equalities in development and the destruction ofthe environment in the Union. Certain
must shed their illucommentators mock this multipo.arity, saying that
sions about what they can accomplish in the world on their own'. Europeans are invited to follow American pclicy.!" European public opinion, however, has believed in
European leadership in international affairs since 2002, but Europeans are divided on
the methods for achieving this, since 46% believe that the EU should increase its
military power, whilst 51 %
A majority would like a European Minister for
Foreign Affairs to be appointed. A majority might also think that enlargement is a
factor in the growth of European power, but recent history makes one wonder whether certain enlargements might be contributors to incoherence.
Will the European peoples accept what the European Commission is now offering
them: economic power, compGtitiveness, deregulation and the development of education, research, and innovation, as declared by Benita Ferrero-Waldner, Commissioner
for External Relations?J29 Ifthe Union wants to acts as a 'global power in the economic, social and environmental governance of the world', it must
with one
voice in the nice of a hugely powerful USA, the European Union's major economic
partner and ally.DO A new plan has been proposed for the European Union: 'tranquil
Dower' based on the principles of the Enlightenment and the autonomy of European
defence.u1 Its advantage is that it refers to concepts dating back to a rich period in
Europe's history whilst alfowiug for the USf~ of military force in the event of need. It is
therefore no longer the moment to wonder if 'the status of security actor implies that
all dimensions (regulatory, civil and military) be present', but for Europe to make them
compatible 'by promoting, for example, an approach that is different from the concept
ofpmver.'i32
History must try to identify the main trends of a short period (1957-2007). The
European Union is an actor in our world. The community process has recreated the
conditions of Europe's influence in the world. Its peoples and leaders also wish for this
influence, but all of the institutional conditions to conduct a foreign policy worthy of
the
of European integration have not yet been reunited.

127 Richard N. Haass, .Marriage Counseling for America and Europe', in Project Syndicate. Crnmcil on Foreign relations. July 1,2004.
128 http://www.transatlantictrends.orgidocl2006_ Tf_key%20Findings%20FRENC H.pdf
12.9 .Building a Transatlantic Alliance for the 21st Century" speech by Benita Ferrcro-Waldner,
oommissioncr for Externul Relations and European Neighbourhood Policy, Institute for Human
Sciences, Boston University, 12 September 2005 - SPEECH/05/500, http://europa.eu.int/comm/
external relatioJ1s/news/ferrero/2005/spOS_SOG.htm.
13G Josiane Tercim:t, Les relations transatlantiqlles et l'environnement international. Brussels: Bruvlant, 2005.
131 :fhe concept is
by Tzveran Todorov, Le nouveau Desordre mondial: Refiexions d'un
European, Paris: Libr, Generalc Francaise, 2003: Robert Laffont, L 'Esprit des Lumieres, Paris:
Robert Lalfont, 2006; see also the exhibition at the Bibliotheque nationale de France, .Les lurnieres, un heritage pour demain", [-28 March 2006, site Francois Mitterrand, Paris.
132 Thierry Tardy, .La gestion des crises', p, 21.
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Foreign and Security Policy after the End of the Cold War
Anne Deighton

Introduction 133
The nature of power in Europe has in the world has changed out of all recognition
from 1900 when the world was Euro-centric, and 1945 after the end of the Second
World War. The twentieth century historical context ofthe European Union is one of
great European international power before the First World War; the loss of power; and
now its gradual recovery. This recovery has accelerated since the end of the cold war.
One can argue that the position of the European Union (EU) in the international system has changed more during the last fifteen years than in any other period since its
inception fifty years ago. 134 Jt has also gone through an existential shift from its original civilian union precepts, and is now prepared to sanction the use of military force
beyond its borders. The Union can thus now create a foreign and security policy using
military capabilities pledged by member states, but this can only happen after intense

133 This draws heavily upon the introduction, by Anne Deiuhton in Anne Deiahton and Gerard B08suat, The ECIEU: a world security actorr, Paris: SOleb2007. It deals primarily with the debates
in Pillar2 activity of the EU, and not specifically with trade and aid issues, or with enlargementall of which are dealt with elsewhere in this volume. This chapter also draws on the
findings ofthe international research conference, .Les Communautes europeennes, acteurs de la
securite rnondiale?', held in the EU-ISS, Paris, France, 13-15 September, 2006 as part of the
wider remit of this project. Those who submitted research papers were Sven Biscop; Munevver
Cebcci; Stephen Dearden; Verionique Dimier; Basil Germond; Dimitri Grigowsky; Damien
Helly; Rana Izci; Valsamis Mitsilegas; Daniel Moeckli; Marie-Pierre Rey; Linda Risso; Angela
Romano; Georges Saunier; Thierry Tardy; Antonio Varsori; Laurent Warlouzet; Reuben Wong,
and their contributions are reproduced in the volume mentioned above.
D4 The European Economic Community (EEC) was created in 1957 and came into being in 1957;
with institutional mergers it became known as the European Communities (BC) from 1967; and
then its name was changed to European Union (EU) in the Maasrricht Treaty (1993). Either EU,
or U nion is normally used over the whole time span. I use the terms foreign policy and external
relations interchangeably. However, it should be noted that a semantic distinction is frequently
made between the .foreign policy' and the .external relations' of the EU. This distinction defines
foreign policy as carried out through the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and the
European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP), the so-called Pillar 2 of the EU, which is largely inter-governmental _. state-led in character. Pillar 1 external relations are those conducted
by the various departments of the European Commission, acting under the provisions of the treaties of the Union, and which include trade, aid, humanitarian assistance, enlargement, law and
some security issues. The distinction may still reflect the EU's complex institutional picture at a
time when the Constitution has not been adopted, but has not been helpful in the formulation and
implementation of policy, and demonstrates a time-lag between institutions and the realities of
external actions.
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negotiations and with unanimity between the member states themselves. These developments do not cover matters relating specifically to issues of territorial defence,
which remain in the hands ofthe member states.
These changes are having consequences relating to what the Union can do in the
international system: for it is an attempt to define and elaborate a strategic space for
itself, while retaining its own institutional coherence, efficiency, and legitimacy. The
character of the Union itself is also being continually altered by these developments
in the foreign policy sphere.

The historical context

In the nineteenth century, European states with their sophisticated political and economic systems and their vast and scattered global empires, ensured that the fulcrum of
international power was based ill Europe. Trade, empire. culture and war thus ensured
a Eurocentric world. However, the major wars between 1914-1918 and 1939-1945
brought population loss, undermined trade patterns, speeded up decolonisation and
witnessed the rise of new international actors. The rise and collapse of authoritarian
and destructive nationalisms in Europe, coupled with the impact of war, intervention
and occupation affected every European country, although each country's national
experience was different, By 1945, states naturally first and foremost sought economic reconstruction, legitimacy, stability and security, As the Iron Curtain fell, states
to the east had less choice than those in the west. Neutral states had also to make strategic choices that honoured their national commitments.
The European Defence Community debacle over the future military role of. West
Germany paralysed Western decision-making between 1950 and 1954, until it was
resolved through the enlargement of the 1948 Brussels Treaty into the Western European Union (WEU) with West Germany and Italy, as additional members of the former
Brussels Treaty powers. The bargain then constructed in the 1950s between West European states and the United States was about the use of military tools in foreign
policy, a bargain in which NATO, the Western European Union (WEU) and the nationstates alone managed Western Europe's defence and military security dimensions, and
within which, the European Community/ Union was a civilian institution. Rearmament and the use of force -- especially by West Germany was one of the most politically sensitive issues in European politics, although all the bigger member states ofthe
Union had substantial national military forces. So for 40 years after this, a common
Eur01JCa,n foreign policy with military tools was out of bounds for the Community/
Union.
So the impact
powerful but bloody past history was now replaced by a
relatively powerless Europe both to the west and the C3St. West and East Europe was
characterised by weakness, and by the dominance of the two superpowers. So the two
halves of Europe found that they were smaller players on different sides, capitalist and
communist in the global bipolar division between the United States and the Soviet
Union. Both western and eastern European countries were bound as more or less jun256

ior partners into the military and security alliances of NATO and the Warsaw Pact.
New and separate trading arrangements the European Economic Community and
COMECON, also reflected this new bipolar world. This change was true even for
Britain, a victor in World War Il, and which did not join the Community until fifteen
years after its creation.
The European Economic Community, as it then was, reflected this new powerlessness, It was designed as a civilian institution that was, in reality, under the protective
umbrella of NATO. The European Commission in Brussels was increasingly widely
regarded as the central focus of a new civilian-power Europe, even as states retained
their independent roles as protectors of their citizens' security and defence.
The Commission's role was developing slowly through the use of the economic
tools of multilateral trade, aid and development that was allowed for under the Treaty
of Rome. Indeed, foreign policy, (apart from external trading agreements) was deliberately excluded by those who created the European Community.
Attempts to create a so-called political union (an intergovernmental coordination of
states' foreign policy actions) through the Fouchet Plans failed by 1962. Then, during
the 1970s, member states embarked upon European Political Cooperation, which was
little more than a co-ordination procedure, During this time the WEU led a 'half-life'
spasmodically tasked with political or missions, although it was briefly given greater
scope in the 1980s and early 1990s. It was NATO and the continued American presence on the continental mainland that really mattered for defence and security. Despite
many arguments on both sides of the Atlantic, that were often led by the French all
West
in fact preferred to bandwagon than to balance American power.
However, as the cold war ended, the changes began, and the long-accepted role of
the Union as the civilian handmaiden to US power in the world was challenged. As
this happened, interpretations about the very nature of the European project have also
had to be re-examined.

Fifteen years ofchange
Analysts ha~'e not~d the beginnings of a new positioning of the Union as a more proactive actor m the international system even before the end ofthe cold war. By the time
the debate over a new treaty began in 1990, there was a growing self-confidence that
stemmed from the creation of the European Monetary system and the European single
market; the Union had enlarged not only to the United Kingdom, Ireland and Denmark
in 1972, but also to Greece, Spain and Portugal in the 1980s. At the same time the US's
tT~ditional interest in European affairs seemed to decline as it became more preoccupied by other parts ofthe world. 135

135 Alyson Bailes, .The European Security Strategy: an Evolutionary History", SIPRJPolicy Paper'
no 10,2005.

257

The dramatic and relatively peaceful end of the cold war affected the Union in three
ways. First and most important were the sudden and dramatic gee-strategic effects of
the collapse of the Soviet Union's European empire in the autumn of 1989, and then
the collapse of the Soviet Union itself in 1991. The ideological and physical divide
between east and west Europe unexpectedly evaporated before the eyes of European
peoples and their elites, West European institution-building: had been predicated upon
the unpalatable fact that the continent of Europe was divid~d and that so~called 'European' institutions were in tact artificial constructs that C)(lste? fo: ~~rtall1 m~mbers
of western Europe only. It had never been clear how long this division rrugnt last,
though, in reality, few anticipated or expected the end of the cold war.
Second, the security guarantees that had been delivered by the US through NATO
during the cold war suddenly appeared flimsy, for the Soviet Union no longer existed.
Thus the borders as well as the defence and security arrangements for the Union were
all suddenly very uncertain. For both the above reasons, uniting Germany within the
European Union and NATO was the first task, but the demands for enlargement to the
east, and the challenge either to re-invent NATO, or to create new security structures
suddenly became very pressing.
Third, it then quickly became clear that the stability of Yugoslavia in the cold war
was much less certain than most people realised, and within a year of the fall of the
Soviets' European Empire, military conflict broke out on the Union's borders in Yugoslavia. Luckily, 1914 was not replicated. No effe~tive responses had bee~ planned,
there were no war plans in Western Europe, no policy tools had been readied, it was
within - but possibly ignoring this unsettling maelstrom of events in the collapsing
state ofYu<Yoslaviathat the European Community members devised the Maastricht
'" a few years later it was to be in the context of the Union's failures in
Treaty.
Bosnia (ex-Yugoslavia) and the looming conflict with Serbia over Kosovo that the St
Malo process was pushed forward.
In 1992, The Maastricht Treaty created a 'pillar' system to manage, inter-al, the
external relations of the Union, of which Pillar 1 -- the former European Community
institutions covered Commission-led, and treaty driven policies including enlargeand the new plans for an economic and monetary
ment;
development and
union; An intergovernmental Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSf') Pillar 2
was formed out of the earlier loose foreign policy cooperation procedures called
European Political Cooperation to deal with diplomatic and other issues not covered by
Pillar 1. Pillar 3 was created to deal with Justice and Home Affairs issues, an area that
was becoming increasingly important as the pace of immigration, terrorism, and crossborder criminal activities grew. States did 110t want to give the Commission dominance
over this policy area, although it was subsequently largely moved int~ Pillar 1. The
of 1997 built incrementally upon Maastricht, and introduced the
Amsterdam
Petersberg tasks derinition of security into the Union, a list that had been devised by the
WEU in 1992. However, the EU itselfwas still firmly civilian, lacking the institutional
capacity to request the use of military force, and the WEU (a remnant of pre EH European defence initiatives, and firmly embedded in NATO), remained in place.
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. It was not ~ntilFrench and British short-term interests finally converged during a
bilateral meeting 111 the French port of St Malo in December 1998, that the major
breakthrough for the EU's role in international relations took place. The dramatic
proposal of President Chime and Prime Minister Blair to give the Member States of
the EU access through the CFSP to military forces for voluntary military operations,
soon to be called the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) changed everytnmg, (although the emphasis was not in reality upon defence). The statement that
triggered this new round of change said that 'the European Union needs to be in a
position to play its full role on the international stage. To this end, the Union must have
the capacity for autonomous action, backed by credible, military forces, the means to
decide to use them, and a readiness to do so, in order to respond to international crises
'
acting in conformity with our respective obligations to NATO'.
Over the next two years, through decisions taken at senior ministerial meetings in
Cologne, Tampere, Helsinki, Feira, and finally in Nice in 2000, and with the Kosovo
?onfiict as the backcloth, the CFSP of the Maastricht Treaty was quickly operationalised by a stream of decisions at Head of State level: a so-called 'High Representative'
for the CFSP was created as a permanent appointment taken up by Javier Solana: a
full time committee of Ambassadors was established in Brussels (the Political and
Securi!y Committee, PSC or Comite Politique et de Securite, COPS); and military
comml~tees, h:adlme goals a~d support procedures were put in place to ensure implement~tlOn of CFSP and especially ESDP matters. So the framework for a foreign and
security policy for the EU were becoming clearer, even if the specific content of the
policies themselves were not. The Nice Treaty drew together the various strands ofthe
Union's collective decision to
the Union access to military force for the resolution
of conflicts, although of course, no European Army as such was on offer.
The intense debates surrounding this transformation between 1999 and 2003 were
vigorous and multi-dimensional. On the one hand, there were those who had come to
se~ the virtue of the civilian power dimensions of the European Union as the starting
point for a new, normative and pacific form of international relations, based rather 011
peace and development, and not on military 'security' and crisis management. They
opposed the St Malo process. They sometimes found themselves on the same side of
th~ debate as ~ome Americans and European Atlanticists who dreaded anything that
might undermine NATO, and who therefore wanted the Union to continue to forego
the use of force as this might split the Alliance; as well as some nationalists who rejected the idea of having to share their national military assets with the EU.
Others saw this tectonic shift more positively as a part of a longer term process of
European policy integration which was finally and inexorably beginning to spill over
into the sacred bastion of states" foreign and by implication defence policies. Still
other~ saw the pr~spect of a reinvigorated EH as a new 'balancer' for over-mighty
American power In the post cold war world; or as a chance for states to take a lead
~ver the non-elected European Commission; for big states with strong military tradinons to shape the EU's character in the future; for non-NATO members to have the
hope of common external policies beyond trade and aid; and even for some, as a busi-

ness chance with the long term prospect of a revived and more integrated European
armaments industry.

Towards the European Security Strategy
To understand how these changes developed during these years, it is now necessary to
stand back and examine the ways in which the definitions and priorities surrounding
foreign and security policy changed in the post-cold war world. As the twenty first
century began, it had become clear that the much hoped for 'peace dividend' and the
spread of democratic, liberal, open-market and capitalist values that some h~ped for
after 1989, would not materialise easily. The consequences of the collapse of the Seviet bloc were wide reaching and often unexpected and so, in many respects, the 1990s
turned out to
different from the early expectations, Far from history ending
with the triumph of liberal democracy, new sources of tension emerged, notably.as
those ethnic tensions buried by the authoritarian
which then collapsed With
the end of the cold war
in sometimes violent forms. So the struggle to
mise international democratic and human rights norms was taking place even as old
states disintegrated and new states were being created, often through war and civilian
displacement.
.
.
Indeed, the very' label
took on new meamng. During the cold war, the
discourse on international security had largely been concerned with security between
states. Although other security issues were always present, they tended to be characterised and dealt with differently and
from international'security policies. I 36
However. as far back as 1975, the CSCE and the Helsinki Final Act, with its focus
upon human rights and state obligations, was already becoming in some respects the
leader in lumina European international politics to a new kind of thinking. In 1992,
and in 1995 the WEU had contributed decisively to this new thinking, with the Petersberg Tasks and then the Common Concept in which it was argued that 'security is
indivisible, that a comprehensive approach should underlie the concept of security and
that cooperative mechanisms should be applied in order to promote security and stability in the whole of the continent'. Kofi Annan's Human Development Report, and the
philosophical contribution ofthe Canacli~ns, all added to th~s debat~.137 ;~e European
Security Strategy emphasised the holistic nature of security politics: Security IS a
precondition of development. Conflict not only destroys infrastructure, including so136 Wr; should not, however, forget the drive in both capitalist and the communist countries to control serious id~()logical opposition by citizens, and to create .national security' states.
137 The Petersberg tasks of humanitarian and rescue missions, traditional peacekeeping an,d .tasks
of military forces in crisis management' were voluntary, and excluded defence .proper , so. did
not cut across NATO, and were considered general enough to allow non-aligned members of the
EU to participate. Ironically, the WEU itself was to be almost co,mpletelYwashed away by 2000
when its functions and many of its staff, were taken over by the EU. ,European Secunty: A Common Concept of the 27 WEll countries', WEU Council of Ministers, Madrid, 14 November

1995.
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cial infrastructure; it also encourages criminality, deters investment and makes normal
economic activity impossible.' 138
By the end of the 1990s, terms such as societal security which extended into concerns about health, culture and identity; economic security; human security; and cooperative security all expanded the tasks of states and international organisations. The
advance oftechnology brought the 'foreign' into the domestic, whether through cheap
air travel, television, the internet, or global associations of like-minded people. Globalisation, which is not of itself a particularly new phenomenon, seemed to have
speeded up. This is in part because of fantastic technological innovations which created an ability ~ through TV, media outlets, the internet, and mass travel to see into
the lives and working conditions of nearly all states. It now seemed that events anywhere in the world could have an immediate impact on Europe and that there was no
clear correlation between the importance of developments for Europe and their geographical distance from the Union. It was increasingly hard to separate the external
(foreign) and domestic dimensions of many policies, especially those that relate, for
example, to border regimes, the abuse of global banking and financial transaction
systems, travel restrictions, or a desire for legal measures at home that restrict individual freedoms to protect civilians against possible terrorist attacks that became the
new preoccupation, especially after the events of 11th September, 2001. Immigration
policies are nearly always related to foreign policies as well as to domestic perceptions, whether in a post-imperial context, or because of international and national
obligations to protect those who are the victims of repression in their own countries.
So security has become a word that relates with equal intensity to domestic and
external levels of policy-making. The above issues defy easy pigeon-holing as internal
or external security issues as major European states have discovered. Citizens demand
security at home as well as from threats overseas.
As a result ofthis, what was meant by foreign and defence policy was also changing
rapidly. Traditional and territorial defence were less often considered by the public,
given this welter of new issues. Some armies now have to act in ways that seemed
closer to policing than traditional warfare ~ especially in Bosnia. Yet, at the same time,
territorial invasions into Afghanistan (200 I) and Iraq (2003), as well as the earlier
aerial bombardments over Kosovo in 1999, all required high intensity warfare by
participating nations. The collapse of the bipolar structure also transformed ~ if it has
not ended ~ the hard fought-for negotiating framework within which the debate about
managing the possession of nuclear technology for weapons either by states, or possibly by non-state actors used to take place largely between the two superpowers.
At the same time, new markets and centres of economic power and activity ~ particularly in India, China and Brazil- generated new strategic policy questions for the
138 ,A Secure Europe in a Better World: European Security Strategy" adopted in Brussels, 12 December, 2003, http.z/ue.eu. int/uedocs/cms~data/docs/2004/4/29/ Ellropean%20Security%20
Strategy.pdf.; see also Anne Deighton with Victor Mauer (eds.), Securing Europe? Implementing
the European security strategy, Zurich: Center for Security Studies, 2006.
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EU. European decision-makers were also coming to terms with the different kind of
ways in which the United States has responded to these systemic changes in both the
economic and political system, and whose increasingly muscular unilateralism presents
very great diplomatic and political challenges to the Union and to its Member States
in a world where the corset of bipolarity had finally been shaken off.
As no single country is able to tackle today's complex problems on its own, the
Union, with its member states, had to find a role for itself, and a place for the coordination and cooperation with its member states in an international system whose character
was rapidly changing and unpredictable. 139 New structures have been generated since
Maastricht, and particularly since the turn ofthe century, but, like many major states,
how, when and where to act on the international stage was still not clear.

The European Security Strategy, 2003
The story of the creation of'the European Security Strategy in 2003 is now quite wellknown. First, it was clear that strategic thinking was already developing in Brussels.
Whether called external relations or foreign policy, there was a huge gap between
policy imperatives, and the organisation in Brussels, as 'well as a lack of a set of foreign-policy principles upon which an EU policy could be based, despite claims and
pleas for coherence in this area. The Commission's approach was based upon prevention of conflict through nOI111S, development and good governance tools, rather than
crisis prevention or resolution. It had the budget, the trade and aid tools, including a
rich
of cooperation with some of the other international institutions and nongovernmental organisarions.I'" Meanwhile, the Petersberg tasks essentially remained
the basis for the state-based CFSP/ESDP in Pillar 2. There were disagreements, especially with NATO over assets that is, access to NATO/US military hardware and
supplies, that affected both the US, and also NATO members which were not members
of the EU too (especially Turkey). There were debates about a new European Constitution that covered such issues as the end of the pillar system, the creation of a EO
foreizn minister and a Ell defence clause, going on during this period.
Tj~e US-led invasion of Iraq in March 2003, and the major split between European
Member States that this provoked led some commentators to state of despair, proclaiming that 'CFSP is in ruins'. The US' own National Security Strategy of September 2002, with its chilling espousal of national pro-emption if its own interests wen:

139 ,1\ S(~<:\l!"e Europe in a Better World: European Security
140 In 2001 the Co~mission proposed to address the .root causes of conflict' by promoting .strucrural stabilirv'. defined as 'sustainable economic development, democracy and respect tor humai.
rights, viabie political structures and healthy environmental and social conditions, with the C8pacity to manage
without resort to conflict', and an integrated policy, surpassing the piljar structure that defined conflict prevention as a priority for all ofthe EU's external action. COM
(2001) 211 final, .Confiict Prevention', European Council meeting, Gnteborg, 15-J6 June
20tH.

262

threatened, was also a spur to the EU to devise some form of collective, if indirect
European response. The December 2003 European Security Strategy document was
then not so much a formal strategy as the term is conventionally understood, but
rather a form of sticking plaster for the EU Member States to help to cover their own
differences, to find common ground, and to draw up a joint credo with which it could
both respond collectively to the Bush administration's policies, as well as building
upo~ ~he developments of the previous four years in the Union's foreign policy, and
specifically CFSP/ESDP sphere.
The European Security Strategy has three essential messages. The first is positive.
The EU is well positioned as a large and prosperous regional and global actor in a
global age. It has embraced a security concept that reflects the traditions of the EU
ov~r many decades. The EU is still a normative power, and one that extols foreign
policy measures that are intended to instil confidence, partnership and cooperation,
and to prevent war. If all this sounds rather saccharine, the ESS also takes account of
the profound changes implied by the St Malo process, and discusses the ways in which
the use of military force can be embedded in the Union, although it is ambiguous on
the exact relation between the use of force and the role of the UN as an upholder of
international law. The ESS recognises the impact of'the security debate ofthe previous
d~ca~e, by addressing the need to promote an area of freedom, security and justice
within the EU, as well as acting beyond its borders in relations to these same threats.
. The second message concerns the threats and challenges: necessarily a gloomy
inventory The context is that, since 1990 'almost 4 million people have died in wars
90% of them civilians. Over 18 million people world-wide have left their homes as a
result of conflict. " .Almost 3 billion people, half the world's population, live on less
than 2 Euros a day. 45 million die every year of hunger and malnutrition. AIDS is now
one ofthe most devastating pandemics in human history and contributes to the breakdown of societies. New diseases can spread rapidly and become global threats.' 141 This
list is both a catch-all list, and one that was actually revised between the first and final
drafts of the Strategy, and so is perhaps an indication of the political sensitivities of
the months in which the Strategy was thrashed out in Brussels and national capitals.
The list of threats covers terrorism which 'poses a growing strategic threat to the
V;hole of Europe'; the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction which 'is potentially the greatest threat to our security'; regional insecurity which 'provides opportuniti~s for organised crime ... [and] can fuel the demand for WMD'; and failed states,
which can emerge from regional instability. Challenges also cover the environmental
and health, and threats from non-state actors, and all challenges need preventive preemptive policies, rather than just reactions.
The third message is to set the EU into the emerging international system, which is/
must be 'an effective multilateral system' that includes the UN, NATO, the OSCE and
the economic bodies. So, 'a stronger international society, well functioning interna-

141 ,A Secure Europe in a Better World: European Security Strategy'.
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tional institutions and a rule-based international order' is the sine qua non for the EU,
which is obviously itself part of that very same order. At the same time, the EU must
develop as an effective regional
power.
The European Security Strategy is not really a strategy at all in terms of the traditional use of the word as an operational document with guidelines regarding the use of
military force; but is rather a declaration of principles and of policy tools, a combination of all international SWOT exercise and a 'tour d'horizon' position paper also
based upon recently achieved foreign and security policy actions. (These included EU
police/military deployments in Bosnia, Macedonia, Democratic Republic of Congo
before the ESS was adopted.I'P) It is clear that, overall, the Strategy seeks to create a
virtuous circle of stronger Union political action that will lead to a greater recognition
of its
both to act alone, as well as being an influential player within an uncertain multilateral system, and the developments of the Union since 2003 have to be
seen in this context. The strategy :5 a plea for Union greater activity; use of capabilities
of all sorts; coherence and cooperation; and tries to set out some of the areas of this
activity and the precepts upon which policy should be based.
The European Security Strategy also set the
for what was meant to have been
of this exercise, the reform ofthe EU institutions themselves. But that
the other
cohesion-building exercise crumbled in the summer of 2005, when the French and
Dutch rejected the EU constitutional package in national referendums. So, ~ven as the
old institutional questions have not yet gone away, the debates all continue about
policy
the use of force, and the areas of focus for EU foreign policy in the
Twenty first Century.

Conclusions
1.

The Uniqueness of tile Union

Many have tried to define the nature of the Union in the international system and how
it has
since 1957, and then since the end ofthe cold war. But what is clear
is that the Union is sui generis, and its special character can largely be explained by
its own particular history, including the relationship between Member States and the
Commission: the balance between Europe and the Soviet Union and its east European
empire; and between the West Europeans and the United States during the cold war
years. Its own history and its original agenda of seeking to build security between its
to
nationally
members by 'sharing' state sovereignty and giving up the
in certain policy areas is also unique . It is not simply another inter-governmental international organisation, and is not a well-defined international actor in every sphere
of international politics, because not all of its members want it to take over any role

142 For a completelist to 2005, so;c Graham Messcrvy-Whiting, ,ESDP Deployments and the European Security
, in Anne Deighton with Victor Mauer,
pp. 33-45.

that they, as individual states still wish to play. This is especially true in the cases of
France and Britain and their attachment to individual membership of the UN Security Council, and to their nuclear weapons are examples of this, and they are not entirely alone in this view. However, even the proudest of state leaders accept that alone,
a state does not now appear to be as well-equipped to play an effective international
role as one that call call upon other states.
For this reaSOI1, the multilateral context of Union policy is also important, and
while institutions can act to constrain each other, they can also co-operate and agree
international norms, laws and legislation. The history and development of international institutions in the twentieth century thus forms a part, but not the whole part, of
the context of the development of the Union's external role. Its relationship with
NATO shows, for example, how differently it has been structured from NATO. For
NATO, the current notion that the 'mission determines the coalition' and the configuration of support then given to the US' military and alliance requirements reveals a
totally different kind of institution from the law-based Union that is not dominated by
one state.

2.

The Tools and Organisation of the JED's External Power

It is clear that the developments since 1957, and particularly since 1989 are dramatic
although, as this chapter has shown, many of these have been primarily a response to
external change. The tools that the Union now possesses are numerous if the full
gamut of international activity is considered, within the scope of the treaties themselves with the strategies, action plans and mutually agreed policies, range from humanitarian assistance, development aid, trade, to diplomatic demarches, sanctions,
political actions, and the use of military force.
. Ho:vever, the institutional structure is still remarkably close to that originally devised ID the 1950s. While the European Parliament has found a role for itself that it did
110t have then, and that ofthe European court of Justice has undoubtedly increased, it
IS also the case that the checks and balances of power distribution between Member
States and the Union is largely managed through the Council! Commission relationship.

!t

is clear that the external challenges do not correspond well to the existing institutional structure: the Constitutional proposals recognised this, and the failure to ratithe Constitution ~ and in particular the continuation of the Commission! Council
tensions, and the lack of a clear foreign policy supremo continues to weaken the
capacity ofthe Union to deliver external policies.

3.

The Unlon as a Model In the International System

Despite the failure of states to resolve these institutional weaknesses the Union is
widely seem as a model, with a presence, and normative position, rather than simply
as yet another actor in the international system. This is one reason why the process of
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enlargement as an external action is so important, and transfers a static model
into one that seeks to extend its reach beyond its borders (and eventually back into the
EU, once enlargement is completed).
It should be remembered that 'EC:urope has far more complicated borders than, [or
example, does the United States. To enlarge the Union - with all the opportunities and
risks that this implies for existing member states as wen as the prospective members
- is one of the most challenging and transformative actions of the Union in the international system. If one accepts that the development over time, and indeed the basic
precepts of the original six stemmed from political and economic, rather than religious
or identity issues, then the decision required to be taken for an enlargement to Turkey,
should turn on rights-based, economic, diplomatic and strategic issues about Europe
in the world as epitomised by the Copenhagen Criteria of 1993, and not upon notions
of some kind of European identity grounded only in religion or culture.

Enlargement, even to Turkey, is nevertheless essentially a regional policy. However,
the Union also has a global presence, although this presence is unevenly represented
through the different aspects of foreign policy aid, development, diplomatic and
military involvement etc. 'Our history, geography and cultural ties give us links with
our partners in Africa, in
every part of the world: our neighbours in the Middle
Latin
and in Asia.' As a Union 'of 25 states with over 450 million people
producing a quarter of the world's Gross National Product (GNP), and with a wide
range of instruments at its disposal, the European Union is inevitably a global
player. ' 143
This is in
because there also remains, especially in Britain and France, what we
may call a post-imperial global reflex. This is not easy to define, but it principally
concerns the fanner colonial possessions of Britain and France, and how their relations with their old colonies have developed and coloured the wider foreign policies
of the EU since the 1950s. Italy, The Netherlands, Belgium, Spain and Portugal also
had major overseas colonial possessions, and these, too have affected EU security,
economic and diplomatic policy making, but not to the same extent. The Community's
trade, economic 311d development policies ofthe 1960s and 1970s were also shaped
by this thinking. 144
The ending of empires in the 20th century was a long drawn-out, painful and often
bloody phenomenon. But while it is one thing to hand over governmental power to
former
it is quite another to draw a line under the wider economic and cultural
of empire. The weight of past empires is represented by the remaining
l43 ,A Secure Europe ill a Better World: European Security "'tr'''~'r,,'
144 Maric-Therese Bitsch/ Gerard Bossuat,
unie et l'Afrique, de I'idee d'Eurafriquc ala
convention de Lome I, acres du colloque international de Paris, le, et 2 avril 2004, Brussels:
Bruyiant,2005.
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imperial territorial outposts, as well through various patterns of investment, trade,
migration, and cultural and political priorities. For all the above reasons, the post-cold
war debate about whether the EU should be a regional or a global power was a very
short one: Europe's traditional interests, coupled with globalisation, clearly pointed to
at least a global perspective for most, though not all Member States. This fact has been
crucial to recent foreign policy debates about the character and extent of the EU's current reach and activities, whether over the 'quasi' imperialist policies in the Balkans;
the Middle East including Iraq; Iran; the North African littoral; or in sub-Saharan
Africa; as well as in debate about ED trade arrangements, development and humanitarian aid, and the leadership of military operations.

5.

The Union: a World Actor

In short, the Union is confronted by foreign policy dilemmas that are common to most
major states. These include how best to act strategically and proactively in the interests
of the Union itself, and for a wider common good, rather than simply responding reactively to external events as they unfold, How tar aid and trade should relate to the
internal governance of a recipient state is a general issue for all foreign policy actors.
The dilemmas also cover the legal and moral issues surrounding the tight of states or
groups of states to intervene in other states if not invited, which raises the key questions about the use of military force in a world in which the Union has always prided
itself on its civilian presence.
Yet, for the EO, the echoes of the original project of the 1950s still remain, echoes
that return to the European question, rather than the question of Europe in the world.
There is still the demand by European citizens for continuous economic growth; there
is still the expression of the hope and belief that there are common goals and values
that the peoples of the EU wish to pursue; and, last, there remains the desire to keep
peace and solidarity between European states and sustain a viable security community on the continent itself, by being members of common institutions which involve
giving away some state sovereignty to secure these other benefits.

