
defections in the Council ofMNinisters. Despite the commnitment spelled out in the Treaty on

European Union to "support the Union's external .. policy actively and unreservedly in a spirit of

loyalty and mutual solidarity ...I , the U.K. and others demonstrated on this particular issue that

frequently Union "solidarity" is littie more than a rhetorical device. Nonetheless, Canadian

interests were comproniised by the fact that there is a Common Fisheries Policy as they have been

by other aspects of the Commnunity's policies. This incident illustrates very well the frequently

permeable boundaries between "Pillai P', the European Community, and "Pillar II", the Common

Foreign and Security Policy. Parenthetically, the IGC is ikely also to strengthen "PiUlar rn",
Justice and Hlome Affairs, again with consequences for third parties. The difficulties occasioned

by the fisheries dispute did not arise from the CFSP s0 much as from other aspects of the Union's

external policies.

This is not the case with what may be termed the structural implications of the CFSP. As

has been alluded to already, the institutional basis of the CFSP, the internai processes of

consultation and decision-maing, and the limited consensus amongst the member states on many

foreign policy issues, make it very dîfficuit for third parties to gain a hearing for their own

particular concernis. It is not simply a problem of the adequacy of consultative mechanisms,

although this is a problem for Canada, but that as yet the CFSP neither in substance or ini form can

be said to constitute a foreign and security policy. To paraphrase Davignon, the Union may have

secured for itself a political vocation, but it is a long way from establishing itself as a polity. For

third parties the suai zeneris nature of the CFSP is a problem in itselt as it is for that matter with
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