








Terrorism is a hydra headed monster and seems to be a strategic threat to human
beings. In the 21% century it is one of the most dangerous threats. Some states use it as
foreign policy tool to counter their foe. Terrorists are non-state actor and affect the
decision making of states. 9/11 attack on US is one of the major terrorist activity ever
in history. It changed the whole dynamics of international security. Terrorist attacks in
London and Madrid made the EU to think about their security policy. It is also linked
to violent religious extremism. Terrorist organizations are well funded and they use
modern technology. It can create political, social and cultural crisis. Taliban and Al
Qaeda are most dangerous terrorist organization of the world. Not only Europe but

also whole world is facing the problem of terrorism.

Atomic, Chemical and Biological weapons are considered as WMD. These are
potential threat to human being. Spread of nuclear technology is major concern these
days. If once it goes to wrong hand then it can be misused. So, safeguard measures
must be there for nuclear technology. “The last use of WMD was by the Aum terrorist
sect in Tokyo underground in 1995, using sarin gas. 12 people were killed and
thousands injured. Two years earlier, Aum had sprayed Anthrax spores on a Tokyo
street” (European Council 2003a: 3). Atomic weapons can kill human being n-
numbers of time or it can be said that due to the WMD and possibility of Thermo
nuclear warfare, conditions of “age of overkill™ is created. WMD can increase the

degree of destructiveness so it must be eliminated.

Regional conflicts are third key threat in this sequence. This is not new issue but it
can cause instability in concern region. Conflict in Middle- East, Balkan crisis and
Kashmir issue are prominent example. It promotes terrorist activities and it can cause
state failure. It demands WMD to fight against their rivals. It causes ethnic clinching,

rape of women and refugee problems.

Abuse of power, weak institutions, lack of democratic norms and accountability,
massive corruption and dictatorship can cause state failure. Somalia, Liberia and
Afghanistan under Taliban are examples of it. State failure can create the regional

instability. Failed state may be heaven for terrorist and related activities. Military

* John Medaris coined the term ‘overkill’. Max Lerner characterizes the present period as the “age of
overkill”. The United States and the Soviet Union individually have the capacity to kill every person in
the world many times over. He contends that today we are living in an age of potential overkill, of
power surplus rather than power scarcity.
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coup may be possible outcome of the state failure. It can create fear psychosis in

neighboring country.

Organized crime is direct threat to internal security of a country. It includes cross
border trafficking in drugs, women, illegal migrant weapon, fake currency and money
laundering. Local criminal gangs are generally involved in it. Sometimes these gangs
make link with terrorist organization. Money laundering and fake currency affect the
economy of the country. Illegal trafficking of women is related to the sex trade. lllegal
migrants may involve in criminal activities and it is threat to internal security of a
country. The money earned by the drug trade is used in purchasing of arms and
ammunition and payment of private army. It is dangerous for the law and order of the
country. These are the potential key threat worldwide and the EU as a security actor

has to tackle these problems by using its military and civilian capabilities.

Second dimension of the ESS is strategic objectives. Threats are strategic in nature so
there is requirement of strategic objective to identify and counter these threats.
Threats are defused and diverse in nature so “we need both to think globally and act
locally” (European Council 2003a: 6). According to EES 2003 the EU has adopted
some measures to tackle the key threat. It includes European Arrest Warrant, block
terrorist financing and mutual legal assistance with the US. It supports the measures
of the International Atomic Energy Agency for nuclear technology safeguard. It
tightens the export control, illegal shipping and illicit procurement. It has also signed

multilateral treaties for verification provisions.

ESS has particular emphasis on the European Neighbourhood Policy. The aim is
building security in the neighboring countries. “The ESS recognizes that the EU has a
special responsibility towards its neighbourhood and that its strategic aim and vision
is to ‘promote a ring of well-governed countries to the East of the EU and on the
borders of the Mediterranean with whom we can enjoy close and cooperative relation”
(European Council 2003a: 9). Diplomacy played major role with the European
neighbouring countries. In 2004, the EU went through Big-Bang enlargement towards
Eastern Europe. It integrated 10 countries of the Eastern Europe. The EU can
potentially project itself with the full complement of economic, political, diplomatic
and military instruments and can most effectively promote its distinctive

comprehensive conception of security. Thus the EU’s neighborhood is a testing
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ground for its strategic ambitions to be taken seriously as an autonomous and
powerful actor in international politics. The importance of the immediate
neighbourhood for it is that it is also the principal testing ground for the EU’s claim to
have developed a unique capacity to promote the internal transformation of states,
which is driven less by a realist calculus of military power than by the civilian tool of

economic integration and moral persuasion (Dannreuther 2008: 63).

The neighbourhood policy is directly related to check the illegal migration, trafficking
and other crimes. The EU is very much concern with the problems of Mediterranean
and Middle-East countries. Huge number of Muslim migration in Europe from North
African countries created problems and fear psychosis in minds of white Europeans.
Israel-Palestine issue is another problematic issue here. Promoting economic and
political transformation in its neighborhood is counter- balanced by number of
strategic and security driven interest which support a much more conservative and
status-quo approach. “Interest in transformation is directly related to the ‘welfare
divide’ between the enlarged EU and its new neighbour. According to the 2003
economic situations, the 450 million population of the EU enjoyed a GDP per capita
of € 21,300 while the neighbouring countries with a combined population of 400
million had a nominal GDP per capita which was less than € 2,000. On the political
side, this ‘welfare divide’ is matched with democratic or governance gap, where the
majority of the countries had authoritarian rule with weak institutions” (Dannreuther
2008: 72). These could create the problem of extreme poverty and uncertainty in

livelihood. It could lead to criminal activities.

Political reconciliation and conflict resolution is a major concern of the EU in the
Middle—East and Balkan region. In Balkan region ethno-nationalism is very strong. It
caused Balkan crisis just after the end of the Cold War. According to the ESS 2003,
resolution of the Arab-Israel conflict is a strategic priority but still the EU is not
successful in it. In the same line the EU has to face the problem with status quo
approach of the Israel. It does not want to lose the captured territory. So interest
conflict is there. These are the difficult question to solve it because it is directly
related to the national interest of the country and no country want to compromise their
national interest. It can create the situation of war among countries and terrorist

activities and it is prominent in Middle-East.
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External interference in neighbourhood can also create problem. Russian interference
in Georgia in 2008 created war like situation. This time was very crucial for the EU
because any mistake could cause full fledge war. In similar way US is planning to
establish missile defense shielding in the European neighbourhood. It is not accepted
by the Russia. These issues create tension between US and Russia and it affects the

EU security.

Now the question arises what should be the effective way to minimize the problems
and create the environment of mutual confidence. Effective multilateralism is the best
approach in this way. “The first great commitment is to defend our security and
spread freedom by building effective multinational institutions and supporting
effective multilateral action” (Bush 2004). According to ESS 2003, “our security and
prosperity increasingly depend on an effective multilateral system. We are committed
to upholding and developing international law. The fundamental for the international

relations is the United Nations charter”.

Strengthening of international and regional organization is necessary for the effective
multilateralism. The EU has strong belief in the UN system because it provides the
international platform where in collective manner issues are discussed and try to find
out solutions. It is always ready to send their troops on UN request. However all the
decision making is not accepted by the member states and there are always some
confrontation. So the EU has responded by developing a defuse set of ad hoc form of
cooperation with elements of the UN system. “Effective multilateralism requires not
only broad international support and legitimacy, but also the capacity to generate
initiatives, and political leadership to set the agenda, define deadlines, mobilize
resources and promote effective implementation. A key qualification in this context is
the ability to form and sustain broad-based coalition” (Maull 2005: 786). It means
without any international support and authority no actor or entity cannot get success.

It also depends upon the availability of the resources.

It is not always possible to create consensus at the multilateral level. It can be seen in
the Iraq war 2003, where the EU has clear differences with US. In Irag, no WMD is
found and US made an attack on it. It was clear breach of UN mandate. Kosovo crisis
was another point where UN mandate was not respected and Serbia was attacked by

NATO in 1999. There should requirement of reform in the UN system due to these
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types of failure. The EU can play major role here as a political catalyst. Regional
organization can also play the important role in effective multilateralism at the
regional level. The EU has relationship with ASEAN, SAARC and other regional
organizations where these entities can resolve the problem at regional level. At the

regional level, the EU is largest humanitarian aid provider in the world.

Third aspect is policy implication of the EU which is related to more active, more
capable and more coherent Europe. The ESS is implemented to achieve far-reaching
changes in how the EU conducts its foreign and security policy in a coherent manner.
The issues of coherence is complex, arising at many stages in the policy making
process, also at the political level. “Coherence means positive connections and it sets
a higher standard for the EU’s various policies” (Tieje 1997: 211-12 cited in
Anderson 2008: 123). Coherence is interconnection of external and internal policy
goal. In coherence, actor can choose any institution and policy tool. “Coherence can
be divided into two dimensions: ‘horizontal’ and ‘vertical’ coherence. Horizontal
coherence concerns the extent to which the various external policies and activities of
the EU’s institutions, agencies and representatives are logically connected and
muiually supportive. Vertical coherence concerns the extent to which the external
policies and activities of the member states are logically connected and mutually
supportive with those of the EU’s institutions, agencies and representatives” (Tietje
1997:211-12 cited in Andersson 2008: 124). It means the EU is only stronger when it
acts with its member together with cooperation and supportive nature on policy
making. By this process both the EU and the member states can avoid clash of their

interest fulfillment.

A security actor should more active, more capable and it should work in effective
partnership. “Active policies are needed to develop a strategic culture that foster early,
rapid and when necessary, robust intervention” (European Council 2003a: 11). It
requires military capability, the EU must be active in UN, and it should follow
process of negotiation or arbitration as possible to prevent war. Capability can acquire
through the establishment of the security architecture. For it, it has already established
PSC, EUMC, EUMS, EUBG, EDA, EUISS and other defense institutions. It is not
alone capable in establishing these institutions. Member state’s participation and
concept of pooling of sovereignty played important role in it. It has strong diplomatic

and strategic partnership with various countries like US, Russia, China, Japan and
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India. The EU is also working with civil society, private sector and international

financial institutions for greater coordination in security issues.
Influence in International Affairs

It is an important part for the EU as a security actor. Without influence no entity can
~get a strong position in the international affairs. Power is the strongest factor to
increase the influence. Today, the EU is increasing its influence with the various
activities. Its civil-military role at the global and regional level makes it different from
others. Under civilian norms, it is largest aid provider in the world. It is a strong
supporter of arbitration, negotiation and meditation for peace process. It believes in
the preventive engagement to avoid war. It believes in the multilateralism. It has
strong support in third world countries due to its civilian norms. It has performed
border monitoring and policing mission in its neighbouring countries. The role of the
EU in Afghanistan is constructive in nature. It has used its military and police force in
various missions. It is ready to send their troops on UN demand. Today, whole world
1s looking towards it. It has strong economic and political base and it is establishing
civil-military capability to counter the defuse threat. Some scholars use the term
‘Quiet Superpower’ for the EU. Without the effective partnership no actor can

become as a security actor. Hence, the EU should make partnership with other actors.
The EU as a Security Actor and Relationship with NATO and OSCE

Today, it is an emerging security actor but it does not mean that it is challenging the
US. Within the Europe, the EU is not only a security actor but NATO is still very
relevant and most of the members of the EU are part of NATQ. OSCE is third

organization in the Europe for security cooperation in the European continent.

Diagram 3:The EU NATO and OSCE

EUROPE
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During the Cold War period US-led NATO was very prominent in Europe. But after
the end of the Cold War and demise of the USSR, NATO seems to be smaller in
activity but it played very important role during the Balkan crisis. After the formation
of the ESDP, the EU became more autonomous but still it is using assets of NATO.
New security challenges moved NATO “go out of area™ approach. It means that it
has to focus out side Europe and move towards Asia. Both have shared interest in
Afghanistan. Events of 9/11 fuelled this concept. Approach based differences made
them different i.e. US is a hard power and follows pre-emptive measures, on the other
hand the EU is soft power and it follows preventive approach. “Common democratic
values, a shared identify and institutional ties will hold Europe and America together.
It means that the US and the EU share a common interest in defending democracy
against potential threats like terrorism and in maintaining the liberal international
economic order on which capitalism rests. Common interest based on common values

will reassert them” (Nye 2000 in Cottey 2007: 72).

During the Prague NATO summit 2003, US President Bush stated that the survival of
the NATO is dependent on credible European capabilities. This means development
of the EU defence is directly related to the strengthening the NATO also. The reason
is that most of the EU member states are also the member of the NATO and still they
have strong belief in NATO. In the informal NATO meeting of defence ministers in
Warsaw in September 2003, the then defence secretary of the US Donald Rumsfeld
proposed for the integration of the NATO Response Force and European Rapid
Reaction Force. Both countries have also defence and security collaboration. US
participated in the EU rule of law mission in Kosovo (EULEX). The US contributed
81 officers to the total of 1700 international staff in the mission. It also participated in
the EU training mission for the Somali soldiers in Somalia and Uganda. NATO is an
organisation for security and cooperation on the Europe. The events of 9/11 changed
both NATO and OSCE to focus on terrorism. So there is a requirement of cooperation

in the European security structure.

The OSCE was born during the Cold War period and it has remained one of the
primary regional organisations in Europe. It is an important part of security

architecture in Europe. The OSCE approach is common and comprehensive. By the

* Richard Lunger used this term in US Senate in 1993 and called for new security tasks beyond the
defence of the member’s territories.
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comprehensive approach to security covers all routes to instability, but particularly
traditional or strategic security. The OSCE has appeared to focus increasingly more
on the human dimension which makes it nearer to the EU. ‘The Helsinki Final Act’
(1975) was important because it gave birth to politico-military dimension. In case of

military dimension it is limited to OSCE region.
Strategic Culture

Javier Solana has described as ‘a strategic culture that foster early, rapid and when
necessary, robust intervention’. Strategic capability is necessary for the EU to make
its security and defence policy credible and useful. The developing strategic culture is
totally different in its nature as comparison with the other partners. Its strategic
culture is the combination of the strategic objectives and civil-military aspect of
capability with preventive engagement. The actual beginning of the strategic culture is
started with the implementation of the ESDP. The beginning of the strategic culture
was indication of de-hyphening with US in development of civil-military capability.
Under it, it needed huge military assets and infrastructure. The ‘Capability
Commitment Conference’ of November 2000 took place in Brussels and the EU
offered amounting to 100,000 troops, 400 aircrafts and 100 ships. “It needed pool of
manpower and equipment. The force would need to be improved before the most
demanding Petersberg tasks are to be fully satisfied that certain operational capability
were still lacking, and that crucial strategic capability needed improvement, including
strategic air and sea transport, command and control system and particularly strategic
intelligence, where serious effort would be needed” (Cornish and Edwards 2001:
593). It was suggested that these should be developed in coherent and complementary

manner.

Cornish and Edwards try to examine the EU’s character not only as a security actor
but also as a strategic actor. With the military capability it has to focus on
humanitarian and peacekeeping task. Without military capability, “it is difficult to
provide protective shield to civilian norm and it may prove as ring hollow. Reliability
and legitimacy is necessary for the autonomous action. Appropriate level and depth of
the civil-military integration is necessary. Without cooperation, it is difficult to tackle
the complex problem so cooperation is inevitable. Hence, it should cooperate with

NATO/US and not challenge them” (Cornish and Edwards 2005: 802).
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Acquiring the ‘capabilities is most important part of the strategic culture. It can be
armed force or high-end combat force. But the civilian capability is different here and
it talks about unarmed forces as preventive approach. Kagan described as the
Americans ‘making the dinner’ and the Europeans ‘doing the dishes’ (Kagan 2003 in
Meyer 2006: 176). It means the US fights a war and the EU deals later with peace
keeping, reconstruction and nation-building. Afghanistan War 2001 is a good example
of it, where US waged a war and it causes heavy destruction. The EU is still engaged
in Afghanistan for its reconstruction and provided huge amount of humanitarian aid.

It create question mark on EU’s strategic culture that still it is not much capable as
US.

Capability is an integral part of the strategic culture. Its crisis management capability
needed an army corps of 50000-60000 troops, available at 60 days notice and
sustainable up to one year. Tactical capabilities, identification of priorities, planning-
budgeting, European Capability Action Plan to rectify the remaining deficiencies,
achieve capability by 2010 to respond with rapid and decisive action applying a fully
coherent approach to the whole spectrum of crisis management option covered by the
TEU is necessary for mission. Without advanced technology, it is difficult to achieve
any successful mission so in this line the EU should fill the transatlantic gap. It means

as a security actor it must create a strategic identity at the global level.

Finally it can be said that the largest achievement of the EU as a security actor is shift
from ‘zone of turmoil’ to ‘zone of peace’. Approach of it is totally different from the
other entity because it has preventive approach in its action with soft power and
cooperative nature. Its strategic culture provides it strategic identity. Integration of its
civil-military capability makes it capable to think global and act local. We can say
that it has successfully established a bridge with two lane road network, one is civilian
and other is military lane. This is guided by strategic draft ESS. This draft provides
new global security agenda for the EU. It can be said that it has developed itself as a
security community also at the local or regional level. With the grouping of 27

member states it successfully manages to abolish the conflicts by peaceful means.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

The study has shown how the EU as a security actor is a gradual and incremental
process. It is not an easy task for an entity but it achieved this profile in a different
way. It is not a complete military as well as civilian process but it is combination of
these two processes. In this study, it can be seen that how various intergovernmental
meetings accelerated the process of becoming as a security actor. Each meeting
strengthen and provided special criteria to the EU. ESDP played one of the most
important roles and during its 10 years of journey from 1999 to 2009, development
ESS 2003 was a major achievement. It is a security directive for the EU because it
provides guideline to it. During that period, it also established security architecture.
Without security architecture, an entity seems to be militarily paralysed so it is an

important part of a security actor.

The End of Cold War changed the situation of the world politics and it came with the
new unipolar structure of the world. US one again came as a hegemonic power. In
whole scenario of Balkan crisis, it played a dominant role. European powers were
silent during this period but at the end of the 20" century, it changed its profile and
tried to convert itself as a security actor. This process was started with the Treaty of
St. Malo. Economically and politically the EU is a mature entity but as a security
actor it is like an infant. Becoming a security actor is not an easy task. Establishing
influence is the first necessary condition and it can be possible through military
power. The study has shown only military capability is not important but civilian

capability is also important for a security actor.

Classical realism clearly says politics is governed by the human nature and
international politics is through concept of interests which is defined in terms of
power. After the St. Malo Treaty, interest of the EU is completely changed and it is
trying to establish itself as a security actor. In realism, this interest can only fulfilled
by military capability. Operational BG and its military missions show its developing

military capability.
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Power politics is directly related to the realism and it creates influence and hegemony
for an entity. Anarchy, survival and state as an actor are important factors within
realism. Anarchy on the world stage causes states to obsessed with security and it
results in security dilemma where every states want to enhance its security. Self-help
is important aspect of the anarchy. The EU and its ESDP is directly related to the
power politics. The Balkan crisis after 1991 created anarchic conditions in that part
and it was critical that how Europe could responds to this situation. In this situation,
the EU decided to work as self help group and decided to form autonomous military
capability after St. Malo Treaty. At that moment definitely the EU failed to play role
as an actor but this situation made it aware about the need to become a security actor.
In realist perspective, the EU is not a state and so the question arises here how it can
be categorised as a state actor? The EU is a grouping of twenty seven countries and
each country is like a unit and these units interact with each other within a system
more in foreign policy. This system may be European Council or European
Parliament where collectively it takes decisions and the EU seems to be state actor

because all the decisions are taken at the EU level.

During 1999-2009, the Union took several military missions and these military
missions are different from realist views. It creates question mark on the Union that
its approach cannot be realistic because these military missions are preventive in
nature. That means it is for peace-keeping and conflict resolution. On the other hand
the EU can also be judged through offensive and defensive realism. It is not only
responsible its own security but it played an important role outside Europe also.
Offensive realism in terms of security suggests that an actor should pursue security
policies that weaken their potential enemies and increase their power relative to all
others. The EU is offensive in nature but not against any state. It is offensive against
terrorism, WMD, organised crime, failed state and regional conflict and defensive for
the human rights, rule of law and democracy. Most of the EU’s military missions are
for protection of democracy and rule of law. Operation ATALANTA of the EU is a
perfect example of offensive realism for it because it took action against piracy in
Gulf of Aden in 2008. On the other hand defensive realism sees war can be avoided
by creating institutions. The EU is itself a good example of it. It avoided war and

followed the economic integration to create a war free European continent.



Military capability is directly related to the power notion in international relation
theory. Without this capability no country can act as an actor. It is military capability
that provides autonomy in military affairs. In this study, it has been examined also
why military capability is necessary for the EU? It is not only related to decreasing
the dependence over US led NATO but it is also related to providing security
umbrella or security shield to its norms. It also can be said that military capability is
related to military security. Security dilemma is directly related to the military
capability. Events of 9/11 created the condition of security dilemma in the EU. 1t was
another reason for the EU that it must have military capability to counter various

threats.

Military capability of the EU can not be considered as the balance of power with US.
Both are not rivals to each other but it is all about the decreasing dependency over
US. Today, the US is following an ‘out of area approach’ in security matters. It
means, no longer US will be always present in European affairs. It led to two things,
first the EU is politically mature entity and it is now capable to solve its problem in its
multilayered political system such as through Commission. Second, this approach
motivated the Union to develop credible capability in the absence of US. Now, it also
can be said that out of area approach created a power vacuum in Europe. Then who is
capable to fill this gap? The Union itself successfully managed it. This study also
focused on how in the near future US may return to Europe. It is directly related to the
idea of missile shielding programme in Europe and the European neighbourhood by
the US. It can create threat perception to Russian interest and Russia can take coercive
action in its surroundings. So it can create a possibility for the return of the US in
Europe and the Union must be prepared for a realistic approach as it gave clear

indication by forming CSDP by Lisbon Treaty and future ambitions of the Union.

Now, this study one again raises this question that does the evolution of the ESDP
signify European challenge to US in the military arena? Here two approaches
convergence and divergence can be applied. Divergence shows that the EU is
reluctant to dependent on US for its security so it wants to develop it own credible
military forces. On the other hand convergence shows both are cooperating each other
on security issues and the EU still lack in military assets so convergence again make it

nearer to US for use of NATO assets.



Neoclassical realism focuses on unit level variables which must support the existing
system. It means how power is perceived and how leadership is exercised. It is
reflected through the Lisbon Treaty. It came with new changes such as EEAS, then
definitely this unit perceives power and according to it, leadership will response. It
manages general foreign relation, security and defence policy and control situation
centres for intelligence. It has intelligence capabilities to response EU’s crises and

leadership of this unit will response according to the intelligence information.

Constructivism is another important method by which this study can be justified. It is
about ideas, cooperation and norms. If roots of the power politics lie in human nature
then it is also human consciousness and ideas that led to cooperation. ldeas and
material forces are responsible for how actors interpret their material reality and are
interested in how agents produce structure and structure produce agents. The
formation of the EU is example of greater cooperation among the European countries.
This is the product of human idea and cooperation. The EU started itself as economic
actor and then political actor that made it different in international affairs. It is proved
as reality due to the political willingness and enhanced cooperation. Evolution of the
ESDP at the end of 20™ century was important change in issues in European security.
Different ideas and material forces interacted with each other that caused the
formation of ESDP. Balkan crisis provided situational condition to the EU that it

should develop its own security infrastructure.

It is easier to explain on analysis the role of the EU using constructivism. As EU’s
actorness has evolved and it continues to grow and change, it draws attention to the
dynamic quality of actorness of the EU. This cannot be captured by neo-realism as it
does not focus on the internal dimension of an actor. The EU is determined to protect
human rights, minorities, rule of law and democracy promotion. It was first placed in
Copenhagen Criteria and then focused in ESS 2003. It is directly related to the
civilian approach of the EU. It performed more than twelve civilian operations which
are related to monitoring, supervision, training programme, legal advice and
infrastructure development. The EU has always been civilian in nature but the change
in geopolitical culture also changed its ideas towards international politics.
Development of strategic culture and formulating ESS 2003 as a grand strategy are

important achievements of the EU.
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Culture is an integral part of the EU and thus the EU in this regard; it is strategic
culture that can be connected to the EU. This strategic culture is related to the
development of military capability. It is a gradual and continuing process. It depends
upon the security environment i.e. development of strategic culture is related to
security perception. Initially the EU was more civilian but Post Cold War security
environment changed its perception towards security and it turned towards military
culture. Events of 9/11 again fuelled it and it needed a grand strategy as apart of its
strategic culture. This strategy is related to drafting of ESS 2003. It includes various

norms like multilateralism, integrating neighbourhood and coherence.

Since the end of the Second World War, there were huge changes in ideas and
material forces with the passes of time. It is 21* century and there is need of new
dynamism in ideas and cooperation. Formation of the EU as a security actor was an
idea and the political willingness provided it material force to it. Becoming a security
actor is objective reality and political willingness for it is a subjective reality. Social
responses cannot be ignored after political cooperation and willingness. Social
responses works as material force and it can be seen in referendum after
intergovernmental process. It means that European society can say ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ for
any policy. The Constitutional Reform Treaty and the Lisbon Treaty are good
examples of it. It means the EU is not only limited to political ideas and cooperation

but it is deeply routed to the society and its acceptance.

This study focuses how on multilateralism, neighbourhood policy and coherence are
helpful for the EU to create its different image in international politics. After the
disintegration of Soviet Russia world became unipolar but 21* century came with new
international players that believe in multilateralism and support for international
system like UN. The EU is strong supporter of UN and its norm and it is reflected in
the TEU. Its neighbourhood policy is directly related to the security and stability in
the neighbouring countries. A secure neighbour means a secure and stable Europe. It
is helpful in creation of zone of peace and stability in European continent. Coherence
is related to the deepening of the connectivity with its partners for cooperation and

tackle threats.

Today, the EU is a grouping of 27 countries and each country has their geographical

size, structure of their military capability, economy and finally national interest. In
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realist view no country is ready to compromise with their national interest. But it is
the EU that developed different norm which is related to the pooling of sovereignty as
an approach for greater integration and preventing the conflict between interest at
national level and at the EU level. Economy matters for the smaller countries of the
EU and it has been seen that they are reluctant to spend more on the defence. Here
economic structure provides material force for the smaller countries to develop idea
for cooperation with the EU. The Economic crisis of 2008 changed the economic
efficiency and circumstances of European countries so it can re-evaluate its economic
efficiency for defence expenditure and other domestic activities. It may create relative
drift among the big economies and smaller economy of the EU. So, it is necessary for
the EU that it must create combination in its defence budgeting and economic interest

of smaller countries.

The Treaty of Maastricht came with CFSP, it provided new dimension to the EU as a
part of foreign and security policy and its agenda was very clear for security in all
ways. Treaty of St. Malo and Helsinki European Council provided it military profile
and treaty of Lisbon reenergised both CFSP and ESDP with new setups. It is very
difficult to predict, what is the hidden agenda of the EU in near future? But in this
study, it is clear that the EU still have to wait for becoming as a full fledge security
actor. After 1999, it got many opportunities and it utilised these opportunities to
become as an actor. But still it is not a real actor in aspects of military security. It only

proved as back-up provider to civilian operation.

The EU as a whole is different in its own continent and 1t is different outside the
European continent. It is related to the vision and decision making at national level
and the EU level. Most of the EU’s members are part of NATO and they took part in
NATO military activity. It is their individual decision at the national level and it
seems to be more realistic in nature. It can be seen in the case of Afghanistan War
2001, Iraq War 2003 and current ongoing Libyan crisis (2011) and most participants
are from Europe. On the other hand when decision are taken at the EU level for
military action then it starts facing problem due to lack of resources, lack of effective
coordination, lack of strategic lift of capability. It creates problem for military
missions. In both the cases most members are common in both NATO and the EU but
it is only due to leadership factor that creates difference between NATO and the EU.
NATO is led by US but in the EU, institutions are prominent. Most EU members feel
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more secure under NATO umbrella. The decision of making credible force,
autonomous action and reducing the dependency over NATO in St. Malo treaty was
only taken by the UK and France. It was not the decision of all members and in 2004
the EU came with 10 new members which were part of former Soviet Russia so their
belief for security, defence and national interest collectively lies with NATO. So it is

a drift within the EU members.

The strategic culture of the EU should not limited to the EU itself, it must focus to
next door neighbours and it is directly related to the future security perspective of the
EU. Arctic region has huge natural resources and it is not only claimed by Russia but
also by US and other countries. In near future, it can create problem and increase
problems and tension between Russia and US. It will be threat for security of the EU.
It should also include Mediterranean, Maghrib and Caucasus region to create greater
region of zone of peace and stability. But in Russian-Georgian conflict, the EU failed
to utilise opportunity and it seemed to be as a silent actor in whole discourses of
conflict. Arab spring is also proved as litmus test for the EU and it has been seen that
the EU members are fragmented over it. France, UK and Italy supported NATO
action and Germany made distance on this issue. The EU is again divided over Libya
and this shows that realistic approach is step ahead to constructivism when decision

making process goes on national level.

Absolute and relative gains are important for the EU as a security actor in
International Relation perspective. The EU as an actor is definitely interested in
increasing its power and influence as it can be seen through its various policies and
civil- military operations. It is not possible without cooperation and it focuses on
strategic partnership and coherence with its neighbourhood partners. This process is
helpful in increasing its capability. On the other hand, how much influence other
entities might achieved relative to the EU. It achieves a glory of global actor
especially in security sector. It is also identified as silent power. This process provides
it wider and deepened integration and its military integration is important in this
respect. By this process, it has established a different identity at global level. Today
most of the regional organisations want to follow it. It is trying to develop itself as
security community. Relatively other entities show confidence in it. They want good

and cooperative relationship with the EU.
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The EU is combination of power maximiser as well as security maximiser with
respect to its military and civil capabilities respectively. After the implementation of
the Lisbon Treaty in December 2009, it enhanced its capability but it should be
careful about the defused threats and these threats are like “Hydra-Headed Monsters”
so relatively it must increase its capability and utilise the opportunity to maintain its
position at global level. Today’s Europe is new Europe and there are huge
opportunities in coming future. So “Soft Power” is not enough for the EU. It must
create new institution under its strategic culture by which it can coordinate with its
effective partners in near future. It should expand its area of military capability and
try to become as an active security actor but not as a silent actor. Today world
community is looking towards EU and every country wants a strategic partnership
with it. The EU should not loose the hope of world community and it should play

effective and result oriented role.

Finally in this study, it can be said that the EU has conducted various civil and
military operation with the help of security architecture which was established during
1999 to 2009. These operations could not get success without the help of security
architecture. These security architectures are back bone for the EU military capability.
So with the help of strategic culture and security architecture, the EU can develop

itself as a security actor.
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