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THE EUROPEAN SECURITY STRATEGY:
A REFLECTION OF EU'S SECURITY IDENTITY?*

Miinevver CEBECi**

A bstract

This paper discusses the European Security Strategy (ESS) through a
multidimensional approach based mainly on the pragmatic significance of
the ESS, EU's global actorness and its security identity. Through a detailed
analysis of these three dimensions, it reaches the conclusion that the ESS
can be approached from a variety of dimensions but can best be understood
in the light of EU's security identity. It argues that with its rule-based
approach, its emphasis on effective multilateralism and its significant
preference for non-military means over military ones, the ESS openly
reflects EU's security identity as an exemplar of democratic peace, a
security community and a civilian and normative power.

It can be said that despite the fact that the relations between the EU
members are successfully de-securitized; the security problematique has not
been swept off from the European agenda. It can be contended that the
threat of a direct attack on a European state from an outside power is largely
irrelevant in the post-Cold War era. Nevertheless, the new threats are more
diversified and have a predominantly non-military nature. Ethnic conflict,
immigration,
economic
instabilities,
environmental
degradation,
• The point of departure of this study is the discourse analysis of the European
Security Strategy made in Chapter III (The European Union And Security:
Community, Concept And Actomess) of the author's PhD thesis entitled
"Mu ltidimensional Security Concept and Its Implications for Post-Cold War Europe
and Turkey" which she su<!"cessfully defended at the EC Institute in the year 2004.
• Dr. Lect. Marmara University, EC Institute, EU Politics and International
Relations Dept.
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proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, terrorism and organised crime
(which involves illicit arms, drugs and human trafficking), as well as failed
states, which are also global problems, are all securitized by the EU in one
way or another. Especially after the 9/11 attacks and due to the European
divide over US intervention in Iraq, the EU Member States felt the need to
establish a strategic framework for the Union's foreign policy and tasked
the High Representative, Javier Solana, to prepare a European Security
Strategy (ESS). This paper argues that the ESS can be approached from a
variety of dimensions but can best be understood in the light of EU's
security identity since with its rule-based approach, its emphasis on
effective multilateralism and its significant preference for non-military
means over military ones, the ESS openly reflects this security identity.
It is possible to analyse the ESS from different aspects. First, it can be
analysed as a framework for policy-making. Secondly, it can be analysed in
terms of EU's global actorness. Thirdly, it can be analysed with reference to
EU ' s security identity. The first analysis would concentrate on the
pragmatic significance of the ESS. The second one would refer to how the
EU places itself in international relations. The third one, on the other hand,
would build on the arguments that the EU is a civilian power, an exemplar
of democratic peace and a security community, projecting its values and
norms to the rest of the world. After analysing these three dimensions, this
study ends with a thoroughgoing debate on the nature of the ESS which
compares both the first and final versions of the ESS and the ESS and USNational Security Strategy.

The ESS as a framework for policy-making
There are some analysts which regard the ESS as "a thoroughly
pragmatic venture" 1• This is due to its nature as a framework for policymaking wh~ch not only sets its Qwn goals but also the methods and
instruments that will be employed for achieving these goals. It determines
the strategic guidelines according to which the CFSP/ESDP will function. It
is, therefore, regarded as "a reference framework which provides political
direction and determines instruments and capabilities" 2• Berenskoetter goes
· further to call it a mind map for policy-makers 3 .
As the first of its kind in EU's foreign policy history, the ESS can be
regarded as a modest and general framework of reference for CFSPIESDP
rather than a fully-fledged security doctrine. Berenskoetter describes the
ESS as "a more vague and less completed document'.4 when compared to
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the US National Security Strategy. Despite its attempt to envisage a
comprehensive approach to security, the ESS is limited in many aspects.
Some analysts contend that its threat definition is rather limited and threats
that can be named as the dark side of globalisation should have been listed
in the document in a detailed way 5. Richard Whitman even goes further to
stress that the document "lacks a sense of what are the key existential
threats to Europe" 6 . On the other hand, some criticize the ESS for little
emphasis on tools such as developmene. There are also some analysts who
state that the military instruments are downplayed in the document and they
are only defined as a post-conflict tool 8. Ideas Factory contends that the ESS
does not include a detailed list of measures or quantifiable indicators but it
does identify a limited range of key objectives9 .
Despite such criticisms, the ESS can be regarded as a crucial document
which identifies EU's security priorities and determines the tools to deal
with them. In a sense, it can be regarded as "a 'mission statement' defining
its fundamental values and objectives" 10 which has "a natural vocation to
become an instrument of public diplomacy" 11• Nevertheless, attempts at
defining the ESS as a solely pragmatic practice portray only one part of the
picture. Despite the fact that the ESS is a document which lays down the
overall strategic scope of the EU foreign policy, its nature as a document
marking the EU 's role in international relations and the normative element
in it which refers to its security culture cannot be overlooked. Therefore,
defining the ESS as a framework of reference can only be a part of the
attempts at explaining this document.

The ESS and EU's Global Actorness
It would not be erroneous to suggest that the ESS is actually a document
which marks EU' s role in international relations. Richard Whitman
contends that the ESS is "a roadmap for a route-march to greater global
impact" 12 ; "a declared framework intended to inform the development of the
EU's global aspirations" 13 • EU's international actorness has been a highly
debated issue. The foreign policy impact of ECIEU's external (economic)
relations, the gradual development of a CFSPIESDP (building on the EPC)
and finally the ESS have all been regarded within such a framework. Since
each unsuccessful attempt at common action in the foreign policy field has
become an existential question for CFSP/ESDP, EU's international
actorness has long been analysed by many analysts. The major focus in all
these analyses have been the effectiveness and credibility of the Union's
foreign policy. As its huge economic might has increasingly forced it to
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play a more significant role in international relations the EU is unavoidably
confronted with the need to develop political and mi litary initiatives to
match its global economic potential. That is how the question of EU' s
global actomess comes to the fore whenever its attempts at nurturing its
CFSP/ESDP are debated. The ESS has, thus, immediately become a
reference point for EU' s international actorness especially due to the
challenge of the European divide over Iraq which undermined its credibility
and identity as an international actor.
The ESS mentions EU's global actorness several times. The first draft of
the ESS included an interesting statement:" ... the European Union is, like it
or not, a global actor; it should be ready to share in the responsibility for
global security." 14 (Emphasis added) This statement, in a sense, implied that
there were some who did not like the fact that the EU was a global actor. It
was, in a way, an endorsement of the arguments that the EU was a reluctant
global actor. Berenskoetter contends:

... while the EU also defines itself as a 'global player', it does so in a
very different, almost reluctant tone. Measures in terms of population,
percent of world GNP, and international engagement, the global player
status of the EU is acquired through numbers, not ideas. Hence, in contrast
to the US, one gets the feeling that the EU's "responsibility for global
security" is taken on by default, rather than by choice. 15

The final version of the ESS as adopted by the European Council in
Brussels on 12.12.2003, on the other hand, changed the wording of the
statement in the first draft and suggested that the EU "is inevitably a global
player" (emphasis added) and "should be ready to share in the responsibility
for global security and in building a better world" 16• Nevertheless, the same
document also covers the statement that even in an era of globalisation,
geography is still important and sets one of its strategic objectives as
"Building Security in our Neighbourhood" 17 • It is also stated in the ESS:
'"We need both to think globally and to act locally" 18 • These statements
clearly show the regional mentality that still prevails in Europe.
Furthermore, they are also indicative of the fact that the EU is more
concerned about its own integration than anything else and therefore, its
primary strategic objective is to promote a ring of well-governed countries
in and around Europe. This inevitably refers to a limited regional approach
in spite of the EU's quest for global actomess.

MARMARA JOURNAL OF EUROPEAN STUDIES

305

This is exactly the reason why the EU's global actorness seems as an
inevitable development (as endorsed by the final version of the ESS) rather
than an intentional result. Therefore, it can be argued that the ESS is a
document designed to deal with this inevitable global actor status of the EU.
The following statement in the ESS can also be better understood in the
light of this argument: "But if we are to make a contribution that matches
our potential, we need to be more active, more coherent and more
capable." 19 How the EU deals with its global actor status and, thus, global
challenges is, on the other hand, closely related with its security identity.

EU's Security Identity and the ESS
It can safely be contended that the EU has a security culture, which is
based on negotiation, compromise and multilateralism. Even the method
adopted in the process in which the ESS was elaborated - the way in which
national security discourses of Member States were reconciled with a
European discourse20 - is indicative of EU' s culture of negotiation and
compromise.
It is regarded as a security community by many analysts21
and it can be referred to as a very good example testifying to democratic
peace theorl 2. On the other hand, it is regarded as a "civilian power"23 due
to its use of mainly non-military instruments in its foreign policy. Some
even go further to name the EU as a "normative power" 24 and they argue
that it is through the diffusion of its values and norms (such as democracy,
peace, and respect for human rights) that the EU makes the most important
impact on world politics. These various arguments have some truth in them
as they refer to different aspects of EU's security identity.
It is easy to find traces of EU's security identity in the ESS. Indeed, the
document starts with an acclaim of the success of European integration, as it
has been central to the development of peace and security on the continent.

It has transformed the relations between our states, a nd the lives of our
citizens. European countries are committed to dealing peacefully with
di sputes and to co-operating through common institutions. Over this
period, the progressive spread of the rule of Jaw and democracy has seen
authoritarian regimes change into secure, stable and dynamic democracies.
Successive enlargements are making a reality of the vision of a united and
peaceful continent.25
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This statement is a clear reference to the theory of democratic peace and
it further reveals the nature of the EU as a security community. Martin
Ortega contends (with regard to the first draft of the ESS) that this rare
success story is a unique historical confirmation of the old 'democratic
peace' theory and clearly shows the advantages of a more recent idea,
region-building, which the EU could try to export or at least explain to other
regions26 . The importance of democratic peace is also endorsed by the
following statement:

The qualify of international society depends on the quality of the
governments that are its foundation. The best protection for our security is
a world of well-governed democratic states. Spreading good governance,
supporting social and political reform, dealing with corruption and abuse
of power, establishing the rule of law and protectinf human rights are the
best means of strengthening the international order. 2

Despite the fact that a clear link is established between well-governed
democratic states and the promotion of peace and security in the ESS, some
analysts find the references to liberalism and democracy in the document
rather inadequate 28 . However, such judgements do not seem very fair. It is a
high probability that Solana might have preferred to underline lessdeveloped aspects of European foreign policy (such as the document's
emphasis on crisis management and preventive engagement) rather than
repeating its established and well-known features.
- The document's emphasis on building security in EU's neighbourhood
can also be read through the lens of its nature as a security community. An
important feature of security communities is a powerful centre which may
act as a magnet pulling other states into the community. Ole Waever asserts
that it is the strong European core that draws/attracts other states towards
the EU and enables the Union to exert a silent disciplining power on these
states 29 • Through the use of its wide range of tools, the EU aims to build a
ring of ·well-governed countries to the east of the EU and on the borders of
the Mediterranean as mentioned in the ESS.
Similarly, commitment to multilateralism is also a significant feature of
security communities. This is why, "decision-making procedures, conflict
resolution and processes of conflict adjudication are likely to be more
consensual than in other types of interstate relations"30 in security
communities. A well-established sense of commitment to multilateralism
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and a series of multilateral practices eventually lead to a high degree of trust
between the members of the security community and also to the formation
of a collective identity. The emphasis on effective multilateralism in the
ESS can thus be read as emanating from EU's nature as a security
community. Nevertheless, it should not also be forgotten that the EU
Member States' commitment to multilateralism has not been very smooth
on several occasions such as the failure of the Union to support the
Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention or to arrive at a common
31
position in the UN Security Council over the Iraq crisis . Cameron and
Quille assert: "Solana's use of the term multilateralism is not simply a kneejerk response to the US but a clear challenge to the Member States to turn
their rhetoric on multilateralism into a 'results oriented' strategy with which
the US can engage." 32
"The development of a stronger international society, well functioning
international institutions and a rule-based international order" 33 is set as an
objective in the ESS. This refers to the EU's nature both as a security
community and a normative power. EU's commitment to upholding and
developing international law and to the primacy of UN Charter in
international relations can also be analysed within this framework. The
ESS's call for confidence building and arms control regimes in order to
maintain security and stability in its neighbourhood and beyond; and for
spreading good governance, supporting social and political reform, dealing
with corruption and abuse of power, establishing the rule of law and
protecting human rights in order to strengthen the international order can
also be attributed to its security identity in this respect.
Finally, Solana's emphasis on a mixture of instruments and his clear
preference for tackling the root causes of global challenges and key threats
in the ESS are a clear indication of the fact that the EU is a civilian power.
Despite the fact that military instruments are cited as usable tools in crisis
and post-crisis situations in the ESS, this does not and should not
overshadow EU's nature as a civilian power. This is because EU's emphasis
on the use of military means as a last resort is a well-known fact although it
is not openly stated in the ESS. At the end of the day, a security strategy
should be flexible enough to leave a certain area of manoeuvre for the
policy-makers. It is possible to regard the military means mentioned in the
ESS as instruments that will be used to back up EU's foreign policy in order
to increase its effectiveness and credibility rather than as a factor that will
erode EU's nature as a civilian power. The fact that the term "pre-emptive
engagement" which was used in the first draft of the ESS was replaced with
"preventive engagement" in the final version can be attributed to the
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military connotation of "pre-emption" and it clearly refers to a preference
for softer means.
Richard Whitman argues that the ESS is only one basis upon which to
assess the continuing validity of the notion of civilian power Europe34 . In
his view, "the ESS defines European security interests and priorities in a
manner that is compatible with" 35 this notion. Nevertheless, there are also
some analysts who criticise the ESS for its over-emphasis on threats and on
politico-military means in dealing with them 36 . Everts and Keohane refer to
a median line, contending that the strategy's most important message is its .
repudiation of the traditional view that the EU only believes in deploying
'soft power' tools such as economic aid, trade or diplomatic pressure and
enticements37 • In their opinion, "the EU will not, of course, give up on soft
power"38 but "it accepts that it must use all its instruments - policies on
trade, aid and migration - in a politically targeted and conditional
manner" 39 . A similar but more interesting argument is made by Jean Yves
Haine, as he contends that the use of force, albeit as a last resort, is deemed
necessary in specific circumstances and this represents a significant shift
from a civilian-only Union40. What is interesting in hi s argument is that he
names it as a "soft power-plus" 41 attitude. A closer look at the ESS and a
comparison between its first draft and final version as well as a comparison
with the US National Security Strategy (NSS) would provide a better
understanding of how EU's security identity is reflected in the ESS.

A Debate on the Nature of the ESS
The major motivation behind the ESS can be seen as the divide among
EU Member States and between the EU and the US over the Iraq war. Many
analysts contend that the European divide over Iraq has revealed the need
for strategic thinking42 on international security issues. Everts and Keohane
contend that the absence of a shared threat assessment was an important
reason why EU countries ended up so divided on Iraq43 . Member States had
their own security concepts, but there was some kind of a vacuum at the EU
level in this regard44 . This vacuum has been revealed by the Iraq war. It is
also a fact that the disarray over Iraq has not only existentially challenged
the CFSP/ESDP but also damaged EU's international identity and
credibility. Consequently, the Member States felt the need "to reassert their
commitment"45 to the Union's foreign policy.
The divide between the US and the EU over Iraq has also been a factor
in the development of the ESS. It can safely be contended that the ESS is
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designed in such a way to meet US concerns and thus to decrease the
tension between the two sides of the Atlantic. There are also some analysts
who regard the ESS as a response to the US-NSS which shares its definition
of threats in general but which does not approve of its methods46 . Such
arguments have a sound basis in that the ESS 's emphasis on effective
multilateralism and its clear preference for preventive engagement in the
face of pre-emptive strike in countering the global challenges and key
threats (which seem similar in both documents) are an open indication of
EU' s response.
The ESS starts with the success story of European integration; of how it
gradually became a security community through the transformation of
member states' interests into European interests, stating that the violence of
the first half of the 201h Century has given way to a period of peace and
stability unprecedented in European histor/7 . The emphasis on Europe's
being at peace in the ESS can be read as a response to US war on terrorism.
Haine contends that the message to Washington is in fact seriously nuanced:
first, Europe is at peace not at war, and the document is not a call to arms or
an appeal for homeland defence48 .
In its introduction, the ESS also draws attention to the US role in
European integration and European security and refers to its dominant
position in world politics49 . Nevertheless, it also contends that no single
country is able to tackle today ' s complex problems on its own 50 . These
statements on the US testify to the claims that the ESS is a response to US
concerns and the US-NSS.
Before listing the key threats, Solana asserts that large-scale aggression
against any member state is now improbable51 , yet "Europe still faces
security threats and challenges"52 . According to the ESS Europe faces new
threats which are more diverse, less visible and less predictable53 . He also
contends that the outbreak of conflict in the Balkans was a reminder that
war has not disappeared from the continent54 . The ESS is divided into three
sections, namely, "the security environment: global challenges and key
threats", "strategic objectives" and "policy implications for Europe".
As can be understood from its name, the first section of the ESS lists
global challenges and key threats, which, altogether, constitute the security
environment. A striking difference between the first draft and the final
version of the ESS is that the first draft focuses on a new security
environment and new threats without a special section on global challenges.
This difference between the two documents has been the result of high level
intellectual debate on the identification of threats that affect the security of
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the Union which was made at a Seminar on Identifying and Understanding
Threats held in Rome on September 19, 2003. In this seminar, a vast
majority of participants insisted on the importance of the traditional (old)
threats compared to the new threats identified in the first draft55 • That is
why the final draft mentions global challenges and key threats instead of
new threats. The main idea behind this change was that the new threats did
not replace the old ones, but they were added to them 56.
Another difference between the first draft and the final version of the
ESS can be found in the distinction made in the latter between threats and
vulnerabilities. The first draft did not make such a distinction and it was
solely threat-based, and thus had a more militaristic connotation as stated in
the working document prepared for the Seminar on Identifying and
Understanding Threats57 . Therefore, it would not be misleading to state that
an insistence on the EU's nature as a civilian power was one of the reasons
why both global challenges and key threats were listed in the final version.
The global challenges that the ESS mentions are the ones that are closely
related with the dark side of globalisation such as perception of
globalisation as a cause of frustration and injustice and the increased scope
for non-state groups to play a part in international affairs and
interdependence especially in the fields of transport, energy and
information58 . The ESS lists these challenges as factors which increase
European dependence and vulnerability. Poverty, diseases such as AIDS
and new epidemic diseases, conflict, insecurity, competition for natural
resources and energy dependence are all cited as factors which cause
vulnerability at the globallevel59 .
On the other hand, the ESS lists five key threats, namely, terrorism,
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), regional conflicts,
state failure and organised crime. It should be recalled that only three
threats were cited in the first draft of the ESS. The new threats named in the
first draft are terrorism, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and
failed states and organised crime. The first draft also involves a detailed
explanation of the new terrorism with its root causes. The final version, on
the other hand, also puts the emphasis on the root causes of terrorism,
however, without necessarily making a distinction between old and new
terrorism. Even so, this does not mean that the final version overlooks the
changed nature of the terrorist threat since it also mentions the root causes
of the most recent wave of terrorism. This change can be analysed in view
of the fact that internal terrorism is largely seen as a threat in Europe besides
international terrorism. This may be the reason why emphasis is not put
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solely on new terrorism; i.e. international terrorism as defined after 9/11
attacks. This also marks a difference of approach in countering terrorism
between the US and the EU.
Another interesting difference between the first draft and the final
version of the ESS with regard to terrorism is on the definition of the EU as
a target for Al Qaeda. In the first draft it is stated: "AI Qaeda has named
European countries as potential targets. Major attacks on our territory have
been planned but thankfully thwarted." In the final version, however, the
statement is clearly different: "Europe is both a target and a base for such
terrorism: European countries are targets and have been attacked." The
difference between the two texts can be analysed in a time frame which
covers the attacks on European tourists in Bali, November 2003 attacks in
Istanbul (the targets of which were Turkish, English and Jewish) and attacks
on Italian soldiers in Iraq. It is important to note that the final version does
not confine attacks on European countries to European territory only when
it states that European countries are targets and have been attacked. It is
possible to argue that the attacks in Bali and Iraq affected the wording in the
final version60 . And, it is also possible to argue that the text includes an
endorsement of Turkey's identity as a European country, since it is the only
"European country" which had been directly attacked in the time frame that
is mentioned61 •
Solana's contentions with regard to terrorism are significant in the sense
that they point to the root causes of terrorism, and they therefore, give clues
on the way the EU should deal with this problem. It would not be erroneous
to state that Solana sees terrorism as a threat with non-military root causes
rather than as a predominantly military matter. This point also explains the
differences in the European and American approaches toward the issue. The
emphasis in the ESS on the root causes of terrorism clearly shows that the
EU does not approve the US method in dealing with terrorism which
involves the use of military instruments for achieving short term solutions
rather than tackling the root causes of terrorism through the employment of
a long term strategy.
With regard to WMD, both documents mention the most threatening
scenario as the terrorist groups' acquisition of these weapons. Nevertheless,
although Solana portrays proliferation of WMD as "the single most
important threat to peace and security among nations" in the first draft62 ; he
names it as "potentially the greatest threat to" European society in the final
version63 . And this marks the major difference between the two versions
with regard to WMD. Another difference in this regard is the statement in
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first draft that in case of small groups' acquisition of WMD, "deterrence
would fail" 64 . The final version, however, does not mention deterrence in
this context. Regional conflicts, on the other hand, are not listed among the
major threats in the first draft. But as the discussions at the Seminar held in
Rome in September 2003 suggest, many Europeans regard old conflicts as a
major cause of instability and insecurit/5 and it is this emphasis on the
prevalence of old threats that regional conflicts find a place in the final
version of the ESS as a key threat66 • It is stated in the ESS that conflict can
lead to extremism, terrorism and state failure; it provides opportunities for
organised crime and regional insecurity caused by such conflicts can fuel
the demand for WMD67 . "The most practical way to tackle the often e lusive
new threats will sometimes be to deal with the older problems of regional
conflict."68
Two key threats listed together in the first draft of the ESS,failed states
and organised crime, are cited separately in the final version and with a
different terminology. In the final version, the term "state failure" is used
instead of "failed states". In fact, the term "failed states" used in the first
draft was a response to US terminology of "rogue states" to mark EU's
difference from the US in their respective threat perceptions. This would
mean that the EU did not see rogue states as a threat. This was also apparent
in the fact that no such terminology (rogue states) existed in the EU.
Instead, the EU saw failed states as a threat since they provided appropriate
grounds on which organised crime and terrorism could flourish.
Nevertheless, in the discussions at the Rome Seminar held in September
2003, the term "failed states" was found misleading and inappropriate 69 and
was thus replaced in the final version with "state failure" which is a more
general phenomenon and refers to state weakness as a fertile ground for
terrorism and organised crime.
EU's strategic objectives, on the other hand, are listed in the ESS as
addressing the threats, building security in our neighbourhood and an
international order based on effective multilateralism. With regard to
addressing the threats, Solana argues that the new threats are often distant,
they are dynamic and none of them are purely military (thus, they cannot be
tackled by purely military means) 70 • This is why the methods that Solana
suggests for dealing with these threats also involve the use of a wide range
of policy instruments, which are not necessarily military in nature. His
remark on the use of different and predominantly non-military means in
tackling the said threats is crucial for EU' s nature as a civilian power.
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The second strategic objective named in the ESS is "building security in
our neighbourhood". With special reference to the Middle East, the
Southern Caucasus and the Mediterranean, the ESS calls for the promotion
of a ring of well-governed countries to the East of the EU and on the
borders of the Mediterranean through close and cooperative relations with
these countries and regions. While both the draft and final versions of the
ESS declare the EU's commitment to a two-state solution to the Middle East
problem, only the final version calls for a broader engagement with the
Arab world7 1.
The third and final strategic objective is the establishment of an
international order based on effective multilateralism. EU's emphasis on
effective multilateralism can be evaluated as a response to growing US
unilateralism. Solana's focus on the UN Charter as the basis for
international relations and the UN Security Council as the primary
institution responsible for the maintenance of international peace and
security can all be considered within this context. Nevertheless, the term
"effective" in this phrase refers to enforcement, in that rules need
enforcement, and at times when these rules are broken, especially in
emergency situations where immediate action may not always be
compatible with a formal application of international law, it allows for the
use of force without a UN Security Council mandate72 • Nevertheless,
without suggesting this openly and only referring to it in an implied manner
through the use of the term "effective multilateralism", the ESS leaves the
issue of the use of force without a UN Security Council mandate in
emergency situations as an exception. Under the heading of effective
multilateralism, the ESS emphasises a rule-based order and calls for a
readiness to act when these rules are broken. The ESS also refers to other
international and regional organisations and especially transatlantic
relationship as the basis for the maintenance of such an international order.
The third and final part of the ESS, "policy implications for Europe"
points the need for the EU to be more active, more coherent and more
capable. In addressing the need for being more active, the final version of
the ESS refers to "preventive engagement"73 ; a term which replaced the
terminology used in the first draft under the section on strengthening the
international order: "pre-emptive engagement"74 . As noted earlier, the term
"pre-emptive engagement" has a military connotation especially because the
term "pre-emptive strike" has begun to be repeatedly used by the US in its
war against terrorism and in its interventions in Afghanistan and Iraq. The
use of the term pre-emptive engagement was also discussed at the Seminar
held in Paris on "Strategic Objectives of the EU" and most of the
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participants argued that the term was too ambiguous, the more so as the
French version of the ESS spoke of "preventive engagement"75 . This is
exactly how it was decided that the term ·'pre-emptive engagement" would
be replaced in the final version with "preventive engagement". The ESS
also calls for the development of a strategic culture that fosters early, rapid
76
and when necessary, robust intervention and displays a balanced approach
with respect to the instruments that will be used for such purposes rather
than a preference for military means. In Solana' s view, an EU which takes
greater responsibility and which is more active will be one which carries
more political weight77 .
While emphasising the use of non-military measures, Solana does not
overlook the value of a European military capability in dealing with the new
threats. In his quest for a more capable EU, he stresses that the EU's
capabilities with regard to military and civilian crisis management should be
increased and the Member States should be ready to spend more on defence
and should make more effective use of resources in this respect78 . He also
mentions the EU-NATO arrangements, in particular Berlin Plus, as a means
to enhance the Union's operational capabilit/9 .
Finally, Solana calls for more coherence, contending "we are stronger
when we aet together" 80. Within this framework he refers to the need for a
better coordination of EU policies, and the coherent use of the wide-range
of instruments available to the EU in its foreign and security policies81 • His
reference to development, trade and environmental policies as well as
Justice and Home Affairs policies82 are a clear indication of the cross-pillar
approach that the EU should adopt in dealing with a variety of challenges
and threats which are basically non-military in nature. The document also
refers to the need for working with partners. Although the first draft listed
Russia together with Japan, Canada, China and India as countries with
which the EU should develop strategic partnerships 83 , the final version puts
special emphasis on EU's relations with Russia84 . Both versions of the ESS
refer to the irreplaceable nature of transatlantic relations 85 , while the final
version emphasises that the EU's aim should be an effective and balanced
partnership with the US 86 . This statement is especially s;gnificant since it
may be regarded as reflecting the nature of the ESS as a response to the USNSS. In a sense, the ESS itself tries to balance the unilateraJist, and
militaristic approach of the US-NSS with a paradigm based on
multilateralism and a civilian emphasis.
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Conclusion
As can be seen in the detailed analysis made above the ESS openly
reflects EU's security identity as an exemplar of democratic peace, a
security community and a civilian and normative power. More importantly,
each of the problems cited in the ESS and the tools suggested to deal with
them significantly refer to a comprehensive understanding of security. It
should not be forgotten that many security issues have a cross-sectoral
nature, in that they are either caused by or become causes of problems in the
other sectors87 . Therefore, the means used to tackle them should also reflect
this cross-sectoral nature, i.e. a mixture of instruments should be used in
dealing with them. Military means in this sense .are only a part of the
solution and they usually cannot solve those security problems which have
social, political or economic (non-military) causes. Perhaps they can be of
short-term relevance but in the long term they may lead to other disastrous
and even intractable problems. This is why Solana contends in the ESS that
the EU is particularly well-equipped and well-placed to respond to such
multi-faceted situations88 .
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