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Introduction: the past ten years and changing global security environment 
The European Union made serious progress in the field of security policy in recent years. Launched military operations in three continents, both on land and ocean (their detailed description see Grevi, Helly, Keohane, 2009); created its own security strategy, established defence agency and something like rapid reaction forces (Battle Groups, initially inspired by the Operation Artemis in DRC in 2003), built up institutions, ect. Now, the EU´s development in security affairs is at watershed. The EU is celebrating the symbolic 10th anniversary of ESDP launched in 1999, a year after St. Malô, which was a starting point of the whole story about ESDP. Second, the Lisabon Treaty is creating new structures and positions also in the field of European Security and Defence Policy. The biggest question in that regard is whether the progress made in last decade is real or more formal: „is ESDP just an acronym“ or significantly more? The next question is that if there is certain achievement, does it reach the strategic level or just tactical, operational level.  
Because of the global context of the analysis it is necessary to add that the EU has to act and apply its security policy in dramatically changing international environment. The relative weight of Europe – but also the whole „West“, including the United States – is declining. There are several power centers in rise – and not only the „traditional“ group of China, India and Russia, but other states are also starting to play strategic game in their broader security complex: Brazil, Indonesia, Australia, South Africa, Iran. With declining share of its economic, demographic weight and share of the ”global power“ (see Paul Kennedy´s interpretation), growing dependency on foreign sources of energy, the time is not on European side. The importance of tools and areas where Europe is strong is declining and world´s strategic centre is shifting from Atlantic to Pacific and Indian Ocean (the central position of regions around Indian Ocean has been recognized by French Livre Blanc 2008 among others). Even in Africa, a traditional and exclusive “sphere of influence” of European powers, especially France and the United Kingdom, the influence of the Old continent is seriously challenged by emerging powers, particularly China but also by India and in some extend by the United States (creation of AFRICOM and establishment of military bases around the continent are quite significant evidences of newly emerged American interest). 
In this challenging situation the EU has serious internal shortcomings. First, the weakness of Common Foreign and Security Policy. It is obvious, that there is no real security policy without functioning foreign policy – it creates the necessary basis for that. Despite the fact that the Union launched exclusively European operations, it is not able to create common foreign policy positions towards several issues and frequently also at strategic level. The case of Kosovo is typical, indeed: the EU was able to deploy a mission there but was not able to define a real common foreign policy position (while majority of member states agreed on common position, including the group of most influentials, some EU countries are not recognizing the Kosovar independence). With certain simplification one could describe the current state of EU´s foreign policy as a smallest common denominator of foreign policies of the United Kingdom, Germany and France with case-by-case influence of other states: for example of Poland in Eastern vector, Spain in Latin America, or Central European towards the Balkans, ect. (for evaluation of ESDP towards the Balkans and Eastern Europe see Panorama 2009).
The biggest challenges: Weakness (or lack?) of common strategic culture and strategies towards other key players
The second emasculating factor is the lack of “European strategic culture” – if there is something like that is considerably fragmented.  Of course, nobody can expect strategic culture similar to the large unitary states, powers, like the United States or Russia. The EU is not a nation state with attributes of single headed political and institutional entity, and probably will never develop to that phase. On the other hand, the existence of certain level of strategic culture is a necessary precondition of real security policy. Some elements of the EU´s strategic approach were clearly defined in Security Strategy from 2003. The basic characteristics are effective multilateralism (which is not the same as multipolarity), central position of international law, peaceful solution of security problems, need for mandate of the Security Council of the United Nations, ect. EU´s goal should be the elimination of its disadvantages implicit in multipolarity which is more seasonable for unitary national great powers.  According to Álvaro de Vasconcelos, the Union´s interest is to build up “multilateralising multipolarity where engaging global and major regional players in strategic cooperation frameworks in order to act together. But despite these concepts, the ESS 2003 is not a “grand strategy” in traditional understanding (as for example USA National Security Strategies are).  
The issue of strategic culture is often connected with the very basic identity of the EU. For some, the EU is a strategic concept with finalité, for others, the Union is more a variety of normatives and regulations, a more technical than strategic project, and of course without clear finalité. There are opinions between emphasizing that the lack of “general and final concept” results from the basic nature of the European Union – it is something like permanent development towards the ideal situation without reaching it. Some issues, like the question of Turkey, and Turkish membership are partially connected with European identity, too. This issue is one of the biggest challenges for Europe – the answer will have significant impact on identity but also on EU´s position and influence in regions of strategic importance, including the Middle East, East Mediterranean and Caucasus area (of course the Turkish question is too often simplified just to cultural and identity related question: the internal “position-game” between stronger European players and future level of their influence are equally important). 
Moreover one of the basic requirements for effective common security policy is the ability of threat assessment and evaluation of determining factors of global security environment. If we are comparing the most important security documents of individual member states – security strategies, white books, ect. – one can realize that despite significant similarities it is not the case at the time being. There are states with more global attention (the UK, France, in some aspects other states, too), group which is focusing more on regional issues and economic and societal aspect of security and there is the next block of states, mainly in Central Europe and the Baltics, where the traditional threat perception is still influential (Georgian-Russian conflict expressly affected their strategic thinking). Of course, issues like terrorism and proliferation of weapons of mass destruction are present in majority of national security strategies and documents, but each member state has its own interpretation and involvement of the problem. For example, it is quite difficult to compare British case where terrorism means serious domestic and international consequences, with Polish for example, where this topic is a part of broader context of strategic relations with the United States. 
The Union also needs to define its basic security interests not only on basis of phenomena of global security (as terrorism, piracy, ect.) but also in geographical terms with simultaneous definition of particular interests in particular regions as well as the basic methods and concepts of defending these interests. The nature of EU´s “power”, particularly emphasis on civilian and soft-power elements, requires not only traditional military capabilities – which is often emphasized by EU representatives. In foreseeable future the EU will be engaged in lower intensity and smaller scale conflicts, civil wars, post conflict stabilization, even in nation building. These activities will require significant capabilities in the field of institution building, police forces, election monitoring, security sector reform, and perhaps even more specialized personnel like judges or economic specialists. Their selection, preparation, deployment and sustainability are potentially more complicated then the military´s. 
Some argues that the international influence of the EU is based on the nature of its internal achievements in the field of democracy, rule of the law, human and societal rights and the Union´s ability to act as an “example”. These factors could be very effective in some cases – in the Balkans the European political presence is more important than the military (but we cannot exclude military definitely because of fragile situation in some states, see Bosnia and Herzegovina as the more prominent case). The EU´s weight, “civilisational example”, economic appeal, attraction and offered long term perspective to some states is enough in majority of issues to influence situation towards stability. 
The EU´s perception as a “normative power” or “civilian power” is in that interpretation the most important aspect of its influence at global scale. But according to EU-ISS´s director,  Álvaro de Vasconcelos “this is not how the issue is perceived by the other global players ... The EU does (increasingly) enjoy legitimacy as an international actor, but this does not stem from its “normative power.” (Vasconselos, 2009). The EU already manifested by its steps realized up to know, that “it can conduct international relations differently. But if those normative objectives are actually to be achieved, the EU must possess the entire range of policy instruments, including a significant measure of hard power. The value-added of the EU, in the eyes of other international actors, is its unique ability to combine, in new and unprecedented ways, military and civilian resources in the delivery of global public goods” (Vasconcelos, 2009). The exclusive focus on “soft power” elements could be dangerous from long-term perspective. If “others”, unitary states-powers are playing their strategic game and military instruments are increasingly useful for achieving strategic goals, the EU must react in proper way. It cannot sustain its ambition in the World where “everybody is playing chess, EU is playing ping-pong“.  This analysis takes us again to the question of strengthening other-than-civilian elements of power, notably the military. 

The next problematic factor closely interconnected with the previous one, is the lack of clearly defined, common strategies towards key players of international relations. If the EU thinks his ambitions seriously the only way is to become one of poles of multipolar world. It requires strategic thinking, capabilities and to have clearly defined strategy towards other power centers. But there is no single EU policy towards the United States and Russia, just to mention the most important strategic partners. The opposite is the truth: there are several “American policies” within the Union, not to mention the significantly different positions towards Russia – for some member states Russia is important mainly as economic partner and key supplier of energy sources, for others Russia is a most serious potential threat to their security. 
Military capabilities: improvements and failures
The fourth problem is associated with military capabilities. In fact, there are two problematic factors in that regard: credibility and concrete capabilities. The problem of credibility does not emerge because of lack of initiatives in the field of security policy. The opposite is the truth: we witnessed so many initiatives without fulfilling described objectives – the Helsinki Headline Goal is typical case. These failures are undermining the credibility of ESDP in eyes of partners but also in eyes of member states (which are carrying significant part of responsibility for these failures, by the way). 
The issue of capabilities is notoriously known. Simultaneously with accepting significant military capabilities of major EU states – particularly the United Kingdom and France – one has to recognize that no single EU power is able to act as a global player or global power centre. On the other hand the role of military capabilities for “global power” is unambiguous. It is the reason why question of European military capabilities is always on the table. The main problem does not lie only in level of military budget, however there are serious shortcomings, too. EU states have together the second largest military budget in global scale (about 210 billion Euro in 2008) (Grevi, Helly, Keohane, 2009), so, the main problem lies in very low effectivity of coordination and “spending of the money” and in serious limits at national levels (details see Menon 2009). The capacity (it means proper numbers) does exist, but the problem is with deployability and capabilities. As Javier Solana described the situation with broadly applicable situation with helicopters in March 2009 “we are all aware that there is no shortage of helicopters in Europe. Inventories are high in numbers but the problem is that they are not deployable outside Europe in sufficient numbers“ (Solana, 2009). The result is that EU is lacking core capabilities necessary in current global and regional security environment, including transport capabilities, reconnaissance and situation assessment, combat support, logistics, ect. Huge sources are invested to capabilities which are irrelevant in current security environment. It is particularly result of unfinished transformation in several European militaries, including some of the biggest ones. There are few countries, the United Kingdom, France, and the Netherlands among others, with effectively realized transformation of armed forces. 
The ray of hope
Despite these demanding issues, the improvements in formal signs of „global power“ are undiscussable: in post-Lisabon era the EU will have its own foreign policy and security policy structures, institutions, external diplomatic corps („showing-the-flag“ in distant regions and demonstration of European unity in foreign affairs), even necessary sources (for description of implications of the Lisabon Treaty see Grevi, Helly, Keohane, 2009). Moreover, the article 42.7 of the Lisbon Treaty declares that if one of EU member states is „the victim of armed aggression on its territory, the other Member States shall have towards it an obligation of aid and assistance by all the means in their power.“ That “solidarity clausula“ carries very important symbolic message and has a potential to strengthen the weight of European vector in member states strategic calculations. Of course, there are obvious limitations in European military capabilities, including heavy-weight capabilities, necessary to guarantee such of obligation (again, the question of credibility is raising). But it defines certain way of ambitions – despite the fact that for majority of European states the NATO memebership is the basic instrument of that kind of collective defence.  
The Lisabon Treaty also creates core positions of foreign and security policy, particularly the President of the European Council and of High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, as well as estabilishment of the External Action Service. On the other hand creation of these positions and structures does not authomatically guaranteeing effective European foreign policy or security policy. Their weight and seriousness is depending on will of member states to give them proper space for realisation of their ideas and concepts, as well as on specific personal factors (of course, it is in the hands of EU heads of states which „caliber“ of personality and authority will gain these positions). Moreover, creation of these posts and their proper functioning does not automatically means that the European Union will have effective policies from one day to another – these questions are still responsibilities of member states by the end of the day. 
While analyzing ESDP, it is necessary to mention that there is a certain convergent trend in European security policy at the level of member states. That factor is still crucial despite the Lisbon Treaty´s implications – the national and intergovernmental level remains as the most important in the field of foreign and security policy. The French decision to return to the military structures of NATO is in first look about transatlantic relations and relations with the United States. However if we are talking about consequences, the EU context is even more important. Besides technical issues associated with European planning capabilities and structures, it could create new momentum in development of ESDP. It results not only more effective cooperation within NATO and with the United States but also with the United Kingdom. The British security policy – simultaneously with maintaining strategic partnership with the USA: “The partnership with the United States remains our most important bilateral relationship, and central to our national security“ (UK NSS, 2008) – is “Europeanizing” in recent years, let us say slightly “discovering” the security element of European integration (“We will work for a stronger and more accountable European foreign and security policy, and for more integrated EU capabilities across politics, development, and security“) (UK NSS 2008). Of course, the UK´s position is not as simple as it looks like: we have to mention that the British are still the most reluctant towards strengthening of ESDP, in some extend even they are in stronger opposition than the USA was few years ago (by the way, the American approach towards ESDP has dramatically changed in recent years – see Victoria Nuland´s speech in Paris (Nuland, 2008) or deeper analysis of S. Larrabee) (Vasconcelos, 2009). Opinions of now-in-opposition but probably soon-in-government Conservatives is even more reserved – in some cases they perceive ESDP as building up the “Franco-German continental axis”. Despite these facts the trends in British security policy thinking are better disposed to EU´s security policy. The third European heavy-weight player, Germany is moving towards more Europeanized security policy, too, although the core European relation of France and Germany lost its dynamism as we have seen during the Chirac-Schroeder pas de deux. Even in Central European countries, where skepticism towards European security structures is relatively strong and there is a strong reluctance to “build up duplicative structures” (to NATO), the situation is changing. Poland, one of the most reluctant/pessimistic states in that regard, is starting to put emphasis also on European vector of its security policy (one of the first analysis of that shift see in Zaborowski, 2004). Polish troops were participating on EU´s mission to Chad as an evidence of “new” Polish approach. 

Conclusions
The assessment of the European Union´s achievements in the field of security policy is depends on how we interpret the EU´s ideal or final role and position. If one prefers Europe with certain finalité and as a strong actor within international relations, capable to define and defend its own political, security and economic interests by its own tools, we have to say that the Union is far from achieving this goal. On the other hand, if one prefers to describe EU as a “tool-box” for solution of concrete security problems at peripheries and not as powerful pole of multipolar Word similar to the USA or Russia, the situation is much more optimistic. 
From first point of view, the EU´s security policy is in embryonic phase – while there are the above mentioned achievements, including military operations, the ESDP does not reach the strategic level which is sine qua non of “strategic Europe”. The position of strategic actor requires common strategic thinking and strategic culture – which is not entirely the case of the EU – and capabilities to solve security problems at strategic level.
For the second group, the European Union is an already existing actor in several issues, including stabilization of the Balkans or solving some minor or middle level problems in Central Africa. From that point of view the ESDP is already significantly more than just one acronym – it is really existing entity, but without ambitions of acting as a strategic player in all important global issues. 
Perhaps the EU has a reason to be optimistic. First, the ESDP has continuous and strong support of majority of political elites in member states, as well as the significant part of the public (around 70 percent is the long-term average). Both factors are crucial for long-term sustainability of any policy, so it could create solid basis for future reflection on ESDP. Second, very strong expertise has been created on ESDP in recent years (as one of our colleagues declared in Madrid, during the 4th European Strategic Forum: “the expertise on ESDP is stronger than ESDP itself and more people are analyzing ESDP than really doing it”). The EU has its own think-tank which plays central role in European strategic thinking and numerous other organizations are involved into European-level discussions, several European-level and national forums were created to exchange ideas, concepts (including European Strategic Forum). We always have to count with extended bureaucratic staff based in Brussels and which has to be strengthened according to the Lisabon Treaty. In general, one can say, that the formal attributes of coordinated – or single, depends on interpretation – ESDP were created. Now, the biggest task for the future is to fulfill them with real policies. 
In order to strengthen ESDP in the foreseeable future it is necessary to focus on several mutually interconnected issues. The first issue is more technical, with serious political context as well as implications. It is the effectivity of money spent on security and defence issues, as well as numerous duplications we are witnessing at the level of member states. In situation when the costs of new generations of weapon systems are significantly increasing the current system of maintaining several simultaneous systems in several armed forces, is not sustainable.  The situation of air forces of major European states is exclusive example: there are three advanced fighters developed and currently commissioned to European air forces: British-German-Spanish-Italian Typhoon, French Rafale and Swedish Gripen. If Europe wants to invest its limited resources much more effectively – this is absolute necessity – we have to avoid emergence of similar situations by coordination of weapon system programs. While on first look it is a technical issue, the strong political context is unambiguous, including local industrial and social factors. The next factor is the more radical reform of European armed forces. We are discussing the necessity of their transformation towards forces more deployable and sustainable in out-of-Europe missions almost twenty years as a sine qua non of “strategic Europe”, but the real progress is too slow and limited. 27 member states of the European Union have about 2 million soldiers but only 110 thousand are sustainable simultaneously in missions (444 thousand deployable) (Keohane-Blommestijn). Of course, we realize that the reform of armed forces is relatively complicated and gradual procedure, but there is still lot of things to do. 
On the other hand despite some political implications and context, the above mentioned problems are still more technical let us say “tactical” in comparation with issues like strategic culture or strategies towards Russia, China or even the United States. As it was mentioned above, there are several “strategies” – in some cases “approach” is more proper word to describe situation – within the EU towards these powers. We must accept that “creation” or development of such a complex phenomena like strategic culture needs a lot of time, probably more than a lifetime or two. On the other hand the decision-makers at EU as well as national level have to focus on these long-term issues, by supporting each (effective) forum which is oriented to common strategic calculations and strategic thinking. There is a strong support of the public which created the necessary basis for that and there is a strong expertise on CFSP and ESDP. Experts and representatives of each member states, including the smaller´s, could have the opportunity of influencing these discussions and procedures. Only permanent forums, consultations, open-minded discussions will strengthen the (subjective) feelings of affiliations to European strategic family – and we have to accept that it never will be the same as the American or Russian strategic culture from the point of view of coherence and compactness. 
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