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Informal groupings as types of differentiated
cooperation in EU foreign policy: the cases of Kosovo,
Libya, and Syria
Maria Giulia Amadio Viceré

European University Institute, Florence, Italy

ABSTRACT
Although informal groups of member states often steer EU foreign policy,
existing scholarly literature does not offer an overarching theoretical approach
to account for their causes and their different types. This article conceptualizes
informal groupings and offers a theoretical approach that explains their
occurrence in EU foreign policy. It claims that while disagreements among
member states and the lack of EU capacity are the main causes of informal
groupings, the combination of these two factors over time and across different
policy issues determines the emergence of specific types of informal
groupings in EU foreign policy. Indeed, evidence from Kosovo, Libya, and Syria
shows that different types of informal groups addressed various policy issues
by replacing, complementing and/or supporting corresponding EU policies.
Nonetheless, as these groupings lack central guidance and accountability
mechanisms, they are not a panacea for EU foreign policy.

KEYWORDS Differentiation; EU foreign policy; informal groups; Kosovo; Libya; Syria

After decades of progressive Europeanisation, the Lisbon Treaty should have
further centralized member states’ foreign policies (Aggestam & Johansson,
2017), and hence increased the efficiency of EU foreign and security policy
(Amadio Viceré, 2018; Amadio Viceré & Tercovich, 2022). Instead informal
groupings of member states have frequently steered EU approach to conflicts
and crises, often by interacting with non-EU actors in institutionalized inter-
national cooperation settings without receiving a formalmandate from EU insti-
tutions and/or the other member states. Not only does this phenomenon suggest
a fragmentation of EU institutional scene, but it also casts a shadow over EU
ability to act as a security provider in international politics (Balfour, 2015).

Understanding the emergence and significance of informal groupings for
EU foreign policy is particularly relevant in an international system marred
by hard security concerns. This is even more so if one considers that external
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crises and conflicts are becoming increasingly multifaceted and transna-
tional, and, therefore, less solvable by EU member states individually. Never-
theless, to date there is no systematic knowledge about informal groupings in
EU foreign policy. Existing studies do not offer an overarching theoretical
approach to account for their causes and different types. While scholarship
on informal groupings is marred by an absence of systematic conceptualiz-
ation, it often confuses various types of groupings. Additionally, previous
research has not addressed their diverse types and potential evolutions in
relation to EU foreign policy. Against this backdrop, scholars mostly hold
polarized views about the significance of informal groupings for the EU.
This article aims to fill these research gaps by addressing the following ques-
tion: How can we explain the emergence and various types of informal
groups in EU foreign policy?

Drawing on the original conceptual framework outlined in the introduc-
tion to the special issue, the article conceptualizes the groupings considered
as instances of differentiated cooperation (Amadio Viceré & Sus, 2023). It
builds on insights from the scholarly literature on differentiated European
integration to develop a theoretical approach accounting for the occurrence
of these groupings. In particular, the article brings together the study of
differentiated integration of core state powers and of informal politics in
the EU. In the first place, it identifies two explanatory factors for the emer-
gence of informal groupings: disagreement among EU member states; and
the weakness of EU capacity for responding to conflicts and crises. In the
second place, it claims that the combination between the level of disagree-
ment among EU member states and the EU level of capacity over time
and across policy issues determines the development of specific types of
informal groupings, and hence of specific types of differentiation in relation
to EU foreign policy (i.e., cooperative, combinative, and/or competitive).

To test this argument, the article carries out a congruence study in a com-
parative research design. It examines three typical cases of the causal
relationship considered, namely: Kosovo, Libya and Syria. Evidence from
these cases shows that the emergence of informal groupings can be ascribed
to member states’ disagreements over conflicts and crises occurring in these
countries and to the EU lack of capacity to address them. Indeed, depending
on the combination between the level of disagreement among EU member
states and the weakness of EU capacities over time and across policy
issues, informal groupings replaced, complemented and/or supported corre-
sponding EU policies in these cases.

This article makes four theoretical contributions. First, it contributes to
the special issue’s effort to elaborate a theoretical framework accounting
for the occurrence of differentiated cooperation in EU foreign policy.
Second, it conceptualizes informal groupings and explains their formation
and types in EU foreign policy. Third, by theorizing the occurrence of
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informal groupings, it contributes to the study of differentiation in EU
foreign policy, which so far has largely disregarded informal institutional
practices (Howorth, 2019; Leruth & Lord, 2016). Fourth, by empirically
linking the occurrence of informal groupings to the growing involvement
of EU institutions in member states’ foreign policies, it contributes to the
scholarly debate on the European integration of foreign policy (Genschel
& Jachtenfuchs, 2016) and, more in general, on the potential expansion of
EU’s competences beyond economic matters (Caporaso et al., 2015). As
for the empirical level, the article offers novel insights into an issue that
lies at the core of EU foreign policy-making and of European integration
more in general. It draws on primary and secondary sources but also on orig-
inal data from 21 semi-structured interviews with EU and member states’
officials.

The remainder of the article is structured as follows. First, the article
draws up an empirical typology to identify the main dimensions of informal
groupings in EU foreign policy. Second, it presents a theoretical argument
explaining the emergence of the informal groupings considered. Third, it
tests this argument through a congruence analysis of the EU approach to
conflicts and crises in Europe’s neighborhood. Finally, it draws conclusions
from the examination presented and discusses its implications for the litera-
ture on EU foreign policy.

Conceptualizing informal groupings in EU foreign policy

In recent years, informal groupings have attracted the attention of both EU
and international relations scholars (Bassiri Tabrizi & Kienzle, 2020a; Laati-
kainen, 2017; Prantl, 2005; Smith, 2017; Smith & Laatikainen, 2020; Vrailas,
2017). However, existing scholarship has been generally marred by “concep-
tual stretching” (Sartori, 1970, p. 1034). The research community still lacks a
shared understanding of the analytical categories it employs to study this
phenomenon. Among other things, previous research has conceptualized
informal groupings as “directoires” (Bassiri Tabrizi & Kienzle, 2020b),
“informal international organizations” (Sauer, 2019), “intra-EU bottom-up
regional groups” (Cooper & Fabbrini, 2021), “lead groups” (Alcaro, 2018;
Alcaro & Siddi, 2021) and “like-minded groups” (Aggestam & Bicchi,
2019). Against this backdrop, there no systematic knowledge about informal
groupings in EU foreign policy.

One way of imposing some coherence is to develop a tentative empirical
typology (Collier et al., 2012). Based on the literature on ad hoc coalitions in
international security responses (Karlsrud & Reykers, 2020a) and on infor-
mal groupings in EU foreign policy (Delreux & Keukeleire, 2017), the pro-
posed typology considers the levels of formality and institutional
embeddedness as features qualifying informal groupings in EU foreign
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policy. By examining the level of formality, the article intends to differentiate
between formal and informal patterns of voluntary cooperation among
groups of member states. By investigating the level of institutional embedd-
edness, in turn, it aims to distinguish between groups of member states that
carry out their activities within the EU institutional framework and groups
that are disconnected from EU institutions.

It is possible to identify five general categories of member state groups
(Figure 1). The first three categories contain groups established using
formal mechanisms enshrined in the Lisbon Treaty, which allow subsets of
member states to advance their engagement to integrated efforts when the
rest of them are not willing to do so, including in EU foreign policy. Cru-
cially, these groups carry out their activities within the EU institutional fra-
mework. The remaining two categories consist of groups of member states
that, rather than being established through mechanisms explicitly envisaged
in the Lisbon Treaty, originate from informal patterns of interaction among
EU member states, and occasionally institutions.

The specific categories are the following. The first category is enhanced
cooperation. This involves closer cooperation among a group of at least
nine member states to protect EU interests and reinforce the integration
process (TEU, Art. 20). Although this mechanism was already established
in the 1997 Treaty of Amsterdam, it has never been employed in EU
foreign policy. The second category is implementation of a specific task by
a group of member states in Common Security and Defense Policy (CSDP)
(TEU, Art. 42.5 and Art. 44). This mechanism has never been employed
either.

Figure 1. Empirical typology of groupings of EU member states in EU foreign policy.
Source: own elaboration.
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The third category consists of permanent structured cooperation (PESCO)
in CSDP (TEU, Art. 42.6). Crucially, PESCO is the only formal treaty-based
arrangement member states have so far established to strengthen
cooperation in the security domain (11 December 2017) (EEAS, 2021;
Martill & Gebhard, 2023). Nonetheless, it is relevant to note that 25
member states of the 27 have joined this initiative (Biscop, 2018), turning
it into an arrangement to strengthen cooperation among essentially all
member states rather than to establish a “division of labor” among groups
of them (Delreux & Keukeleire, 2017).

The fourth and fifth categories consist of informal groupings which are
types of informal politics in the EU (Christiansen & Neuhold, 2013b).
Depending on their institutional embeddedness, it is possible to distinguish
between informal groupings occurring within the EU institutional framework
and informal groupings occurring outside the EU institutional framework but
remaining loosely connected to it (Müller, 2016; Rieker, 2021). In the fourth
category, informal dynamics of cooperation among member states occur
within the EU institutional system, especially within the European Council
and the Council of the EU. By coordinating their energies and resources
to reach specific objectives, these member states can influence, support
and even hinder the creation and implementation of certain EU policies.
Examples of this include the Visegrad Group’s activities regarding migration
(Zachová et al., 2018) and initiatives by Nordic EU member states concern-
ing EU development policies (Elgström, 2017).

In the fifth category, the dynamics unfold outside the formal EU frame-
work. These informal groupings generally lead EU foreign policy by interact-
ing with third parties in international settings such as directorate formats,
international contact groups, and/or international forums and organizations
(Onderco & Portela, 2023; Schade, 2023). Crucially, however, they do so
without necessarily receiving a formal mandate from EU institutions or
from the other member states. Onemay argue in this regard that in these inter-
national settings member states are acting in their capacity as nation states.
Indeed, the Lisbon Treaty maintains the intergovernmental nature of EU
foreign policy. Nonetheless, the EU legal order envisages a constitutional
mechanism to ensure unity in EU foreign affairs: “the duty of cooperation”
(Schütze, 2019). This duty clearly emerges from the provisions in the Lisbon
Treaty. In principle, it should be the High Representative and the President
of the European Council who represent the EU in international organizations
on matters related to foreign and security policy (TEU, Art. 27.2; TEU, Art.
15.6.2). Furthermore, “before undertaking any action on the international
scene or entering into any commitment that may affect the Union’s interests,
eachMember State shall consult the others within the European Council or the
Council,” and “coordinate their activities within the Council” with the High
Representative and other member states (TEU, Art. 32).
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As for member states participating in international organizations or con-
ferences in which not all the member states are present, their representatives
should consult the other member states’ representatives within the European
Council and the Council, they should inform the other member states and
the High Representative of any subject of common interest and coordinate
their activities with them to uphold EU positions (TEU, Art. 32, 34). Of
course, on several occasions informal groups of member states acting in
international settings have contributed to EU efforts in coordination with
EU institutions, as happened in the E3/EU nuclear negotiations with Iran
(Bassiri Tabrizi & Kienzle, 2020b). Often, however, it has been informal
groups of member states that have determined the EU’s general approach
(Sus, 2023). As in the case of the Normandy Format, these groups have
used the High Representative and EU structures as administrative support
while benefitting from EU resources (Amadio Viceré, 2018, 2021; Interviews
A, Q).

Considering all this, it is reasonable to argue that despite the Lisbon
Treaty’s attempts to further centralize member state foreign policies,
national governments have frequently opted to create groups as frameworks
to flexibly cooperate in pursuit of specific interests (Henke, 2019). Crucially,
when doing so they have mostly chosen informal arrangements rather than
the Lisbon Treaty’s predefined procedures. Resorting to informal governance
arrangements is common practice in any polity. Nonetheless, as the next
section demonstrates, the groups considered here do not resemble coalitions
of states emerging in polities that share common features with the EU, which
is to say federal regimes and international organizations.

Explaining the emergence and types of informal groupings

In federal regimes and in international organizations alike, it has become a
common practice for ad hoc coalitions of states to informally engage in
differentiated efforts in international affairs. Scholarship on federalism and
international relations stresses that non-central governments have been
increasingly active in formulating foreign policy in federal regimes
through informal coalitions that sometimes bind central governments
(Fry, 2017; Michelmann, 2009; Michelmann & Soldatos, 1990). Nevertheless,
these subnational actors do not generally engage in international settings
dealing with matters under the exclusive jurisdiction of central governments,
namely security-related issues (Kukucha, 2017; Paquin, 2010; Rubin, 2017).
Consequently, the analytical frameworks employed in these studies are not
useful for explaining the occurrence of the informal groups considered here.

At first sight, the literature on the implications of overlapping inter-
national organizations in international security arrangements would
provide a particularly useful framework. Indeed, scholars have successfully
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employed the concept of regime complexity (Aggarwal, 1998; Alter &
Meunier, 2009) to examine how states choose among multiple institutional
alternatives to carry out international crisis management, including with
respect to the EU (Brosig, 2015; Hofmann, 2009, 2011, 2019). However,
these analytical accounts are neither sufficient to explain why (European)
states remain anchored to the EU institutional framework nor in examining
specific informal governance arrangements. On the one hand, they do not
generally consider status distinctions among international organizations
(Abbott et al., 2015). This factor is of crucial importance given that the infor-
mal groups under examination have a level of embeddedness in the EU
formal institutional framework which is unprecedented in the interaction
between ad hoc military coalitions and international/regional organizations.
On the other hand, these perspectives generally focus on the governance
systems arising from state interactions (Biermann et al., 2009) rather than
on the drivers behind such interactions.

At the same time, it would be inappropriate to argue that these informal
groupings derive from member states’ institutional choices among multiple
institutional international crisis management alternatives to address
demands for cooperation in security policy (Hofmann, 2019). By drawing
on institutional choice accounts (Jupille et al., 2013), recent scholarly work
has demonstrated that states increasingly prefer ad hoc military coalitions
to address conflicts and crises rather than formalized global, regional, or
sub-regional security arrangements (Karlsrud & Reykers, 2019, 2020b),
including in the EU (Reykers, 2019). Nevertheless, the informal groups con-
sidered in this article do not resemble such coalitions for three main reasons.

First, member states participating in these informal groupings generally
commit time and effort to sustaining EU policies on specific foreign policy
issues in addition to those already devised by other member states and the
EU as a whole (Keukeleire, 2006). Second, the groups considered are not
simply implementing branches of pre-determined EU policies. They often
support, if not lead, the preparation, drawing up and evaluation of relevant
EU policies on specific dossiers (Helwig, 2020; Interviews A, B, C). Third and
last, national governments generally use ad hoc military coalitions for their
immediate responses to imminent conflicts and crises. However, the infor-
mal groupings considered are persistent over time, as is epitomized by the
informal group which has been participating in the Quint ever since 1994
(Gegout, 2002).

Bearing all this in mind, it is reasonable to argue that the informal group-
ings under examination are phenomena typical of the EU. Yet these group-
ings receive no attention in the main European integration theories. As is
rightly stressed by Schimmelfennig and Winzen (2020, p. 20), liberal inter-
governmentalism, neo-functionalism and post-functionalism focus on
explaining “uniform integration” or a lack thereof. Consequently, they
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neglect member state cooperation through flexible arrangements in EU
foreign policy. Conversely, the existing literature on informal groupings
does not generally consider them types of integrated practices in EU
foreign policy (Alcaro, 2018; Alcaro & Siddi, 2021; Carbone, 2013). Cer-
tainly, some scholars conceptualized informal groupings as differentiated
forms of functional cooperation established to complement or substitute
formal EU foreign policy processes (Bassiri Tabrizi, 2018; Cooper & Fab-
brini, 2021). Nonetheless, we are still missing an overarching theoretical
approach that explains the emergence of informal groupings and their
types in EU foreign policy. Studies on informal groupings lack a systematic
theoretical account of their determinants. Scholarly work on this matter was
either conducted through a predominantly inductive approach (Delreux &
Keukeleire, 2017; Rieker, 2021), focused on single cases (Alcaro, 2018;
Carbone, 2013; Elgström, 2017; Laatikainen, 2015; Sauer, 2019), or
adopted mono-causal arguments and explanations (Aggestam & Bicchi,
2019; Gegout, 2002).

In this context, while existing studies do not distinguish between the
different types that these groupings may assume in relation to EU foreign
policy, they do not consider their evolutions across time and policy issues.
For sure, Delreux and Keukeleire (2017) pioneering article stresses that
informal groupings may assume different forms, which may vary across
policy sectors and time. However, by conceptualizing informal groupings
only as instances of informal divisions of labor, this study disregards both
situations in which informal groupings may replace the EU and situations
in which they may cooperate with it while remaining loosely anchored to
the EU institutional framework. Such a narrow conceptualization may also
explain why, besides mapping the key dimensions of informal groupings’
various types, these scholars did not unpack the significance of each of
these types for EU foreign policy. More recently, Bassiri Tabrizi and
Kienzle (2020a) proposed a typology of different informal groups and their
significance for EU foreign policy. Still, they did so only regarding informal
groupings’ lack of legitimacy.

It should not come as a surprise then that this phenomenon remains
largely controversial. Some scholars consider informal groupings not only
as a source of segmentation of EU action, but also as means for the most
powerful member states to assert their dominance over others in EU
foreign policy (Fabbrini, 2014). In this regard, it has been argued that
their existence is always marred by a “substantial lack of legitimacy”
(Bassiri Tabrizi & Kienzle, 2020a). Others, in turn, claim that by accommo-
dating member states’ different preferences (Aggestam & Bicchi, 2019) and
capabilities (Delreux & Keukeleire, 2017), informal groups may not only
enhance the effectiveness but also the legitimacy of EU foreign policy
action (Alcaro & Siddi, 2021). As is discussed in the next section, the
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scholarly literatures on differentiation and informal governance in EU
foreign policy are useful to fill these research gaps.

Informal groupings and informal differentiated cooperation

The article conceptualizes the informal groupings under examination as
instances of differentiated cooperation. Based on such conceptualization, it
employs and adapts the special issue’s analytical framework to address
their occurrence at a micro-level of analysis (Amadio Viceré & Sus, 2023).
As envisaged in the special issue’s framework, it builds on the scholarly lit-
erature on differentiated European integration to provide an explanation for
the emergence of these groupings. This scholarly literature claims that since
policies related to core state powers are more politicized, integration in these
areas is more likely to be differentiated (Schimmelfennig & Winzen, 2020).
Differentiation should, in essence, be linked to the involvement of EU insti-
tutions in key state sovereignty functions (Genschel & Jachtenfuchs, 2016).
Existing studies on differentiated integration in core state powers pay only
limited attention to informal practices. By acknowledging the existence of
informal initiatives taking place outside EU framework but remaining
closely linked to it, Rieker’s special issue (2021) constitutes a valuable excep-
tion to such a “formalism.” Still, this study does not provide a theoretical
approach that can explain the occurrence of informal differentiated inte-
gration and identifies extremely unspecified drivers of it, which are mostly
related to the agency of EU member states and institutions. Additionally,
it does single out the various types that these groupings may assume in
relation to EU foreign policy.

All this considered, this article complements the scholarly literature on
differentiated integration with scholarship on informal politics in the EU
(Christiansen & Neuhold, 2013a). On one side, it conceptualizes these
groupings as instances of informal differentiated cooperation (IDC).
Indeed, rather than stemming from treaty-based mechanisms, these
groups originate from informal interactions among EU member states,
and occasionally institutions (Kleine, 2013). Furthermore, rather than
employing formal arrangements, they work by means of “non-codified and
not publicly sanctioned exchanges” (Christiansen, Follesdal, & Piattoni,
2003, p. 7). On other side, the article posits that there is a degree of depen-
dency between EU formal institutions and these informal groupings, rather
than just a juxtaposition of EU formal foreign policy framework with these
informal arrangements (Conrad, 2006). Based on the study of differentiated
integration of core state powers (Rittberger, Leuffen, & Schimmelfennig,
2013) and of informal politics in the EU, this article argues that conflicts
among EU member states and the weakness of EU capacity in relation to
specific policy issues are two explanatory factors for the emergence of the
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informal groupings considered. These factors determine respectively the
demand for and supply of IDC. While the demand-side explanation of
IDC refers to member states, the supply-side explanation refers to the EU.
For each of these factors it is possible to develop a specific argument.

First, disagreement. Disagreement among member states, stemming from
the incompatibility of their preferences, may create a demand for IDC.When
member states’ preferences are compatible their representatives may take
unanimous decisions within the European Council and the Council of the
EU, leading to uniformly integrated EU foreign policy (Amadio Viceré,
2016). However, policy areas related to core state powers, including
foreign and security policy, are characterized by a heterogeneity of
member states’ preferences. The latter provides fertile ground for disagree-
ments among member states about the distribution of gains and losses in
EU foreign policy (i.e., distributional conflicts) (Schimmelfennig &
Winzen, 2020). When these disagreements occur, intergovernmental bar-
gaining is unlikely to result in a uniformly integrated EU foreign policy
action. In this scenario, IDC may add situational flexibility (Kleine, 2013)
to formal intergovernmental bargaining by accommodating the heterogen-
eity of member states’ preferences. For sure, depending on the extent to
which member states’ goals are incompatible, disagreements may have
different intensity. Nonetheless, informal groupings may not only occur
when disagreements among member states have a high level of intensity
but also when they have a low level of intensity. Indeed, they may allow
member states to cooperate in ways that are closer to their preferences
than either no integration in foreign policy or uniform EU collective action.

Second, capacity. The weakness of EU capacity may generate a supply of
IDC. While EU institutions, such as the HR/VP and the Commission, would
use their capacities to maintain and/or foster uniformly integrated EU
foreign policy action, they may not have enough capacity to do so. On the
one hand, the EU may lack ideational capabilities (e.g., legitimacy; repu-
tation; competences), and hence be politically too weak to provide a collec-
tive response to a given conflict (Amadio Viceré, 2021). On the other, it may
lack material capacities (e.g., manpower; economic assets; operational assets)
to act as a crisis manager (Boin, Ekengren, & Rhinard, 2013; Smith, 2021).
While the EU has an extensive external economic action capacity in areas
such as trade and humanitarian aid, EU capabilities in policy areas linked
to core state powers are relatively weaker. In fact, since member states
have been reluctant to integrate core resources of sovereign government
(Genschel & Jachtenfuchs, 2018), at the EU level there is a general insuffi-
ciency of civilian and military capabilities for meeting EU foreign policy
objectives (Menon, 2013; Juncos & Blockmans, 2021). In this scenario, infor-
mal groups may not only replace EU crisis management capacity when
certain capabilities are missing but they may also complement it when
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capabilities are in place but are insufficient to address relevant conflicts and
crises (Interview A) (Helmke & Levitsky, 2004).

Regarding the emergence of specific types of informal groupings, this
article claims that it is the combination of the levels of disagreement
among EU member states and of EU capacity over time and across
different policy issues that determines their formation. By taking inspiration
from the literature on the international activities of subunits in federal
regimes (Duchacek, 1990), the article submits that informal groupings
may manifest themselves in three distinct types of differentiation in relation
to EU foreign policy: competitive; combinative and cooperative (see Table 1).
For each of these types, it is possible to develop a specific argument.

First, competitive differentiation. There may be a high level of disagree-
ment among member states on a specific policy issue on which the EU has
a low level of capacity. Highly conflicting goals are likely to generate stale-
mates within the European Council and Council of the EU. At the same
time, when the EU lacks the capacity to address a specific conflict/crisis, it
is unlikely that EU institutions will be able to provide an EU response.
Under these circumstances, informal groupings may replace EU formal insti-
tutions and arrangements. They may move outside the EU institutional fra-
mework, while remaining loosely connected to it. As member states of the
EU, group participants may continue to make use of EU reputation and
legitimacy, and thus of its political strength. Moreover, they may continue
to participate to intergovernmental gatherings and share information with
other representatives, while trying to influence the EU agenda. Despite
member states’ duty of cooperation in EU foreign affairs, however, these
groupings may compete with EU institutions and other member states in
some issue areas (Interview U). The excluded member states, in turn, are
likely to be “presented with a fait accompli and have no choice but to
accept informal groupings” (Interview T).

Second, cooperative differentiation. There can be a high level of disagree-
ment among EU member states on a specific policy issue and a high level of
EU capacity to address it. When there is a high level of disagreement, it is
unlikely that member states will find common ground within EU intergo-
vernmental forums and that a collective EU action would take place.
Under these circumstances, if the EU has the capacity to respond to the
crisis/conflict at stake, the activities of informal groupings are likely to

Table 1. Informal groups and differentiation: causes and types.
Capacity

Disagreement High Low

High Cooperative differentiation Competitive differentiation
Low Formal uniform EU foreign policy Combinative differentiation

Source: own elaboration.
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flow into the EU responses to specific policy issues ex post. These groups are
likely to inform the European Council of their activities retroactively, rather
than discussing their initiatives with other member states beforehand. At the
same time, they are likely to use EU structures as administrative supports,
while benefitting from EU resources. As for the rest of the member states,
while they may dislike this situation, they may have reasons not to oppose
the use of EU structures and the mobilization of EU resources. In fact,
they may have vetoed a collective EU effort because the issue at stake was
highly politicized in their domestic constituencies, but they may still be inter-
ested in the resolution of such issue or of an issue related to it.

Third, combinative differentiation. There may be a low level of disagree-
ment among member states on a specific policy issue on which the EU has
a low level of capacity. In this scenario, member states’ representatives in
the European Council and the Council may generally approve, or at least
do not oppose, a collective EU effort to address a specific conflict/crisis.
This notwithstanding, the EU may completely lack the necessary capacity
or may not have sufficient capacity to respond to such a crisis/conflict.
Under these circumstances, informal groupings may combine their activities
with EU institutions in international cooperation settings. The combination
of various initiatives by informal groups in EU foreign policy coordinated
streams may occur ex ante. Informal groupings are likely to coordinate
with EU institutions and the rest of the member states before carrying out
their activities. They may support the preparation, elaboration and evalu-
ation of relevant EU policies within a specific dossier. In this context,
member states participating in informal groupings may commit their capa-
bilities to sustain EU policies towards specific foreign policy issues, or comp-
lement those already devised by the EU as a whole. As for the excluded
member states, depending on their specific goals they may approve and/or
simply be not interested in the informal groupings’ activities.

Informal groupings of the EU in Kosovo, Libya, and Syria

The article employs congruence analysis to assess the explanatory power of
the proposed theoretical approach. Using congruence as a method allows
making claims about plausible causal relationships. Contrary to process
tracing, congruence analysis does not generally involve a full-fledged theo-
rized causal mechanism (Beach & Pedersen, 2019). Nonetheless, this case
study method is particularly suitable to start addressing the above-discussed
gaps in research on informal groupings. In fact, while congruence is suitable
to test initial theoretical hypotheses in the form of a plausibility probe,
process tracing is more suitable to putting to test promising causal conjec-
tures that had been already confirmed trough congruence. Unlike Blatter
and Haverland’s (2012) understanding of congruence as competitive
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theory tests, this article uses what Beach and Pedersen call “theory-testing
congruence” (Beach & Pedersen, 2016, p. 275). Through this specific
method, researchers can adopt a comparative design to examine a causally
homogenous population of cases and evaluate the validity of theoretical
hypotheses through a plausibility probe. Finding proof of the theorized
causal relationship in more than one case study offers a stronger confir-
mation of the claims made about its existence. Bearing these methodological
tenets in mind, the article offers a congruence analysis of the emergence and
various types of informal groups in Europe’s neighborhood, where most of
the conflicts and crises the EU has faced after the Lisbon Treaty’s ratification
happened. Within this empirical field, it examines a causally homogenous
population of cases composed of Kosovo, Libya, and Syria.

As a matter of fact, we can be confident that the required contextual con-
ditions, the cause, and the outcome of the phenomenon considered are
present in all of these cases. Concerning the required contextual condition,
the cases considered all consists of foreign and security policy dossiers,
and hence relate to member states’ core state powers. As for the cause, it
is reasonable to assume that in all these cases EU foreign policy was
marred by disagreements among member states and/or the weakness of
EU capacity (Amadio Viceré, 2018; Cavatorta & Turcotte, 2019; Fabbrini,
2014). Regarding the outcome, in all these cases informal groups of EU
member states cooperated with non-EU actors in larger formalized inter-
national cooperation settings, making decisions that affected other
member states without their participation. Nevertheless, on the one hand,
these case studies have never been systematically examined in relation to
the occurrence of informal groupings. On the other hand, previous studies
on informal groupings taking place in these cases do not offer a plausible
causal explanation for their emergence and various types (Gegout, 2002;
Sepos, 2005).

This section examines the degree of congruence between the causal
hypotheses deduced from the proposed theoretical approach and the
observed empirical fingerprints within the cases selected. In particular, the
article’s empirical analysis is based on triangulation of data drawn from pub-
licly available sources and on original ones. As for publicly available data, the
article carries out an extensive examination of documents collected from EU
official online repositories, such as conclusions of the European Council and
the Council, and EU decision-makers’ public statements. These sources can
yield information about informal groupings’ embeddedness in EU insti-
tutional framework, as well as about their various types in relation to
formal EU foreign policy. Additionally, the article examines historical docu-
ments gathered from the Historical Archives of the EU. These documents
include proceedings and reports of EU institutions and of the Western Euro-
pean Union’s Assembly. Archival records are particularly useful to collect
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unpublished, declassified evidence about institutional behaviors, as well as to
study the consequences of institutions and events in the long run (Kim,
2022). The original data, in turn, include 21 semi-structured elite interviews.
The latter were conducted between January and July 2022 face-to-face, over
the phone and virtually with EU and member state officials involved in the
cases examined (see the List of Interviews below). Interviews are a particu-
larly useful method to cast light on the causes and types of informal govern-
ance (Lodge, 2013). To contextualize these primary sources, the article
employs secondary sources, such as policy reports and newspapers.

Kosovo

The Quint stems from the Contact Group which was initially established in
1994 to address the Bosnian conflict (Interviews B, D, P). The Contact Group
steered the response of the international community to the 1998–1999
conflict in Kosovo (Interviews B, H). Within it, an informal group of
member states consisting of France, Germany, Italy, and the United
Kingdom coordinated its efforts while interacting with the United States
and Russia (Schwegmann, 2000). In practice, this format served to coordi-
nate a U.S.-led coalition of EU member states throughout the conflict,
while establishing cooperative ties with Russia (Amadio Viceré, 2019). The
informal group of EU member states participating in this Contact Group
essentially replaced the EU formal institutions and arrangements, determin-
ing the European response to the Kosovo conflict because of a combination
of a high level of disagreement among EU member states and a low level of
EU capacity. As for disagreement, in the words of a member state diplomat,
“because of strong internal divisions among EU member states regarding the
Kosovo conflict, there were individual initiatives by member states which
completely moved outside of what used to be the European framework”
(Interview P). Tellingly, in September 1998 a motion for a resolution
stated that the European Parliament was “outraged by the Council’s inertia
on the Kosovo issue” (European Parliament, 1998b, p. 2). Concerning
capacity, the EU did not have sufficient crisis management tools to address
the conflict (Interviews B; P). Certainly, it imposed economic sanctions on
Serbia and an arms embargo on Kosovo. Nevertheless, it did not possess
the necessary military assets to back its diplomatic efforts (Duke, 1999).

Over time, this informal group remained anchored to the EU, although
loosely. EU institutions systematically made reference to the outcomes of
the Contact Group’s meetings in their statements and during the drawing
up of EU policies (Council of the EU, 1998; European Parliament, 1998a).
They fully supported the Contact Group’s efforts, and welcomed and sus-
tained its measures exerting pressure on Serbia (Assembly of the Western
European Union, 1998). Nonetheless, the informal group of EU member
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states acting within the Contact Group generated an instance of competitive
differentiation. On the one hand, it made decisions that affected the choices
of other member states and the EU without any form of policy coordination
beforehand (Sepos, 2005). An interviewee claims that “if there was already a
common position of France, Germany, Italy, and the United Kingdom
within the Contact Group, the Council’s conclusions were reporting such
position verbatim” (Interview P). In particular, the United Kingdom used
the Council’s rotating presidency to act as agenda setter and anchor EU
activities to the Contact Group’s decisions (Council of the EU, 1998; UK Par-
liament, 2000). On the other hand, the member states excluded and EU insti-
tutions were reported to voice disapproval of the existence of the group
(Gegout, 2002). Some European Parliament members went so far as to
“call on the member states represented in the Contact Group to withdraw
so that they may be replaced by a European Union Representation” (Euro-
pean Parliament, 1998b, p. 3). Against this backdrop, Russia, which
opposed any arrangement giving a security role to NATO, supported the
Contact Group-initiated peace talks at the 1999 Rambouillet Conference.
However, because of its disagreement with the possible deployment of a
NATO-led force in the region, it left the Group during the negotiations. It
is from the Contact Group’s ashes that the Quint arose as the main format
for France, Germany, Italy, and the United Kingdom to cooperate with the
United States on the Balkans without Russia’s involvement (Gegout, 2010;
Weller, 2009).

After the 1999 NATO bombing campaign against Serbian forces, the EU
institutions took over the approach to Kosovo, in particular its economic
reconstruction (Wouters et al., 2006; Interview H). Nonetheless, the Quint
members came back to the forefront of EU policies on Kosovo not long
after the coming into force of the Lisbon Treaty. At the time, the EU
approach to Kosovo featured high disagreement (Interviews C, K, L). Five
member states, namely Cyprus, Greece, Romania, Slovakia, and Spain did
not recognize Kosovo’s 2008 unilateral declaration of independence. Con-
cerning EU capacity, the EU had at its disposal the enlargement process,
which had given it considerable influence in the Western Balkans, including
in conflict management (Hughes, 2012; Juncos, 2013). As an EU official
explained, because of the EU enlargement policy “the EU’s capacity to
have an impact was much higher” (Interview U). Nonetheless, to ensure
EU influence over local actors there was the need to maintain transatlantic
cohesion between the EU and the US (Interview D, U). Indeed, the EU insti-
tutions attempted to stabilize the relationship between Serbia and Kosovo by
linking their EU accession prospects (Amadio Viceré, 2016, 2020). Under
these circumstances, EU foreign policy witnessed the emergence of an
instance of cooperative differentiation. While coordinating with the United
States in the Quint, the informal group cooperated with EU institutions.
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According to a diplomat of one of the EU member states participating in the
Quint, “since there is the facilitation exercise with the [EU] special represen-
tative, we member states follow the flow rather than direct it” (Interview B).
At the same time, an EU official explained the role of the Quint on Kosovo as
follows: “It’s the Quint plus the EU […] It comes on top of the specific EU
foreign policy coordination mechanism” (Interview G).

In practice, the member states involved in the Quint fully supported the
beginning of EU-mediated dialogue (Interview P) and sustained its unfold-
ing (Interviews B, C, D). For instance, in September 2010 German Foreign
Minister GuidoWesterwelle and British foreign minister William Hague tra-
veled to Serbia to convince Belgrade on the need to change a United Nations’
(UN) draft resolution which served as the basis for beginning EU-mediated
negotiations. Moreover, German Chancellor Angela Merkel fully supported
the actual beginning of talks in March 2011 (ECFR, 2012). At the local level,
the diplomatic missions of the informal grouping played a crucial role in sus-
taining the unfolding of dialogue (Interview R, S). An interviewee reported
that the Quint members and EU representatives coordinated and prepared
statements which, if needed, would then be presented as Quint ambassador
declarations. As she explained, “The EU has a status neutral approach to
Kosovo. So, we cannot join statements that take a non-status neutral EU
approach” (Interview G).

Another relevant example is the Berlin Process for the Western Balkans
(Interviews A, D, I, L, M, O). This was established in summer 2014 on an
initiative by German Chancellor Merkel immediately after the European
Commission declaring that there would be no further EU enlargement in
the period 2014–2019 (European Western Balkans, 2014). Within the
Process, an informal group of member states composed of Austria, Bulgaria,
Croatia, France, Greece, Germany, Italy, Poland, Slovenia, and the United
Kingdom alongside EU representatives cooperated with the Western
Balkans countries interested in joining the EU. The emergence of this infor-
mal group can be ascribed to a combination of a low disagreement within the
EU and a low level of capacity. Regarding the level of disagreement, the
member states generally agreed on a need to facilitate resolution of bilateral
disputes in the Western Balkans. Crucially, by facilitating regional
cooperation the Berlin Process could foster stabilization of the relationship
between Belgrade and Pristina (Interview L). As for the level of capacity,
enlargement fatigue had been marring EU leverage linked to the accession
prospects of Kosovo and Serbia (Interview B, U). As expected, the informal
group acting within the Berlin Process represented an instance of combina-
tive differentiation. Within the Process, the informal group combined its
activities with those of the EU institutions. Not only did the Berlin Process
formally include EU institutions but it also took place with overt financial
support by the European Commission (Marciacq, 2017). As an interviewee
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explained, the ambition of the Berlin Process was to put forward a series of
infrastructure interventions which necessarily “required massive resources
coming from the EU budget” (Interview H). The Western Balkans Invest-
ment Framework served as transmission belt for such resources. Interest-
ingly, this platform’s strategic board was recently revised to include all
member states within it. In the words of an interviewee,

member states that did not participate in the Berlin process did not like to see
discussions about EU funds they contribute to without being part of the
decision-making process […] Obviously, a mechanism that commits
common resources cannot but involve all member states. (Interview B)

Libya

During the first phases of the Libyan conflict, an informal group of EU
member states composed of Belgium, Bulgaria, Denmark, France,
Germany, Greece, Italy, Luxembourg, Malta, the Netherlands, Poland,
Spain, and Sweden cooperated with third-party actors within the Libya
Contact Group, also known as the Friends of Libya Group (FLG). The
then U.S. Secretary of State, Hillary Clinton, was particularly active in estab-
lishing such contact group in March 2011 and in securing that the countries
participating in it would recognize the TNC as the Libya’s legitimate govern-
ment (U.S. Department of State, 2011). As for the informal group of EU
member states, it emerged because of a high level of disagreement and a
low level of capacity in the EU. Regarding disagreement, when the FLG
was established there were strong divisions among EU member states on
the strategy to adopt towards the Libyan crisis (Koenig, 2014). While
France and the United Kingdom favored military intervention, Germany
opposed it (Amadio Viceré & Tercovich, 2022). In addition, although the
EU was able to provide humanitarian aid and impose sanctions, it lacked
the military capacity to promote regime change in Libya (Fabbrini, 2014).
Formally, the main aim of the FLG was to support the Libyan National Tran-
sitional Council during the conflict, leading to the ousting of Muammar
Gaddafi (UK Government, 2011). However, the format essentially intended
to produce legitimacy for the military intervention, which had been “essen-
tially unilateral” and for a “responsibility to protect” which was not clear yet
(Interview L). Against this backdrop, the informal group of EU member
states cooperated in particular with the US and regional stakeholders. In
doing so, it generated an instance of competitive differentiation. Certainly,
over time the EU officially welcomed the establishment of the FSG
(Council of the EU, 2011a, 2011b) and committed to “engage energetically”
with it (Council of the EU, 2011c, p. 6). In practice, however, it played no role
in this format (Interviews A, J, L).
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Later, the EU sought to support the emergence of a new administration
through capacity building programs (Interview N), in particular through
the launch of a Border Assistance Mission (EUBAM) in 2014. Nevertheless,
it was the UN rather than the EU that was at the forefront in the international
community’s facilitation of a political transition in Libya (Interviews A, J, L).
Since the related discussion mostly occurred in the UN Security Council
(UNSC), a series of formats emerged around the P3, namely three
members of the UNSC: France, the United Kingdom, and the United
States. The emergence of the P3 format in this policy dossier can be ascribed
to a low level of disagreement within the EU coupled with a low level of
capacity. Regarding disagreement, in the period considered no significant
divisions emerged among the EU member states over the creation of a
national unity government in Libya (ECFR, 2016). Indeed, the EU insti-
tutions were determined to engage in this process (EEAS, 2014; Interview
N). Regarding capacity, however, the EU lacked the necessary leverage to
exert high-level political pressure and promote international coordination,
and hence to push the conflicting parties into dialogue and keep the dialogue
going while halting interference by regional powers (Toaldo, 2016). Conse-
quently, it had to remain dependent on the “good faith” of the UNSC players
(Interview reported in Marcuzzi, 2022).

The P3 + 5, for instance, was formally established with the outbreak of the
2014 civil war. In addition to France, the United Kingdom, and the United
States, it included the EU, the UN, Italy, Germany, and Spain. Its main
aim was to favor political dialogue while safeguarding the arms embargo
on Libya (EEAS, 2015a). The P3 + 3, in turn, emerged around the nego-
tiations that led to the December 2015 Libyan Political Agreement (ECFR,
2016; Toaldo, 2016). In this case, the “+3” consisted of Italy, which had a rel-
evant presence in Libya, and the United Arab Emirates (UAE) and Egypt,
which had been involved as they had the potential to persuade Libyan
General Khalifa Haftar to reach a political agreement. In essence, this
format served to exert pressure over the UAE and Egypt (Interview J).
However, the most relevant and durable P3 format steering the EU approach
to the Libyan political transition was the P3 + 2, in which the “+2” consisted
of Italy and Germany (Interviews A, I, L, M, J, O). While the activities of the
P3 + 2 informal grouping remained anchored to the EU (Interview L),
empirical evidence indicates that this group generated an instance of combi-
native differentiation. An interviewee described the P3 + 2’s relationship
with EU foreign policy as follows: “Italy, France, Germany, and the United
Kingdom know very well that all this always flows into the channel of EU
action” (Interview A). Furthermore, another interviewee stressed that
during relevant developments in the Libyan dossier, if there was an EU
press release there would be no P3 + 2 one and vice versa (Interview J).
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Nonetheless, with the outbreak of the 2019–2020 civil war andTurkey’smili-
tary intervention in it, the Berlin Process on Libya emerged as the main inter-
national cooperation setting on Libya within the UN framework. Established
in September 2019 by an initiative of the German government and Special
Representative of the UN Secretary-General Ghassan Salamé, the Process
aimed to include the P3 + 2 members and, because of German insistence, the
EU. Over time it was gradually extended to international actors with a stake
in the Libyan crisis (German Federal Foreign Office, 2020). The emergence of
the informal grouping acting in this Process can be ascribed to high levels of dis-
agreement within the EU coupled with a high level of capacity. Regarding dis-
agreement, divisions among the EU member states, particularly France and
Italy, had been marring the EU approach to the Libyan political transition
(Interview L). The EU’s level of capacity, in turn, was relatively high. Since
neither the UN nor the UN-backed Government of National Accord had
invited the EU to intervene, it lacked the legitimacy to do so. In addition, the
EU did not possess the military assets necessary to halt Haftar’s offensive by
force (Marcuzzi, 2022). All this notwithstanding, unlike other international sta-
keholders, the EUhad strong diplomatic authority (Megerisi, 2020). Indeed, the
informal grouping of EUmember states used this authority to come back to the
diplomatic arena in the context of theBerlinProcess and “turn thepolitical spot-
light on the Libyan crisis” (Interview I).

For sure, the EU role in the Berlin process has been contested by relevant
actors involved in it. Turkey, which considered theEUcrisismanagement oper-
ation in theMediterranean Sea EUNAVFORMEDIRINI as aGreek-led initiat-
ive against itself, had been opposing the EU activities within the Process. Russia,
in turn, had been reported to have opposed the explicit mention of EU contri-
bution in the declaration of the second Berlin Conference to seek revenge
against EU sanctions (Interview A). This notwithstanding, in practice, the
activities of the informal group of EU member states manifested themselves
in the form of cooperative differentiation. Tellingly, the Council was “debriefed
about the outcomes”of theBerlinProcess (Council of theEU, 2020, p. 5).On the
initiative of Italian EU officials, the EU chose the economic working group
(Interviews J, M, T). At the diplomatic level, EEAS officials had been engaging
with this working group, in which the “member states had neither the human
resources nor the technical capabilities” (Interview J). In the field, in turn, the
European Commission had “used some of its policy programs to feed policy-
related information, research and recommendations on the economic aspects
of the working group” (Interview M).

Syria

EU foreign policy on Syria witnessed the emergence of an informal group
within the Friends of Syria Group (FSG). The FSG was established in early
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2012 on the initiative of France in response to stalemate in the UNSC after
Russia and China vetoed a draft resolution on a peace plan for Syria in Febru-
ary 2012 (UNSC, 2012). Its main objective was to put pressure on the Syrian
regime while working around the UNSC as long as it remained deadlocked
(Crocker et al., 2014). Initially, the FSG consisted of 60 countries, representa-
tives of various international organizations including theEU (FSG, 2012a) and
an informal group of EUmember states consisting of France, Germany, Italy,
and the United Kingdom. Since the beginning of Syrian protests in March
2011 there had been a general agreement within the EU, mostly fostered by
France, on the need for Syrian President Bashar Al-Assad to step down (Inter-
view F). Over time, the EU imposed a series of economic sanctions on the
regime and suspended bilateral cooperation with it (European Parliament,
2012). However, there was a high level of disagreement within the EU about
the launch of military operations to provide relief to the Syrian population
and sustain anti-Assad forces. In fact, EU member states were divided
between ones which advocated a military intervention in Syria (i.e., France
and the United Kingdom, supported by Germany and the Netherlands) and
ones which favored settlement of the crisis through negotiations (Bouris &
Nacrour, 2018). Additionally, the EU had a limited capacity in this regard.
While the EU lacked a UN mandate to deploy a military operation in a
third country, it did not possess the necessary assets to face Syria’s powerful
army and its international allies (Koenig, 2017). It is against this backdrop
that the FSG sought to address the Syrian conflict, including by supporting
the Syrian opposition (FSG, 2012a, 2012b).

The EU welcomed the establishment of the FSG and its initiatives against
the Syrian regime (Council of the EU, 2012a) and took its activities in strong
consideration when discussing the Syrian dossier (Council of the EU, 2012b).
Meanwhile, as an interviewee explained, “under the pressure of particularly
influential member states such as France, it carved out for itself a role of
humanitarian assistance” (Interview A). Tellingly, the EU was considered
“an elephant that could have an impact because it had the strength of huma-
nitarian aid” (Interview F). EU role as major provider of humanitarian assist-
ance to Syria is reflected in the fact that the EU chaired the FSG’s donor
coordination work. Although the FSG was anchored to the EU, the informal
grouping within this Group generated an instance of competitive differen-
tiation. At the time, FSG membership was “essential for any actor wishing
to play a role in post-al-Assad Syria” (Interview reported in European Parlia-
ment, 2012, p. 42). Consequently, as part of the EU’s “contribution to the
diplomatic efforts being deployed” then High Representative Catherine
Ashton maintained “her own contacts” with the FSG (European Commis-
sion, 2012, p. 20). Nonetheless, while Ashton made it clear that the FSG state-
ments “did not reflect an official EU position” (Council of the EU, 2012c,
p. 2), the scant relevance of her and the EU in the FSG encountered harsh
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criticism (European Parliament, 2013, p. 246). In this respect, a diplomat
stated that the EU representatives had been invited “to have a coverage”
(Interview F).

Eventually, while the FSG—and other political initiatives by the Arab
League and by Iran and Russia—proved unsuccessful (Interview D), a new
format emerged within the UN-led process: the International Syria
Support Group (ISSG) (European Parliament, 2016). The ISSG was created
during peace talks on Syria held in Vienna in late 2015 with the aim of sup-
porting the implementation of a ceasefire in Syria (EEAS, 2015b) through a
2012 Geneva communiqué (United Nations, 2012). It was proposed by the
US and Russia, which supported opposite sides in the conflict. Indeed, the
Russian military intervention in favor of Assad had changed the conflict’s
power dynamics, upending the U.S. strategies. Russia, in turn, was eager to
engage in an international diplomatic context and gain legitimacy for its
activities in Syria. Against this backdrop, the ISSG comprised regional and
international organizations and various countries, including in the Middle
Eastern and Northern African region. Most importantly, an informal
group of EUmember states consisting of France, Germany, Italy, the Nether-
lands, Spain, and the United Kingdom worked alongside the EU institutions
within the ISSG as well. At the EU level, this informal group emerged
because of high disagreement coupled with a high level of capacity in the
EU. The progressive rise of the Nusra Front and Daesh on the rebel side
had turned Assad into a partner in the fight against terrorism, while the Sep-
tember 2015 Russian intervention had strengthened the Syrian regime. Some
member states headed by France remained firm in their stance against Assad,
whereas others were ready to pursue a policy of accommodation to beat
Daesh (Cavatorta & Turcotte, 2019). Against this backdrop, the EU lacked
centralized capacity to conduct a military fight against ISIS but continued
to have a high level of humanitarian capacity (Interview A).

As expected, the informal grouping generated an instance of cooperative
differentiation. EU member states “fully supported” the ISSG’s efforts to
end the conflict in Syria through a political process (European Council,
2015, p. 7). At the same time, the EU institutions sustained the ISSG’s work
(European Commission, 2016) while cooperating with its members (Euro-
pean Parliament, 2018). Not only did the ISSG establish a Humanitarian
Task Force but empirical evidence suggests that the informal groups of
member states were steering the EU approach to the Syrian humanitarian
crisis while cooperating with third parties within the ISSG (Interviews A, E,
F; Italian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2016). Interestingly, while the UN
Special Envoy for Syria Geir Pedersen was reported to interact directly with
those EU member states, he was also the one inviting the EU to join the
ISSG. Meanwhile, the ISSG monitored a U.S.-Russia ceasefire agreement
which allowed a U.S.-led international coalition and Russia to launch air
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strikes against Daesh and the Nusra Front (GRI, 2016). Eventually, however,
the ISSG’s political activities slowed down. As the above-quoted diplomat
explained, at the time being, the ISSG “is dormant. The humanitarian task
meets, but the political part has not met for several years. This may be
because Iran and the US are in it1” (Interview F).

Conclusion

By examining the EU approach to conflicts and crises in its neighborhood,
this article has found empirical evidence in favor of the special issue’s theor-
etical approach and of the analytical framework it proposes. It confirmed the
relevance of systematically incorporating informal governance developing
not only within but also outside the EU framework to explain the emergence
of differentiated cooperation in EU foreign policy. The central argument of
the article is that the emergence of informal groupings can be ascribed to
problems associated with the European integration of core state powers. In
this sense, informal groupings can be conceived as coping strategies that
the EU devises, alongside externalization of its crisis management activities
to third parties (Amadio Viceré, 2021), to address the heterogeneity of
member states’ preferences and its lack of capacity-building in areas corre-
sponding to key functions of state sovereignty.

In particular, the article’s findings indicate thatwhile disagreements among
EU member states and EU capacity are the main determinant of informal
groupings, the combination of these two factors over time and across
different policy issues determines specific types of informal groupings in
relation to EU foreign policy (see Table 2). Indeed, the Western Balkans’
Berlin Process and the P3 + 2 format indicate that when the member states
generally agreed on a collective effort but lacked the capacities to address a
specific policy issue, informal groupings have complemented the EU activities

Table 2. Informal groups and differentiation: Kosovo, Libya, and Syria.

Case
study

International
setting of
cooperation Policy issue Disagreement Capacity

Form of
differentiation

Kosovo Quint I Kosovo Conflict High Low Competitive
Quint II Belgrade-Pristina

Dialogue
High High Cooperative

Berlin Process Resolution of bilateral
disputes through
regional cooperation

Low Low Combinative

Libya Friends of Libya Regime change High Low Competitive
P3 + 5/3/2 Political transition Low Low Combinative
Berlin Process Political transition High High Cooperative

Syria Friends of Syria Regime change High Low Competitive
International Syria
Support Work

Humanitarian crisis High High Cooperative

Source: own elaboration.
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in international cooperation settings.While generating instances of combina-
tive differentiation, they tempered the lack of effective policy co-ordination
marring EU foreign policy. At the same time, the Quint, the Berlin Process
on Libya, and the ISSG show that when a high level of disagreement within
the EU coupled with a high level of capacity, informal groupings manifested
themselves as instances of cooperative differentiation in EU foreign policy.
Nonetheless, when there have been high levels of disagreement among EU
member states and the EU has lacked the capacities to address specific
issues, informal groupings have essentially replaced EU formal institutions.
The Contact Group, the FLG and the FSG demonstrate that these groupings
gave rise to forms of competitive differentiation within EU foreign policy.

Against this backdrop, one may wonder whether over time member states’
preferences for informal groupsmight reverse the progressive trend of centra-
lization of member states’ foreign policies in the European integration
process. As the informal groupings considered are an unprecedented
phenomenon in both federal regimes and international organization, they
inevitably raise an important theoretical challenge for the European inte-
gration of core state powers. At first sight, these groupings seem to be positive
devices rendering EU foreign policy more efficient and hence strengthening
the EU stance in the international arena. Indeed, these distinctive patterns
of interaction among member states may make EU foreign policy decision-
making processes quicker and increase the likelihood that member states
will devote their resources to achieving EU objectives in international politics.
Nonetheless, they cannot be considered a panacea for the urgent need to
reform EU governance. Not only can informal groupings as they stand
serve only short-term purposes but they are likely to sustain governance
action inmultiple segmented patterns (Bátora & Fossum, 2019) thus hamper-
ing the overall consistency of EU foreign policy. In addition, it is reasonable to
argue that informal groupings are likely to decrease the already limited legiti-
macy of EU foreign policy (cf. Kleine, 2013). In fact, although their activities
also have externalities on member states that are excluded from them, infor-
mal groupings lack mechanisms to ensure their accountability.

Note

1. Iran’s participation to the ISSG was facilitated by its rapprochement with the
US in the context of the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JPCOA) signed
in July 2015.

Acknowledgements

The author would like to thank the participants of the workshop “Differentiation in
EU Foreign and Security Policy,” held at the Robert Schuman Centre for Advanced
Studies/European University Institute on October 21–22, 2021, especially Philipp

CONTEMPORARY SECURITY POLICY 23



Genschel who acted as discussant for this paper. Early versions of this article were
presented at the European Union Studies Association’s Conference (EUSA)
(Miami, FL, May 19–21, 2022) and at the Conference of the Standing Group on
the European Union of the European Consortium for Political Research (ECPR,
SGEU) (Rome, IT, June 8–10, 2022), where they were fruitfully discussed by Benja-
min Leruth and Sophie Vanhoonacker respectively. The author would also like to
thank the journal editors and the anonymous reviewers for their very useful
comments.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Funding

The research leading to this publication has received funding from the European
Union’s Horizon 2020 Research and Innovation Programme under the Marie Skło-
dowska-Curie Grant Agreement No. 892444.

ORCID

Maria Giulia Amadio Viceré http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5462-5418

Reference list

List of Interviews

Interview A – In person, 26 January 2022. EU Member State Official.
Interview B – Online, 28 January 2022. EU Member State Official.
Interview C – Online, 28 January 2022. EU Official.
Interview D – Phone Conversation, 31 January 2022. EU Official.
Interview E – Online, 31 January 2022. EU Official.
Interview F – In person, 1 February 2022. EU Member State Official.
Interview G – Online, 2 February 2022. EU Official.
Interview H – Online, 3 February 2022. EU Official.
Interview I – In person, 4 February 2022. EU Member State Official.
Interview J – Online, 4 February 2022. EU Official.
Interview K – Online, 10 February 2022. EU Member State Official.
Interview L – Online, 11 February 2022. EU Member State Official.
Interview M – Online, 15 February 2022. EU Official.
Interview N – Online, 16 February 2022. EU Official.
Interview O – Online, 16 February 2022. EU Member State Official.
Interview P – Phone Conversation, 21 February 2022. EU Member State Official.
Interview Q – Online, 4 March 2022. EU Official.
Interview R – In person, 4 July 2022. EU Official.
Interview S – In person, 4 July 2022. EU Official.
Interview T – In person, 4 July 2022. EU Official.

24 M. G. AMADIO VICERÉ

http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5462-5418


Interview U – In person, 7 July 2022. EU Official.
Abbott, K. W., Genschel, P., Snidal, D., & Zangl, B. (Eds.). (2015). International

organizations as orchestrators. Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.
1017/CBO9781139979696

Aggarwal, V. K. (1998). Institutional designs for a complex world: Bargaining, lin-
kages, and nesting. Cornell University Press. https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.
7591j.ctvv414p7.

Aggestam, L., & Bicchi, F. (2019). New directions in EU foreign policy governance:
Cross-loading, leadership and informal groupings. JCMS: Journal of Common
Market Studies, 57(3), 515–532. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.12846

Aggestam, L., & Johansson, M. (2017). The leadership paradox in EU foreign policy.
JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies, 55(6), 1203–1220. https://doi.org/10.
1111/jcms.12558

Alcaro, R. (2018). Europe and Iran’s nuclear crisis lead groups and EU foreign policy-
making. Palgrave Macmillan.

Alcaro, R., & Siddi, M. (2021). Lead groups in EU foreign policy: The cases of Iran
and Ukraine. European Review of International Studies, 8(2), 143–165. https://doi.
org/10.1163/21967415-08020016

Alter, K. J., & Meunier, S. (2009). The politics of international regime complexity.
Perspectives on Politics, 7(1), 13–24. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592709090033

Amadio Viceré, M. G. (2016). The roles of the president of the European council and
the high representative in leading EU foreign policy on Kosovo. Journal of
European Integration, 38(5), 557–570. https://doi.org/10.1080/07036337.2016.
1178255

Amadio Viceré, M. G. (2018). The high representative and EU foreign policy inte-
gration A comparative study of Kosovo and Ukraine. Palgrave Macmillan.

Amadio Viceré, M. G. (2019). The future is back: The EU, Russia and the Kosovo-
Serbia Dispute (IAI Papers). Istituto Affari Internazionali. https://www.iai.it/en/
pubblicazioni/future-back-eu-russia-and-kosovo-serbia-dispute.

Amadio Viceré, M. G. (2020). Looking towards the east: The high representative’s
role in EU foreign policy on Kosovo and Ukraine. European Security, 29(3),
337–358. https://doi.org/10.1080/09662839.2020.1798405

Amadio Viceré, M. G. (2021). Externalizing EU crisis management: EU orchestration
of the OSCE during the Ukrainian conflict. Contemporary Security Policy, 42(4),
498–529. https://doi.org/10.1080/13523260.2021.1985287

Amadio Viceré, M. G., & Sus, M. (2023). Differentiated cooperation as the mode of
governance in EU foreign policy: Emergence, modes and implications.
Contemporary Security Policy, 44(1), Forthcoming.

Amadio Viceré, M. G., & Tercovich, G. (2022). Women on Mars: The two post-
Lisbon high representatives and EU foreign policy on Libya. In H. Müller, & I.
Tömmel (Eds.), Women and leadership in the European Union (pp. 112–128).
Oxford University Press.

Assembly of the Western European Union. (1998). WEU and crisis management in
the Balkans (WEU-91.014). Historical Archives of the European Union.

Balfour, R. (2015). Europe’s patchwork foreign policy needs more than a few new
stitches (Policy Brief Vol.2, No.6). The German Marshall Fund of the United
States. https://www.academia.edu/17985053/Europe_s_Patchwork_Foreign_
Policy_Needs_More_Than_a_Few_New_Stitches.

Bassiri Tabrizi, A. (2018). Informal groups of states: A growing role in EU foreign
policy after Brexit?. The RUSI Journal, 163(4), 62–70.

CONTEMPORARY SECURITY POLICY 25

https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139979696
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139979696
https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.7591/j.ctvv414p7
https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.7591/j.ctvv414p7
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.12846
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.12558
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.12558
https://doi.org/10.1163/21967415-08020016
https://doi.org/10.1163/21967415-08020016
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592709090033
https://doi.org/10.1080/07036337.2016.1178255
https://doi.org/10.1080/07036337.2016.1178255
https://www.iai.it/en/pubblicazioni/future-back-eu-russia-and-kosovo-serbia-dispute
https://www.iai.it/en/pubblicazioni/future-back-eu-russia-and-kosovo-serbia-dispute
https://doi.org/10.1080/09662839.2020.1798405
https://doi.org/10.1080/13523260.2021.1985287
https://www.academia.edu/17985053/Europe_s_Patchwork_Foreign_Policy_Needs_More_Than_a_Few_New_Stitches
https://www.academia.edu/17985053/Europe_s_Patchwork_Foreign_Policy_Needs_More_Than_a_Few_New_Stitches


Bassiri Tabrizi, A., & Kienzle, B. (2020a). Legitimation strategies of informal groups
of states: The case of the E3 directoire in the nuclear negotiations with Iran.
Cooperation and Conflict, 55(3), 388–405. https://doi.org/10.1177/001083672
0907630

Bassiri Tabrizi, A., & Kienzle, B. (2020b). The High Representative and directories in
European foreign policy: The case of the nuclear negotiations with Iran. European
Security, 29(3), 320–336. https://doi.org/10.1080/09662839.2020.1798407

Bátora, J., & Fossum, J. E. (Eds.). (2019). Towards a segmented European political
order: The European Union’s post crises conundrum. Routledge.

Beach, D., & Pedersen, R. B. (2016). Causal case study methods: Foundations and
guidelines for comparing, matching, and tracing. University of Michigan Press.

Beach, D., & Pedersen, R. B. (2019). Process-tracing methods. Foundations and guide-
lines. University of Michigan Press.

Biermann, F., Pattberg, P., van Asselt, H., & Zelli, F. (2009). The fragmentation of
global governance architectures: A framework for analysis. Global
Environmental Politics, 9(4), 14–40. https://doi.org/10.1162/glep.2009.9.4.14

Biscop, S. (2018). European defence: Give PESCO a chance. Survival, 60(3), 161–180.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00396338.2018.1470771

Blatter, J., & Haverland, M. (2012). Congruence analysis. In J. Blatter &M. Haverland
(Eds.), Designing case studies: Explanatory approaches in Small-N Research (pp.
144–204). Palgrave Macmillan UK.

Boin, A., Ekengren, M., & Rhinard, M. (2013). The European Union as crisis manager:
Patterns and prospects. Cambridge University Press.

Bouris, D., & Nacrour, A. (2018). The ins and outs of the EU’s shortcomings in Syria
(pp. 90–95) [Survey Changing Euro-Mediterranean Lenses]. Euromed.

Brosig, M. (2015). Cooperative peacekeeping in Africa: Exploring regime complexity.
Routledge. https://www.routledge.com/Cooperative-Peacekeeping-in-Africa-
Exploring-Regime-Complexity/Brosig/p/book/9781138310452.

Caporaso, J. A., Kim, M., Durrett, W. N., & Wesley, R. B. (2015). Still a regulatory
state? The European Union and the financial crisis. Journal of European Public
Policy, 22(7), 889–907. https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2014.988638

Carbone, M. (2013). Between EU actorness and aid effectiveness: The logics of EU aid
to Sub-Saharan Africa. International Relations, 27(3), 341–355. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0047117813497300

Cavatorta, F., & Turcotte, P.-M. (2019). The European Union and Syria: From con-
structive engagement to marginalization and back? In The War for Syria (pp. 261–
276). Routledge.

Christiansen, T., Follesdal, A., & Piattoni, S. (2003). Informal governance in the
European Union: An introduction. In T. Christiansen & S. Piattoni (Eds.),
Informal governance in the European Union (pp. 1–33). Edward Elgar.

Christiansen, T., & Neuhold, C. (2013a). Informal politics in the EU. JCMS: Journal
of Common Market Studies, 51(6), 1196–1206. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.12068

Christiansen, T., & Neuhold, C. (2013b). International handbook on informal govern-
ance. Edward Elgar. https://www.e-elgar.com/shop/gbp/international-handbook-
on-informal-governance-9781781001905.html.

Collier, D., LaPorte, J., & Seawright, J. (2012). Putting typologies to work: Concept
formation, measurement, and analytic rigor. Political Research Quarterly, 65(1),
217–232. https://doi.org/10.1177/1065912912437162

Conrad, B. (2006). Informal politics. Hamburg Review of Social Science, 1(3), 256–
272.

26 M. G. AMADIO VICERÉ

https://doi.org/10.1177/0010836720907630
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010836720907630
https://doi.org/10.1080/09662839.2020.1798407
https://doi.org/10.1162/glep.2009.9.4.14
https://doi.org/10.1080/00396338.2018.1470771
https://www.routledge.com/Cooperative-Peacekeeping-in-Africa-Exploring-Regime-Complexity/Brosig/p/book/9781138310452
https://www.routledge.com/Cooperative-Peacekeeping-in-Africa-Exploring-Regime-Complexity/Brosig/p/book/9781138310452
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2014.988638
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047117813497300
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047117813497300
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.12068
https://www.e-elgar.com/shop/gbp/international-handbook-on-informal-governance-9781781001905.html
https://www.e-elgar.com/shop/gbp/international-handbook-on-informal-governance-9781781001905.html
https://doi.org/10.1177/1065912912437162


Cooper, I., & Fabbrini, F. (2021). Regional groups in the European Union: Mapping an
unexplored form of differentiation (SSRN Scholarly Paper ID 3951827). Social
Science Research Network. https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=3951827.

Council of the EU. (1998). 2078th Council meeting. https://ec.europa.eu/
commission/presscorner/detail/en/PRES_98_86.

Council of the EU. (2011a). 21st EU-GCC joint council and ministerial meeting.
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-3502-2011-INIT/en/pdf.

Council of the EU. (2011b). EU military operation in support of humanitarian assist-
ance operations in response to the crisis situation in Libya (‘EUFOR Libya’). https://
data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9579-2011-INIT/en/pdf.

Council of the EU. (2011c). Joint debate—Situation in Libya. https://data.consilium.
europa.eu/doc/document/ST-14491-2011-INIT/en/pdf.

Council of the EU. (2012a). Council conclusions on Syria. https://data.consilium.
europa.eu/doc/document/ST-6943-2012-INIT/en/pdf.

Council of the EU. (2012b). Main results of the council. https://data.consilium.
europa.eu/doc/document/ST-17438-2012-REV-1/en/pdf.

Council of the EU. (2012c). Summary record of the meeting of the Foreign Affairs
Committee (AFET) of the European Parliament.

Council of the EU. (2020). Outcome of the council meeting. https://data.consilium.
europa.eu/doc/document/ST-6117-2020-INIT/en/pdf.

Crocker, C. A., Hampson, F. O., &Aall, P. (2014). A global security vacuumhalf-filled:
Regional organizations, hybrid groups and security management. International
Peacekeeping, 21(1), 1–19. https://doi.org/10.1080/13533312.2014.895603

Delreux, T., & Keukeleire, S. (2017). Informal division of labour in EU foreign policy-
making. Journal of European Public Policy, 24(10), 1471–1490. https://doi.org/10.
1080/13501763.2016.1216151

Duchacek, I. D. (1990). Perforated sovereignties: Towards a typology of new actors in
international relationsty Press.. In H. J. Michelmann & P. Soldatos (Eds.),
Federalism and international relations. The role of subnational units (pp. 1–33).
Oxford University Press.

Duke, S. (1999). FromAmsterdam toKosovo: Lessons for the future of CFSP – European
Sources Online (No. 2; EIASCOPE, pp. 2–15). https://www.europeansources.info/
record/from-amsterdam-to-kosovo-lessons-for-the-future-of-cfsp/.

ECFR. (2012). European foreign policy. Scorecard 2012. European Council on Foreign
Relations.

ECFR. (2016). Libya—ECFR’s European foreign policy scorecard 2016. European
Council on Foreign Relations. https://ecfr.eu/scorecard/2016/mena/43.

EEAS. (2014). Libya, a political framework for a crisis approach. https://www.
statewatch.org/media/documents/news/2014/oct/eu-eeas-libya-framework-1382
9-14.pdf.

EEAS. (2015a). EUBAM Libya interim strategic review. https://www.europa.eu/
public-register/search?q=Libya.

EEAS. (2015b). Statement of the International Syria Support Group. https://eeas.
europa.eu/headquarters/headquarters-homepage/3088/statement-international-
syria-support-group_en.

EEAS. (2021). Supporting Syria and the region: Post-Brussels Conference Financial
Tracking. https://eeas.europa.eu/sites/default/files/financial_tracking_report_no_
11.pdf.

CONTEMPORARY SECURITY POLICY 27

https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=3951827
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/PRES_98_86
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/PRES_98_86
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-3502-2011-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9579-2011-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9579-2011-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-14491-2011-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-14491-2011-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-6943-2012-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-6943-2012-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-17438-2012-REV-1/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-17438-2012-REV-1/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-6117-2020-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-6117-2020-INIT/en/pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/13533312.2014.895603
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2016.1216151
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2016.1216151
https://www.europeansources.info/record/from-amsterdam-to-kosovo-lessons-for-the-future-of-cfsp/
https://www.europeansources.info/record/from-amsterdam-to-kosovo-lessons-for-the-future-of-cfsp/
https://ecfr.eu/scorecard/2016/mena/43
https://www.statewatch.org/media/documents/news/2014/oct/eu-eeas-libya-framework-13829-14.pdf
https://www.statewatch.org/media/documents/news/2014/oct/eu-eeas-libya-framework-13829-14.pdf
https://www.statewatch.org/media/documents/news/2014/oct/eu-eeas-libya-framework-13829-14.pdf
https://www.europa.eu/public-register/search?q=Libya
https://www.europa.eu/public-register/search?q=Libya
https://eeas.europa.eu/headquarters/headquarters-homepage/3088/statement-international-syria-support-group_en
https://eeas.europa.eu/headquarters/headquarters-homepage/3088/statement-international-syria-support-group_en
https://eeas.europa.eu/headquarters/headquarters-homepage/3088/statement-international-syria-support-group_en
https://eeas.europa.eu/sites/default/files/financial_tracking_report_no_11.pdf
https://eeas.europa.eu/sites/default/files/financial_tracking_report_no_11.pdf


Elgström, O. (2017). Norm advocacy networks: Nordic and Like-Minded Countries
in EU gender and development policy. Cooperation and Conflict, 52(2), 224–240.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010836716652429

European Commission. (2012). Minutes. https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/docum
ents-register/detail?ref=PV(2012)2012&lang=en.

European Commission. (2016). Communication on the state of play of implemen-
tation of the priority actions under the European agenda on migration. https://
data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-6056-2016-INIT/en/pdf.

European Council. (2015). Conclusions. https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/
document/ST-28-2015-INIT/en/pdf.

European Parliament. (1998a). Motion for a resolution. B4-0561/98. (PE4-4577).
Historical Archives of the European Union.

European Parliament. (1998b). Motion for a resolution. B4-0561/98 (PE4-4855).
Historical Archives of the European Union.

European Parliament. (2012). EU action to strengthen respect for human rights and
democracy in the process of political changes in the Middle East and North
Africa. Publications Office. https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.286190272.

European Parliament. (2013). Record for minutes. Plenary session. https://www.
europarl.europa.eu/RegData/seance_pleniere/compte_rendu/provisoire/2013/05-
22/P7_CRE-PROV(2013)05-22_XL.pdf.

European Parliament. (2018). Situation in Syria—Resolution. https://www.europarl.
europa.eu/RegData/seance_pleniere/textes_adoptes/provisoire/2018/03-15/0090/
P8_TA-PROV(2018)0090_EN.pdf.

European Parliament, D.-G. for E. P. (2016). Syria: Stalled peace process and blocked
humanitarian access | Think Tank | European Parliament [24 November2016-ST
\1112287EN-PE570.475]. https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/docum
ent/EXPO_BRI(2016)570475.

European Western Balkans. (2014, August 26). Reform speed decides timing of EU
accession.

Fabbrini, S. (2014). The European Union and the Libyan crisis. International Politics,
51(2), 177–195. https://doi.org/10.1057/ip.2014.2

Fry, E. H. (2017). The role of U.S. state governments in international relations and
international negotiations, 1980–2016. International Negotiation, 22(2), 205–
238. https://doi.org/10.1163/15718069-22021109

FSG. (2012a). Group of friends of the Syrian people: 1st Conference. Carnegie Middle
East Center – Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. https://carnegie-mec.
org/diwan/48418?lang=en.

FSG. (2012b). Group of friends of the Syrian people: 3rd Conference. Carnegie Middle
East Center – Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. https://carnegie-mec.
org/diwan/48986?lang=en.

Gegout, C. (2002). The quint. JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies, 40(2), 331–
344. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-5965.00357

Gegout, C. (2010). European Foreign and security policy: States, power, institutions,
and American hegemony. University of Toronto Press. https://www.ibs.it/
european-foreign-security-policy-states-libro-inglese-catherine-gegout/e/978144
2640948.

Genschel, P., & Jachtenfuchs, M. (2016). More integration, less federation: The
European integration of core state powers. Journal of European Public Policy, 23
(1), 42–59. https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2015.1055782

28 M. G. AMADIO VICERÉ

https://doi.org/10.1177/0010836716652429
https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/documents-register/detail?ref=PV(2012)2012&lang=en
https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/documents-register/detail?ref=PV(2012)2012&lang=en
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-6056-2016-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-6056-2016-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-28-2015-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-28-2015-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2861/90272
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/seance_pleniere/compte_rendu/provisoire/2013/05-22/P7_CRE-PROV(2013)05-22_XL.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/seance_pleniere/compte_rendu/provisoire/2013/05-22/P7_CRE-PROV(2013)05-22_XL.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/seance_pleniere/compte_rendu/provisoire/2013/05-22/P7_CRE-PROV(2013)05-22_XL.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/seance_pleniere/textes_adoptes/provisoire/2018/03-15/0090/P8_TA-PROV(2018)0090_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/seance_pleniere/textes_adoptes/provisoire/2018/03-15/0090/P8_TA-PROV(2018)0090_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/seance_pleniere/textes_adoptes/provisoire/2018/03-15/0090/P8_TA-PROV(2018)0090_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EXPO_BRI(2016
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EXPO_BRI(2016
https://doi.org/10.1057/ip.2014.2
https://doi.org/10.1163/15718069-22021109
https://carnegie-mec.org/diwan/48418?lang=en
https://carnegie-mec.org/diwan/48418?lang=en
https://carnegie-mec.org/diwan/48986?lang=en
https://carnegie-mec.org/diwan/48986?lang=en
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-5965.00357
https://www.ibs.it/european-foreign-security-policy-states-libro-inglese-catherine-gegout/e/9781442640948
https://www.ibs.it/european-foreign-security-policy-states-libro-inglese-catherine-gegout/e/9781442640948
https://www.ibs.it/european-foreign-security-policy-states-libro-inglese-catherine-gegout/e/9781442640948
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2015.1055782


German Federal Foreign Office. (2020). Berlin International conference on Libya—19
January 2020. https://unsmil.unmissions.org/berlin-international-conference-
libya-19-january-2020.

GRI. (2016, February 25). U.S.-Russia negotiated Syria ceasefire unlikely to succeed |
GRI. Global Risk Insights. https://globalriskinsights.com/2016/02/us-russia-
negotiated-ceasefire-in-syria-unlikely-to-succeed/.

Helmke, G., & Levitsky, S. (2004). Informal institutions and comparative politics: A
research agenda. Perspectives on Politics, 2(4), 725–740. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S1537592704040472

Helwig, N. (2020). Germany in European diplomacy: Minilateralism as a tool for lea-
dership. German Politics, 29(1), 25–41. https://doi.org/10.1080/09644008.2018.
1563891

Henke, M. E. (2019). Networked cooperation: How the European union mobilizes
peacekeeping forces to project power abroad. Security Studies, 28(5), 901–934.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09636412.2019.1662480

Hofmann, S. C. (2009). Overlapping institutions in the realm of international secur-
ity: The case of NATO and ESDP. Perspectives on Politics, 7(1), 45–52. https://doi.
org/10.1017/S1537592709090070

Hofmann, S. C. (2011). Why institutional overlap matters: CSDP in the European
security architecture. JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies, 49(1), 101–120.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-5965.2010.02131.x

Hofmann, S. C. (2019). The politics of overlapping organizations: Hostage-taking,
forum-shopping and brokering. Journal of European Public Policy, 26(6), 883–
905. https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2018.1512644

Howorth, J. (2019). Differentiation in security and defence policy. Comparative
European Politics, 17(2), 261–277. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41295-019-00161-w

Hughes, J. (2012). EU conflict management. Routledge.
Italian Ministry of Foreign Affairs. (2016). Joint statement on Syria by the Foreign

Ministers of France, Italy, Germany, the United Kingdom, the United States and
the High Representative of the European Union. https://www.esteri.it/it/sala_
stampa/archivionotizie/approfondimenti/2016/09/joint-statement-on-syria-by-
the/.

Juncos, A. (2013). EU foreign and security policy in Bosnia: The politics of coherence
and effectiveness. Manchester University Press.

Juncos, A. E., & Pomorska, K. (2021). The EU’s response to the Ukraine crisis. In M.
Riddervold, J. Trondal & A. Newsome (Eds.), The Palgrave handbook of EU crises
(pp. 553–568). Palgrave Macmillan.

Jupille, J., Mattli, W., & Snidal, D. (2013). Institutional choice and global commerce.
Cambridge University Press.

Karlsrud, J., & Reykers, Y. (2019). Multinational rapid response mechanisms: From
institutional proliferation to institutional exploitation.

Karlsrud, J., & Reykers, Y. (2020a). Ad hoc coalitions and institutional exploitation in
international security: Towards a typology. Third World Quarterly, 41(9), 1518–
1536. https://doi.org/10.1080/01436597.2020.1763171

Karlsrud, J., & Reykers, Y. (2020b). Ad hoc coalitions and institutional exploitation in
international security: Towards a typology. Third World Quarterly, 41(9), 1518–
1536. https://doi.org/10.1080/01436597.2020.1763171

Keukeleire, S. (2006). EU core groups. Specialization and Division of Labour in EU
Foreign Policy (Working Document No. 252). CEPS. http://aei.pitt.edu/7377/2/
7377.pdf.

CONTEMPORARY SECURITY POLICY 29

https://unsmil.unmissions.org/berlin-international-conference-libya-19-january-2020
https://unsmil.unmissions.org/berlin-international-conference-libya-19-january-2020
https://globalriskinsights.com/2016/02/us-russia-negotiated-ceasefire-in-syria-unlikely-to-succeed/
https://globalriskinsights.com/2016/02/us-russia-negotiated-ceasefire-in-syria-unlikely-to-succeed/
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592704040472
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592704040472
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644008.2018.1563891
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644008.2018.1563891
https://doi.org/10.1080/09636412.2019.1662480
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592709090070
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592709090070
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-5965.2010.02131.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2018.1512644
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41295-019-00161-w
https://www.esteri.it/it/sala_stampa/archivionotizie/approfondimenti/2016/09/joint-statement-on-syria-by-the/
https://www.esteri.it/it/sala_stampa/archivionotizie/approfondimenti/2016/09/joint-statement-on-syria-by-the/
https://www.esteri.it/it/sala_stampa/archivionotizie/approfondimenti/2016/09/joint-statement-on-syria-by-the/
https://doi.org/10.1080/01436597.2020.1763171
https://doi.org/10.1080/01436597.2020.1763171
http://aei.pitt.edu/7377/2/7377.pdf
http://aei.pitt.edu/7377/2/7377.pdf


Kim, D. S. (2022). Taming abundance: Doing digital archival research (as political
scientists). PS: Political Science & Politics, 55(3), 530–538. https://doi.org/10.
1017/S104909652100192X

Kleine, M. (2013). Informal governance in the European Union: How governments
make international organizations work. Cornell University Press. https://doi.org/
10.7591/cornell/9780801452116.001.0001

Koenig, N. (2014). Between conflict management and role conflict: The EU in the
Libyan crisis. European Security, 23(3), 250–269. https://doi.org/10.1080/
09662839.2013.875532

Koenig, N. (2017). Libya and Syria: At the crossroads of European neighbourhood
policy and EU crisis management. In The Routledge handbook on the European
neighbourhood policy. Routledge.

Kukucha, C. J. (2017). Federalism and liberalization: Evaluating the impact of
American and Canadian sub-federal governments on the negotiation of inter-
national trade agreements. International Negotiation, 22(2), 259–284. https://
doi.org/10.1163/15718069-22021114

Laatikainen, K. V. (2015). The EU delegation in New York: A debut of high political
drama. In D. Spence, & J. Bátora (Eds.), The European external action service:
European diplomacy post-Westphalia (pp. 195–218). Palgrave Macmillan UK.
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137383037_11

Laatikainen, K. V. (2017). Conceptualizing groups in un multilateralism: The diplo-
matic practice of group politics. The Hague Journal of Diplomacy, 12(2–3), 113–
137. https://doi.org/10.1163/1871191X-12341359

Leruth, B., & Lord, C. (Eds.). (2016). Differentiated integration in the European
Union. Routledge.

Lodge, M. (2013). Semistructured interviews and informal institutions: Getting
inside executive government. In M. Bruter, & M. Lodge (Eds.), Political science
research methods in action (pp. 181–202). Palgrave Macmillan UK. https://doi.
org/10.1057/9781137318268_9

Marciacq, F. (2017). The EU and the Western Balkans after the Berlin process reflect-
ing on the EU enlargement in times of uncertainty. Friedrich Ebert Stiftung. http://
oefz.at/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/171206_Study_Marciacq_online.pdf.

Marcuzzi, S. (2022). The EU, NATO and the Libya conflict: Anatomy of a failure.
Routledge.

Martill, B., & Gebhard, C. (2023). Combined Differentiation in European Defence:
Tailoring Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO) to Strategic and Political
Complexity. Contemporary Security Policy, 44(1), Forthcoming.

Megerisi, T. (2020, January 16). How to repair Europe’s credibility in Libya –
European Council on Foreign Relations. ECFR. https://ecfr.eu/article/comm
entary_how_to_repair_europes_credibility_in_libya3/.

Menon, A. (2013). Defence policy and the logic of ‘high politics’. In P. Genschel & M.
Jachtenfuchs (Eds.), Beyond the regulatory polity?: The European integration of core
state powers (pp. 66–84). Oxford University Press.

Michelmann, H. J. (ed.). (2009). Foreign relations in federal countries. MacGill
Queens Press.

Michelmann, H. J., & Soldatos, P. (Eds.). (1990). Federalism and international
relations: The role of subnational units. Oxford University Press.

Müller, P. (2016). EU foreign policy: No major breakthrough despite multiple crises.
Journal of European Integration, 38(3), 359–374. https://doi.org/10.1080/
07036337.2016.1140157

30 M. G. AMADIO VICERÉ

https://doi.org/10.1017/S104909652100192X
https://doi.org/10.1017/S104909652100192X
https://doi.org/10.7591/cornell/9780801452116.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.7591/cornell/9780801452116.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1080/09662839.2013.875532
https://doi.org/10.1080/09662839.2013.875532
https://doi.org/10.1163/15718069-22021114
https://doi.org/10.1163/15718069-22021114
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137383037_11
https://doi.org/10.1163/1871191X-12341359
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137318268_9
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137318268_9
http://oefz.at/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/171206_Study_Marciacq_online.pdf
http://oefz.at/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/171206_Study_Marciacq_online.pdf
https://ecfr.eu/article/commentary_how_to_repair_europes_credibility_in_libya3/
https://ecfr.eu/article/commentary_how_to_repair_europes_credibility_in_libya3/
https://doi.org/10.1080/07036337.2016.1140157
https://doi.org/10.1080/07036337.2016.1140157


Niemann, A., & Zaun, N. (2018). From market integration to core state powers: The
Eurozone crisis, the refugee crisis and integration theory. JCMS: Journal of
Common Market Studies, 56(1), 178–196. http://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.v56.1

Onderco, M., & Portela, C. (2023). External drivers of EU differentiated cooperation:
How change in the nuclear nonproliferation regime affects member states align-
ment. Contemporary Security Policy, 44(1), Forthcoming.

Paquin, S. (2010). Federalism and compliance with international agreements:
Belgium and Canada compared. The Hague Journal of Diplomacy, 5(1–2), 173–
197. https://doi.org/10.1163/1871191x-05010108

Prantl, J. (2005). Informal groups of states and the UN security council. International
Organization, 59(3), 559–592. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818305050204

Reykers, Y. (2019). EU battlegroups | From standby to standstill | Yf Reykers | Taylor
& F. In J. Karlsrud, & Y. Reykers (Eds.),Multinational rapid response mechanisms
(pp. 41–56). Routledge.

Rieker, P. (2021). Differentiated integration and Europe’s global role: A conceptual
framework. European Foreign Affairs Review, 26(Special Issue), 1–4. https://doi.
org/10.54648/EERR2021023

Rittberger, B., Leuffen, D., & Schimmelfennig, F. (2013). Differentiated integration of
core state powers. In Beyond the regulatory polity. Oxford University Press.

Rubin, E. L. (2017). The role of federalism in international law. Comparative Law
Review, 40, 51.

Sartori, G. (1970). Concept misformation in comparative politics. The American
Political Science Review, 64(4), 1033–1053. https://doi.org/10.2307/1958356

Sauer, T. (2019). The role of informal international organizations in resolving the
Iranian nuclear crisis (2003–15). JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies, 57
(5), 939–955. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.12861

Schade, D. (2023). Between EU candidacy and independent diplomacy: Third
country alignment with EU positions at the OSCE. Contemporary Security
Policy, 44(1), Forthcoming.

Schimmelfennig, F., & Winzen, T. (2020). Ever looser union? Differentiated European
integration. Oxford University Press.

Schütze, R. (2019). Foreign affairs federalism in the European union. In C. A. Bradley
(Ed.), The Oxford handbook of comparative foreign relations law (pp. 334–351).
Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190653330.013.19

Schwegmann, C. (2000). The Contact Group and its impact on the European insti-
tutional structure | European Union Institute for Security Studies (Occasional
Papers No. 16). European Union Institute for Security Studies. https://www.iss.
europa.eu/content/contact-group-and-its-impact-european-institutional-struct
ure.

Sepos, A. (2005). Differentiated integration in the EU: The position of small member
states (No. 17; EUI Working Papers, p. 23). European University Institute. Robert
Schuman Centre for Advanced Studies. https://cadmus.eui.eu/handle/1814/3366.

Smith, K., & Laatikainen, K. V. (Eds.). (2020). Group politics in UN multilateralism.
Brill Nijhoff.

Smith, K. E. (2017). Group politics in the debates on gender equality and sexual
orientation discrimination at the united nations. The Hague Journal of
Diplomacy, 12(2–3), 138–157. https://doi.org/10.1163/1871191X-12341362

Smith, M. (2021). The European Union, crisis management, and international order.
In M. Riddervold, J. Trondal & A. Newsome (Eds.), The Palgrave handbook of EU
crises (pp. 707–723). Springer International Publishing.

CONTEMPORARY SECURITY POLICY 31

http://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.v56.1
https://doi.org/10.1163/1871191x-05010108
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818305050204
https://doi.org/10.54648/EERR2021023
https://doi.org/10.54648/EERR2021023
https://doi.org/10.2307/1958356
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.12861
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190653330.013.19
https://www.iss.europa.eu/content/contact-group-and-its-impact-european-institutional-structure
https://www.iss.europa.eu/content/contact-group-and-its-impact-european-institutional-structure
https://www.iss.europa.eu/content/contact-group-and-its-impact-european-institutional-structure
https://cadmus.eui.eu/handle/1814/3366
https://doi.org/10.1163/1871191X-12341362


Sus, M. (2023). How delegation structure shapes agent´s discretion in EU foreign
policy? Evidence from the Normandy Format and the Contact Group on Libya.
Contemporary Security Policy, 44(1), Forthcoming.

Toaldo, M. (2016). Libya: Security, economic development and political reform (SiT/
WP/04/16). Security in Transition. https://brussels.fes.de/fileadmin/public/
editorfiles/events/Maerz_2016/FES_LSE_Libya._security_economic_developme
nt_and_political_reform_Toaldo_2016_02_23.pdf.

UK Government. (2011). London conference on Libya. https://www.gov.uk/
government/news/london-conference-on-libya.

UK Parliament. (2000). Memorandum submitted by the European Commission.
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm199900/cmselect/cmfaff/28/28ap01.htm.

United Nations. (2012). Final Communiqué of the Action Group for Syria (Geneva
Communiqué) | UN Peacemaker. https://peacemaker.un.org/node/1581.

UNSC. (2012). Security council fails to adopt draft resolution on Syria as Russian
Federation, China Veto text supporting Arab League’s proposed peace plan |
Meetings Coverage and Press Releases. https://www.un.org/press/en/2012/
sc10536.doc.htm.

US Department of State. (2011). Tick Tock on Libya. Wikileaks Cable. https://
wikileaks.org/clinton-emails/emailid/23898.

Vrailas, I. (2017). Negotiating in the UN general assembly: The European Union and
the other major groups. The Hague Journal of Diplomacy, 12(2–3), 249–255.
https://doi.org/10.1163/1871191X-12341361

Weller, M. (2009). The Rambouillet Conference. In Contested Statehood. Oxford
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199566167.003.0008.

Wouters, J., Hoffmeister, F., & Ruys, T. (Eds.). (2006). The United Nations and the
European Union in Kosovo: The challenges of joint nation-building. In The united
nations and the European Union—An ever stronger partnership (pp. 323–354).
T.M.C. Asser Press.

Zachová, A., Zgut, E., Zbytniewska, K., Strzałkowski, M., & Gabrizova, Z. (2018, July
23). Visegrad nations united against mandatory relocation quotas.Www.Euractiv.
Com. https://www.euractiv.com/section/justice-home-affairs/news/visegrad-natio
ns-united-against-mandatory-relocation-quotas/.

32 M. G. AMADIO VICERÉ

https://brussels.fes.de/fileadmin/public/editorfiles/events/Maerz_2016/FES_LSE_Libya._security_economic_development_and_political_reform_Toaldo_2016_02_23.pdf
https://brussels.fes.de/fileadmin/public/editorfiles/events/Maerz_2016/FES_LSE_Libya._security_economic_development_and_political_reform_Toaldo_2016_02_23.pdf
https://brussels.fes.de/fileadmin/public/editorfiles/events/Maerz_2016/FES_LSE_Libya._security_economic_development_and_political_reform_Toaldo_2016_02_23.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/london-conference-on-libya
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/london-conference-on-libya
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm199900/cmselect/cmfaff/28/28ap01.htm
https://peacemaker.un.org/node/1581
https://www.un.org/press/en/2012/sc10536.doc.htm
https://www.un.org/press/en/2012/sc10536.doc.htm
https://wikileaks.org/clinton-emails/emailid/23898
https://wikileaks.org/clinton-emails/emailid/23898
https://doi.org/10.1163/1871191X-12341361
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199566167.003.0008
http://Www.Euractiv.Com
http://Www.Euractiv.Com
https://www.euractiv.com/section/justice-home-affairs/news/visegrad-nations-united-against-mandatory-relocation-quotas/
https://www.euractiv.com/section/justice-home-affairs/news/visegrad-nations-united-against-mandatory-relocation-quotas/

	Abstract
	Conceptualizing informal groupings in EU foreign policy
	Explaining the emergence and types of informal groupings
	Informal groupings and informal differentiated cooperation

	Informal groupings of the EU in Kosovo, Libya, and Syria
	Kosovo
	Libya
	Syria

	Conclusion
	Note
	Acknowledgements
	Disclosure statement
	ORCID
	Reference list


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile ()
  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings false
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 300
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [595.245 841.846]
>> setpagedevice


