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Abstract  

How can the regulations of the single market have entered into the Common Security and 

Defense Policy (CSDP) of the European Union (EU) when they were originally intended to 

have been excluded from it? In order to understand this transfer to the CSDP of regulations 

originating with the single market in the “field of Eurocracy”, this chapter uses the concept of 

“communities of practice”. It applies this concept to the case of the “defense package”, which 

corresponds to the first two directives that govern arms policy within the EU. The adoption of 

the “defense package” by the Council and Parliament in 2009 can be explained by the rivalry 

between communities of “supranational” practice and of “intergovernmental” practice. The 

national and European actors who make up the community of supranational practice were in 

favor of the “defense package” because they wished to expand the CSDP’s legitimate 

institutional perimeter. On the other hand, the community of intergovernmental practice 

consisted of actors who opposed the “defense package” in order to reproduce the CSDP’s 

existing institutional boundaries. This analysis of the adoption of the “defense package” 

summarizes the structuring of the field of Eurocracy. The operationalization of this 

endogenous argument has required the production of primary data from a field survey (28 

semi-structured interviews). This chapter draws upon a sociological approach to contribute to 

the literature on the circulation of regulations at the international level. Taking as its starting 

point the transfer of single market regulations to the CSDP, it also throws light on the work 

devoted defense to the circulation of EU regulations to member states in the areas of defense 

and foreign policy as well as the circulation of regulations outside the EU.  

 

Introduction 

New approaches to public management, “best value for money”, market liberalization, 

budgetary constraints and so forth: until the 1970s, these market regulations played no part in 

the formulation and implementation of arms policy in Europe. At the national level, budget 

costs were a peripheral consideration1 in an arms policy “through which a state made sure of 

																																																								
1 William GENIEYS, Laura MICHEL. Au-delà du complexe militaro-industriel. Le rôle d’une élite sectorielle dans 
le programme du char Leclerc. Revue française de sociologie 2006, vol. 47, no 1. 
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its future ability to equip itself with arms”.2 At the European level, states co-operated in order 

to produce the “best” possible equipment. Cutting production costs was a secondary goal.3 

However from the 1980s onwards, market regulations entered into European arms policy. For 

some, this drive towards liberalization produced different effects in different states;4 for 

others, different arms policies converged, coming together in a model of “liberal”5 defense 

industrial policy.  

Within the European Union (EU), the Common Security and Defense Policy (CSDP, Map 1) 

underwent analogous political change in the 2000s.6 Until 2009, EU member states had 

ensured that the regulations of the single market as established by “ordinary legislative 

procedure” (article 294 TFEU) could not enter into the CSDP. They made sure that the EU’s 

formal division of intergovernmental authority within the CSDP was respected. Indeed, the 

single market regulations known as “community” regulations were excluded from the CSDP. 

As a French diplomat explained: “Before 2009, it is clear that the Commission had no say in 

issues of capacity.”7 Furthermore, member states could opt out of the single market’s 

principles of competition and non-discrimination if sharing information went against “the 

essential interests of [their] security” (article 346 TFEU).  

Nevertheless, on the suggestion of the European Commission, in 2009 the Parliament and 

Council adopted the “defense package”.8 This contained two restrictive regulations derived 

from the single market. Directive 2009/43/EC on “intra-EU-transfers of defense-related 

products” (ICT) favored commercial exchanges between defense companies in the aim of 

promoting the emergence of a “European Defense Technological and Industrial Base” 

(EDTIB)”. Directive 2009/81/EC on “defense and security procurement” (DSP) narrowed the 

scope of article 346 TFEU, and prohibited intra-community offsets. A Commission official 

explained the way the “defense package” was developed:  

																																																								
2 Catherine HOEFFLER. L’émergence d’une politique industrielle de défense libérale en Europe. Appréhender le 
changement de la politique d’armement par ses instruments. Gouvernement et action publique 2013, vol. 4, no 4. 
3 Marc DEVORE, Moritz WEISS. Who’s in the cockpit? The political economy of collaborative aircraft decisions. 
Review of International Political Economy 2014, vol. 21, no 2. 
4 Jean JOANA, Frédéric MÉRAND. The Varieties of Liberal Militarism: A Typology. French Politics 2014, 
vol. 12 ; Marc DEVORE. Defying Convergence: Globalisation and Varieties of Defense-Industrial Capitalism. 
New Political Economy 2015, vol. 20, no 4. 
5 Catherine HOEFFLER. European Armament Co-Operation and the Renewal of Industrial Policy Motive. Journal 
of European Public Policy 2012, vol. 19, no 3. 
6 The CSDP formally emerged in 2009 from the Lisbon Treaties. The CSDP was preceded by the European 
Security and  
Defense Policy (ESDP), which was institutionalized in 2001. To avoid multiple acronyms, only CSDP is used in 
this chapter. 
7 Interview #1, French Diplomat, Permanent Representation of France, Brussels.  
8 Samuel B.H. FAURE. Défense européenne. Emergence d’une culture stratégique commune. Montréal : Athéna 
éditions, 2016., 95 and after.  
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“There was no ‘package’ thinking — that if a directive was not passed, the 

whole process would be stopped. No. One directive might be approved and 

not the other: they were not interdependent. The DSP directive was drawn 

up by the DG MARKT [the Commission’s Internal Market and Services 

Directorate General], the ICT directive by the DG Enterprise and Industry. 

The ICT directive was negotiated in a few months between April and 

October 2008. There were some inter-service groups holding consultations 

in which all DGs could be involved. Ultimately, it was the College of 

Commissioners that adopted a text. Therefore, we were not working in a 

vacuum.”9  

 

For the first time, the restrictive regulations derived from the single market as well as ICT and 

DSP directives were transferred to the CSDP. These regulations contained the fundamental 

principles of the single market: non-discrimination and competition.10 They were also 

accompanied by the circulation of the community decision-making procedure specific to the 

single market. The Court of Justice of the European Union (CJEU), which had no jurisdiction 

in the sphere of the CSDP, de facto acquired jurisdiction with the adoption of the “defense 

package”. As a Commission official explained: “The CJEU [Court of Justice of the European 

Union] has jurisdiction in the sphere of the ICT and DSP directives, as over any sector of the 

single market. Recourse to the court for breach of these directives could happen in various 

circumstances: non-transposition, poor transposition or poor application.”11 The arms sector 

thus became a single market like any other.  

How could market regulations enter into a public sphere – arms – from which they should 

have been excluded? Which actors supported the introduction of the “defense package” into 

the CSDP? This chapter uses the concept of the “practice community”12 to understand the 

inter-sector transfer within the EU of regulations from the single market into the CSDP. In 

this chapter, the terms “transfer”, “circulation” and “diffusion” are used interchangeably to 

describe the observed phenomenon. To paraphrase Dolowitz and Marsh's definition, the 

circulation of internal market standards within CSDP refers to the use of public policy 

																																																								
9 Interview #2, EU civil servant, DG MARKT, Commission, Brussels. 
10 Interview #4, EU civil servant, DG ENT, Commission, Brussels. 
11 Interview #3, EU civil servant, DG MARKT, Commission, Brussels. 
12 Emanuel ADLER, Vincent POULIOT. International Practices. International Theory 2011, vol. 3, no 1. 
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elements (knowledge, instruments, institutions) to develop another public policy.13 

Nevertheless, this transfer does not take place between two different political systems but 

rather within a single one, the EU.  

The adoption of the “defense package” can be explained by conflictual relations between the 

“supranational” practice community and the “intergovernmental” practice community in 

redrawing the legitimate institutional boundaries of the CSDP. The national and European 

actors who composed the supranational practice community were favorable to the “defense 

package”, with the aim of transforming the legitimate institutional perimeter of the CSDP. On 

the other hand, the intergovernmental practice community consisted of actors who opposed 

the “defense package” and sought to reproduce the CSDP’s existing institutional boundaries. 

This analysis of the adoption of the “defense package” summarizes the structuring of the 

“field of Eurocracy”14 (table 1 and figure 1). This endogenous argument fits within the 

“practice turn” taken during the 2000s by theories of international relations and EU studies.15 

Its operationalization has required the production of primary data from a field survey (28 

semi-structured interviews). This chapter contributes to the literature on the circulation of 

regulations at an international level using a sociological approach.16 Taking the transfer of 

single market regulations into the CSDP as its starting point, it also casts light on the work 

devoted to the circulation of EU regulations to member states within the areas of defense and 

foreign policy 17 as well as the circulation of regulations outside the EU.18  

The chapter consists of two parts. The first presents the literature on the circulation of market 

regulations in European arms policy and justifies the sociological approach that has been 

adopted. The second part reveals the redrawing of the legitimate institutional boundaries of 

																																																								
13 D DOLOWITZ, D MARSH. Learning from Abroad: The Role of Policy Transfer in Contemporary Policy-
Making. Governance 2000, vol. 13, no 1, 5. 
14 Didier GEORGAKAKIS, Jay ROWELL. The Field of Eurocracy. Mapping EU Actors and Professionals. London: 
Palgrave Macmillan, 2013. 
15 Rebecca ADLER-NISSEN. Towards a Practice Turn in EU Studies: The Everyday of European Integration. 
Journal of Common Market Studies 2016, vol. 54, no 1; Vincent POULIOT. International Pecking Orders: The 
Politics and Practice of Multilateral Diplomacy. Cambridge and New York : Cambridge University Press, 2016. 
16 Vincent GAYON. Homologie et conductivité internationales. L’Etat social aux prises avec l’OCDE, l’UE et les 
gouvernements. Critique internationale 2013, vol. 2, no 59 ; Antoine VAUCHEZ. Le prisme circulatoire. Retour 
sur un leitmotiv académique. Critique internationale 2013, vol. 2, no 59. 
17 Bastien IRONDELLE. Europeanization without the European Union ? French Military Reforms 1991-1996. 
Journal of European Public Policy 2003, vol. 10, no 2; Samuel B.H. FAURE, Catherine HOEFFLER. 
L’"européanisation sans l’Union européenne" ? Penser le changement des politiques militaires. Politique 
européenne 2015, vol. 48. 
18 Elsa TULMETS. Experimentalist Governance in EU External Relations: Enlargement and European 
Neighbourhood policy. In Charles F. SABEL, Jonathan ZEITLIN eds. Experimentalist Governance in the 
European Union. Towards a New Architecture. Oxford : Oxford University Press, 2012 ; Elsa TULMETS. 
Analyser l’exportation des normes au-delà de l’Union européenne : pour une approche éclectique ? Politique 
européenne 2014, vol. 46, no 4; Laure DELCOUR. The EU and Russia in Their “Contested Neighbourhood”. 
Multiple External Influences, Policy Transfer and Domestic Change. Londres : Routledge, 2017. 
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the CSDP by identifying the actors who supported or opposed the transfer of ICT and DSP 

directives into the CSDP.  

Circulation of Market Regulations and European Arms Policy 

In this part, I shall set out the main arguments that account for the spread of market 

regulations to arms policy outside the CSDP. I shall then consider the arguments that interpret 

the spread of market regulations within the CSDP. Finally, I introduce the concept of the 

“practice community” to account for the position of actors that supported or opposed adoption 

of the “defense package”. 

Transfer of Market Regulations outside the CSDP 

At the national level, Hoeffler analyses the spread of market regulations within arms policy 

using a neo-institutionalist argument derived from public policy analysis. The author reveals 

the convergence of German, British and French policy towards a liberal model of arms policy 

in Europe. The emergence of this liberal model in 1980s Europe came about via two channels: 

the market and Europe. The “market” refers to the process of liberalization and 

“marketization”19 of arms policy in Europe. “Europe” refers to the development of European 

co-operation as a means for the state to acquire arms (Map 1): this is the states’ “rise towards 

Europe”.20 In Germany, France and the United Kingdom, the state decided to liberalize 

defense markets and prioritize European co-operation in the aim of preserving their states’ 

national defense policies. The forms this political change took varied depending on the 

national context. In Germany and the United Kingdom, liberal arms policy consisted in a 

renewal of state interventionism to regulate defense markets. In France, it was developed as a 

means for supporting the arms industry.  

Hoeffler explains the emergence of a liberal model for arms policy in Europe by reference to 

changes in the instruments of state regulation as they related to three institutional roles: 

production, acquisition and regulation. The “producer” state is characterized by political 

support for private companies rather than by the maintenance of a publicly-owned defense 

industry. The “acquirer” state refers to the generalization of the market-based frame of 

reference for buying arms: costed goals, best value for money, economic rationality and 

respect for competition between companies in the open market. The “legislator” state 

established the legal instruments necessary to protect its domestic market from international 

business actors, which corresponds to a policy of economic patriotism. This neo-
																																																								
19 Malena BRITZ. The Role of Marketization in the Europeanization of Defense Industry Policy. Bulletin of 
Science, Technology and Society 2010, vol. 30, no 3, 176. 
20 C. HOEFFLER, L’émergence d’une politique industrielle de défense libérale en Europe. Appréhender le 
changement de la politique d’armement par ses instruments, art. cit., 653.  
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institutionalist argument contributes to the understanding of the transfer of market regulations 

within European arms policy by focusing on the action taken by the state at the national level. 

However, it is not suitable for describing the introduction of market regulations by other 

actors and at other levels, something that is undertaken by Joana and Smith.  

 

Map 1. here  

 

At the European level, Joana and Smith explain the introduction of a market standard using an 

argument that, as an extension of Hoeffler’s argument, is located at the intersection of the 

analysis of public policy and constructivism.21 Joana and Smith develop this argument based 

on their study of the A400M military transport aircraft program, which involved seven 

European states: Belgium, France, Germany, Luxembourg, Spain, Turkey and the United 

Kingdom. Implementation of the A400M military program began in the early 2000s in a 

context of budgetary constraint. The development of the A400M program was possible thanks 

to a method of acquiring arms that was described as the “commercial approach”. The aim of 

this market standard was to transfer economic logic, which governed production of civilian 

airliners in the commercial sector, to arms policy. To reduce the A400M’s production costs, a 

budgetary structure driven by technological innovation (“cost plus”) was replaced by a model 

that rationalized costs by imposing an a priori budgetary framework (“fixed prize”). In order 

to do this, buyers’ expectations, such as the size of the aircraft’s cargo hold, were 

marginalized and the requirements of the commercial companies (such as the choice of 

engine) were limited. Furthermore, the commercial approach limited the effects of the “juste 

retour” principle,22 which damages the economic efficiency of a collaborative European arms 

program.  

Joana and Smith explain the introduction of this market standard – the commercial approach – 

in the context of the A400M program as it was implemented by the Organization for Joint 

Armament Cooperation (OCCAR) by reference to the strategic use that the various actors 

made of it. The term “commercial approach” has several meanings and acts as a “mobilizing 

																																																								
21 Jean JOANA, Andy SMITH. Changing French Military Procurement Policy: The State, Industry and “Europe” in 
the Case of the A400M. West European Politics 2006, vol. 29, no 1. 
22 The principle of “juste retour” means that states request that other governments taking part in the program see 
to it that national companies obtain an amount in contracts equivalent to public investment. If Germany has 
funded 25% of a cooperative program, for example, then German companies are required to receive a quarter of 
the total workload. 
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banner” [“bannière mobilisatrice”].23 Some would say that the use the actors made of it 

generated a “constructive ambiguity”24 thanks to which the A400M program was set in 

motion despite divergent national interests: “For several months, the vagueness surrounding 

the ‘commercial approach’ was to ensure its success […] [the approach] would thus bring 

together actors with very different motivations, each of which attributed to it a particular 

meaning.”25 However, since the A400M program was implemented by OCCAR outside the 

EU (Map 1), this study did not include the introduction of the single market regulations within 

the CSDP. Mörth and Lavallée offer complementary analyses that deal with the EU.  

 

Diffusion of Single Market Regulations Within the CSDP   

At the EU level, Mörth and Lavallée explain the introduction of single market regulations 

within the CSDP in terms of an analogous sociological argument. According to Mörth, EU 

arms policy is the result of a competition between two “framing”26 processes. At the 

organizational level, arms policy was “framed”, either as a “defense” issue that related to the 

intergovernmental CSDP or as a market issue relating to the supranational operation of the 

single market. The defense framing was developed by the Commission DGs in charge of the 

CSDP (DG IA and I) while the market framing was initiated by the Commission DGs in 

charge of industrial matters (DG III, IV, XII, and XV). Each framing was created by the 

eponymous “organizational fields”27 of defense and the market. In 1996, the Commission’s 

publication of a communication (soft law), entitled “The Challenges Facing the European 

Defense-Related Industry: A Contribution for Action at the European Level” (COM(96) 

0010), resulted from a competition between these two ways of framing.28 This competition 

was due, not only to a divergence of interests, but also to processes of building identity and 

																																																								
23 Jean JOANA, Andy SMITH. Du couple franco-allemand à une nouvelle Entente cordiale : la France dans le 
program A400M. Les Champs de Mars 2004, vol. 16, 138-9. 
24 Maya JEGEN, Frédéric MERAND. Constructing Ambiguity: Comparing the EU’s Energy and Defense Policies. 
West European Politics 2014, vol. 37, no 1. 
25 Jean JOANA, Andy SMITH. Le cas de l’avion de transport européen Airbus A400M. Politique inédite ou 
édifiante ? In William GENIEYS ed. Le choix des armes. Théories, acteurs et politiques. Paris : CNRS éditions, 
(CNRS science politique), 2004, 121. 
26 Ulrika MÖRTH. Competing Frames in the European Commission: The case of the Defense Industry and 
Equipement Issue. Journal of European Public Policy 2000, vol. 7, no 2. 
27 Ulrika MÖRTH. Organizing European Co-operation: The Case of Armaments. Lanham: Rowman and 
Littlefield, 2003 ; Ulrika MÖRTH, Malena BRITZ. European Integration as Organizing: The Case of Armaments. 
Journal of Common Market Studies 2004, vol. 42, no 5, 963. 
28 Other neo-institutional sociological work on the CSDP draw upon the notion of “framing”: Jocelyn 
MAWDSLEY. The A400M Project: From Flagship Project to Warning for European Defense Cooperation. 
Defence Studies 2013, vol. 13, no 1. 
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processes of perception.29 Moreover, like Joana and Smith, Mörth emphasizes the role of 

ambiguity and organizational incoherence in building and transforming the framing of the 

EU’s arms policy.  

In demonstrating the effect of the logic of appropriateness on the Commission’s decision-

making, Mörth departs from previous work carried out on the basis of rational choice theory. 

According to this literature, the Commission is a coherent and strategic actors that acts 

according to a rational way of behaving (the logic of consequences).30 On the basis of his neo-

institutionalist sociological approach, Mörth re-establishes the two ways of framing that 

simultaneously “organize” the Commission’s action and thereby explain the introduction of 

(non-constraining) single market regulations into the CSDP. This study of the positions taken 

by the Commission’s actors with regard to the industrial issues of defense calls for an analysis 

“of the Commission’s relations with external actors”.31 This is what Lavallée endeavors to do 

with regard to the “defense package”. According to Lavallée, the adoption of the “defense 

package” was not the result of a convergence of national arms policies but rather related to “a 

space within which there are power and strategic struggles between numerous actors, both 

state and non-state, better to position themselves within the European security and defense 

field”.32 Thus Lavallée extends Mörth’s neo-institutionalist sociological argument by calling 

upon the political sociology of Pierre Bourdieu. In order to do this, the author demonstrates 

the Commission’s structuring role in the transfer of the ICT and DSP directives to the 

CSDP.33  

However, this theory’s stated aim does not work in practice. First of all, the Commission’s 

structural position in relation to the other actors in arms policy is not explained. The 

interdependent relations between the Commission, the European Defense Agency (EDA, map 

1) and other institutional actors such as member states are not disclosed. Moreover, the form 

these relations took is not clear. On the one hand, their conflictual character is already 

mentioned in the article’s title, which refers to “struggles” but never identifies them. Where 

																																																								
29 Donald A. SCHÖN, Martin REIN. Frame Reflection. Toward the Resolution of Intractable Policy Controversies. 
New York: Basic Books, 1994; Markus JACHTENFUCHS. International Policy-making as a Learning Process? 
Aldershot : Ashgate, 1996. 
30 L CRAM. The European Commission as a Multi-Organization: Social Policy and IT Policy in the EU. Journal 
of European Public Policy 1994, vol. 1, no 2; Janne HAALAND-MATLARY. The Role of the Commission: A 
Theoretical Discussion. In N NUGENT ed. At the Heart of the Union: Studies of the European Commission. 
Londres: Palgrave Macmillan, 1997. 
31 U. MÖRTH, M. BRITZ, European Integration as Organizing: The Case of Armaments, art. cit., 186.  
32 Chantal LAVALLEE. Le marché européen de défense : un nouvel espace de luttes. Etudes internationales 2012, 
vol. 43, no 4, 574. 
33 Chantal LAVALLÉE. The European Commission’s Position in the Field of Security and Defense: An 
Unconventional Actor at a Meeting Point. Perspectives on European Politics and Society 2011, vol. 12, no 4. 
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were these struggles, what are their institutional demarcation lines and which actors did they 

pit against one another? On the other hand, their collaborative aspect is asserted at the 

decision-making turning point of negotiations on the adoption of the “defense package”, 

which seems in contradiction with the article’s title and approach. Indeed, the author states 

that: “Member states showed no hostile reaction to the directives, for which negotiations were 

rapid. A permanent dialogue was established with the Commission during the development 

process.”34 Later, “practices” are mentioned in the introduction as the unit used in the analysis 

without informing the reader to what they correspond or by whom they are conveyed.35 

Finally, it seems questionable to develop a sociological argument without producing primary 

data drawn from a field survey: relinquishing one’s role as an armchair academic36 is 

indispensable for making the “practice turn” in theories of international relations37 and the 

EU.38  

Circulation of Regulations between Sectors in the EU and the Practice Theory  

In extending this sociological approach to circulation between sectors within the EU, the 

present article aims to contribute in three ways: 1) to reconstruct the practices of the actors 

that shaped the transfer of single market regulations to the CSDP; 2) chart the actors who took 

part in negotiations regarding the “defense package” – both those whose relations with the 

Commission were conflictual and those who were more collaborative, ; 3) use first-hand 

sources generated by a field survey. To do this, three concepts have been employed: the 

“practice”, the “community of practice” and the “field of Eurocracy”.   

The notion of a “practice” refers to a type of routine action (repetition) that fits within a given 

social context and leads an actor to “do something”39 (for example, to introduce or oppose 

regulations). A practice is generated by the aptitudes of the actor (internalized knowledge) 

and generates an effect on the world (performance): “[…] practices have causal power in the 

sense that they make other things happen. Practices are the generative force thanks to which 

																																																								
34 Ibid., 581.  
35 Only two occurrences of the term “practice” are identified in the development of the article: C. LAVALLÉE, Le 
marché européen de défense: un nouvel espace de luttes, art. cit., 582, 584. 
36 Iver B. NEUMANN. Returning Practice to the Linguistic Turn: The Case of Diplomacy. Millenium: Journal of 
International Studies 2002, vol. 31, no 3. 
37 Samuel B.H. FAURE, Christian LEQUESNE. La “logique du praticable” à l’épreuve de la pratique scientifique. 
Etudes internationales 2017, vol. 48, no 2., 198-9.  
38 Amélie FORGET, Antoine RAYROUX. Introduction : la sécurité européenne et le tournant pratique en relations 
internationales. Etudes internationales 2012, vol. 43, no 4 ; Anne BAZIN, Charles TENENBAUM eds. L’Union 
européenne et la paix. Paris : Presses de SciencesPo, 2017 ; Antoine RAYROUX. L’Union européenne et le 
maintien de la paix en Afrique. Montréal : Presses de l’Université de Montréal, 2017. 
39 Emanuel Adler and Vincent Pouliot, "International Practices", International Theory 3, no 1 (2011), 6.  
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society and politics take shape; they produce concrete effects in and on the world.”40 The 

“logic of practicality”41 does not replace but rather precedes and thus determines the logic of 

consequences, the logic of appropriateness and discursive logic. In the case of the transfer of 

the ICT and DSP directives within the CSDP, two types of practice, reconstructed from 

collected data, shaped the decision-making process: intergovernmental practice and 

supranational practice.42 Intergovernmental practice brought together actors opposed to the 

adoption of the “defense package”. The regulations of the single market were presented by 

these actors as illegitimate for regulating the CSDP. Security and defense are special 

segments in which public action takes place that cannot be governed by EU regulations of 

competition and non-discrimination. The goal of the actors who shared this intergovernmental 

practice was to preserve the existing restrictive institutional boundaries of the CSDP. By 

contrast, supranational practice grouped together those actors who supported the adoption of 

the “defense package”. These actors approved of and assisted in the introduction of the single 

market regulations within the CSDP in the aim of transforming the latter into a EU public 

policy like any other. They worked to widen the CSDP’s legitimate institutional boundaries.  

At a conceptual level, it is necessary to describe the actors that supported the adoption of the 

“defense package” via supranational practice and those who opposed it via intergovernmental 

practice. To do so, I shall draw upon the concept of the “practice community”,43 which makes 

it possible to identify the positions taken by actors according to their practices. According to 

Adler and Pouliot, “Communities of practice are intersubjective social structures that 

constitute the normative and epistemic ground for action but they also are agents, made up of 

real people who – working via networks channel, across national borders, across 

organizational divides and in the halls of government – influence political, economic, and 

social events.”44 A practice community is the medium either for the inter-sector introduction 

of regulations within the EU or for their obstruction. In the case of the adoption of the 

“defense package”, the intergovernmental practice community blocked the introduction of 

single market regulations within the CSDP while the supranational practice community 

favored it (Table 1).  

																																																								
40 Vincent Pouliot, "Practice Tracing", in Process Tracing in the Social Sciences: From Metaphor to Analytical 
Tool, ed. Andrew Bennett and Jeffrey T. Checkel (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015), 241-2. 
41 Vincent POULIOT. The Logic of Practicality: A Theory of Practice of Security Communities. International 
Organization 2008, vol. 62. 
42 These two practices empirically correspond to the two organisational frameworks revealed by Mörth: 
intergovernmental practice refers to the “defense” framework and community practice corresponds to the 
“market” framework. 
43 Emanuel ADLER, Vincent POULIOT. International Practices. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011. 
44 E. ADLER, V. POULIOT, International Practices, art. cit., 18-9.  
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Table 1.  here 

Third, these two communities of practice were formed within the institutionalized social 

microcosm known as the “field of Eurocracy”. The field of Eurocracy is defined as a “hybrid 

space in which different agents – members of institution administrations, representing 

member states or social or economic interests, and professionals who are more or less 

permanent members of the Council – with multiple provenances and profiles […] are engaged 

in a permanent struggle to define the meaning of the European Union and legitimate attributes 

for governing it.”45 The field of Eurocracy applies to the field of the CSPD.46  

The field of Eurocracy is represented by two axes. The actors are arrayed along a 

nation/Europe axis on the abscissa47 and the public/world of business on the ordinate.48 In the 

event of the “defense package” being adopted, research work would consist of: a) identifying 

the actors that constituted each practice community and b) placing them on the orthonormal 

co-ordinate representing the field of Eurocracy in the field of the CSPD.  

To accomplish this, first-hand data were generated through a field survey. Twenty-eight semi-

structured interviews were conducted in Brussels between 2012 and 2014, that is, after the 

enforcement of two directives in 2011. The interviews were conducted with European 

officials from the Directorate-General Enterprise and Industry (DG ENTR) and the 

Directorate-General for Internal Market and Services (DG MARKT) at the Commission; the 

European Parliament's Committee on Internal Market and Consumer Protection (IMCO) and 

the European Parliament's Subcommittee on Security and Defense (SEDE); and the Council 

(legal service and EDA) and the European External Action Service (EEAS). National 

government agents (Germany, France, United Kingdom, Sweden), defense industry 

representatives (companies and interest groups), experts and journalists who specialize in 

European arms policy were also interviewed. Since this field survey was limited, the aim was 

not to reconstruct these two communities of practice in an exhaustive manner but rather to 

produce a suggestive, provisional chart (Figure 1).   

 

																																																								
45 Didier GEORGAKAKIS ed. Le champ de l’Eurocratie. Une sociologie politique du personnel de l’UE. Paris : 
Economica, 2012., 6.  
46 Frédéric MERAND, Patrick BARRETTE, Olivia-Larisa CHICOS. Du champ de Mars au rond-point Schuman. 
Genèse et structure de l’Europe militaire. In Le champ de l’Eurocratie. Une sociologie politique du personnel de 
l’UE. Paris: Economica, 2012. 
47 Frédéric MERAND, Stéphanie C. HOFMANN, Bastien IRONDELLE. Governance and State Power : A Network 
Analysis of European Security. Journal of Common Market Studies 2011, vol. 49, no 1. 
48 D. GEORGAKAKIS (ed.), Le champ de l’Eurocratie. Une sociologie politique du personnel de l’UE, op. cit., 
312-5.  
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Transfer of Regulations in the Field of Eurocracy through Rivalry between 

Communities of Practice   

I shall here consider the transfer of regulations within the field of Eurocracy as a result of 

competition between two communities of practice. In the first section, I describe the actors in 

the intergovernmental practice community who resisted transferring of ICT and DSP 

directives to the CSDP by seeking to preserve its restrictive institutional boundaries. I then 

describe the supranational practice community, which supported the ratification of the 

“defense package” by drawing up  more inclusive institutional boundaries for the CSDP. 

Finally, I consider in micro-analytical perspective the socio-professional career path of a 

Commission official who is the embodiment of the supranational practice community.  

 

Opposition to the transfer from the intergovernmental practice community 

The field survey carried out showed the intergovernmental practice community to be made up 

of “small” EU member states, defense and interior ministries of “large” states, Green deputies 

in the German Bundestag, the EDA, and small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) (figure 

1).  

When it first emerged, the intergovernmental practice community centered on the defense 

ministries of “large” member states,49 the EDA and the collaborative relations between them. 

By “large” member states, I mean the six state signatories to the 1998 letter of intention (LoI): 

Germany, Spain, France, Italy, the United Kingdom and Sweden (Map 1).50 This brought 

together Europe’s foremost arms-producing states, all of which favored  restructuring the 

industry at the European level in the late 1990s The EDA, which possessed only limited 

institutional autonomy vis-à-vis these “large” states, was used by their respective defense 

ministries to defend their interests at the European level. As a diplomat from France’s 

Permanent Representation to the EU explained, the EDA is the political and institutional 

extension of defense ministries.51 This view was shared by a European official of the Council, 

who revealed the interdependence binding together the EDA and defense ministries. This 

dependence is financial and reciprocal. Without the EDA’s support, the defense ministries 

would find themselves institutionally isolated within the field of Eurocracy and without 

influence in the Commission.52 The interviews, which emphasized the intergovernmental 

																																																								
49 The Swedish ministry of defense is an exception to this rule: see next section. 
50 Interview #5, EU civil servant, DG ENT, Commission, Brussels. 
51 Interview #1, French Diplomat, Permanent Representation of France, Brussels. 
52 Interview #8, EU civil servant, Council, Brussels. 
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practice of EDA representatives, departed from the interpretation of the EDA as a 

“flashpoint” of multiple institutional logics.53  

Moreover, France’s Permanent Representation acts as an intermediary between the EDA and 

the defense ministries or, more specifically in France’s case, the French General Arms 

Delegation (DGA). As the French representative stated: “The DGA has found an ally in the 

EDA insofar as we [France’s Permanent Representation] can use it to commission studies on 

issues relating to the industry and the market.”54 Another official of France’s Permanent 

Representation to the EU expressed the same view.55 It would not be over-hasty, however, to 

draw any conclusions from this with considering the position of the foreign ministry, which – 

like the defense ministry – supposedly worked to obstruct the circulation of single market 

regulations within the CSDP. Indeed, the two officials quoted above from France’s Permanent 

Representation to the EU are civilian employees of the defense ministry, not diplomats in the 

foreign ministry. In other words, they represent a type of “intermediary elite”,56 though others 

may exist within France’s Permanent Representation.  

 

Figure 1. here 

 

At the same time, the defense ministries have conflictual relations with the Commission: “In 

the defense ministries, you put on your helmet and shoot anything that moves! We agree on 

more or less nothing,”57 exclaimed a Commission official. The Commission also finds itself 

in competition with interior ministries (in Germany, Denmark, France, the Czech Republic 

and the United Kingdom): “They [the interior ministries] found the project [the DSP 

directive] on their desks and suddenly woke up: ‘We can’t do this, you’re crazy!’ The ‘James 

Bonds’ [national intelligence officials] came to see us at the Commission. They were afraid 

that the planned directive would put their gadgets on the market.”58 According to the data 

collected, the intergovernmental practice community also included national parliamentary 

actors. One example of this are the Green members of the German Bundestag.59  

																																																								
53 Jozef BATORA. European Defense Agency: A Flashpoint of Institutional Logics. West European Politics 2009, 
vol. 32, no 6. 
54 Interview #9, French civil servant, Permanent Representation of France, Brussels. 
55 Interview #10, French civil servant, Permanent Representation of France, Brussels. 
56 Antoine VAUCHEZ. Une élite d’intermédiaires. Genèse d’un capital juridique européen (1950-1970). Actes de 
la recherche en sciences sociales 2007, vol. 1, no 166–167. 
57 Interview #11, EU civil servant, DG ENT, Commission, Brussels. 
58 Interview #7, EU civil servant, DG MARKT, Commission, Brussels. 
59 Interview #12, EU civil servant, EEAS, Brussels. 
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Finally, “small” state actors – that is, states not signatory to the LoI as well as “small” 

industrial actors, or SMEs – have a place in this chart of the intergovernmental practice 

community60 It mentions Denmark, the Netherlands and the Czech Republic in this 

connection.61 The “defense package” conflicted with the interests of these actors, whose 

defense industry is based on SMEs at the national level and on offsets at the European level. 

SMEs, especially those of “small” European countries, are not the only industrial actors that 

feature in the intergovernmental practice community. The French company Dassault Aviation 

was thus mentioned several times. As a weapons engineer in the French defense ministry 

remarked: “Dassault was dead set against the ‘defense package’!”62 A representative of the 

French company confirmed this: “The Commission wants to impose civilian regulations on 

defense – that is, for every euro invested by industry the EU will provide a euro in financing 

from the Framework Program for Research and Technological Development. With a system 

like that, we are completely disadvantaged compared to the United States. The ‘defense 

package’ is a sham. We will never play ball!”63  

 

Supranational Practice Community Support for the Transfer 

In opposition to the intergovernmental practice community, the supranational practice 

community assisted in the adoption of the “defense package” and worked to more inclusively 

redraw the legitimate institutional boundaries of the CSPD. This supranational practice 

community consists of institutional actors: national (finance ministries), European (the 

Commission, Council, and Parliament), and non-governmental (companies and interest 

groups) (Figure 1).  

At the national level, a Commission official emphasized the difference between the position 

of defense ministries and that of finance ministries involved in the supranational practice 

community: “A member state is not a bloc. There are many different interests. They [finance 

ministers] know how European institutions work. We work well together.”64 Moreover, 

although most defense ministries opposed the adoption of the “defense package”, the Swedish 

defense ministry was an exception.65 Favoring open competition between industrial actors, the 

Swedish defense ministry supported the transfer of single market regulations to the CSPD. At 
																																																								
60 Interview #7, EU civil servant, DG MARKT, Commission, Brussels. 
61 Interview #26, Swedish expert, think tank, Stockholm.  
62 Interview #16, French civil servant, DGA, Ministry of defense, Paris.  
63 Interview #28, French industrial, Dassault Aviation, Paris.  
64 Interview #13, EU civil servant, DG MARKT, Commission, Brussels; similar statement in: Interview #19, 
French civil servant, DGA, Ministry of defense, Paris. 
65 Interview #24, Swedish Amiral, Navy, Ministry of defense, Stockholm; Interview #25, Swedish civil servant, 
Ministry of defense, Stockholm.  
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the European level, the institutional position of France’s Permanent Representation needs to 

be clarified. As we saw in the preceding section, it is not restricted to the intergovernmental 

practice community. Rather, France’s Permanent Representation is located at the junction of 

the two communities of practice. Certain French diplomats at the Permanent Representation 

to the EU declared: “We have long opposed this increase in the Commission’s power but in 

the end had to admit that it was necessary in order to promote a European defense market.”66 

My interlocutors also identified the collaborative nature of relations between the Commission 

and non-governmental actors: “The Commission acts ‘from below’ with companies and 

interest groups in the arms industry, according to the regulations and through shareholdings in 

industry”.67 One industrial actor confirmed that EADS and Thales were in favor of adopting 

the “defense package” and redrawing of the CSPD’s institutional boundaries as a way of 

responding to American competition.68  

Within the EU, the supranational practice community includes institutional actors from the 

Council, Parliament and Commission. Within the Council, the “Competitiveness” grouping 

participated in transferring the single market regulations to the CSPD via its support for the 

“defense package”.69 Within the Parliament, a majority of deputies sitting on the Committee 

on Internal Market and Consumer Protection (IMCO) also took part in the supranational 

practice community in support of adopting the “defense package”.70 The Parliament’s 

Subcommittee on Security and Defense (SEDE) is highly dependent on the Parliament’s 

Committee on Foreign Affairs (AFET) in relation to agenda items and political initiatives. 

That said, according to a weapons engineer in the DGA, Michel Barnier (commissioner at the 

DG MARKT, 2009-2014) and Arnaud Danjean (president of SEDE, 2009-2014) were in 

touch on a daily basis, if not more frequently: “Danjean is a ‘Barnier Boy’. They are very 

close. Danjean has few institutional resources through the European Parliament but he had a 

strategic role by virtue of the information he passed to Barnier daily.”71 To use Delpeuch’s 

terminology, the finance ministries and industrial actors were, together with institutional 

																																																								
66 Interview #1, French Diplomat, Permanent Representation of France, Brussels; similar statement in: Interview 
#14, French Diplomat, Ministry of foreign affairs, Paris; Interview #4, EU civil servant, DG ENT, Commission, 
Brussels. 
67 Interview #15, French journalist, Paris; similar statement in: Interview #24, British lobbyist, London. 
68 Interview #20, Industrial, EADS, Paris; similar statement in: Interview #22, Industrial, Thales, Paris; Interview 
#27, Industrial, Safran, Paris.  
69 Interview #8, EU civil servant, Council, Brussels. 
70 Interview #6, Deputy, IMCO parliamentary committee, Parliament, Brussels; Interview #28, EU civil servant, 
SEDE parliamentary committee, Parliament, Brussels.  
71 Interview #16, French civil servant, DGA, Ministry of defense, Paris. 
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actors from the Council and Parliament, “facilitators”72 in the transfer of regulations via the 

supranational practice community. The Commission, for its part, played the role of “operator” 

in introducing single market regulations into the CSPD. 

Adjectives do not lack for describing the Commission’s central institutional position within 

the supranational practice community.73 A representative of the French defense ministry 

expressed himself in no uncertain terms: “Their logic [the members of the Commission] is 

that of Highlander: the last survivor wins the prize.”74  

Within the Commission, two specific institutional actors are cited as being kingpins in the 

supranational practice’s crafting of the “defense package”: DG ENT and DG MARKT. These 

favor a “negative”75 integration logic – that is, a strategy of deregulating national regulatory 

legislation at the European level in order to promote the creation of a single market based on 

the principles of competition and non-discrimination (market making). In other words, 

integration “via the market”.76  

The field survey clarifies this result by identifying the actors who take part in the 

development of the “defense package” within DG ENT and DG MARKT. As one EDA 

official remarked: “As far as the Commission is concerned, there are only a dozen or so 

people who know about defense issues and its role remains a marginal one.”77 The 

Commission’s role in supporting adoption of the “defense package” therefore involved a 

limited group of actors. As a DG MARKT official commented: “It’s true: there are few of us, 

yet the DG MARKT is influential. It’s the elite, because the single market is the heart of the 

EU, of the Commission.”78 According to the same official, the single market commissioner, 

Ireland’s Charlie McCreevy, who is a chartered accountant by training, did not play a central 

role in formulating the “defense package”. In contrast to Michel Barnier, who succeeded him 

in 2009, McCreevy was mainly a passive onlooker.79 Several actors who were interviewed 

mentioned the name Burkard Schmitt as being among the “architects of the ‘defense 

																																																								
72 Thierry DELPEUCH. L’analyse des transferts internationaux de politiques publiques : un état de l’art. Questions 
de recherche, Sciences Po-CERI 2008, vol. 27, 40. 
73 Interview #17, French General, Air Force Staff (EMAA), Ministry of Defense, Paris; similar statement in: 
Interview #18, French expert, think tank, Paris ; Interview #23, French General, General Staff of the armies 
(EMA), Ministry of Defense, Paris.	
74 Interview #19, French civil servant, DGA, Ministry of Defense, Paris.  
75 Fritz SCHARPF. Gouverner l’Europe. Paris: Presses de Sciences Po, 2000. 
76 Nicolas JABKO. L’Europe par le marché. Histoire d’une stratégie improbable. Paris: Presses de Sciences Po, 
2009. 
77 Interview #21, EU civil servant, EDA, Council, Brussels. 
78 Interview #13, EU civil servant, DG MARKT, Commission, Brussels. 
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package’” and “one of the most influential actors […] known to everyone in Brussels.”80 To 

extend Delpeuch’s metaphor, Burkard Schmitt was among the leading “effective members of 

the operator” – that is, the Commission – in introducing single market regulations into the 

CSPD.81 

 

The Career Path of a “Permanent Temporary” Agent: The Case of Burkard Schmitt  

Burkard Schmitt holds masters degrees from the universities of Bordeaux (France) and 

Erlangen-Nürnberg (Germany), respectively. A German national, Schmitt is trilingual, as he 

also speaks fluent French and English. He obtained a doctorate in modern history from 

Friedrich-Alexander University Erlangen-Nürnberg in 1995. In 1998 he became an expert on 

European defense and security policy at the European Union Institute for Security Studies 

(EUISS), an EU agency based in Paris. In the context of the institutionalization of the CSPD 

in the early 2000s, he published numerous reports on European collaboration and integration 

in the arms sphere.82 He was recognized as one of the most distinguished specialists on these 

issues when, in 2006, he entered the Commission’s DG MARKT as a “defense expert”. He 

joined the C directorate, which deals with public markets, and worked within the C3 unit, 

which focuses on defense issues. The C3 unit is made up of experts and lawyers, numbering 

25 in total.83 One of Schmitt’s colleagues, who now works at the EEAS, said of his 

recruitment: “It was a clever decision on the Commission’s part to recruit him. He came to the 

DG MARKT for a project, for this project. He was highly motivated. And then, if it didn’t 

work, he would leave. Usually, a civil servant does not think in that way – he thinks long-

term.”84 Schmitt remained at the Commission for eight years. In 2014, he became head of the 

“security and defense” department of the main industry association representing the 

aeronautical, security, defense, and space industries (ASD) in Brussels.  

How can a actor who spent less than 10 years at the Commission have had a major influence 

on the introduction of single market regulations into the CSPD at the time of the the “defense 

package’s” adoption? Given his formal legal status – Schmitt was a “temporary contract 
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worker – his was a highly unusual career. It more closely resembles that of the “permanent” 

official85 identified by political sociological studies of the field of Eurocracy. The structure of 

the field of Eurocracy is characterized by the “[…] effect of integration and closing in around 

a ‘hard core’ of officials who accumulate the qualities of insiders”.86 In short, the field of 

Eurocracy is institutionalized around “permanent” and “casual” officials who respectively 

possess greater and lesser volumes of European institutional capital. According to 

Georgakakis, “The [permanent officials] are better provided with European resources 

(European training, experience of institutions, knowledge of languages) and find themselves 

in a better position to represent ‘European realities’ […] For these officials, Theirs is a 

lifetime commitment and the positions of these officials are often permanent”.87 Schmitt 

represents the ideal type of the “permanent” official member in that he acts within the field of 

Eurocracy and aims for an “illusio” (in the Bourdieusian sense of the word) specific to the 

EU: the creation of a single arms market.88 Moreover, he has spent a significant portion of his 

working life – more than twenty years and counting –  in the field of Eurocracy, where he has 

focused on a specific sector of public action: arms policy. On the basis of this career 

trajectory, Schmitt has gradually developed extensive Eurocracy-specific resources, what are 

described as “European institutional capital”.89  This European institutional capital gave him a 

practical significance specific to the field of Eurocracy, allowing  him to act effectively within 

it in his campaign to win adoption of the  “defense packet”. Schmitt’s career trajectory invites 

two observations.  

 

First, the fact that Schmitt’s professional career has unfolded within different organizations 

(EU agency, Commission, industry association) is not inconsistent with the claim that the 

field of Eurocracy is divided between “permanent” and “casual” officials. Indeed, it tends to 

reinforce it. As Courty and Michel put it: “During the course of their career, stakeholders 

move from one organization to another, from an interest group to an institution and vice 

versa. It is this moving around that enables them to remain in the European sphere and thus be 

																																																								
85 D. GEORGAKAKIS (ed.), Le champ de l’Eurocratie. Une sociologie politique du personnel de l’UE, op. cit. 
86 Ibid., 318.  
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permanent European officials.”90 It was by moving from European organizations to the 

private sector that Schmitt developed his multiple positions within the field of Eurocracy, 

which gave him of the broad resources upon which his action depended. Courty and Michel 

remind us that the “permanent” official’s main European resource is his or her “privileged 

link to the Commission”.91 Schmitt was recruited in the mid-2000s by the Commission 

because he had had a relationship with it for almost 10 years in his capacity as a defense 

expert at the EUISS. Since his departure from the Commission in 2014, he has retained close 

ties with it as an ASD official. What’s more, EU officials who moved into the private sector 

consolidated their resources in contrast to European civil servants who pursued their careers 

within EU organizations. In this respect, Schmitt’s career path (from the Commission to the 

ASD) at the administrative level, like that of former Commission president José Manuel 

Barroso (from the Commission to Goldman Sachs) at the political level, is an example of the 

“neoliberalized neoliberal”92 type of official who consolidates his individual position by way 

of his links to the “outside” – in all probability to the detriment of the Commission’s 

institutional position. In the case of the “defense package”, the introduction of single market 

regulations into the CSPD was helped along by a “permanent” official who moved in the arms 

sector of the field of Eurocracy, passing from Paris (EUISS) to Brussels (Commission) and 

from the public (EUISS and Commission) to the private sector (ASD).  

Second, Schmitt’s professional profile is in at least one respect typical of Georgakakis’ 

definition of the “Eurocrat” as an ideal type. Schmitt is not a statutory civil servant but rather 

a temporary agent. As such, he does not belong to the “status group” – or Stand in Weberian 

terminology – of senior European civil servants, defined as “a group whose existence is 

legally guaranteed.”93 The case of Schmitt demonstrates that, as a field, Eurocracy’s hard core 

exceeds the realm of senior statutory civil servants. Schmitt is a man who holds a doctorate 

but under age 50, not a director-general, holds no position as a European civil servant and did 

not work at the Commission before joining the DG MARKT in 2006. At the program 

(“defense package”) and sector levels (arms policy) of European pubic action, a (statutorily) 

“temporary” agent may be (sociologically) “permanent”. In other words, Schmitt embodies 

the model of the “permanent temporary” agent in the field of Eurocracy.  
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Conclusion 

This chapter has considered the adoption of the “defense package” to demonstrate the transfer 

of single market regulations to the CSDP. I have interpreted this inter-sector circulation of 

regulations within the EU as the result of competition between the communities of 

intergovernmental and supranational practice within the field of Eurocracy (Table 1).  

According to Basaran, Bigo, Guittet, and Walker, these two communities of practice, which 

have been reconstructed on the basis of a field survey, reveal counter-intuitive, “transversal”94 

lines of institutional demarcation. Indeed, each is situated at the intersection of the public and 

private, national and European spheres (Figure 1). The intergovernmental practice community 

brings together government actors (“small” states such as the Netherlands and the Czech 

Republic), industrial actors (SMEs) and national (Dassault Aviation) and European actors 

(EDA). The supranational practice community brings together state (finance ministries of 

“large” states) and non-governmental actors (Thales) at both the national (Swedish defense 

ministry) and European (the Commission’s GD MARKT) levels. Three institutional 

boundaries separate the intergovernmental from the supranational practice community: the 

first is located “within” member states, the second “in” the world of business and the third 

“across” the EU (figure 1).  

The description of these two communities of practice and the inductive identification of a 

number of actors by way of my field survey complement the literature on the transfer of 

single market regulations to the CSDP.  The result is a more thorough description of the 

decision-making process via its division into two levels of analysis: meso (institutions) and 

micro (Burkard Schmitt’s professional profile). More generally, this chapter contributes to the 

sociological study of the EU by sketching the ideal type of the “permanent temporary” 

official. This individual was located at the center of the field of Eurocracy during negotiations 

relating to the “defense package”. Moreover, associating the notion of the community of 

practice with the field of Eurocracy creates a dialogue between the “practice turn” and 

international political sociology in IR theories.  

That this result is unexpected bears emphasizing for it concerns  an area of public action – 

arms policy – that is intimately connected with issues of national sovereignty and within 

which the state retains a dominant position. It is extremely tempting to reproduce reified 

institutional divisions by considering the “national interest” as the vehicle for introducing 
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regulations within the EU or by reference to an exogenous variable (the “United States”). Yet, 

to paraphrase Vauchez: “Social reality does not fall into the actors’ native categories.”95 That 

the EDA, the Green deputies in the Bundestag and Dassault Aviation should be objective 

allies is hardly self-evident. This result converges with work that has identified a heterarchical 

structure within the CSPD96, which some refer to as “rhizomic”.97 A heterarchical structure 

does not indicate an absence of conflictual relations or political order but rather the 

acceptance that there are several types of these and at different levels.98 To extend the 

metaphor of Deleuze and Guattari, there is not one but rather “a thousand plateaus”, none of 

which are at the “same altitude”. In the case of the adoption of the “defense package”, the 

actors confront each other and “struggle” over the legitimate definition of the CSPD’s 

institutional boundaries within the field of Eurocracy. This result differs from research on EU 

studies, which reify the formal institutional boundaries between member states and the EU99 

and hold that, in the post-Maastricht period, the Commission has ceased to be the “engine of 

integration”.100  

Additional research remains to be done in three areas. First, the topographical map presented 

in this chapter of the field of Eurocracy as it related to negotiations over the “defense 

package” remains fragmented. At the national level, we can only wonder whether the “illusio” 

involved in efforts to redraw the CSPD’s legitimate boundaries has motivated political (in 

particular, defense ministers) and parliamentary actors other than the German Greens. At the 

European level, a field survey should be conducted within the Permanent Representations of 

member states to clarify whether their representatives correspond to one or more types of 

“intermediary elite”. In doing so, one should also seek to identify the actors who favored the 

transfer of single market regulations to the CSPD (foreign ministry diplomats?) as well as 

those who thwarted it (civilian and military officials in defense ministries?). At an 

international level, it would be helpful to make inquiries among American government 

officials in Brussels to determine whether institutionalizing single arms market figures on 
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their diplomatic agenda. If not, their lack of involvement or that of other actors may constitute 

a significant absence. Indeed, there is a tendency – and this chapter is no exception – to take 

no account of actors who do not take positions, even in cases in which they may indirectly 

shape the decision-making process.101 Such research would contribute to the development of a 

theory of social differentiation beyond national boundaries.102  

Another outstanding question concerns the development of the supranational practice 

community. This chapter has demonstrated that the adoption of the “defense package” was the 

result of rivalry between two communities of practice. Yet the conditions under which the 

supranational practice community grew and underwent consolidation remain a mystery. What 

conditions favor the supranational practice community over the intergovernmental practice 

community? Why did the Council, which represents member states and was at the time under 

the presidency of France – a state reluctant to approve it103 – not block this legislative 

proposal by the Commission, which was adopted at its first reading by the Parliament? What 

were the “circulation channels” used by actors in the supranational practice community to 

promote their position in favor of the transfer of single market regulations to the CSDP?  

Finally, it should be noted that competition between the two communities of practice has 

continued unabated since the “defense package” was adopted in 2009. The publication of a 

new communication by the Commission in 2013,104 the agreement to launch a European 

defense fund (EDF) and the first instance of co-operation in the context of permanent 

structured co-operation (PESCO) in 2017105 are other cases that should be studied to trace the 

reproduction or transformation of practices over time.106 These might offer an opportunity to 

test the weight of the ideal type of the “permanent temporary” official as the driving force in 

the inter-sectorial introduction of regulations within the EU: is this type now widespread or 

rather an exception in the protean field of Eurocracy?  

																																																								
101 Samuel B.H. FAURE. Variétés de la décision. Le dilemme de la politique d’armement en Europe : le cas de la 
France de 1945 à nos jours. Paris: SciencesPo, 2016. 
102 Samuel FAURE. Contextualiser les phénomènes sociaux au-delà de l’État-nation. Gouvernement et action 
publique 2012, no 3. 
103 Interview #12, EU civil servant, EEAS, Brussels.  
104 “Vers un secteur de la défense et de la sécurité plus compétitif et plus efficace” COM(2013) 542 final, 24 July 
2013. [accessed March 1st, 2018 : 
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/com/com_com(2013)0542_/com_com(2013)05
42_en.pdf]  
105 Samuel B.H. FAURE. La “politique du flexilatéralisme”. Le cas de la politique française d’armement dans le 
contexte du Brexit. Les Champs de Mars 2018, vol. 30. 
106 Vincent POULIOT. Practice tracing. In Andrew BENNETT, Jeffrey T. CHECKEL eds. Process Tracing in the 
Social Sciences: From Metaphor to Analytical Tool. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015. 


