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The eventual inception of the Lisbon Treaty has reinvigorated a discourse about the specifics of the European Union as an international actor. What kind of policy will the New EU design and pursue vis-à-vis the outside world? Will it be a mere replica of policy traditionally pursued by the world’s major great powers like the United States or Russia, e.g. a policy of projecting power by hegemony, force or coercion? Or will Europe’s external policy open a new chapter in the history of international conduct? 

This article argues that the European Union is elaborating an unusual foreign and security policy approach, which differs from a traditional conduct of a powerful nation state. The paper first explores the differences between the EU and a nation state, and then proceeds with defining typological features of the Union’s foreign policy approach which it coins as Liberalpolitik. The essay explains the phenomenon of Europe’s Liberlapolitik both by structural and normative attributes of the European Union. The first group of factors derives from the limited parameters of Europe’s physical geography, its poor resource base and aging population. The second group of determinants stems from ethics-based norms and liberal, pro-life values and beliefs that are deeply rooted in the European type of civilization and are codified in the European customs, treaties and laws. They foster a strategic culture that sees lethal components of power as too dangerous and double-edged to be applied in the real-world situations. The paper then addresses the issue of Liberalpolitik’s durability and its ability to promote and defend EU interests when dealing with complex international challenges and threats. The article examines the processes of European integration in the realm of security, and analyses the European security strategy as well as relevant national strategies of its major member states- France, Germany and Great Britain.  The paper elucidates an impact of the EU's ensuing institutional reform in compliance with the Treaty of Lisbon on empowering the Union’s competence in designing and pursuing its Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), and on enabling its institutions to conflate CFSP soft and hard power components. The essay assumes that the sui generis EU’s international approach will be more balanced in terms of soft and hard power application. The EU’s hard power adjustment will be provided through integration of national deterrence and intervention capabilities. The EU, the paper concludes, will sustain its Liberalpolitik in the future as its primary approach to foreign and security policy. Yet, the unfolding transformation of the international system from the unipolarity to a multipolar world will force the EU to replace a predominantly appeasing model of Liberalpolitik by a more assertive, albeit fundamentally liberal foreign policy posture.             
Introduction

The European Union (EU) represents the most extraordinary entity in the contemporary international system in terms of its origin, nature and conduct. Indeed, it was conceived as an unprecedented idealistic project aimed at safeguarding peace in the post-WWII Europe through incremental integration; its nature is characterized by a remarkable combination of intergovernmental and supranational principles and institutions; and its international conduct is distinguished by an unusually strong rejection of force, and simultaneously by an equally fervent and consistent promotion of institutionalization, multilateralism and good governance.  The idealistic origin, modernistic nature, as well as peace-prone and rule-oriented conduct of the European institutions better fit liberalism rather than any other theoretical perspective. Respectively, it can be assumed that to the extent that the EU is a post-modern liberal entity, its foreign policy approach could not be essentially much different, and as much as it is distinguished from the realist/neorealist foreign policy by its fundamental attributes, it can be coined  Liberalpolitik (LP). 

Gradually attaining competencies to initiate and implement foreign policy on its own behalf, the EU embarks on elaborating an essentially modernistic policy approach that emphasizes civil, moral and normative instruments and goals. However, the Union, a basically ideational endeavor, has to perform in an imperfect material world, where multiple vices of nation states, brought to light by Reinhold Niebuhr, continue to manifest themselves in ostensibly virtue-seeking, but, in essence, hypocritical foreign policy stances. Would it be accurate to contend that the Union will continue to pursue an invariably benign and ethics-based political course regardless of the kind of the environment it steps in? Will this foreign policy approach alter once the Union acquires hard power military capabilities? 

EU Project: Distinctions from a Nation State 

The paper’s framework does not allow to comprehensively describe all major differences between a nation state and the EU as a simultaneously supranational  & intergovernmental construction. Yet, it is possible to emphasize here the major generic distinction between them: while a nation state was born in a Hobbesian environment shaped by imperatives of social Darwinism that necessitated the use of force as a key fundamental to provide for its survival, the Union (then the European Coal and Steel Community) was created as an ideational project designed by peace-prone intellectuals and politicians obsessed with an idea of European rapprochement. It would be reasonable to acknowledge that the European entity was a very fortunate endeavor. Indeed, it was well protected by the all-mighty American power against external threats, and hence could even obviate making defence and security its overriding priorities to the extent that its founding fathers could almost entirely concentrate their efforts on civil facets of their idefix. Respectively, the regional common defence projects were short-lived. Thus, the European Defence Community (1950) was proposed by France mostly as a tactical measure to contain German rearmament. The very rejection of this project by the French parliament four years later reveals that Paris was not then committed to the idea full-heartily.  

As a result of this unusual combination of circumstances, what has by now culminated the European project can be seen as a long –awaited way out of the Niebuhr dilemma of a nation state’s immorality, selfishness and inclination to use force to promote national interests.  According to Niebuhr, “a possibility to escape from the endless round of force” is provided by “a community, which transcends the conflict of interest between individual nations and has an impartial perspective upon them.”(Niebuhr 1960).
In other words, Niebuhr (as did Immanuel Kant before him) conceived the federalist idea as a peace remedy. Drawing on their understanding of what may be called a Federalist Peace Paradigm, or Kantian “peace federation” it is possible to contend that the EU exemplifies a critically important institutional arrangement to generate universal reconciliation and promote freedom by peaceful means. The idea that force is counterproductive to freedom even if the former is used to the ends of liberation is deeply rooted in the European intellectual heritage. More than one and a half centuries ago Richard Cobden (1908) argued that “the people on the Continent” should find other ways to promote emancipation “than by fighting and soldiering, which too often prove disastrous to the cause of liberty.” 

In terms of economic efficiency, the European project proposes a cost-effective alternative to war as integration enables to geographically promote the most advanced economic and technological standards without making a universal pie smaller. Powell (2006) describes ‘the inefficiency puzzle of war’ by using Pareto efficiency concept: “Fighting,- he argues,- leads to Pareto-inferior or inefficient outcomes, [failing] to reach a Pareto-superior agreement”  which would preserve resources otherwise destroyed as a result of war (Powell 2006). If, borrowing this terminology, the EU promotes Pareto-superior model by attempting to eliminate military force from the arsenal of the world politics, it is acting in line with the imperatives of rationality inasmuch as the latter comes down to cost effectiveness. 

Therefore, the principle difference between a foreign policy of an individual nation state and 

that of the EU is that the former is Pareto-inefficient whereas the latter is Pareto-superior as it brings improvement to the international system. In a way, the advancement of the EU beyond its traditional competencies, projection of its mild power and enhancement of its international normative leverage are the manifestation of universal consciousness that enables the Hegelian thing in itself (Ding an sich) to grasp itself in human beings. Conflating Pareto efficiency concept with the Hegelian philosophy allows to assert that the EU sui generis is a manifestation of rationality in the realm of managing world affairs at the point where material and ideational worlds amalgamate.

Michael Smith (2004) refers to an important point in the history of integration’s evolvement in the post-Second World War Europe that helps to understand the EU’s predisposition to apply civil, and, in particular, commercial means in achieving political goals. He notes that  “European integration has always involved the use of economic cooperation to reduce political conflicts among EU member states.” (Smith 2004, 7). Indeed, it was the free movement of goods, services, labor and capital that provided for an unseen degree of economic interdependence between the bloc’s participants, and it was mutual economic reliability that made violent conflict among them irrational. Elaborating on this observation, one may comprehend why the positive historical experience of applying economic ties to endure peace has made commerce the primary constructivist fundamental and a major operational tool for European strategists in devising common EU policy with regard to the outside world. Accordingly, the Union’s security strategy (2003) holds that “a world of well-governed democratic states” is the best protection for EU security, and seeks to promote good governance ‘”through assistance programmes, conditionality and targeted trade.” (Council of the European Union 2003, 11).
Since the belief that “trade makes peace” appears to be a European motto, forging economic cooperation between the EU and the rest of the world as well as among non-European countries and regions is seen in Brussels not only as just a credible method of conflict prevention and securitization, but, in fact, as the only genuinely possible.  

The EU is about liberal values both in terms of its ideational and judicial foundations. The Lisbon Treaty lists the values that the European Union is founded on: respect for human dignity, freedom, democracy, equality, the rule of law and respect for human rights, including the rights of persons belonging to minorities. The Treaty emphasizes the normative congruence of the European nations for “these values are common to the Member States in a society in which pluralism, non-discrimination, tolerance, justice, solidarity and equality between women and men prevail.” (Treaty of Lisbon, Article 1a). Above all, an international mission of the EU is seen in promotion of European values worldwide by contributing to “peace, security, the sustainable development of the Earth, solidarity and mutual respect among peoples, free and fair trade, eradication of poverty and the protection of human rights.” (Treaty of Lisbon, Article 2.5.).
The ideational roots of this mission are grounded in the intellectual power of Europe’s greatest political thinkers, philosophers and politicians. Divided by national soil and linguistic barriers, their humanitarian ideas nevertheless complemented each other in many respects. Using the words of French President Nicolas Sarkozy, these were the Europeans that engendered “the same humanism, the same idea of man and what we call the Western civilization, what we call progress, democracy, freedom” (British Foreign & Commonwealth Office (FCO) 2008). But only with the arrival of the European integration the bodies of national liberal ideas were united into an ideational and spiritual entirety and became a manifestation of the genuine Europeanhood. Tolerance, rapprochement and coherence have become the fundamental features of the political culture that has been nurtured in Europe in the aftermath of the Second World War, and which is now being advanced by the proto-federalist institutions within the EU framework. As the European integration advances in its depth and width, it enables for the pertinent epistemic communities who are acting as agents of Europe’s humanitarian traditions, to extend the body of ideas generated by the geniuses of the European Enlightenment. Thereby the Hegelian thing in itself is being transcended through the European mega-project of enlightening the universe. 

The globalization/fragmentation-shaped setting of EU operational environment brings about an issue of reckoning a new policy response to structural constraints and capabilities of the emerging international system.   In order to accomplish its “mission cilivizatrice”, the Union has to find appropriate ways and means to influence other international actors. In the era of universal interdependence it is a particularly perplexing task. Keohane  and Nye (1971) describe the relationship between politics and power as a means-ends paradigm in which an actor is inclined to use resources, both virtual and material, to produce desirable changes in other’s behavior. However, as Vayrenen (2004) argues, the means of inducing others to behave in a certain way in an interdependent space cannot come down to military force, because the latter contradicts the logic of shared rationality that derives from utilitarian nature of international actors (Vayrenen 2004, 14-15). An interdependent world of the modern international system is ’by an large a ’zone of peace’’(Vayrenen 2004, 15).

The world of interdependent entities contrasts with the world of fragmented spaces, which were disintegrated as a result of inter- ethic or inter-confessional conflicts, and “where…conflict resolution cannot derive from a rationality, which transcends local loyalties and rivalries. Since there is no universal logic and reason governing human relations, some violent conflicts remain intractable. They remain intractable at least in Western thinking, which is founded upon Westphalian – territorially oriented and state-centered  -- solutions.” Vayrenen 2004, 18-19).

This logic suggests that it is rather by definition than as a result of inaptness that a EU policy, or a policy of any other international actor is unsuccessful in managing a conflict in a fragmented space as the numerous examples of West’s protracted failure in bringing durable peace - to mention Afghanistan, Iraq, Rwanda, Chad – have shown. Therefore, Liberalpolitik, as common wisdom suggests, is not a panacea per se in dealing with challenges and conflicts of any type; indeed, it can be fortunate in a structurally-friendly environment, an environment 

that is based upon an institutionalized rules-governed world order, but not in a typologically different anarchical space. In other words, Liberalpolitik may be successful in preventing conflicts unless they have resulted in a state’s failure. Usually an intervention of a third party in a brutal local conflict has uncertain chances of success and risks making situation even worse. Therefore, EU policy makers and strategists prefer to concentrate their efforts on early diagnosing of weakening states and on assisting local governments in preventing state collapse and disintegration, rather than on engaging resources to deal with a crisis at its peak. This, of course, brings about a complicated issue of political expediency in supporting repressive and illiberal governments for the sake of political stability, or assisting parochial communities in becoming sovereign political entities, which will be examined in the following parts of the paper. 

Defining Liberalpolitik 

As it was mentioned above, the EU per se is elaborating its own foreign policy style – Liberalpolitik (LP) that may be contrasted to traditional Realpolitik  (RP) of a nation state. The essential features that distinguish LP are:

· Promotion of good governance, civilian norms, human rights and democracy;

· Commitment to multilateralism and international law;

· Reluctance to use military force as a means of practical policy; 

· Emphasis on crisis prevention and crisis management, state –building and peace through cooperation;

· “Carrot diplomacy” combined with appeasement, persuasion and shaming

There are several essential points that distinguish both ”politiks” from each other in terms of interests, principles and values, and the role that soft and hard power play in their implementation:

· LP is peace-prone. RP is, essentially, about preparing to war.

· RP can easily sacrifice principles in the name of interests, and is inclined to apply double standards.

· RP uses material, tangible means known as hard power with military force as its underpinning component to pursue its goals, while LP emphasizes persuasion instead of coercion, and prefers diplomacy over force, therefore primarily utilizing soft power tools and economic interdependence.

·  Unlike RP, LP is consistent in its persecution of illiberalism regardless of its origin

· LP is more coherent in is pursuit, while RP is prone to narrow vision and tends to overstate some issues and policy directions while overlooking or ignoring other important security domains and geographical areas.

What forces make the EU act in a particular way? Why accommodation is its most preferable policy route, and appeasement - an option of the first choice in the arsenal of foreign policy tools while more assertive approaches too often are eventually rejected?  Is it because of moral resentment, political wisdom, or ordinary fear? These questions cannot be answered with certainty without considering both the major physical and normative factors that shape the nature of EU strategic culture. In terms of the physical determinants, one should contemplate the role that the EU's physical assets – natural resources, territory and population play in shaping the patterns of its international behavior. It becomes clear then that the Union’ s lack of strategic depth, scarce energy resources, and aging population impose serious natural constraints on any type of conflicting or conflict-prone behavior that EU strategy planners might wish to perform. One is to consider the structure of the continent’s population to understand why the Europeans are trying to keep a cautious and reserved profile with regard to issues involving Islam. The EU is trying to accommodate Muslims precisely because they constitute a significant share of inhabitants in Europe’s major cities like Paris, London and smaller towns. With their birth rates exceeding the non-Muslim Europeans, the former will account for 20 percent of the entire EU population by the year 2050 (Pan 2005). Noteworthy, while some EU participants are involved in US-led military operations in Afghanistan and Iraq, the EU per se is not. It is not unlikely that it is the growing share of Muslims in the Union’s population and the geographical proximity of North Africa and the Middle East that make the EU not only an omnipresent but invariably an appeasement-seeking player in the Islam-related matters. Farther, the Union’s critical dependence on oil and gas deliveries from Russia make the former’s bargaining positions in a variety of other crucial issues like democracy and human rights, strategy and security, asymmetrically weak.   

By all counts, the normative attributes of the EU as of a progressive post-modern entity - good governance, tolerance, rule of law, human rights and democracy - will continue to play the pivotal role in shaping the nature and methods of its international policy. Besides, 

Europe’s contribution to the world advancement is made by promotion of the economic

model of a socially-oriented market capitalism, and the EU's green policies, e.g. protection of rare animal species, energy-saving, and its lead in the international fight against the climate change and global warming.
The limited parameters of Europe’s physical geography, its poor resource base and aging population are the innate objective causes that structurally restrict application of tough power and invoke mitigation of the EU’s combined intervention capabilities. Together with ethics-based norms and liberal, pro-life values and beliefs they foster a strategic culture that sees lethal components of power as too dangerous and double-edged to be applied in the real-world situations. Meanwhile, economic sanctions and other civil power tools like policing and law-enforcement missions are conceived as the most appropriate means of projecting the EU’s hard power. Not surprisingly, the Union’s major policy paper on strategy- A Secure Europe in a Better World - employs a very discreet wording when touching upon the matters implying the use of force, invariably emphasizing that the EU adds “particular value” in “developing operations involving both military and civilian capabilities.”(Council of the European Union, 2003). This cautious approach manifests itself in a military strategy that –as it will be illustrated further - is essentially deprived of offensive planning. The nuclear arsenals of the UK and France are merely viewed there as a means of deterrence. Moreover, the EU’s combined military machinery since the end of the Cold War has attained mostly a symbolic nature conducive to the purposes of a strong image, but hardly intended for a practical usage. 

As it was shown above, it is often the case that at the hindsight LP looks like a manifestation 

of weakness and inaction because of its idealistic nature. But it is exactly because of its material character that it is improbable for its policy alternative – RP -- to attach equal importance to all strategic problems at hand without compromising the efficacy of its actions

And it is impossible for another LP’s rival cause -- the Messianic RP (neoconservatism) -- to
change the world overnight by military force exactly because of the excess of its 
fundamentalist cause. The natural limits of hard power do not enable their masters – realist or neoconservative - to become all-penetrating agents of control in critical domains. This may be exemplified by the price, which due to the presumption of unlimited preponderance on the part of RP proponents in Washington the US has to pay for being bogged down in Iraq - the apparent fading of US global supremacy.

In contrast, LP is targeted at making changes on the ideational level reasonably; by and large the European epistemic communities and politicians devise external policies in a cost-efficient way, which inter alia enables them to gradually exercise a comprehensive strategy of enlightenment worldwide. Notably, unlike RP, the liberal cause serves its purposes if not almost regardless of tangible resources at hand, but certainly with a much lesser dependence on them. In many cases though RP has indeed proved to be more efficient than LP in the pursuit of traditional power. But it is arguably because it has so far been primarily assessed on its own system of values, and because LP has so far lacked an appropriate agency to promote its cause.

EU policy approaches to the Tibet issue and democracy in the post-Soviet states are interesting examples of different behavioral modes exemplified by the Union in contrast to the US. Thus, China’s crackdown on Tibet protestors in 2008 has caused a harsher criticism in the EU, particularly from the European Parliament, while the US remained more restrained. Both Western players conduct huge volumes of trade with China that predisposes their dependence on China’s market and imports of Chinese goods. Both - Americans and Europeans are the strong advocates of human rights and democracy. Yet, in the case of Europe such a policy was delivered in a relatively stronger albeit still a timid fashion, while Washington was keeping a strikingly low profile. The reason for this discrepancy is that the US appears to be overly concentrated on Iraq and Afghanistan, which is an apparent political scantiness at the expense of other vital geographical directions including East Asia. Another example is the way that the United States and the European Union have been treating democratic deficiency of political regimes in the ex-USSR. In 2006, US Vice-President Dick Cheney praised the authoritarian regime of Kazakhstan, for its alleged democratic “accomplishments’, and simultaneously critiqued Russia for its illiberal conduct (The Washington Post. May 6, 2006; A13). In fact, as both post-Soviet states are equally far from the Western democratic standards, US stance made an impression of a politically biased approach, and caused Moscow to rightfully accuse Washington of a double-standard policy. The EU meanwhile was moderately critical of all authoritarian regimes in the former Soviet Union, yet trying to avoid “special treatment” of individual post-Communist governments in the East.

Treatment of failing states is another realm of divergence between EU and US policy approaches. In Iraq, for example, the US continues to rely on its military contingent whose task has become prevention of inter-confessional violence, and, in essence, of the country’s partition. In the former Yugoslavia, the focus of the European Union’s efforts has become a comprehensive state-building assistance to the earlier suppressed autonomies, albeit de-facto fostering their secession, with the view of ultimately bringing the newly emerging sovereign 

entities together with the existing Balkan states into the EU structures.

By and large LR reflects the specific nature of the EU at its current stage of development – neither a mere sum of states, nor a superstate. In terms of a superstate, the Union does not posses enough resources in its own competence except a limited assistance fund (a new EU
foreign relations supremo will be able to appropriately utilize the fund’s money). The EU capabilities to project power are therefore confined to non-military tools, which by definition do not enable its policies to have teeth. Noteworthy, the degree of assertiveness exemplified in international relations by some EU member states, e.g. France and Britain, is unparalleled to that of the Union. For example, Paris made bellicose statements with regard to nuclear-minded Iran, sent French paratroopers with a peacekeeping mission to Chad, and called for boycotting the 2008 Olympic games in Beijing because of China’s crackdown on Tibet. London is active in US-led war on terror by intervening in Iraq and Afghanistan. While France and the UK were certainly projecting their power mostly in RP fashion, the EU has been keeping a conciliatory, even though not a totally pacifist, profile.

The link between the ends and means of the EU’s Liberalpolitik is not always evident, or worse, it is sometimes even obscure. Thus, with regard to the Mediterranean countries, the EU fails to employ bilateral economic ties to foster positive development of the region’s states in terms of democracy and human rights (Panebianco 2006). The major reason for this shortcoming is preponderance of national interests that individual EU member states have there. And when material interests compete with ideational ones, the latter as history shows most certainly prove to be defeated.

To the extent that LP seeks to promote the ideals of liberty, it should be based on the recognition that the fragmentation of multiethnic empire-managed states is an objective trend of our time, and should unequivocally stand up for minority bid for independence. The EU’s responses to the 2007 Burma and the 2008 Tibet crises reveal the crucial impact that 

asymmetry of power between the EU and a respective third country has on the CFSP’s

outcomes. Indeed, in the case of Burma, the success of Brussels in pressing the military government was the direct result of the Union’s overwhelming leverage vis-à-vis this small East Asian country. To this end, the EU adopted a series of sanctions including travel ban for a number of Burmese officials “responsible for the violent repression and the political stalemate in the country” and the freezing of their assets and funds. In contrast, the EU’s  cautious appeal to both Beijing and the Tibetans to apply “restraint” was a clear manifestation of the Union’s inability to force a strong authoritarian state to back down in relations with its rebellious province. (The Slovenian EU Council Presidency. 2008  Declaration by the Presidency on Behalf of the EU on the Situation in Tibet (17 March). Notably, the EU's overly feeble reaction to the suppression of protests in Tibet and other Chinese provinces was strongly criticized by the international human rights organizations and called “tepid” by their leaders. 

However, the EU’s timid reaction to the Tibet crisis doesn’t discredit the LP per se, nor does 
it speak much about the impotency of the European institutions. There were voices inside the 

EU, like that of the French Foreign Minister Bernard Kouchner or the President of the
European Parliament Hans-Gert Poettering who called for threatening to boycott the opening
ceremony of the 2008 Olympic games in Beijing.The real problem that the LP experiences at the Union’s level though is the shortage of a high-caliber Eurocraft empowered to contemplate and pursue the CFSP in a strong and effective fashion.

EU Foreign Policy Making and its Distinctions under the Lisbon Treaty 

While there is an extensive literature identifying the EU as a global power, a non-commercial side of Europe’s globality hypothesis is presented rather as a prospect, than a reality (Bretherton 2006, Telò 2006). Indeed, while the Union is the world’s leading assistance donor, and does occupy the central place in the global commercial web of trade and investment, its record of liberal power projection tracks down to its immediate periphery. How one can explain the fact that although the EU has substantial economic interests in the Middle East, sub-Saharan Africa, and Central Asia, its lever as of liberalism sponsor is stunningly unimpressive in these regions of spectacular illiberalism? The Union, one may argue, is still a predominantly realist power, than a real force in the vanguard of global liberty promotion. 

The reality, however, is that the Union, or any other world actor can do little if anything to radically change the nature of domestic politics abroad. External efforts, as history shows, should be persistent, comprehensive and congruent with local reforms before the sprouts of 

liberal democracy mature enough to make it a durable reality in a respective country. It is clear that one cannot act only by persuasion and lecturing to bring alien normative and
changes to a hostile polity. To educate elite, to assist a foreign nation in building independent media and justice, battle corruption and establish workable public service, one may need an extraordinary zeal, let alone paramount resources and capabilities. This said, one should keep in mind that there are still dozens of countries in the world that lag behind in terms of their humanitarian and governance standards, and are in the need of a radical systemic transformation.  So, one way for the EU to promote liberalism worldwide would be a patronage over creation of regional multilateral institutions that would keep appropriate countries under a common roof of progressive principles while making assistance conditioned by acceptance of Western norms by local polities.
The feeble and reactive character of EU foreign policy can in many respects be explained by an imperfect, unfinished nature of its institutional basis. The competence of the High Representative of CFSP is confined to a narrow scope of functions, primarily focused on coordinating national foreign policies of the member states and negotiating on their behalf with third parties. The post’s status does not permit its holder to design and pursue a policy on behalf of the Union; this legal deficiency hinders the EU’s ability to act promptly, efficiently and pro-actively. Not surprisingly, the Union’s external actions have been initiated predominately by its most powerful nation states like France, Britain and Germany as well as by a country holding the six- month rotating Presidency of the European Council.

Yet, notwithstanding the importance and acuteness of proposals that are born in the cabinets of national governments, their initiatives tend to cause natural suspicion of other member states who are inclined to believe that any other state’s overture is nothing more than an attempt to promote its individual raison’d’etat . Hopefully, the Lisbon Treaty appears to enable the EU to overcome its foreign policy’s institutional impasse by empowering the Union with “competence…to define and implement a common foreign and security policy, including the progressive framing of a common defence policy.” (Treaty of Lisbon, Article 2). 

While not taking competencies in the realm of foreign and security policy from the member states, the Treaty lays down a principle of shared competencies between them and the European institutions. The European Council and the Council acting unanimously will define and implement the CFSP guided by joint proposals of the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy and the Commission in the areas of external action. The new EU foreign policy supremo - the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy is authorized with competencies to not only ‘conduct’ the Union's common foreign, security and defence policy, but also to initiate it by contributing “by his or her proposals to the development of that policy”.  The new EU proto-foreign minister will be assisted by the diplomatic corps of a European External Action Service working “in cooperation with the diplomatic services of the Member States.” The High Representative shall be one of the Vice-Presidents of the Commission and shall preside over the Foreign Affairs Council - a body that “shall elaborate the Union's external action on the basis of strategic guidelines laid down by the European Council and ensure that the Union's action is consistent.” (Treaty of Lisbon, Article 13).
As the Lisbon Treaty augments the EU competencies in defining, devising and implementing the CFSP, it entitles the European Council with the task of threat assessment, and strengthens EU operational capacity in the realms of security and defence “drawing on civil and military assets. The Union may use them on missions outside the Union for peace-keeping, conflict prevention and strengthening international security…. using capabilities provided by the Member States.” (Treaty of Lisbon Article 27).
CFSP: From Intergovernmentalist to Supranational 

What shapes the eventual form and substance of European foreign policy is the correlation of multiple variables from within and from without of the EU. Thus, within the EU the real outcome of foreign policy integration will depend upon leverage correlation and interaction among several country groups. These groups are comprised of states with more assertive policy approaches (France, UK and some former communist countries of Central and Eastern Europe like Poland and the Baltic states), those with more benign modes of international behavior (the northern and central parts of the Union with Germany in the forefront joined by “neutral” Scandinavian and Benelux states); and a group of “uncertain” states including the Mediterranean and the Balkans states. 

A comparative analysis of grand strategies that are elaborated by Germany, Poland, UK and France reveals important differences in their international vision and relevant policy responses. Thus, Berlin’s White Paper 2006 on German Security Policy and the Future of the Bundeswehr exemplifies civilian nature of the German power. The strategy’s emphasis is on 

crisis prevention, crisis management and strengthening the international order on the basis of 

international law (Federal Ministry of Defence 2006). Polish security strategy reflects a pro-Atlantist orientation of the country’s security posture (National Security Strategy of the Republic of Poland 2007). The National Security Strategy of the United Kingdom (Security in an Interdependent World, London, 2008) presents a value –based policy approach to security risks and policy responses grounded on strong and autonomous national defense capabilities (Cabinet Office 2008). France’s grand strategy (France’s Defence strategy) also emphasizes its unwavering commitment to autonomy in decision-making as Paris “intends to keep its ability to act alone, should its national interests…demand so. In this respect, France needs to enjoy autonomous capabilities…, so at to preserve its ability to take initiatives” (Ministère de la Défense). But, unlike its British analogue, the French strategy underlies its European dimension by specifically expressing its solidarity with the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP): “France has decided to focus on resolutely speeding up a common European approach to crisis and conflict settlement, regarding both situation assessment and the selection and implementation of strategic options “(Ministère de la Défense). In brief, German grand strategy appears to be the least military-oriented than the other three, while the French one –the most pro-European, and the Polish and the British – the most pro-Atlantist.   

The variables from without are shaped within the framework of the international environment where the EU is operating. While the external milieu appears not to be particularly hostile to 

the Union, the former is complex and dynamic in nature and to this end it is not predictable. By now, five major political forces have been prominent in shaping the configuration of Paix Internationale: the US, China, the Islamic world, Russia, and the EU itself. 

Since the EU does not control the leading actors of the international community, the Union’s security is exposed to a fusion of predictable/rational and unpredictable/irrational impacts. Any significant security risk or a combination of security challenges from without would pave the way for the EU to shake or to embark on elaborating a grand strategy of its own. Yet, being a constructivist actor, the EU would have to eventually decide in favor of the latter option than comply to the forces of danger. A number of ‘what ifs” would have to be considered then by EU strategic planners. As it was argued above, the international environment in general doesn’t appear particularly perilous for the EU. Yet, European contingency experts and policymakers should apprehend that the period of relative international tranquillity is not an omnipresent phenomenon, and that the international situation might severely deteriorate in the future. What if the Obama administration’s recovery plan simply would not work, and the United States continues to slump in a major economic crisis? What if US international status and its ability and willingness to project power for the sake of global and European security become weakened to a critical degree by its imperial overstretch? What if China and Russia would use this menopause to enhance their international magnitude so that it would haunt the habitual West-laid rules and the US-led global political and economic order? What if the economic and geopolitical situation in the EU-adjacent regions of Eurasia, the Balkans and the Mediterranean worsens ominously? And what if Iran goes nuclear, and Iraq, Afghanistan and Pakistan eventually wreak havoc?

Of course, these are only imaginable scenarios, but there are no ironclad guarantees that they will not become a dismal reality that the EU politicians will have to deal with in the years to come. In brief, history might well recruit the EU for an international mission that the United States has so far been voluntarily assigned with – a mission of the world leader and securitazor. And to be up to its new strategic role, the Union, this logic holds, will ultimately have to amend if not replace its genuinely civilian LP by a policy approach that would confront tough realities of an emerging international environment in a more cold-hearted and vigorous fashion.        

The European foreign policy is a multi-layer notion, and it would be wrong at this juncture to confine it either to the policymaking of EU institutions or to that of the Union’s member states. Rather, it should be comprehended as a synergy of genuinely the Union’s and EU nation-states capabilities and policies. This approach can help to avoid aberration in apprehending the European capabilities and operational capacities in the realm of FSP as exclusively of EU institutions and therefore, definitively powerless. 

Indeed, the current institutional deficiencies of the EU in the realm of foreign and security policy constraint the EU’s ability to act internationally in the way it is expected to act (‘capability–expectations gap’ identified by Hill (1993). However, under these circumstances its major member states attempt to mak e up for the power paucity of its supranational institutions through shaping the Union’s international agenda and inspiring collective actions on its behalf. There are many examples to illustrate that France and Germany who are leading the concert of the EU’s most influential and ambitious participants, are seeking to shape its common foreign policy agenda in line with their individual strategic vision and national priorities.  

The division of labor between these two countries in shaping Europe’s modus vivendi is of paramount importance for streamlining its evolving modus operandi. Thus, Paris generates intellectual and political impetus for the bloc’s advancement and cohesion. In parallel, Germany excels in setting up industrial, social, ecological and economic standards for the rest of the Union. So, France can be named an indispensable political innovator of the EU, while the Federal Republic can be seen as the Union’s major economic engine. Both powers promote liberal incentives – those that advance the historic traditions of the French Revolution- equality, freedom, solidarity to the European and universal heights, and those that originate in the German economic culture - responsibility, punctuality and thrift. Since Germany and France constitute the most powerful economic, ideational, political and military powers in Europe, their national standards cannot but be projected and re-affirmed on the European level. In fact, since the Franco-German partnership has established itself as a locomotive of the European integration, the synergy of their most advanced hard and soft power elements will constitute the basis of an evolving EU strategic culture and international behavior.

With the UK’s deepening involvement in the European project, the EU’s CFSP has an opportunity to gain from the progressive foreign policy (PFP) of the Labour governments of Tony Blair and Gordon Brown that prioritize the international rule of law and multilateral institutions along with the universal conception of human rights and its ethical dimension. (Held and Mepham 2007).
The recognition of the remarkable impact that the French, Germans and the British have on

the formation of the EU modus operandi doesn’t mean ignoring the appropriate influence of other European nations. The reality, however, is that the Big Three have more capabilities in projecting their values and norms within the Union’s framework.  This is precisely because their comparative advantages in certain areas of low and high politics excel that of the other nations due to a higher weight of Franco-British-German leverage in the pertinent domains.

What is most important in view of this power disparity is that the relevant national norms extend regionally without being repelled by the rest of the EU. Moreover, these norms smoothly fit the cultural, economic and political ground in the recipient countries because of their belonging to the same type of civilization. Indeed, as all European nations have passed through similar development stages - the Renaissance, Reformation and Enlightenment, they are receptive to being modernized, reformed and enlightened. After amalgamation of these attributes they become all-European liberal norms that the Union seeks to transcend universally.

Yet, divergence of national interests, not rarely exacerbated by political ambitions of power-holders, can present a serious problem to fostering European unity in the realm of foreign policy. Thus, France’s “special relations “ with its former colonies prompted President Nicolas Sarkozy to propose a plan for a Mediterranean Union that would set grounds for sub-regional integration under the EU’s patronage. This idea, however, has been met with suspicion in other EU countries, and in particular in Germany, which is reluctant to provide additional funds from its national budget for projects confined to boosting France’s individual political clout.

Is “Soft” Liberalpolitik Sustainable? 

Given the fact that the EU is by now the only global player who appears to be genuinely committed to pursuing ‘soft’ foreign policy while other major actors –the United States, China, and Russia are at best little more than practitioners of Realpolitik, it would be reasonable to place LP in the comparative perspective. In brief, is LP a competitive policy option? The aforementioned states are most of all concerned with their individual national interests and are prone to the pursuit of power politics do defend them. This is why the European LP evolves as the only policy alternative to RP of big powers, and as such it doesn’t have any serious competitors. Furthermore, in the real world politics the EU sui generis predominantly operates in low-key domains such as aid, and, quite often, as a sole player. This argument can be illustrated by the prevailing share of the EU’s aid packages for poor countries in the world’s development assistance, the Union’s pioneering role in state-building in the Western Balkans, and Europe’s lead in the fight against the climate change.

The most complex conceptual issue for the LP is its approach to military intervention. Would it be a betrayal of the ideological foundations of liberalism to contemplate forceful violation of state’s sovereignty with the purpose to liberate suppressed people from dictators? There are different approaches to this dilemma. Traditional scholars believe that initiating violence is not an appropriate option under any circumstances. ‘Revisionists’ criticize the left –right division on this issue as an anachronism that serves as an “excuse” for the liberals to label the use of force as an ideological taboo. (King 2005).

But if “soft” LP constitutes the thread of EU foreign policy sui generis, would it be correct to perceive it as an accomplished and final version of the Union’s external approach? Would not it be more reasonable instead to view LP as a temporary course, which is adequate to the currently transitional institutional mode of the EU, unless it transcends its semi-supranational character and attains fully federative competencies with a repressive mechanism of its own? Hence, the fundamental question is whether LP will survive as the reigning method of the EU’s international course, or the Union’s external stance will be rather characterized by a realistic approach, and with time LP will become incrementally substituted by RP that got used to traditionally represent foreign policy of an individual state.

As it was argued above, the EU’s LP is distinguished from RP by that the former is not based on the pursuit of national interests. To simplify analysis, the issue of whether LP is or is not in reality a reflection of national interests of its most powerful members, like Germany and France, will be left aside. Like every policy approach LP cannot but be driven by interests of a kind. An interest is a desire to achieve certain result. How do policy desires emerge? Initially, they appear as an emotional reaction on the part of decision-makers to external irritants. Emotion then is being transformed into an idea that, in its turn, is influenced by a set of cultural and cognitive factors. The latter, when attaining the form of policy, are subject to group think and institutional subculture. The body of decision-makers in Europe is comprised 

of national and “European” bureaucracies. The latter are positioned in various European institutions including the European Council, the office of the High Representative, Political and Military Committees. The European bureaucracy as any other major bureaucracy, to mention NATO employees as an example, is subordinate to the laws of its functionality (Wijk 1997). In a democracy, the overarching interest of bureaucracy is in justifying its utility for the public good. But is it the case of the European bureaucratic corps? The democratic deficiency of the EU has not so far made public accountability an overriding stimulus for EU modus operandi unlike in democratic nation-states due to the meritocratic nature of the nomination and appointment processes in the EU.

Instead, meritocratic bureaucracies, though highly professional, are interested first and foremost in their institutional survival. They are hence inclined to mitigate risks and avoid decisions that might otherwise jeopardize their status quo. Instead of tangible and decisive actions they are predisposed to eloquent wording, or “well-meaning verbiage”, to use an expression of Everts (2004) because language politics are much less risky and cost-effective than deeds. 
However, the Lisbon treaty seeks to balance competencies of EU executive and legislative institutions. In the codecision procedure, already used for most of EU law-making, the European Parliament does not merely give its opinion: it shares legislative power equally with the Council. If Council and Parliament cannot agree on a piece of proposed legislation, it is put before a conciliation committee, composed of equal numbers of Council and Parliament representatives. But to avoid making the CFSP subject to syndrome of the lowest 

common denominator, the decision-making procedures as Everts reasonably suggests, “should be made smoother by more decisions being taken by qualified majority voting” (Everts  2004). If EU institutional reforms instigate enforcement of supranational bureaucracy in the Union while international environment becomes more volatile, the CFSP’s content of might eventually overcome its traditional taboos and change its paradigm from a soft to a tougher one. 
No policy approach is omnipotent, and Liberalpolitik is not an exemption. It can be effective in extending European values and norms to those political spaces that have open institutional structures, substantial political and economic incentives, and favorable cultural prerequisites that are conducive to adopting pertinent norms and embedding them in their national modus vivendi & operandi.

LP in its ‘soft” version might be considered as a viable policy guideline for Europe if only other international actors were receptive to the reason of wording, and if there were any serious indications that they would be eager to perform in an idealistic and peace-prone fashion. The real world, however, presents a gloomier, if not an ominous picture to make one believe that a benign strategy is a universal peace remedy under all circumstances. Alas, the proliferation of WMD looks like an unstoppable attribute of the new century, and the old deterrence doctrines that some experts were quick to bury with the passage of the Cold War are gaining revitalizing significance. Indeed, Russia, Iran, or radical fundamentalist groupings in the Middle East are emerging as potential EU adversaries capable of targeting Europe with WMD as a means of balancing or an anti-Western jihad. Under the pressure of the emerging and ambiguous challenges and threats to EU security, the Union has to revisit its CFSP 

foundations, and to find ways to synchronize its soft and hard power components. In so doing, the conceptual orthodoxy should be replaced with an innovative approach that places rationality above any ideological dogma or a traditional stereotype.  Referring to Douchene’s conception of Civilian Power Europe, Whitman (2007, 102) suggests that the former “rested upon the inconceivability of nuclear-armed European federation and the banishing of war from Western Europe.”  Yet, it is quite possible to conceive European federation with nuclear arms, and at the same time continue to postulate peace-proneness of the EU, and the Union will have to find appropriate ways to combine its commitment to peace with determination to defend it by force if needed. 

Making Liberalpolitik Powerful 

The EU "must have the capacity for autonomous action, backed up by credible military forces, the means to decide to use them, and a readiness to do so, in order to respond to international crises.” (Franco-British summit 1998)
The notion of power is of overriding importance in political science in general, and in IR theory (and practice) in particular, and it is not surprising that it is among the most hotly debated and controversial notions in academic discourse. While there are various interpretations of power, there are two major schools of thought that differ in their understanding of what power is about. The first school believes that power is about capabilities, and emphasizes tangible (material) components of power, such as military might and economic resources. The second school conceives power as an ability, and underscores its ideational, institutional and legal components, such as diplomacy and persuasion. Power, this school holds, is about getting what one wants, and its efficacy is measured by results, rather than by its potential. Yet, the political importance of potential should not be underestimated, of course, inasmuch as it enables to purposefully change or guide an opponent’s behavior. For example, US 7th fleet comprised of aircraft carriers and other sophisticated and numerous military machines exemplifies an impressive manifestation of might that arguably contains China’s temptation to invade Taiwan. The so-called strategic ambiguity of this potential is in itself a means of American power. 

It would be fair to say that as long as there is violence, military force should be needed to combat the former. But it would be wrong to turn the notion of power to the latter. When Robert Kagan (2003) argues that Europe is weak, and America is strong in terms of power, he uses their military budgets as a major means of comparison: indeed, European NATO gross military budget is less then one half of US military expenditures. Therefore, his logic holds, Europe could have never contemplated and exercised Iraq’s invasion because it did not have enough power projection capabilities (Kagan 2003). But did Europe have to intervene in Iraq? The answer is more than doubtful given that America’s own military exercise in Iraq is considered to be a ‘major debacle’ by strategy analysts in the US itself (Collins 2008). Meanwhile, some experts argue that Europe’s “small” military might doesn’t allow it to act globally, and it is the reason why it thinks in terms of “challenges” and not “threats” as the United States does. (Kagan 2003). This may be true. But it may also be true that having a huge military machine, the US tends to exaggerate threats to justify the expenses and has a propensity to resort to force each time an “opportunity” presents itself. 

A wide-spread perception of the EU as of a ”weak” hard power derives from emphasizing the lack of synergy in the aggregated military capabilities of the Union rather than on reckoning the cumulative military resources of its member states. In fact, the latter make Europe the world’s second largest military power with $ 289 billion in military budgets in 2008 (see Table 1.) and a 2 million strong military personnel (see Table 2). It is true, that individual EU member states spend much less on their defense than the United States in terms of a military budget’s share in their GDPs. This indicator is notably less than the 2 percent benchmark envisioned by NATO guidelines in the majority of the EU’s NATO member countries except the UK, France, Greece and Bulgaria, and according to IISS estimates, it continued to fallfrom 2 percent in 2000 to an average of 1,75 percent in 2006 (The Military Balance 2008).

Should the Europeans’ shares be on par with the United States and given that the EU cumulative GDP, according to estimates, e.g. of the IMF (2008), exceeds that of the US, the EU-27 would become the largest defense power in the world. 

The demilitarized pattern of European national budget spending is often explained by the security heaven that these countries have been living in since the end of the WWII. Indeed, the creation of NATO with the nuclear-armed US as a security guarantor for its West European allies could not but have produced a satellite type of security mentality in Europe. By and large, this mentality has been based on a comforting belief that the European security is mostly America’s business. In practical terms, the emergence of NATO and its survival after the Cold War have contributed immensely to Europe’s reluctance to share pertinent security costs and risks with its all-mighty Atlantic ally. Moreover, the hothouse type of strategic mentality cultivated in the European capitals for the last six decades have proved detrimental to the idea of a Strong Power Europe. 

But not only has US military patronizing over Europe begun to constrain the Union’s post-Cold War strife for a more influential international role of its own; as one scholar rightly observes, it also derailed an elaboration of EU strategic culture (Sondhaus, 2006). 
                              Table 1. Europe in World Military Expenditures, 2008

    Region/Country                    Amount ($ bn)         Share (%)

                               World Total                              1470                          100

US                                               711 


 48

Europe



    289


 20

                               China


           122

          8

East Asia /Australia                
    120 


   8

       Middle East/North Africa             82                             6

                               Russia 

                         70                             5

       Latin America                               39                             3

       Central/South Asia                        30                             2

       Sub-Saharan Africa                       10                             1

      Source: The International Institute for Strategic Studies, London

Table 2. European - US Defence Comparison (2006)

	 

	
	Europe
	US

	Military Personnel
	1,940,112
	1,384,968

	Civil Personnel
	484,827
	699,520

	Defence Spent per Soldier
	$ 130,105
	$ 445,609

	Investment (Equipment Procurement and R&D) per Soldier
	$ 25,114
	$ 129,940


* Military Personnel: Authorised strengths of all active military personnel; includes  non-  MOD  personnel in uniform who can operate under military command and can be deployed outside national territory.

   
 Source: European Defence Agency

The problem of functional overlapping between the EU and NATO is looming large, as a growing number of European countries become participants of both structures. As a workshop policy paper on the Transatlantic relations contends, the Europeans have “to choose whether to provide their military assets under NATO or EU auspices”. The situation is complicated if not puzzling because each of these countries “has one set of forces and one defense budget to meet NATO, EU, and national commitments” (NATO and the European Union: Improving Practical Cooperation ,2006). As the EU is heading toward a closer military integration, it would be more and more problematic for the Europeans to continue securing their commitment to NATO without jeopardizing their relevant obligations within the Union. Arguably, this situation can be conceived as transitional: in the years to come EU countries may wish to revise their participation in NATO despite the enormous structural pressure from the latter’s bureaucracy, which has vested interests in preserving this organization intact. Apparently, abandoning NATO is only a hypothetical and remote perspective since it risks to result in security split between the Old and the New Continent, and might end up in withdrawal of US nuclear shield commitments to the Europeans. This notwithstanding, should such a withdrawal really take place, it is not necessarily that the security of the EU would be irreversibly and critically undermined. Should London and Paris agree to integrate their nuclear forces under a joint command under the auspices of the European Defence Agency (EDA) - an option that would definitely require a fundamental revision of national security and defense concepts across the both sides of La-Manche - the Europeans would most certainly get a world-class deterrence capability.

To overcome its ‘expectations –capabilities’ gap, the EU needs to supplement the predominantly soft power content of the CFSP with sufficient hard power capabilities in 

terms of intervention and deterrence, and the Union’s institutional reform appears to be proceeding in this direction. Indeed, hard power components of the CFSP as envisioned by the Lisbon Treaty, should enable the Union to perform a variety of interventionist tasks including ‘joint disarmament operations, humanitarian and rescue tasks, conflict prevention and peace-keeping tasks, tasks of combat forces in crisis management, including peace-making and post-conflict stabilisation’ (Treaty of Lisbon, Article 28). The necessity to foster EU military integration in the view of global desecuratization seems to be well understood by European strategists and policymakers as they rely on feedback from pro-Strong Europe epistemic communities in major EU states. Contrary to the wide-spread opinion of an alleged European negligence in the realm of security, European experts appear to be completely aware of evolving strategic challenges to the Continent that most certainly would demand the upgrading of hard power components of the Union’s cumulative might. In the next decades the EU will inter alia have to coop with a probability of scarce world energy resources, and in this instance its interests might clash with that of the emerging powers of the East - China and India. (European Defence Agency (EDA) 2006, 7). 

The prospects of state failure in Pakistan, Afghanistan, Iraq, and in the post-Soviet region, nuclearization of Iran, Russia’s imperial temptations, and radicalization of Islam are among 

the challenges the could be dealt with only while involving both soft and hard power components of the CFSP, including ESDP crisis management capabilities. Elaborating its Long-Term Vision for European Defence Capability and Capacity Needs, the EDA (2006) identifies a “typical ESDP crisis management operation” as an “expeditionary, multi-national and multi-instrument” endeavor. Furthermore, the European strategists emphasize the need for a ‘comprehensive approach’ that would combine EU “hard and soft power instruments and [coordinate] civilian, military, governmental and non-governmental bodies to collectively achieve the necessary political effects.” The doctrine holds that ‘the objective of interventions is not “victory” as traditionally understood, but moderation, balance of interests and peaceful resolution of conflicts– in short, stability’ (EDA 2006). EU defence experts assume that “the level of force required to achieve such outcomes may, in some scenarios, be substantial.” What is understood by a ‘European approach’ is characterized by a policy “different in ambition and character… with a stronger emphasis on civil-military interoperability, and on the tactical level, albeit nested within NATO conceptual frameworks’ (EDA 2006). 
In a different strategy paper, Beyond 2010 - European Grand Strategy in a Global Age (2007), produced by the Bertelsmann Foundation, it is suggested that ” it is the member-states that lead security in Europe with the Union acting as the aggregator and agent of the states.” The strategy calls for a number of decisive measures with the view to advance ESDP capabilities. To consolidate Europe's strategic effort and increase the EU’s operational capabilities it deems necessary to institutionalize and sponsor ESDP.  To this end it is proposed to set up a Security and Defence Group under the authority of the European Council to oversee all of the Union's security activities. The Group would have Britain, French, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Poland and Spain as permanent members, while other EU states would have rotating membership. The Group would include task-oriented working groups “charged with looking at specific security issues, such as climate change, water shortage, the changing demand for food, [and] population growth” (Beyond 2010 - European Grand Strategy in a Global Age 2007).  
Above all, the paper emphasizes the necessity for Europe to reach a competitive edge in the realm of the RMA (Revolution in Military Affairs). To this end, the EDA is recommended to develop “a range of strategic enablers that inter alia would encompass limited space-based assets (reconnaissance, navigation and communications satellites), global reach unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) and unmanned combat aerial vehicles (UCAVs), together with advanced communications and effective ground surveillance. The EU should also examine the feasibility of affordable theatre missile defence, effective suppression of enemy air defences (SEAD), offensive electronic warfare (OEW) capabilities, fast strategic lift (air and sea) and precision-guided munitions” (Beyond 2010 - European Grand Strategy in a Global Age 2007).  
In parallel with an institutional setting for a common ESDP, the paper envisages capability development through acceleration of European defence modernization, and calls for a clear and fair financial burden-sharing within the framework of common funding for all ESDP. It recommends to work out a European Modernization Concept underpinning the post-2010 Defence Strategy and a single EU strategic defence concept within the European Defence 

Strategy. The first concept implies consideration of “all aspects of effective military

operational engagement to close the gap between Europe's strategic environment and its

security and defence capabilities” (Beyond 2010 - European Grand Strategy in a Global Age 2007).  

As long as collective defence remains the prerogative of NATO, a common wisdom holds, the EU policymakers do not have to be particularly concerned about the military domain when pondering over evolving contours of Europe’s grand strategy. This is arguable. What is certain is that the Union’s grand strategy is not and should not be resorted to purely military issues.  Some experts define grand strategy as ” a polity’s conception of its security goals and of the ways it plans to insure its security” (Vennesson 2007, 14). However, a notion that confines grand strategy to securization is not appropriate for the EU sui generis since it fails to grasp the essence of Europe’s global vision, and constraints intellectual efforts in contemplating the thrusts of its Big Policy. Once EU strategy seeks to reflect grand picture of the environment where it is operating now or intends to operate in the future, it should be conceived in a multifaceted and innovative fashion. It can be defined as ‘positive strategy’ - a policy to improve international environment and is distinct from ‘negative strategy’ that is confined to deterrence of threats. Conventional security is congruent with the concept of ‘negative strategy’. Its focus is somewhat narrow, whereas ‘positive strategy’, in essence, is about grand vision, and in this instance it might sometimes downplay tactics, which, in their turn, entail short-term and situation-tailored actions that might not rarely corrupt the ends they otherwise are designed to meet. The 1990’s decade of calamity in the Western Balkans, and the subsequent NATO interventions revealed a low degree of EU's power projection capabilities, and prompted the Union to foster its defence cooperation. The Lisbon Treaty envisages a much more integrated military force at the EU’s disposal that has ever existed in the history of the European bloc. One may reasonably expect that with time the enhanced military component of the EU’s strategy would produce a relevant psychological change within the European elite: with consolidation of common hard power resources at hand, the European statecraft would be more confident in applying force if diplomacy fails. This assumption is in line with the energetic efforts of France’s President Nicolas Sarkozy that are aimed at fostering defence cohesion of the EU-27. During his six-months presidency in the EU 2008, Sarkozy put forward a number of proposals attempted to propel European military cooperation. They include creation of a “common intervention force” as the first step towards a common EU army; establishment of an independent EU intervention planning centre to be based in Brussels; building a EU ‘common market" in armaments and inception of common European arms control policy; Europeanization of military planning and other activities in NATO to take place with France’s re-joinment; harmonization of military education within the EU, and other unorthodox initiatives in the realm of EDSC. (The French EU Presidency 2008 – What to Expect).

But will the ensuing consolidation of hard power in Europe alternate the ‘soft’ nature of the emerging EU strategic culture? Will a reinforced EDSC impact EU policy to the extent that it will result in the EU eventually emulating US strategic model with its emphasis on military force? Indeed, there are strong indications that a military component of European strategy 

will evolve due to the reinvigorated role of France in NATO and the EU. Paris’s simultaneous commitment to NATO and European defence is a continuation of policy that

seeks to preserve its traditional maneuverability and independence in the realm of security. This policy presumes that in the age of nuclear weapons the European and American security are, in fact, divisible. As explained by an expert in strategic intelligence, this logic. holds that as the post-World War II system of Euro-Atlantic relations was formed with US commitment to risk its own security to protect Europe, it left the French (and other West Europeans) with a fundamental problem as they “would not know whether Washington would honor this commitment until after the initiation of hostilities.” (Friedman 2008).

An evolving international security environment presents a larger number of diverse challenges both for the Europeans and the Americans as the security risks have multiplied. A Republican or a Democratic US administration may pursue different types of foreign policy, emphasize different priorities and goals, and apply different instruments to mitigate these risks. But the fundamental issue of US commitment to sacrifice the lives of millions of its citizens in the name of Euro-Atlantic solidarity would remain unanswered. Moreover, in the post-9/11 world the US might expose Europe to security problems that the latter would not like to be involved or would prefer to deal with autonomously. This is why even though LP preserves its principle distinctions from RP, the former will have to include a military 

component of its own. The Sarkozian France appears to have elaborated a smart response to the NATO/EU dilemma. While committing more troops to NATO’s military operation in Afghanistan and re- joining NATO’s military structure, France seeks to enhance the European defence cooperation (EDC). Together with their European colleagues, the French strategists view the EDC as an indispensable tool that would eventually enable the EU to operate as an autonomous and respectable international actor (France’s Defence strategy).

The major strategic challenge that Europe is facing now and is about to most certainly face in the future may be condensed to the following. If the US exposes Europe to a confrontation with the East, the latter may be tempted to choose a European site as an object of revenge. A non-Western adversary would be even more encouraged to strike as they become inclined to believe that a pacifist and feeble Europe would not dare to retaliate. And this temptation might be exacerbated by an assumption that the US would not want to stand up for their European allies for it would expose American cities to a nuclear strike or a new wave of deadly terrorist attacks. This proposition suggests that a European response would ultimately emerge as a two-fold strategy: a) Europe will be gradually changing its foreign policy paradigm from a soft to a tougher one, and b) they will eventually have to rely on their own integrated deterrence potential rather than continue to hope on an untestable US commitment.

The daunting challenges of the international environment will force the European Union to further adjust its institutional structure and decision-making mechanisms. Upcoming reforms of the EU will be focused on attaining relevant legal competencies and military capabilities 

that will enable the Union to achieve a desirable level of operability, dynamism and assertiveness in the realm of its own foreign and security policy. The future projection of EU power worldwide will not be only supported by consolidated hard power capabilities of its members, but also by a deterrence and intervention-ready arsenal of the Union sui generis. However, an increase of “hard” components in EU power structure will challenge the Union with an uneasy dilemma of how to provide for a greater credibility of its external conduct, while sustaining its hallmark commitment to liberal norms and values in its foreign and security policy.        
Conclusion

The paper’s analysis enables to contend that the EU’s project is a manifestation of rationality in the realm of managing world affairs at the point where material and ideational worlds amalgamate. In terms of economic efficiency, the European project proposes a cost-effective alternative to war as integration enables to geographically promote the most advanced economic and technological standards without making a universal pie smaller. The European project and the institutional model it seeks to encourage abroad by means of its foreign policy can be seen as a long –awaited way out of the dilemma of a nation state’s immorality, selfishness and inclination to use force to promote national interests: The principle difference between a foreign policy of an individual nation state and that of the EU sui generis is that the former is Pareto-inefficient whereas the latter is Pareto-superior as it brings improvement to the international system.  

EU Liberalpolitik is distinguished both from a traditional nation state’s cause of Realpolitik in terms of interests, principles and values, and the role that soft and hard power play in their implementation. Liberalpolitik’s typological features can be summarized as follows: it is unequivocally peace-prone, it emphasizes persuasion instead of coercion, and it prefers diplomacy over force, therefore primarily utilizing soft power tools and economic interdependence. Above all, Liberalpolitik  is characterized by consistency in its persecution of illiberalism regardless of its origin; in contrast to Realpolitik it is more coherent in pursuit of its goals, and is targeted at making changes on the ideational level reasonably. 

EU Liberalpolitik  is devised in a cost-efficient way, which inter alia enables its agents  to gradually exercise a comprehensive strategy of enlightenment worldwide. Like RP, the liberal cause serves its purposes not regardless of tangible resources at hand, but certainly with a much lesser dependence on them. In many cases though RP has proved to be more efficient than LP in pursuit of traditional power. But it is arguably because it has so far been primarily assessed on its own system of values, and because LP has lacked an appropriate agency to promote its cause for the time being.

The European LP evolves as the only policy alternative to RP of big powers, and as such it does not have any serious competitors. Furthermore, in the real world politics, the EU sui generis predominantly operates in low-key domains such as aid, and, quite often, as a sole player. EU policy makers and strategists prefer to concentrate their efforts on early diagnosing of weakening states and on assisting local governments in preventing state collapse and disintegration, rather than on engaging resources to deal with a crisis at its peak. 

Liberalpolitik may be successful in preventing conflicts unless they have resulted in a state’s failure. The Union, like any other world actor, can do little if anything to radically change the nature of domestic politics of a hostile polity in a third country. External efforts should be persistent, comprehensive and congruent with local reforms before the sprouts of liberal democracy mature enough to make it a durable reality in a respective country, and Liberalpolitik is not a panacea per se in dealing with challenges and conflicts of any type; it can be fortunate in a structurally-friendly environment, an environment that is based upon an institutionalized rules-governed world order, but not in a typologically different anarchical space. 

“Soft” LP reflects the specific nature of the EU at its current stage of development – neither a mere sum of states, nor a superstate. In terms of a superstate, the Union does not posses enough resources in its own competence except a limited assistance fund. The most complex conceptual issue for the LP is its approach to military intervention. While a “soft” model of LP constitutes the thread of the present day EU foreign policy sui generis, it would be correct not to perceive it as an accomplished and final version of the Union’s external approach in the future. While traditional scholars believe that applying force is not an appropriate option under any circumstances, an alternative view suggests that it would not be a betrayal of the ideological foundations of liberalism to contemplate forceful violation of state’s sovereignty with the purpose to liberate suppressed people from dictators. The acquisition of intervention capabilities by the EU in provision with the Lisbon Treaty would move European policy makers toward the latter perception. It would be reasonable, therefore, to view soft LP as a temporary course, which is adequate to the currently transitional institutional mode of the EU, unless it transcends its semi-supranational character and attains more federative competencies with a repressive mechanism of its own. 

This proposition does not imply that LP per se would not survive as the reigning method of the EU’s international course, but rather that the Union’s external stance will be characterized by a more realistic approach, and with time a soft LP will become incrementally substituted by a “hard “LP that will be closer to models that traditionally represent foreign policy of an individual state. Yet, LP will continue to be distinguished from RP in that the former is not based on the pursuit of national interests. 

The EU does not control the leading actors of the international community, and the Union’s security is exposed to a fusion of predictable/rational and unpredictable/irrational impacts. Any significant security risk or a combination of security challenges from without would pave the way for the EU to shake or to embark on elaborating a grand strategy of its own. Yet, being a constructivist actor, the EU would have to eventually decide in the favor of the latter option than comply to the forces of oppression.  

The proliferation of nuclear weapons and ballistic missile technologies look like unstoppable attributes of the new century, and the old deterrence doctrines that some experts were quick to bury with the passage of the Cold War are gaining revitalizing significance. 

Russia, Iran and radical fundamentalist groupings in the Middle East are emerging as potential EU adversaries capable of targeting Europe with WMD as a means of balancing or an anti-Western jihad. Under the pressure of the emerging and ambiguous challenges and threats to EU security, the Union will have to revisit its CFSP foundations, and to find ways to synchronize its soft and hard power components. In so doing, the conceptual orthodoxy should be replaced with an innovative approach that places rationality above any ideological dogma or a traditional stereotype. If EU institutional reforms instigate enforcement of supranational bureaucracy in the Union while international environment becomes more volatile, the CFSP might eventually overcome its traditional taboos and change its paradigm from a soft to a tougher one. 

Contrary to a wide-spread opinion of an alleged European negligence in the realm of security, European experts appear to be completely aware of evolving strategic challenges to the Continent that most certainly would demand an upgrading of hard power components of the Union’s cumulative might. The hard power components of the CFSP as envisioned by the Lisbon Treaty, should enable the Union to perform a variety of interventionist tasks including ‘joint disarmament operations, humanitarian and rescue tasks, conflict prevention and peace-keeping tasks, tasks of combat forces in crisis management, including peace-making and post-conflict stabilisation’. 

The Lisbon Treaty envisages a much more integrated military force at the EU’s disposal that has ever existed in the history of the European bloc. One may reasonably expect that with time an enhanced military component of the EU’s strategy would produce a relevant psychological change within the European elite: with consolidation of common hard power resources at hand, the European statecraft would be more confident in applying force if diplomacy fails.

As the EU is heading toward a closer military integration, it would be more and more problematic for the Europeans to continue securing their commitment to NATO without jeopardizing their relevant obligations within the Union. Arguably, this situation can be conceived as transitional: in the years to come EU countries may wish to revise their participation in NATO despite the enormous structural pressure from the latter’s bureaucracy, which has vested interests in preserving this organization intact. 

Abandoning NATO is only a hypothetical and remote perspective since it risks to result in security split between the Old and the New Continent, and might end up in withdrawal of US nuclear shield commitments to the Europeans. This notwithstanding, should such a withdrawal really take place, it is not necessarily that the security of the EU would be irreversibly and critically undermined. Should London and Paris agree to integrate their nuclear forces under a joint command under the auspices of the EDA, the Europeans would most certainly get a world-class deterrence capability.

The Union will have to find appropriate ways to combine its commitment to peace with determination to defend it by force if needed. It is quite possible to conceive European federation with nuclear arms, and at the same time continue to postulate peace-proneness of the EU. The limited parameters of Europe’s physical geography, its poor resource base and aging population will continue to structurally restrict application of tough power and invoke mitigation of the EU’s combined intervention capabilities. The normative attributes of the EU as of a progressive post-modern entity - good governance, tolerance, rule of law, human rights and democracy - will sustain in playing the pivotal role in shaping the nature and methods of its international policy, thus enduring the Union’s Liberlpolitik as a hallmark foreign policy approach of the EU in the years to come. 
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