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Preface

With this publication, the Friedrich Ebert Foundation gives
continuity to a cycle of initiatives about European foreign policy.
This publication has emerged from the work of a debate and
reflection group on Conflicts, Peace and Democracy, under an
initiative promoted by the representation of the Friedrich Ebert
Foundation in Portugal since the end of 2005: the Circle of Social
and Political Reflection (CIRESP).

CIRESP is composed of three thematic groups:

1) Conflicts, Peace and Democracy
2) Global and Political Economy
3) Cohesion, Social Integration and Sustainable Development

Each group is composed of a restricted number of ad-hoc
members from diverse backgrounds and selected according to a
periodic agenda. Giving continuity to the work developed by the
Group “Conflicts, Peace and Democracy”, this publication ad-
dresses the EU’s capacity as a global actor in some of the most
problematic arenas of conflict.

The first book resulting from this group’s work dealt with
transatlantic relations and conflict management. We now focus on
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the EU’s identity and notion of security, as portrayed by its for-
eign policy in relation to its immediate and not so immediate
neighborhood. These issues are here examined by young schol-
ars with specifc expertise in these areas.

Our aim is to continue to contribute to the debate and inter-
action between the political system, academia and civil society, in
line with the mission and initiatives of the Friedrich Ebert Foun-
dation.

REINHARD NAUMANN
Ricarno MIGUEIS

* Representative of the Friedrich Ebert Foundation in Portugal.
#% DINAMIA - Research Centre on Socioeconomic Change, ISCTE, Lisbon
and Coordinator of CIRESP (Circle of Social and Political Reflection).
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Introduction

ANDRE BARRINHA!

Is the European Union (EU) a civilian power, a military power,
or is it a normative power? What exactly is the European Union?
Many authors have been trying to answer that question especially
in the last few years with the increase in the EU’s Common For-
eign and Security Policy (CFSP) activities. One of the major cor-
nerstones in this development was the approval of the European
Security Strategy in December 2003, which establishes the basis
for EU action in the world within a securitised framework.

As developed in the chapter written by Ana Isabel Xavier,
Daniel Pinéu, and Joao Reis Nunes, the EU’s approach to its
security is more than an attempt to solve paramount problems; it
is an attempt to define its own identity. The stability of its
neighborhood comes, therefore as a fundamental step to promote
its own security. In order to accomplish that, the EU needs to
develop a whole range of relationships with different actors in
different countries. Relationships which might cut across differ-
ent interests and have contradictory goals. For instance, how can

! Co-ordinator of the ‘Conflicts, Peace and Democracy’, Circle of Social and
Political Reflection (CIRESP), Friedrich Ebert Foundation (Lisbon).
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stability be promoted hand in hand with the EU’s normative
vision of human rights and democratisation promotion? Which
should come first?

The goal of this book is to contribute to these discussions with
some new critical insights, focusing on the EU ‘actorness’ issue,
especially in regard to its relationship with the neighborhood®
With the exception of the first chapter and the conclusion, the
most of the authors does not directly approach the ‘actonerss’
issue. Nevertheless, one way or the other it will be present in all
the chapters. In effect, the basic argument that runs through the
whole book is that whatever the EU is or wants to be in the world,
it is in the relation with its closest neighbors that it must assume
its position first.

Russia and the European Neighborhood Policy

Russia was chosen as the first case study of this book, for a
specific reason: it is the EU’s biggest and most powerful neighbor.
In “Two unequal partners: the EU and its Russian neighbor”,
Maria Raquel Freire highlights the ambiguous relation between
Brussels and Moscow. A relation that is seen as one of increasing
cooperation but where mutual (in)security perceptions occasion-
ally bring back old fears and resentments. The 1990s idea of a
strong Europe enlarging its zone of influence to areas previously
under the tight control of Moscow, in face of a weak and defeated
Russia, is increasingly loosing ground to a relationship between
two less-unequal actors. In any case, the common interest in a
stable, shared vicinity is a strong factor that obliges both the EU

?Here understood as the geographical space surrounding the EU and not
necessarily just the countries that participate in the Furopean Neighborhood
Policy.
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and Russia to work together, eventually towards a strategic part-
nership.

An issue further complicating the relationship between both
actors is the European Neighborhood Policy, as it stretches all the
way to the Russian borders and includes several countries previ-
ously under the close control of Moscow. The European
Neighborhood Policy was developed in 2004 to promote stability
and democracy among EU’s neighbors. This policy involves coun-
tries from Eastern Europe (Moldova, Ukraine, Belarus), South
Caucasus (Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan), and South Mediter-
ranean (Morocco, Algeria, Egypt, Libya, Tunisia, Israel, Palestine,
Jordan, Lebanon, and Syria). The basic tools of this policy are the
Action Plans, documents defined between Brussels and each
partner country. Fach document provides a tailor made program
that includes a broad range of issues, from economic measures to
the fight against terrorism.

In this book, there will be three chapters related to the ENP:
one related to South Caucasus, another one related to Western
Sahara, and a third one focusing on the Israel-Palestinian conflict.

In the chapter on the South Caucasus, Licinia Simao discusses
the new EU strategic priorities for Georgia, Armenia and
Azerbaijan, underlining the reasons that led Brussels to increas-
ing the attention given the South Caucasus: instability, frozen
conflicts and energy resources.

In a text written by Rui Novais, the conflict in Western Sahara
will be offered as a good example of how the EU image of a
common policy for its neighborhood sometimes collides with
distinct interests of its member states, making it look weak and
incapable of responding to conflict situations that should be a
priority, in order to make its security policy minimally coherent.

When talking about EU inaction, the Israeli-Palestinian con-
flict comes as a case in point. The most intractable and relevant
conflict in its vicinity has been used for years as the ultimate proof
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of the EU’s ‘non-existence’ as a prominent international actor. In
this chapter, Ana Santos Pintos will explore the consequences of
that ‘secondary role’ both for the conflict and for the EU’s own
identity.

Outside the European Neighborhood Policy, inside the EU?

The Balkans and Turkey were not included in the ENP as it
was thought they would be able to join the EU in a relatively short
time span. As a consequence, the EU’s influence has in both cases
been more largely felt than in other already mentioned examples.

The Balkans are usually presented as the ultimate example of
EU’s foreign policy activity. Nonetheless, as Pedro Caldeira
Rodrigues explores in his chapter, the current problem regard-
ing the Kosovo status could be the beginning of a new period of
instability in the Balkans, placing the EU at the centre of a new
crisis which it might not be able to deal with. In that case, the
‘Balkans example’ could end up as another foreign policy disas-
ter for Brussels.

Though far from being a disaster, the EU relationship with
Turkey is turning into a strong headache for both sides. In the
only chapter dedicated to a EU candidate state, the focus will be
on the EU’s export of security practices and discourses to Turkey
within the accession process. Turkey’s reaction in face of those
external pressures and the consequences for the relationship
between Ankara and Brussels will also be explored.

Beyond the near neighborhood

Moving beyond the EU’s vicinity, Laura Ferreira-Pereira, fo-
cuses on the implications of the EU strategy for Africa. Following
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the pattern applied to its ‘near’ neighborhood, the EU seems
determined to promote Africa’s stability as a way of promoting its
own security. Africa comes as the next step in the EU increasingly
affirmative role in the world. Finally, in the concluding chapter,
Bruno Cardoso Reis discusses how relevant that role is and how
relevant it is for the EU to play a significant role in world affairs.
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Problematizing the EU as a Global Actor:
the Role of identity and security
in European Foreign Policy

Joio Rers Nunes®
DaNieL Pingut
ANA IsABEL XAVIER?

Introduction

This article aims to provide a theoretical approach to the study
of the foreign policy tools of the European Union — namely the
European Neighborhood Policy, the Common Foreign and Secu-
rity Policy and enlargement®. Departing from an analysis and
problematization of the idea of the EU as a global actor, it will
contribute to a critical analysis of European policies aimed at
‘stabilizing’, ‘normalizing’ and ‘democratizing’ their (global)
neighbors — intentions that are normally connected with seldom
examined assumptions regarding European identity and
understandings of security.

The argument will proceed as follows: the first sections will
introduce the discussion by analyzing how the EU’s foreign policy
tools were understood in connection with particular definitions of

*PhD Candidate, Aberystwyth University.

*PhD Candidate, Aberystwyth University.

5PhD Candidate, University of Coimbra.

®We are thankful to the other contributors of this volume for their helpful
comments and suggestions.
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the Union’s global role and its functions in the international
system. By exploring the several dimensions of ‘actorness’, this
part of the argument will introduce the debate about the suppos-
edly ‘soft’, ‘civilian” and ‘normative’ character of the EU’s projec-
tion of power through its foreign policy mechanisms. After that,
the composition of the overall European character will be
problematized focusing on two interrelated spheres: identity and
security. The objective is to question how the definition of ‘chal-
lenges’ and ‘threats’ is inherently connected with a historical
effort to form a European identity — a process that cannot be
separated from a permanent negotiation of the meaning of ‘secu-
rity’. This discussion will provide the springboard for a critical
reading of the several ‘challenges’ mentioned in official docu-
ments and discourses of justification: rather than being the natu-
ral and necessary response to factual ‘threats’, the definition of
the European foreign policy mechanisms is embedded in a web
of political and social processes, in which negotiation, struggle
and normativity play a crucial role.

The European Union as a global actor — situating the debate

Over the last few years, debates in European circles have
demonstrated the interconnectedness between the definition of
‘challenges’ and ‘threats’ and the assumption of a global
‘actorness’ by the European Union (EU)’. Nowadays, the EU’s
status as a global player is an increasingly important topic of
discussion and a taken-for-granted reality in official documents
issued by the EU®. According to standard definitions, the charac-

"The term ‘global actor’ was first applied to the context of the EU in
Bretherton and Vogler (1999).

8 A good example is the European Security Strategy of 2003, which states boldly
that ‘[a]s a union of 25 states with over 450 million people producing a quarter
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ter of the European ‘global player’ is based in the triad ‘human
rights, democracy and good governance’, and comes up as an
addition to the former understanding of the EU’s global role,
associated almost exclusively with external relations with former
colonies and based on international trade and humanitarian co-
operation.

Nowadays, the enlarged Union comprises more than 450 mil-
lion of people; it has the second most valuable currency in the
international financial markets; it is the world’s biggest economic
trader with Africa, Latin America and with the newest competitive
economies such as India and China; it is the biggest donor of
humanitarian aid; and it purports to be a role model of peace,
security and good governance all over the world. In sum, it seems
that 50 years after the signature of the Treaties of Rome, the EU
is increasingly recognized in the international arena as a power
worthy of comparison to the USA.

Several questions arise when we take this ‘global actor status’
into consideration. The first question is the ‘naturalness’ or
facticity of the status itself: the emphasis put by official documents
on the ‘global actorness’ of the EU can be seen as a fairly recent
trend in the permanent discursive negotiation that attempts to
situate the EU in the global political world. Thus, official state-
ments putting forward the idea that the EU is a global actor must
be seen as something more than the verbalization of a factual
reality, but rather as a contribution to an on-going negotiation
regarding the place of the EU in the world. In other words, it is
worth emphasising from the start that the status of global actor
cannot be deemed as ‘newly-acquired’” — it is contested, under

of the world’s Gross National Product (GNP), and with a wide range of instruments
at its disposal, the European Union is inevitably a global player’. European
Council, ‘A Secure Europe in a Better World — European Security Strategy’, 12
September 2003, available at http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/
cmsUpload/78367.pdf (last accessed 20/07/07).
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permanent negotiation and is always produced through its prac-
tical applications.

The rise of the discourse of global-actorness has been accom-
panied by a heated debate concerning the status of the EU as a
‘normative power’, that is, as a power that functions by ‘inspiring’
and ‘influencing’ the norms of other countries’ and regions’
towards peace, liberty, democracy, the rule of law and human
rights.’ In fact, one can say that the definition of global actorness
for the EU is inherently connected with the circumscription of a
role that is specific to the EU and through which it can be seen
as an alternative to other powers or, at least, as something differ-
ent to what exists.

The idea of the EU as a ‘normative power’ has its roots in a
theoretical reconceptualization of power attempted by some au-
thors as early as the 1970’s. Authors like Duchéne argued that the
EU should be seen as a different kind of power: not the tradition-
ally strategic or military power that is usually taken as default in
‘power politics’ analyses of the international system, but rather a
‘civilian power’. Duchéne foresaw the EU as a model of
stabilization, reconciliation and peace for other regions in the
world". Even in the absence of a military dimension, a civilian
power would have the ability to influence other international
actors and affirm its political, diplomatic and economic presence.
Therefore, ‘the effectiveness of civilian power depends not only
on the external promotion of international norms, the allocation
of development aid, or the effective execution of the Petersberg

? Peace, liberty, democracy, rule of law and human rights are the five core
values of the EU that Manners (2002) considers as the foundations of a normative
power.

1" See Duchéne (1972). Duchéne’s argument sparked a notorious controversy
with Hedley Bull (see Bull 1982). Manner’s conception of ‘normative power Europe’
owes much to Duchéne’s formulation, and it too has sparked responses from more
realist-oriented authors; see, for example, Hyde-Price (2006).
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tasks, but also and above all on what the Union represents... on
what Europe does™.

The diffusion of norms and values beyond the borders of the
EU can also be said to be strongly shaped by ‘soft power’ instru-
ments and considerations”, and can be witnessed in practice in
the European efforts of transformation of traditionally non-demo-
cratic states into democratic ones: fair elections are held and
supported by the EU, and old, authoritarian-influenced habits
and norms are replaced by transitory structures aimed at political
stability and economic sustainability and accountability.

From this necessarily brief discussion, it is possible to con-
clude that the definition of the EU’s global actorness has been
connected with a set of assumptions regarding the nature of the
power that the EU is supposed to wield in the global scenario.
The normative character of this power is, as will be seen in this
paper, connected with understandings about European identity
and security and with the definition of Europe’s specificity. Be-
sides this ‘niche politics’, the normative character of the EU’s
global actorness also reflects the EU’s genesis as a solution of
peace and stability to a war-ridden continent, and also the EU’s
material constraints and political opportunities.

There are, of course, several problems with this, and this chap-
ter can only begin to address them. Can the ‘opportunity’ to
transform the global scenario along more democratic and norma-
tive lines be enough to provide a strategic clout to the external
role of the EU? Can the diffusion of norms be part of the construc-
tion of the EU as a global strategic power? In practice, how is the
EU connecting its normative formulations and its strategic con-
cerns? What are the consequences of these policies for the defi-
nition of a global position of the EU in the international system,

' See Duchéne (1972: 217-220).
2 On soft power, see Nye (2004).

21



and particularly in relating to its neighborhood, however under-
stood?

Global ‘actorness’ dimensions and problems

In order to address in more depth the character and construc-
tion of the EU’s global actorness, it is worth taking into account
some of the historical dimensions and functions of the European
foreign policy. In this context, Hettne and Soderbaum have iden-
tified four different dimensions of foreign policy relations that
must be taken into consideration when explaining the connec-
tion between the EU’s foreign policy mechanisms and
understandings of global ‘actorness’ (2005: 535-552). The first
dimension is related with the enlargement of the core area of Eu-
rope. The 2004 enlargement to ten countries in Central and
Eastern Europe, as well as the ongoing negotiations with Turkey,
Croatia and the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, call into
question the current borders of Europe and pose new political
challenges to the ‘European actor’. Secondly, the authors do not
ignore the stabilization processes in the so-called ‘neighborhood area’. As
the case-studies in the next chapters will show, the new European
Neighborhood Policy (ENP) aims at ‘stabilizing’ a new region of
influence, as a way of building strategic connections that will
expand the role of the EU as a global actor. Thirdly, the authors
also emphasize the bilateral relationship with some of the world’s great
powers, namely the USA and Russia. Finally, the fourth dimension
of the external relations is inter-regional, namely with respect to
other organized regions, such as the African, Caribbean and Pa-
cific Group (ACP), for instance.

It is along these four dimensions that the EU shows the char-
acter of its foreign policy tools: ‘the type of power exercised by the
EU is of the ‘soft’ rather than the ‘hard’ type and based on
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economic instruments, dialogue and diplomacy’ (Hettne and
Soderbaum 2005: 536). A good example of this perceived ‘soft-
ness’ is the crisis management character of the EU, undertaken
by the EU as a collective unit or by specific member states. With
its missions in Kosovo, Afghanistan or Democratic Republic of
Congo, the EU has shown that it increasingly sees the promotion
of security and stability in other regions of the world as part and
parcel of its own security and defense®.

In this context, the Human Security Doctrine is a clear influ-
ence in the definition of foreign policy reasonings and practical
instruments' although it was never officially adopted by the EU’s
institutions, For the 13 authors of this document, it is assumed
that the ‘new threats’ facing the EU today (terrorism, weapons of
mass destruction proliferation, regional conflicts, failing or rogue
states, organized crime, environment depletion...) are global in
the sense that they constitute sources of global insecurity, albeit
felt more directly in a specific place or by a specific people, and
that Europe must develop a renewed military capability adapted
to the new security scenario. One of the specific proposals is a
civil-military mechanism based on a human security response
force, under the direction of the new European foreign minister,
to be composed by the 60,000 military of the rapid reaction force
of Helsinki designed for Petersberg missions (since the Amster-
dam Treaty of 1997), together with a 15,000 voluntary civilian
body (comprising police, human rights trainers, humanitarian

" This also demonstrates the gradual expansion of the concept of
“neighborhood”, in actual fact if not in the letter of official documents, from the
more formal and circumscribed ENP to a more flexible and expanding “global
neighborhood”.

" See ‘A Human Security Doctrine for Europe — The Barcelona Report of the
Study Group on Europe’s Security Capabilities’, 15 September 2004, available at
http://www.Ise.ac.uk/Depts/global/Publications/HumanSecurityDoctrine.pdf (last
accessed 20/07/07).
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and development agents, researchers, etc.) with an effective de-
ployment capacity.

Several problems arise from this understanding of global
actorness as connected with means and conceptions of power and
capabilities. The first one is the balance between soft and hard
power: it has been argued that ‘the EU needs both to exercise
influence through soft power and be able to deploy hard power
in a targeted and strategic way’"; on the other hand, it could be
argued that the existence of hard power capabilities undermines
any aspiration of the EU towards the status of normative power —
in other words, the two realities can be seen as mutually exclusive.
Another problem is the schism between intentions and expecta-
tions on one hand, and capabilities on the other: a quick look at
the practical application of the EU’s capacities allows us to see
that the EU is not only still in search of a clear strategy, but is also
facing a gap between its security needs and the instruments avail-
able — even if we take into account recent efforts of operational
integration and the setting up of joint civil and military capacities.

This problem is not new, and in 1993 Christopher Hill could
already argue that the Community is not an effective international
actor, in terms both of its capacity to produce collective decisions
and its impacts on events. The realist view that the state is the
basis of power and interest in the international system, and that
the uneven distribution of military strength is still a formidable
factor in determining outcomes, has correspondingly damaged
the Community’s image as a powerful and progressive force in the
reshaping of the international system (1993: 306).

According to Hill, there was a ‘capability-expectations gap’,
namely regarding the EU’s ‘ability to agree, its resources, and the

15 Giovanni Grevi, ‘Reflections after the NO votes: what makes the EU an
international actor?’, 2 November 2005, http://www.iss-eu.org/new/analysis/
analyl29.html (last accessed 20/07/07). The balance between these two kinds of
power is, unfortunately, beyond the scope of this discussion.
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instruments at its disposal’ (1993: 315). This gap was mostly evi-
dent in what concerned the actual role of the (then) European
Community and the set of expectations it had mobilized and
potential it demonstrated.

For Hill, even though the EC had an already significant role
in the international system — namely in the stabilization of West-
ern Europe and in the management of world trade — it had the
potential to assume other important functions: a replacement for
the USSR in the global balance of power (a candidate to fill the
vacuum left by the Soviet hegemony in a bipolar world); the role
of regional pacifier (a mediator/coercive arbiter when the re-
gional peace and stability of a certain region was under threat);
of global intervener (using economic and political instruments
when a state’s or region’s instability threatened European inter-
ests and the international community’s values and principles); of
mediator of conflicts (diplomatic action, including coercion and
conditionality measures to enable third parties to resolve their
conflicts and regression to undemocratic status); of bridge be-
tween rich and poor (due to a special relationship, a heritage of
the colonial links with a great number of developing countries);
and of joint supervisor of the world economy (acting coherently
and consistently in the IMF, World Bank, G7 summits or other
institutions where the EC negotiated directly with the United
States or Japan).

What is interesting to note is that Hill was writing when the EC
was still composed of twelve member states; however, an incapac-
ity to act according to expectations and potential could already be
observed. The same situation can be said to exist nowadays, but
now with 27 member states and a new and complex network of
institutional, legal, civilian and military instruments. There are
still important gaps when it comes to the ability to agree (the
ability to speak with one voice, with a single foreign policy based
on mutual co-operation), to the institutional resources at the EU’s
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disposal (namely the ESDP means and the conciliation with
NATO) and to the instruments available (operational capacity in
the security and defence field).

In this context, Bretherton and Vogler argue that in analyzing
actorness — and, particularly, the assumption by the EU of the
role of a global actor — it is necessary to take into account three
key elements: opportunity (to act in the world), presence (effec-
tive capacity to stand outside its borders, influencing other actors’
developments) and capability (to fulfil opportunities) (1999: 2).
At the same time, they argue, an analysis of actorness varies ac-
cording to the sector under scrutiny — economic, cultural, politi-
cal or strategic. In a similar way, Caporaso and Jupille (1998) also
explored the meaning and content of global actorness, advancing
four prerequisites to this status: recognition, authority, autonomy
and cohesion. Combining Bretherton and Vogler’s and Caporaso
and Jupille’s theses allows us to conclude that if the EU is to
perform as a strategic actor on the global stage, a lot must be done
in order to avoid double standards and dissident voices that put
the political cohesion of the EU into question, not only at internal
but also external level:

a renewed internal political cohesion is a necessary pre-condi-
tion for the Union to stand up to its reputation of global norm-
setter and to perform effectively as a strategic international
actor in foreign and security policy'.

It is not surprising, therefore, that the European Council of
15th and 16th of June 2006 discussed and accepted a document
issued by the European Commission entitled ‘Europe in the
World: Some Practical Proposals for Greater Coherence, Effective-
ness and Visibility’. This communication aimed at proposing

1% Giovanni Grevi, op. cit.
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some measures to strengthen the EU’s external action, defining
a collective purpose and balancing the required political will with
the necessary policy instruments'”.

This problem led Ginsberg to producing a more nuanced, and
less optimistic, account of the global role of the EU: ‘scholars
concur that the EU has an international ‘presence’ (it is visible
in regional and global fora) and that it exhibits some elements of
‘actorness’ (it is an international actor in some areas but not in
others)” (1999: 432, emphasis added). In response, it was exactly
with the objective of lessening the expectations-capability gap, as
well as developing and affirming the idea of a global actorness
that Javier Solana (as the high representative for European secu-
rity and defence policy) presented the document ‘A Secure
Europe in a Better World’, also known as European Security Strat-
egy (ESS)" in December 2003.

In the ESS, it is argued that political will, resolve and preven-
tive engagement were more valuable than the use of force, and
that this should be the way to affirm the European Union in the
international scene. Solana intended to reshape the European
Union as a global actor, demonstrating that the EU could be seen
as an important player on the international stage. The Brussels
European Council of 12 and 13" December 2003 accepted
Solana’s ESS, along with the challenge to establish a military
planning capability document. Since the Brussels summit, the
member-states have agreed on a new European Defence Agency
and the development of joint ‘battle groups™ for peace-keeping

"Document available at http://ec.europa.eu/external_relations/
euw_com06_278_en.pdf (last accessed 21/07/07).

18 European Council, ‘A Secure Europe in a Better World — European Security
Strategy’, 12 September 2003, available at http://www.consilium.europa.eu/
uedocs/cmsUpload/78367.pdf (last accessed 20/07/07).

1 Following this “battlegroups” logic introduced in the “Headline Goal 2003,
EU member states decided in the European Council of 17 and 18 June 2004 to
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operations”. These developments were taken in consideration in
the final version of the Treaty Establishing a Constitution for
Europe®'.

The key challenge lies in the strategy’s implementation,
which needs to be focused around much tighter and more ex-
plicit goals; without this it will fail due to the member-states
resistance, active or passive. One thing may be argued though:
‘there is a floor beneath which the EU as an international actor
is not likely to fall and a springboard from which the EU may
expand activity, and new members are required to accept the
acquis in total’ (Ginsberg 1999: 437). The so-called acquis
communautaire assures that ‘no matter what the future holds for
the EU’s capacity to act internationally, members are bound to
a repertoire of fixed foreign policy positions’(Ginsberg 1999:
436). Moreover, member-states seem to recognise that when the
EU speaks as one single voice, its global weight is increased, and
that the special partnerships with the regional blocs tend to
project the EU’s role. Therefore, it can be concluded that as a
result of what has already been achieved, as well as the potential
of the EU and the increasing expectations surrounding its inter-
vention, global actorness is slowly becoming a focal point that

commit themselves, with the “Headline Goal 20107, to applying a fully coherent
approach to the whole spectrum of crisis management operations, including
humanitarian and rescue tasks, peace-keeping tasks, tasks of combat forces in crisis
management, including peacemaking. Based on the concepts of interoperability,
deployability and sustainability, the main core value of those “battlegoups” is the
high readiness as a response to a crisis either as a stand-alone force or as part
of a larger operation enabling follow-on phases.

¥ Moreover, the ESS assumes a particular importance regarding the decisions
taken at the Summit in Santa Maria da Feira on the association of military
instruments to humanitarian assistance, civil crisis management and political and
economic development.

2 Available at http://europa.eu.int/eur-lex/lex/JOHtml.do?uri=0]:C:2004:
310:SOM:EN:HTML (last accessed 21/07/07).
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orients the decisions of both European institutions and mem-
ber-states.

Thus, one can see that the definition of the EU’s global
actorness is intertwined with the debates surrounding the EU’s
identity traits, which find contingent sedimentation in the
acquis. However, this ‘deposit’ of achievements cannot be seen
as a bedrock of the EU, but rather as a pool of resources from
which efforts of contestation and justification arise. This means
that, in order to make sense of the dilemmas of EU’s global
actorness, it is necessary to explore how the definition of a
global role for the EU is played out in the identity realm, and
how this identity realm is constituted. How is the idea of
actorness incorporated into the EU’s understanding of itself —
not only through the sedimentation/negotiation of an acquis
communautaire, but also through the construction of prospective
ideas about the role of the EU in the global sphere? In other
words, in order to fully understand and problematize the idea
of the EU as a global actor, first and foremost it is necessary to
ask how the EU is related to its legacy and past, how it conceives
itself in the present and how it sees itself as having some kind
of purpose or ‘mission’. It is exactly to this exploration that we
now turn.

The connection between global actorness, identity and security

The discussion carried out so far has allowed us to conclude
that any understanding of the foreign policy tools of the EU —
as embedded in a reflection about the EU’s global actorness —
must be attempted alongside an investigation of how these tools
constitute realms in which European identity is played out,
constituted and reproduced. At the same time, it is necessary to
enquire into the driving forces behind particular constructions
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of identity, that is, the content of particular configurations of the
relationship between the ‘Self’ and the ‘Other’ of Europe —
taking into account the problematization (or lack thereof) of
these two poles. The following sections argue that in order to
fully understand how European identity is intertwined with its
foreign policy tools and its sense of global actorness, one has to
take into account the constitutive function that understandings
of security play in the configuration of both identity and poli-
tics.

As Michael Williams (1998a and 1998b) argues, questions of
identity are intertwined with most theories of IR and security and
as we shall see in greater detail, this is because a particular un-
derstanding of identity is at the core of the political project of
modernity. In fact, the process of fashioning liberal and modern
politics in Europe by bracketing out ‘identity politics’ as early as
the aftermath of the Europeans wars of religion by no means
entails an absence of identity in European politics — on the
contrary, this is a loud silence which must be explored and which
holds fruitful insights. To put it simply, identity matters.

The relationship between identity and politics has been the
object of renewed interest across academic disciplines, especially
since the end of the Cold War®. The debate over the constitution
of identity has also known significant developments and has
tended towards a refusal of the essentialization and naturalization
of ‘identity traits’. Thus, if one is to think of the EU as possessing
a sense of agency and purpose in global politics (as has been
shown in previous sections), one must abandon earlier notions of
agents as atomized, rationally choosing units whose decisions take
place in neutral contexts in order to maximize their given inter-
ests. Instead, one should look at the more richly textured view
that social agents are not independent of their social context, and

2 A good illustration of this is Yosef Lapid and Friedrich Kratochwil (1996).
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that their interests and identities are intersubjectively constituted
over time as they interact.

In practical terms, this investigation will focus on the histori-
cal formation of the modern ‘politics of security’ which, it is
argued, constitutes the general backdrop against which any
analysis of European identity must be undertaken. In other
words, the European ‘genetic code’ will be analyzed in light of
the interplay between security and politics in the