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Abstract 
The following study is set against the backdrop of the EU activating the Permanent Structured 
Cooperation (PESCO), which is an unprecedented step of military integration among the states of 
the EU. The aim of the study is, by using the European integration theories neo-functionalism (NF) 
and liberal intergovernmentalism (LI), to provide two different theoretical explanations to the case 
of why the EU activated PESCO. Thus, the method of the paper constitutes a theory-consuming 
case study, as two theories are used to provide two different explanations of the same case. Ques-
tions asked to achieve the aim of the paper goes as follows: How can NF and LI, as theories of Eu-
ropean integration, explain the case of the EU activating PESCO? What separates and unites the 
two explanations? Is any of the two theories more fruitful in terms of explaining European integra-
tion? The conclusions to the paper shows how NF and LI presents two different triggering courses 
of events that explain why the EU activated PESCO, also highlighting how the two explanations 
differ based on their respective focus on supranationalism and intergovernmentalism, while sharing 
a similarity in their intent and ambition; concluding that neither is more fruitful than the other. 
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1. Introduction 
1.1 Problem formulation  

The defence policies of the EU have long been a contested and complicated area regarding 

European integration. While integration have been extensive in areas of trade, customs, 

and monetary policy, the attempts to deeper integrate a European defence sector have 

historically been fruitless (Giegerich, 2015: p.462). The area of military defence has al-

ways been heavily politicised since its closely embedded in the notion of state sovereignty 

and nationhood, which have made member states reluctant of pooling military capabilities 

to a common European defence. Furthermore, the fear of undermining NATO by the crea-

tion of a European army have also acted as deterrent of further integrating the area (Dover 

& Friis Kristensen, 2017: p.242).  

Based on this, it’s therefore really fascinating that in the year 2017, 25 out of 28 member 

states chose to activate the so-called PESCO (Permanent Structured Cooperation) initiati-

ve, which in fact is a significant step of integration in the European defence sector. The 

goal of PESCO is to deepen the military cooperation within the EU, as member states are 

to jointly develop military capabilities, and make them available for military operations 

taken by the EU (PESCO, 2019a). For the 25 states who voluntarily decided to join PE-

SCO, the operations undertaken are legally binding, and the fulfilment of commitments are 

monitored annually by the Council (Ibid, 2019a).  

Despite being a historical step of European integration in the area of defence, the attention 

paid to PESCO have been surprisingly small given how politicised the area historically 

have been. From a political scientific perspective, it’s therefore of great interest to provide 

answers as to why the member states of the EU have chosen to take a significant step of 

integration in an area that prior was so off limits. To explain this case of integration it’s 

then suitable to use European integration theories, namely neo-functionalism (NF) and li-

beral intergovernmentalism (LI). The both theories seek to explain why, when, and how 

European integration moves forward, and they’ve historically competed against each other 
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regarding who gives the most adequate explanation to European integration (Diez & Wie-

ner, 2012: p.6). As they differ in their views on main actors, triggers and explanatory 

factors that drive European integration, their employment will result in two different theo-

retical explanations to the same phenomenon.  

It’s scientifically interesting to contribute cumulatively to earlier research in European in-

tegration, as political scientists have used the aforementioned theories to explain earlier 

completed steps of integration within the EU. Neither NF nor LI have yet been used to ex-

plain the activation of PESCO, which makes this case available to be explained. Beyond 

the scientific realm, it’s of societal interest to understand the reasons behind choices made 

by political representatives; e.g. EU activating PESCO. The fact that 25 European states 

have started to integrate themselves towards a common army have serious implications for 

world politics in regard to security and international relations, making the case further inte-

resting on a societal level.  

1.2 Aim, and research questions 

Ultimately, the aim of the study is, with the help of the European integration theories neo-

functionalism and liberal intergovernmentalism, to provide two different theoretical expla-

nations to why the EU activated PESCO. Two differing explanations to the same case can 

illustrate similarities, differences, and the fruitfulness of the two theories, but it can also 

provide a broader understanding of this case of European integration. The contribution of 

the study will be twofold: the analysis will explain the case of the EU activating PESCO, 

and contribute to the ongoing theoretical debate between NF and LI. To achieve the aim of 

the study the following research questions will be asked: 

- How can neo-functionalism and liberal intergovernmentalism, as theories of European 

integration, explain the case of the EU activating PESCO?  
- What separates and unites the two explanations?  

- Is any of the two theories more fruitful in terms of explaining European integration?  
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1.3 Outline of the study 

In chapter 1, the background, aim, and research questions of the study have been descri-

bed. As for the rest of the paper, the outline will look as follows. Starting at chapter 2, an 

examination of previous research in the field of European integration will be conducted, 

then followed by a presentation of the core ideas behind NF and LI, and the section will 

end with the construction of an analysis model of the two theories. In chapter 3, the design 

of the research, and the choice of method will both be presented and argued for, and an 

examination of gathered material will conclude the section. Chapter 4 starts with an outline 

of the historical-political background of PESCO, and is then followed by two analyses 

done by using both NF and LI. Furthermore, chapter 5 contains the conclusions of the 

study, providing answers to the research questions that have been posed by the paper. 

Chapter 6 will conclude the paper, and presents the list of all references used in the study. 
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2. Theories and Previous Research  
European integration theory is described as the field of systematic reflection on the process 

of increasing political cooperation within Europe and the development of mutual political 

institutions, as well as the outcomes of the two (Diez & Wiener: 2012: p.4). Both neo-fun-

ctionalism (NF) and liberal intergovernmentalism (LI) are set out to be grand theories in 

the field of European integration theory, meaning that they ask why (explaining) and how 

(understanding) an outcome of European integration came about (Ibid, 2012: p.17). While 

they share the intent of explaining the course of European integration, the two theories 

provides different explanations as they start from contrasting standpoints.  

Hence, the two theories have historically competed in terms of giving the most adequate 

explanation for European integration. Therefore, this study contributes to the still ongoing 

theoretical debate between the two most prominent theories of European integration.  Sin-

ce European integration is a multifaceted phenomenon, the usage of different integration 

theories will shed light on different aspects of the integration, and while it can provide a 

broader understanding of the case of the EU activating PESCO, it can also highlight if eit-

her NF or LI provide a better explanation than the other; adding to the theoretical debate.  

2.1 Previous research  

It’s important to recognise that the theories chosen for this paper covers one part of a broa-

der field of European integration theory. The theories of European integration can be divi-

ded into three historical phases that are characterised by their emergence and focus on dif-

ferent themes, but this doesn’t however imply that the theories of one historical phase 

stopped to be of relevance when another one started (Wiener and Dietz, 2012: pp.6-7). 

Phase one started in the 1960s and is characterised by the tendency to explain European 

integration and reasons as to why it’s taking place (Ibid, 2012: pp.6-8). It’s in this phase 

that the chosen theories of this study emerged, that is neo-functionalism and liberal inter-

governmentalism, but so did also federalism. Federalism is a normative theory used on Eu-

ropean integration, and it’s trying to establish itself as the rightful political idea for Europe, 

 !  of !8 42



rather than focusing on explaining what integration is and how it developed (Ibid, 2012: p.

18 & pp.244-245).  

The second phase which started in the 1980s saw an emerging governance approach to Eu-

ropean integration, which shifted focus from explaining integration into describing how 

the governance within the EU as a polity works, by analysing it through policy networks 

and institutionalism (Ibid, 2012: pp.9-10). And the third phase that started in the 1990s, is 

marked by emerging constructivist and discourse approaches, with questions of what the 

social consequences have been in the integration process (Ibid, 2012: p.10). What should 

be noted is that the years prior to the three historical phases, are described to be predating 

the actual development of European integration (Ibid, 2012: pp.7-8). 

What’s important to note is that different theoretical lenses will provide different aspects of 

focus. That is to say, as outlined above, that NF and LI focuses on explaining European 

integration and the reasons why it’s moving forward. This separates NF and LI from e.g. 

theories on policy networks and institutionalism that seeks to describe how the governance 

within the EU polity works on a more deep theoretical level, and how theories of con-

structivist discourses can be used to highlight social inequality within, and as conse-

quences of, European integration. While some theories have the quality of being able to 

explain a certain aspect of European integration, they lack the necessity to describe others. 

Thus, the choice of using NF and LI in this study is based on their major quality of being 

able to explain European integration and the reasons that trigger it, and because the two 

theories have contrasting views in their explanations. This choice of demarcation does not 

however imply that other branches of integration theory are of any less importance to the 

overall study of the subject, as the theories complement each other in that they explain dif-

ferent aspects of European integration. 

 !  of !9 42



2.2 Neo-functionalism (NF) 

NF is known for its ambitious claim to be a grand theory of explaining European integra-

tion, and it was first formulated by Ernst B. Haas and Leon Lindberg during the 1950’s 

(Niemann & Schmitter, 2012: p.45). The theory is a continued work on functionalism, alt-

hough very different. While NF attributes a great deal of attention to the independent in-

fluences from supranational organisations, the functionalists stressed the importance of 

having international organisations to prevent war from breaking out, and the organisations 

were constructed to fulfil just that; its intended meaning (Ibid, 2012: p. 46). To argue that 

supranational organisations are confined to their intended meanings is contested by NF, as 

their theory was formulated to explain how the original goals of the European Coal and 

Steel Community, had spilled-over into creating the European Economic Community and 

the European Atomic Energy Community (Ibid, 2012: p.46).  

Ernst B. Haas first described European integration as ”the process whereby political actors 

in several distinct national settings are persuaded to shift their loyalties, expectations and 

political activities toward a new center, whose institutions possess or demand jurisdiction 

over the pre-existing national states” (Nelsen & Stubb, 2014: p.145). This definition of 

what European integration is has continued to be important for supporters of NF, although 

changes has been made to it; mostly to the idea of loyalties being shifted towards a new 

center (Niemann & Schmitter, 2012: p.47). The theory received heavy amount of criticism 

in the 1970s, since the predicted process of European integration hadn’t taken place within 

the EU by this time, and it was even declared obsolete by Haas during this period, but it 

has since been revived and modified in the 1990s to proclaim its important contribution to 

European integration (Ibid, 2012: p.45). The neo-functionalists share a common concep-

tion that European integration is supranationalist in its nature, and they share an underlying 

core idea that is evident in the theory as a whole. So, in order to understand how NF ex-

plain European integration, one should get familiar with the important core ideas behind it. 
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According to NF, European integration is a group driven process that is influenced by mul-

tiple elite actors; both public and private ones (Ibid, 2012: p.47). The elite actors see the 

creation of supranational institutions to be beneficial within certain sectors, as joint gover-

nance in these certain political areas can be more advantageous than having domestic solu-

tions (Nelsen & Stubb, 2014: p.145). The created supranational institutions are then argued 

to be able to take on a life of their own, by successively circumventing its intended autho-

rities, and push for more integration by affecting the interest of the elite actors, who in 

their turn, will coordinate themselves to push for more integration in order to secure their 

newly conceptualised interests (Niemann & Schmitter, 2012: p.48).  

This is what neo-functionalists describes as a spill-over effect, as the integration of one po-

litical area can be spilled over into another if there is a pressure for it to happen. Such 

pressures are often internationally induced incentives that occur at critical junctures in 

time, which reinforces the desire of further integrating (Ibid, 2012: p.59). If political areas 

that gets integrated is shown to be unable to function without other areas getting integrated 

too, unintended spill-overs may happen as the actors realise that it’s in their interest to 

make the areas function; trough further integration (Ibid, 2012: p. 49). Hence, European 

integration is characterised by path dependence, meaning that available decisions regar-

ding integration will be limited by decisions made in prior completed integration (Hooghe 

& Marks, 2019: p.1115).  

2.3 Liberal intergovernmentalism (LI) 

LI is, like NF, an approach that sets out to be a grand theory of explaining European integ-

ration. The two theories are however majorly different in their claims and explanations, as 

they are classic opponents in describing European integration. Andrew Moravcsik, who is 

a prominent scholar of liberal intergovernmentalism, explains that European integration 

since the 1950s, is a series of rational choices made by national leaders responding to 

changes in their geopolitical and economical surroundings (Nelsen & Stubb, 2014: pp. 

215-216). LI argues that the process of European integration reflect three factors: national 
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preferences, substantive bargains, and institutional choice (Moravcsik & Schimmelfennig, 

2012: pp.69-72). 

National preferences is the formation of state preferences among the EU-members. LI tre-

ats the state as a unitary rational actor, whose preferences emerges domestically on the ba-

sis of specific sectoral interests, geopolitical concerns, and economic incentives (Ibid, 

2012: p.70). A states preference is not a constant, as they both vary among states and can 

change within states across time and policies (Ibid, p.69). So, when states within the EU 

pursues their national preferences, their interests aren’t always converging, leading to 

factor two of substantive bargains.  

The states within the EU must avoid collectively substandard outcomes and look for 

what’s mutually beneficial, while at the same time decide upon how the mutual gains 

should be distributed among the states. As the collective interest of a group of EU-mem-

bers might collide with the interest of other states singular interests, the outcome of the 

bargaining depends on the relative bargaining powers among the states (Ibid, p.71). The 

bargaining power is decided by asymmetrical interdependence, which is the uneven distri-

bution of benefits regarding a specific agreement (Ibid, p.71). Actors with strong bargai-

ning powers are those in the least need of a new agreement that changes the status quo, as 

they can threaten the others with non-cooperation, which is why the states that benefits the 

most from a certain integration often gets to compromise the most to realise the gains, 

whereas those who gains the least gets to impose certain conditions (Moravcsik, 1998: p. 

218).  

In regards to the third factor of institutional choice, states need to pool sovereignty to EU 

institutions in order to lock in the outcomes of the bargains made to make sure that the 

commitment of cooperation among the nation-states is enforced (Ibid, 1998: p. 218). LI 

holds the idea that the nation-states are still the ones in control over the institutions, and 

that it hasn’t been a technocratic process where created supranational institutions takes on 

a life of their own and circumvents their original function. The institutional outcomes are 
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then typically founded on a lowest common denominator, in order to satisfy the interest of 

all states involved in the bargaining (Hooghe & Marks, 2019: p.1116). 

LI rather treat the institutions as designed instruments used to monitor the different mem-

ber states, as it helps to decrease the uncertainty of future actions taken by them (Moravc-

sik & Schimmelfennig, 2012: p. 72). Furthermore, when the commitment to the rules is 

locked in, states both reduce the cost of coordinating their activities, and is also able to col-

lectively sanction insubordination (Ibid, 2012: p.72). Liberal intergovernmentalists thus 

believe that the EU is serving the interest of the member states, and that integration will 

only be pushed forward when it’s in the interest of the nation-states to do so, and just as 

quickly, it will be constrained if not (Nelsen & Stubb, 2014: p. 215). 

2.4 Analysis model 

With the two theories outlined above, it’s apparent that they explain the course of Eu-

ropean integration in different ways. In order to summarise the two theories and make their 

ideas more coherent, it’s favourable to transform them into ideal types. Ideal types are con-

structed by gathering a number of traits and characteristics inherent in the two theories, 

and then the collected empirical observations can be compared with the developed analyti-

cal instrument (Bergström & Svärd, 2018: pp.147-148). Below, an analytical model is con-

structed, which shows how the two theories explain the course of how European integra-

tion moves forward. 

So, the triggering course of European integration according to NF is that: 1. At a critical 

juncture, an unforeseen internationally induced incentive occurs that puts pressure on poli-
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tical elites to further integrate in a certain political area, 2. The unforeseen pressure might 

make the status quo of current integration in the political area untenable, and because of 

path dependency it becomes more logical to further integrate rather than reversing the 

course of integration, 3. The current integration of the political area can’t function without 

adjacent areas getting integrated to, thus creating a spill-over effect. 

The triggering course of European integration according to LI is that: 1. The member sta-

tes of the EU have different national preferences that they wish to have satisfied based on 

economical incentives and geopolitical concerns, which creates different formations and 

collisions between different interests, 2. If a group of states are more inclined to further 

integrate within a policy area than others, substantive bargains will take place and the 

outcome is shaped by asymmetrical interdependence, 3. The states will make the institu-

tional choice of pooling sovereignty to European institutions in order to secure the agree-

ments made, and the outcome will most likely be based on a lowest common denominator.  

. 

By having this examined, it’s hopefully clear why the usage of NF and LI will provide two 

different theoretical explanations to why the EU activated PESCO. The two theories will 

tell two separate stories since they focus on different aspects, and highlights contrasting 

instances within the process of integration.  
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3. Method and Material  
3.1 A theory-consuming case study  

Given that the paper is striving to give two different theoretical explanations to why the 

EU activated PESCO, it’s suitable to make a theory-consuming case study. For this type of 

study the case is in the center, and it’s with the help of already established explanatory the-

ories within the area that the case is a part of, that you try to explain what happened in the 

specific case (Esaiasson et al., 2017: p.42). When choosing a case for a case study, it’s im-

portant to establish what the event your studying is a case of; the phenomenon needs to be 

designated (George & Bennet, 2005: p.25). The designation of the phenomenon will then 

be guiding in what theories that are satisfactory to use.  

When translated into this paper, the event to be studied is the EU activating PESCO, which 

is designated as a case of European integration, and established theories in the area of Eu-

ropean integration is, neo-functionalism and liberal intergovernmentalism. So, the study is 

consuming two theories on one case to derive two different explanations for the case — a 

theory-consuming case study. In this way, the EU’s activation of PESCO is described as a 

case of European integration, and then it seems natural to use European integration theori-

es to explain the case. The two theories have in common that both seeks to explain how 

European integration is developed, yet they differ in their explanations since they subscri-

be to different explanatory factors. Thus, two different theoretical points of departure en-

tails two different focuses on the same phenomenon which allows for a broader understan-

ding of, as well as a discussion of similarities and differences between, the reasons why 

the EU activated PESCO. A theory-consuming case study is therefore an appropriate de-

sign to use in order to fulfil the aim of the paper and answer the research questions. 

Advantages of the selected research design is that case studies can achieve high conceptual 

validity since only one case is processed, which allows one to do an in-depth analysis of 

the individual case being studied (Ibid, 2005: p.27). Furthermore, since the study is theory-

consuming, and using already established and tested theories in the field of European in-
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tegration, it provides the paper with a firm theoretical foundation to stand on (Esaiasson et 

al., 2017: p.20). In this way, the study aims to find the best answers that current research 

can provide to the papers own research questions, while at the same time seeking to con-

tribute to the common knowledge that exists on European integration.  

The most apparent disadvantage of using a theory-consuming case study is that 

employment of theoretical lenses that entail certain kinds of focus, also means that theore-

tical bias can never be fully avoided when gathering empirical material. That is to say that 

the theories used will, based on their explanatory factors, dictate what kind of material that 

is relevant, and in the next step also decide how it should be interpreted. A bias towards 

choosing the kind of material that best fits the analytical tools constructed is therefore the 

greatest weakness, as well as the strongest criticism that should be brought up towards a 

theory-consuming case study.  

While the study acknowledges this disadvantage, it also clearly points out that using two 

theories will mean that certain aspects of the case are the center of attention, while others 

aren’t. It’s therefore important that the study is using tested theories that are established as 

valid explanations for the phenomena of European integration, and that the conducted re-

search follows the conditions posed by the used theoretical frameworks to gain valid an-

swers. 

An alternative approach is to conduct a theory-testing study in which theories in the form 

of established hypotheses are tested against empirical material to see if any theory is 

strengthened, weakened, or more adequate than another (Ibid, 2017: p.43). Although a the-

ory-consuming case study mainly seek to explain why a certain outcome took place, it may 

overlap with a testable one if it turns out that a consumed theory insufficiently explains the 

case in question; confidence in the theory decreases (Ibid, p.43).  

Since the second research questions in this paper seeks to discuss similarities, differences 

and the fruitfulness of the two theoretical explanations, it might just turn out that one theo-
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ry explains the outcome better than the other. Therefore, the results of a theory-consuming 

study, like a theory-testing one, can have great significance on the fruitfulness of the theo-

ries used (Ibid, p.43). The difference is instead the motivation behind the study; explain a 

case vis-á-vis examination of theories. A theory development study will be appropriate to 

use if it turns out that the case of this study can’t be explained by already established theo-

ries, and since the EU’s activation of PESCO hasn’t been subjected to theory-consuming 

or theory-testing studies yet, it’s of no immediate urgency to develop new explanatory 

factors before already established ones have been tested. 

3.2 Process-tracing 

When a study aims to explain how and why an event took place, like in this paper, it’s sui-

table to use qualitative methods (Vromen, 2018: p.237). The method that will be used in 

this paper, as I gather relevant literature, is process-tracing. Process-tracing is a qualitative 

method used to map out the course of events within a case, and then point out casual me-

chanisms which links causes to the case (Esaiasson et al., 2017: pp.130-131). One is sear-

ching for historically formative moments, which are explained to be crucial events in 

which all important conditions for a certain line of development are in place (Ibid, 2017: p.

130). When translated into this study, the paper will use process-tracing to examine where 

the explanatory factors in the analysis model constructed from NF and LI are apparent, 

thus making those instances formative moments that can explain the outcome of the EU 

activating PESCO, and why the integration took place.  

3.3 Material 

Since process tracing is about working ”backwards”, the gathering of material will be cha-

racterised by historiography, which is the ”selective, critical reading of sources that synt-

hesises particular bits of information into a narrative description or analysis of the subject” 

(Vromen, 2018: s.250). Therefore, material from books and journal articles explaining Eu-

ropean integration theories, as well as the core ideas behind NF and LI will be read, in or-
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der to gather explanatory factors that can be applied to the driving forces behind the PE-

SCO initiative.  

Then, material that describes historical events that are deemed theoretically important in 

relation to the explanations given by NF and LI, and in extension to the activation of PE-

SCO, is being gathered and are used in this study. Such material will be comprised by both 

secondary sources of news articles describing the significant events, as well as primary 

sources of statements made by EU-officials and political representatives in response to 

these events. When conducting such historical reading, it’s important to evaluate authenti-

city, independence, simultaneity, and tendency (Esaiasson et al., 2017: pp.292-295).  

Both the sources on the description of events, and statements made in relation to these, are 

of simultaneity as they’ve been written in connection with the events unfolding, and their 

independence has been tested by confirming them from other nearby sources reporting the 

same information. Also, neither a reason to question the sources authenticity have emer-

ged, nor is there any suspicion of a tendency to intentionally distort the story. Furthermore, 

other important material used is literature on both the past and present developments of 

defence cooperation within the EU, and how it relates to their common foreign policy. This 

material is found in both books and journal articles, as well as in official legal documents 

and fact sheets provided by the EU itself on their different government websites; making it 

a primary source.  

However, the material on critical events, statements made by politicians within the EU, 

and the official legal structures behind the EU’s defence policies will all be coloured by 

the theoretical lenses of NF and LI. As stated before, this means that the usage of already 

established theoretical frameworks will to certain degrees dictate both what kinds of sour-

ces that one is looking for, and how the sources are then to be interpreted.  
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4. Analysis of the EU Activating PESCO 

4.1 PESCO: a historical-political background 

Since its start with the Maastricht Treaty in 1993, the EU’s Foreign, Security, and Defence 

policies have integrated fast. Even though the character of the CFSP have grown increa-

singly supranational between Maastricht in 1993, and the Lisbon Treaty of 2009, the mili-

tary capacities have been kept a matter of the single member state (Dover & Friis Kristen-

sen, 2016: p.246). Despite guiding clauses for the CSDP (Common Security and Defence 

Policy) within the Lisbon Treaty, that obliges member states to aid other members if they 

were to be attacked, they remain as voluntary obligations (Ibid, 2016: p.246).  

The Mutual Assistance Clause article 42(7), states that if an EU state is the victim of ar-

med aggression, all others are obliged to be of aid and assistance by all means in their po-

wer (Ibid, p.247). Nevertheless, all military capabilities are still in the hands of the states, 

meaning that ”all means in their power” is still decided intergovernmentally, and by the 

states alone (Ibid, p.247). Furthermore, European states have relied on article 5 of the 

NATO framework for security protection, which stipulates that ”an attack against one Ally 

is is considered as an attack against all Allies” (NATO, 2019).  

The areas within the EU that surrounds foreign, security, and defence policies have been 

charged with different tensions, as member states have had contrasting views as to how 

these policy areas should be handled. There has been a tension between the states in favour 

of keeping these policy issues intergovernmental, and the integrationist states who have 

supported deeper EU integration. The intergovernmentalists stresses that deeper coopera-

tion in these policy areas undermines state sovereignty, making permanent and institutio-

nalised cooperation within these policy areas a threat to the national interest of being sove-

reign (Dover & Friis Kristensen, 2016: p.242). The integrationists view further integration 

as a natural development for the EU, believing that the development of military means be-

sides economic soft power will turn the EU into a stronger actor in the international system 

(Ibid, 2016: p.242).  
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This line of tension has been foremost seen between the Atlanticist United Kingdom, and 

the Europeanist France. The UK has been in favour of a strong NATO, fearing that integra-

tion towards an EU-army will seriously damage the U.S. commitment to have a presence 

in Europe (Ibid, p.242). The Europeanists, especially France, have advocated for an inde-

pendent European defence structure that can balance U.S. influence on the international 

stage (Ibid, p.242). These tensions, together with the assurance of having U.S. military 

presence in Europe trough NATO, have kept questions of security and defence intergo-

vernmental, and mostly a matter of the nation-state. But as outlined before, this has come 

to change as 25 member states of the EU have made a historical agreement by activating 

the Permanent and Structured Cooperation in 2017. 

France and Germany spearheaded PESCO as they were the first to bring up the initiative 

during a bilateral summit on 13 July 2017, where they provided a proposal that had already 

been signed by both Spain and Italy, with Belgium, Finland, and the Netherlands soon 

following (Biscop, 2018: pp.163-164). Less than six months later, on 11 December 2017, 

the Council formally launched the project with an almost unified front of 25 member states 

having signed on (PESCO, 2019a). The decision by 25 out of 28 member states of the EU 

to activate the Permanent Structured Cooperation is historical, as it's a significant step of 

integration in the European defence sector.  

PESCO is a built in instrument that was developed within the Lisbon Treaty in article 

42(6) protocol 10, and it allows a minimum of 9 member states to enhance their military 

cooperation to avoid being blocked by others (Dover & Friis Kristensen, 2016: p.250). The 

decision to join the cooperation is voluntary, but it’s unique in that military commitments 

undertaken by the participating member states are legally binding (PESCO, 2019a). Since 

Denmark isn’t a part of the CSDP it was natural for them not to join PESCO. Furthermore, 

Malta refrained from joining based on the neutrality clause written in their constitution, 

while the UK didn’t join as they are set to leave the union in 2020 (Biscop, 2018: p.162).  

 !  of !20 42



For the remaining 25 states that participates in PESCO, the overarching goal is to gradual-

ly deepen the defence cooperation within the Union framework, and reinforce the EU’s 

autonomy to act alone on the international stage (PESCO, 2019a). Participating states have 

signed on to 20 different legally binding commitments that cover key areas of increased 

military expenditure, harmonising military capabilities among member states by pooling 

assets, closer cooperation in military training and logistics, and enhancing the flexibility 

and deployment of European forces (PESCO, 2019b).  

Each participant has to present an annual National Implementation Plan that outlines how 

they meet the criteria of the 20 binding commitments, and the plan is evaluated by the 

Council who has the authority to suspend participants who don't meet the criteria, by using 

qualified majority (Ibid, 2019b). All other legal acts are decided upon by unanimity in the 

Council, except decisions that regard the aforementioned suspension of membership, and 

if new members should enter, which are instead decided by qualified majority. Besides the 

binding commitments all participants must abide, PESCO develops projects on a yearly 

basis that member states can voluntarily decide to participate in, but with the legal requi-

rement that all states must participate in at least one (Biscop, 2018: p.162). There are cur-

rently 47 PESCO projects that have been agreed upon, and cover joint military training in 

areas of land, maritime, air, and cyber (PESCO, 2019c). Each project is led by one or two 

states that act as project leaders, and each project contain a varying group of states that 

participate, as members can choose not to participate or just simply be an observer of the 

project (Ibid, 2019c).  

So what explains this unprecedented step of integration in the military sector? How can we 

understand the case of the EU activating PESCO? With the help of the European integra-

tion theories neo-funtionalism and liberal intergovernmentalism, two different answers 

will be provided below.  
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4.2 Neo-functionalism and PESCO 

4.2.1 Critical junctures 

When tracing the process and searching for formative moments of critical junctures, from 

which unforeseen internationally induced incentives emerge that puts pressure on the in-

tegration of a European military, three crucial events can be highlighted — The annexation 

of Crimea, the rise of the Islamic State of Iraq and the Levant (ISIL), and Donald Trump 

becoming president of the USA.  

Russia’s annexation of Crimea is considered one of the most severe intrusions on Eu-

ropean borders since the Second World War, and the European Council made a joint state-

ment condemning the violation of Ukrainian sovereignty, and advised Russia to immedia-

tely disband their military forces (The European Council, 2014a). After a dubiously held 

referendum that ended in making Crimea a federal subject to Russia, the European Council 

stressed their support to Ukraine and outlined a goal of ending Russia’s aggression towards 

Ukraine, and restoring the state’s sovereignty (The European Council, 2014b). The means 

to achieving this has been modest at best, as the EU cancelled future summits with Russia 

(Ibid, 2014b), and imposed economic sanctions in their trade with Crimea, and with a few 

Russian companies that provide gas to the peninsula (The European Council, 2019a).  

The sanctions policy towards Russia has remained soft, and the goal of restoring Ukraine’s 

sovereignty has failed as it hasn't even stopped Russia from taking further aggressive ac-

tions towards Ukraine. As late as 2018, three ships of the Ukrainian Navy was attacked 

and later captured by the Russian coast guard, in water which both countries are legally 

allowed to patrol; the Kerch strait (Roth, 2018). The inability of the EU to take measures 

in helping their European neighbour from openly aggressive acts from Russia induced elite 

actor and the current president of the European Commission, Jean-Claude Juncker, to call 

for the integration of a European army.  
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Juncker said that Europe had lost a ”huge amount of respect”, and that the EU isn’t being 

taken seriously as an international actor (Sparrow, 2015). He expressed the desire to 

establish a common European army that can react to peace threats in the European region, 

and to show Russia that the EU is willing to defend European values (Ibid, 2015). The 

German minister of defence, and interestingly enough, President-elect of the future Eu-

ropean Commission, Ursula von der Leyen, welcomed Juncker’s statement. Von der Leyen 

expressed that European security would be strengthened by a common defence, and that 

the future of Europeans will be that of a European army (BBC, 2015).  

The second critical juncture is that of the rise of the ISIL, which have had significant im-

pact on the evaluation of the military capabilities of European states, and their ability to 

protect EU citizens. For the last five years, Europe has suffered a number of abhorrent ter-

rorist attacks in the name of the Islamic State, and the number of casualties, and the fre-

quency of terrorist attacks, have never been higher (Nesser, Stenersen & Oftedal, 2016: pp.

3-4). While European states that are members of NATO has the possibility of cooperating 

with the U.S. in fighting ISIL abroad, sufficient defence against sleeper cell terrorism at 

home in Europe has been questionable, as 364 Europeans have died of terrorist attacks 

within the EU since 2014 (The European Parliament, 2019). The necessity of closer coope-

ration between European states regarding this became apparent when the full gravity of 

terrorism as a security threat was on horrific display when France, Paris, suffered a series 

of strategically coordinated terrorist attacks at different locations in the city, killing 130 

civilians (Nesser, Stenersen & Oftedal, 2016: p.3).  

The problem is that sleeper cell terrorism is an inner security threat, it’s not something that 

the U.S. and NATO can be relied upon to solve, which is why the EU have called upon 

closer cooperation regarding intelligence sharing, strengthening external border controls, 

and more flexibility and interoperability between European states when aiding one another 

during attacks (European Council, 2019b). But there’s also pressure for the EU to become 

a decisive and serious actor on the international stage, making them able to intervene in 
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places where conflicts run rampant, in order to avoid the consequences of crises like the 

ones stemming from the Arab Spring (The European Commission, 2018). 

The third critical juncture comes from Donald Trump becoming president of the U.S., and 

crucial statements made by him. The European Union has historically been able to keep 

defence policy a matter of the state, as European states have relied on a U.S.-led NATO for 

military defence in the territory. This reliance has been shaken to the core by the events 

such as the almost trade-war that broke out between the EU and the U.S., President Trump 

declaring NATO ”obsolete”, and making the explicit threat of leaving NATO if military 

spending by European members did not increase significantly (McCurry, 2016). Also, 

events such as the U.S. withdrawing from the Paris Agreement, and the Iran Nuclear Deal, 

have made the EU questioning U.S. judgment in the world (Chrisafis, 2018).  

This has induced elite actors within the EU to make a stand of their own, as French Presi-

dent Emmanuel Macron stated that ”Europe can no longer entrust its security to the United 

States alone” (Ibid, 2018), and that ”We will not protect Europeans unless we decide to 

have a European army” (Meichtry & Norman, 2018). German Chancellor Angela Merkel 

joined in on the encouragement, stating that ”The times when we could rely on others are 

over”, and that ”Europeans have to take our fate into our own hands” (De La Baume & 

Herszenhorn, 2018). It’s of no surprise that France and Germany, whose leaders were most 

vocal about further integration of the European military, also came to spearhead the activa-

tion of PESCO.  

As seen above, three critical junctures of unforeseen internationally induced incentives 

have emerged, which have put pressure on different elite actors within the EU to further 

integrate their military. The pressures stemming from the inability of responding to the th-

reat of Russian aggression on European borders, and the need to be able to implement suf-

ficient means of protecting EU citizens from inner security threats, are both exacerbated by 

President Trump’s weak faith in the future of NATO.  
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The moments line up yearly with the annexation in 2014, making notable elite actors pre-

sident of Commission Jean-Claude Juncker, and German minister of defence Ursula von 

der Leyen, call for further integration in the European defence sector in relation to the 

events. The consequences of soaring sleeper cell terrorism starting in 2015, highlights the 

pressure of the EU needing closer European cooperation regarding their inner security th-

reats. The final straw being Trump calling NATO obsolete and treating to disband it in 

2017, making both French and German leaders, Emmanuel Macron and Angela Merkel, 

calling for a European army.  

4.2.2 Path dependency and spill-over effect 

The pressures derived from critical junctures outlined above, have made the status quo of 

current European integration in the area of the defence sector untenable. The two choices 

the member states of the EU had prior to the activation of PESCO, is to either rely on ar-

ticle 5 of the NATO framework, or the Mutual Assistance Clause from the Lisbon Treaty; 

neither is logical in relation to the emerged pressures.  

Starting with the NATO framework, article 5 of NATO states that an armed attack against 

one of the members, is an attack on all of them, and the principle of assistance is that ‘the 

Party or Parties so attacked by taking forthwith, individually and in concert with the other 

Parties, such action as it deems necessary, including the use of armed force’(NATO, 2019). 

The invokation of article 5 stipulates that allies of NATO can provide the form of assistan-

ce they deem necessary when responding to a situation, meaning that each ally has the in-

dividual responsibility of determining what it deems necessary. Understood that article 5 

stipulates that the contribution is up to the judgement of each individual country member, 

taken together with the fact that the U.S. President is critically doubtful of NATO’s longe-

vity, it would be foolish for European states to keep relying on the NATO framework and 

entrust their security to a guardian that doesn’t even have faith in their cooperation.  

Furthermore, combating the inner security threat of sleeper cell terrorism is mostly a re-

sponsibility of the EU. It’s European intelligence agencies that need closer cooperation, 
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European external borders having to strengthen their control, and it’s the task forces of Eu-

ropean states that need enhanced interoperability. It falls naturally into the responsibility of 

the EU, not NATO and the U.S. The pressures from the uncertainty of relying on NATO 

based on remarks by President Trump, with Russian armed aggression on European bor-

ders, and the inner security threat of terrorism best solved by the EU themselves, it’s 

simply illogical to continuously rely on article 5 of NATO. 

As for relying on the Mutual Assistance Clause article 42(7) in the Lisbon Treaty, as stated 

earlier, while member states of the EU have an obligation to aid and assist with all means 

of their power if a member states were to be the victim of an armed aggression, it’s still 

strictly intergovernmental (Dover & Friis Kristensen, 2016: p.242). Activating the MAC 

means that the victim of the armed aggression is going to have to strike bilateral agree-

ments with the rest of the European states, regarding which kind of aid and assistance that 

states are willing to give. The situation where the EU can’t trust NATO, while at the same 

time getting significantly crippled by having to strike intergovernmental agreements in the 

potential case of an armed aggression, makes the status quo of current European integra-

tion in the defence sector untenable.  

The Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) within the Lisbon Treaty, was created 

with NATO protecting the European region in mind, meaning that the nature of the CSDP 

could be kept strictly intergovernmental. But now, since reliance in NATO is uncertain, the 

institutional decision of keeping the defence clause intergovernmental has become obsole-

te, and the decisions other than further integration are getting blurred. It’s a case of Path 

dependence, meaning that available choices the EU have regarding the integration of its 

defence sector, have become limited by decisions made in prior integration. The logical 

step is now to further integrate, and a spill-over occurs within the EU’s Common Foreign 

and Security Policy (CFSP).  

The CFSP is set up as the agreed foreign policy of the European Union, dealing mostly 

with policies of diplomacy, trade, commerce, and funding (The European Union, 2018). 
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The Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) is a component of the CFSP, and con-

tains the ruling of collective self-defence guided by the intergovernmental Mutual As-

sistance Clause 42(7) (Dover & Friis Kristensen, 2016: p.242-243). But the area of securi-

ty and defence can’t currently function in a satisfiable way, due to above outlined reasons, 

without further integration taking place; thus creating a spill-over effect from an originally 

intergovernmental clause, into the first steps of a permanent and structured integration of 

European military forces. The activation of PESCO means that all participants are to abide 

20 binding commitments with a yearly examination of their separate National Implementa-

tion Plan, and all are legally obliged to participate in at least one military project. What 

started with a common foreign policy have now gradually spilled over into the adjacent 

area of a common military. 

Then, on the 11th December 2017, 25 member states activated PESCO with the approval 

of the Council, and Jean-Claude Juncker made the following tweet: ”She is awake, the 

Sleeping Beauty of the Lisbon Treaty. The Permanent Structured Cooperation is happe-

ning. I welcome the operational steps taken today by Member States to lay the foundations 

of a European Defence Union”.  

4.3 Liberal intergovernmentalism and PESCO 

4.3.1 The formation of national preferences  

Described in the examination of liberal intergovernmentalism, states are unitary rational 

actors whose preferences emerge from their economic incentives and geopolitical con-

cerns, with the formation of different national preferences among the EU-members leading 

to tensions, and collisions of different interests (Moravcsik & Schimmelfennig: 2012: p.

72). A major clash of national preferences have historically been evident in the area of de-

fence, regarding the question of how much this area should be subjected to European in-

tegration. The divide have been between two camps: the Europeanists and Atlanticists sta-

tes of the EU, with France, Germany, Spain, and Belgium often described as supporters of 
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the former, and the United Kingdom, Denmark, Poland, Slovakia, and the Baltic States 

ditto the latter (Mouritzen, 2008: pp.155-158; Zaborowski, 2019).  

The Europeanists thinks that the area of foreign, security, and defence policy should be 

subjected to deeper European integration, as it’s viewed as a natural development for the 

EU, believing that the development of military hard power besides economic soft power 

will turn the EU into a stronger actor in the international system (Dover & Friis Kristen-

sen, 2016: p.242) Both France and Germany have been vocal about an independent Eu-

ropean defence structure that can balance U.S. influence on the international stage. The 

Atlanticists on the other hand, is concerned that integration in the area of defence intrudes 

on the national interest of being a sovereign state, and are proponents of strong military 

ties to the U.S. and Canada trough NATO, thus fearing that an independent European mili-

tary will undermine their transatlantic relationship (Ibid, 2016: p.242).  

During the past years, it’s evident that Europeanist states have pushed the idea of integra-

tion towards a European army, while the Atlanticists have been quick in opposing the en-

couragement; most vocally by the UK who’ve historically held on to that the prospect of a 

European military isn’t going to happen. When President of the Commission Jean-Claude 

Juncker called for a European army in 2015, it was welcomed by both France, Germany, 

and Spain (Flora et al., 2015). The official statement from the Cameron Government in the 

UK regarding this read: ”Our position is crystal clear that defence is a national – not an EU 

– responsibility and that there is no prospect of that position changing and no prospect of a 

European army”(Sparrow, 2015). Fellow Atlanticists were quick to agree with the UK, as 

both Poland and Slovakia stated that it’s undesirable (Flora et al., 2015). And later, when 

both Emmanuel Macron and Angela Merkel called for the necessity of a future European 

army, the Prime Ministers of Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia all jointly opposed the idea 

(Public Broadcasting of Latvia, 2018).  

It all came to be changed with the formative moment of Brexit in 2017, which changed the 

balance in the preference formation between the two camps radically. The UK, Europe’s 
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most powerful military, and a historically persistent deterrent to integration in the defence 

sector, was now set to leave the Union. As a result, France and Germany became the two 

most powerful states within the EU, and the time to get a breakthrough on a Franco-Ger-

man led military initiative had never been better, with the UK gone. Once France and 

Germany chose to spearhead the initiation of PESCO,  the issue of whether joining or stay-

ing out of the initiative quickly became a question of economical incentives and geopoliti-

cal concerns.  

In 2016, Jean-Claude Juncker and the European Commission proposed a European De-

fence Fund, which through the years of 2021 and 2027, will contain a ”development win-

dow of up to €5 billion per year, from which up to 20% can be funded from the EU budget, 

for multinational projects that address a commonly identified shortfall” (The European De-

fence Fund, 2018). For the multinational projects that are initiated under the PESCO fram-

ework, an additional bonus of 10% can be added to the funding (Ibid, 2018). The 

establishment of a common pot of funding both facilities the development of the European 

defence sector, and it also provides an economic carrot for member states to conduct their 

multinational projects under PESCO (Biscop, 2018: p.163). Furthermore, since the activa-

tion of PESCO only requires 9 states to participate, among them the juggernauts France, 

Germany, Italy, Spain, and Belgium, it becomes a question of geopolitical concern if these 

already powerful states would develop their military capabilities even further. Staying out 

of PESCO could therefore create a split of uneven development of military capabilities 

across Europe.  

The choice for the states of the EU is to either stay out of the initiative, losing the opportu-

nity of a common funding, and risking being part of an uneven development of military 

capabilities in Europe. Or, to join and enjoy the common funding, and to have their milita-

ry development on par with the rest of Europe. It speaks directly to the national prefe-

rences of economical incentives and geopolitical concerns. For Denmark, who isn’t a part 

of the CSDP, and Malta with a neutrality clause in their constitution, the decision to stay 

out of PESCO is comprehensible. But, the almost unanimity behind the activation of PE-
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SCO makes perfect sense in terms of the states national preferences. The UK acting as a 

deterrent is gone, and the states have both economical and geopolitical incentives to join 

the initiativ, but not without certain conditions.   

4.3.2 Substantive bargains and institutional choice 

While the states look for mutually advantageous bargains, the outcomes are effected by the 

asymmetrical interdependence among the member states. The states in the least need of a 

new agreement are best positioned to get impose conditions, while the states in most need 

of a new agreement will compromise the most to realise their gains (Moravcsik, 1998: p. 

218). This is perfectly reflected in the PESCO initiative. Although all 25 participants have 

obliged themselves to 20 bullet points of binding commitments that are to be met with a 

National Implementation Plan, PESCO introduces further military projects on a yearly ba-

sis that are strictly voluntary to join or stay out of. That is to say that while all 25 partici-

pants are committed to PESCO legally, all states differ in their level of military integration 

based on that they can choose which, and how many, of the yearly PESCO projects that 

they want to be a part of. The condition is that all PESCO participants must take part in at 

least 1 project, and as of November 2019 there are 47 active projects (PESCO, 2019c).  

This arrangement lets the states who’ve been most reluctant of integration in the European 

defence sector to join PESCO under the condition that they later can choose their own de-

gree of integration, by selecting the number of projects they want to be a part of. Naturally 

then, the Europeanist states who’ve been in the most vocal favour of seeking integration in 

the European defence area gets to be the ones who participate in most projects, and thus 

pulls the heaviest load in the area of cooperation. This is something that is clearly reflected 

when the participants of the currently active projects are examined. For example, among 

the 47 currently active PESCO projects France takes part in 30, Spain in 24, Germany in 

16, and Belgium in 11 (Ibid, 2019c). This is then compared to how Poland takes part in 6, 

Slovakia in 5, Estonia in 4, Latvia in 3, and Lithuania in 2 (Ibid, 2019c). It should also be 
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added that historically neutral states such as Austria, Finland, and Sweden, takes part in 5, 

5, and 7 projects respectively (Ibid, 2019c).  

LI views institutional outcomes as rational responses to cooperation problems, the pooling 

of authority needs to be just enough so that it ensures that it’s of interest for all the member 

states to lock themselves within agreements, which is why the outcomes are often founded 

on a lowest common denominator (Hooghe & Marks, 2019: p.1116). This is evident in the 

institutional choice of PESCO. While the Council monitors all participants efforts to deve-

lop a National Implementation Plan for their legally binding commitments, and can vote 

with qualified majority for suspensions, and entries of new members, all further legal acts 

must be decided by unanimity; thus providing an intergovernmental safeguard for the sta-

tes most reluctant to PESCO.  

A lowest common denominator is also evident in how the participants can choose themsel-

ves how many of the active projects that they want to be a part of, thus ensuring that the 

level cooperation and structural integration within the premise of PESCO, is decided by 

the states themselves. PESCO is thus chosen because it has the power of locking in the 

commitments of the participants with its legally binding nature, with the help of using qua-

lified majority voting to collectively suspend insubordinate states failing their implementa-

tion plans. Although, a lowest common denominator is ensured in that further legal acts 

must be decided by unanimity in the Council, which would allow states to block decisions 

that aren’t in their national interest; giving states a maintained control.  
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5. Conclusions  
The purpose of this study was, with the help of the European integration theories neo-func-

tionalism and liberal intergovernmentalism, to provide two different theoretical explana-

tions to why the EU activated PESCO. Providing two differing explanations to the same 

case both illustrates similarities, differences, and the fruitfulness of the two theories, but it 

also brings a broader understanding of this case of European integration. The study asked 

three questions to achieve its aim: 

- How can neo-functionalism and liberal intergovernmentalism, as explanatory theories of 

European integration, explain the case of the EU activating PESCO?  
- What separates and unites the two explanations?  

- Is any of the two theories more fruitful in terms of explaining European integration?  

In relation to question 1, the study conducted an analysis model that highlights the two dif-

ferent ways NF and LI explains the course that triggers European integration. While NF 

stressed the importance of critical junctures, path dependency, and spill-over effect, LI 

emphasised national preference, substantive bargains, and institutional choice. These ex-

planations were then employed, and two different theoretical answers was provided, which 

answered how the case of the EU activating PESCO can be explained.  

For neo-functionalism in relation to the case of PESCO, three critical junctures of unfore-

seen internationally induced incentives were shown, all of which put pressure on different 

elite actors within the EU to further integrate their military. The Russian annexation of 

Crimea in 2014 made notable elite actors Jean-Claude Juncker, and Ursula von der Leyen, 

calling for the need of further integration in the European defence sector. The marks left by 

increasing sleeper cell terrorism in Europe, since 2015, put pressure on the EU to enhance 

their cooperation to fight inner security threats. In 2017, Trump called NATO obsolete, and 

threatened to disband it, making the case of European military integration more acute than 

ever. Both French President and German Chancellor, Emmanuel Macron and Angela Mer-

kel, responded by calling for the necessity of a European army.  
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With these pressures, the EU finds themselves in a situation where they can’t trust NATO 

for security, while at the same time only having the Mutual Assistance Clause to rely on, 

which means that bilateral defence agreements have to be struck between the EU states in 

case of an armed aggression. Thus making the status quo of current European integration 

in the defence sector untenable. The uncertainty shrouding NATO, and the prior made in-

stitutional decision of keeping the MAC defence clause intergovernmental, is illogical in 

the current state of things. Path dependence makes the alternative decisions other than 

further integration limited, highlighting that it’s simply logical to further integrate. Since 

the area of security and defence couldn’t at the time function satisfyingly, a spill-over hap-

pened from an originally intergovernmental clause into the start of a permanent and 

structural integration of the European defence sector. Thus, explaining the case of how the 

EU activated PESCO.  

For liberal intergovernmentalism in relation to the case of PESCO, the national prefe-

rences among the EU members regarding the integration of the European defence sector 

had historically been a clash between Europeanist and Atlanticist states. The Atlanticist 

UK had been the most prominent deterrent of further integration in the defence sector, but 

it all changed with Brexit in 2017. With the UK gone, France and Germany took the op-

portunity to propose the activation of PESCO, quickly gathering 9 participants which me-

ant that the activation was good to go. For the reaming states of Europe, the issue of opting 

in or out of the initiative became a question of national preferences regarding economical 

incentives and geopolitical concerns.  

With the set up of a common funding for PESCO through the European Defence Fund, and 

the possibility of increasingly uneven military capabilities between EU-states, staying out 

of the initiative means missing the opportunity of a common funding, and risking being 

part of the underdeveloped side of military capabilities in Europe. To join is to satisfy eco-

nomical incentives by enjoying the common funding, and having ones military develop-

ment on par with the rest of Europe speaks to the interest of geopolitical safety. For sub-
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stantive bargains, asymmetrical interdependence means that states in the least need of a 

new agreement are best positioned to get to impose conditions, while the states in most 

need of a new agreement will compromise the most to realise their gains. This is mirrored 

in the PESCO initiative. While all 25 participants have obliged themselves to 20 binding 

commitments with a National Implementation Plan, PESCO provides further military pro-

jects on a yearly basis that are completely voluntarily to join or stay out of; the condition is 

that states only need to participate in 1 project out of 47 active.  

This condition lets the states who’ve been most reluctant of integration in the European 

defence sector to join PESCO under the condition that they later can choose their own de-

gree of integration, by selecting the number of projects they want to be a part of. The Eu-

ropeanist states who’ve pushed for integration in the European defence area gets to be the 

ones who participate in most projects, and having to contribute the most to the area of 

cooperation. This was reflected in how France, Spain, Germany, Belgium took part in sig-

nificantly more projects than for example, Poland and the Baltic states.  

The institutional choice of PESCO is based on a lowest common denominator, so that it’s 

of all states interest to lock themselves in. While there are elements of PESCO that are out 

of the participants power, such as having to develop a National Implementation Plan for 

their legally binding commitments, and being a possible subject of suspension by qualified 

majority by the Council, all further legal acts must be decided by unanimity; providing an 

intergovernmental safeguard for the states most reluctant to PESCO. The other lowest 

common denominator was evident in how the members are free to choose how many of 

the active projects that they want to participate in, which ensures that the level of structural 

integration is decided by the states themselves. PESCO was chosen to lock in commit-

ments with its legally binding nature, and using qualitative majority voting to collectively 

suspend insubordinate states is used as the instrument to ensure it. But, the fact that further 

legal acts must be decided by unanimity in the Council, is reaffirming that PESCO was a 

deliberate choice made by rational states who reamin a sense of control over the initiative; 

thus explaining the case of how the EU activated PESCO.  
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As for question 2, it’s apparent that the explanations provided from NF and LI are very 

different, as the two theories have contrasting aspects of focus. While NF stresses that ex-

ternal pressures emerging at critical junctures in time will induce multiple elite actors to 

push for more integration, LI emphasise that the state is a unitary rational actor that is in-

duced to push for more integration on the basis of their national preference. NF points to 

the importance of unforeseen pressures making the status quo of current integration de-

fective, and because of path dependence the solution of the current state will be to further 

integrate. LI holds onto the idea that states are the ones who are in control, and highlights 

that bargains will be made between the states that are more prone to further integrate, and 

those that aren’t. NF concludes that when the current state of integration is untenable, and 

the logic of path dependency compels further integration, political areas adjacent to the 

original one might get integrated to, ending in a spill-over effect. LI keeps stressing that 

the integration is a matter of institutional choice that is made in order to secure the agree-

ments made, and not an unintended effect. 

The most notable difference is their dissimilarity in regards to if the integration process is 

supranational or intergovernmental in character. To the question of what European integra-

tion is, NF views it as an incremental process influenced by pressures put on elite actors, 

where the national politicians shift their focus towards a new supranational center, whose 

institutions are created to work out the limitations of domestic problem solving in certain 

areas. But the integration of one area, can lead to the unintended spill-overs into others, 

since some sectors can prove to be too interdependent of others in order to function isola-

ted. For NF, European integration has an upwards direction, and it’s supranational. For LI 

on the other hand, European integration is treated as a series of rational choices made by 

national leaders who respond to their changing economical and geopolitical environments. 

Hence, they object that the process is supranational in its nature, since they believe that it's 

the interest of the nation-states that ultimately dictates the enablement, and constraint, of 

the European integration process; making it intergovernmental in character.  
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The most apparent similarity between the NF and LI is seen in their intention and ambition 

as grand theories of European integration. While the pathway from initiation to outcome of 

integration differ in all consecutive steps, they’re nevertheless united in that they provide a 

framework of sequences that can be utilised to explain the process. But it’s not only that 

NF and LI can explain the process and outcome of integration, both theories also share the 

quality of being able to formulate expectations for future European integration. Since their 

theoretical framework can be used to explain already completed steps of integration, one 

can anticipate that future integration will move forward on the same basis.  

As for question 3, pure empirical knowledge of the EU and its institutions is rather useless. 

To merely study the EU on its most superficial level of facts disregards the important ex-

planations hidden beneath the surface. That is to say, it would be impossible to analyse the 

case of the EU activating PESCO without using theoretical assumptions and conceptuali-

sations of both integration and the EU; it requires integration theory. It’s therefore no acci-

dent that the two theories have stood the test of time and is getting continuously used to 

explain the multifaceted cases of European integration. Since both theories managed to 

provide two different answers according to their theoretical framework, neither is argued 

to be more adequate than the other in terms of explaining European integration.The viabili-

ty of both NF and LI comes from their robust theoretical frameworks, and just how the two 

theories have historically battled and been used since the 1960s, they can still be used to 

explain cases of integration in present time, and most likely in the future as well; one can 

expect their longevity to be long. 
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