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Такім чынам, намаганні дыпламатычнай службы ВКЛ у адзначаны пе-

рыяд былі накіраваны на замацаванне раней падпісанага перамір‘я паміж 

РП і Масквой ад 25 жніўня 1587 г. Нягледзячы на тое, што асобныя магнаты 

КП імкнуліся распачаць новую вайну з Расійскай дзяржавай, Княства ў пер-

шую чаргу зыходзіла з міралюбівай палітыкі адносна ўсходняй суседкі. 

Кіраўнік вялікай канцылярыі Л. Сапега асабіста ўдзельнічаў у распрацоўцы 

і рэалізацыі ўсходняй знешнепалітычнай тактыкі РП, якая была накіравана 

на захаванне статус-кво паміж дзвюма дзяржавамі. Дзякуючы палітычнай 

волі сенатараў і шляхты ВКЛ, а таксама спрыяльнай міжнароднай сітуацыі 

Княству ўдалося ўгаварыць прадстаўнікоў КП (у першую чаргу 

Я. Замойскага) на падпісанне, а потым і пацвярджэнне перамір‘я паміж 

дзяржавамі да 25 жніўня 1602 г., што гарантавала спакой на ўсходняй 

граніцы ВКЛ. 
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The paper addresses the theme of theoretical backing of the European Union 

participation in conflict resolution. It determines the possibility of applying the 

main theoretical approaches and concepts from International Relations and Euro-

pean Studies to explain EU participation and its form or non-involvement in 

peace process. 

The EU foreign policy has received a new boost with the change of the US 

administration. The US withdrawal from the 2015 Paris Agreement may lead the 

EU to be the principal advocate for mitigating climate change. The US recogni-

tion of Jerusalem as the capital of Israel gives the EU the chance to become the 

main mediator in the Middle East peace process (MEPP). In the light of inconsis-
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tency of the US foreign policy, the international community pays more attention 

and puts high hopes on the European Union in terms of its ability to promote 

peace, security and democratic values.  

Although the role of the EU in conflict settlement and resolution has been 

thoroughly studied, there is lack of theoretical backing able to explain the EU ac-

tivity and its scope. This condition is due in large part to sui generis nature of the 

EU and the intergovernmental character of its foreign policy. 

In this article I apply the main theoretical approaches and theories to EU 

conflict resolution dividing them into two groups. The first group includes the 

approaches explaining EU participation in conflict settlement as the result of in-

ternal developments of integration and its deepening. The second one embraces 

the concepts outlining external factors and the EU perception on the international 

arena. The framework I propose clearly has its limits. In conceptual terms, there 

are much more theories and concepts which can be applied to analyze EU activi-

ties in conflict resolution. On the methodological side, the framework is qualita-

tive and offers no quantitative analysis of forms and the scope of EU activities in 

the sphere of peace and security.  

The participation of the EU in conflict resolution is often understood as the 

outcome of integration process. However, it is viewed differently depending on 

what is meant by EU foreign policy. Structural realists depreciate the role of in-

ternational institutions claiming that it is the states that ‗determine the fate‘ [1]. In 

this case, we might consider EU involvement in conflict resolution as the contin-

uation of foreign policies of its member-states. At the same time, the question 

arises as to what factors determine its participation. We may apply the ‗bargain-

ing power‘ concept. It has an explanatory power when it comes to the Middle 

East peace process. However, there may arise a difficulty in defining the motives 

of EU participation in the settlement of Transnistrian issue that has been put on 

the agenda after 2004 enlargement.  

The limits posed by neorealism are partly overcome by the theoretical ap-

proaches of new institutionalism and constructivism. Institutionalism gained new 

momentum in the 1990s. Trying to explain the motives of different actors, it ‗em-

phasizes the role of institutions and institutionalization in the understanding of 

action within an organization‘ [2]. J. March and J. Olsen proposed two basic log-

ics of action: logic of expected consequences and logic of appropriateness [3]. 

Applying the logic of expected consequences, we consider EU participation in 

conflict resolution as rationally-motivated. The decisions are made on the basis of 

consensus with the calculation of the possible consequences. Thus, Cyprus con-

flict settlement has a direct impact on the EU. After the accession of Cyprus into 

the EU in 2004, the management of the conflict and the status of Northern Cyprus 

directly affects peace and stability of the EU itself. 
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At the same time, perceiving the EU as solely rule-based structure means to 

ignore the cognitive aspect and the role of identity, institutions and rules [3]. Here 

we may proceed one step further using the constructivist approach and applying 

the logic of appropriateness. Appropriate action is understood as ‗an action essen-

tial to a particular conception of self‘. The archetype of the EU – European Coal 

and Steel Community – created on the ruins of the Second World War was aimed 

at ‗making war unthinkable and materially impossible‘ [4]. Promotion of peace 

and security is considered to be the primary goal of the European Union. Its par-

ticipation in conflict settlement may be viewed as stemming from its identity [2]. 

Thus, the EU is perceived as the biggest humanitarian and development actor. Its 

contribution to conflict settlement in Yemen or Burkina Faso, the provision of 

humanitarian and development aid is not solely rationally-based. It is part of the 

EU image on the international arena, one of the pillars of the ‗Europeanized‘ for-

eign policy [2]. 

These theoretical approaches may be used to explain why the EU intervenes 

or not in conflict-torn areas. But they are not sufficient in explaining the scope 

and form of European Union intervention. Despite the importance of the internal 

factors and motives of member-states, external dimension does possess an expla-

natory power. The EU conflict resolution depends not solely on its identity and 

internal incentives; it is formed and constrained externally as well. Why does the 

EU retain mainly financial instrument in peace process? Why does it concentrate 

more on post-conflict settlement? These conditions may partly be understood as 

the consequence of intergovernmental character of the EU foreign policy. The 

differences of the positions may pose difficulty in ‗speaking with one voice‘. 

However, external factors matter. 

There has been present a debate on whether the EU is an actor in interna-

tional relations and what type of actor it represents. The EU continues to be de-

scribed as an actor ‗under construction‘. J. Vogler and C. Brethenton defined ac-

torness as the combination of opportunity (structural context), presence (external 

presence of the EU) and capability (internal context of actions) [5].  

However, despite the wide-ranging global presence of the EU, its perception 

is frequently related to its limited capabilities. In the 1970s F. Duchene intro-

duced ‗civilian power‘ concept meaning that the EU is ―long on economic power 

and relatively short on armed force‖ [6]. Thus, the EU role in MEPP is some-

times defined as being ‗a payer, not player‘. 

Duchene‘s ideas were repeatedly questioned. Some authors (Bull) criticized 

civilian power concept for ineffectiveness and stressed the importance and viabil-

ity of applying military power Europe concept. The rapid and successful devel-

opment of European integration in the 1990s marked the revival of the debate on 

military versus civilian power Europe [6].  
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The debates have culminated in the introduction of a new term, normative 

power Europe. In 2002 I. Manners said that ―the EU transcended both notions of 

civilian and military power to become normative power‖. The meaning of this 

power lies in the ability of the EU to promote the fundamental values it is based 

on – rule of law, human rights, democracy, liberty and peace. It is a moralizing 

power of the EU making it possible to apply the Union‘s values among other ac-

tors in international relations, making them ―normal‖, universal and widely appli-

cable [6]. 

In this paper I argue that it is better to analyze the European Union participa-

tion in conflict resolution in the framework of all three above-mentioned con-

cepts. The application of one of them does not allow assessing overwhelmingly 

the activities, motives and EU role. MEPP illustrates that the combination of the 

three theoretical notions is more contributional and allows avoiding limitations 

posed by each of them separately. Thus, relying completely on the military power 

Europe concept we underestimate the role of the EU as a major provider of hu-

manitarian assistance and development aid to the Palestinian Authority. Analyz-

ing the EU involvement in the Middle East peace process, we can‘t but mention 

the spread of democratic values and institution-building the EU is aimed at. 

In conclusion, theoretical explanation of European Union participation in 

conflict resolution appears to be complex and by no means exhaustive. The form 

and the scope of EU activities in peace process are determined by internal devel-

opments of European integration and external perception of the EU. Characteriz-

ing the EU conflict resolution, we may not proceed from a concrete approach or 

concept. The EU activities are based on rational motives as well as cognitive as-

pects. However, the analysis of internal developments seems to ignore the exter-

nal factors. The EU perception and recognition as the actor able to ‗speak with a 

single voice‘ shapes the attitudes of conflicting parties and influences the poten-

tial scope of EU participation in conflict resolution. 
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