the Eurocorps. As far as the issue of soft security is
concerned, neutrality has not been regarded as very problematic,
because the existing neutral states have basically endorsed a principle
of positive involvement by offering all principles of international medi-
ation. In retrospect, Austria has met calls for a pragmatic contribution
to security through cooperation and partnership.34 In addition, when
the intergovernmental conference was held in 1996, the role of Sweden
and Finland could also be seen in a similar context. In fact, they advo-
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relating to the implementation of the CFSP is as follows: to what extent
can the foreign policy of new small member states remain in line with
the Union’s developing foreign and security policy, which includes the
association of common positions and joint actions with the EU under
the umbrella of the CFSP? In particular, it is open to question how new
small member states can avoid the accusation of free riders when they
bring in more diversity to the EU.

The diversity is derived not only from the fact that some of the new
small member states have long upheld neutrality as one of the key poli-
cy lines, but from the different geo-strategic situations confronting
them, as seen in the second section of this article. If this diversity pre-
vails in EU politics after accession, then it is not easy for the enlarged
Union to implement a de facto common foreign and security policy.

However, some optimistic views claiming that the implementation
of the CFSP is not necessarily challenged by the accession of new small
member states command our attention. It is likely that both the EU and
new small member states will agree on the importance of collective
security regimes. Not only is this the basic security framework within
which their national interests are ensured,27 but this can also offer them
a “form of preventive security policy, placing them in a multifaceted
contractual relationship with large and previously aggressive neigh-
bors.”28 As intergovernmentalists would argue,29 the accommodation
on the part of small states of the common positions and joint actions
can be seen as a logical corollary to rational state behaviour. For exam-
ple, the Cyprus issue is more likely to be resolved within the context of
a more cohesive CFSP than would otherwise be the case, because its
effectiveness depends on the actual extent to which the member states
can build a common front. If any member state vetoes certain aspects of
the CFSP, there will be a lack of legitimacy in its actual operation under
the name of a “common” foreign and security policy. If this kind of
discrepancy is translated into the actual implementation process of the

162 The Rise of Lilliputians, Is this a Real Challenge to the Enlarged EU?

27 Karen E. Smith, The Making of EU Foreign Policy: The Case of Eastern Europe
(Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1999), p. 5.

28 Brown, “Implications of Enlargement,” p. 263.
29 Andrew Moravcsik, “Preferences and Power in the European Community: A

Liberal Intergovernmentalist Approach,” Journal of Common Market Studies,
Vol. 31, No. 4 (1993), pp. 473–524.

30 Peterson and Bomberg, Decision-Making in the European Union, p. 236.
31 Redmond and Pace, “European Security in the 1990s and Beyond.”
32 Stanley Hoffmann, “Toward a Common European Foreign and Security Policy?,”

Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 38, No. 2 (2000), p. 192.
33 Cameron, “The Foreign and Security Policy of the European Union,” pp. 73–74.
34 Andreas Rendl, “Neutrality and the EU: An Austrian View,” in Laurent

Goetschel, ed., Small States Inside and Outside the European Union: Interests and
Policies (Boston: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1998), p. 165.



new small member states to commit themselves to the effective imple-
mentation of the CFSP.

Together with the counter-arguments mentioned above, there are
also some features embedded in the structure of the CFSP, as well as its
standing in EU politics, which may ease the concern over the chal-
lenges expected by the accession of a large number of new small mem-
ber states to its implementation stage. In fact, the member states have
yet to show their wholehearted commitment to the efforts of the EU to
implement a common foreign and security policy. This has been mani-
fested recently by the deep split between member states over the 2003
Iraq War. This argument is further reinforced by the fact that the infra-
structure for an efficient CFSP implementation is far from complete
when the financial aspect of this policy is mired in controversy due to
its ambiguous wording,39 and that there are as yet no credible institu-
tions dedicated to this business.40 It follows from this that the degree of
commitment required from new small member states to realise a CFSP
does not seem to be very high at the moment, as the realisation and the
structure required to implement a de facto CFSP has yet to be embedded
in the current context of EU politics. In this case, the overall burden for
the new small member states to ensure that foreign policy orientation
remains in line with the Union’s developing foreign and security policy
may not turn out very onerous and this, in turn, creates room for
manoeuvre when they have to accommodate the CFSP acquis and
implement them as members.
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cated a formal role for the European Union as far as capacities in mili-
tary crises management are concerned and, thus, offered a common ini-
tiative upon the reinforcement of these capacities.35 The implication of
this is that the existing small neutral states—i.e., Austria, Ireland, Fin-
land and Sweden—have developed their foreign and security policy by
accepting the obligations of membership and, thus, the EU’s role and
responsibility for external crises have not been undermined.36 All in all,
given the positive attitude of neutral states, which has been developed
in the areas of soft security, the entry of Malta and Cyprus may not nec-
essarily be perceived as producing undesirable consequences for the
implementation of the CFSP.

As argued in the decision-making process, furthermore, it is large
states that are most likely to be the main cause of disruption when the
EU seeks to conduct common positions and/or joint action. Past history,
to a large extent, supports this assumption. The large states (the UK,
France and Germany) have not been prepared to trust the EU to repre-
sent and implement their foreign policies. Instead, they have created ad
hoc coalitions, which, in turn, make it more difficult to achieve EU visi-
bility, responsibility and coherence. As a result, enlargement without
deepening would inevitably reinforce such centrifugal attitudes and
even increase the possibility of big member states to muster the sup-
port of smaller states to reinforce their positions and, thus, more infi-
nite circles emerge within an ever-larger club.37 Whilst large states
seem to be a real cause of concern, new small member states may not
necessarily be viewed as impediment to the implementation of the
CFSP. Insomuch as they realise the merits of speaking with one voice in
international conferences, which will in turn serve to broaden and
sharpen their profile as international actors,38 it is in the interests of the
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case in point is a routine EU-U.S. summit that was rescheduled in
December 1997, when both the Commission and the Council Presiden-
cy were held by Luxembourg and Jacques Santer (a Luxembourg
national).44 For external actors, small states cannot be seen as the natu-
rally foremost EU partners, in that they generally have fewer organisa-
tional/administrative resources to apply when necessary, and general-
ly carry less weight in international relations.45 In addition, when Den-
mark held the Presidency in autumn, 2002, we could see the challenges
facing a small state’s Presidency because the CFSP is intergovernmen-
tal in nature. Specifically, EU member states displayed differences in
policy preferences in responses to the American plan and proposals
about the Iraq-UN conflict, but the Danish Presidency found it hard to
achieve a common stand on foreign policy.46

However, some of the positive contributions of small states to the
Presidency also have to be highlighted. In fact, the success of the Presi-
dency in representing the EU in the CFSP is determined by the extent
to which the following conditions are met and balanced. First, it is
important to provide strong leadership on behalf of the EU in external
relations, but, at the same time, it is also imperative to build consensus
in developing common responses within the EU circle to outside
events.47 Given this, we will first examine the contribution of small
states to the issue relating to consensus-building within the EU circle.
Goetschel argued that the institutional setting has offered small states
plenty of opportunities to apply their qualitative values: these are also
referred to as qualitative virtues, such as mediation, bridge-building or
other non-coercive means.48 All these features are of help when the
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Implications for External Dimension

This section aims to explore the issues outside the development of
the CFSP, given that the current and forthcoming enlargements, bring-
ing in a large number of new small member states, will have an impact
far beyond the new frontiers of an enlarged EU. In order to address this
question, we will shed light on the particular aspect of external rela-
tionship to be developed. In particular, we will examine the implica-
tions for the running of the Council Presidency and the ramifications
for the external representation of the CFSP. This is because there is con-
cern that when small states run the Council Presidency, more often the
credibility of its governance and the external representation of the
CFSP can be undermined. More specifically, first, it is within the area of
the CFSP that the Presidential impact on EU external relations may be
expected to the greatest.41 Second, more importantly, small states hold-
ing the Presidency can undermine the consistency of the external repre-
sentation of the Union and its envisaged goals for the CFSP.42 It is
against this backdrop that we examine whether or not the accession of
a large number of new small member states would adversely affect the
external representation of the EU in the CFSP.

Of the functions fulfilled by the Presidency,43 the representation of
the EU in the CFSP (in terms of its consistency and credibility) has been
called into question when small states hold the Presidency. The United
States, among others, has thus questioned the credibility of the Council
presidency when the Presidency was held by a small member state. A
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a number of initiatives in the Middle East.53 Similarly, it is important to
stress that when Denmark held the Presidency in the autumn of 2002 it
also had a role to play in representing the EU in the Middle East.54

The underlying reason behind all these arguments relates to the
rational state behavior assumption upheld by intergovernmentalists.
The Presidency can be considered a good opportunity for small states
to enhance their image within the EU and elsewhere.55 In particular,
the significance of holding the Presidency is greater for smaller mem-
ber states than for larger ones, when the Presidency can allow small
states not only to be in a more influential position than they would
normally be,56 but also to impact on the general consciousness of the
EU.57 Thus, it seems reasonable to expect small states to make their
terms of office more successful in order to make the most of them. It
follows from all this that we can dispute the argument that small states,
assuming the role of the Council Presidency more often than now
undermine the external representation of the CFSP by contending that
this may not necessarily be correct.

Conclusion

The future development of the CFSP has been examined as a cen-
tral feature of the EU’s political union and as the continuation of the
overall study, which deals with the implications of the accession of a
large number of new small member states. This has also been under-
taken by disputing the conventional wisdom that their accession has
the potential to create challenges to the future development of the
Union. With this in mind, three areas—the decision-making, the imple-
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Presidency has to mediate the diverse interests and views of member
states. In addition, given that small states are “more inclined to work
closely with the other institution actors than will larger member
states,”49 the small states’ Presidency should not necessarily be seen as
problematic. This is because small states feel a more desperate need of
administrative help, given their lack of administrative and other intelli-
gence necessary to ensure a successful Presidency. By relying on the
information and resources provided by other institutions, it becomes
inevitable for the small state Presidency to build a connection between
the institutions involved in the enforcement of the CFSP. Specifically,
during the Swedish presidency, Sweden not only had intensive cooper-
ation with the High Representative Solana and Commissioner Patten,
but also helped to build cooperation between the Council and other
relevant institutions.50

Second, it is undeniable that external actors tend to go directly to
any of the larger powers of the Union by sidestepping the Presidency.
In the process they tend to question and risk the credibility and legiti-
macy of the CFSP.51 However, it is still important to emphasise that
some of the small states have fared well, to the point of claiming that
their Presidencies have been successful in this regard. There are some
examples supporting such an argument. For example, Finland was not
accused of lack of credibility in representing the CFSP. In fact, during
its Presidency, the concerns of the EU in terms of its external relation-
ships with the western Balkans (particularly Kosovo) and Russia have
been fairly well addressed.52 Also, when Sweden held the Presidency
in the spring of 2001, it showed the capacity and the intention of pro-
ducing a united EU strategy in policy toward Macedonia and also took
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mon positions and joint actions is very rational. Second, the neutrality
question may not turn out to be as serious as was previously assumed,
not only because that the mantra of neutrality does not work any more
in this post-Cold War era, but because the main focus of the CFSP has
been placed on the issue of soft security, which neutral states can
accommodate in this post-Cold War era. Third, it is large states that are
most likely to pose real obstacles to the implementation of common
positions and/or joint action. Last but not least, insofar as the CFSP is
relatively underdeveloped, the commitment required to participate in
the policy remains limited.

The final concern of this argument touches upon the external
implications of the future development of the CFSP. More specifically,
we can also be relieved of misgivings about the lack of credibility and
consistency in the external representation of the EU in the CFSP, partic-
ularly when the Council Presidency is to be run more often by small
states. This is largely because of both the expectations of small states
regarding this opportunity, which are high and positive, and also of the
positive contribution from their qualitative virtues as small states.

What this article has argued, upholds the rational state behaviour
account underpinning intergovernmentalism, when the conventional
wisdom with regard to the impact of small states is challenged. Small
states, given their positions and means available, would act rationally
to make the most of the environment they encounter. With these find-
ings in mind, this article can contend that the accession of a large num-
ber of new small member states will not necessarily present challenges
to the future development of the CFSP and, thus, that the concerns
expressed over the rise of “Lilliputians” may prove overstated.
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mentation of the CFSP and, finally, the implications for the external
image of the EU, with particular reference to and the external represen-
tation—have been chosen for analysis. There are concerns over the like-
ly gridlock in the decision-making process ascribed to the diverse inter-
ests and views of the foreign and security policy, as well as to the likely
chance of coalitions among neutral states with the addition of two
more of them. However, we have also argued that this is not necessarily
the case when the following arguments are considered. First, it is not so
much small states as large ones, which have been the main cause of
disruption, as the overall evolution of the CFSP has maintained an
intergovernmental nature. This is also likely to be the case for some
time to come. This is more likely to be the case, when we take into
account that due to the perception of vulnerability that they are weak
and small in terms of power and influence small states tend to adopt a
more cooperative and flexible stance at the bargaining table than large
states do. Furthermore, the argument that the coalitions of member
states are not necessarily built on the size variable alone has also sup-
ported the challenge to conventional wisdom with regard to the impact
of the accession of a large number of new small member states in the
decision-making process. As a result, although some of the general and
distinctive characteristics of new small states may be considered to add
to inactivity and paralysis in the decision-making process of the CFSP,
it is still important to note that the overall concern, which we have thus
far identified, might be overstated.

As far as the implementation of the CFSP is concerned, there are
also misgivings about the challenges likely to be caused by the acces-
sion of a large number of new small member states. In particular, to the
extent that small states have been accused of behaving as free riders in
the security domain and that their foreign policy focuses on a limited
range of issues, the accession of these states can be viewed as an
impediment to the implementation of the CFSP. Notwithstanding such
concerns, some of the counter-arguments challenging this view have
been presented and these are summarised as below. First, it is likely
that both the EU and new small member states will agree on the impor-
tance of collective security regimes. This is because it is the basic security
framework within which their national interests are ensured and,
indeed, the choice of small states to associate themselves with the com-
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