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Europeanization

B e n  To n r a

There is no doubt that the concept of 
Europeanization as applied to EU foreign 
policy has a growing academic profile. A 
rudimentary search of Google Scholar, for 
example, reveals that the concept, linked to 
foreign policy, was cited in just over 200 
scholarly publications in 2000, in 800 such 
publications by 2005 and over 1,800 academic 
publications in 2013. However, this very 
growth has led to criticism. Europeanization 
has been censured as the poster child for 
concept-stretching (Radaelli, 2000), as being 
poorly and confusingly defined (Mair, 2004) 
and for having limited explanatory capacity, 
either by reason of lacking parsimony in its 
measurement (Lodge, 2006) or as a result of 
confusion over its causal status (Wong and 
Hill, 2011). These concerns result in the  
worst possible scholarly criticism – that 
Europeanization is simply an academic fad, 
devoid of substantial conceptual utility 
(Olsen, 2003; Moumoutzis, 2011).

In a sense, the overarching concept  
of Europeanization has an almost classic 

genealogy. Initially it was adopted from a broader 
literature (for reviews see Harmsen and Wilson, 
2000; Olson, 2002; Graziano and Vink, 2007; 
and Marciacq, 2012) and was employed to fill 
a gap in our understanding of/explanation for 
the shape and impact of European integration. 
It was an ‘attention-directing device’, accord-
ing to Olsen (2002: 921). This resulted in a 
somewhat scattergun application of the concept 
and sometimes even in contradictory contexts, 
which provoked demands for greater clarity of 
definition and precision in method and applica-
tion. It may now be argued, however, that the 
concept has indeed come of age, with generally 
acknowledged core definition(s), wide agree-
ment on method and approach and a broadened 
empirical application deployed to test its added 
value. Europeanization may thus today be seen 
as a comparatively stable middle-range theory 
that offers a useful analytical framework for 
both the study of changes wrought in national 
foreign policy as a result of EU membership 
and for the creation and pursuit of a common 
EU foreign policy.
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The three interconnected processes through 
which this process is frequently seen to 
derive are uploading, downloading and cross-
loading. The first considers how, when and 
to what end national foreign-policy prefer-
ences are brought to the European table and 
pursued using the EU as a means of ampli-
fying national foreign policy – standing on 
the shoulders, as it were, of European part-
ners. The second, downloading, is a process 
by which it is said hard-fought, collectively 
agreed EU policy positions embed them-
selves within national foreign policies and 
institutions over time and become part of 
the warp and weave of that policy. What has 
come to be known as cross-loading – perhaps 
the least developed process – is where mem-
ber states learn from one another in terms of 
information, analysis and even policymaking 
structures.

The shape of the debate(s) surrounding 
Europeanization has revolved around its 
definition and its application to the realm of 
foreign policy. Traditional integration theo-
ries were seen to offer explanations for the 
construction of European-level institutions 
and polity-building. There was also an inter-
est in the influence of these institutions and 
how their policymaking impacted member 
states. While the concept of Europeanization 
was itself briefly associated with the develop-
ment of European-level governance struc-
tures and networks (Risse et al., 2001) it soon 
became ‘concerned with the consequences 
of this process for … the member states’ 
(Bulmer and Lequesne, 2002: 16). This move 
also represented something of a reassertion 
of political science in the study of European 
integration vis-à-vis international relations 
(IR), from where most traditional integration 
theories derived. In the words of Bulmer and 
Radaelli, ‘Having spent intellectual energy 
in seeking to understand the “nature of the 
beast”, that is, the nature of European integra-
tion, political scientists have now realized that 
a EU political system is in place, produces 
decisions, and impacts on domestic policies 
in various guises’ (2004: 3). Europeanization 
has also been seen in many quarters as part 

of the institutionalist turn in political science 
(Aspinwall and Schneider, 2000; Hix and 
Goetz, 2000; Börzel and Risse, 2000) through 
which political institutions are understood to 
affect political outcomes. This may be accom-
plished through a variety of means (rational-
ist, historical, sociological, discursive) but, 
individually or in tandem, it is argued that they 
structure political action and its outcomes.

The early focus of much of the original 
scholarship on Europeanization was on those 
areas of policy where the impact of European 
integration was most visible and where 
member states clearly had to adapt them-
selves to European policy, practice, legisla-
tion and norms – embodied in the notion of 
the European acquis and rooted within tra-
ditional areas of European policy and legal 
competence. From Ladrech’s (1994) core 
definition that Europeanization was ‘an incre-
mental process reorienting the direction and 
shape of politics to the degree that EC politi-
cal and economic dynamics become part of 
the organisational logic of national logic of 
national politics and policy-making’, studies 
in policy areas such as agriculture, cohesion 
policy, the environment, transportation and 
financial services (for examples see Knill, 
2001; Checkel, 2001; Lawton, 1999; Howell, 
2004; Geddes, 2003; Levi-Faur, 2002) devel-
oped a model of top-down Europeanization. 
In such studies the fit between national and 
European policy was assessed and any misfit 
could then be judged in terms of the extent 
to which states had to adapt. This resulted in 
identifying varying degrees of domestic insti-
tutional and political change (Börzel, 2003; 
Risse, et al. 2001: 7).

Europeanization has also been consid-
ered and applied to non-member states, both 
those with and those without the prospect 
of EU membership. The most obvious is 
the Europeanization undertaken by states 
approaching EU membership. This is com-
parable with that outlined above but is none-
theless distinctive. In the context of the 2004 
enlargement Adrienne Héritier (2005) dubbed 
this ‘Europeanization East’, where states faced 
adaptation requirements to an entire corpus of 
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existing EU law and norms and had very lim-
ited capacity to tailor or to influence the nature 
or scale of that adaptation. This subset of the 
literature has focused closely upon the models 
and mechanisms by which such states adopt 
EU rules (Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier, 
2005) and has been applied to most applicant 
states. For its part, the Europeanization of 
states with little or no prospect of EU mem-
bership is commonly a process that impacts 
upon other European states with a close and 
often institutionalized relationship with the 
EU, such as Norway, Switzerland and Iceland 
(see, for example, Kux and Sverdrup 2000; 
Lægreid et al., 2004). Beyond this point, 
however, we can perhaps better consider such 
processes within the context of EU policy on 
enlargement (see Chapter 59, this volume), 
towards the EU’s geographic neighbours (see 
Chapter 60, this volume) and in efforts to 
export norms and policies on a thematic basis 
internationally (see Chapter xx, this volume).

EuropEanization of  
forEign policy

At first glance the prospects for the application 
of the concept of Europeanization to the realm 
of national foreign policy in the early European 
Communities (EC) were not propitious. This 
was a policy area strictly reserved for intergov-
ernmental decision-making, from which the 
core supranational European institutions were 
either wholly excluded or with which they 
were only loosely associated, and which often 
resulted in vague policy agreements that were 
never legally binding on member states and 
resulted in little or no legislation.

The entrée to Europeanization for some 
analysts of foreign policy was to be found 
in the framing of beliefs, informal norms 
and rules and ideational issues that had been 
identified as a subset of the wider process of 
Europeanization (Radaelli, 2000). In addition, 
the misfit model identified above included 
scope for the study not just of top-down 
adaptation but of bottom-up engagement, 

where member states sought to project their 
own policy preferences on to the European 
agenda (Börzel, 2003; Bulmer and Burch, 
2001; Risse et al., 2001). This clearly offered 
at least some potential in the foreign-policy 
realm, where member states sought to export 
their policy preferences, albeit through inter-
governmental means of consultation and 
cooperation. The Europeanization literature 
also provided for the analysis not just of pol-
icy misfit, where member states had to adapt 
themselves to legally binding legislation, but 
also of institutional misfit, where, through 
intensive and shared institutional practice and 
procedure, key policy actors might be social-
ized and thereby begin to share a common set 
of beliefs and expectations (Schmidt, 2002; 
Bulmer, 2007; Checkel, 2001). This aspect 
was critical to the deployment of Radaelli’s 
widely cited definition of Europeanization as 
consisting of ‘processes of a) construction, 
b) diffusion and c) institutionalisation of for-
mal and informal rules, procedures, policy 
paradigms, styles, “ways of doing things” 
and shared beliefs and norms which are first 
defined and consolidated in the EU policy 
process and then incorporated in the logic 
of domestic (national and sub national) dis-
course, political structures and public poli-
cies’. (2004:3)

The earliest studies of Europeanization as 
applied to foreign-policy cooperation among 
EC member states built upon an already exist-
ing corpus of scholarship dealing with com-
parable issues to those being tackled under 
the rubric of Europeanization. Questions as 
to whether European integration was empow-
ering the European state (Moravcsik, 1993), 
hollowing out the state (Marks, 1993) or 
transforming the state (Kohler-Koch, 1996) 
were already being asked. This conversation 
was mirrored in a small number of pioneering 
analyses of foreign-policy cooperation which 
argued that this process represented ‘the 
European rescue of national foreign policy’ 
(Allen, 1996, pace Milward, 1992), that ‘a 
distinctive European position in international 
affairs’ was developing (Hill, 1983: 200), that 
a ‘coordination reflex’ had emerged among 
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European foreign-policy actors (Nuttall, 1992), 
that a new European ‘Diplomatic Republic’ 
was coming into view (Jørgensen, 1997), that 
foreign-policy cooperation was progressively 
constructing ‘communities’ of information, 
views and actions (de Schoutheete, 1986) 
and that the ‘Brusselsization’ (Allen, 1998; 
Mueller-Brandeck-Bocquet, 2002) and/or 
‘Europeification’ (Andersen and Eliasen, 
1995) of national foreign policies was already 
underway.

Notwithstanding this foundation of schol-
arship, a case had to be constructed for what 
looked like the very special case of foreign 
policy within the Europeanization literature. 
First, as noted above, there was only limited 
applicability of the broader conceptual model. 
Within Bulmer and Radaelli’s outline of four 
modes of governance leading to different 
mechanisms of Europeanization,1 foreign pol-
icy could only reasonably be accommodated 
within ‘facilitated coordination’, comprising 
policy exchange and soft law (Bulmer and 
Radaelli, 2004). While this opened a door, 
critics from a comparative-politics standpoint 
insisted that the unique nature of foreign pol-
icy and the wholly intergovernmental nature 
of foreign-policy decision-making argued 
that it could ‘at best have a weak impact on 
national policies’ (Hix and Goetz, 2000: 6).

From that narrow ground, however, work 
did progress. A critical feature that came to 
dominate early scholarship in the field was 
a focus upon the reciprocal relationship that 
it was argued existed between national- and 
European-level policymaking. Arguing against 
traditional realist and intergovernmental inter-
pretations, the contention was made that the 
formulation and outputs of national foreign 
policies were changing as a direct result of 
participating in European foreign-policy coop-
eration and that at the same time, states were 
actively engaged and committed to the deepen-
ing and strengthening of that collective policy 
system (Tonra, 2001). This became reflected in 
a two-dimensional model of Europeanization 
consisting of the aforementioned parallel and 
interconnected processes of uploading and 
downloading (Major, 2005; Wong, 2005).

Uploading is understood to be the devel-
opment of EU-level institutions and policy 
frameworks to the preferred design of individ-
ual member states. It has also been conceptu-
alized as the projection on the European stage 
of member-state policy preferences, ideas and 
interests. According to Wong and Hill’s review 
(2011), uploading is indicated by efforts to 
increase the state’s global profile, to influence 
EU partners’ foreign policy and to use the EU 
as a shield/umbrella for national policy and as 
an influence multiplier. Through a complex 
system of national bargaining, policy agree-
ments ultimately emerge to be implemented 
through a set of evolving, shared policy insti-
tutions. Critically, two quite different logics 
are often adduced to be operating here, the 
first strategic and the second ideational. These 
have been identified as sources of twin-track 
rationalist and sociological logics, leading to 
domestic adaptation (Bulmer, 2007: 53).

The first logic presents such developments 
as allowing member states to pursue their 
interests to greatest effect. Member states and 
their policy actors calculate the advantage of 
securing collective support for their preferred 
policy against the likelihood that such com-
mon policies may not be precisely ad idem 
with an exclusively nationally framed policy. 
The counterweight is that such a common 
position will carry much greater influence 
and promise greater impact than anything 
pursued unilaterally (Pomorska, 2007). The 
second logic sees such developments as at least 
in part a function of shifting role perceptions 
(Aggestam, 2004b) and/or evolving political 
identities. Here processes of individual and 
institutional socialization are seen to come into 
play, with national interests evolving within 
a collective European context and where the 
desire for a common European position on 
critical foreign-policy issues is seen to become 
a policy priority in its own right.

For its part, downloading is a process of 
national adaptation to the aforementioned 
European policy agreements and/or institu-
tional structures. These are seen as exerting 
pressure on both the form and outputs of 
national foreign policy in terms of norms and 
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policy positions but also in terms of structures 
and styles. Downloading is indicated – again, 
according to Wong and Hill (2011) – by the 
greater salience of European priorities on 
the national agenda, the priority accorded to 
arriving at a collective European position and 
the primacy accorded to such positions and 
the bureaucratic changes predicated on their 
needs and/or requirements within EU-level 
policymaking structures. Again, it may be 
argued that two distinct logics are at play here.  
Rational-interest calculations arise in terms 
of a basic cost–benefit analysis – bearing in 
mind at all times that member states retain 
veto rights across the whole realm of foreign, 
security and defence policy. Member states 
therefore can be said to be adapting themselves 
to policies and structures that they perceive 
to be in their strategic interest. Adaptational 
pressures might, however, also be seen as 
part of the process by which norms, beliefs 
and policy expectations are internalized by 
national foreign-policy actors, creating a basis 
for further intensified policy interaction and 
agreement.

As noted, this bidirectional vertical model 
has been supplemented by the proposal of 
additional dimensions. Claudia Major was 
among the first to call for the inclusion of cross- 
loading (Major, 2005; see also Howell, 2004) 
as a third dimension of Europeanization within 
the CFSP, insisting that national foreign policy 
change might well derive from ‘the transfer of 
ideas, norms and ways of doing things that are 
exchanged from and with European neighbours, 
domestic entities or policy areas. Put simply: 
it is not only change due to Europe but also 
within Europe’ (2005: 186). Whether analys-
ing the CFSP in general (Major and Pomorska, 
2005), the European Neighbourhood Policy 
(Normann, 2012) or Finnish foreign policy 
(Palosaari, 2011), the idea that European 
states were learning from and sharing with 
each other has been persuasive. In his review 
of Europeanization Wong (2005) incorporated 
cross-loading into his analysis but defined it 
in a somewhat different fashion.

Rather than focus exclusively upon the two 
traditional vertical-transmission mechanisms 

(downloading and uploading), Wong sought to 
incorporate the idea of cross-loading as a hori-
zontal policy-exchange mechanism between 
member states, which, together with the other 
two dimensions, contributed to the construc-
tion of common interests and the evolution 
of a shared foreign-policy identity. He dubbed 
this third dimension ‘identity reconstruc-
tion’ (Wong, 2007: 326; 2005: 142), which 
was related to a ‘multi-directional process of 
socialisation’ (Wong and Hill, 2011: 166). 
This spoke to earlier constructivist-oriented 
work that privileged identity politics as being 
at the core of the European foreign-policy pro-
cess and which defined Europeanization in that 
context as being a ‘transformation in the way in 
which national foreign policies are constructed, 
in the way professional roles are defined and 
pursued and in the consequent internaliza-
tion of norms and expectations arising from 
a complex system of collective European pol-
icy making’ (Tonra, 2000: 229). This ‘thick’ 
Europeanization (as opposed to the rationalist-
oriented, ‘thin’ Europeanization) focused on 
the development of shared and socially appro-
priate actions and the construction of inter-
subjective meanings through which actors’ 
preferences and identities evolved (Schmidt, 
2002; Bulmer, 2007; Checkel, 2001).

SurvEying thE fiEld

In broad terms there is a general acknowledge-
ment that something is happening to national 
foreign policies that derives from EU mem-
bership. Analysts also broadly acknowledge 
the difficulty of disaggregating the effects of 
Europeanization from other independent var-
iables (such as globalization) and argue over 
the significance of the changes being identi-
fied. More than a decade ago Brian White 
insisted that national foreign policies had 
‘significantly been changed, if not trans-
formed, by participation over time in foreign 
policy making at the European level’ (2001: 6). 
More recently, Baun and Marek, in looking at 
the Europeanization of the foreign policies of 
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new EU member states, agreed that ‘the for-
eign policies of EU member states have been 
transformed’ (2013: 1). There is also general 
agreement that Europeanization does not 
entail the homogenization of member-state 
foreign policies nor a convergence towards a 
single EU policy point. There are clearly 
varying paths of adaptation to Europe.

In terms of the existing literature 
there are a number of studies that invoke 
Europeanization as an explicit independent 
variable in the evolution of national foreign, 
security and/or defence policies. A number 
of these are single country case studies: on 
Denmark (Larsen, 2005), France (Irondelle, 
2003; Wong, 2006; Rieker, 2006a), Finland 
(Palosaari, 2011), Germany (Miskimmon, 
2007), Greece (Ioakimidis, 2000; Tsardanidis 
and Stavridis, 2005; Economides, 2005), 
Malta (Fiott, 2010), Poland (Pomorska, 
2007), Portugal (Raimundo, 2013) and Spain 
(Torreblanca, 2001). There are also studies that 
offer some comparative perspective among 
several EU member states, with different log-
ics applied for case selection, such as meth-
odological approach (Jokela, 2010; Thomas, 
2011), small member states (Tonra, 2001), 
large member states (Aggestam, 2004a; Gross, 
2009; Müller, 2011), Nordic states (Rieker, 
2006b), neutral member states (de Flers, 2011) 
and even non-member states (Oğuzlu, 2010). 
Finally, there is a growing field of larger com-
parative studies that seek to cover all member 
states (Manners and Whitman, 2000), offer 
a sample across the enlarged EU (Wong and 
Hill, 2011) or identify other large categories of 
states, such as new member states (Baun and 
Marek, 2013), or policy towards a particular 
region (Ruano, 2013).

If there is agreement that national foreign 
policies are being transformed and we can 
identify continuing efforts to map these trans-
formations across EU member states what, 
exactly, is it that these efforts are studying? As 
Bulmer (2007) points out, Europeanization is 
itself a phenomenon that needs to be explained 
rather than presented as a theory in and of 
itself. Clarity in this context is critical. As an 
independent variable, Europeanization is the 

explanation (the cause) for national foreign-
policy change. In the absence of hard law 
in the foreign-policy field (which, as noted 
above, sets it apart from almost all other pol-
icy areas where Europeanization is studied) 
we tend to focus on soft law as well as politi-
cal commitments, institutional development, 
diffusion of norms and expectations and how 
these serve to stimulate member-state behav-
iour. The causal chain in this instance can run 
either from the state to the common policy 
(uploading) or from the common policy to the 
state (downloading). Confusingly, however, 
Europeanization can also be presented in the 
literature as the dependent variable, i.e. the 
effect that we are studying (and the causes for 
which we are seeking). In our case this is the 
increasing coordination of national foreign 
policies, possibly leading to the creation of a 
truly common EU foreign and security pol-
icy. A clear differentiation between these two 
ideas of Europeanization is required, other-
wise we are in danger of creating studies that 
imply Europeanization is being caused by 
Europeanization. At the same time it can also 
be argued that ‘It is difficult to try to conceive 
of the relationship [between EU and national 
foreign policies] in conventional, positivist 
social science terms i.e. with independent 
and dependent variables and simple causality 
if analysis is to capture incrementalism and 
continuity’ (Bulmer and Burch, 2001: 78).

The research identified above suggests that 
the structured and intense cooperation that 
underpins the CFSP (including the CSDP) 
serves to develop and instantiate specified 
norms of agreed behaviour. These norms are 
not those of a hierarchical policy centre to 
which national foreign policies are adapting, 
but are the shared patrimony of member states 
endeavouring to strengthen their foreign poli-
cies respectively and collectively. Beginning 
as an informal and virtually unstructured sys-
tem of information sharing, it has evolved into 
an ‘institutionalised, collective, binding and  
community-sensitive system’ (Ginsberg, 2001: 
37–8). Arising from this, a variety of agreed 
procedures and processes has been hardwired 
into national foreign-policy construction. 
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This has, in turn, given rise to what has been 
identified as ‘a corporate body of European 
values and norms and eventually caused 
Member States to change their attitudes and 
preferences despite the absence of enforce-
ment mechanisms’ (Ginsberg 2001: 38).  
This results in a Europeanized foreign policy, 
defined as one that ‘takes common EU posi-
tions as a major reference point, does not 
generally defect from common positions, 
attempts to pursue its priorities through EU 
collective action, and subscribes positively 
to the values and principles expressed by the 
EU’ (Wong and Hill, 2011: 211).

The key criticism of many of these 
studies is that they identify the shape of 
Europeanization including inter alia elite 
socialization, bureaucratic reorganization, 
constitutional change and public support for 
foreign-policy cooperation (Smith, 2000: 
617), but they contribute little to theory 
building (de Flers and Müller 2012: 24). A 
more recent academic turn therefore tries to 
lift the lid on Europeanization and to begin 
to specify precisely how the phenomenon 
works. Rieker (2006a), for example, frames 
Europeanization as a process both of strategic 
adjustment (adaptation) and identity change 
(learning). Gross (2009) speaks of an overall 
European reflex where, through process trac-
ing, one can assess whether Europeanization 
has resulted in policy change as a result of 
strategic adaptation or socialization. The 
criticism is that studies of Europeanization to 
date have presented empirical evidence that 
has ‘been either ambiguous or even irrelevant 
in the sense that it indicates little regarding 
the considerations of national foreign policy-
makers that preceded foreign policy change’ 
(Moumoutzis 2011: 622).

A first set of approaches to unpacking 
Europeanization are grounded within a ratio-
nalist logic (Thomas, 2009; Thomas and 
Tonra, 2011). Here costs and benefits are 
adduced to determine the degree to which (if 
at all) national foreign policy should adapt 
itself to, or should seek to exploit, common 
EU foreign-policy structures and agreements.  
This is especially evident in policy export, 

uploading or projection, where most if not 
all studies conclude that member states 
actively seek to engage common institutions 
better to fulfil national foreign-policy aims. 
This, of course, is not definitive evidence 
of Europeanization since coordination per 
se occurs within all multilateral institutions 
to which EU member states are party, and 
those foreign-policy goals are undergoing 
no necessary transformation as a result of 
efforts to secure their multilateral agreement. 
However, knowing where and when mem-
ber states calculate that the incorporation 
of shared EU-level processes and structures 
into national foreign-policy construction will 
deliver added value, one can begin to iden-
tify how such incorporation may result in a 
thin Europeanization rooted in a variety of 
strategies from competitive bargaining and 
logrolling to cooperative bargaining and 
even normative entrapment. In such models 
‘national foreign policy-makers engage in 
strategic calculation in an attempt to maxi-
mize the attainment of fixed policy prefer-
ences and secure specific foreign policy 
goals’ (Moumoutzis, 2011: 617). Such instru-
mental logics have been seen to be at play  
in almost all studies of Europeanization of 
foreign policy, either on their own terms or as 
an early stage in a more profound process of 
deeper and thicker Europeanization.

The second set of approaches to 
Europeanization may be said to be rooted 
much more profoundly in a logic of appropri-
ateness (March and Olsen, 1984), where pol-
icy actors in EU member states are guided, 
if not shaped, by shared understandings of 
what is standard, right or normal within given  
circumstances. As shared policy construc-
tion deepens and strengthens over time, these 
understandings are extended and become de 
rigueur for both current and prospective pol-
icy participants. A number of recent studies 
have thus begun to focus more precisely on 
the means and mechanisms by which this 
occurs and, by and large, they have settled 
on mechanisms of socialization and learning. 
The goal here is to identify EU-level practices, 
procedures and norms that can reasonably be 
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said to have caused identifiable changes in 
national foreign policy (Moumoutzis, 2011).

In their comprehensive review de Flers 
and Müller (2012) consider socialization 
and learning through these two lenses. 
Socialization, for example, may be strategic 
where norm-based arguing ensues or where 
state actors adapt their behaviours to mesh 
with well established social expectations 
(Checkel, 2005). Alternatively, role social-
ization may be visible where preference and 
identity change results (Aggestam, 1999; 
Tonra, 2001). They also highlight the neces-
sary scope conditions for such socialization, 
drawing upon insights from social psychol-
ogy and associated work looking specifi-
cally at the EU context of such socialization 
(Beyers, 2005; Checkel, 2005; Lewis, 2005; 
Quaglia et al., 2008). These can include con-
ditions such as the intensity, duration and 
frequency of formal and informal interaction, 
the degree of actor autonomy within such 
interactions and the context of those interac-
tions, whether these are iterative/deliberative 
or crisis/bargaining situations.

Others too have sought to put a shape upon 
the conditions under which Europeanization 
may or may not occur (Bulmer and Burch, 
2000; Knill, 2001; Gross, 2009) and these 
have included history, orientation, size, geo-
political identity, national norms and strategic 
culture as mediating phenomena. History, for 
example, may create very specific domaines 
réservé towards old allies or even older adver-
saries; geo-strategic size may sharply colour 
perceptions of institutional and bureaucratic 
change; geo-political identity might well 
create distinctive cross-cutting pressures in 
dealing with third countries; national norms, 
especially regarding thematic foreign policy 
issues, can be expected either to facilitate or 
frustrate collective policy endeavours and 
strategic culture will doubtless shape national 
approaches to security and defence. These 
issues have all been highlighted and their 
significance acknowledged, but as yet they 
have not been operationalized systematically 
to give us a clear capacity to measure their 
distinctive and interrelated impacts.

When considering the role of learning as 
part of a process of Europeanization, de Flers 
and Müller (2012) also distinguish between 
thin learning, where actors readjust beliefs 
and preferences to achieve well established 
national goals, and thick learning, where 
basic national assumptions are challenged 
and associated policy preferences evolve. 
This then results in the reshaping of values 
and identities. They go on to assess learning 
in an EU context as being of varying types: 
organizational (Juncos and Pomorska, 2006), 
lesson-drawing and policy transfer (Kerber and 
Eckardt, 2007) and, finally, policy-learning  
(Davis Cross, 2006; Krahmann, 2003; Mérand, 
2008). The scope conditions identified for such 
learning are similar to those of socialization 
but extend to instances of repeated or exten-
sive policy failure that act as external stimuli 
for policy reconsideration and recalibration.

In their review Wong and Hill (2011) iden-
tify the variables that they argue underpin 
Europeanization. These include institutions 
and treaties, socialization, leadership, external 
federators, the politics of scale, legitimization 
of global roles and geo-cultural identity. They 
also highlight what they characterize as coun-
tervailing factors to Europeanization, such as 
ideological hostility, domestic politics, interna-
tional forces and special relationships. In sum, 
they offer a menu for the identification and 
potential measurement of forces that can define 
the degree and extent of Europeanization in 
any set of national cases.

A number of scholars have addressed 
another criticism in the study of the 
Europeanization of national foreign policy – 
namely, the failure to identify the precise ways 
in which national foreign policies change as 
a direct result of European engagement and 
the assumption that Europeanization is a 
unilinear process. Moumoutzis (2011) iden-
tifies three areas within which evidence of 
Europeanization might be identified: where 
national foreign-policy goals shift to European 
norms, where national foreign-policy prac-
tices and the use of foreign-policy instruments 
change to match European models and, finally, 
where EU procedures serve to affect national 
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foreign-policymaking and policy actors. Wong 
and Hill (2011: 232) – in perhaps the broad-
est comparative study yet undertaken – have 
determined that Europeanization is indeed a 
relevant concept, an independent variable that 
has a demonstrable impact on behaviour but 
whose impact varies across member states 
and is strongest in areas of procedure and gen-
eral orientation rather than in specific policy 
commitments.

concluSion and futurE 
dirEctionS

The contribution of Europeanization to our 
scholarship has been threefold. First, it  
has contributed to wider IR by reinforcing a 
focus upon learning and socialization. This has 
become a core feature of much constructivist 
and liberal-oriented scholarship in the area. 
Second, Europeanization has offered specific 
added value to foreign-policy analysis (White, 
1999), challenging US-centric accounts of 
foreign-policy construction and offering a via 
media between mutually exclusive accounts 
of intergovernmental versus supranational 
understandings of the development of an EU 
foreign policy, where the former could accom-
modate only lowest-common-denominator 
outcomes and the latter could assume only an 
inevitable trajectory to a fully federal foreign 
policy. Third, Europeanization has provided 
a critical reflection on the evolution of domes-
tic polities within a European framework and 
the processes by which these systems are 
impacted by, and contribute to, shared policy-
making structures and outcomes.

At the same time we are still left with 
significant challenges in making use of the 
concept. Two paths appear to be open. The 
first is to insist upon a precise differentiation 
of our dependent and independent variables. 
Thus, for example, where Europeanization is 
seen as being the dependent variable, i.e. the 
thing to be studied, we might be well advised 
to use a separate and distinctive term such as 
‘European integration’. If such a term can be 

stripped of the baggage of its implied suprana-
tionalism then this can entail the study of EU 
foreign policy and its institutional structures 
and governance, the impact of intergovern-
mental policy coordination on national foreign 
policies and, finally, the process of horizon-
tal foreign-policy development between EU 
member states. The aim of such studies would 
then be the search for causal explanations of 
these phenomena.

As an independent variable, i.e. the cause 
of the aforementioned European integration 
a variety of options have been tabled, from 
the pressure to adapt and the fit between EU 
and national policy (at institutional or policy 
level) to the various interests and coalitions 
within policymaking that lead to particular 
shared policy outcomes. These might also 
benefit from dropping the Europeanization 
tag entirely and perhaps redeploying earlier 
terms such as the ‘EU-ization’ (Miskimmon 
and Paterson, 2003; Tsardanidis and 
Stavridis, 2005), the ‘Brusselsization’ (Allen, 
1998; Müller-Brandeck-Bocquet, 2002) or 
the ‘Europeification’ (Andersen and Eliasen, 
1995) of national foreign policies. Taken 
together, these two prescriptions imply giving  
up entirely on Europeanization as a useful 
concept for the study of EU foreign policy 
(Knill, 2008).

A second path takes as a starting point the 
assumption that a precise differentiation as 
outlined above may not, in fact, be appropri-
ate. Instead, it assumes that EU and national 
foreign policies are, in fact, mutually consti-
tuted or exist in a reciprocal relationship that 
does not easily lend itself to neat packaging 
in terms of dependent and independent vari-
ables. Here the focus is upon learning and 
socialization, discursive interactions and/or 
processes of identity creation. Thus ‘the EU 
may provide the context, the cognitive and 
normative “frame”, the terms of reference, 
or the opportunities for socialisation of domes-
tic actors who then produce “exchanges” (of 
ideas, power, policies, and so on) between 
each other’ (Radaelli, 2004: 7).

These paths focus on change – but there 
is a further challenge: how does one estimate 
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the role of Europeanization in such change? 
In the first instance there is a danger of 
selection bias in that the cases selected are 
frequently either EU members or EU mem-
bers in waiting. There is certainly a paucity 
of studies that apply control cases. Second, 
there is the challenge of disaggregation. How 
does one ensure that the phenomenon being 
witnessed is Europeanization as opposed, for 
example, to other variables such as globaliza-
tion,  modernization or democratization? Here, 
again, control cases would help (Verdier and 
Breen, 2001).

There are, nonetheless, many avenues for 
further research using the analytical and con-
ceptual tools now encompassed by a matur-
ing literature. De Flers and Müller (2012), 
for example, suggest the need for further 
theory-guided research to excavate mem-
ber states’ pursuit of their interests within 
European  foreign-policymaking. They sug-
gest that different policy-uploading strategies 
may be deployed under varying conditions and 
that it might be possible to map these strate-
gies against different modes of negotiation 
(Thomas, 2009). Attention, too, might be given 
to looking more deeply at policy-learning, 
most especially dissecting specific instances 
of crisis and policy failure and mapping the 
ensuing shifts of structures, process and proce-
dures. Further work might also be undertaken 
to test assumptions surrounding socialization 
and learning, which are frequently asserted 
and sometimes deduced in a non-systematic or 
atheoretical fashion.

There is also much policy-oriented work to 
be undertaken to identify patterns of national 
divergence on major issue areas, tracing these 
back to unique or shared ideational or other 
issues (such as those noted above) and iden-
tifying processes by which such divergences 
narrow (if at all) over time. Similarly, there 
might be some very useful work done on policy 
defections, in identifying the scope conditions 
and thresholds at which member states are will-
ing to break from an established or emergent 
policy consensus and the significance/impact 
of such a policy break. Finally, still more 
comparative work might be undertaken with 

respect to Europeanization and non-member 
states: the extent to which (if at all) non-EU 
states such as Turkey, Norway and Switzerland 
have converged towards common EU foreign-
policy positions and processes and to identify 
whether this is a function of EU soft power, 
and the strategic pursuit of EU membership 
and/or the export of EU norms and governance 
(Christiansen et al., 2000). Such an agenda 
opens a vista to a more rigorous application of a 
concept that so many analysts have relied upon.

notE

1  According to Bulmer and Radaelli (2004: 4), these 
modes of governance comprised: 1) Governance 
by Negotiation, i.e. traditional EU policymaking, 
Governance by Hierarchy, split into two modes 
of 2) positive and 3) negative integration (where 
substantial policymaking authority had been 
devolved to EU supranational institutions) and  
4) Governance by Facilitated Coordination (where 
there is limited or no engagement of EU supra-
national institutions and decision-making is essen-
tially in the hands of member states).
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