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ROLE PERCEPTIONS OF THE 
EUROPEAN EXTERNAL ACTION 
SERVICE
Expectations of the Commission, the Council 
and the Parliament during its setup

By MANUEL PIETZKO

INTRODUCTION

It has been a long way until Catherine Ashton, the Union’s High Representative for Foreign Af-
fairs and Security Policy, was able to state that after an “intense and challenging new phase in 
building the EU’s role in foreign policy” the creation of the European External Action Service 
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(EEAS) “was an important milestone in strengthening the EU’s institutional capacity” (Ashton, 
2011, p. 1). After the Treaty of Lisbon entered into force, it took some time and several turf wars 
on the horizontal and vertical axis until the EEAS had been set up. 

Spencer (2012, p. 125) describes the EEAS as “by design a sui generis form of policy-making 
with a sui generis policy chief and a sui generis diplomatic service.” It comprises personnel from 
the European Commission, the Council as well as seconded member state officials and it treats 
various foreign policy aspects in its Brussels’ headquarter as well as in the now so-called Union 
delegations around the world. That is why the EEAS may be the next big actor in Europe’s foreign 
policy. Hence, it is important to have a focus on the work of and the expectations towards the Ex-
ternal Action Service. One possibility to achieve this is the constructivist role theory. On the one 
hand, this theory is able to describe different actors’ strategies (European Commission, Council / 
member states, European Parliament) in a specific policy field with comparable parameters (con-
stitution of the EEAS) (Kirste & Maull, 1996) and, on the other hand, it can describe potential 
conflicts within a collective actor (van Sell, Brief, & Schuler, 1981). Therefore, the essence of this 
paper relies on the vast literature on (International Relations’) role theory1. 

As there are no comparable role theory studies on the EEAS, this paper will take a first step by 
dealing solely with the external role perceptions towards the Service until its setup. To achieve 
this task, first there will be a description of role theory as the theoretical framework (2). Secondly, 
there will be an analysis of the role expectations described in the Treaty of Lisbon (3). Afterwards, 
the expectations of the European Commission, Council of Ministers / member states, and the Eu-
ropean Parliament (EP) will be examined (4). Finally, it will be reassessed which role expectations 
found their way into the Council Decision establishing the EEAS (5). The recurring analytical 
theme in this study will be a division into legal status, scope and administration as these items are 
part of every actor’s concept of the EEAS. In doing so, it will be possible to see which perceptions 
were applied as ‘official’ expectations and which stayed with the particular actors.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

The aim of this paper is not to establish hypotheses of laws of causation as positivist contribu-
tions would do, but rather to describe, typologize, and capture meanings in a social constructivist 
manner. In order to achieve this task, role theory has been chosen as the theoretical framework. 
Due to the heterogeneity of this field of study there needs to be a clear definition of the utilized 
terms and a general introduction into the used theory, before role perceptions can be developed. 
The theoretical starting point of this thesis is the article of Juncos and Pomorska (2010) who 
applied role theory to the Council Secretariat as an institution within the European Union. For 
the paper at hand, this is a very interesting approach, as most existing literature on the EU’s roles 
concentrates either on the member states or the Union as a whole. Even if the study of Juncos and 

1    See among many others: Biddle (1986), Breuning (2011), Elgström and Smith (2006), Harnisch, Frank, and 
Maull (2011), Holsti (1970), Le Prestre (1997), Maull (i.a. 1990, 2000), Walker (i.a. 1979, 1987), Wendt (1999), 
Wish (1980).
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Pomorska does not fit perfectly with respect to topic and methodology2, it shows that there is the 
possibility to apply role theory to sub-organizational institutions in a meaningful way. 

As it was said before, there are many different methods and definitions in role theory litera-
ture, that may complement but that may also exclude each other, which is why four central terms 
used in this paper shall be illustrated: these are ego and alter part, role, role expectation and role 
conception. As indicated before, roles are comprised of an ego and an alter part. The ego part is 
defined as the self-conceptualization of an organization’s purpose respectively its own role con-
ception (Harnisch, 2011, p. 7), whereas the alter part is described as the behavioral expectations 
of others (Nabers, 2011, p. 78). Roles as such are, on the one hand, seen as social positions ex-
pressed through norms and expectations (here the calibration of the EEAS between all other EU 
institutions). On the other hand, roles are seen as expectations that provide appropriate behavior 
(how shall the EEAS act towards the other EU institutions and third actors) (Nabers, 2011, p. 75). 
But what are role expectations? As Harnisch (2011, p. 8) states, they comprise an actor’s internal 
view with regard to which role is appropriate, as well as behavioral demands by others. Over time, 
every actor faces more expectations by third parties, especially with growing responsibilities on 
the international stage (Harnisch, 2012). Such role expectations have to be distinguished from 
role conceptions. They “refer to an actor’s perception of his or her position vis-à-vis others […] 
and the perception of the role expectations of others” (Harnisch, 2011, p. 8). In other words, it 
includes the self-perception of the actor and the expectation of the actor’s behavior by others 
(Frank, 2011). For this paper, only the second part - the external role perceptions by other EU 
institutions – will be examined.

ROLE CONCEPTIONS OF THE EXTERNAL ACTION SERVICE IN THE TREATY OF 
LISBON

“The most important resource of the HR will be the EEAS. It is only vaguely outlined in the 
Treaty of Lisbon. Catherine Ashton has been assigned to develop a decision paper based on 
a document of the European Council until springtime [2010, M.P.]” (Dembinski, 2010, p. 12, 
translated by the author).

As the Lisbon Treaty specifies neither legal status nor scope or administrative terms of the new 
service, there has been much room to maneuver for all actors involved to articulate their pref-
erences (Müller-Brandeck-Bocquet & Rüger, 2011). It has been Catherine Ashton’s task to coor-
dinate all interests so that everyone would be able to agree to one compromise. Her ambitions 
for her first major “litmus test” (Rüger, 2011, p. 221) were indeed high. Ashton wanted to make 
the EEAS the “pride of Europe and the envy of the rest of the world” (Ashton, 2009) what would 
be a “once-in-a-generation opportunity” (Ashton, 2010). On that account, she tried to provide 
a “lean and efficient Service that assures best value for money, staffed by the best and brightest 

2    The authors examine the internal role perceptions mainly on the basis of 46 semi-structured interviews 
amongst Council Secretariat officials.
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from across the European Union” (Cross, 2011, p. 460). As defined by the treaties, the proposal 
required the consent of the European Commission, the Council and the member states. In ad-
dition, Ashton had to deal with the European Parliament, which had a quasi-veto power, as it 
had to consent to two related regulations. So, before the External Action Service was able to start 
working on 1 December 2010 the High Representative had to do a lot of persuading (Howorth, 
2011).  How these preferences of the actors and the outcome of the compromise can be translated 
into role perceptions and how this affects the European External Action Service, will be discussed 
in the following parts.

The Treaty of Lisbon does not give a detailed description of the Action Service. Article 27(3) of 
the Treaty on European Union (TEU) provides only a broad idea of the new service that “shall be 
established by a decision of the Council […] on a proposal from the High Representative”. Unfor-
tunately, the treaties do not specify the legal status, scope and administration of the new Service, 
which is why Ashton needed to further develop this initial concept of the quasi-EU foreign min-
istry. The role conception of the Treaty of Lisbon can be described as an assisting foreign policy 
service. Assigned features are to support the High Representative in her tasks in coordination 
with member states’ diplomatic Services with the help of officials from various foreign policy 
departments.

ROLE CONCEPTIONS OF THE EUROPEAN INSTITUTIONS AND THE MEMBER 
STATES

After Catherine Ashton took over the negotiations to establish the EEAS from the rotating pres-
idency, she included the Council, the member states and the European Commission, but left 
out the European Parliament. This led to harsh criticism by Members of the Parliament (MEPs) 
(Helwig, 2013), who also threatened to veto the financial (European Parliament and Council of 
the European Union, 2010a) and staff regulations (European Parliament and Council of the Eu-
ropean Union, 2010b) for the EEAS in order to gain a foothold in the bargaining process. Hence, 
Lady Ashton introduced the so-called ‘quadrilogue’ in which HR Special Advisor Christoffersen, 
Commission and member states officials, the Spanish Presidency, and some Members of Parlia-
ment (Helwig, 2013, p. 243) tried to reach an agreement between April and July 2010 (Erkelens 
& Blockmans, 2012). At the end of the negotiations a clear difference to the conception of the 
Treaty of Lisbon came to light, which will be shown in part 5. The task of this part of the paper is 
to analyze the positions of the different institutions that led to the Council Decision. 

The European Commission

The European Commission, whose delegation was led by its President José Manuel Barroso, 
played an important role during the negotiations3. The Commission’s main goals with regard 

3    A glance on how Commission President Barroso influenced the shape of the EEAS can be exemplified by 
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to the Service’s legal status were first to prevent a transfer of its own foreign policy competences 
to the EEAS (Furness, 2013) and second to extend the community method to be able to build a 
stronger EU diplomacy (Lieb, 2013). In other words, the Commission tried to avoid that the new 
Service would be governed by the intergovernmental domain while seeking to tie the EEAS to the 
supranational institutions as closely as possible.

Regarding the scope, the Commission made clear that it would aim to keep key foreign policy 
sectors within its own domain. Among others, the policy areas of trade, humanitarian affairs, 
enlargement, climate action, energy, and fisheries were attached to the European Commission 
(Furness, 2013). With this step, Barroso tried to ensure that only a limited number of Commis-
sion officials would leave for the Action Service and that important DGs would stay within its 
traditional environment (Rüger, 2011). He did this in order to “insulate the units from the pull of 
the EEAS” (Erkelens & Blockmans, 2012, p. 250) and to safeguard his own prerogatives. The setup 
of the EEAS experienced further weakening when he transferred the European Neighborhood 
Policy (ENP) to DG enlargement (Erkelens & Blockmans, 2012). Due to its control over the Ac-
tion Service’s budget the Commission also ensured long-term influence over the administration 
of EEAS matters (Furness, 2013).

Summarizing, one can say “the Commission prevented the extensive withdrawal of former for-
eign policy responsibilities. It created […] facts and utilized its procedural and institutional ad-
vantage during the development of consultation templates” (Lieb & Kremer, 2010, p. 201, trans-
lated by the author). Therefore, the analysis of the Commission’s role perception of the European 
External Action Service shows that the Service is perceived as a limited supranational bureau. 
According to this vision, the EEAS should be closely attached to and administratively controlled 
by the Commission, which enforces its supranational character. Also, its influence in foreign 
policy should not come at the expense of the Commission’s competences in external affairs. In 
general, the Action Service should be an extension of the Commission’s foreign policy ambitions. 
As will be shown in the following paragraph, the role conceptions of the Council respectively the 
member states differ decisively.

Member states and the Council of the European Union

“The decision to create the EEAS revealed the reluctance of EU member states to empower the 
Commission as their representative in international affairs” (Furness, 2013, p. 111)4. When it 
came to the legal status, member states wanted to maintain their control over CFSP (Common 
Foreign and Security Policy) issues and the Action Service in general. Although the Commission’s 

these documents: Political Guidelines for the next Commission, 03.09.09; Mission letter from Barroso to Andris 
Piebalgs, Štefan Füle, and Kristalina Georgieva, 27.11.09 and 27.01.10; Information Note from the President, Com-
missioners Group, SEC(2010) 475 final, 22.04.10.

4    The work of the Council can be tracked i.a. through these documents: Progress report from the Presidency to 
the European Council, 19./20.06.08, doc, 10650/08; Presidency Report to the European Council on the European 
External Action Service, 23.10.09, doc. 14930/09; European Council Presidency Conclusions, 10./11.12.09, EUCO 
6/09.
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DG Relex had particular foreign policy experience, they favored a new service rather than one 
affiliated to the Commission (Furness, 2013). They were categorically clear that the supranational 
institutions should not get any hold of CFSP and CSDP through the backdoor (Wientzeck, 2013). 
The member states also demanded that at least one third of the EEAS staff would originate from 
national diplomatic services (Reynaert, 2012). Furthermore, the member states wanted the Eu-
ropean Neighbourhood Policy to be situated within the External Action Service (Lieb & Kremer, 
2010). In case this competence is transferred from the Commission to the EEAS, it would widen 
the Service’s scope. With respect to the administrative terms, the Council took the view that there 
should be a Secretary-General to represent the HR if he/she is not able to attend meetings. How-
ever, no politically accountable deputies should be installed (Reynaert, 2012) and especially CFSP 
issues should be handled solely by the Council.

The position described above has been the common ground the member states were able to 
agree upon in the Council and which was bargained by the Secretariat-General of the Council 
during the ‘quadrilogue’. But, especially the big member states also had their own plans for the 
new Service. “The central dilemma for the British, French and German governments during the 
EEAS negotiations was to balance their interests in a strong diplomatic role for the EU with their 
desire to maintain their own bilateral relationship networks” (Furness, 2013, p. 111). They wanted 
to empower the High Representative and the Action Service, but also tried to limit its indepen-
dence by tying it to the Council (Furness, 2013). In the upcoming paragraphs the position of 
some EU countries will be outlined in order to get an idea of their diverging notions.

France has always been interested in increasing the EU’s strength on the international stage 
while keeping its sovereignty. Therefore, it was highly supportive of the Action Service, although 
France imagined a Europeanization à la française in order to maintain its position of power (Per-
tusot, 2013). Great Britain was much more aloof towards the Action Service. British politicians 
did not want to give up any little bit of sovereignty to the EEAS and insisted on a settlement that 
all 28 member states could agree upon (Burke, 2013). In the end, this meant that everyone had to 
comply with the British position. The last major player, Germany, fostered the establishment of 
the External Action Service especially during the negotiations regarding the European Conven-
tion, but lost its interest when the economic crisis emerged. Generally, Germany views the Service 
more as a competing than a complementary structure (Möller & Rappold, 2013). The small and 
medium member states see the EEAS as a possible multiplier of their own influence (Wientzeck, 
2013). Nevertheless, they are also afraid the bigger member states may set the European foreign 
policy agenda for everyone, which is why they all wanted to maintain their national sovereignty 
(Smith, 2013). As all member states had to consent to the Council’s position, it represents only 
the lowest common denominator.

On the basis of the description of the Council’s and the member states’ positions the conclu-
sion can be drawn that they promoted two role conceptions for the EEAS: on the one hand the 
EEAS should be (1) a limited intergovernmental service and, on the other hand, (2) a multiplier 
of member states’ interests. A limited intergovernmental service means an intergovernmental 
decision-making structure, close to the Council, with limited power in the CFSP and which takes 
over supranational competences from the European Commission. Therefore, the Action Service 
is pictured as the Union’s foreign policy manager with no interference of the Commission. As a 
multiplier of member states’ interests, the European External Action Service has the task to give 
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either all countries in general or particular interests of some countries more importance in nego-
tiations on the international level. Summarizing, this means that the EEAS serves as a defender of 
national interests in EU foreign policy.

The European Parliament

The views of the member states are almost completely opposed to those represented by the Euro-
pean Parliament. During the negotiations that led to the setup of the European External Action 
Service, the European Parliament has been the most surprising actor5. Not only because it has 
been the publicly most visible actor, but first and foremost because it was not supposed to be 
integrated into the negotiation process in the first place. When Catherine Ashton did not include 
any MEPs in her EEAS advisory group (Raube, 2012) and published her proposal without par-
liamentary input, the EP announced its veto regarding the financial and staff regulations, which 
were essential to the Action Service’s establishment. Just due to this threat, the Parliament was 
able to attend the negotiation process; therefore it interpreted the setup of the EEAS as a virtual 
co-decision procedure (Helwig, 2013).

The EP “referred regularly to the EEAS as an ‘institution’” (Erkelens & Blockmans, 2012, p. 
262). This tended against the idea of the Treaty of Lisbon, as it would mean a considerable up-
grade of the Service’s status. During the negotiations, the European Parliament formulated two 
main objectives: (1) enhance the supranational sphere in EU foreign policy and (2) strengthen 
parliamentary control over the EEAS (Erkelens & Blockmans, 2012).

As the European External Action Service would be an important player in EU foreign poli-
cy, the Parliament urged the Commission to pull its full weight during the negotiation process 
(Erkelens & Blockmans, 2012). Furthermore, it “disagreed with almost everything in the working 
document of Catherine Ashton, and showed strong determination to use its powers to change 
the proposal” (Reynaert, 2012, p. 221). Regarding the legal status of the Service, the Parliament 
suggested it should be close or even integrated into the Commission to ensure full transparency 
(Helwig, 2013) and its personnel should mainly be recruited on the basis of merits with a clear 
consideration of gender aspects as well as geographical representativity (Raube, 2012). In ad-
dition, at least one half of EEAS officials should be former Commission staff. With respect to 
the External Action Service’s scope, the Parliament demanded that all “bi-lateral desks [and sec-
tions dealing with] multinational relations, crisis resolution, development, environment and in-
tegration of external aspects of other Community policies” (Erkelens & Blockmans, 2012, p. 264) 
should be transferred to the EEAS. In doing so, the Parliament wanted to ensure coherence across 
several foreign policy areas. Furthermore, the MEPs urged to include human rights divisions into 

5    The Parliament published several reports and notions throughout the process. The most important were: 
European Parliament Resolution on the Annual Report from the Council to the European Parliament on the 
Main Aspects and Basic Choices of CFSP P6_TA(2005)0132; European Parliament Resolution on the Institutional 
Aspects of the European External Action Service, P6_TA(2005)0205; Report on the Institutional Aspects of Setting 
Up the External Action Service, A7-0041/2009; Proposal for the Establishment of the EEAS, Working Document 
(20 April 2010).
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the EEAS headquarter and into the Union delegations (Raube, 2012). In administrative terms, 
there should be politically accountable deputies for the High Representative and a Policy Coordi-
nation Board consisting of Lady Ashton and the Commissioners for Development, Humanitarian 
Aid, and Neighborhood (Raube, 2012). The enhanced control of the European Parliament was to 
be reached through various features. “The EP requested the HR/VP to commit herself to inform 
relevant EP committees about her intentions to appoint people to senior posts in the EEAS”6  
(Erkelens & Blockmans, 2012, p. 273). Other important aspects for the European Parliament were 
to have access to sensitive foreign policy information (Erkelens & Blockmans, 2012) and to tie 
the EEAS to the Parliament’s scrutiny by applying political and budgetary accountability (Raube, 
2012). It also wanted to ensure full responsibility for the programming of budgetary instruments 
and of all external assistance instruments (Reynaert, 2012).

Altogether this means that the Parliament’s role conception of the EEAS is one of a suprana-
tional foreign policy institution. With its clear supranational roots combined with a strong affili-
ation to the European Commission, the Action Service shall pool all foreign policy competences 
under one roof. This also ensures parliamentary control rights over the Union’s external policies. 
Its obvious purpose towards social and human rights determines its second role conception: nor-
mative vindicator. In the eyes of the Parliament, the European External Action Service shall en-
force the normative power of the Union on the international stage.

The diverging conceptions of the Commission, the Council / member states, and the Parliament 
met one another during the “quadrilogue”, whose outcome will be subject of the following part.

ROLE CONCEPTIONS DEFINED BY THE COUNCIL DECISION

On 26 July 2010 the Council took the “Decision establishing the organization and functioning 
of the European External Action Service”. In the course of this part, the focus of the analysis will 
again rest on the legal status, scope, and administration of the European External Action Service, 
in order to guarantee comparability.

The External Action Service is a body sui generis located between the Commission and the 
Council, which defines its legal status. Its autonomous character is determined in article 1, where-
by the term “body” is not further defined. The Action Service, therefore, is not on the same level 
as the institutions named in article 13 TEU. The connection of the Service with the Commission 
and the Council is impairing its autonomy – which is rather a functional than an organizational 
one (Blockmans & Hillion, 2013). Its personnel is composed of staff from the General Secretariat 
of the Council, the European Commission and the diplomatic services of the member states (art. 
6(2) EEAS Decision), from where at least one third of the officials shall originate (art. 6(9) EEAS 
Decision). When recruiting officials for the Service, the HR has to keep in mind that he/she has to 
choose based on merit as well as on an “adequate geographical and gender balance, and a mean-
ingful presence of nationals from all Member States” (art. 6(8) EEAS Decision).

As it was mentioned before, the scope of the new Service has been widened compared to the 

6    The abbreviation HR/VP stands for High Representative/Vice President and refers to its “double-hatted”  
function between Council (High Representative) and Commission (Vice President).
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Treaty of Lisbon. Next to assisting the High Representative, the EEAS shall assist:

“the President of the European Council, the President of the Commission, and the Commis-
sion” (art. 2(2) EEAS Decision) and “support […] the diplomatic services of the Member 
States, as well as […] the General Secretariat of the Council and the services of the Commis-
sion […]” (art. 3(1) EEAS Decision).

In general, the Commission’s DG Relex and the foreign policy units of the General Secretariat of 
the Council were predominantly relocated to the EEAS. Furthermore, several crisis management 
bodies7 and external assistance instruments8 from the Commission and the General Secretariat of 
the Council were transferred to the EEAS. Regarding the external action, the High Representative 
and the Action Service are responsible for ensuring its unity, consistency, and effectiveness. This 
can be seen as a clear mandate to operate autonomously in order to achieve the mentioned tasks. 
But even after the setup of the Action Service, the Commission has the final say, as it decides over 
the application of the external funds (art. 9(5) EEAS Decision). Therefore, it retains the better 
bargaining position in critical situations (Lang & Lippert, 2011), which limits the Service’s scope 
considerably. 

With respect to the administration of the Service, its budget has been integrated into the gen-
eral budget of the Union (Reynaert, 2012) and is completely controlled by the European Parlia-
ment (Lieb & Kremer, 2010). The Commission preserved the power to consolidate and amend 
the budget (art. 8(4) EEAS Decision). As there is no formal deputisation procedure laid down 
in the Treaty of Lisbon, a complex system of representation has been set up9. The HR drafted a 
declaration on Political Accountability towards the Parliament which provides for two Depu-
ty Secretary-Generals, one for political and one for inter-institutional affairs. There will also be 
a Director-General for budget and administration as the EP urged for during the negotiations 
(Blockmans & Hillion, 2013). All of the former posts are not politically accountable, unlike the 
requests of the European Parliament. But the Parliament has been granted far-reaching access 
to classified documents, and it achieved the right to conduct internal interrogations with high 
executives of the Service (Lieb & Kremer, 2010). At the same time, the Parliament has been able 
to include structures that shall supervise the human rights situation as well as the implementa-
tion of the respective Union policies (Raube, 2012). In addition, the new Union Delegations shall 
support, if necessary, the member states in their diplomatic relations with third states (art. 5(3) 
EEAS Decision).

In conclusion, the ‘quadrilogue’s’ compromise and, therefore, the role conceptions represented 

7    These include the Crisis Management and Planning Directorate (CMPD), Civilian Planning and Conduct 
Capability (CPCC), EU Military Staff (EUMS), and EU Situation Centre (SitCen) (Lieb, 2011, p. 2).

8    The Development Cooperation Instrument (DCI), European Development Fund (EDF), European Instru-
ment for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR), European Neighborhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI), 
Instrument for Cooperation with Industrialized Countries (ICI), Instrument for Nuclear Safety Cooperation 
(NSCI), and the Instrument for Stability, regarding the assistance provided for in Article 4 of Regulation (EC) No 
1717/2006 (IfS) are now under the authority of the EEAS (art. 9(2) EEAS decision).

9    For a detailed overview see Blockmans and Hillion (2013).
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by it, constitute a compilation of the participants’ conceptions. According to the EEAS Decision, 
the Action Service is a limited sui generis body in EU foreign relations. This role conception il-
lustrates the ties the Service has with the Commission and the Council. The former has been able 
to retain substantial parts of its foreign policy competences, whereas the latter preserved its CFSP 
responsibilities – so, the EEAS is limited in both directions. Moreover, the European External 
Action Service shall be a multiplier of member states’ interests as has been described in part 4.2. 
At last, the new Service shall take the role of a normative vindicator, expressed through its tasks in 
the area of human rights. All in all, one can draw the conclusion that the External Action Service 
is supposed to fulfill the wishes of all actors at once.

CONCLUSION

It has been the aim of this paper to develop the external role conceptions of the EU’s institutions 
towards the European External Action Service during the phase of its setup. The Commission 
pictured the External Action Service as a limited supranational bureau. This is characterized by 
strict separation from the Council and a close affiliation to the Commission, by which it is ad-
ministratively controlled.  It should be governed by the Community method and thus be situated 
within the supranational domain. The Council of the European Union took a more or less contra-
dictory position. It viewed the Action Service as a limited intergovernmental service, which takes 
over wide-ranging responsibilities of the supranational pillar and ties it closer to the reach of the 
member states. The second role conception is that of a multiplier of member states’ interests on 
the international stage. When fulfilling these tasks, the new Service cannot act autonomously but 
only on instructions received from the Council. Of the three actors under observation, the Euro-
pean Parliament favored the strongest version of the Action Service. It pictured a supranational 
foreign policy institution that is attached to the European Commission, from which it takes over 
most foreign policy tasks. Furthermore, the EEAS shall be a normative vindicator, enforcing the 
normative power of the Union on the international stage.

These demands led to the EEAS Decision that established the European External Action Ser-
vice. It shall be a limited sui generis body, which is tied to both the intergovernmental and the 
supranational sphere. Hereby, the Commission kept lots of its foreign policy instruments and 
the Council maintained its supremacy over the CFSP. Furthermore, the Action Service shall be 
a multiplier of member states’ interests as well as a normative vindicator. It seems as if the EEAS 
is supposed to fulfill all the wishes breathed by the European institutions. Just like with the High 
Representative, this constellation takes the new Service into a trying situation constituting fur-
ther problem areas in its everyday work.
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