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Abstract. The Russian aggression against Ukraine has turned out to pose 
a threat not only to Europe, but also to the other current conflict zones being 
an obvious challenge for international security, global legal order, territorial 
integrity, unity, and sovereignty of the states in the world. Correspondingly, 
the research into the actorness of the EU, its status as the global civil and 
normative actor destined to protect the international legal order and the rule 
of law is considered to be relevant. The escalation of the Russian-Ukrainian 
war in 2022 proved the EU to have preserved a proper global status. 

The research source base comprises regulatory documents, treaties 
and agreements of the EU determining its status in the international arena 
and its positioning in the sphere of security and other spheres, especially, 
during the period of the full-scale Russian-Ukrainian war [7; 10; 12; 34]. 
The basis for this analysis is complex analytical research of the modern 
manifestations of the EU’s actorness [2; 5; 11; 14; 17; 23–24; 27–28; 32; 40], 
in particular, its strategic and operational capabilities. [3; 6; 15; 18; 25; 29; 
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37; 41]. The synthetic works of researchers are also worth being highlighted 
[1; 8; 13; 16; 19-20; 30-31], those analyzing the challenges for the EU 
caused by the largescale Russian aggression against Ukraine, the impact of 
this exogenous factor on the security of certain European countries, and the 
implementation of the EU actorness as a whole. 

The aim of the research is to identify the specificity of the EU’s 
actorness manifestations considering its peculiarities, key determinants, and 
the perspectives to be implemented in the light of the Russian-Ukrainian 
war, namely in the times of the full-scale invasion. 

Research methodology. In order to achieve the research results, 
systemic and methodological approaches have been applied, which 
makes it possible to comprehensively consider the specificity of the EU’s 
actorness, to follow the dynamics of its manifestations and implementation 
taking into account the full-scale stage of the Russian-Ukrainian war started 
in February 2022 to reveal a range of interrelated factors influencing the 
transformation of the actorness of the United Europe.

Research results. The dynamics of the transition from the EU’s non-
military approach to security issues to the emphasis on the development 
of the European Union from a civilian force to a comprehensive force 
exercising a strategic vision and playing an active role at every stage of 
international conflict management have been analyzed in detail. 

It has been proven that in the conditions of the full-scale stage of the 
Russian-Ukrainian war, a significant change in the EU security paradigm 
can be observed: from a normative, liberal, and more optimistic perspective 
focused on the spread of the European norms and values of the 2000s to a 
more defensive and cautious European perspective in 2010, and to even 
more considerate, confident and strict treatment of the EU towards security 
issues in 2022, when the full-scale invasion against Ukraine started.

The EU sanctions against Russia, which have clearly gone beyond its 
previous “red lines”, demonstrate a remarkable shift in the EU position as 
a global actor possessing internal de-jure and de-facto powers to become a 
player in the regional security and be obviously capable of de-escalating the 
Russian-Ukrainian war together with its allies, namely the USA and Great 
Britain. 

Value. It has been also emphasized that in its regulatory documents, the 
EU expresses the will to strengthen its actorness and the role in the sphere 
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of security stating that during conflicts it will follow a multi-level approach 
and may act at the local, regional, national, and global levels, as well as 
develop the EU security structures accordingly. 

The significance of the discussions regarding the fact that the EU still 
lacks integrity and inflexibility as a strategic player has been highlighted. 
This exposes the EU to the risk of failure of its international effort due to 
the absence or limitation of its hard power potential.

1. Introduction
The Russian aggression in Ukraine does not bode well, not just for 

Europe, but for many other conflict areas where Russia may also actively 
try to undermine the international rule-based global order [8]. What is more, 
the military presence of Russia in Crimea and on the mainland Ukrainian 
territory remains a direct challenge to international security with serious 
implications for the international legal order that protects the territorial 
integrity, unity and sovereignty of all the states in the world [20]. At the 
same time, the Russian-Ukrainian war of 2014 has not yet undermined the 
EU’s image and the status of a global civilian and normative state; and the 
escalation of the war in 2022 proves that the EU has preserved its appropriate 
global status. Its successful international agreements with the other states, 
like the Association Agreement, the Waiver Agreement, the Free Trade 
Agreement; a successful adaptation of the EU’s legal system and technical 
standards by the states of the Old World, particularly, by post-Soviet and 
post-Communist states, third countries, and members of the European 
Neighbourhood Policy, including the European Partnership and the Union 
for the Mediterranean have formulated the trend of ‘Europeanization’ of 
Ukraine. All this has allowed Ukraine to distance itself from Russia which 
made a decision not to ‘Europeanize’ and stay away from the European 
Neighbourhood Policy. Under such circumstances, the consistent actions of 
Russia aimed at terminating the EU-Ukraine Association Agreement at the 
European Partnership Summit in Vilnius, Lithuania, on 28-29 November 
2013, forced V. Yanukovych to disperse Maidan participants by means of 
the police in November 2013 – February 2014. In addition, the occupation 
of Crimea in March 2014, the hybrid war in Donbas, the introduction of the 
Russian troops in Donbas in 2014-2015 which resulted in signing quasi-
international protocols between Ukraine and Russia titled ‘Minsk-I’ and 



388

Lesia Dorosh, Yurii Tushkyn, Iuliia Zakaulova

‘Minsk-II’, and, finally, the outbreak of a largescale war on 24 February 
2022 manifest that Russia is not able to hinder the EU’s influence as 
a civilian state, and thus, an aggressive military invasion as ‘the final 
argument of Kings’ should be interpreted as the last resort for Russia to stop 
‘Europeanization’ of Ukraine [35, р. 227–228]. Thus, the latest prevailing 
trend of Ukrainian ‘Europeanization’ may be considered nearly ‘an ideal 
type’ (in M. Weber’s understanding [39; 47]) of the EU’s successful 
international influence as a global civilian state despite numerous problems 
Ukraine faces nowadays, namely: domestic political problems, unstable 
economy, inconsistent reforms, and open war. We may presume that if the 
EU’s soft power policy has turned out to be effective in Ukraine, even under 
such adverse circumstances as war, demographic depopulation, ecological 
crisis, this policy may be even more effective in the other regions of the 
world which do not have the abovementioned difficulties but still face such 
problems as corruption, ineffectiveness of state and business institutions, 
economic crisis, and the other.

Fighting its non-democratic opponents, the European Union has not just 
condemned Russia’s aggression against Ukraine as a mammoth violation of 
international law. It has also framed its support for the Ukraine’s accession 
as a way to secure the latter’s democratic future [2]. In general, the Union 
has construed the clash with Moscow in normative terms, as a collision of 
values – the rule of law and freedoms, on the one hand, and the might and 
authoritarianism, on the other hand.

2. The EU as an international actor: multiple subjectivity
The EU is generally described as an effective actor in those areas where 

the authority is clearly delegated on the Community level. In those areas, as 
we may see, the EU is considered to have a strong undisputed influence on 
the international scene. This is the case of foreign trade and technological 
development, the sectors in which the EU is said to play, probably, a more 
powerful role than the US [5]. Some scholars believe the EU to have acted 
as an inadvertent great power vis-à-vis Russia in its Ukraine policy, which 
was primarily driven by the supranational decision-making apparatus and 
low-politics considerations, but engendered a bipolar power struggle with 
Russia over Ukraine. Following the example, the scholars express the 
opinion that the risks inherent in the EU inadvertent great power politics 
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are deeply ingrained in the EU’s institutional structure and, therefore, are 
difficult to mitigate [13].

According to N. Wright [40], the EU stays ‘almost impotent’ in the 
spheres of ‘high politics’ which encompass ‘foreign policy, security, 
justice and internal affair’ and demonstrate a low level of integration – ‘the 
stage of an embryo’ – because national governments maintain the leading 
position, which obviously limits the global competence and the Community 
actorness in these spheres. However, analyzing the EU’s actorness in the 
sphere of high politics, one should consider the EU’s potential role as a 
direct intervenor in specific international conflicts – its most actor-like 
function in the conventional sense, as intervention is something an actor 
does, but it is also the least fulfilled one as the EU does not perform well in 
this realm. Nevertheless, it is believed that this story of failure, doubt and 
ambivalence also continues the EU actorness, besides its natural unity and 
subjectivity because an actor is not just a thing, even and easy, it is, instead, 
problematic, critical – a cracked actor [6]. 

Scholars also argue that the unique character of the EU as [actor] sui 
generis has contributed to its unconventional approach of addressing global 
security issues via traditionally non-strategic and non-military centred 
policies, like its neighbourhood policy – ENP. The EU’s Security Strategy 
argues that ‘large-scale aggression against any Member State is now 
improbable’ [7]. Evidently, it is reasonable to contend that the EU rejected 
the prospect of a revisionist Russia posing a security threat to the EU’s 
member states or its regional partners engaging in political and economic 
reform in pursuit of the prospect of EU membership [29]. Moreover, 
demonstrating the EU’s non-military centric approach to security, the 
2008 ‘Report on the Implementation of the European Security Strategy’ 
omitted regional conflicts as a key security threat and instead chose to 
include the proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction, Terrorism and 
Organized Crime, Cyber Security, and Climate Change [29]. A new policy 
approach of the EU to the international affairs of 2013 emphasizes upon the 
development of the Union from a civilian power to a comprehensive power 
with a strategic vision and an active role in all phases of the conflict [16]. 
The EU’s Global Security Strategy of 2016 [34] also paid close attention 
to international conflict management. This EU’s strategy expresses its will 
for a stronger security role in the formulation that ‘In conflicts the EU 
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will pursue a multilevel approach, and act at the local, regional, national 
and global levels’. Finally, the comprehensive approach by the notion of 
an ‘integrated approach’ in 2018 portrayed the EU’s ambition to engage 
even more strongly and in a coherent and holistic manner in external 
conflicts and crises, and to develop structures accordingly [16]. However, 
considering the evolution of the vision concerning the EU’s role in dealing 
with international conflicts, one should keep in mind that notwithstanding 
its theoretical framework related to the issue, the EU remains a strategically 
underdeveloped actor wedded to the liberal logic of the ENP, which renders 
the Union strategically inflexible and, especially in view of its high level 
of investment, exposes it to risks of failure of its international efforts 
because of the lack of hard power [16]. In the current situation, under the 
circumstances of the Russian-Ukrainian war, one may witness an important 
paradigm shift: from a normative, liberal and optimistic view centred on 
diffusing European norms and values in the 2000s, to a more defensive and 
cautious European approach in the following decade [31].

Apart from this, the EU’s limited military actorness affects the 
implementation of the EU’s Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) 
plans and programs and depends on the Member States and their treatment 
upon the EU’s common security issues. The implementation of the Common 
Security Policy is being ruined by ‘the plague of the 19-20 centuries’ – 
nationalism, which undermines the EU’s unity due to the existence of the 
self-centred elites capable of breaking the principle of unanimity while 
making common decisions and the right to veto any decision during the 
Security Council meetings. This is particularly true for small European 
states, like Hungary, which do not share external policy strategy of the other 
Member States, instead, cherish their own national interests and, therefore, 
restrain European performance in the international security sphere and, 
what is more, they may intimidate the EU with their ‘right to veto’ and 
narrow European freedom of action in the sphere of global security. Further, 
they disable the EU as a potential military actor and reduce its effectiveness 
in this sphere. They may also create risks of ineffective and/or inconsistent 
implementation of security policy in Europe and the USA. This is the reason 
why the EU as an actor in the military sphere has been mostly the object 
than the subject of the global politics, notwithstanding the rich imperial 
history of its members and its global ambition [22]. Moreover, the EU will 
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have hardly become a strategically independent, strong actor, a provider 
of international peace and security by the year 2030, as its documentation 
states [17]. 

Taking the abovementioned into account, to implement the neo-realist 
hypothesis that describes the EU as a superpower – a military competitor of 
the US in the 21 century [38], the Union has to: create an effective mechanism 
for coordinating common interests; increase military aggregate spending; 
and invest heavily in its military sector, in particular, the command-and-
control system and the European Military Forces Intelligence, instead of 
gradual development of PESCO projects. Otherwise, the Armed Forces of 
certain member states, except France and Sweden, will not be able to fully 
deploy military action beyond NATO [22].

Today, the security and defence potential of the EU as a global actor has 
been reduced because of Brexit and, as a consequence, Great Britain stop 
being its member, the state possessing massive military strength, diplomatic 
authority and international representation [6]. As soon as the EU does not 
have strategic autonomy and is actually unable to defend itself, the security 
of European states depends upon NATO and the USA respectively [22]. 
Consequently, NATO can exist without the EU, but the EU cannot exist 
without NATO, despite the continuous efforts (since 1954) of France and the 
other states which have been contributing to the EU’s military potential and 
strengthening its military identity and strategic autonomy from NATO and 
the US since 2017. Concluding, we may argue that there exists a functional 
distribution of competencies in Europe between the abovementioned 
international governmental organizations (the EU and NATO): NATO 
maintains its military role on the global, continental and Atlantic scale, 
and the EU’s ‘civilian’ identity contributes to this; further, developing 
close institutional relations between the EU and North Atlantic Alliance is 
another factor that promotes the functional distribution of powers. 

The history of the EU’s global actorness can be considered through its 
content and parameters. Since 1957, the EU’s predecessors – European 
Communities – have been acting in the global politics developing friendly 
relations with the African states, the Caribbean counties and the Pacific 
states. However, it has been mostly a de-facto union of metropolitan states 
and their former overseas possessions. The first attempts from the side of 
the European Communities to manifest themselves as those demonstrating 
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their own interests and identity took place in 1970s-1980s. It was the time 
when the Communities had an opportunity to manoeuvre between the 
USA and the USSR in the times of the Cold War between the East and the 
West, as well as during the Falklands War in 1982, when they supported 
their Member, the United Kingdom being in military confrontation with 
Argentina, while the USA maintained status quo in relation to the conflict 
[4]. When the third Cod War between Iceland and Great Britain took place 
in 1972-1973, Iceland was sanctioned in accordance with Protocol 6 of 
the European Community Agreement to meet European states halfway 
concerning fishing grounds and maritime borders in the Atlantic [26]. When 
the Cold War was over, European Communities tried to oppose superpowers 
on the global scale acquiring the role of the global civilian state with its 
economic strength compensating for its limited military potential [38, 378]. 

Since 1995, the EU has become an active global actor due to its 
interaction with numerous states of Europe, Asia and Africa, namely, 
Western Balkans, South Africa and West Mediterranean in the frames of 
the Union for the Mediterranean (EUROMED, the Barcelona Process) and 
the former republics of the USSR in the frames of the Eastern Partnership 
in 2009. Today, actively expanding due to its soft power, the EU has been 
forced to deal with an unstable situation along the boundaries with the 
Russian Federation, the People’s Republic of China and even the US (under 
the presidency of D. Trump) [11]. It also has to respond to the statements, 
dated November 2019, by Emmanuel Macron, the President of France, who 
has said that if Europe could not think of itself as a global power, it would 
disappear [33].

3. The reaction of the EU as a global actor  
to the Russian-Ukrainian war

While analysing the EU’s response to the Russian-Ukrainian crisis and 
the ways to deal with it, we should differentiate between the European 
Communities’ actions in the period of 2014–2022 and those in the period 
of 2022 and up to now – the time of a full-scale invasion of the Russian 
Federation. We do understand that the reaction of the EU to the Russian 
aggression against Ukraine should be considered due to the EU’s role as 
a combination of a normative power (a regulatory power) and a civilian 
power, which allows studying the EU not only through its capabilities, but 
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also through the normative approach which considers integration to have 
been influencing and even changing the underlying choices, preferences 
and interests of others, not only member states (internally), but also actors 
in the international arena (externally) [19]. 

Scientists have analyzed the EU’s international actorness during the last 
decade, as it is said to challenge the EU as a global security actor. Over the 
last decade, it has been a changing domestic and international context in 
which policies need to be formulated and implemented. Firstly, an increased 
intra EU contestation has been particularly prominent since the beginning 
of economic and financial crisis and has obviously impacted the EU’s 
foreign and security policies. The second challenge has been an increasing 
fragmentation of the regions all over the European neighbourhood and 
beyond. Finally, a competitive multipolarity may pose a significant challenge 
to the EU as a security actor [8]. While previously, the EU normally had 
the full backing of international institutions and other states in conflict 
countries, it is currently competing with other powers espousing different 
views of order, who may act through state-sponsored non-state actors, such 
as the Kremlin-backed Wagner group, to frustrate the EU’s objectives [8]. 
Multipolar competition has certainly generated momentum for a stronger 
global role of the EU, as attested to by the Union’s robust response against 
Russia’s aggression in Ukraine in 2014 and 2022, yet, in most cases, the 
Union has suffered from the effects of increasing great power rivalry [2]. 

Other scientists believe that since 2014, when the US military 
involvement in Europe has reduced and Russia’s revisionism has driven it 
to annex Crimea to prevent the further integration of Ukraine into the EU 
and NATO, the EU obtained an opportunity to demonstrate its effectiveness 
as a regional security actor. They emphasize that through the US de facto 
leadership transfer of European continental security to Europeans, the 
UK and other powerful member states are explicitly calling on the EU to 
create a collective response to Russia’s invasion and occupation of a part of 
Ukraine, and the institutional leaders of the EU are invoking international 
law to justify the response to the continental security crisis [29]. Thus, the 
EU obviously possesses recognition and authority to act in the Ukraine 
crisis, both within the Union and in the frames of the collective West. 
Acting as a ‘force for good’, the EU aspires to create a ‘ring of friends’ – 
democratic, stable and prosperous countries with an efficient governance 
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sharing European values which, in the end, may objectively serve the 
interests of European security [37]. However, until 2014, the EU reluctance 
to being actively and directly involved in the settlement of frozen territorial 
conflicts in partner countries and the absence of a consolidated strategy 
and mechanisms for such an involvement in contrast with Russia’s military 
presence in the region have considerably limited its power projection 
capacity [37]. According to A.-S. Maass [19], instead of being an agenda 
setter in peace and state-building in Ukraine, the EU became a passive 
bystander witnessing Crimea’s annexation by Russia in 2014. The EU was 
not organizationally geared up for geopolitical contestation with Russia, 
and thus, during the Ukraine crisis [autumn 2013 – winter 2014], it took the 
back seat to a power [of Moscow] that was precisely configured to wage 
geopolitical struggles on a global scale [with the EU and the US]. On the 
other hand, the scientists argue that according to the rationalist perspective, 
the EU’s various partnership initiatives to project stability and prosperity 
to its eastern neighbourhood under the guise of its normative and civilian 
intentions should be conceived as a reflection of its interests to increase 
economic strength and regional competitiveness comparing to the other 
geopolitical and geoeconomic efforts [37]. 

In 2022, the nature of the EU’s external actorness has changed together 
with a largescale Russian-Ukrainian war being strictly treated by the 
Members of G7, particularly, the US and the UK. Under such circumstances, 
the EU had to respond more harshly to the largescale bilateral conflict 
taking into account the fact that the EU’s own resilience is very much 
linked to the resilience of its partners (its members or other states around 
the globe facing various challenges), as the EU is not insulated from the 
pressure that affects them [27]. As L. Groen and A. Niemann [14] argue, ‘in 
terms of effectiveness it also matters whether the EU has devised a strategy 
that takes the external environment into account’. The rhetoric of the EU 
has changed due to the Russian-Ukrainian war, and its member states (and 
the other states and IGOs) started to interpret its power and international 
competitiveness in increasingly realist terms. Considering this, we may 
agree to L. Scazzieri [27] who believes that the EU’s reaction to the invasion 
is not only about defending Ukraine or the principles of international law, 
but also about reducing the concrete risk of the future Russian aggression 
towards the EU itself, for example, towards Poland or Baltic States.  
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At the same time, the crises in the neighbourhood have prompted the EU 
to review its security strategy, which now highlights the fact that world 
politics is increasingly ruled by geopolitical considerations [24]. 

In terms of the consistent external policy of the Union Members, their 
institutional bodies and officials, researchers identify a range of factors that 
constrain the EU’s actorness in this sphere. Thus, the EU’s international 
actorness depends on the distribution of competence between the EU and its 
member states and the unwillingness of the latter to delegate the competence 
to the former as well as the existence of conflicting preferences across 
member states [3]. This, for example, can be observed in divergent views 
of the EU’s member states upon the members of the Euro-Mediterranean 
Partnership or Eastern Partnership. However, since 2014, the EU member 
states have basically tended to commit to democracy, the rule of law 
and human rights. Regarding coherence, most of the EU member states 
condemn an aggressive Russia’s involvement in Ukraine and try to impose 
tough sanctions against Russia to create internal procedural mechanisms 
to collectively respond to harsh actions from the side of Moscow. P. Silva 
[29] states that since the first imposition of travel bans in 2014, the EU has 
consistently implemented its strategy to impose economic and diplomatic 
sanctions on Russia, expanding and extending sanctions since March 
2014. Then, the President of the European Council, Herman Van Rompuy, 
declared that sanctions are not a question of retaliation; they are a foreign 
policy tool – not a goal in itself, but a means to an end. Our goal is to stop 
Russian action against Ukraine, to restore Ukraine’s sovereignty – and to 
achieve this we need a negotiated solution [19]. Since the beginning of a 
largescale aggression in Ukraine in 2022, the EU put together ambitious 
sanctions packages, which have clearly gone beyond the previous ‘red 
lines’ (halting the construction of Nord Stream 2, freezing the assets held 
by the Russian Central Bank, cutting off most Russian banks from the 
SWIFT system, curtailing imports of coal, severely limiting trade in key 
technologies, sanctions on President Vladimir Putin and his entourage [8]. 
Scientists argue that the EU’s active approach stands out from its inactivity 
in comparable cases, for instance, Russia’s recognition of Abkhazia and 
South Ossetia as independent states in the aftermath of the Georgian war 
in 2008. To the same category as the sanctions belong the decisions to 
suspend the EU-Russia Partnership Agreement and all the EU’s cooperation 
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programs (except those developing civil society) and loan agreements with 
Russia. These measures indicate a stable political consensus among EU 
member states, which made joint action toward Russia possible [16]. 

On the other hand, evaluating the level of consistency among the EU 
member states and its institutions in terms of the Russian-Ukrainian conflict, 
we may observe a non-linear relationship between increased coherence and 
greater effectiveness concerning goal attainment.

Scientists [23] have demonstrated that efforts to achieve coherence can 
result in lower common dominator, ineffective policies that are reflected 
(inter alia) in the EU’s preference for inducements of Russia rather than 
threats when seeking to exert influence. A. Shepherd [28] notes that the 
EU, while improving coordination, remains hampered in its responses by 
its stubborn institutional silos. Therefore, it is unable to manage the security 
continuum as well as it aspires to its ambition to have a more comprehensive 
and integrated approach to security.

Thus, one should understand an extremely difficult task for the EU 
to enhance its actorness in the regional security sector. The EU’s energy 
dependency on Russia constrains the EU’s ability to impose maximally 
damaging economic sanctions on Russia in response to its involvement in 
the Ukrainian crisis [29]. However, we have witnessed a clear, consistent 
response of the EU to a largescale Russian aggression in Ukraine. Despite 
the different historical and economic relationship EU member states have 
with Russia, their response is built on shared values, preferences, and the use 
of internal policy-making procedures. Overall, since 2014 and, particularly, 
since 2022, there has been horizontal consistency among member-states 
continued support for the sanctions and vertical consistency between 
member states and EU institutions as demonstrated through their collective 
response to Russia’s aggression in Ukraine [29]. Thus, the conflict can be 
considered an example of the EU’s increasing its global weight, speaking 
with one single voice [25]. 

Evaluating the EU’s external opportunity structure, scientists believe 
that stronger actorness does not necessarily generate more EU effectiveness, 
or ability to influence potential outcomes in the regional security system in 
the specific setting of a crisis [30]. In the case of the Russian-Ukrainian war, 
the EU international actorness in Ukraine in 2014 allowed the EU to acquire 
the role of a successful regional security actor via using its soft power to 
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settle this international crisis. An example of the EU’s soft power policy 
is launching its civilian mission – the EU Advisory Mission (EUAM), to 
give advice on reforming the civilian security sector. The decision by the 
EU to implement this Mission is based on the evaluation of the Ukrainian 
civilian security sector and considering the latter to be an archaic and a 
corrupted one, infiltrated by Russian operatives. Scientist [29] argues that 
because of the EU’s inability to hard-balance against Russia, the EU has 
utilized the EUAM to soft-balance against Russia. By making the Ukrainian 
civilian security sector more accountable and resilient, the EU may make 
Russia less able to influence and shape it. Despite the political, economic 
and humanitarian shortfalls in the aftermath of the Euromaidan protests, 
the annexation of Crimea and the military confrontation with Russia, the 
EU continuously promoted transformative domestic reforms in Ukraine. 
The signing of the Association Agreement set the program of reforms in 
line with the EU standards and norms in 2014. Further, the completion of 
the Association Agreement with the Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade 
Agreement in June symbolized the EU’s support for political, economic and 
social transformations in Ukraine [19].

It can be said that the EU’s action in Ukraine in the period of 
2014–2024 as an example of its international actorness is ambivalent.  
On the one hand, the values and norms upon which the EU is founded, 
and those written in its treaties, have been incorporated within cooperation 
and association agreements with Ukraine. The positive projection of 
European values has, in this sense, been the occurrent indicator of its 
transformative capability in its neighbourhood [41]. On the other hand, 
the EU’s performance in the regional security sphere cannot be considered 
totally successful, despite the EU’s deployment of all available capabilities 
to achieve its stated goal of coercing Russia to implement the II Minsk 
Agreement. Notwithstanding the implementation of diplomatic and 
economic sanctions on Russia, the EU’s soft balancing against Russia in 
Ukraine, and strengthening of its bilateral relationship with Ukraine the EU 
has failed. The EU’s idealistic hope that Russia may alter its aggressive 
behaviour in the international arena to a peaceful one, and, consequently, 
the failure of its peace-keeping mission, and an open aggression of Russia 
today change the EU’s strategic thinking and demonstrate its return to smart  
power politics [29]. 



398

Lesia Dorosh, Yurii Tushkyn, Iuliia Zakaulova

Being ahead of the events, since 2017, the EU has been developing 
hard power (defence) capabilities to defend its regional interests against 
the Russian aggression in Ukraine (and Georgia). Until recently, the EU has 
rejected such practice as power politics (geopolitics) of the superpowers 
considering it unacceptable. The decision to start acting from the power 
perspective is due to the decision made by its 25 member states to participate 
in Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO) in the area of defence and 
security policy. By creating a treaty-based framework, PESCO seeks to 
address the EU’s security challenges by facilitating further integration 
and enhancing further cooperation among the participant states [10]. Joint 
development of defence capabilities, increasing interoperability of the 
military potential by reducing the different number of weapons’ systems in 
Europe, and thus, enhancing operational cooperation among member states 
may increase the EU’s ability to defend its regional and global interests. 
While PESCO does not shift control of EU member-states’ militaries from 
the nation-state level, it seeks to strengthen its strategic autonomy to defend 
its regional and global interests [29]. The EU has been rather explicit about 
balancing its idealistic, normative focus on promoting its principles, values 
and norms, with the focus upon its own strategic interests and internal 
security. The European Union’s Global Strategy (EUGS) states that in 
its external affairs the EU takes the position of ‘principled pragmatism’ 
balancing its values and interests, with soft and hard power going hand in 
hand, which should be understood as ‘smart politics’ [12; 28]. 

Since 24 February 2022, the lack of opportunities for the EU to provide 
military support for Ukraine has had ambivalent consequences for the EU’s 
international actorness. Scientists indicate that the extent of international, 
particularly, security roles of an actor depend on the perception of the 
action recipient. Hence, the extent of the EU’s participation in international 
security relies on the partners of the EU including third countries and other 
regional institutions [16]. 

The EU’s lack of capabilities to support Ukraine in the military sphere 
also has consequences. The Union is hardly taken seriously as a security 
actor in Ukraine, whereas the USA and certain EU member states are often 
perceived as much more promising partners [16]. We may also agree with 
N. Wright [40] that any EU’s security role is better framed as a complimentary 
one rather than competing with the Member States or NATO. The solution 
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to the problem of effectiveness lies in coordinating the performance of 
Member States rather than searching for a role which is institutionally and 
temperamentally ill-suited by the EU. However, what concerns logistical 
support, and especially, military and police action and training, the EU 
strives to expand its limited military potential [15]. In general, we may 
agree with other scientists who emphasise upon a hard choice the EU and its 
member states are facing in relation to the type of capabilities that need to 
be acquired for their security policies. With Ukraine in mind, the odds are in 
favour of hard power military capabilities, whereas the ‘soft’ tools required 
for an integrated approach, the resilience paradigm, and the instruments to 
deal with hybris threats are lower on the priority list [8]. This fact forces 
Ukrainian high officials to rate the EU’s military potential low. However, 
this may lead to a stronger EU’s foreign and defence policy, at least in terms 
of greater integration of the EU’s defence industrial base and, potentially, 
of its power projection capacity. Due to this, European strategic autonomy 
and/or sovereignty, for years championed by French President Emmanuel 
E. Macron, may soon take clearer contours [1].

Thus, from the perspective of the EU’s international actorness,
coherence between the EU’s actions and those of its member states and 
institutions, and the implementation of these actions in 2022, the EU 
displays noteworthy actorness in great power recognition of its role in 
European security, internal de jure and de facto authority to be a player in 
the regional security, and serious opportunities to demonstrate its actorness 
to deescalate the Russian-Ukrainian war together with the US and the UK 
[29]. Despite its lack of military power, the EU has the ability to pursue 
great power politics in Europe. Like any other domestic or international 
entity, it has acquired actorness in its own right to the extent that it has 
both, control over significant governance resources that potentially affect 
other actors and the ability to employ these resources according to the 
organizational strategies and intentions. It may act as a great power if it can 
significantly affect the security situation within the other great powers [13]. 
In 2022, the EU demonstrated its significant geopolitical power dealing 
with the challenges posed by the Russian-Ukrainian war. The EU’s High 
Representative for Foreign and Security Policy, Joseph Borrell, hailed the 
EU’s response to the conflict as a ‘geopolitical awakening’ [27]. The EU’s 
considerable geopolitical power rests on the unity of its members and its 
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internal unity, but it is not clear if that unity may endure a drawn-out war 
in Ukraine or the loosening of the transatlantic front together with possible 
negative consequences for the whole Europe and its economic and social 
sectors [1]. 

According to M. E. Smith [32], the EU possesses multiple types of 
power in the global politics, and these efforts are not mutually exclusive; 
in other words, it is possible to act both ‘strategically’ (relying on 
realistic, geopolitical considerations) and ‘normatively’ (relying on 
idealistic considerations). A. Härtel [16] argues that the Russian invasion 
in Ukraine in 2014, like many other conflict scenarios, has become an 
extreme challenge that puts the EU’s flexibility to test and necessitates the 
development of new approaches or an appropriate adaptation of the existing 
ones. In the end, despite the incremental securitization of the EU’s role 
in the Russian-Ukrainian conflict, one must admit that a genuine strategic 
contribution would require appropriate security policy instruments and 
capabilities to be implemented in the frames of the EU’s common foreign 
policy and security policy. While raising politically difficult and principled 
issues, the EU needs to better align its proclamations, policies and practice 
(institutions, capabilities and actions) if it is to be of a greater value to its 
member states as a critical instrument for implementing their foreign and  
security policies [28]. 

4. Conclusions
Thus, it can be said that after the beginning of the Russian aggression 

against Ukraine in 2014, we may draw conclusions that the EU has a specific 
international status and limited capabilities as a global actor. Its global 
actorness is reflected in its being a ‘global civilian state’ which is extremely 
powerful in the sphere of ‘low’ politics (certain spheres of domestic 
governance granted to EU member states on the supranational level) and 
thus may influence any state in the neighbourhood and in the world. But 
what concerns the sphere of ‘high’ politics (hard military security for itself 
and its members), the EU has not acquired an appropriate competence in it 
and, thus, has always relied upon the security assistance from the side of 
NATO. The abovementioned factors may help to evaluate the influence of 
the Russian-Ukrainian conflict upon the EU as a global political actor. We 
should take into account the fact that the attempts of the EU as a ‘global 
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civilian state’ to exert influence on its neighbouring countries, i.e., on the 
states of the Eastern Partnership, have become the reason why the Russian-
Ukrainian conflict broke out. Russia’s elites and people interpreted the 
reciprocal aspiration of Ukraine and the EU towards integration and its 
successful implementation in the form of the Association Agreement, the 
development of a comprehensive zone of free trade, visa waiver between the 
EU and Ukraine, the Treaty on Open Skies and an ‘industrial visa waiver’ 
(unifying industrial standards of the EU and Ukraine) as an ultimate loss 
of its sphere of influence in Ukraine. This apprehensiveness was backed 
by Russia falling behind in its integration (but not trade) with the EU, and 
Ukraine being rather successful in its applying for admission to the EU  
(in the long run), which took place on 28 February 2022) [21; 36], due to the 
fulfilment of European Union Membership Criteria in accordance with the 
Maastricht Treaty and the Copenhagen European Council Declaration. This 
fact has become an incentive for Russia to wage war against Ukraine as an 
unsuccessful attempt to prevent the latter from applying for admission being 
in the state of an armed conflict; to create influential pro-Russian groups on 
the territory of Ukraine to block its Europeanization; to establish hostile 
quasi-states of Luhansk People’s Republic and Donetsk People’s Republic; 
to invade Ukraine and stop its existence as a state which could become 
an external international actor for the EU. A. Härtel [16] believes that 
Russia’s actions in the Ukraine conflict prove that the EU has consciously 
or unconsciously become a major competitor in the international system, 
whose policies directly affect the interests of other geopolitical and 
geostrategic actors. 

On the other hand, in terms of functional allocation of competences of 
the EU and NATO in Europe, the Russian-Ukrainian conflict in its semi-
latent (2014–2022) and large-scale aggressive war (since 2022-up to now) 
phases is hardly able to undermine the EU’s regional and global actorness. 
It is true because, as a military actor, the EU relies mostly upon NATO as 
its institutional partner than prefers acting individually. On the contrary, we 
may assume that the Russian-Ukrainian war can make the EU interpret its 
military power on various levels as a crucial component and, thus, develop 
its global actorness as a military alliance. It is believed that joint defence 
procurement will increase interoperability among the EU member states’ 
militaries and will also enhance the EU’s strategic autonomy to act separately 
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from NATO. PESCO and EDF reflect the growing acknowledgement of 
the EU’s changing attitudes about the need to enhance its hard power 
capabilities if it is to successfully defend its regional and global interests 
in an increasing multipolar world. Rephrasing the statement by P. Silva, we 
may say that the international context presents an opportunity for the EU 
to create its own identity independent of the US [29]. Another important 
point to pay attention to is that Russia and Ukraine are the two biggest 
neighbouring states of the EU on its Eastern borders, and there are the other 
partnering states (Belarus, Moldova, Georgia, Armenia, Azerbaijan) having 
Russian troops deployed in their territory, and due to this, there are both, 
hard and soft influence of the Russian Federation [9]. Besides, EU member 
states have already felt the impact of the Russian-Ukrainian war because 
of millions of refugees from Ukraine and Russia fleeing war and seeking 
asylum in Europe and, also, consequences of reciprocal Russian-European 
cultural and economic sanctions. 

Evaluating the EU’s actorness in the light of a largescale Russian-
Ukrainian war, it should be emphasized that despite all claims about the 
EU’s distinctiveness as a new type of a foreign policy actor, its behaviour 
cannot be placed into purely constructivist or purely rationalist modes of 
action [37]. In assessing the EU’s actorness in its dealings with Russia, 
the importance of hard power capabilities is not to be underestimated. 
Possessing hard power in the times of international crisis can guarantee 
security to its owner. At the same time, this power gives the EU a chance to 
attain its ambition, which is to emerge as a regional and global power and 
a norm setter in the world. The Russian-Ukrainian war has made it clear 
for the EU that the current international system dominated by nation-states 
protecting their national interests which presuppose their own survival and 
security, which act rationally and judge actorness in terms of capabilities, 
force the EU to strive for traditional aspects of capabilities – a European 
military, an EU nuclear arsenal [29]. Thus, due to the crisis of 2022, the EU 
can indeed act as a rational geopolitical power (realistic) in implementing 
its foreign policy, and, at the same time, remain committed to its norm-
based (idealistic) reform agenda towards its external environment [37]. 

Thus, it can be stated that the situation in Ukraine proves the effectiveness 
of the EU as a global civilian state by the fact that even Russia, a superpower 
possessing massive soft power potential and huge economic resources, 
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cannot compete with the EU in terms of soft power and has to openly apply 
its hard power to terminate ‘Europeanization’ of the other states in the 
traditional spheres of geopolitical influence. 

The Russian-Ukrainian war cannot undermine the EU’s effectiveness 
as a global actor in the soft security sphere – a global civilian state which 
does not rely on hard military power. However, the Ukraine war as an 
evident challenge to the EU’s soft and hard security may force the Union 
to develop its military potential as a military geopolitical entity which is 
likely to become a global superpower due to its present military potential. 
All this could slightly harm the relations between the EU and NATO, the 
latter being the one sharing competence with the EU. The war in Ukraine 
will thus be ‘a game-changer for the EU’s security policy’ [8] because the 
context, in which policies need to be formulated and implemented, has so 
drastically changed. What is also important here, in thinking about the EU 
as a security actor, is the realignment between Europe, the United States, 
and the renewed primacy of NATO over European security questions.

References:
1. Alcaro, R. (2022). The EU and the Ukraine War: Making Sense of the 

Rise of a ‘Geopolitical’ Union. JOINT Briefs, No. 13, March. 9 p. Available at:  
https://www.jointproject.eu/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/joint_b_13.pdf (Accessed 
August 11, 2024).

2. Alcaro, R., Bargués, P., Dijkstra, H., Paikin, Z. (2022). A Joined-Up Union, a 
Stronger Europe. A Conceptual Framework to Investigate EU Foreign and Security 
Policy in a Complex and Contested World. JOINT Research Papers, No. 8, March. 
Updated August. 36 p. Available at: https://www.jointproject.eu/wp-content/
uploads/2022/09/joint_rp_8.pdf (Accessed August 11, 2024).

3. Batzella, F. (2022). Engaged but constrained. Assessing EU actorness in the 
case of Nord Stream 2. Journal of European Integration, Vol. 44(6), pp. 821-835. 
Available at: https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/07036337.2022.20438
53 (accessed August 24, 2024).

4. Benedictus, L. (2020). The European Community supported Britain dur-
ing the Falklands War. Full Fact, 27 February. Available at: https://fullfact.org/
online/european-community-supported-britain-during-falklands-war (accessed 
January 28, 2023).

5. Carta, C. (2009). Abstract. Close enough? The EU’s global role described by 
non-European diplomats in Brussels. External Perceptions of the European Union 
as a Global Actor. London: Routledge. Available at: https://www.taylorfrancis.com/ 
chapters/edit/10.4324/9780203866917-24/close-enough-eu-global-role-de-
scribed-non-european-diplomats-brussels-caterina-carta (accessed August 21, 2024).



404

Lesia Dorosh, Yurii Tushkyn, Iuliia Zakaulova

6. Cebeci, M. (2021). The implications of Brexit for the EU’s security and 
defence actorness in the world. Ankara Review of European Studies, Vol. 20, 
pp. 291–324. Available at: https://dergipark.org.tr/en/download/article-file/1910773 
(accessed August 21, 2024).

7. Council of the European Union (2009). European Security Strategy. A 
Secure Europe in a Better World. 50 p. Available at: https://www.consilium.europa.eu/ 
media/30823/qc7809568enc.pdf (accessed 12 January 2023).

8. Dijkstra, H. (2022). The War in Ukraine and Studying the EU as a Security 
Actor. JOINT Brief, No. 15, April. Available at: https://www.iai.it/sites/default/files/
joint_b_15.pdf (accessed August 24, 2024).

9. Dorosh, L., Voiat, B. (2022). Soft Power of the Russian Federation: 
Instrumental and Perceptional Dimensions. Russian Politics. Vol. 7(7), pp. 31–68.

10. EEAS Press Team. Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO) – factsheet 
(2022). European Union External Action. Available at: https://www.eeas.europa.eu/
eeas/permanent-structured-cooperation-pesco-factsheet-0_en (accessed 16 January 
2023).

11. Europe in the Global Security Environment at the Beginning of the New 
Decade. Part 1 (2021). Independent Analytical Center For Geopolitical Studies 
“BORYSFEN INTEL” [online] Available at: https://bintel.org.ua/en/analytics/
geopolitics/yevropa-v-globalnomu-prostori-bezpeki-na-pochatku-novogo-desyat-
ilittya-chastina-1/ (accessed 02 January 2023).

12. European External Action Service (2019). The European Union’s Global 
Strategy. Three Years On, Looking Forward. Available at: https://www.eeas.europa.eu/ 
sites/default/files/eu_global_strategy_2019.pdf (accessed 17 January 2024).

13. Gehring, Th., Urbanski, K., Oberthür, S. (2017). The European Union as an 
Inadvertent Great Power: EU Actorness and the Ukraine Crisis. Journal of Common 
Market Studies, Vol. 55(4), pp. 727–743. Available at: https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/ 
doi/epdf/10.1111/jcms.12530 (accessed 11 August 2024).

14. Groen, L. and Niemann, A. (2010). EU Actorness under political pressure at 
the UNFCCC COP15 climate change negotiations. Exchanging Ideas on Europe: 
Europe at a Crossroads: The UACES conference (Bruges, 6–8 September 2010) 
40 p. Available at: https://www.researchgate.net/publication/229054141_EU_
Actorness_under_political_pressure_at_the_UNFCCC_COP15_climate_change_
negotiations (accessed 11 August 2024).

15. Haastrup, T. (2010). EURORECAMP: An Alternative Model for EU Security 
Actorness, Studia Diplomatica: The Brussels Journal of International Relations, 
Vol. 63(3/4), pp. 61–80. Available at: https://www.jstor.org/stable/44838581 
(accessed 12 August 2024).

16. Härtel, A. (2022). EU Actorness in the Conflict in Ukraine: Between 
‘Comprehensive’ Ambitions and the Contradictory Realities of an Enlarged 
‘Technical’ Role. Ethnopolitics, Vol. 22(3), pp. 271-289. Available at:  
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/17449057.2022.2028421 (accessed 
12 August 2024).

17. Kaim, M. and Kempin, R. (2022). Compass or Wind Chime? An Analysis 
of the Draft “Strategic Compass” of the EU. SWP Comment, No. 03, 8 p. 



405

Chapter «Political sciences»

17 January. Available at: https://www.swp-berlin.org/publications/products/com-
ments/2022C03_StrategicCompass.pdf (accessed 12 August 2024).

18. Kočí, K., Madarászová, A., Machoň, M. (2019). Examining the EU Actorness: 
Code of Conduct for Outer Space Activities, in Adamczyk, A., Dziembała, M.,  
Kłos, A., Pachocka, M. (Eds.). Promoting values, stability and economic pros-
perity of the EU in the changing world (in the global context. EU facing current 
challenges, opportunities, crisis & conflicts. Warsaw: Elipsa, pp. 26–35. Available 
at: https://www.researchgate.net/publication/339988607_Koci_Madaraszova_
Machon_EU_Actorness_2019_pptxpdf (accessed 24 August 2024).

19. Maass, A.-S. (2020). The Actorness of the EU’s State-Building in 
Ukraine – Before and after Crimea. Geopolitics, Vol. 25(2), pp. 387–406. Available at:  
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/14650045.2018.1559149 (accessed 
24 August 2024).

20. Moldovan, C. (2021). European Union’ actorness efficiency concern-
ing the presence of Russian Federation in Ukraine, in Assessing the EU's actor-
ness in the Eastern neighbourhood. EURINT 2021: EURINT conference pro-
ceedings (July 2–3). Available at: https://www.zbw.eu/econis-archiv/bitstr
eam/11159/6257/1/1770875875_0.pdf (accessed 14 August 2024).

21. Nahorniak, I., Lyvch, D., Shaipova, Yu. (2022). Shliakh do chlen-
stva u novomu formati: yaki zminy vidkryv dlia Ukrainy status kandydata 
[The path to membership in a new format: what changes did the candidate sta-
tus open for Ukraine]. Yevropeiska Pravda. [online] 20 September. Available at:  
https://www.eurointegration.com.ua/articles/2022/09/20/7147140/ (accessed  
23 January 2023).

22. Nemyrych, S. and Polishchuk, A. (2019). 2019-y. Shcho dali? [2019 What's 
next?]. Dzerkalo Tyzhnia, [online] 28 April. Available at: https://zn.ua/ukr/article/
print/international/2019-y-scho-dali-309691_.html (accessed 01 September 2024).

23. Niemann, A., Bretherthon, Ch. (2013). EU external policy at the crossroads 
the challenge of actorness and effectiveness. International Relations, Vol. 27(3), 
pp. 261–275. Available at: https://international.politics.uni-mainz.de/files/2023/05/
D13_Niemann-A.-and-Bretherton-C.-2017-%E2%80%98EU-External-Policy-at-the-
Crossroads-the-Challenge-of-Actorness-and-Effectiveness-in-Tonra-B.-Whitman-
R.-and-Young-A.-eds.-Foreign-Policy-of-the-Eu.pdf (accessed 01 September 2024).

24. Nitoiu, C., Sus, M. (2019). Introduction: strategy in EU for-
eign policy. International Relations, Vol. 56(4), pp. 259–271. Available at:  
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/321767177_Introduction_strategy_in_
EU_foreign_policy (accessed 01 September 2024).

25. Nunes, J. R., Pinéu, D., Xavier, A. I. (2008). Problematizing the EU as 
a global actor: the role of identity and security in European Foreign Policy in 
Barrinha, André (Ed.). Towards a global dimension: EU’s conflict management in 
the neighbourhood and beyond. Lisboa: FUNDAÇÃO FRIEDRICH EBERT, 2008, 
pp. 51–64. Available at: https://library.fes.de/pdf-files/bueros/lissabon/06685.pdf 
(accessed 13 August 2024).

26. Popescu, I., Poulsen, K. (2012). Icelandic Fisheries: a Review. European 
Parliament, Policy Department B: Structural and Cohesion Policies. March. 54 p. 



406

Lesia Dorosh, Yurii Tushkyn, Iuliia Zakaulova

Available at: https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2012/474540/
IPOL-PECH_NT(2012)474540_EN.pdf (accessed 2 January 2023).

27. Scazzieri, L. (2022). The EU’s Geopolitical Awakening?, The UK in a 
Changing Europe, March 3. Available at: https://ukandeu.ac.uk/?p=48426 (accessed 
03 August 2024).

28. Shepherd, A. J. K. (2022). The EU Security Continuum: Blurring Internal 
and External Security. London: Routledge, 254 p.

29. Silva, P. (2018). Evaluating EU Regional Security Actorness: A Case 
Study of the EU’s Response to the Ukraine Crisis [online]. Available at:  
https://eucenter.scrippscollege.edu/wp-content/uploads/files/2018/03/Paul-Silva.
pdf (accessed 24 August 2024).

30. Šimáková, M. A. (2016). The European Union in the OSCE in the Light of 
the Ukrainian Crisis: Trading Actorness for Effectiveness? EU Diplomacy Papers, 
No. 3, 41 p. Available at: https://www.coleurope.eu/sites/default/files/research-pa-
per/edp_3_2016_simakova_0_0.pdf (accessed 24 August 2024).

31. Simionov, L. M., Pascariu, G. C., Bureiko, N. (2021). Building resil-
ience beyond the EU’s eastern borders. EU actorness and societal perceptions in 
Ukraine and Republic of Moldova. Eastern Journal of European Studies, Vol. 12,  
August. Available at: https://ejes.uaic.ro/articles/EJES2021_12SI_SIM.pdf 
(accessed 24 August 2024).

32. Smith E. M. (2011). A Liberal Grand Strategy in a Realist World? Power, 
Purpose, and the EU’s Changing Global Role. Journal of European Public Policy, 
Vol. 18(2), pp. 144–163. Available at: https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.108
0/13501763.2011.544487 (accessed 24 August 2024).

33. The Economist (2019). Emmanuel Macron in his own words (English). 
The French president's interview with The Economist (November 7). Available at: 
https://www.economist.com/europe/2019/11/07/emmanuel-macron-in-his-own-
words-english (accessed 23 January 2023).

34. The Strategic Planning Division of European External Action Service 
(2016). Shared Vision, Common Action: A Stronger Europe. A Global Strategy 
for the European Union’s Foreign and Security Policy. 60 p. Available at:  
https://eeas.europa.eu/archives/docs/top_stories/pdf/eugs_review_web.pdf (accessed  
12 January 2023).

35. Tyshkun, Yu. Ya. (2022). Vplyv rosiisko-ukrainskoho konfliktu na evoliutsiiu 
sub’iektnosti Yevropeiskoho Soiuzu v suchasnii hlobalnii politytsi [The Influence Of 
The Russian-Ukrainian Conflict On The Evolution Of The International Actorness 
Of The European Union In Modern Global Policy] In T. Astramovich-Leik,  
Ya. Turchyn, O. Horbach, O. Tsebenko (Eds.) The security architecture of European 
and Euro-Atlantic spaces. Riga: Baltija Publishing, pp. 219–229. Available at:  
http://www.baltijapublishing.lv/omp/index.php/bp/catalog/download/247/6965/ 
14489-1 (accessed 17 January 2023).

36. Ukraina ofitsiino spriamuvala u Briussel zaiavku na chlenstvo v YeS [Ukraine 
has officially sent an application for EU membership to Brussels] (2022). Yevropeiska 
pravda. 28 February. Available at: https://web.archive.org/web/2022062313 



407

Chapter «Political sciences»

4014/https://www.eurointegration.com.ua/news/2022/02/28/7134934/ (accessed 
18 January 2023).

37. Valiyeva, K. (2016). The EU’s Eastern Partnership: normative or geopolit-
ical power projection? Eastern Journal of European studies, Vol. 7(2), pp. 11–29. 
Available at: https://ejes.uaic.ro/articles/EJES2016_0702_VAL.pdf (accessed 
18 January 2023).

38. Wagner W., Hellmann G. (2007). Tsyvilna svitova derzhava? Zovnishnia pol-
ityka ta polityky oborony i bezpeky Yevropeiskoho Soiuzu [A civilian world state? 
Foreign and defense and security policy of the European Union] In M. Yakhtenfuks, 
B. Kolier-Kokh (Eds.). Yevropeiska intehratsiia [European Integration]. Kyiv: 
Kyievo-Mohylianska akademiia, pp. 377-390.

39. Weber, Max (1904). Objectivity of Social Science and Social Policy. 66 p. 
Available at: http://jthomasniu.org/class/Stuff/PDF/weber-objectivity.pdf (accessed 
24 January 2023).

40. Wright, Nick (2011). The European Union: what kind of international actor? 
Political Perspectives, Vol. 5(2), pp. 8-32.

41. Yilmaz-Elmas, F. (2020). EU’s Global Actorness in Question: A Debate over 
the EU-Turkey Migration Deal. Uluslararasi Iliskiler, vol. 17(68), pp. 161–177. 
Available at: https://dergipark.org.tr/en/download/article-file/1497493 (accessed 
02 January 2023).




