
positions, which imposed a general obligation on member states to ensure that their policies
conform to any common position adopted, and joint actions, which require memiber states to, act
in agreed ways in support of common positions. Whereas EPO led to few joint actions other than
the imposition of sanctions in a number of cases (which, of course, invoked Commuity miles and
procedures and the Commission), the scope of joint actions has widened somewhat under the
CFSP. These have ranged from con'îiitments to the European Stability Pact to measures to
promote nuclear non-proliferation. Overali, though, the chief impact of EPC/CFSP bas been on
the development of transgovernmentai consultation on foreign policy and the resulting
formulation of what may be termed collective interests.

Arguably, it is this aspect of the CFSP tbat bas had greater consequence for third parties
than the substance of such conimon policies as have been agreed. This emphasis on consultation
and institution building bas meant that the CFSP bas had an introspective character; more politicai
energy has been spent on trying to reach consensus than on projecting that consensus externally
once it bas been reached. This, to say the least, has frequently been a source of frustration to non-
members. Ini many cases it is not the substance of the CFSP that causes concern, but the process
itseWf which makes it very difficult for outsiders to gain a hearing on matters that affect them.
Moreover, the process of reaching common positions is much. easier when the Union can
determine the timing and content of the foreign policy agenda; when, however, members of the
Union must respond to the agenda of others, then the CFS? frequently breaks down. For
outsiders, it is offen difficult: to engage in a productive way the members of the Union coliectively,
thus requiring a fait back to bilateral representations which frequently are less than satisfàctory.


