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One perspective in looking upon the 
EU, and its predecessors, is to regard 

it as a peace project. According to Cooper1 
postmodern Europe begins with two treat
ies the Treaty of Rome (1957) and the 
Treaty on Conventional Forces in Europe 
the CFE Treaty. A characteristic of the 
postmodern system is the ability to provide 
a framework for settling disputes between 
member states. Since force is no longer an 
option other means must be used.2 This is 
an important difference in comparison with 
the modern state system, in which states 
retain the monopoly of force and may be 
prepared to use it against each other. The 
post modern system within the EU has 
been a success. It has been possible to 
avoid armed conflicts between member 
states. If you look at Europe as a whole or 
the EuroAtlantic area, the experiences are 

much more mixed. During the Cold War, 
the relations between NATO and Warsaw 
Pact were more of a modern type, balance 
of power, than post modern in spite of the 
CFEtreaty. Especially after the end of 
the Cold War, there have been several Eu
ropean conflicts in which military means 
have been used.

During the Cold War, and some years 
into the post cold war period, the Western 
European states maintained considerable 
military forces.

Problems in mastering the conflicts in 
the Balkans led to the creation of Common 
Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and 
European Security and Defence Policy 
(ESDP). The EU should be able to solve 
a number of conflicts outside the EU with 
a proper mix of military and civilian re
sources. It has however been problematic 
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to reach the goals: quality, quantity, pre
paredness. Most of the operations so far 
have been limited: goals reached seen in a 
strategic perspective, resources allocated, 
level of civilmilitary cooperation.3

a changing world
The world is changing: 

The “system” will be multipolar with many 
clusters of both state and nonstate actors. 
The most salient characteristics of the 
“new order” will be the shift from a 
unipolar world dominated by the United 
States to a relatively unstructured hier
archy of old powers and rising nations, 
and the diffusion of power from state to 
nonstate actors.4

The multipolarity is mainly due to a rela
tively weaker USA. The nonstate actors are 
gaining power through globalisation and 
proliferation of dangerous technologies.

The USA has been weakened depending 
on the not so successful operations in Iraq 

and Afghanistan in combination with the 
financial crunch, even if this has a global 
impact.5 The USA will however for a 
long time remain the most economically 
and military powerful state. But it will be 
necessary to make tougher priorities within 
the military.6

China (esp.) and India both have a 
rapid economic growth. They both have 
some politicaleconomic problems and 
the financial crunch will have an impact. 
Their economies will however continue to 
grow fast. Both are nuclear states and their 
resources allocated to military means are 
rapidly increasing, although they are afraid 
of making the mistake that the Soviet Uni
on made – too much defence spending.7

Japan is still an important economic 
actor in Asia and in the world. Since 
WWII there are restrictions concerning 
the Japanese armed forces. These concern 
certain types of weapon systems (nuclear 
weapons, carriers), defence budget (not 
exceeding 1 % of the GDP) and the possi

3  Daag, N.: “Framväxten av en europeisk säkerhets och försvarspolitik” (In Swedish. About the EU, CFSP 
and ESDP) s 111122 in Pierre E. & Johansson A.W. (Eds.): Över vida fält. Studier i utrikespolitik, diplomati 
och historia. Vänbok till Mats Bergquist. Sekel 2008. Giergerich, B.: European Military Crisis Management. 
Connecting ambition and reality, Adelphi paper 397.  Routledge. October 2008. Witney, N.: Re-energising Europe’s 
Security and Defence Policy. European Council on Foreign Relations. London. July 2008. 

4  Global Trends 2025: A Transformed World. November 2008. NIC 2008003. p 1.
5  Altman R.C.: “The Great Crash 2008. A Geopolitical Setback for the West“. Foreign affairs, January/

February 2009 pp 214.
6  Gates R.M.: “A Balanced Strategy. Reprogramming the Pentagon for a New Age“. Foreign affairs, Janu

ary/February 2009, pp 2840.
7  Emmott B.: Rivals. How the Power Struggle between China, India and Japan will Shape Our Next Decade. 

Allen Lane. An imprint of Penguin Books. London 2008.
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bilities to take part in international opera
tions. Together with the EU Japan is the 
most postmodernist power in the world, in 
the sense that military means are not the 
preferred way to solve conflicts. There is 
a pacifistic strain in the Japanese politics 
like there were HinduIndia earlier. This 
strain, however, is balanced by a more 
conservative view that implies more of 
taking part in international operations 
even the use of Japanese nuclear weap
ons if the threat increases from North 
Korea and the support from the USA 
decreases.8

Putin’s Russia is much more self
assertive than Jeltsin’s. High prices of 
oil and gas have made it possible for 
Putin to strengthen his armed forces. 
Foreign policy towards especially “the 
near abroad” has been tougher. Even if 
decreasing prices of oil and gas in com
bination with the financial crunch will 
be followed by a setback the longterm 
policy of Russia will probably remain 
the same.9

The EU will remain an economically 
important actor. Weaknesses are a lack of 
political unity concerning some impor
tant problems as well as there not being 
a unified military force.

A growing potential for conflict
We now assess the potential for conflict 
– both interstate and intrastate – over the 
next 1520 years to be greater then we 
anticipated in Mapping the Global Future, 
particularly in the greater Middle East. 
The combination of increasingly open 
economies and persistently authoritarian 
politics creates the potential for insurgen
cies, civil war, and interstate conflict. 
Although we believe the appeal of alQa
ida and other international terrorist groups 
will diminish over the next 1520 years, 
pockets of support will remain, ensuring 
a continuing threat, particularly as lethal 
technology is expected to become more 
accessible.10

There are several reasons for an increase in 
the number of conflicts as for example:

A multipolar system is more compli• 
cated and will increase the number 
of possible conflicts.
Important new nonstate actors will • 
contribute to possible conflicts.
The financial crunch; economic • 
pro  blems do not make states less 
conflict-inclined.
A scarcity of resources e.g. energy – • 
resources: water, food, metals…
A changing pecking order among • 
states can cause frictions.

8  Ibid.
9  Møller, K.J.: ”Russisk udenrigs – og sikkerhetspolitik: En stormagt vender tillbage”. Militaert Tidskrift, 

137. årgång . nr 3 – oktober 2008, p. 295317. (In Danish. Russian Foreign and Security Policy: A Great 
Power Turns Back)

10  Op.cit. footnote 4, p 61.
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strategies for survival in a world with 
an increasing number of conflicts
Strategy no 1:  Create a new world order 
with reformed – or new – international 
organisations, a postmodern security 
culture, no military means for conflict 
resolution…

Problems:
To adapt the old international or ga• 
nisations and/or create new ones 
takes time. Look for example at 
the problems reforming the UN/
SC. The rising states are not satis
fied with the slow speed of change. 
The declining states do not want to 
step down.
To change a security culture is • 
very difficult. It did not happen in 
Europe until we had two devastat
ing world wars.11 There is in some 
places an interest in the European 
model, even some appreciating 
comments, articles and books, but 
it is quite a step to really introduce 
a new culture. It is even worse in 
the short term.

Strategy no 2: A more traditional secu
rity strategy based primarily on military 
resourses, deterrence, balance of power 
etc. A strategy more typical for a modern 
system than a postmodern according to 
Cooper’s classification.

Problem:
The problem is not to introduce • 
this system because it is what most 
states have been doing for a long 
time and are continuing to do. 
The more serious point is that the 
system is not really stable if one 
views cases in history. There is 
always a risk of an armed conflict.12 
   More states with nuclear weapons 
are a more stable solution accord
ing to some pundits.13 I do not 
believe so.

a double-track strategy for the eu
Starting with the basic assumption that 
the EU has found the right way to solve 
conflicts and that the rest of the world will 
soon realise this is a dangerous strategy; 
too much of projection and dreaming.

11  Rachman G.: “A bad year for diplomats. The World in 2009“. The Economist. London. 2009.
12  Axberg, S and Foghelin, J (red.) Perspectives on Military Technology. The Royal Swedish Academy of 

War Sciences. Department of Military Technology. Fälth  & Hässler, Värnamo 2006 s 4146. Foghelin, J: 
Impacts of the New Societal Conflicts. Kagan, R: The Return of History and the End of Dreams, Atlantic 
Books, London 2008. Tausch, A Nicolaj: Kondratjew und die Zukunft der Konflikte in der Weltgesellschaft. 
Bewertung eines Neuansatzes des, NATO Institute for Advanced Studies“, s 289298 ÖMZ 3/2208. Delpech, 
T: Savage Century. Back to Barbarism. Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. Washington DC 
2007, s 175181. Emmott op.cit. White, H.: „Why War in Asia Remains Thinkable“. Survival. December 
2008 – January 2009. IISS. London 2008.

13  van Creveld, M.: The Culture of War. Ballantine Books. New York 2008.
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It is safer to use a doubletracked strategy:

Work towards a global understand• 
ing of the postmodern system. Try 
to help with conflict resolution 
using good examples from Europe 
and elsewhere.14
Maintain a traditional military de• 
fence (troops for counterinsurgen
cies...  nuclear weapons) as a back 
up. There are many deficiencies 

if you look at the EU or NATO as 
a collective defence today. Both 
the structure and the production 
could/should be improved. There 
is also a need for a common mili
tary culture. However, things can 
be changed. The processes are not 
irreversible.15

The author is Engineering Director at FOI 
and a member of KKrVA. 

14  Op.cit. footnote 2, Ch 5 pp 91118.
15  See e.g. the case of Prussia/Germany. Op.cit. footnote 13, ch 18. von Krockow, C.: Preussen. Eine Bilanz. 

Deutsche VerlagsAnstalt. Stuttgart 1992. Citino, R.M.: The German way of War. From the Thirty Years' 
War to the Third Reich, University Press of Kansas, USA, 2005.


