
Lund University 
Centre for East and South-East Asian Studies 
Masters Programme in Asian Studies 
South Asian Track 
Fall semester, 2007 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

BENEATH POTENTIALS? 
EU-INDIA RELATIONS 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Author: Sebastian Kastner 
 Supervisor: Catarina Kinnvall 



Abstract 
 
The purpose of this thesis was to conceptualise the EU-India relations in theoretical 
terms and to analyse the expectations and prospects of the recently founded strategic 
partnership. The research was carried out in form of a qualitative case study mainly 
based on fieldwork in Delhi and Brussels. Foreign Policy Analysis provided the theo-
retical basis of the data analysis, encompassing the concepts of opportunity, presence 
and consistency as well as the theory of modern and postmodern states. The EU and 
India are currently redefining their roles as actors within international relations. 
Even though they are sharing many common values, on which the strategic partner-
ship formally is founded, the investigation revealed common interest, primarily eco-
nomic interest as the driving force behind the partnership rather than common val-
ues. On the one hand several factors have been identified which are slowing down 
the development of the relations, among them are a considerable inconsistency of 
European foreign policy as well as a lack of effort to invest in the relationship from 
the Indian side. On the other hand the partnership has been accredited great poten-
tial from both sides.   
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Introduction   
 

During my stay in Delhi a young Indian man with whom I was discussing my re-

search with asked me, rather surprised: “Does India have any relation with the EU?” 

This statement perfectly expresses what later during the interviews became very ob-

vious; the EU is hardly present in Indian society and has also not yet reached a 

satisfying level in Indian foreign policy. The relations between the European Union 

and India are good, but as the title of this thesis indicates, they might be much better. 

 

Even though the EU is India’s largest trading partner and despite the agreement on a 

strategic partnership, the progress of political rapprochement is rather slow, in spite 

of the holding of annual summits. Concrete action predominantly still takes place on 

the bilateral level between India and the respective European nation state, instead of 

on the supranational EU-level. India and the EU have hardly reached a level of po-

litical intimacy that appertains to strategic partners.   

 

This becomes strikingly obvious when directly comparing EU-India relations with 

the fast improving Indo-American relations, which recently led to the establishment 

of a strategic partnership and the clinching of the nuclear deal, and also when look-

ing at the improved political relations and economic ties between India and China. 

 

Purpose and research question 
 

The purpose of this thesis is to explore these relations on the political level and to 

discover some of the underlying reasons why the relations are not as good as they 

could be. This is also due to the fact that there is very little previous research con-

cretely on EU-India relations. 

 

Based on the above mentioned background I have chosen the following research 

questions: 
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How can the strategic relationship between the EU and India be conceptualized in 

theoretical terms? 

 

'What do the EU and India, respectively, expect from a strategic relationship and 

what can be done to fulfil these expectations? 

 

 

Methodology 
 

Case study 

To investigate the above mentioned research questions I have chosen a case study 

approach, particularly because of the great advantage it has in dealing with multiple 

sources of evidence and the opportunity to use many different methods. This ap-

proach provides the ground for a broad-based investigation of the phenomenon and 

might therefore draw a clearer picture of the underlying coherences in the EU-India 

relationship (Yin 2003:8,99). Another argument for a case study is the nature of the 

project. Due to the fact that not many people are occupied with EU-India relations, 

the broad based character of a case study is likely to provide relevant results, even if 

some sources are failing. This turned out to be a very relevant aspect during my re-

search. While it was, for example, comparatively easy to get interviews with EU offi-

cials it was very difficult to get access to Indian government personnel. It took a lot of 

effort and the use of good contacts to obtain the chance to speak to an undersecretary 

in the Indian Ministry of External Affairs.  

 

Because EU-India relations are an evolving process which is not very well investi-

gated and understood, I have chosen an exploratory approach for the case study in 

order to find out what the relations look like and how they are developing. 

Nevertheless, I have also included some explanatory elements when it appeared to 

be appropriate.  
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Methods and selection of respondents  

The collection of primary data is entirely based on nine qualitative, semi-structured 

interviews which were conducted in English in Delhi and Brussels with three EU Of-

ficials, five scholars from universities and think tanks as well as one Indian govern-

ment official. Due to the nature of the research the interviews about EU-India rela-

tions were not aimed at the “Life world” of the interviewees in the strict sense as 

Kvale (1996:29/30) describes it. The choice of respondents is rather focused on key 

informants who have a special knowledge about the topic in order to obtain a deep 

insight into the evolving processes of the relations and the ongoing discourse (Bool-

sen 2005:172). In preparation of the interviews I developed a comprehensive inter-

view guide, but after the first interviews I soon realized that it was too formal and 

constrained the explorative character of the research. I therefore only focused on a 

few main topics which I made sure to address during the conversation. The use of 

explicit questions or the mere dropping of main themes varied to a large extent de-

pending on the personal style of the respondents. The semi structured approach of-

fered a great advantage to ask further questions in order to get a deeper insight into 

the topic and the respondents’ position on it (see Kvale 1996:97). 

 

The two most important criteria for the selection of respondents was the position of 

the potential respondent and his or her  accessibility. Since, as I mentioned earlier, 

not many people actually work on EU-India relations, it was necessary to find re-

spondents who were occupied with the theme, either directly as government officials 

or indirectly as analysts. Along with the selection of an appropriate respondent came 

the problem of accessibility, since the higher rank the person held, the less accessible 

he was. It was therefore a great advantage to fall back on the help of a gatekeeper, as 

which the director of the Institute of Social Science served as well as the staff of the 

liaison office of the Konrad-Adenauer-Foundation in Delhi. Both arranged several of 

my interview contacts. 

 

The secondary data for the case study is based on both official government publica-

tions on EU-India relations, particularly the strategic partnership, as well as on stud-

ies and analyses about EU and Indian foreign policy.   
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Validity, reliability, role of the researcher and ethical considerations 

The selection of respondents, particularly the limited accessibility of “persons in 

charge” might have influenced the validity of the interviews. Considering the fact 

that about half of the interviewees were scholars who were themselves analysing the 

development of the relations, it is likely that their information was biased to a certain 

extent. Also, the unbalanced distribution of official respondents is rather unfortunate. 

In order to eliminate this effect as much as possible I have deliberately tried to in-

clude a great variety of different sources. The scholars were professors of two differ-

ent universities as well as one retired ambassador and one retired general in two dif-

ferent think tanks. The official respondents belonged to the EU council, the EU com-

mission, the EU delegation to India and on the Indian side to the Ministry of External 

Affairs.  

 

During the interviews I did not have the feeling that my position as a researcher 

somehow constrained the participation of the respondents, since all of them were 

willing to answer my questions frankly and without reservation, even though I am 

sure that none of them revealed any top secret information. Most of them also agreed 

on being quoted by name. In the following discussion I will refer to EU official or 

GOI official respectively, to protect the privacy of those interviewees who preferred 

to remain anonymous. The advocacy of my gatekeepers turned out to be a confi-

dence creating support.  

 

 

Outline  
 

The following part of the thesis is divided into three main sections. The first section 

gives an overview of the theoretical framework which is based on Foreign Policy 

Analysis and includes the traditional concepts of actor-based and structuralist ap-

proaches. Those will be combined in the metatheoretical concept of Social Construc-

tivism. The section also explains the analytical concepts of opportunity, presence and 

consistency as well as the distinctive characteristics of modern and postmodern 
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states. The second section very briefly outlines the history of EU-India relations. The 

analytical third part is divided into two subsections. The first one focuses on the 

characteristics of the two entities, while the second deals with the mutual perception 

of India and the EU and the building of the strategic partnership. The results of the 

analysis will finally be reflected in the conclusion. 

 

 

Theoretical Framework – Foreign Policy Analysis 
 

Foreign policy can be conventionally defined as government actions which are di-

rected at a state’s external environment in order to sustain or change it in a specific 

way (White 2004:11). Traditionally there are two different approaches to analyse 

European foreign policy which can be found in the literature. Epistemologically, one 

of them is actor based, while the other is based on structure (White 2004:16). 

 

Actor based approaches 

Actorness can be defined in different ways. Legal actorness, according to public in-

ternational law, comprises the right to participate in the international political sys-

tem, but it also includes the commitment to obligations and to be held responsible by 

others (Bretherton/Vogler 2006:14). From a behavioural perspective, actorness refers 

to the autonomy of an entity. Namely, that it is capable of formulating objectives and 

making decisions and thus engaging in some form of purposive action  (ibid.:17, 

Carlsnaes 1992:246). In conventional IR both definitions usually refer to the concept 

of an international system based on sovereign, territorial nation states as principle 

actors (Bretherton/Vogler 2006:14/15).  

 

Due the changes within the global system after the end of the Cold War the classical 

definition of actorness, particularly its foundation on states, was challenged. The in-

ternational importance of an actor in behavioural terms does not necessarily depend 

on the achievement of legal personality within the international system. “Weak states 

may have full legal status but are insignificant as actors, while bodies such as the 
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European Union can fulfil important functions without possessing legal personality.” 

(ibid.:15)  

 

The question of legal or behavioural status of actorness is rather unproblematic in the 

Indian case, while the position of the EU requires a closer look, due to its unique 

character which considerably differs from other international actors. To conceptual-

ise the EU in this framework, scholars were going beyond the traditional state based 

model and extended the concept of actorness by identifying “a distinctive non-state 

but nevertheless collective entity.” (White 2004:17)  

 

A basic limitation of behavioural approaches is their conception of actorness as a 

mere function of political will and the availability of resources (Bretherton/Vogler 

2006:22) while aspects concerning the political environment in which the actor is lo-

cated are neglected. An EU specific problem with these approaches is that they con-

ceive the EU as a unitary actor with a single voice, while actually ‘multiple realities’ 

constitute the EU (Jorgensen 1997:12 in White 2004:18). Brian White, therefore, pro-

poses “that the EU is more appropriately analysed in foreign policy terms as a non-

unitary or disaggregated entity in world politics.” (2004:18) 

 

Structuralist approaches 

 The other traditional approach to analyse European foreign policy is based on Struc-

turalism. Structuralists see the sovereign state as the principle actor in the interna-

tional system. Unlike the actor based approach, which emphasises the autonomy of 

the actor, Structuralist theory tries to explain the behaviour of actors as a function of 

the international institutions and structures in which the actor is located (White 2004: 

18). It places emphasises on constraints which structural factors impose upon the 

identities, roles and policy options (Bretherton/Vogler 2006:22)  

 

Due to the level at which they analyse the behaviour of states structuralist ap-

proaches have considerable limitations. The basic problem of this approach is its 

simplified view on policy processes. From an analytical point of view it limits the 

behaviour of states to the requirements of the system. This means that the interests of 
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states and thus also their behaviour is exogenous which makes it theoretically pre-

dictable. The only difference between states then would be their relative power capa-

bility (Andreatta 2005:31, White 2004:19, Bretherton/Vogler 2006:17/18).  

 

“The assumption that structural imperatives determine the behaviour of the actors 

within the system leaves little room to explain those occasions when the state, or 

some other actor, does not behave in accordance with the dictates of the system. 

Clearly for those occasions a more actor-centred perspective is required which inves-

tigates the particularity of the actors.” (White 2004:19).  

 

A combined framework 

For the analysis of EU-India relations, the unique character of the EU as an actor 

which is more than an international organisation and less than a state is the crucial 

factor in the development of an adequate framework. It should not be forced into 

inappropriate conceptual models derived from the study of states (Hill, 1990:54 in 

Ginsberg 1999:445). Nevertheless state-centric aspects are also important to allow for 

an appropriate conceptualisation of the Indian position and status within the interna-

tional system. India is a typical representative of a sovereign nation state which un-

doubtedly has agency in the classical definition. Despite the fact that India is due to 

its traditional structure comparatively easier to grasp in theoretical terms, it underlies 

the same structural opportunities and constraints as the EU. Therefore even though 

the theoretical framework is developed around the ‘bottleneck’ of the EU’s interna-

tional status, its concepts equally apply to India. 

 

The description of the traditional concepts to analyse EU foreign policy has shown 

that both approaches are taking into account important aspects of a new type of actor 

which is emerging in a globalizing world. They are both contributing in important 

ways to understanding, but at the same time, the effectiveness of both approaches to 

exclusively provide an analytical framework for all different facets of European for-

eign policy (EFP) is somehow limited due to their single edged epistemology (Bre-

therton/Vogler 2006:22). “As long as actions are explained with reference to struc-
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ture, or vice versa, the independent variable in each case remains unavailable for 

problematization in its own right.” (Carlsnaes 1992:250) 

 

Since the EU is neither a state nor a non-state actor, and neither a conventional inter-

national organization nor an international regime (Ginsberg 1999:432), EFP can not 

easily be contained in a state centric analysis which has clear boundaries of internal 

and external political environment (White 2004:11). “Comparing and assessing EFP 

as if the EU were a state is a slippery slope” (Ginsberg, 2001:12). From a state-centric 

point of view the EU would certainly not be accredited as an actor (Bull 1983, Hill 

1993, Zielonka 1998 in Bretherton/Vogler 2006:12, White 2004:14). But this contra-

venes the development of the EU’s global role, which has been neglected or underes-

timated in IR literature (Bretherton/Vogler 2006:12) due to the difficulty of conceptu-

alising in theoretical terms the character of European actorness as the result of a 

unique experiment in political integration (White 2004:15). Furthermore, state-centric 

approaches only focus on a part of external activities, namely the “high politics” 

which encompass diplomacy and military activities (Bretherton/Vogler 2006:12). 

Since the EU has been founded on rather the opposite, the “low politics” of economic 

relations, and since it is only slowly penetrating the field of “high politics”, this focal 

range does not cover most of the EU foreign policy. India in turn is developing in the 

opposite direction. Its international relations are increasingly determined by “low 

politics” while even for nation states military power is loosing importance in a glob-

alizing world. 

 

To allow for the unique political form of the EU, whose creation reflects the political 

will of its founders as well as the structural opportunities offered by the changes of 

the international system and whose recent evolution of its external role reflects a 

similar dynamic (ibid.:20/22), it is necessary to utilise a theoretical framework which 

accounts for both dimensions, agency and structure. Actors and structures should 

also not be regarded as diametrically opposed, rather as interrelated entities (Carls-

naes 1992:245/6). The Social Constructivist framework developed by Charlotte Bre-

therton and John Vogler provides an adequate solution to this problem. This ap-

proach “…conceptualises global politics in terms of the processes of social interaction 
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in which actors engage.” (Bretherton/Vogler 2006:13) Despite its strong focus on 

agency, it also provides significant connections to structuralist approaches. “It tries to 

analyse the dialectical relationship between agent and structure rather than privilege 

either the one or the other” (White 2004:17). 

 

Social Constructivism  

Social Constructivism rejects an either/or approach as too simple (ibid.:22). Instead, 

it combines behavioural and structural considerations. The underlying idea is that 

“…human beings inhabit a social world, which they have themselves created but to 

which they are also subject” (Alvin Gouldner 1971:54 in Bretherton/Vogler 2006:21). 

 

Social Constructivism is based on the assumption that the important structures of 

world politics are social rather than material, which means that they are not exter-

nally given but shaped and reshaped in the form of norms and rules through social 

interaction - they are intersubjective. The agency of actors enables them to participate 

in the construction of their own environment (White 2004:21/22; Bretherton/Vogler 

2006:20). This act of  social construction  in turn gives meaning to the environment 

(Checkel 1998:325/6 in Rosamond 1999:658 ) or as Wendt puts it “Intersubjective 

structures give meaning to material ones, and it is in terms of meanings that actors 

act.” (1994:389) This makes international actors “rule makers as well as rule takers.” 

(Bretherton/Vogler 2006:21) A fundamental strength of Social Constructivism lies in 

its allowance for social change itself, since neither structures nor actors remain con-

stant over time (Carlsnaes 1992:246). 

 

The intersubjective character that results from the constant renegotiating of interna-

tional structures is playing a major role in shaping the identities and the interests of 

actors (White 2004:21/22). The interests and identities of actors are not exogenously 

structured by their environment, they are rather shaped by their own interaction 

with their environment. “‘We’ are what we make of ourselves, and what ‘we’ make 

of ourselves will be related to what ‘we’ make of our environment.” (Rosamond 

1999:658) Since agents and structures are mutually constitutive (Wendt 1987 in  An-

dreatta 2005:31), states are therefore not only forming the “international system; they 
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are also shaped by its conventions, particularly by its practices." (Keohane, 1989:6) 

Identities are “…relatively stable, role-specific understandings and expectations 

about self…” (Wendt 1992:397) They are providing the basis for the actors’ definition 

of their preferences (Sedelmeier 2004:124).  

 

The EU as well as India are currently defining or redefining their role as global ac-

tors. The shaping of identities and interests therefore deserves particular attention 

within the analysis of EU-India relations, especially since the very nature of interests 

depends crucially on the actors’ identity (ibid.). For that it is also important to distin-

guish between the construction of distinctive identities and the effectiveness of 

agency, which is determined on the actor level by the availability of resources and on 

the structural level by the strategic position of the actor within the international sys-

tem (Bretherton/Vogler 2006:21). Indian identity for example is to a large extent 

based on national sovereignty which has been acquired after centuries of foreign rule 

(see Cooper 2003:19), but India also actively shaped its own role as an global actor. 

Within the investigation of the European – Indian relationship structures also de-

serve a closer look. Social Constructivism rejects the assumption that structures alone 

determine the outcome of political processes. They can rather be described as ‘action 

settings’ which provide opportunities as well as constraints (Bretherton/Vogler 

2006:21). Those patterns of constraint and opportunity enframe agency, structure and 

agency are interacting (ibid.: 35). 

 

Due to this dialectical interaction between agency and structure the actions of all in-

volved actors have intended as well as unintended consequences. Since those actions 

also encompass discursive practices (Hay 1995:200), it makes sense to also have a 

closer look at those discourses which are evolving around EU-India relations. 

 

The concept of modern and postmodern states 

The development of postmodern “states” out of the prevalent modern world order 

can be seen as a direct outcome of the interaction between structure and agency. The 

opportunity for the development of a “new system” arose from the stagnancy and 

the loss of effectiveness of the modern system in Europe, but it was the agency of the 
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states which allowed for the establishment of a postmodern system. As indicated 

above, the outline of this theoretical framework is constructed around the unique 

role of the EU and particularly its singularity as a postmodern state was a very 

prevalent aspect during the interviews I conducted and it is not less prevalent in 

documents and analyses. The postmodern and the modern system exist at the same 

time and India well rooted in the latter. Since the singularity of the EU attracts so 

much attention it is very important not to neglect India and its distinct characteris-

tics. To allow for an appropriate conceptualisation of Indian foreign policy I will 

briefly out line the primary differences between the modern and postmodern order. 

The two systems provide the structural framework in which agency is effective. 

 

The modern world order 

The modern order in international relations is based on the recognition of state sov-

ereignty and the consequent separation of domestic and foreign affairs, with a prohi-

bition on external interference in the former (Cooper 2003:22). India is well situated 

within this world order. This system can be described as anarchic, since power and 

force are the guarantor for security (ibid.).  

 
“States retain the monopoly of force and may be prepared to use it against each other. If there 
is order in this part of the system it is because there is a balance of power or because of the 
presence of hegemonic states which see an interest in maintaining the status quo…” (ibid.)  
 
IR theories are still broadly based on those assumptions, especially realist theories, 

based on the calculus of interests and the balance of power, but also idealist theories 

seeking a collective security system (ibid.:23). The UN belongs to this universe. “It 

represents an attempt to establish law and order within the modern state system. The 

UN Charter emphasises state sovereignty on the one hand and aims to maintain or-

der by force.” (ibid.)  

 

Postmodern developments 

Based on the description of the modern world order, the postmodern system can be 

seen as a collapse of this system, but a collapse into greater order than disorder 

(ibid.:26). Cooper uses the example of the EU as the prime representative of a post-

modern “state”. The treaty of Rome, the founding constitute of European integration, 
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“was created out of the failures of the modern system: the balance of power which 

ceased to balance and the nation state which took nationalism to destructive ex-

tremes.” (ibid.) “The postmodern system [therefore] does not rely on balance; nor 

does it emphasise sovereignty or the separation of domestic and foreign affairs.” 

(ibid.:27) Postmodern institutions are for example the Convention on Torture, the 

NPT or the Strasbourg court of Human rights which interferes directly in domestic 

jurisdiction (ibid.:31) 

 

Even though both systems are existing simultaneously “…there is a basic incompati-

bility between the two systems: the modern based on balance and the post-modern 

based on openness do not co-exist well together.” (Cooper 2003: 29)  

 

Analytical concepts 

To analytically approach the described dimensions of structure and agency, the con-

cepts of opportunity, presence and capability offer an adequate point of departure. 

This approach is prioritising the European perspective but not less effective to pro-

vide relevant findings about EU-India relations. 

 

“Opportunity denotes factors in the external environment of ideas and events which 

constrain or enable actorness. Opportunity signifies the structural context of action.” 

(Bretherton/Vogler 2006:24). Opportunity refers both to material events such as the 

end of the Cold War and the dissolution of the Soviet Union and to discursive prac-

tices which contribute to the forming of the EU’s and India’s collective identity 

(ibid.). They comprise globalisation discourses (Rosamond 1999:653) as well as those 

evolving around the Global War on Terror. Such discourses are not to be seen simply 

as a matter of exogenous structural change, they are influenced and shaped by the 

behaviour of actors (ibid.), by the EU and by India. 

 

Presence in this context means the ability of exerting external influence in order to 

shape the perceptions, expectations and behaviours of others. It refers to the impact 

of foreign policy action on the outside world which determines the effectiveness for 

the EU of taking common foreign policy actions. It does not refer to the external ac-
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tion itself. (Ginsberg 1999:435, Bretherton/Vogler 2006:27, Vogler/Stephan 2007:392). 

Due to its avoidance of a state centric approach, this concept provides some greater 

freedom in the analysis of EFP (Ginsberg 1999:448). “Presence emphasizes outside 

perceptions of the EU and the significant effects it has on both the psychological and 

operational environments of third parties.” (Hill 1993 in Ginsberg 1999:448). On the 

one hand,  presence refers to the EU’s character which encompasses its material exis-

tence in form of the political system, the different institutions and the EU’s identity, 

referring to its fundamental nature. On the other hand, presence aims at the unan-

ticipated and often unintended consequences of the Union’s internal priorities and 

policies which means that internal EU decisions may trigger reactions of affected 

third parties (Bretherton/Vogler 2006:27). Again even though presence is here pri-

marily defined in accordance with EFP, the analysis will show that presence is also a 

crucial aspect of Indian actorness.  

 

Since, as I have pointed out above, discursive practices have consequences for the 

shaping of structures as well as for the behaviour of actors, the meanings attributed 

to the EU and its activities by third parties are also important. Their understanding 

about EU policy making processes and the availability of political instruments de-

termines to some extent the EU’s international presence. (ibid.:29). For the analysis it 

is therefore interesting to investigate which story India has to tell.  

 

Capability refers to the internal ability of external actorness, precisely to “those as-

pects of the internal EU policy process which constrain or enable external action and 

hence govern the Union’s ability to capitalize on presence or respond to opportu-

nity.” (ibid.). Capability is based on a set of basic requirements of internal actorness, 

while for the analysis of EU-India relations only the concepts of consistency and co-

herence have particular relevance, especially since those are areas which were often 

found faulty by the Indian side. Consistency and coherence are aiming at the ability 

to identify priorities and formulate policies (ibid.:30). The concept of consistency re-

fers to the degree of accordance between the bilateral external policy of the Member 

states and the official EU line (ibid.:31, Nuttall 2005:92). Consistency has rarely been a 

problem in fields where the Union exerts exclusive competence such as economic 
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relations, while it is of central importance for the analysis of EU foreign policy (Bre-

therton/Vogler 2006:31). Even though the member states are theoretically obliged to 

make sure that their national foreign policy is conform with the common position, it 

frequently deviates from the EU line particularly if member states have specific na-

tional interests and strong bilateral relations (Nuttall 2005:107). A lack of consistency 

has a negative impact on the presence.  Coherence, refers to the degree to which poli-

cies of different institutions are coherent with each other (ibid.:92, Bretherton/Vogler 

2006:30).  

 

 

A brief history of EU-India relations 
 

The history of EU-India relations goes back to 1963, when India was among the first 

developing countries to establish diplomatic relations with the then six-nation Euro-

pean Economic Community (EU Delegation 2007, Abhyankar 2007:452). An Indian 

attempt to achieve an Association Agreement was disappointed by the European 

Commission’s classification of South Asian countries as ‘non-associable’(Abhyankar 

2007:452). The Commercial Cooperation Agreement which was signed in 1973 could 

be regarded as the starting point for the improvement of the relations (Abhyankar 

2007:453). The Cooperation Agreement on Partnership and Development which came 

into force in 1994 was a strong impetus for the further development of the relations 

(EU Delegation 2007).  The first political summit was held in Lisbon in 2000 and has 

been followed by annual summits alternately in Delhi and the capital of the EU 

presidency (Abhyankar 2007:454). In 2004 the EU and India agreed upon the estab-

lishment of a strategic partnership. One year later the Joint Action Plan was adopted 

as a roadmap outlining concrete actions for the next 15 years, implementing the part-

nership (Coulon 2006:341, Abhyankar 2007:456). 

 

 

 20



Introducing the actors  

 

A new identity: Indian foreign policy 

Indian identity – part one  

Since the time of independence India has claimed what its leaders have regarded as 

its rightful position among the world’s major powers (Chiriyankandath 2004:200). 

Based on its own stable democracy, India has long advocated a normative approach 

to international politics: multilateralism, global disarmament, international peace, 

eradication of colonialism and racism and a OneWorld policy (ibid.). It has, as the 

leader of the Non-Aligned Movement, espoused against the bloc rivalries during the 

Cold War, arms races and nuclear proliferation (Chaulia 2002:218). Despite this 

commitment for a more egalitarian international system, the Indian democratic ap-

proach as a value in itself has hardly been recognised throughout the Cold War and 

India’s international visibility was very limited in the 1960s, 70s and 80s. Due to In-

dia’s image of being a poor developing country, the West did not perceive India as a 

country worth engaging (Bava 11/10/07).  

 

India gained sovereignty only after the breaking of the British Empire. Its integration  

as an independent state into the modern world order still forms India’s raison d’état 

(following Cooper 2003:19). Its national identity is largely based on history, particu-

larly colonial history and the struggle for independence after centuries of foreign 

rule. Despite 60 years of independence, internal cohesion and security are still domi-

nating issues. External interference is therefore regarded as a threat to internal order, 

a challenge to state sovereignty and is acrimoniously opposed (ibid.:24). “India is 

notoriously resistant to arrangements that might infringe her sovereignty.”  (ibid.:43) 

In the South Asian context India takes the position of a regional hegemon within a 

more or less fragile system of power balance (ibid.:23/4). 

 

Imposed opportunity  

The end of the Cold War and the collapse of the Soviet Union in December 1991 

marked a turning point in Indian foreign policy. The disappearance of one of India’s 
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most important political and economic partners (Chiriyankandath 2004:199/202, Jain 

2005:29) had a devastating impact on the Indian economy. India was thereafter 

forced to accept IMF funding and to liberalise its economy which had been based for 

decades on inward oriented import substitution and restrictions on trade and FDI 

(Chaulia 2002:228).  

 

This ‘imposed’ opportunity to integrate itself into accelerating economic globalisa-

tion eventually led to the rapid growth since the late 1990s. “The increasing economic 

strength is giving India a new political profile and generating the potential to become 

an even bigger political player.” (Bava 11/10/07) The substantially increased pres-

ence of India has not only brought it on the agenda of the EU and the United States, it 

also generated the agency for actively approaching new economic partners (Jain 

2005:29). The economic rise has also “impart[ed] a greater urgency to the quest for 

global recognition.” (Chiriyankandath 2004:203) 

 

Increasing presence 

The economic rise has been one of India’s most conspicuous developments of the 

post Cold War era. The increasing economic presence has put Indian leaders in a po-

sition to realise the long nourished aspiration of global recognition for India and a 

rightful place among the world’s leading powers. “Over the past decade India has 

made headway in evolving a foreign policy that assures its emergence as a power 

with an effective presence on the international stage.” (Chiriyankandath 2004:210) 

 

To achieve these goals, Indian foreign policy under the BJP led government empha-

sised  Realpolitik and national interest (ibid.:208). Founded on a strongly accentuated 

threat to India’s territorial integrity and its receding role in world affairs, the gov-

ernment pushed for a stronger strategic position of India (Chaulia 2002:221). Accord-

ing to Prime Minister Vajpayee “India has never considered military might as the 

ultimate measure of national strength,” nevertheless “it’s a necessary component of 

national strength” that will earn the respect of the world.” (Chengappa/Joshi 

1998:10-15 in Chaulia 2002:221) This assessment stems from the self-conception of the 
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Indian role in the South Asian context, which is largely based on the balance of 

power and includes a genuine option for war (Bava 16/08/07). 

 

Since nuclear deterrence is still working among state actors (Cooper 2003: 46), India 

conceived and still conceives nuclear weapons as a valid currency in International 

Relations (Singh 1998:44). The former BJP president has made this clear: “[N]uclear 

weapons will give us prestige, power, standing” and foreclose India from being 

“blackmailed and treated as oriental blackies” by the Western world (Chen-

gappa/Joshi 1998:10-15 in Chaulia 2002:221). The nuclear programme has thus not 

been driven primarily by urgent security considerations. It has rather been regarded 

as an essential contribution to serve India’s purposes in the post Cold War interna-

tional system (Chiriyankandath 2004:206), since nuclear power is still providing a 

voice in the world. India has therefore never become a party of the NPT since was 

not willing to accept the inequities implied in it (Coulon 2006:345). “One of the driv-

ing forces behind India’s nuclear programme was its wish to achieve Great Power 

status.” (George Perkovich in Cooper 2003:128). This perception was widely shared 

by my respondents: 

 
“The 1998 nuclear test in India put it onto the global map. It is because at the top level in 
international politics, when you look at the currencies of power, nuclear power is seen as a 
currency of power. ... You can talk of the NPT, you can say countries should not have nuclear 
weapons, but the five countries which have nuclear weapons don’t want to dismantle what 
they have. So there is active holding and keeping those weapons and developing more, they 
endorse the fact that having nuclear weapons counts in international politics.” (Bava 
11/10/07) 
 

Engaging the US 

A second pillar of India’s neo-realist1 strategy became beside the ideological renun-

ciation of Nehruvian non-alignment (Chiriyankandath 2004:206), the successful at-

                                                 
1 Neo-Realism as Realism is based on the assumption of anarchy within International Relations due to 
the absence of a central authority that could enforce the rule of law among sovereign nation states, 
which are seen as the key actors of IR. It is therefore within the states own responsibility to safeguard 
their interests.  Respect for international law and morality can only be achieved by the threat of force 
(Steans/Pettiford 2005: 48-52). States are inevitably self interest oriented actors, while the structure of 
the system is the prime determinant of the actors’ behaviour.  Since states are characterised as rational 
actors, they are selecting strategies to maximise the benefits and to minimize their losses (Lamy 
2006:210). 
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tempt to accommodate the United States, based on the acceptance of America as the 

only hyperpower in a unipolar world which cannot possibly be challenged by any 

other power (Jain 2005:33). India was actively engaging the US to reshape the inter-

national nuclear control regime in a more favourable way, while the ‘new global 

norms’ in the aftermath of 9/11 and the Global War on Terror were working for In-

dia. The focus was only on Washington; the rest of the world was more or less unim-

portant (ibid.:32). The EU was rather hesitant in this concern and followed its tradi-

tional perception of seeing India in relation to nuclear non-proliferation as a part of 

the problem, not as a part of the solution (Jain 08/10/07). “Most Europeans neither 

adequately appreciated nor shared India’s security concerns about its deteriorating 

external security environment.”  (Jain 2005:32) According to Indian policy makers, it 

is still unlikely that the EU will abandon their opposition to nuclear armament (Cou-

lon 2006:346). Due to the limited expectations regarding the EU, India primarily lob-

bied the US to compel Pakistan to crackdown on cross-border terrorism. The EU in 

contrast favoured a political, soft-power solution, trying to find a delicate balance 

between the competing neighbours (ibid.:33). 

 

“Both Stephen Cohen (2001, p. 292) and C. Raja Mohan (2003, p. 90) suggest that it 

was a gamble that paid off, causing the USA to take India seriously and engage with 

it in a more sustained manner than it had ever done before.” (Chiriyankandath 

2004:206) The US recognition of India as an ally in the global war on terror was sig-

nificantly abetting the rapprochement of the two states. Global threats create a need 

to cooperate (Bava 11/10/07) and India and the US as typical state actors sharing the 

same perception concerning global threats, which has led to close strategic coopera-

tion. Grover has described this as: “We are both partners in the strive for global de-

mocracy, we have a very strong interest in terrorism, because we are both victims of 

terrorism emanating from Afghanistan and Pakistan.” (03/10/07) The Indo-US nu-

clear deal is a prime example of the improved relations and of the deference paid to 

India. It also proves that the Congress Party has adopted the neo-realist and pro-

American approach of the BJP towards foreign policy (Coulon 2006:344). 
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The massive improvement of the India-US relations is also stimulating the relations 

with the EU.  The EU realized that since the US is becoming more and more impor-

tant to India, it is high time to also devote greater importance to India in order to not 

fall behind (Jain 08/10/07). The EU is very aware of the fact that it has not yet 

reached the US-Indian level of intimacy, as a EU official said, but it is strongly en-

gaged in enhancing the political dialogue (04/10/07). India for its part is interested 

in strong relations with both entities in fields that have a mutual advantage for both 

sides (Grover 03/10/07). 

 

Indian identity – part two 

India is neither an unquestioning or uncritical ally of the United States as its attitude 

towards the Iraq War demonstrates (Chiriyankandath 2004:208), nor can the EU or 

US “expect a major player like India to have a complete identity on each and every 

issue because the perceptions are different, priorities are different and geopolitical 

challenges which India confronts are different.” (Jain 08/10/07) India has developed 

over the last decade a distinct new identity and it has acquired a good amount of 

self-esteem based on its stronger engagement with the world on many different lev-

els and its new geostrategic position, particularly in coherence with the Global War 

on Terror. Its improved economic situation and the perpetual growth, its nuclear 

power and the awareness of its sheer size and population which account’s for a sixth 

of the world’s population have generated the basis this new position. 

 
“As far as the international role of India is concerned, India today is a much more confident 
country, it is much more engaged with the world at many different levels, whether it is 
through our look East policy with South East Asia or through the strategic partnership which 
we now have with the United States and the European Union. And India is now seeking to 
and playing a more active role.” (Thakur 12/10/07) 
 
India does not want to be regarded merely as a backward developing country, de-

pendent on international aid anymore. India sees itself as an emerging global power, 

which has to be taken into account, which can not be neglected anymore and which 

has to be treated as equal.  

 
“One has to also understand that India is not a junior country. India is not a small place. You 
have to talk as equals even though there are asymmetries. India cannot be treated as ..., if it 
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will only continue to remain a recipient of international rules. India is going to rewrite rules. 
India will rewrite rules. And Europe will have to accept that; to engage the other as equal. 
You can’t engage as  superiors.” (Bava 11/10/07) 
 
The new Indian self esteem was very distinct in the interviews. India is claiming its 

place in the world, which is changing also due to India’s growing presence. But at the 

same time many respondents were arguing that the EU still does not take India seri-

ous or serious enough, that it is not recognising India’s new role and is still trying to 

impose its rules and norms on the rest of the world. Especially on a normative level 

the relation to the EU is still characterised by a distinct sensitivity concerning the 

meddling of Europe into South Asian affairs. The EU, which is well known for its 

normative power, is and increasingly will be challenged by emerging powers like 

India, which are demanding a new set of rules to detach the post second world war 

international order and to claim their rightful place in this order (Jain 08/10/07). Es-

pecially since the EU is deemed as trying to uphold the status quo, America is con-

sidered to be the better choice to rewrite the global rules (Jain 2005:34). It has been 

repeatedly stressed that many global problems such as environmental protection, 

climate change or global security will not have a solution until emerging powers like 

India are integrated into the process of solving those problems. Grover has aptly de-

picted the current Indian status: “We are certainly not somebody who can be ignored 

in any global situation.” (03/10/07) 

 

 

The EU: An actor sui generis  

A postmodern “state” 

The most flamboyant distinguishing feature of the EU is its hybrid entity. Depending 

on the political field the EU can resemble an international organisation or can have 

state-like qualities (Vogler/Bretherton 2006:22/23) and its development level of ac-

torness is different from policy field to policy field (Groenleer/van Schaik 2007:970). 

But the EU is neither a state nor a political union of states, nor is it an over-developed 

international organisation. It is a partially constructed international political actor, 

clearly recognised as significant and, on occasion, powerful by those who encounter 

it (Ginsberg 2001:9, Vogler/Stephan 2007:392). 
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It has a multifaceted nature, thus “it can appear to be several different actors, some-

times simultaneously. It has, moreover, a confusing propensity to change its charac-

ter, or the persona it presents to third parties.” (Vogler/Bretherton 2006:22) The EU 

therefore lacks the attributes of cohesion, purpose, and continuity normally associ-

ated with national foreign policies (Ginsberg 2001:9). Due to the unwillingness of 

member states to transfer competence to the EU in policy areas which are considered 

sensitive, the competence of the Union can be shared between the EU and the mem-

ber states, disputed or unclear (Vogler/Bretherton 2006:34). “Despite its shortcom-

ings in actorness, the EU is not a political dwarf, since a political dwarf would not 

have any international influence.” (Ginsberg 2001:9) 

 

The EU is also an allegory of globalisation. “The strong economic focus of globalisa-

tion discourses and the emphasis upon the inadequacy of the state to regulate the 

activities of globally oriented economic actors, appeared to present opportunities, 

indeed imperatives for the EU to act externally on behalf of its members.” (Vo-

gler/Bretherton 2006:25). The establishment of the single market as well as the sub-

sequent regional integration and the emergence of complex, multi-layered systems of 

governance “challenge[s] Westphalian2 assumptions of sovereignty and territoriality 

and … might be considered as a new form of state, or ‘international state’“ (Cox 

1986,1993 in Vogler/Bretherton 2006:19). The EU’s cross-cutting nature blurs the tra-

ditional distinction between inside and outside and draws a more complex picture 

than traditional models of global politics allow. (Ferguson/Mansbach 1996:401 in 

Manners 2002:240). Within this new form of state, the member states are transferring 

national sovereignty to the centre. The EU is “…essentially organized as a network 

that involves the pooling and sharing of sovereignty… .” (Keohane/Hoffman 

1991:13). Even though it is not anticipated that the EU will become a European fed-

eration or that it is usurping the core sovereignty of its member states (Vo-

gler/Stephan 2007:392). It can therefore be described as a post-modern formation and 

a prime example for the deconstruction of modern states (Cooper 2003:50). 

                                                 
2 Westphalian refers to the Treaty of the Westphalian Peace in 1648 which led the basis of modern 
statehood and the normative structure for the international political system, with sovereign nation 
states as its principle actors (see McGrew 2006: 29/30). 
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A normative civilian power? 

One of the fundamental characteristics of the EU is its nature as a civilian power  

which utilizes non-military means to uphold civilian ends. This “non realist view of 

the world in which non-military means and goals have a significant impact on inter-

national outcomes” (Andreatta 2005:35) is characterizing the EU as a postmodern 

entity within international relations and distinguishes it from actors such as the US 

and India. The EU’s aspired status as a global civilian power is a fundamental aspect 

of the discourse about its role in international relations (Prodi 2000:3) and therefore 

crucial for the shaping of its identity: “We must aim to become a global civil power at 

the service of sustainable global development. After all, only by ensuring sustainable 

global development can Europe guarantee its own strategic security” (ibid.). Another 

very distinct characteristic of the European identity is its strong commitment to hu-

man rights (Alston/Weiler 1999:6) which it also emphasises in its external economic 

relations (Cooper 2003:42). 

 

The strong focus on a civilian identity stems from the Union’s history as an economic 

community without any defence component. The EU therefore possesses only rela-

tively limited military capabilities, which is also a result of defence remaining in the 

realm of the member states. Due to the EU’s comparably weak position on hard 

power3 in combination with a strong economic position, “the possibilities of influenc-

ing events by soft power is crucial for Europe’s role in the world” (Andreatta 

2005:35). The former EU president Romano Prodi has emphasised that Europe is 

supposed to play a role in international normative policy. It must be the concern of 

the EU to repeat the European model of the constitutional state which has substituted 

the primitive balance of power play, worldwide (Prodi 2001 in Kagan 2003:71). As a 

post modern state the EU believes in the projection of soft power as a way towards 

conflict resolution (Jain 08/10/07). The Europeans are not striving for hard power. 

Europe has developed a different perception of power within international relations 

originating from its historical experience with policies of power over the last centu-

ries (Kagan 2003:65/6). 

                                                 
3 Distinction between ‘hard’ military power and ‘soft’ power which refers to political and economic 
instruments (Nye 1990:180-201). 
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Even though the European establishment of an identity as a peaceful civilian power 

has been quite successful, there are also some critical voices who see the abdication of 

military power as a major obstacle for the establishment of global actorness: 

“[W]ithout the backing of force and a willingness to use it, ‘Europe’ is unlikely to 

become a normative power, telling other parts of the world what political, economic 

and social institutions they should have.” (Therborn 1997:380) 

 
“In this postmodern paradise (as Robert Kagan calls it) it has been easy to forget that force 
matters. Unfortunately it matters more than anything else. Soft power is useful. Development 
aid does good and when strings are skillfully attached, it brings some influence; trade agree-
ments are useful ways of binding countries together and provide some leverage during nego-
tiations. But foreign policy is about war and peace, and countries that only do peace are miss-
ing half of the story – perhaps the more important half.” (Cooper 2003:162)  
 
 
Defining identity 

As for India, the end of the Cold War marked a turning point of the EC’s develop-

ment, albeit under different signs. It took away the traditional and unifying concept 

of the enemy (Cooper 2003:3-5) and at the same time “catapulted the EC into a Euro-

pean Union with enormous responsibilities for supporting and stabilizing the de-

mocratic transitions of eastern Europe.” (Ginsberg 1999:436) The post Cold War de-

velopments urged the EU to redefine its identity as a global actor both in economic 

and political terms. 

 

In economic terms the EU clearly competes with the US and East Asia, particularly 

Japan but also increasingly with China. The single market and the Lisbon strategy4 

are means of increasing the EU’s international competitiveness (Vogler/Bretherton 

2006:19). Wallerstein describes this as a struggle “to gain monopolistic edges that will 

guarantee the directions of flows of surplus … clearly it must be of concern to Europe 

that she will become a poor second in the race.” (1991:55). 

 

In political terms the EU had and still has to redefine its role, first of all in considera-

tion of its position towards the United States. Even though both entities are close al-
                                                 
4 Lisbon Strategy aims to make the EU the most dynamic and competitive economy by 2010. This 
strategy involves a whole set of policy areas, from research and education to environment and em-
ployment. (European Commission 2007)  
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lies in many respects, there is undeniably a certain degree of discrepancy and compe-

tition on several issues. While Vogler and Bretherton call it a challenge of US hegem-

ony (2006:19), my Indian and European respondents rather described it as a process 

of the EU finding its place in international politics. 2003 was a crucial year for the 

shaping of the EU’s identity. The American decision for a pre-emptive military en-

gagement in Iraq was juggling the EU’s self-perception of being a global actor. 

“There was a gap between the perception and the image and the ability to respond to 

a crisis and be a crisis manager.” The question arose: “Are we a strong political and 

security actor?” (Bava 11/10/07) The explanation of an EU official might provide an 

answer. He emphasised the nature of the EU’s Common Foreign and Security Policy 

(CFSP) as an evolving process. It was launched due to immediate European priorities 

in connection with the Yugoslavia conflict and later expanded. It is currently work-

ing its way out of Europe, but it still needs a broader base to be fully efficient 

(25/10/07). 

 

The EU-US ‘rivalry’ in the context of EU actorness is not a question of military 

strength, since there is hardly any doubt about US hegemony in military terms (Jain 

08/10/07, Bava 11/10/07), it is rather a discourse of EU ‘responsibility’ which has 

derived from the desire to distance the Union from US interpretations of the ‘War on 

Terror’ and a desire to establish an alternative EU approach to the threat of terrorism 

(Vogler/Bretherton 2006:26). Many respondents saw considerable potential for such 

an alternative EU approach, particularly if the EU could exert influence combining 

security and development issues in a holistic approach. Europeans and Indians 

agreed that in respect of development the EU is already significantly better prepared 

to tackle global problems than the US.  

 

EU presence  

The EU’s presence as a global actor in international politics largely depends on it’s 

capability to speak with one voice. When the EU speaks with one voice it carries the 

combined weight of almost half a billion Europeans (Eurostat 2007) which makes it 

the world’s richest and economically and politically most powerful bloc (Ginsberg 

1999:438). Despite this theoretical superpower position, there remains a ‘‘disturbing 
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mismatch between aspirations and demands of the EU as an international actor and 

its relatively limited ability to deliver’’ (Chaban et al. 2006:246 in Vogler/Stephan 

2007:391/2). This involves to a large extent problems of consistency and coherence 

which have been widely criticised by the Indian but partly also by the European re-

spondents: “Due to the very short terms of the presidencies of only six months, the 

focus of EU foreign policy shifts very quickly which leads to slow mechanisms. A 

more focused proceeding is desirable. Once started projects should be sustained.” 

(EU 04/10/07) Particularly in respect to the relations with India an EU official identi-

fied the developments within the immediate periphery of the Union such as the con-

flict in Yugoslavia, the accession and integration of new member states and the proc-

ess of finding a common identity as the major reasons for a lower stance on the 

global scene and the slower development of an international  agenda (EU 04/10/07). 

I will more comprehensively analyse the problems of consistency in the next chapter. 

 

The EU’s presence is not only determined by its internal consistency but also by ex-

ternal structures and opportunities: 

 
“The EU, like single state actors, is influenced by the shifting currents of international poli-
tics and outside demands for the EU to act internationally whether or not it is ready or capa-
ble. Foreign crises - embargoes, wars, human suffering - impact heavily on the EU and help 
explain responses. It cannot, nor does it want to, hide from the world.” (Ginsberg 1999:435) 
 
In the analysis of the Indian perception of the EU it will become clear that India too 

would like to see the EU develop a position of a strong global actor and take much 

greater global responsibility. 

 

As the EU’s presence on the global scene slowly increases, the EU’s identity is shap-

ing, too. Even though Jain (08/10/07) in line with Ginsberg (2001:9) is attributing the 

EU with a lack of vision concerning foreign policy objectives and priorities, particu-

larly in respect of South Asia, there are clear signs for the development of such. The 

EU cannot and is not challenging the American position as the world’s sole super-

power by its own hegemonic ambitions. The EU instead endorses multi-polarity and 

so it is looking for new ways to engage the world. The initiation of the strategic part-

nerships is an attempt to approach the world and to exert global influence (Bava 
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11/10/07). “These partnerships are also indicating that these powers, say Russia, 

China and India are going to be critical players in this multi-polar world. The EU 

wants to be a part of the multi-polar [world]and so it is engaging the future critical 

actors.” (Bava 11/10/07) The EU itself sees the initiation of the strategic partnerships 

as a way to claim its rightful place in the world. In respect to the partnership with 

India, Sami clearly stated that the EU, despite its rather late recognition of Indian im-

portance, wants an equal position among India’s other partners (24/10/07). 

 

During the interviews it became very clear that the EU is accredited great potentials, 

but it became equally clear that the EU has not reached its full presence yet. It is 

rather seen as an evolving entity.  

 
“Europe and the EU as an entity have a major global role to play, but it is an evolving proc-
ess, we are not there fully. It is not perfect. But in terms of foreign policy and security and 
defence we are slowly emerging. … Basically we are going in a positive direction.” (Sami 
24/10/07) 
 
Even though the EU does not speak with one voice on every issue and under every 

circumstance it is developing a common stance on several global issues, for example 

on environmental issues such as the Kyoto protocol, but also increasingly on energy 

(Sami 24/10/07). The EU is an evolving entity which still needs time to constitute 

itself (GOI 05/10/07).  

 

 

Mutual Perception 

 

Indians about Europe 

Presence  
The EU is still widely perceived as an economic giant but political dwarf (Bava 

11/10/07). On the economic level it is seen as a single entity and taken very serious, 

but this does not translate into the realm of foreign and security policy. The EU’s 

presence in international politics is rather limited:  
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“The effectiveness as an actor is reflected in the activities you do and in terms of outcomes and 
there the only visibility of the EU has been only on economic and trade issues, not on political, 
not on security. … You can’t just say that we are the EU, talk to us. You talk because you see 
their ability to influence certain things. That happens on the economic. On the political level 
Where is the EU? There is no EU.” (Bava 11/10/07) 
 
Concerning the question of whether or not India takes the EU seriously, the answers 

were quite distinct: “The EU has not been taken serious, because the EU doesn’t ap-

pear to be a political actor.” (Bava 11/10/07) “Europe can only be taken politically 

seriously if it takes it self seriously.” (Thakur 12/10/07) 

 

The fact that bilateral relations are still very dominant is seen as a coercive result of 

the EU’s limited actorness, while its capability to act is diminished by the preference 

of the larger member states for dealing bilaterally with India (Jain 2005:35, Abhy-

ankar 2007:464). India is therefore impelled to maintain bilateral relations with the 

member states since the EU is not present as a political entity (Thakur 12/10/07).  

 

As the major reason for the limited stance of the EU in international politics and the 

slow progress in the relationship, the underdeveloped CFSP has been identified and 

the most frequent complaint was that Europe doesn’t speak with one voice. The EU 

lacks adequate competencies in several fields of foreign and security policy (Banerjee 

06/10/07) which  are the most fundamental areas of state sovereignty. The big Euro-

pean countries, especially, have very distinct national goals in their foreign policy to 

which they adhere to a greater extent than propagating a common external policy 

(Banerjee 06/10/07). There is, for example, no common approach towards terrorism. 

India therefore has to cooperate with each member state separately, which in turn 

emphasises bilateral relations instead of relations at the EU level. It was often men-

tioned that when dealing with the EU, India looks for one decision and not for 27 

different opinions. This was also characterised as one of the major differences to 

American foreign policy which is perceived as distinct, flexible and endowed with a 

“get it through”-capability (Jain 08/10/07). India, despite the potentials which were 

widely accredited, is so far sceptical about the importance of the partnership if it 

ends up negotiating with every member state separately (Thakur 12/10/07). “Get 
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yourself elect a foreign minister!” (Thakur 12/10/07) was therefore a recommenda-

tion to increase the Union’s presence and capability. 

 

Other frequent reasoning from the Indian side for difficulties in the Indo-European 

relationship was the complex and sometimes inscrutable structure of the European 

Union. Main criticisms were, for example, the unclear distribution of responsibilities 

between the EU and the member states and between different EU institutions. This 

often makes it difficult to find the right contact person since it is not always clear 

who is in charge of specific issues. Also found faulty were the frequent diversions in 

EU foreign policy priorities which are caused by the very short terms of EU presi-

dencies. Every member state brings in a change of direction during its presidency, 

which poses significant challenges for India to deal with. 

 

As one of the major causes for the perceived inconsistency of European foreign pol-

icy, most respondents identified the rapid and large expansion of the European Un-

ion, which has led to a very heterogeneous structure of the Union and to very het-

erogeneous interests. Decision making has therefore become increasingly difficult. 

Bava, referring to organizational theory, sees the EU expanding beyond the optimal 

number of members which would inevitably lead to suboptimal outcomes 

(11/10/07). Jain has also characterised the EU decision making process itself, which 

is based on the work of committees, achieving compromises and consensus, as lead-

ing to time delays and being an inherent problem in the CFSP5 (08/10/07). The tran-

sition from a community of nation states to a post modern entity, in which the mem-

ber states are attributing more powers to Brussels and thus partly giving up their 

sovereignty, is naturally a rather slow process. This leads to a disconnect between the 

economic activity which is powerful and the political activity which is still evolving 

(Bava 11/10/07). 

                                                 
5 Comment: Exactly this is the way democratic decision making works. It is the fundamental strength 
of this system that a consensus based decision represents the interests of all involved entities, even 
though the decision making process can be time consuming and difficult. 
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Despite all criticism, most respondents acknowledged an improvement in the EU’s 

presence, the Indian position towards the EU as well as of the EU-India relation itself. 

Particularly, the enormous potential of the relations has been emphasised.  

 

A discourse of EU responsibility 

Despite the criticism of EU inconsistency and as a result the preference of bilateral 

relations, there was great consensus among the respondents that a stronger EU is 

highly desirable. Nevertheless, its global political success will depend on presence 

and consistency in foreign policy (GOI 05/10/07). At the moment, countries do not 

look at the EU to lead out of a political crisis (Bava 11/10/07, Grover 03/10/07), but 

India recognises the EU’s potential to become an important global actor (Banerjee 

06/10/07).  

 

India would like to see the EU taking greater responsibility in global affairs, particu-

larly in security matters. It should develop and exert a critical and independent for-

eign policy based on strong political structures and independent from NATO or US 

support. This would also include the build up of an appropriate armed force. The 

EU’s nature as a postmodern entity which is beyond the narrow limitations of the 

‘national’ is seen as an important asset for the development of a multi-polar world 

and the taking of global responsibility, particularly since single states with a distinct 

national orientation have been identified to be less concerned about human rights or 

international law (Banerjee 06/10/07). The EU is therefore accredited a very impor-

tant moderating and stabilising role in world politics. According to Banerjee “the 

world is transitioning from the nation states to larger unions, larger concepts of 

power, and larger views of international powers”, hence the “EU is the essence of the 

future.” (06/10/07) Even though its influence on the setting of new rules remains 

limited for the time being, since the international system is based on state sover-

eignty, the EU is accredited large potential to actively influence the shaping of new 

normative frameworks. The pooling of sovereignty considerably increases its authen-

ticity and authority in world politics (Banerjee 06/10/07). 
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Among the Indian respondents were a couple of voices which are not opposed to the 

idea of an European normative counter weight to US dominance in global politics, 

although a distinct European-American rivalry was clearly not desired. A balancing 

European influence is rather seen as a step towards multi-polarity. European foreign 

policy approaches are geared towards the future world, while American neo-realist 

approaches, particularly under the Bush administration, are perceived as aiming at 

an out-dated world system. The EU is seen as possessing the potential to moderate 

the US unilateralism through its humanitarian approach (Banerjee 06/10/07). Par-

ticularly in the shortcomings of the American neo-realist approaches Grover sees the 

need for more European engagement and Indo-European cooperation:  

 
“The world power patterns have changed. The Americans have got limitations, particularly in 
dealing with the Islamic world. Where the EU could act more easily because you have Muslim 
populations and you have had long centuries of relations with Islamic countries. The Ameri-
cans, I think, are isolated there. India and the EU could both do something.” (03/10/07) 
 
As a major hindrance for a greater role of the EU on the international scene and a 

fundamental difference to the United States, Jain identifies the EU’s  lack of strategic 

vision for Asia (08/10/07). This might also constrain the Indo-European cooperation:  

 
“India shares European aspirations for forging a multi-polar, rule-based world order, but it 
did not view Europe as a credible counterweight to the United States given the structural 
difficulties of making multi-polarity work effectively apart from the inherent constraints of an 
evolving CFSP in a more diverse and heterogeneous Union. India remains sceptical about the 
EU’s political and foreign policy capabilities.” (Jain 2005:34) 
 
 

Patronizing Europeans  

In general the EU, and especially the potential role which it could play, had quite a 

good connotation among the Indian respondents. Nevertheless, there were also some 

voices criticising a patronizing behaviour, although it seems to be decreasing.  

 
“Notwithstanding the positive forecast of future opportunities, the relationship remains viti-
ated by old mindsets. … If the EU feels that India does not take its political ambitions seri-
ously, India feels that there is a good deal of ‘talking down’ on the part of the EU and , more 
often than not, EU’s views are seen as intrusive.” (Abhyankar 2007:463/4; similarly Jain 
2007:353) 
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As examples for ‘offensive’ EU positions towards Indian ‘affairs’ Coulon mentions 

the EU parliament’s emergency resolution on Kashmir, the Ayodhya incident, the 

Christian Community in India, communal violence in Gujarat or the breaking of the 

de-facto moratorium of executions (2006:342). These views correspond with Jain’s 

characterisation of European foreign policy as emphasising values rather than geo-

politics, particularly in distant regions (08/10/07, Coulon 2006:344). The EU is, for 

example, trying to mainstream humanitarian and labour conventions through its 

trade and economic agreements and through development cooperation (Abhyankar 

2007:465) “[I]t is a natural desire for the EU to spread its gospel overseas…” (Jain 

08/10/07). This behaviour is regarded to some extent as hampering the relations be-

tween India and the EU.  

 

Jain has furthermore named a significant mismatch of expectations in the realm of 

security cooperation. The EU is neither particularly attentive to Indian security con-

cerns (2007: 353, Coulon 2006:344) nor do most EU member states share the same ur-

gency or interest in a pressing need to cooperate with India on security issues. “To 

them, India is neither a genuine security ‘partner’ from halfway around the globe nor 

a solution to each other’s security needs.” (Jain 2007:354) The EU as a post modern 

‘state’ believes in projection of soft power as a way towards conflict resolution (Jain 

08/10/07) while India is facing traditional security threats like separatist tendencies, 

terrorist movements, insurgencies and more or less hostile neighbours (Jain 

08/10/07, 2005:33) which require traditional countermeasures. 

 

 

Europeans about India 

The Indian essence   

Like the European Union, India has been described as a strange ‘political animal’. 

From a European point of view it is characterised on one hand by a dichotomy of 

political liberalism, openness and democracy and on the other hand by caginess, 

grim fixation on its national sovereignty and a conservative adherence to outdated 

rules (EU 04/10/07). Nevertheless, India has considerably increased its international 
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presence over the past one and half decades and is currently trying to establish a for-

eign policy which clearly exceeds South Asia (Coulon 2006:341). The EU has there-

fore, despite some admitted delay, recognised India’s potential to play an important 

role on the international scene. Since it is considered as “one of the [global] key play-

ers, it did not make any sense to not have a strategic partnership with India.” (Sami 

24/10/07) In this context India’s economic potential is considered as very important, 

both in terms of foreign direct investment as well as in trade. 

 

While on the EU level the importance of India is well recognised, some member 

states have different priorities. The EU’s interest is mainly driven by security con-

cerns laid down in the 2003 security strategy. The strategy describes international 

cooperation with key actors as a fundamental necessity in dealing with the current 

global security threats, it thus recommends the establishment of strategic partner-

ships as an important asset (ESS 2003:20/21). Based on the anticipations of this strat-

egy, India is included in the strategic partnerships only because of its future prospect 

and potential, not because of its current performance (EU 25/10/07). This definition 

of India as a key security partner should also be seen in contrast to Jain’s perception 

that the EU does not see India as a genuine security partner from half way around 

the globe (see Jain 2007:354). 

 

The member states’ interest, in contrast, lies on economic issues. Their priorities are 

therefore on economic cooperation and less on political dialogue (EU 25/10/07). Fur-

thermore, China is often perceived to be the ‘easier’ partner due to a considerable 

level of inconsistency and incoherence within Indian foreign policy. The dialogue 

with India is perceived as unpredictable and a constant renegotiating of frameworks 

makes it difficult and time consuming, while in China decision making is based on a 

set of fixed rules (EU 04/10/07). Particularly, the often emphasised shared democ-

ratic values are thus perceived by the EU or its member states as a constraint for 

fruitful agreements with India. 

 

However, the EU is accrediting India an increasing political and economic impor-

tance, particularly since the economic liberalisation which is seen as a ‘joining of the 
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world’ (Sami 24/10/07). Due to this increased presence, India is currently claiming 

its ‘fair share’ in trade and economy as well as in global politics, for example, by ob-

taining a seat in the UN Security Council, but it simultaneously has to redefine its 

national identity:  

 
“The Indians still have to come to terms with their own economic rise. It is a psychological 
problem. They are not yet used to the position the economic rise has generated. They don’t feel 
safe in their new position, they are more used to seeing themselves as the leader of the non-
aligned states and the developing world but not yet as a global player.” (EU 25/10/07) 
 

Indian priorities 

Despite India’s aspiration to become a serious political global actor, its focus pre-

dominantly still lies on economic development. An EU official has attributed this to a 

feeling of the necessity to catch-up with the globalising world. Due to the century 

long feeling of being poor and backward the Indian middle class is now primarily 

interested in sustaining India’s economic growth and increasing prosperity. Human 

resources are therefore allocated to business related jobs which promise higher in-

comes rather than government institutions and think tanks. The latter are already 

suffering from a shortage of skilled manpower (25/10/07).  

 

Also in international relations, India’s focus is at the moment on a ‘better life’ and 

less on politics (EU 25/10/07), as for example the Indo-US nuclear-deal, with its 

massive economic component demonstrates. India is particularly interested in en-

hanced trade relations, it therefore looks at the EU primarily in its nature as an eco-

nomic bloc (Sami 24/10/07). This unidirectional Indian perception of the EU has 

been criticised by EU officials as well as a fundamental lack of knowledge and curi-

osity concerning the EU. It has been further criticised that India has not invested suf-

ficiently into the relationship and the discussion therefore still remains at the surface. 

The relationship feels one-sided, particularly if compared to the Chinese position 

towards the EU which sees it as a global political actor (EU 25/10/07). All respon-

dents agreed that the initiative to develop the strategic partnership predominantly 

comes from the European side and that more Indian engagement would be highly 

desirable. Concerning the title of this thesis ‘beneath potentials’ one EU official found 

it rather surprising that the relations are as a good as they are and that the current 
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status is mainly based on the initiative of the EU commission to promote the rela-

tions, while very little effort is coming from the Indian side (25/10/07). The signifi-

cance India is attaching to the EU becomes obvious when the relatively small number 

of Indian representatives in Brussels is compared to the numbers of representatives 

of the EU’s other strategic partners (EU 25/10/07).  

 

Self-criticism and improvements 

While it has been stated that the Indo-European relationship is still suffering from 

the disturbance of the relations during the Kargil-Conflict in 1999 and that India has 

therefore not yet regarded the EU as a serious partner (EU 25/10/07), the European 

side has also admitted that the less active role of India might also have to be seen in 

connection with the complicated and rather intransparent EU structures. It is not al-

ways easy for India to see where the exact issues are where the EU as an entity can 

deliver and therefore contacts on the bilateral level are often preferred (Sami 

24/10/07, EU 04/10/07). 

 

Despite all criticism some recent improvement of the relations has also been accred-

ited. The understanding of the EU is growing in India, and since a perception of the 

EU as an entity is developing, India is much more keen to cooperate on the EU-level 

(Sami 24/10/07).  

 

Regarding the nature of the strategic partnership, the establishment of a mature dia-

logue is highly desirable. The EU and India should talk about democratic values, be-

cause they form the basis of such long term relationships. Among strategic partners 

there should be no issues which can’t be discussed. This is unfortunately not yet the 

case with India, because India easily sees the addressing of certain issues as an inter-

ference into internal affairs, but the EU is confident about the development of the  

relations (EU 25/10/07). 
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Strategic partnership  
 

What it is perceived to be 

Jain stresses that there is no formal definition of a strategic partnership, nevertheless 

he gives an apposite characterisation of how a strategic partnership is perceived: “A 

strategic partnership is not an alliance, but an attempt to institutionalise a process 

and initiate a series of “strategic,” sectoral dialogues considered important by both 

sides on bilateral, regional, and global issues.” (2005:30/1) Even though the formula-

tions of what strategic partnership means and how it could be characterised differed 

substantially, in essence the respondents agreed that it has to be a long term en-

gagement and should go far beyond a mere enhanced economic cooperation. “India 

envisaged a relationship of sovereign equality based on comparative advantage and 

a mutuality of interests and benefits.” (ibid.:31) “The strategic partnership is about 

recognizing potential and about engaging each other on a varied range of issues.” 

(Bava 11/10/07) Jain depicts in a more formalized way what the strategic partner-

ship is supposed to be for both sides: 

 
“To the Europeans, a strategic partnership implies a global economic and political relation-
ship involving the sharing of global responsibility and the building of a “coalition of inter-
ests” to meet the challenges of the 21st century. For India, a strategic partnership with the EU 
complements its efforts to emerge as a major power in world politics since it institutionalises 
a more productive, systematic and strategic multi-level dialogue with more concrete deliver-
ables on a broader spectrum of issues with a regional economic grouping which is acquiring a 
political and strategic personality.” (2005:31) 
 
Both Indians and Europeans congruently identified, apart from economic issues 

which are of course very important, energy security, the fight against terrorism and 

the promotion of democracy as some of the most important common interests. An 

essential point is that both partners see each other as a key partner, that their rela-

tionship is elevated above those with other countries. Both partners should regard 

their cooperation as a great chance to overcome key global challenges by looking 

jointly after problems (Sami 24/10/07). As an example Grover has mentioned the 

better access  the EU and India (in regard to the US) have to the Islamic world, which 

could be utilized for the common exertion of influence in order to stabilize the re-

gion. He has formulated a noteworthy idea, which exemplifies the potential quality 
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of an effective strategic partnership: “I personally feel we need to get together and try 

to act as a bridge between the United States and the Islamic world.” (03/10/07) 

 

Strategic partnership does not necessarily mean identity of views (Jain 08/10/07), it 

rather means that there should be no issues which can’t be discussed. However, the 

European side has complained that this is not always the case yet (EU 25/10/07). 

Both sides also made quite clear that the strategic partnership is not seen as a present 

or future military alliance, even though cooperation on security matters is regarded 

as a priority. 

 

How it is propelled 

During the interviews the idea of the EU and India as natural partners (Sami 

24/10/07) based on common features and values such as democratic, liberal and 

secular systems, common heritage (Grover 03/10/07) and the vast linguistic and cul-

tural diversity (EU 04/10/07) was often emphasised. Sami, for example, sees India 

and the EU much closer in this regard than some of the EU’s other partners, namely 

Russia and China and stresses those commonalities as the basis for the relationship 

(24/10/07). Despite those sometimes idealistic assumptions about the nature of the 

partnership it became quite clear that what actually drives the partnership is the spe-

cific ‘national’ interest of both sides, not shared values.  

 

National interest also explains the EU’s strong focus on China, because the country 

provides excellent opportunity due to its impressive economic growth, excellent in-

frastructure, a highly productive workforce and most importantly more business 

friendly internal structures. Those are all areas where India has deficits. “Chinese 

decision making is easier because it comes from only one place, the communist party 

of China. In India decision making is not so easy, because we work on a democratic 

consensus.” (Thakur 12/10/07 similar Bava 11/10/07). Common values, such as 

democracy, that the EU and India share were often stressed, but in essence they are 

supportive padding rather than the driving force. 
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The EU, as well as India, values the potential which the development of the other 

partner and the partnership offers as the most important motivating factor. In com-

parison to the other partnerships of the EU, the partnership with India is entirely 

based on India’s potential (Abhyankar 2007:456, EU 25/10/07 ). According to Abhy-

ankar the initiation of the strategic partnerships reflects the EU’s view of the likely 

shift in the world’s economic focus towards Asia – considering that three out of six 

partners are Asian. He further sees the EU’s interest of promoting multi-polarity as 

one of the main reasons for the partnerships (2007:458). Multilateralism and Non-

Proliferation as common interests was also stressed by the GOI (05/10/07). This 

demonstrates the strong focus on opportunity within this relation, which should be 

seen in the discursive context of globalisation.  

 

Many respondents emphasised security issues as a very important common interest.  

Security has also been identified as the reason for the initiation of the strategic 

partnership (EU 25/10/07, Bava 11/10/07), but economic interests crystallised to be 

the driving force behind the partnership:  

 
“The driving force behind EU-India relations will continue to be trade and commerce. … 
Shared values undoubtedly facilitate the widening and deepening of a relationship, however 
shared interests will ultimately determine the scope and content of the India-EU strategic 
partnership.” (Jain 2005:42) 
 
Political dialogue or human rights issues are playing a rather subordinate role. In 

general the formulation of common interests among the respondents was rather con-

forming to those mentioned in the Joint Action Plan (JAP). 

 

Another interesting aspect is the counterbalancing potential of the EU which a few 

respondents accredited in regard to China. The EU is supposed to keep an equilib-

rium between India and China and thus prevent instability in Asia (Banerjee 

06/10/07). Due to China’s hegemonic interest, the good EU-China relations could 

ensure the ‘responsible’ behaviour of China (Grover 03/10/07). Furthermore the 

partnership with India could also be beneficial for the EU in order to establish a sec-

ond point of engagement in Asia and not to be ‘dependent’ only on the relations with 

China (Thakur 12/10/07).   
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Economic cooperation 

“The potential lies essentially in trade and economic areas and one should not have 

unduly high expectation – not on the political.” (Jain 08/10/07) According to Thakur 

economic interest is the essential motivation for the partnership: “Since the world has 

realized that Asia has become the power house of economics it is simply in every-

body’s interest to get into a strategic partnership with India.” (12/10/07) This state-

ment has to be seen in contrast to the fact that despite India’s increasing attractive-

ness, for the time being China is the place where most of Asia’s dynamic develop-

ment is taking place and the EU is therefore more focused on China than on India 

(Banerjee 06/10/07). Even though the EU is so far India’s largest trading partner, 

there is still enormous potential but also a need for growth, both in trade and in in-

vestment (Bava 11/10/07, Grover 03/10/07), since India’s trade with other countries, 

primarily China, will soon overtake (Bava 11/10/07). Frequently mentioned promis-

ing areas of cooperation have been science and technology, particularly IT, space 

technology, nano- and biotechnology, but also, especially from the Indian side, envi-

ronmental protection and civilian use of nuclear energy and infrastructure projects 

(Bava 11/10/07, Grover 03/10/07, Abhyankar 2007:463). There was pronounced 

consensus among the Indian respondents that the EU should be more active regard-

ing the latter fields of cooperation. Both sides emphasised the importance of the suc-

cessful establishment of an Indo-European Free Trade Area (FTA), which could pos-

sibly go far beyond the still pending outcomes of the Doha round.  

 

Shortcomings and remedies 

As pointed out earlier the Indian respondents identified the inconsistency of the 

European foreign policy as the most significant factor that is slowing down the de-

velopment of the strategic partnership. The competition among the member states 

concerning bilateral relations with India diminishes the presence of the EU as an en-

tity and the effectiveness of the partnership (Bava 11/10/07).  

 

The lack of presence leads to another point widely criticised by both sides: an enor-

mous lack of mutual understanding which stems from a no less substantial lack of 

knowledge about the other. For example experts on contemporary India are very 
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scarce in Europe (Bava 11/10/07; Jain 2005:35). This should be seen in contrast to the 

EU-China relations where the broad based relations have over a period of more than 

20 years generated tremendous expertise about China (Bava 11/10/07). The EU-India 

relations are an elite driven process of a few diplomats, think tank people and high 

ranking politicians (EU 25/10/07). The problem that units in charge of the EU-India 

relations and the strategic partnership are ominously understaffed is not unique to 

the EU. India too is significantly lacking capacities to promote the relations (EU 

04/10/07). Due to a lack of resources, India is not able to pay adequate attention to 

all European initiatives (Banerjee 06/10/07). Despite frequent consultations on high 

diplomatic levels there is little cooperation on the executive level. To really establish 

a functioning partnership a considerable improvement of the lower levels’ coordina-

tion between the EU and India is necessary. Just short term visits of high level repre-

sentatives are not sufficient. More contact between the Indian and European civil so-

cieties is also highly desirable (EU 04/10/07, Bava 11/10/07). The rather under-

staffed situation of the directorates dealing with the Indo-European relationship on 

both sides could be regarded as a good indicator for the importance ascribed to the 

relationship. Another quite peculiar point is that the Indian respondents more or less 

unanimously demanded that the initiative for an improvement of the relations must 

come from the European side. 

 

Representatives of both sides stated that despite vast potentials, the strategic partner-

ship does not seem to be either the EU’s or India’s absolute priority. “[W]hile India is 

currently focusing strongly on two areas – United States and East Asia – EU’s Sino-

centrism becomes responsible for it hardly figuring on the Indian radar screen.” (Ab-

hyankar 2007:464) An EU official has described the problem as a vicious circle: The 

strategic relations with the other partners of the EU are better developed and are 

therefore attracting more attention. The development of the relations with India is 

not a priority, due to its less attractive position caused by the less developed rela-

tions. India’s status as the weakest strategic partner would be self-sustaining (EU 

25/10/07).  
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Abhyankar even diagnoses an absence of political will to move the relations on a 

higher plane, due to different views and opposed interests (2007:466). He criticises 

that the EU in the strategic partnership emphasises areas which have traditionally 

been seen as intrusive by the Indian side such as a stress on conflict prevention, anti-

terrorism, non-proliferation, promotion of democracy and defence of human rights. 

India in contrast insists on equality within the partnership and stresses the 

strengthening dialogue and consultation mechanisms as well as the deepening of 

political and economic dialogue (ibid.:457). Coulon in contrast states that a consensus 

has been developing inside the EU to avoid counter-productive confrontations at 

high-level meetings while India usually agrees to talk about controversial issues as 

long as confidentiality is guaranteed (2006:343). This can be seen as another indicator 

for Jain’s definition that common interests rather than common values are driving 

the relations. 

 

The remedies are arising from the nature of the problems. Both sides agreed that first 

of all the gap between India and the EU needs to be bridged, that the partnership 

needs more substance. Increasing knowledge about the other and substantial invest-

ments into human resources are regarded as preconditions to allow for exploiting the 

advantages of the strategic partnership. Abhyankar emphasises mutual understand-

ing as a precondition for the success of the strategic partnership, since it “will depend 

on how each side visualises its goals and the relative importance of each to the 

other.” (2007:456) Coulon also adverts that to facilitate a fruitful cooperation on 

global security issues “it is essential that the EU hears India’s security concerns and 

adapts its dialogue accordingly, even if it involves putting aside references to moral 

values and international norms in trying to answer India’s most urgent security con-

cerns.” (2006:348) Regarding the concrete steps to improve the relations and to build 

up the partnership, most respondents referred to the JAP, which appears to well 

cover the mutual interests as well as the required steps ahead.  

 

Image building on the people’s level is also considered as very important, since there 

is hardly any perception or understanding about the EU within the Indian society 

which is quite influenced by American culture and thus predominantly focused on 
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the United States (Bava 11/10/07, Jain 2007:355). Also, the European perception of 

India does not reflect its current status. A lack of mutual perception diminishes the 

presence of both actors and thus the chances to capitalise on the relationship (Bava 

11/10/07).  

 
“Since culture is most often the window to a country or region, both India and Europe need to 
foster greater cultural dialogue and exchanges with one another in order to better comprehend 
our differences and how they can be used in achieving common goals.” (Jain 2007:355, simi-
lar Bava 11/10/07) 
 
Most respondents made it clear that the establishment of good relations and coopera-

tion does not happen over night. Particularly since both sides are looking for a long 

term relationship it needs time to grow and develop (Banerjee 06/10/07). Patience is 

needed and it should not be expected to achieve too much in too little time (EU 

04/10/07). 

 

 

Conclusion 
The analysis has shown that India and the EU share many commonalities but there 

are no less divisive issues. The EU and India are, in fact, existing in two different sys-

tems, and as Cooper has said, they “do not co-exist well together” (2003:29). A lot of 

mismatch stems from the different real world context the two entities are existing in. 

As pointed out earlier, the European lack of understanding of India’s security con-

cerns in an unstable and partly hostile neighbourhood was widely criticised by the 

Indian respondents and poses a certain degree of constraint to the rapprochement in 

foreign policy. The European acceptance of mutual interference in internal affairs 

does not exist in a country which gained its independence only 60 years ago and 

which is situated in a region where the defence of national sovereignty might be cru-

cial for the cohesion of the state. The European normative approaches in distant re-

gions, for example its attempts to pledge India to various international standards, be 

it environmental standards or human rights, are slowing down the dialogue. On the 

other hand, the degradation of a partnership which is founded on common values 

and principles to a mere economic treaty or a memorandum of understanding cannot 

be in the interest of the two parties either. The understanding of the benefits which a 
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‘post-modern proceeding’ can provide will take time to develop, which is true not 

only for India but for Europe as well. Nevertheless there are already steps moving in 

this direction, such as the common strive for multilateralism or the preference of soft 

power. 

 

To achieve a successful partnership mutual respect is very important. The Indian side 

was not just by chance criticising a lecturing tone coming from the EU, but particu-

larly in a strategic partnership it is equally important to be open to respectful discus-

sions, even about controversial topics. Equal partners have to treat each other as 

equal, in any respect, but cooperation on the high level of a strategic partnership will 

hardly be possible without the acceptance of a certain degree of mutual interference 

into domestic affairs.  There is no necessity for identical views in all regards, but to 

establish a partnership in a climate of confrontation will probably turn out be too 

difficult. Trust building is therefore one of the most important measures to promote 

the partnership. 

 

The partnership is based on a European initiative, but since it is a partnership and as 

particularly India emphasises one of equal partners, it also requires an equal effort 

for its establishment and improvement. The prime initiative has already come from 

Europe so now India is equally in charge of taking care of the partnership. India has 

admittedly various other interests and other partners, most importantly the US and 

China, and the EU is certainly not India’s sole concern, but the EU is in no different 

situation. One of the Indian side’s most frequent complaints is the EU’s inconsis-

tency. In the context of the relations which the EU has with its other partners, the 

question arises why the admitted inconsistency has it not put off the other partners 

(EU 25/10/07).  

 

Since the structural settings need time to align for the time being, as Jain has made it 

clear, the partnership will be driven by mutual interest and not by mutual values. 

Common interest is not the worst motivation for the establishment of a common 

stance. Particularly, economic interest is maybe the most important unifying factor, 

but the question is if it is sufficient to keep the partners together, if it can generate 
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enough relatedness to develop a common will to jointly tackle the world’s problems. 

That is what the Joint Action Plan is envisaging. If the plots of the JAP can be filled 

and a strong strategic partnership can be established, India and the EU can certainly 

expect a multitude of gains from this partnership, ranging from economic growth 

and human development to a position of great influence on the international scene. 

Shared values would then become a considerable common advantage, particularly in 

regard to China, because there won’t be a gap of perception between India and the 

EU on how to tackle global challenges due to a common democratic tradition (Baner-

jee 06/10/07). 

 

If interest drives the relationship, the future will show if the EU and India have the 

same interests in the long run. There is undeniably a great potential within the rela-

tionship and for its outcomes, we will see to what extent the relations are beneath 

their potentials today. 
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Appendix 
 
 
Interview Guide 
 
 
Mutual Perception 
 
How can India’s role in the region be described? (From an Indian and EU perspec-
tive) 
 
Would you see India as a global actor? 
 
The Chinese government sees the EU as a major force in the world. What is the GOI’s 
perception? 
 
The EU has been described as a strange political animal (intergovernmental, suprana-
tional almost state like but not a state). As what is the EU seen from an Indian per-
spective? 
 
What is the EU’s role in world economics and politics respectively? 
 
It appears that India still favours bilateral relations with the member states instead of 
supranational EU relations.  
 
Is the EU structure too complicated? 
 
How would you describe India’s perception of the efforts the EU is taking to build 
the strategic partnership and vice versa? 
 
Even though the US and EU are strategic partners, the EU decisively distinguishes 
itself  from the US. What are the most important differences? 
 
How do these differences affect the partnerships India has with both entities? 
 
Could the initiation of strategic partnerships by the EU, be an attempt to counterbal-
ance US hegemony?  
 
 
Strategic Partnership 
 
What does “strategic” mean in this context?  
 
Adapted from a statement made by former  External Relations commissioner Chris 
Patten, would you say that that the EU and India are natural partners?  
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What are the goals of India and the EU concerning the strategic partnership?  
 
How clear are these goals formulated? 
 
How do the EU-China relations (strat. Partnership) influence the EU-India relations? 
 
How do the US-India relations influence the Indo-European partnership? 
 
The EU has identified its present and future strategic partners (USA, Canada, Russia, 
Japan, China and India) - India looks a bit passive, why? 
  
What are the reasons behind the EU’s initiation of strategic partnerships? 
 
The EU could be described as a normative power, based on principles rather than 
practicalities at least on the political level. Would a partnership be easier to establish 
if the EU would not stick so closely to its principles? (e.g. non-proliferation) 
 
The goals which India and the EU are trying to achieve in the strategic partnership 
are stated in the official papers. Apart from that, what are the wishes both sides want 
to fulfil in this partnership, what are their expectations?  
 
Why is there this large discrepancy between economic and political relations? 
 
What is happening on the annual summits? 
 
What do you think could be done to improve the relations and to facilitate the devel-
opment of a strategic partnership? 
 
Which prerequisites are necessary to overcome the problems which are slowing 
down the development of a strategic partnership at the moment? 
 
Would something like an Indo-European nuclear deal be thinkable in the near fu-
ture? 
 
Are India’s disputes with its neighbours hampering the cooperation concerning secu-
rity issues? 
 
 
Foreign, Defence and Security Policy 
 
What are the reasons for the lack of consistency and direction in the EU’s foreign, 
security and defence policy? 
 
Are there any serious ambitions to increase the EU’s hard powers?  
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The EU is well know for its soft powers and more holistic approaches, especially in 
juxtaposition with the common US foreign policy. Is the EU better prepared to tackle 
global problems such as terrorism, conflict, environment and aid? 
 
Do you think it would be suitable for the EU to acquire an military force, appropriate 
to its size? 
 
Does Europe’s  military weakness  somehow affect the build-up of a strategic part-
nership?  
 
Which implications would an extended European military force have for India’s per-
ception of the EU and its role in the world? 
 
How are the prospects for an Indo-European defence cooperation, especially for joint 
counter-terrorism actions? 
 
Is military force still an appropriate means to solve global conflicts?  
 
Wouldn’t international strength for both sides rather come from their soft powers?  
 
 
Economics 
 
Which economic gains are expected from an improved relationship?  
 
How could a strategic partnership contribute to India’s dynamic growth? 
 
What are the next economic topics which have to be addressed? 
 
What about Doha? 
 
If Doha fails, how are the prospects that a strategic partnership could generate better 
access to the European market at least for India? (preference treaty)   
 
Could the initiation of a strategic partnership by the EU also be seen as an attempt to 
get better access to the Indian market and by-passing the WTO?  
 
Which would be fields of potential or future economic cooperation? 
 
How is the EU perceived as negotiator in economic terms?  
 
Where are the differences to US negotiators? 
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