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Abstract:

In this article explanation for the EU’s negotiatiparformance in the Review Conference of the Parties to the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT RevCon) is offered. First examining how the EU has
performed over the period 1995 to 2010, it conducts a systematic review of how EU performance has been shaped
by a range of variables including the interests of its Member States, its own institutional capabilities, and the wider
conditions of the international system. It argues that the major challenge for EU performance within the NPT has
been its own negotiation positioning which, beset by limited ambitions, has confined the EU to always being a
supporter of the NPT regime rather than a driver of it. Explanation for this can be seen not merely in the invariable
challenge of trying to coordinate highly divergent energy and security Member State interests into a workable
common position, the lack of EU competence in this field, but also by the difficult structural conditions within the
negotiation environment. Taking these conditions into consideration it is suggested that the EU’s limited amkition
within the NPT may also be the most pragmatic positioning it can take.
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deterrence, nuclear arms control, CFSP.

Resumen:

En este articulo se ofrece una explicacion de cénmosporta la UE en las negociaciones en las Conferencias de
Revision del Tratado de No-Proliferacién Nuclear (NPT RevCon). Examinando en primer lugar a la UE a lo largo
del periodo de 1995 a 2010, se realiza una revisién sistematica de cémo el comportamiento de la UE se ha
conformado a partir de un amplio abanico de variables, entre las cuales se encuentran los intereses de los Estados
Miembros, sus propias capacidades institucionales, y condiciones mas generales del sistema internacional. Se
argumenta que el mayor desafio a que la UE se ha enfrentado en el TNP ha sido su propia postura negociadora, la
cual, constrefiida por ambiciones limitadas, ha reducido su papel al de mero apoyo del TNP, mas que a asumir un
rol director. Una explicacion de ello puede encontrarse no Unicamente en el constante desafio de tener que
coordinar los intereses muy divergentes en materia de seguridad y defensa de sus Estados Miembros y plasmarlos
en una posicidbn comun, sino también en la falta de competencia de la UE en este campo y también por las dificiles
condiciones estructurales dentro del ambiente negociador. Tomando en consideracion estas condiciones, se sugiere
que la ambicion limitada de la UE dentro del TNP puede resultar ser la postura mas pragmatica que pueda tomar.
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1. Introduction

As the cornerstone of the global nuclear non-peddifion regime, the Review Conference
(RevCon) of the Parties to the Treaty on the nasiHeration of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) is a

critical and highly politicised event on the intational community’s calendar. The NPT,

first entered into force in 1970 and indefinitelytended in 1995, was enacted with three
pillars: to prevent the spread of nuclear weaparkvwaeapons technology; to move towards
the goal of general and complete nuclear disarmgnag to promote cooperation in the

peaceful use of nuclear energy. Involving 190 &tdtarties, each with their own national
security and energy interests at stake, the qumgakeNPT review negotiations are a forum

where high politics is the order of the day and rehsrategic concerns underlay every issue.
For the European Union (EU) therefore the NPT mewieegotiations offer something of a

challenge.

The EU does not have competence to act for its MerSitates in this field nor is the
EU itself a member of the NBT As a polity the EU is moreover formed of botttiear and
non-nuclear weapon states each with sovereigrestieon nuclear issues, many of which are
highly divergent. Thus, whilst EU Member Statesvéhasince the 1995 Review and
Extension Conference, entered each NPT RevConanvitbimmon position in place and with
representation during the four week long negotiti@onducted by the rotating Council
Presidency, they do also participate in negotigtian their own national capacity.
Examining EU performance in this negotiation could thereforeseen as something of a
moot point. However, the EU has consistently ecedfforts to perform as ‘EU’ within the
NPT negotiations; submitting EU working papers,mpoting EU positions with third parties,
and speaking as the EU during plenary session$faid Committees.

A key aim of this article therefore is to attempt daffer explanation of the EU’s
negotiation performance in this forum. Detailing analytical framework for the evaluation
of performance in multilateral negotiations whiakes as it starting point the EU’s own
negotiation positioning relative to its negotiatipartners; assessment is first given to the
EU’s performance within the NPT review negotiatidrsn the 1995 RevCon up to the most
recent RevCon held in May 2010. Attention is tlggven to a systematic analysis of three
groups of explanatory variables — as identifiedrfrthe literature on the EU in multilateral
negotiations and diplomacy — which may be seemftaance EU performance in this forum
including §) EU interests,i() EU institutional developments anid X structural conditions. It
argues that a major challenge for EU performandbarNPT review negotiations has been its
own negotiation positioning which has been besetibited ambitiousness; restricting the
EU to always being a supporter of the system rativ@n a driver of it. This in turn has
caused difficulties for EU unity and significancetiin the NPT community, limiting its
outreach and subsequently impacting on its ovezHfbctiveness. Explanation of this
moreover can be seen not merely by the invariabhétlenge of trying to coordinate highly
divergent Member State interests into a workablmroon position, or of a lack of EU
competence in this field, but also by the strudtacaditions within which the EU and others
negotiate in the NPT. Consideration of these at fiaterconnected and mutually reinforcing
explanatory variables moreover suggests that th's Edited ambitiousness within the NPT
review negotiations may also be the most pragnagicoach it can take.

% The European Commission does hold observer stathe NPT but has no official role in representihg EU
Member States in this forum.
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2. Evaluation and Explanation of EU Performance inMultilateral
Negotiations

Performance analysis is increasingly being utilisedvaluate the EU in international affairs,
for example with studies focusing on EU performaincimternational institutiorfsor foreign
policy analysi3. As these analyses suggest EU performance asafirse require some
judgement to be made about the EU and its capaxiacf. Connection is therefore drawn
between EU performance and ‘actornésdefined here as “the capacity to behave actively
and deliberately in relation to other actors inititernational systeni” For theEU to be the
subject of a performance analysis it must thereftaee some basic degree of actorness
distinctive from its Member States. As Sjostedtde this may be identified where there is
an EU goal or goals “articulated in a documenthsd its formulation, if not its interpretation,
is beyond dispute” and shared by all governmente@Member States, and interaction by an
EU representative or institution within the inteioaal environmerit Basic criteria for
accepting the EU as an actor within a multilateegotiation may therefore be recognised in
cases, like the NPT, where there is an EU commaitipo, joint action or other formalised
conclusions detailing common EU goals and with @epntation by an EU institution i.e. the
Council Presidency or High Representative withi nlegotiation environment.

Evaluating EU performance within those negotiatidsther requires particular
consideration of the EU’s negotiation positioninggrticularly in terms of its overall
ambitiousness both in tackling the problem or issoder negotiation, and relative to the
objectives of other players. The negotiation mémdain the case of the NPT outlined in a
Council common position — is the blueprint by whitdhe EU pursues its negotiation
objectives. Judging the ambitiousness of that mtndakes into account several critical
factors. First, are the EU’s objectives progressivthat is, does the EU seek progress or
reform of the current situation — or is it seekthg maintenance of the status tftto This is
important as it might be expected that the EU wouded to exert greater resources and
diplomatic skill in achieving progressive objecsvthan it would in maintaining the status
quo. Second, how comprehensive are the EU’s ragmtiobjectives? Or, more explicitly,
how adequate is the EU’s response? And third, healistic are the EU’s negotiation
objectives relative to the preference structtire$ negotiation partners? Put another way, is
the EU acting as an ambitious preference outh@ngrto persuade others to move far beyond
their own preferences, or is it preaching to thevested with close symmetries between its
own objectives and the preferences of others?

“ See: Oberthiir, Sebastian: “The Performance ofEitlein International Institutions”Journal of European
Integration Special Issuepl. 33, no. 6 (Nov. 2011), pp. 599-757.

® “European Foreign Policy Scorecard 2012”, Europ@aunncil on Foreign Relations, at
http://www.ecfr.eu/scorecard/2012

® See Jgrgensen, Knud Erik; Oberthiir, Sebastian $trahin, Jamal: “Introduction: Assessing the EU’s
Performance in International Institutions — ConcaptFramework and Core FindingsFpurnal of European
Integration vol. 33, no. 6 (Oct. 2011), pp. 599-620.

’ See Bretherton, Charlotte and Vogler, John (2008 European Union as an International Actat” ed.,
Oxon, Routledge.

8 Sjostedt, Gunnar (1977¥he External Role of the European Communiityndon, Saxon House, Sweden,
Swedish Institute of International Affairs, pp. 16.

° |bid., pp. 23-24.

1 See Meunier, Sophie (2005):Trading Voices: The European Union in Internation@bmmercial
Negotiations Princeton, Princeton University Press.

1 See Underdal, Arild: “The causes of negotiatidtufe”, European Journal of Political Researcbol. 11, no.

2 (June 1983), pp. 183-195.
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Analysis of how the EU then performs in the pursoitthose objectives within
multilateral negotiations encompasses four spegiéiformance indicatofs including: (i)
Unity — is the EU a unified actor such that its represens in the negotiation are
coordinated, coherent and complemented by the itesivof its Member States? (ii)
Significance- is the EU recognised as a significant negotmpartner to the extent that it is
considered a necessary participant of endgame ibargaand decision-making? (iii)
Outreach— what resources or tactics is the EU using and pmactive is it in trying to
achieve its goals? (i\Bffectiveness does the EU achieve its objectivEs?

In addition to evaluating EU performance in mutBlal negotiations, explaining why it
has performed that way sheds useful insights ihto EU as an international actor and
negotiator. A burgeoning body of literature hagleto give consideration to explaining the
EU’s actorness, influence, and even leadership ultilateral negotiations, particularly
prevalent in the case of the EU’s role in climatarmye negotiatiod$and international trade
negotiations’.  Distinguishable in these analyses are identifiledee notable trends in
explanation of EU negotiation performance, inclgdin

2.1. EU Interests

Within this literature several variables relatethe EU’s interests as shaping its negotiation
performance, for example: the extent to which th#sEnegotiation activities are interest-
based or norm-drivéfl whether the EU’s domestic interests are beind ramtd the extent of
convergence and congruence of Member States pnef=® In these cases a common, if
often implicit, point of explanation is how the EJinterests help or hinder the EU’s
negotiation mandate, and subsequently its chantesaking a greater impact within the

12 These indicators are adapted from performancerizioutlined by the European Council on Foreigtafens
(ECFR): See “European Foreign Policy Scorecard 20bp. cit. http://www.ecfr.eu/scorecard/2018nd
Jgrgensen et abp. cit, pp. 599-620.

13|t should be noted that this conceptualisatiopeformance encapsulates elements of both proagss the
EU sought to achieve) and outcome (what it actuadiijieved i.e. effectiveness). This is significhatause it
does not always follow that if the EU seeks sonmgtlaind acts a certain way, it will necessarily fiective. As
Thomas has for example argued EU coherence astamational actor does not necessarily translate in
enhanced effectiveness. Considering EU negotigienformance premised on each of these indicatoomé
such effort to address this link between EU pro@ss outcome. See Thomas, D.C.: “Still PunchingWwats
Weight? Coherence and Effectiveness in EuropeanriJRoreign Policy” JCMS: Journal of Common Market
Studiesvol. 50, no. 3 (Feb. 2012), pp. 457-474.

4 See Van Schaik, Louise G. and Schunz, Simon: “Erjslg EU Activism and Impact in Global Climate
Politics: Is the EU a Norm- or Interest-Driven At Journal of Common Market Studiesl. 50, no. 1 (Jan.
2012), pp. 169-186; Groenleer, Martijn L. P. ana@n\Schaik, Louise G.: “United We Stand? The Europea
Union’s International Actorness in the Cases of thiernational Criminal Court and the Kyoto Protiico
Journal of Common Market Studiegpl. 45, no.5 (Nov. 2007), pp. 969-998; Schreursrakbda A. and
Tiberghien, Yves: “Multi-Level Reinforcement: Explang European Union Leadership in Climate Change
Mitigation”, Global Environmental Politigsvol. 7, no. 4 (Nov. 2007), pp. 19-46 and Sjost&ltnnar: “The EU
Negotiates Climate Change: External Performancelatainal Structural ChangeGooperation and Conflict
vol. 33, no. 3 (1977), pp. 227-256.

* Young, Alisdair R.:“The Rise (and Fall?) of the BWerformance in the Multilateral Trading System”,
Journal of European Integratiovol. 33, no. 6 (October 2011), pp. 715-729; Meurop. cit.

'® See Van Schailgp. cit.,pp. 169-186; Groenleeop. cit, pp. 969-998; Schreurep. cit, pp. 19-46; Sjdstedt,
op. cit, pp. 227-256.

7 Keleman, R. Daniel and Vogel, David: “Trading Risc The Role of the US and the European Union in
International Environmental PoliticsGComparative Political Studiesyol. 43, no.4 (April 2010), pp. 427-456;
Oberthir, Sebastian: “The EU in international eowinental regimes and the Energy Charter Treaty3upta,
Joyeeta and Grubb, Michael (eds.) (20@@)mate Change and European Leadership: A SustdénBRole for
Europe,Dordrecht, Kluwer Academic Publishers, pp. 83-105; Schreops,cit, pp. 19-46.

'8 Groenleerpp. cit, pp. 969-998.
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negotiation. An expectation follows that whereréhis close symmetry between EU domestic
interests and negotiation objectives i.e. whereBheaims to ‘upload’ domestic policy or
regulation to the international level, or where M@mnStates’ interests are more convergent,
the EU is more likely to be effective. Alternatiyen argument follows that the EU is most
effective in multilateral negotiations when it pues a ‘soft’ strategy based on EU normative
principles thus enabling the EU to play to itssgts as a ‘soft’ or ‘normative’ powét.

2.2. EU Institutional Factors

Another trend in efforts to explain EU negotiatiparformance is to focus on the EU’s own
institutional structure, particular facets of itectsion-making processes and developments
that have taken place due to ongoing integratiexamples include improvement in the EU’s
legal competence across certain policy fi#ldshanges in voting rul&s developments
following treaty reform& or in the influence of certain EU regulation aricectives>. In
these accounts focus is predominantly on the impgowature of these institutional
developments for the EU’s performance; particulariyterms of enhancing EU external
coherence, credibility and capability.

2.3. Structural Conditions

A third trend is the international context itseffdacertain structural conditions which have
influenced the EU’s ability to take on a particutegotiation role i.e. as a leader or bridge-
builder. These relate more specifically to aspettmternational relations theory including
for example the balance of power within the negimties, specifically in terms of the number
of major powers involved, the material resources available to the EU redatd other major
power$®, and to the power symmetry of the negotiatifingThis relates also to what the EU
actorness literature refers to as the conditiofopportunity”®’; taking into consideration the
roles and behaviour of the major powers — and alfyictheir absence - as enabling the

conditions for the EU to take on a greater inteamat role.

9 van Schaikop. cit., pp. 169-186. Van Schaik and Schunz (2012) chadl¢hg assumption that the EU is
effective in climate change negotiations when piagga normative agenda suggesting that this hdadnat
times limited the EU’s influence in this forum.

2 Schreurspp. cit, pp. 19-46.

2L See Meunierpp. cit; Jupille, Joseph: “The European Union and Intéonal Outcomes” International
Organization,vol. 53, no. 2 (Spring 1999), pp. 409-425.

2 | aatikainen, Katie Verlin: “Multilateral leaderghiat the UN after the Lisbon TreatyEuropean Foreign
Affairs Reviewyol. 15, no. 4 (Nov. 2010), pp. 475-493.

% Young op. cit, pp. 715-729; Oberthiir, Sebastian and Pallemabtésc (ed.): “The EU’s Internal and
External Climate Policies: an Historical Overviein”"Oberthiir, Sebastian and Pallemaerts, Marc )(€2810):
The New Climate Policies of the European Unionelnal Legislation and Climate DiplomacBrussels, VUB
Press, pp. 27-63; Oberthir, Sebastian: “The Europaon’s Performance in the International Clim@teange
Regime”, Journal of European Integrationvol. 33, no. 6 (November 2011), pp. 667-682.

4 \Jogler, John: “The European Union as a globairemmental policy actor: Climate Change” in Wuraeid
Connelly (eds.) (2011)The European Union as a Leader in Internationaln@te Change PoliticsOxon
Routledge, pp. 21-37; Roberts, T.J.: “Multipolardyd the new world (dis)order: US hegemonic deding the
fragmentation of the global climate regim&lobal Environmental Changeol. 21, no. 3 (2010), pp. 776-784.
% |bid.; Oberthiir, “The European Union’s Performanceop, cit., p. 667-682Killian, Bertil and Elgstrom,
Ole: “Still a green leader? The European Union'g fia international climate negotiationsooperation and
Conflict, vol. 45, no. 3 (Sept. 2010), pp. 255-273.

6 Meunier,op. cit; Elgstrom, Ole and Stromvik, Maria: “The Europednion as a Negotiatorin Elgstrém
and Jonsson (eds.) (2005)European Union Negotiations: Processes, Networkd #mstitutions Oxon,
Routledge, pp. 117-129.

%" See Brethertonop. cit; Vogler,op. cit.,pp. 21-73; Robertsp. cit, pp. 776-784.
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Interestingly within these discussions very litdecount is given to the interactive
nature of these variables as influencing EU peréomoe. These explanatory variables cannot
however realistically be treated in a vacuum bthenas connected and mutually reinforcing
conditions. With many changes in these condititakéng place over-time, a longitudinal
perspective is furthermore useful in identifyingtpeent trends and to ascertain how these
factors have not only shaped the EU’s negotiatierfgpmance but each other. Thus a
tapestry of variables must be understood as shapligperformance over-time. In the
following sections these conceptual and explanaissyes are therefore considered in the
case of the NPT review negotiations.

3. EU Performance in the NPT Review Negotiations §95-2010)

Analysis of EU performance in the NPT review negibins has until now received very little
academic attention. In the most part academicuats®f the EU and the NPT have stemmed
predominantly from analytical commentary and thiakk$®, What is more, what little has
been written explicitly on EU performance has themded to focus on individual RevC6éhs
whilst garnering a more longitudinal perspectives lm@en overlooked. Building on these
accounts and supplemented by interview data olttdnyethe author from EU and non-EU
officials to the NPT in March to May 203% this section offers a brief evaluation of the EU’
performance within the NPT from 1995 to 2010 witkds especially on the EU’s negotiation
positioning, and the extent to which it has methwtie performance indicators explicated
above.

8 Fischer, David and Miiller, Harald : “United Died: The European Union at the NPT Extension
Conference”,PRIF Reportsno. 40 (November 1995), Frankfurt, PRIF; Johnd®ebecca: “The 2000 NPT
Review Conference: A Delicate, Hard-Won CompromisBisarmament Diplomacyjo. 46 (May 2000), UK,
The Acronym Institute for Disarmament Diplomacyhdson, Rebecca: “Politics and Protection: Why tb@s2
Review Conference Failed’Disarmament Diplomacyno. 80 (November 2005), UK, The Acronym Institute
for Disarmament Diplomacy; Johnson, Rebecca: “Asisgsthe 2010 NPT Review Conference: A necessary
political success, this year's conference has daching implications”, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists
(July/Aug. 2010), UK, The Acronym Institute for @isnament Diplomacy; Dhanapala, Jayantha and Rydel
Randy (2005): “Multilateral Diplomacy and the NPANn Insider’'s Account”, UNDIR/2005/3, Geneva, Uit
Nations Institute for Disarmament Research; Dhaleapdayantha: “Evaluating the 2010 NPT Review
Conference”, United States Institute of Pea&pecial Report no. 258 (Oct. 2010), Washington DC, United
States Institute of Peace; Kile, Shannon (2008)uclear arms control and non-proliferation” #iPRI
Yearbook 2006: Armaments, Disarmament and Inteonati Security, Oxford, Oxford University Press, pp.
607-638; Portela, Clara: “The Role of the EU in fHen-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons: The Way to
Thessaloniki and Beyond”PRIF reports no. 65 (December 2003), Frankfurt, PRIF; Port€lara: "The EU
and the NPT: Testing the new European Nonproli@natStrategy”, Disarmament Diplomacyno. 78 (
July/Aug. 2004), UK, The Acronym Institute; MeiddJiver and Quille, Gerrard: “Testing Times for Epseis
non-proliferation strategy” Arms Control Today(May 2005).

29 Miller, Harald and Van Dassen, Lars: “From Cdmmyy to Joint Action: Successes and Shortcomingseof
European Nuclear Non-Proliferation Policy”, in Hold, M. €ds) (1997): Common Foreign and Security
Policy: The Record and Reformisondon, Pinter; Potter, W.C.: “The NPT review famence: 188 states in
search of consensusThe International Spectatowol. 40, no. 3 (July-Sept. 2005), pp. 19-31; MijlHarald:

“A Treaty in Troubled Waters: Reflections on thel€& NPT Review ConferenceThe International Spectator,
vol. 40, no. 3 (July-September 2005), pp. 33-44{illéf, Harald: “The 2010 NPT Review Conference: $om
Breathing Space Gained, But No Breakthroudtiie International Spectatoryvol. 45, no. 3 (September 2010),
pp. 5-18; Dee, M.: “Standing together or doing #pdits? Evaluating EU Performance in the Nuclean-no
Proliferation Treaty Review Negotiation€uropean Foreign Affairs Reviewol. 17, no. 2 (2012), pp. 187-209.
% Fieldwork was conducted in New York, London, Belssand Geneva with officials from EU Member States
the EEAS, third country diplomats and accredited@¢Gall of whom had attended past NPT RevCons. My
thanks to UACES for financial support of this figlork.
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In July 1994 the European Council agreed to thst fioint Action by the EU to
“strengthen the international nuclear non-prolifera regime” and to “contribute to the
successful outcome of the review conferefite” Since then the EU has entered each
guinguennial NPT RevCon with a common position byiol its Member States pursue
shared principles and objectives. In each comnusitipn the EU has consistently cited its
primary objectives as initially detailed in thatsti Joint Action — to strengthen the nuclear
non-proliferation regime, and to contribute to hecessful outcome of the RevCon. Adding
to this from 2000 onwards the EU’s common positias further specified that the EU would
achieve these objectives by helping to “build coisss on substantive issu&s” Whilst the
EU’s negotiation objectives have grown in compreinemess since 1995; moving from what
was a short one-and-a-half page position entelirdl®95 RevCon to a four page document
with upwards of sixty objectives pursued by the Eidn entering the 2010 RevCon, this has
not always translated into growing substance.

Analysis of the EU’'s common positions over this ipérreflects that the EU’s
negotiation mandate entering each NPT RevCon han lpredominantly status quo-
orientated on the fundamental issue of nuclearmigment (pillar ), and demonstrating only
marginally more progressiveness on certain aspgqgpdlar 1l (non-proliferation) and pillar
Il (nuclear energy). Rather than attempting tospe particularly forward-looking and
ambitious objectives, the EU position instead mfleehe EU as a strong proponent of the
multilateral process and an avid supporter of tlRI Nbut which are notable mostly for their
ambiguity. The EU’s common positions have subsetiydeen criticised for being too
universal in their policy objectivé$ too much of a lowest common denomin&tand, due to
the interests of its own nuclear-weapon states (the and France) somewhat limp
particularly on the matter of nuclear disarmarfient

Such a position has both its benefits and drawbadksterms of the EU’s objectives
relative to the preference structures of key nagjotn partners within the NPT, a more
ambiguous and ‘universal’ common position — itsdteady a compromise by having gone
through the process of internal EU negotiationsesdenable the EU to find agreement with
most, if not all, States Parties. As table 1 beteflects, the EU is well positioned to achieve
its key objective of ‘building consensus’ in orderachieve a successful outcome due in part
to these close symmetries with other key playerowever, the ambiguity of the EU’s
common positions does also present the EU witheggmtation problem within the NPT,
particularly when compared to the major negotiatgroupings. For example the New
Agenda Coalition (NACY stands out in the NPT negotiations for its proacttance, since
2000, on nuclear disarmament isstiesThe Vienna Group of Ten (G-f8)has established
itself as a prominent player on all ‘Vienna’ issymssuing objectives such as strengthening
the IAEA, export controls and nuclear safeguardike strategic interests of the five nuclear-

3L Council of the European, Council Decision, (94/&FSP, OJ: L 205/ 1), 25 July 1994.

32 Council of the European Union, Council Decisic®Q@0/297/CFSP, OJ: L 97/1), 13 April 2000, Couradil
the European Union , Council Decision, (2005/328RE OJ: L 106/33), 25 April 2005 , Council of the
European Union , Council Decision, (2010/212/CFS®, L 90/9), 29 March 2010.

% Interview, EU diplomatic source, March 2011

% See Milller, “A Treaty in Troubled Waters..dp. cit, pp. 33-44; Interview, third country official, NeWork,
March 2011, Interview, EU Member State official,i@ga, May 2011.

% Interview, Ray Acheson, Reaching Critical Will, Mk 2011, Interview, Senior Analyst, NGO, March 201
Interview, third country official, Geneva, May 2011

% Formed of Egypt, South Africa, Brazil, Mexico, N&galand, Ireland and Sweden.

3" Interview, senior analyst, NGO, London, April 2011

% Includes New Zealand, Australia, Canada, NorwaystAa, Netherlands, Denmark, Hungary, Ireland &
Sweden.
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weapon states (or P meanwhile ensure that on all nuclear issuesleast the key issue of
nuclear disarmament, these five states are of fuedgal importance; whilst the Non-Aligned
Movement (NAMY? is high profile on all issues in representing Wiews of the developing

world. Comparatively the EU has no suckison d'étre

Instead the EU’s ambiguous

position, which has little in the way of uniquelfeuropean’ positions or particular

entrepreneurial solutions by which it could helpestnegotiations, is in danger of being
submerged by other more prominent, and ambitiobjgctives pursued more aggressively by
groups who are dedicated to achieving specificltesind who have very set views on what a
‘successful outcome’ should look like.

Table 1: Main obje ctives by Major NPT Negotiati@goup — Positioning the EU

Key Negotiatioﬂ Main objectives by Negotiation Grouping
Issues within th Permanent Five European Union Vienna Group of Ten New Agenda Coalition ~ Non-Aligned Movement
NPT (P-5) (EV)" (G-10)"! (NAC)! (NAM)"

Pillar 1 Commitment to concrete, creditjle Gradual, systematic nuclear Total elimination of NWS nuclear Reaffirmation by NWS of
(nuckear steps towards irreversible disarmament, stressing the sp arsenals but with interim their disarmament obligatior|s
) disarmament responsibility of states with the measures of legally binding and immediate implementati

disarmament) ; . -
argest arsenals security assurances to non- | of those obligations
nuclear weapon states
Entry into force of the Rapid entry into force of the Early entry into force of the Leadership by the NWS in
Comprehensive Test-Ban Treaty Comprehensive Test-Ban Treaty Comprehensive Test-Ban Treatly the objectives of the
and upholding commitment to al and continuation of testing Comprehensive Test-Ban
moratoria on nuclear testing moratorium until that point Treaty
Negotiations towards a Fissile
- . | Material Cut-Off Treaty including Reaffirmation of negotiations | Immediate commencement of
Negotiation on a Fissile Materig . ) o ) i, -
CutOff Treaty gmgratonum on the production towards a Fissile Material Cut-Gff negotllatlons on a Fissile
fissile materials for nuclear Treaty Material Cut-Off Treaty
weapons
Pillar Il Accession by allstates to the | Universal accession to the Universal adherence to the Establishment of nuclear-weapqn Maintaining the Additional
(non- Additional Protocol and as the | Additional Protocol (AP) and as| Additional Protocol and as the | free zones, particularly inthe | Protocolas a voluntary
I verification standard the verification standard verification standard Middle East confidence-building measurg
prolferation of
nuclear Development of nuclear-weapof Ensuring compliance is the Establishment of nuclear-
weapons) free zones, particularly inthe | Development of nuclear-weapop precondition for cooperation in weapon free zones, especiglly
Middle East free zones the peaceful uses of nuclear in the Middle East
energy
The UNSC as having primary | Strengthening the role of the Maintaining the IAEA as an
responsibility for tackling cases| UNSC as arbiter in cases of non- apolitical body
of non-compliance (as detected compliance of NPT obligations
by the IAEA)
The adoption of measures
UNSC to tackle cases of tackle cases of withdrawal from
withdrawal from the NPT the NPT
Pillar 1l No undue restrictions placed
(cooperation in Strengthening export controls Strengthening expontiols Strengthening export controls on e)quorts ofnuclear
the peaceful use . . . materials, particularly fo
Development of nuclear energy|in Development of multilateral Development of multilateral ) ) )
of nuclear the promotion of sustainable | approaches to the nuclear fuel| approaches to the nuclear fuel Prematury of discussions g
energy) development cyce cycle multilateral approaches to tie
nuclear fuel cycle
Development of multilateral
approaches to the nuclear fuel
cycle

] Source Statement hy the Russian Federation on beh#lfeoP-5 to the 2010 NPT RevCon, 5th May 2010
il Source Council Decision 2010/212/CFSP, 28th March 2010
fil Source Vienna Group of Ten (G-10) Working Paper “Coopierain the peaceful uses of nuclear energy”, stisehito the 2012 NPT PrepCom, 16th March 2012 (I0RMF.2015/PC.1WP.2)
[v] Source: NACworking paper, submitted to the 2010 RevCon, 28aich 2010 (NPT/CONF.2010\WP.8)

[v] Source: NAM working paper, submitted to the 20JMRevCon, 28th April 2010 (NPT/CONF.2010/WP.46)

% The ‘Permanent-Five’ members of the UN Securityi@il. Includes the United States, Russia, Chistg,
and France.
0 Representing over 100 developing, non-westerredintbn-nuclear weapon States Parties.
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Due to the EU’s common — and compromise - posithin the NPT negotiations another
challenge for EU performance in this forum is thaith no EU legal competence, Member
States are at liberty to pursue, often strongetiomal objectives and speak in a national
capacity during NPT RevCons. Maintaining Huity within the NPT negotiations is
therefore a significant difficulty for whichever Mwer State is holding the rotating Council
Presidency representing the EU. Whilst ongoingdébrdination takes place during the four
week long RevCon negotiations — typically includagleast three meetings a w&ek and
with EU positions and statements frequently pubédi a number of Member States also
work alongside other negotiation groupings with ethithey share similar interests;
demonstrated in figure 1 below:

Figure 1: EU Member State group memberships in th010 NPT RevCon

-
:'/ P-5
/ USA
' Russia
China
3 Estonia
\ Belgium  Finland Latvia
RRRR Bulgaria Germany Lithuania
Cyprus Greece Luxembourg
Czech Malta
Republic Italy
Poland
S Portugal
Austria Romania
Denmark Slovakia
Hungary Slovenia
Spain
- G-10
NAC Irelana Netherlarids
Egypt*
, Mexico
South Africa*
Brazil
\ Avétralia
Canada
* Members of the Non-Aligned Movement
(NAM)

Source: Author’'s own compilation
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This cross-alignment is considered to be a majw ®f the EU’s negotiation performarite
and the EU has been broadly criticised for disynith Member States working in other
groupings particularly blamed for national objeevbeing pursued at the expense of the
common EU positiol. However, this cross-alignment has also, at tjrsessed the EU. In
1995 it was the EU’s “concerted” global diplomatempaign - combining the efforts of both
the EU Troika and the diplomatic relations of itemdber States — in the pursuit of the
indefinite extension of the NPT that contributed tte campaigns succéds In 2010
moreover, it was the concerted efforts of the Elillising its own Member States diplomatic
ties within these other groupings, which enableel BU to play an effective consensus-
building rolé”. By promoting EU basic principles and objectiweishin these groupings,
gathering information on preference symmetries bridging all information back to EU
coordination meetings, the EU was able to fine-tilseown compromise language and
proactively push for that language to be includethe Final Outcome Documéfit

Divisions within the EU group have however had rapact on the EU’s performance in
terms ofoutreach Whilst the EU has consistently submitted joimirking papers to the NPT
negotiations since 2000 onwaff#lember States do frequently supplement them whiéir t
own submissioriéeither alongside other negotiation groupings, alividually, and which
often go further than the EU common position. Whk EU’s working papers to the Main
Committees often repeating general points alredhssed in the EU’s broader common
position, Member States often use the opporturatygubmit working papers as a way of
getting more of their own technical details inte thegotiation sessions, in an effort to push
forward more specific objectives which may thenrmuded in the Final Document. Whilst
this is seen to be ‘complementdiyto the EU position this nevertheless provides mplex
dimension for the EU as a negotiator — often détrgattention away from the EU and onto
more proactive Member States.

One particular knock-on effect of this is that ¥ is not always considered to be a
significant negotiation partner. Since 1995 the EU Couna#isRiency has only twice been
invited to send a representative to form part effthal week closed inner negotiations known
as ‘Friends of the Char® sessions. This occurred in 1995 — when by hamiycitlence
France held the Council Presidency and who, asceauweapon state is automatically
invited as a key player — and in 2010 when the Bpa@ouncil Presidency, alongside the

“! Interviews, EU Member State officials, New Yorkahéh 2011, Interview, EU diplomatic source, New K,or
March 2011.

“2 Interview, EU diplomatic source, New York, Marchia..

3 See Fischer et alop. cit.; Kile, op. cit, pp. 607-638; Miiller, “A Treaty in Troubled Waters, op. cit, pp.
33-44.

4 See Fischer et abp. cit.; Portelaop. cit., Muller et al., “From Cacophony to Joint Action..dp. cit..

4> See Deeop. cit, pp. 187-209.

“® Interviews, EU Member State officials, New YorkuBsels & Geneva, March and May 2011, Interviewgdth
country official, Geneva, May 2011

“"1n 1995 the EU submitted just one informal ComegtRoom Paper, this increased to 5 formal workayeps

in 2000, 8 in 2005 and 4 in 2010.

“8 In comparative perspective EU Member States stibehiir supported 26 working papers in 1995, 300002

17 in 2005 and 27 in 2010.

“9 Interview, Ambassador Miguel Aguirre de Carcernfer Spanish Disarmament Ambassador and lead EU
negotiator in the 2010 RevCon, Brussels, 16 May120mhis is supported by analysis of Member State
submissions relative to the EU papers which dodleate in the most part, the same promotion of basi
principles and objectives. Member State submisstend however to be more goal specific and deltate
technical aspects.

* Interview, EU diplomatic source, New York, Marchia.
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new European External Action Service (EEAS) wengigipanf™. In both the 2000 and 2005
RevCons the EU was however side-lined as a keytiagoin these closed negotiations by
more prominent Member Statés In these cases, with the EU excluded from endgam
bargaining between the major players this has mathevitable consequence for the EU’s
effectivenessvithin the NPT, with the EU often having to accelgtisions it had no part in
making. This was especially evident in 2000 whbeeEU, whilst sharing many of the same
negotiation objectives as the NAC was excluded from endgame bargaining between the
NAC and P-5 members. The inclusion of many of éhglsared objectives within the 2000
Final Document, whilst accredited by some to thekwad the EJ*, may be best accredited to
bargaining by the NAC who were in the room, ratiiamn any particular effectiveness on the
part of the EU.

EU effectiveness is moreover limited within thisseanment due to the ambiguity of
the EU’'s common positions particularly since 2000n 1995 the EU can certainly claim
effectiveness in its successful co-sponsored camgdar the indefinite extension of the NPT.
Interesting to note is that the EU’s 1995 jointi@ttexplicitly highlights that the EU would
pursue this goal — to the extent in fact of neghecall other aspects of the 1995 negotiations
where the EU then had little impact in the substanaspects of the negotiatidns In 2000
and 2005, whilst increasing in quantity and detdne EU’s negotiation objectives did not
demonstrate any substantive development of spestiations, initiatives or objectives
beyond the basic principles of supporting the raid#ral system and seeking to ‘build
consensus on substantive issues’. ConsequentBliheas had no real goals to attain within
the NPT other than to support (and conversely mevgnt) a general success. In 2010
however, the EU’s objectives did improve to inclwdeat it identified as seven priority areas
which it would pursue in order to obtain a sucoglssutcome and further calling for a
‘forward-looking, balanced and ambitious actionrpléor the Final Documenf. This was
the first time since 1995 that the EU had specifiesbecific outcome for the negotiations.
That the EU was then seen to be united, pursuimgestsus through concerted diplomatic
action, and significant with participation in endga bargaining, further stresses a link
between a more substantive and driven common posénd improved EU performance
within this forum.

As this discussion has suggested, much of the pefformance within the NPT has
been premised on its own negotiation position drel dhallenges that come from limited
ambitiousness. Rather than progressively drivorgvérd the negotiations for the attainment
of specific goals within the final outcome documeahe EU has instead focused its role on
being a supporter of the system resulting in EU Menftates operating beyond the EU to
pursue their stronger national objectives, wealgiie EU’s significance as a negotiator,
limiting its outreach, and consequently impactimgtioe EU’s effectiveness. What might then
be considered the EU’s ‘successes’ in the NPT -ritlefinite extension campaign and, to

*L Interview, Ambassador Aguirre de Carcer, Brusselay 2011, Interview, Senior official, EEAS, Brukse
May 2011.

2 Notably the UK and France as nuclear-weapon statss Ireland and Sweden are frequent participasts
members of the EU, NAC and G-10.

*3 Including the promotion of the principles of irezsibility and transparency in nuclear disarmamnemi
calling for disarmament negotiations to commencehia Conference on Disarmament (compare the EU’s
working paper NPT/CONF.2000/MC.1/SB.1/WP.2 to th\Nworking paper ‘Letter dated 24 April 2000 from
the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Mexico addredséo the Secretary-General of the Review Conference
submitted to the 2000 RevCon).

*'See Meier et algp cit.; Portela, “The Role of the EU in the Non-Prolifeoati..”, op. cit.

% See Fischer et abp. cit.

* Council of the European Union , Council Decisi(#010/212/CFSP, OJ: L 90/9), 29 March 2010.
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some extent, its creditable performance in the 2R@0Con — have been premised on the
EU’s effective performance in consensus-buildirguch a role, whilst in these cases useful,
does however prohibit the EU’s ability to make muoobre of an impact in this forum.

4. Explaining EU Performance in the NPT Review Ned@tions

Discussion was earlier given to three groups ofaldes identified from the literature as
trends influencing— and subsequently explaining Y Rerformance in multilateral
negotiations including:i the EU’s interests,iij EU institutional factors, andii() structural
conditions. Whilst by no means an exhaustive figgse variables do enable some systematic
analysis of possible factors seen to shape the Bé&fistiation position — and consequently its
performance - within the NPT review negotiationghis is particularly important in the case
of the NPT where very limited attention has beeid pasystematically assessing explanatory
factors that have shaped EU negotiation performawdé the tendency instead to accept,
often implicit, factors such as the EU’s ‘lowesthunon denominator’ positioniigand the
divergences amongst EU Member Stites reason enough for EU performance difficulties.
The following overview therefore considers thesplanatory variables and their influencing
role on the EU over this period.

4.1. EU Interests

With much of the EU’s performance premised on igotiation positioning, explanation
must first and foremost take into consideration ititerests of the Member States and their
influence on the drafting of that common positioRarticularly relevant in the case of the
NPT is the level of congruence amongst Member Statgerests. As indicated in the
introduction to this article the NPT representshallenge for the EU due to the highly
divergent interests of its own Member States. Mexplicitly the EU Member States since
1995 have represented a raft of divergent positmmghe issues of nuclear disarmament and
the use of nuclear energy particularly. The EU asprised not only of eleven NATO-
members, two of which are nuclear-weapons statdswath four Member States hosting
NATO strategic weapons, but it also has neutral KenStates, several of which are strongly
and consistently against nuclear weapons. Ong$igei of nuclear disarmament the EU is
notably divided with Member States that occupy sides of a spectrum: the UK and France
on the one hand as nuclear-weapon states and gao¥dment states including Ireland,
Sweden and Austria on the other. On the issueuofear energy the EU is also highly
divided with pro-nuclear energy Member States sashFrance standing in opposition to
strong opponents of nuclear energy such as Ausinidwith a wealth of diverging and more
moderate views in-between.

It is perhaps not therefore coincidental that thé d&mmon position since 1995 has
been less interest-based and more norm-drivencplary in terms of the EU’s preferences
for ‘effective multilateralism’. This is clear gaularly in the way the EU common positions
have been framed, with reference to the pursuttndfersal accession to the NPT and other
multilateral arms control treaties, focusing on wimgy compliance, tackling issues of

" See Miiller, “A Treaty in Troubled Waters...8p. cit, pp. 33-44; Miiller, “The 2010 NPT Review
Conference...”op. cit, pp. 5-18; Johnson, Rebecca: “The NPT Third PospCNhat Happened and How”,
Disarmament Diplomacyjo. 37 (May 1999), UK, The Acronym Institute foisBrmament Diplomacy.

%8 See Fischer et abp. cit.; Muller et al., “From Cacophony to Joint Action..dp. cit; Potter,op. cit, pp. 19-
31.
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withdrawal, and in its broader ‘support for theteys. This is significant as whilst this
approach has limited the EU’s ambitions within Mi@T negotiations, it has also enabled the
EU to take on some role where it otherwise mighehiaeen redundant — enabling the EU to
act as an NPT Champion in the pursuit of consernBesjised on its multilateralist strengths,
in order to support and strengthen the regime, viathhout going against Member State
sensitivities in this highly strategic environment.

4.2. EU Institutional Factors

Institutionaldevelopments within the EU may also be seen to hadea shaping role on EU
performance within the NPT. Most obvious perhdng, important to highlight, is that the
EU does not have legal competence to act for itgnber States on nuclear matters.
Consequently EU representation within the NPT hasce 1995, been premised on a
coordination model whereby the Member States aigreeordinate their positions and act in
concert as ‘EU’ but where Member State retain tb&in membership of the NPT and may
continue to speak and negotiate on their own behHtfiis has enabled the EU to perform as
EU but at a very basic level. With Member Statesping sovereign interests, often over and
above the concerted EU actions, this has limitexl EJ’s capacity to negotiate with an
influence particularly on its unity as an actos dutreach and significance to decision-
making, and consequently its effectiveness. Howete issue of competence has also been
a consistent variable in this case study. It catimerefore explain why EU performance has
fluctuated, or why the EU has at times in fact perfed above expectation as was evident in
the 1995 extension decision and in 2010. Can atiséitutional factors therefore contribute to
this explanation?

On-going efforts towards institutional integratida suggest some explanatory power of
EU integration and improvements in its NPT perfonce For example, the Treaty on
European Union in 1992 may help explain the EU’scsess in the indefinite extension
campaign in 1995. Firstly, the TEU was importanestablishing the Common Foreign and
Security Policy (CFSP) which set out the requirenfienMember States to coordinate on all
matters of foreign and security policy including international organisations and
conference¥. This was not only significant for Member Statecerted action for indefinite
extension but also importantly led to French adoes® the NPT in advance of the 1995
RevCoR°® and enabling the EU to campaign as ‘EU’. Secaqntlig TEU also importantly
enabled the institutional mechanism by which the El@mber States could formally
coordinate their position. The Council's agreemana Joint Action in 1994 was the first
binding obligation by the Member States to coortirend work together in the NPT, setting
precedence for NPT negotiations to follow.

Subsequent treaty reforms have however made diitlerence to the EU’s capacity to
negotiate within the NPT and further integratiofodé have had limited influence on its
negotiation positioning. For example, in 2003 B¢ Member States agreed the European
Union Strategy Against the Proliferation of WeapaisMass Destructiol. The strategy
outlined, for the first time, the need for a comtrEU Action Plan to address the threat of

¥ TEU (1992) J2.3.

® France initially refused to sign the NPT on theugds that nuclear disarmament could not ensurechre
security. It laid aside its objections when the EBSP came into force thus enabling the EU to pariakhe
1995 RevCon with all its Member States as StatetseBdo the NPT.

®1 Council of the European Union (2003): “EU stratemainst proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destorcti
(10 December 2003), Brussels, 15708/03, at
http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/03/si1E3708.en03.pdf
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nuclear proliferation. In it, the strategy empbasli that ‘effective multilateralism’ was the
cornerstone of EU efforts in combating the proatesn of WMD and that it would pursue the
universalisation of multilateral treaties, includithe NPT, and putting particular emphasis on
compliance with those treatfés Despite suggesting an enhanced EU role in the no
proliferation regime, the EU’s WMD Strategy did rfave much of an impact on the EU’s
2005 NPT common positi6h Instead, the 2005 common position was merekitaration

of previously stated objectives suggesting littlgpact of the WMD strategy on EU NPT
performance. Changes from the 2009 Lisbon Treaty hoavever offer some explanation of
the EU’s improved performance in 2010, particulanigh the participation of the EEAS
within the EU’s delegation. Whilst 2010 was a sidional phase for the Lisbon Trefty
with the EEAS expected to move to a leading roléhm EU delegation within the NPT by
2015, the presence of the EEAS as a supportive@tire Council Presidency may certainly
be attributed as a positive influencing factor lo@ EU’s improved unity and coordination.

4.3. Structural Conditions

Broader structural conditions may also be seemthsencing the EU’s performance in the
NPT review negotiations over this period. Thisspecially evident in relation to the balance
of power within the negotiation environment whiclayrbe seen as a constraining factor on
EU performance in this forum. As a negotiationissivment the NPT is dominated by the
strategic and security interests of 190 Statesid2avthich, when looked at through realist-
lenses, are dominated by the interests of the augleapon-states. A spectrum of divergent
positions is then identified between the nuclearesaand have-nots with the P-5 on one side
and the NAM, representing the developing world tlom other (see table 1). From a balance
of power perspective the EU is therefore oddly @tac As a polity it includes two nuclear-
weapon states which, if the EU were state-like wqulbce it as an important player at the
table. However, the EU is also made up of mostp-nuclear weapon Member States.
Consequently the EU must present itself as a migdiander, bridging the interests of
nuclear and non-nuclear powers. Within the NPT énaw this is already a cluttered middle
field with the NAC seeking to play the part of lgedbetween the west and NAM over pillar |
issues, and the G-10 providing a similar specidlisde over pillar 1l and Il issues. In terms
of opportunity to take on an enhanced role the &théerefore restricted by competition for
the middle-ground on the one hand and by its unppligy preventing it from fulfilling a role

as a nuclear or non-nuclear power on the other.

This dynamic can be seen to have affected EU pagonce on several occasions. In
2000 it was this cluttered middle field which preted the EU from taking on a more
prominent role in endgame bargaining; with the NiGtead involved in brokering a deal
with the P-5 to the exclusion of the EU. In 201@wiver the NAC had diminished in
significance as a key playdrwhich may help explain why the EU was then invited
participate in the final week negotiations enablingo more effectively play the role of
bridge-builder. Another explanation for the EUsproved bridge-building role in 2010 was
the change in the United States’ attitude towatds NIPT. Following the United States

%2 bid., p. 6.

%3 See Portela, “The EU and the NPT. 0. cit..

% Interview, EU diplomatic source, New York, Marc@la, interview, EU Member State official, GenevaayM
2011.

% See Dhanapala, “Evaluating the 2010.ap, cit, pp. 6; Dhanapala argues that, unlike in the 2R60Con,
the NAC were not a force in the 2010 RevCon buldge instead to the more prominent position of N#eM,
Interview, senior analyst, NGO, London, April 2011.
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mostly negative positioning in the 2005 Rev&onitself a missed opportunity for the EU to
take on an enhanced role - the new Obama Admih@ttaupon taking up office in 2009,
indicated a change of track on US nuclear issmeljding a more forthcoming attitude to the
issue of US nuclear disarmament. This createchewed positivism in the NPT community
and helped to build a consensus environment forceessful outcome in the 2010 Rev€on
further contributing to EU consensus-building etfor

However, as this discussion has suggested, wlalsh ef these variables offer some
explanation of the EU’s negotiation performancegha NPT RevCons from 1995 to 2010,
they cannot, of themselves, sufficiently explainfatets of the EU’s performance during this
time. Rather, it is argued that these variables iaterconnected, creating multiple and
different directions of causality upon EU negotatiperformanc®. A suitable example to
demonstrate this argument may particularly be sedhe 2005 RevCon where the reticent
behaviour of the United States sparked discussfathen EU’s ‘potential leadership rof&’
within the negotiations. The EU’s integration effoin producing the WMD Strategy - in
part a response to the United States unilategigtoach to global security post-9/11 - further
set the scene for an enhanced EU role. Propoménaspurely structural or institutional
approach may expect therefore an enhanced EU pefme within the 2005 RevCon.
However, the EU’'s common position remained a stqtissdocument and EU performance in
the 2005 RevCon roundly criticis€d Whilst the structural and institutional conditsowere
therefore present, this had not been translatexldohgruence of Member States’ interests
with the Member States continuing to push nati@igéctives rather than an ambitious EU
action. This brings out two points. First, ex@aon for EU performance in the context of
the NPT — and by implication, multilateral negatas more generally — must take into
consideration all three factors rather than tregtiem as separate and individual variables. A
tapestry of intersecting explanatory variableshisréfore to be understood. Second, whilst
these interesting variables contribute to explamatf the EU’s limited ambition within the
NPT, they do also indicate pragmatic positioningoy EU; enabling it to take on some role
despite the limitations of its institutional capdapj the challenges of its Member States
divergent interest, and the difficulties of the otgtion environment.

5. Conclusion

In this article EU performance in the NPT reviewgoiations has been examined from a
longitudinal perspective. It has argued that, despn early success with its indefinite
extension campaign and demonstrating some impraveimethe most recent RevCon in
2010, the EU’s NPT performance has been besetgmyfisant challenges. Most particularly
a major challenge facing the EU in this forum dme timitations of its own negotiation
position which restricts the EU to always beingipmorter of the system — an NPT Champion
— but never a driver of it. Systematically anatgsthree possible explanatory variables that
are seen to influence EU performance in multildteegotiations — EU interests, institutional
developments, and structural conditions — it wath&r demonstrated that each have played
some part in shaping the EU’s negotiation posiaod subsequent performance in the NPT

% See Johnson, “Politics and Protectionog, cit..

67 See Johnson, “Assessing the 2010 NPTap, cit.. Interview, EU Member State official, New York, Mér
2011, interview, third country official, New Yorkjarch 2011

% My thanks to an anonymous referee for highlightinig.

%9 See Miiller, “A Treaty in Troubled Waters..dp. cit, pp. 33-44.

bid.; Kile, op. cit, pp. 607-638; Johnson, “Politics and Protectiyrop. cit.
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over this period of analysis. The divergence ofiMer States interests in particular has been
shown to have limited the EU’s ambitiousness is tbrum; with the EU’s common position
deliberately ambiguous and normatively-driven ineffort to find consensus between highly
divided sovereign interests. The lack of EU corape¢ may also be seen to explain the EU’s
limited negotiation capability whilst structural riitions further limit the EU’s capacity to
achieve objectives in this field. As has also baeyued however, none of these variables can
adequately explain EU performance. Rather a tapedtintersecting variables should be
understood with multiple and different directiorfscausality shaping EU objectives and its
performance in achieving them.

This in turn has some wider implications for stgdoé the EU as an international actor;
suggesting particularly the need to keep as bromtsafocused on explanatory variables as
possible. It further implies the necessity of gaalg EU external relations, not least in the
context of multilateral diplomacy, in light of theehaviour of other actors and avoiding
therefore EUguathe EU explanations only. Finally, it suggesist tivhere the EU speaks of
‘effective multilateralism’ it does so out of a joEn of pragmatism rather than simply a
limited ambition to do more.

26




