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Útdráttur 

Að vera vald og að hafa völd er eitthvað sem hefur verið hluti af stjórnmálum og í 

samfélögum frá upphafi og er alls ekki nýtt. Það er þó mismunandi hvernig 

einstaklingar, þjóðir eða samtök hafa nýtt sér völd sín , sumir kjósa að nýta og sýna 

völd sín í gegnum hernað eða jafnvel hræðslu á meðan aðrir kjósa að sýna völd sín á 

mun myldari hátt. 

Innan Evrópusambandsins hafa verið háðar deilur um það hvernig sambandið eigi að 

sína mátt sinn þá sérstaklega í utanríkismálum. Sumir hafa viljað setja á stoðir sterkt 

og vel útbúið hernaðarvald á meðan aðrir sjá Evrópusambandið frekar sem samtök 

sem sýna vald sitt í gegnum sáttmála og hugmyndafræði. 

Undanfarinn áratug eða svo hefur hugmyndin um Evrópusambandið sem normative 

power verið áberandi en normative power vísar í það að völdum og áhrifum er beitt í 

gegnum hugmyndir, sáttmála og leggur mikið upp úr lýðræði og mannréttindum. Þetta 

mun vera grunnurinn af rannsóknarspurningunni minn “getur Evrópusambandið 

orðið eitthvað meira en normative power?” 

Í ritgerðinni mun ég gangast við að svara þessari spurningu með því að líta á valda 

sögu ESB, hernaðarlegar stofnanir innan ESB og líta í samvinnu sambandsins og 

NATO og hvernig því hefur verið háttað í gegnum tíðina áður en ég mun svara því 

hvort að ESB eigi sér von að vera hernaðarlegt vald eða hvort því sé aðeins ætlað að 

vera normative power. 
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Abstract 

To be a power and to have power is something that has been present in politics and in 

communities since the beginning of time. It is however different how individuals, 

states or organizations use their power, some prefer to use their power through the 

military or even fear while others choose to be more subtle when showing their 

power. 

Within the European Union there has been a debate about how the union should 

conduct its power, especially in foreign affairs. Some choose to establish a strong and 

capable military power while others see the Union to be more of an organization 

establishing their power though treaties and idealism. 

For the past decade or so the idea of the European Union as a normative power has 

been prominent, but normative power refers to the idea that power is gained through 

ideas and treaties and it puts an emphasize on democracy and humanitarianism. This 

will be the basis of my research question, “Can the European Union become anything 

more than a normative power?”  

In my thesis I will aim to answer this question by looking at the history of power of 

the EU, military institutions within the EU and look at the cooperation of the EU and 

NATO and how it has been conducted throughout the years before I will answer if the 

EU can hope to become a military power or if it is only meant to be a normative 

power. 
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Formáli 

Ritgerð þessi er lokaverkefni mitt til BA prófs í stjórnmálafræði við Háskóla Íslands. 

Hún er metin til 12 eininga (ECTS) af 180 eininga námi í stjórnmálafræði. 

Leiðbeinandi minn var Maximilian Conrad og vil ég þakka honum fyrir góða 

leiðsögn. 

Einnig vil ég þakka foreldrum mínum fyrir mikla þolinmæði á meðan þessum skrifum 

stóð. 
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1 Introduction 

Throughout the years the discussion of power and what kind of power the European 

Community (EC) today known as the European Union (EU) is or should be has been 

the topic for many scholars and the debate among member states. When it comes to 

security and defence issues EU's foreign policy has been in what would best be 

described as an identity crisis for the past few decades or since the end of the Cold 

war in 1989. 

During the Cold War the EC lived in what can be called a nuclear umbrella as the US 

and NATO handled the military power and the western European democracies could 

focus all the energy on welfare instead of warfare,1 so when the cold war ended the 

EU had to take another look at their power and try to establish what kind of power it 

wanted to be or could be.  

 The ideas of the EU as a liberal and an idealist have shaped much of the 

discussion of power within the EU and international relations. The most influential 

discussions have been conception of the EU as a civilian or normative power.2  

This brings me to my research question “Can the European Union become anything 

more than a normative power?”  

 Could the EU be anything more than normative power or is normative power 

the path that the EU should continue on and focus on for the future of EU's foreign 

policy and if so is there anything wrong with the EU being a normative power 

organization? 

When looking into security and defence within the EU it is important to look at the 27 

member states who are all very different. They have different interests and different 

capabilities and because of these differences they all have very different ideas of what 

kind of power the EU should be and how security and defence should be conducted. 

However it is not only the member states that have a different opinion on what kind of 

power the EU should be. Other powers outside of Europe for example the US also 

have an opinion on what the EU's role should be as an international player, especially 

when it comes to the EU's relationship with NATO. 

                                                 
1 Adrian Hyde-Price, „Normative power Europe: a realist critique“ Journal of European Public Policy, 
13:2 (2006): 226 
http://media.library.ku.edu.tr/reserve/resfall08_09/INTL533_BRumelili/22ndDecember/Normative_po
wer_europe_realistic_wiley.pdf 
2 Hyde-Price, 227 
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 To answer these questions it is important to take a better look at the different 

kinds of power there are, what the concept of normative power entails, what does it 

mean for the EU to be a normative power and the criticism it has received specially 

from realists who have been normative power's biggest critics. 

The EC/EU does not have a long history but by looking at that history we can see that 

few attempts have been made to make the EC a military power organization and after 

the cold war when the EC became the EU steps have been taken to enhance the EU's 

military capabilities and the biggest step in that direction was establishing the CFSP.  

 The EU and NATO have for the past few decades worked together but that 

cooperation has had a lot of ups and downs, but can these two organizations work 

together, especially when both of these organizations and the US have their own ideas 

of how the EU should conduct their foreign policy? And how do member states that 

are a part of NATO look at security? Do they have another vision than member states 

who aren't NATO members?  

 This brings me to the question if normative power and military power can 

work together? Is there any way for the EU to be normative but at the same time have 

military capabilities and take part in military operations? 

 To get a better understanding of how and if the EU can be normative power 

but take part in military operations at the same time I think it is important to take an 

empirical look at some of the EU's military operations especially in Yugoslavia when 

the cold war had just ended, but that operation turned out to be a big wakeup call of 

the EC/EU when it comes to military capabilities and is what inspired the 

establishment of CFSP.3 I will also take a look at the operation in Libya in 2011 and in 

Congo. 

Finally I will answer my research question and what I believe the future holds for the 

EU in my Conclusion. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
3 Daniel Hardwick, „Is the EU a Normative Power?“ , Royal University of London, 2011 http://www.e-
ir.info/2011/09/03/is-the-eu-a-normative-power/ 
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2 What is power?  

Before discussing normative power it is important to take a look at and understand 

what the concept of power entails. What does it even mean to be a power? 

 Power is not a term that can be easily explained and has been in the 

discussions of scholars and theorists for centuries. However, I think we can all agree 

on that it has to do with relations - relations among people or organizations and the 

ability to control and make others do what you want them to do. 

Power has changed a lot over the years as has the landscape of politics and the world 

has changed. A few decades ago the test of great power was through war, but today 

the dangers that societies face are very different from what they used to be and so the 

use of power has changed.  

 Today we are facing new threats, we have new technology and new problems 

that we have to deal with and with different threats come different resources and 

military capabilities simply do not work on a lot of the dilemmas and crises we face 

today. Therefore the mark of true power does not necessarily lie in resources but in 

the ability to change the behaviour of states or individuals.4 

 For quite some time now the European Union (EU) has been trying to put its 

mark on international politics and in international relations but that has not been easy 

as all the member states cannot come to an agreement of what kind of power the EU 

is or should be. There are various kinds of power but the kind of power I think is 

important to take a better look at before discussing the concept of normative power 

and to get a better understanding of how it works is civilian/soft and hard power. 

These two kinds of power are very different and are basically the opposite of each 

other. However there has been a debate among scholars where to draw the line 

between civilian 

and military power. For example peacekeeping forces are considered to be a civilian 

foreign policy,5  

Soft power relies on cooperation and talks about using cultural attraction, ideology 

and international institutions to get others to want the same thing that you want. 

                                                 
4 Joseph S. Nye Jr. Soft power ( Carnegie Endowment for international peace, 1990) 153-155 
 http://www.polsci.wvu.edu/faculty/hauser/PS293/NyeSoftPowerForPol1990.pdf 
5 Karen E. Smith. „Still civilian power Europe?“  London School of economics   
http://www.sv.uio.no/arena/english/research/projects/cidel/old/WorkshopOsloSecurity/Smith.pdf 
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This is a kind of power that has always been understood among politicians and when 

a state can make its power seem legitimate to others it will be easier for them to 

achieve their goals. When their ideology and culture are attractive others will follow 

and this is the core of normative power.6 

Hard power refers to the usage of more cohesive means to get what they want for 

example threats. Today we can see hard power though military action forcing 

opponents to do what we want them to do or to get the results we want.7 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
6 Joseph S. Nye Jr. Soft power ( Carnegie Endowment for international peace, 1990) 166-167 
 http://www.polsci.wvu.edu/faculty/hauser/PS293/NyeSoftPowerForPol1990.pdf  
7 Valentina Marion, „ Is the concept of “Normative power Europe “ sufficient to explain the European 

Union international campaign against the death penalty?“ ECPR Graduate Conference Dublin 2010, 
30 August -1 September 2010.  5 
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3 Normative power 

It was in 2002 when Ian Manners introduced the concept of normative power Europe 

and by doing so he started a necessary debate about the ideas and vision of the 

European Union.  

His concept of normative power Europe talks about the ability to shape the 

conception of “normal” in international relations. His opinion is that just by focusing 

on soft power vs. hard power we are narrowing the discussion of power and that is 

why he brought the concept of normative power in the equation, he wanted the EU to 

be studied according to what it is rather than what it does.8  

By refocusing away from the debate of civilian and military power Manners argued 

that it should be possible to think of the impact of the EU's international role as 

representing normative power. 

 

What Manners has done by distinguishing normative power from civilian and military 

power is that he puts the focus on the power of norms and ideas as the substantive 

basics of the EU studies.9 

 Manners' definition of normative power does not only talk about power of 

opinion or ideological power but it also aims to move beyond all debate about state 

like features through the understanding of the EU's international identity.10 

If the EU isn't a military or a civilian power then what is the essence of normative 

power? 

Manners has identified normative power into five core norms and four minor norms. 

The five main norms are; centrality of peace, the idea of liberty, respect for 

democracy and the rule of law and human rights. 

 The four minor norms are the solidarity, anti-discrimination, sustainable 

development and the principle of good governance. Manners explains that these 

norms have been developing for the past 50 years or so through series of declarations, 

                                                 
8 Richard G. Whitman, „Norms, power and Europe: A new agenda for study of the EU and 
international relations“ in Normative power Europe: Empirical and theoretical perspectives, editor 
Richard G Whitman, (UK: Palgrave macmillan, 2010) 1 
9 Richard G. Whitman, „Norms, power and Europe: A new agenda for study of the EU and 
international relations“ in Normative power Europe: Empirical and theoretical perspectives, editor 
Richard G Whitman, (UK: Palgrave macmillan, 2010) Bls 2 
 
10 Ian Manners, „Normative power Europe: A contradiction in terms?“ University of Kent in 
Canterbury, 2002:  239 
 http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/1468-5965.00353/pdf  (accessed January 21‘st 2013) 
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treaties, policies, criteria and conditions. All of these norms are therefore crucial for 

greater understanding of the credibility of the EU's normative power.11 

 With the help of these elements the EU is able to bring all the member states 

under the same common principles, values, norms and framework and by using these 

common principles and values the EU is able to spread their norms of peace, idea of 

liberty, democracy, rule of law and respect for human rights to the rest of the world 

but these are all the core elements of normative power.12 The EU's foreign policy 

depends more on the shared understanding about the global role of the EU and the 

values and norms that they promote much more so than domestic foreign policy. One 

of the most important policies and believed to be one of the most important aspects of 

the EU foreign policy is the enlargement policy.  

 The enlargement policy is explicit in the Amsterdam treaty and states that any 

European country that respects the fundamental principles of human rights, liberty, 

democracy, rule of law and freedom can apply to become a member of the EU. 

 Looking at Manners definition of normative power and the enlargement policy 

we can see that it is based on the absence of physical force and military capabilities 

some scholars believe that normative power and military power could in fact work 

together. I will discuss the cooperation of normative and military power later on.13  

Although Ian Manners has been called the father of normative power the idea 

of power that is driven by idealism is not new14 as the concepts of both civilian power 

and normative power stem from the writings of both Carr and Duchêne.15 Carr was the 

first to make a clear distinction between economic power, military power and power 

over an opinion. However, Duchêne was the first man who characterized the EC as a 

civilian power and also introduced the notion of the EC as an idée force,16 but he 

                                                 
11 William Trott. „An analysis of civilian, military and normative power  in EU foreign policy“, 
University of Leeds, 2010:  13 (accessed February 18‘th  2013) 
12 Richard G. Whitman, „Norms, power and Europe: A new agenda for study of the EU and 
international relations“ in Normative power Europe: Empirical and theoretical perspectives, editor 
Richard G Whitman, (UK: Palgrave macmillan, 2010). Bls 5 
13 Bedrudin Brljavac and Maximilian Conrad,  „A global civilian power. The future role of the 
European Union in international politics“ Stjórnmál og stjórsýsla 1 (2011): 100 
 
14 Ian Manners, „Normative power Europe: A contradiction in terms?“ University of Kent in 
Canterbury, 2002:  238- 239 
  http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/1468-5965.00353/pdf (accessed January 21‘st 
2013) 
15 Dimitris Bouris. „The limits of normative power Europe: Evaluating the third pillar of the Euro-
Mediterranean partnership“ University of Warwick (2011):  82 
16 Ian Manners, „Normative power Europe: A contradiction in terms?“ University of Kent in 
Canterbury, 2002:  238- 239 (accessed January 21‘st 2013) 
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claimed that traditional military power had given way to progressive civilian powers 

as the means to exert influence in international relations.17  

 

3.1 Treaties and normative power. 

To get an idea of the mind set of policy makers in the EU it is important to take a look 

at the treaties that the EU has made since the cold war ended because they can give us 

a good idea of where the EU is going in terms of security and defence. 

Earlier I discussed the enlargement policy which was established with the Amsterdam 

treaty and with that treaty we can see how normative power starts to progress.  

The treaty also established that majority voting to be the new norm and the Common 

foreign and security policy (CFSP) High representative was created to assist the 

council presidency in all CFSP matters.  

 However what is significant for normative power is that for the first time 

specific security issues were identified as falling within the remit of the EU. This was 

made possible with the so called Petersberg tasks of humanitarian and rescue tasks, 

peacekeeping tasks and tasks of combat forces in crisis management, including 

peacekeeping.18 All these tasks are very normative and here the EU was pushed 

further towards being a normative power. 

The Amsterdam treaty is not the only treaty that has promoted the values of normative 

power. The purpose of the Lisbon treaty is to make the EU more democratic, efficient 

and transparent and to give both citizens and member states a bigger input into what 

goes on at the European level and by doing that it is supposed to enhance the status of 

the EU on an international level and protect national interests. More importantly the 

aims and values that the treaty clearly sets out are very normative, they are peace, 

democracy, respect for human rights, justice, equality, rule of law and sustainability.19 

 Human rights is one of the main elements of normative power and in the 

Charter of Fundamental Rights freedom, rights and principles are set out. The Lisbon 

                                                                                                                                            
  http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/1468-5965.00353/pdf 
17 Dimitris Bouris. „The limits of normative power Europe: Evaluating the third pillar of the Euro-
Mediterranean partnership“ University of Warwick (2011):  82 
 
18 Neill Nugent. “The government and politics of the European union”, 7'th edition (2010):55-61 
19 European Union: Your guide to the Lisbon treaty. 2010 
http://www.enpi-info.eu/files/publications/newgiudeforLisbontreaty.pdf 
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treaty recognizes these rights, freedoms and principles set out in the charter of 

fundamental rights and makes the charter legally binding.20 

 

3.2 Criticism and flaws of normative power  

It doesn't come as a surprise that the concept of normative power has received some 

criticism for a wide variety of reasons since it became so prominent especially from 

structural-realists/rationalist scholars. 

One of the biggest criticisms that the structural/realists have projected is that 

the EU cannot separate actorness to its member states. They state that the EU does not 

work as a global player that works on its own terms but rather to be controlled by it 

most powerful member states. This way the most powerful and biggest member states 

get what they want and can control the EU in international relations.  

Furthermore they claim the EU to be quite unethical in the way that many Europeans 

have criticized the US for claiming that what is good for the US is also good for the 

rest of the world so why should what is good for Europe be good for the rest of the 

world? What makes EU's ideas and norms ideal for countries outside of the EU?21 

 As I mentioned earlier the core of normative power Europe is good 

governance, respect for human rights and democracy. All of these aims to provide 

something positive but what does the EU really mean by good governance and 

democracy? 

Europe has summarized the concept of democracy in its chapter of fundamental rights 

but according to western view democracy is linked with the political system. What is 

important to look at here is that not all countries outside of the EU have the same 

cultural and religious system and therefore do not have the same definition of 

democracy. 

Good governance is built upon both democracy and fair, free and transparent elections 

but these things might not be as common in some states as they are in most European 

countries. 22 

                                                 
20 European Union: Your guide to the Lisbon treaty. 2010  
http://www.enpi-info.eu/files/publications/newgiudeforLisbontreaty.pdf 
21  Richard G. Whitman, „Norms, power and Europe: A new agenda for study of the EU and 
international relations“ in Normative power Europe: Empirical and theoretical perspectives, editor 
Richard G Whitman, (UK: Palgrave macmillan, 2010): 7 
 
22 Dimitris Bouris. „The limits of normative power Europe: Evaluating the third pillar of the Euro-
Mediterranean partnership“ University of Warwick (2011):  92 
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It has also been pointed out that one of the weaknesses of normative power is the lack 

of military capabilities and that it is based on the understanding that rejecting the role 

of the military in international relations it is impossible to understand the changing 

role of military force and the purpose of the military in peace operations.23 

However EU military strength has been growing since the announcement of the ESDP 

and Manners has argued that the recent militarization of the EU has risked 

jeopardizing the EU's normative basis.  

Manners does not think that normative power and military power can work 

together, but what he fails to do is to identify that military power is often necessary to 

achieve normative ends. 

I think that by dismissing the importance of military power EU might not be taken as 

seriously in the international spectrum and if the EU does want to be able to deliver in 

operations it has to be able to have some sort of military capabilities and therefore I 

think that this is a big fault of normative power but I will discuss the cooperation of 

normative and military power later on.24 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
23 Annika Björkdahl, „Normative and military power in EU peace support operations“  Normative 
power europe: empirical and theoretical perception, editor Richard G. Whitman, (UK Palgrave 
macmillian, 2010): 104 
24 William Trott. „An analysis of civilian, military and normative power  in EU foreign policy“, 
University of Leeds, 2010:  13 (accessed February 18‘th  2013) 17 
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4 A soft power organization; the historical evolution of power within 

the EC/EU throughout the years 

 

To get an understanding of why the EU works as it does both in internal and in 

foreign policy and what has made it to become the organization that it is today I think 

it is necessary to take a look at the history and the discussions that have been about 

the EU and what kind of power it should be.  

Over the past decades there has been a disagreement about what kind of power the 

EC/EU should be  and there has been a lot of division, tension and conflicts. There are 

many reasons for these divisions for example language barrier, religion, cultural and 

historical experience of states.25 Despite all the division Europe shares a sense of 

value of what is good and what is bad and how societies should be ordered.26  

 

When defining the EU's power potential in today's global politics it can be very useful 

to take a look at a historical analysis into the formation of the EU but since the end of 

the Second World War there have been a few milestones in the development of EU’s 

security and defence issues.  

The security identity after the Second World War in 1945 was very important. The 

western half of the continent became a part of the Atlantic security community while 

the eastern part of the soviet bloc. When the west became a part of NATO west 

European member states were able to have a free ride in the US commitment to their 

collective defence but as soon as the Berlin wall fell and the cold war came to an end 

so did the NATO arrangement that had been there for half a century.27 

But during this time there were a few milestones in the discussion of security and 

defence matters within the EC. 

The first milestone was in the 1950's when Winston Churchill was insistent 

upon a European defence community with a standing European army. However his 

proposal was rejected by the war-weary Europe which simply had had enough of war 

                                                 
25 Neill Nugent, “The government and politics of the European union”, 7'th edition (2010): 3 
26 Neill Nugent, “The government and politics of the European union”, 7'th edition (2010):7-8 
27 Jolyn Howorth. „The EU and NATO after Libya and Afghanistan: The future of Euro-U.S. security 
cooperation“,  Yale journal of international affairs  (2013): 2 
 http://yalejournal.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/03/Howorth.pdf 
 



15 
 

and the military and instead it was decided to develop a European Community based 

on steel and coal to make inter-state war difficult. 28 

Like I have already discussed, normative power stems from the roots of the 

discussions of François Duchêne but he was one of the most influential promoters of 

civilian power Europe (CPE) in the 1970's. At this time the general discussion 

regarding power mechanism was that military power was diminishing while the 

power economics were growing and according to him the European Economic 

Community (ECC) existed and should remain a civilian power. 

The oil crisis of the 1970's was a good indicator that military power no longer carried 

the same relevance in international politics as it did before. 

Additionally to Duchêne´s discussion Kenneth Twitchett stated that the 

European community's impact on the international system had been through trade and 

diplomatic influence rather than military power. Therefore non-military means of 

engagement were essential in the CPE discussion 

It is clear that scholars in the 1970's thought that the EU would be better off and more 

influential in international politics working as a civilian power and to use their 

influence through economic means instead of military and that they wanted to remain 

diplomatic rather than using coercive instruments. 

As soon as the cold war ended the EU became integrated in collective security 

and defence, but the Union had already taken many steps in the past to achieve this 

goal. 

The first step was taken in 1948 with the establishment of the Western European 

Union (WEU), the second in 1954 with the European Defence Community; the third 

one in 1961 with the Fought Plan and the last step was in 1970 with the European 

Political Cooperation. 

The establishment of NATO with the United States and the Cold War became a big 

setback and was one of the reasons all further plans for a more active European role 

when it came to security issues got delayed until the 1990s.29 

 

 

                                                 
28 Amal Varghese, „The EU power has been described as a civilian power, normative power and soft 
power. How would you charicterise the EU's power potential?“ 
http://amalvarghese.com/2011/12/28/eupower/ 
29 William Trott. „An analysis of civilian, military and normative power  in EU foreign policy“, 
University of Leeds, 2010:  13 (accessed February 18‘th  2013):  
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4.1 EU´s power evolution after the Cold War.    

After the Cold war the EC faced a few challenges including stabilizing Western 

Europe, restructuring Eastern European economics and other projects that were quite 

civilian but it wasn't long until the EC had to rethink its hard power capabilities after 

the breakdown of Yugoslavia. This was the EC's debut performance in the arena of 

international politics and is fair to say the EC failed to deliver and as a result the EC 

got a big wakeup call.30 

The EC knew that something had to change and in 1992 the Maastricht treaty was 

signed and the EC was renamed the EU and the Common foreign and security policy 

(CFSP) was established as the second pillar of the treaty. Changes were being made to 

enhance military capabilities within the EU.31 

The EU was however reluctant to go through with it because of the fear that 

EU defence capability would undermine NATO and the transatlantic relationship. 

In the 1990's there were two things that changed all this when the U.S. was hesitant to 

intervene in the Balkans the early 1990's and when former UK Prime Minister Tony 

Blair reversed Britain's long standing opposition to an EU defence army in 1998. 

Tony Blair decided to join then French President Jacques Chirac in pressing the EU to 

develop a defence identity outside of NATO. This new partnership between the UK 

and France was the first step towards the EU's European Security and defence policy 

(ESDP)32 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
                                                 
30 Michael Brenner. „The EC in Yugoslavia: Debut performance.“ Taylor and Francis online (1992) 
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/09636419209347486?journalCode=fsst20#preview 
31 William Trott. „An analysis of civilian, military and normative power  in EU foreign policy“, 
University of Leeds, 2010:  13 (accessed February 18‘th  2013) 9 
32 Kristin Archick and Paul Gallis, „NATO and the European Union: CRS report for congress „ 
Congressional research service (2008): 14 
 



17 
 

5 EU Common security and defence policy. 

Although I do believe that the majority of Europeans agree that there needs to be a 

field for a common security and defence it is also certain that scepticism has lingered 

to the idea. The EU has tried and failed a few times in the field of defence. The first 

try was the doomed European defence community of the early 1950's, the European 

Political Cooperation (EPC) of the 1970's and EU's response to the breakdown of 

Yugoslavia in the 1990's. 

These events and the end of the cold war led to the formal integration of a 

Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) as the second pillar of the Maastricht 

treaty.33  

Like I already mentioned the former UK Prime Minister Tony Blair and Jacques 

Chirac former president of France concluded that the EU needed to be able to play its 

full role on the international stage in 1998. 

They declared that the Union must have a capacity for autonomous action, 

credible military force, the means to decide to use them and to be able to respond to 

international crisis. This was the groundwork for the foundation for what was to 

become the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) with the Lisbon treaty34. 

The aim of the treaty was to strengthen the capacity of the Union to act in the realm of 

foreign and security policy,35 

The purpose of CSDP was to enable the EU to achieve the aims that were codified 

later on in the European Security Strategy (ESS), namely fighting off security threats, 

stabilization and strengthening effective multilateralism.36  

Although the aim of the CSDP is clear there are many who do not believe that 

it is not possible for the EU to have a common policy and that the CSDP will merely 

exist on paper and therefore the CSDP has received its fair share of negative publicity. 

                                                 
33 Hubert Zimmermann and Andreas Dür ,editors, “Towards a common European army”(Palgrave 
macmillan) 118 
34 Anand Menon. “Flatterin to deceive: the comon security and defence policy”.(Paægrace 
Macmillan): 227 
35 Claudia Major and Martina Bail, „Waiting for soft power: Why the EU struggles with civilian crisis 
management“ (Washington, DC: Center for transatlantic relations, 2011) . http://www.swp-
berlin.org/fileadmin/contents/products/sonstiges/PreventingConflict_ks.pdf 
36 Claudia Major and Martina Bail, „Waiting for soft power: Why the EU struggles with civilian crisis 
management“ (Washington, DC: Center for transatlantic relations, 2011) . http://www.swp-
berlin.org/fileadmin/contents/products/sonstiges/PreventingConflict_ks.pdf 
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These doubts do have a ground as there is a certain ambiguity over the CSDP as it 

makes it possible for member states to pursue independent policy of their own.37 

It is also hard to get member states to invest in the operations that have already 

been executed, whether it is in applying staff or finance. There has still been no proof 

that the institutions of CSDP actually work, that they have not meant much in practice 

at all and even those who do agree that the CSDP does have an impact claim that is is 

mostly negative. 

The EU has had a close relationship with NATO and the majority of EU member 

states are also members of NATO. There has been some concern that the EU is 

duplicating NATO's functions and by doing so it’s causing unnecessary spending and 

inefficiency and that the CSDP is not even remotely capable of taking over important 

tasks neither from NATO nor the member states. 

It is important when looking at CSDP that it does not work in the same way as 

a traditional security and defence cooperation. Usually cooperation in security and 

defence stems from a common threat or concerns but in the case of CSDP there is not 

a common enemy, but something else. When we look at the member states we can see 

that all of them benefit from the CSDP in different ways. 

Although CSDP impact is mostly on EU member states there are organizations in the 

field of security and defence that may have interest in a stronger CSDP for example 

NATO and UN because EU can make its member states comply and deliver. The EU 

has also inspired NATO when it comes to civilian crisis management. 

I think that the CSDP has been successful in some ways but quite unsuccessful in 

other ways. The positive aspect of the establishment of the CSDP is that it has 

provided legitimacy, leadership and security and has decreased EU's need for 

American presence in Europe, in other words the civilian impact of the CSDP has 

been positive and the CSDP has without a doubt given the EU a status as an 

international player.38 

Since 2003 the EU has conducted 28 civilian and military operations, 8 of them were 

military missions.39 
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However, the military aspects have not been as positive, in fact the EU 

military interventions have been very limited and have been described as “small, 

lacking ambition and strategically irrelevant”. 

The Union has not been scared of letting other institutions, such as NATO do their 

heavy lifting and the majority of the operations that EU has followed or accompanied 

other institutions. Although the CSDP has been satisfied with some of the outcome of 

some of their operations they have not always been able to address the issues 

underlying the conflict. 

One of the reasons that the CSDP has not been as successful as many might have 

wanted is that it seems that there is a lack of interest among member states to enhance 

the EU military capabilities. 

Military operations are very expensive and due to the financial crisis states are 

not as willing or capable of spending on defence. However even before the crisis or in 

2005 Europe was the only region in the world where military spending decreased and 

from 1985-1995 defence spending by European NATO member states fell by 35%. 

Recent defence cuts have made the US concerned that the Europeans will no longer 

be able to contribute to western defence efforts. There are also huge disparities among 

member states, 45% of EU defence spending comes from France and the UK. 

It's safe to say the CSDP has made it possible for the EU to work in ways it 

was not able to do before but the CSDP has failed in many ways and is still not able to 

do the things it was established to do and the fact that only two countries are 

responsible for 45% of defence spending is a clear indicator that not all member states 

share the interest in common security and defence policy or they are just not willing 

to take part.40 

Later on in the thesis I will talk about EU's operation in Libya, but that operation 

turned out to be a major turning point in CSDP history.41 
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41 Jolyn Howorth. „The EU and NATO after Libya and Afghanistan: The future of Euro-U.S. security 
cooperation“,  Yale journal of international affairs  (2013) 
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 6 The European Union and NATO. 

After World War II the EC and NATO both had a lot of work to do to bring back 

stability in Europe. 

NATO took upon itself to provide collective defence through mutual security 

guarantee for the US and its European allies to counterbalance potential threats from 

the Soviet Union and the EC took upon itself to provide political stability through 

democracy and free markets. In other words, NATO was to take care of all hard power 

measures and the EC was to take care of civilian/soft power.  

This division is what characterized the cooperation between these two major 

organizations until the end of the Cold War. 

When the Soviet Union collapsed in 1991 there was a big turning point in the 

relationship between the US and several of its allies over the security responsibilities 

of the two organizations. EC member states that were also members of NATO sought 

from 1990 to establish their own security apparatus to be able to respond to any 

threats.42  

In 1990 the EC launched the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) showing a 

clear interest in becoming a more powerful and independent security player on the 

global stage. However at the time nobody had a clear idea of what the purpose of the 

CFSP was.43 

After the Iraq intervention of Kuwait in 1990 it was the conclusion for many 

European governments that there was a lack of military capabilities to respond beyond 

NATO area to distant threats. This was the reason for what became the European 

security and defence identity (ESDI) within NATO, later to become ESDP. This gave 

the EC a chance to consult among themselves and with NATO.  

This however came with clear conditions both from the Bush administration and later 

on from the Clinton administration that the ESDI would not duplicate NATO 

structures; rather it would borrow structures and planning and carry out operations.44 

                                                 
42 Kristin Archick and Paul Gallis, „NATO and the European Union: CRS report for congress „ 
Congressional research service (2008): 14 
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After the brutal wakeup call the EC got during the Gulf war in 1991 and the Balkan 

Wars of the 1990's the Clinton administration made it clear that the US expected 

Europeans to take much more responsibility for their own security and even 

contribute more globally in support of US grand strategy. By stating this, the Clinton 

administration was really throwing the EU into the deep end of the pool and forcing 

the Union to take extreme measures in establishing a more functional security and 

defence policy. 

Here we can clearly see an expectation gap between the EU and the US. The US had 

made it clear what they wanted from the EU but the EU was still a long way from 

being able to deliver what was being expected from them as the progress of more 

serious and stable security was only at the beginning stage.45 

 

6.1 EU's security strategies.  

EU-US 

The US is without a doubt one of the biggest and most important and influential 

international player in the world today, whether we like it or not. 

Because of this the US has important influence on the EU and in fact it is one of the 

most important relationships that the EU has in the international spectrum and that 

was confirmed with the update of the Security Strategy in 2008.  

The EU and the US have a lot in common and share common values, experiences and 

practice in NATO. However the cooperation between these two big international 

players is far from perfect and specially in the field of security.  

Because of the fact that the EU has 27 member states that all have their own 

agenda, values and are all very aware of their own personal interests that they want to 

be heard, it can be very difficult for the EU and US to come to any conclusion and it 

can also make it difficult for the US to grasp the European position.  

It can be hard for the US to hear and take into consideration the will of 27 states so 

the EU needs to be more unified, it needs to be more organized and find a common 

ground of what the EU really wants when it comes to security and defence and in its 

relations with the US. 46 
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This is what I believe to be one of the main reasons why the progress of security 

within the EU has been so difficult and why the process of establishing  more of 

functional security policy has been so hard. 

President Obama has stated that the US is looking to be partners of Europe and that 

Europe's aim should be a unified European approach as can be witnessed in trade and 

economic matters.47 

 

EU-NATO 

Because of the cooperation and continuous involvement with the US, NATO has 

become the biggest military force within Europe. 

The European Union is one of the most diverse and powerful systems of economics 

and development of aid instruments as well as being mission-proven civil and military 

capabilities in the ESDP framework. 

Since the CFSP came into force and even more since the ESDP was launched 

the cooperation between the EU and NATO has been a pending issue. Out of the 27 

member states, 21 of them are also members of NATO and these states have done 

very little to enhance the cooperation between these two organizations and that might 

be due to the fact that member states, even those in NATO try to get the better end for 

their countries through bilateral relations with the US but 15 of the 27 EU member 

states perceive themselves as having a special relationship with the US. 

Both organizations are critical for the security of Europe and of its member states and 

new member states in central and Eastern Europe in particular rely on NATO as their 

main provider of their national security. 

The Lisbon treaty had a big influence on the EU and that is why security and defence 

has developed since it was established. The treaty acknowledges that NATO remains 

the foundation of collective defence and its implementation for member states. 

However, the EU aims is to be more than just a crisis management and aims to be a 

modern security provider with all the means that are necessary to guarantee 

international peace and security.48 
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There is no doubt in my mind that the EU has a lot of ambition to become a capable,  

global military player. However it's important for the Union to continue their 

cooperation with NATO because its capabilities do not match its ambition. This 

cooperation has been far from easy in the past and some member states trust NATO 

better than others.49 

 

 

6.2 Problems in cooperation 

Although the Clinton administration had urged the EU to become more independent 

and contribute more in the field of security the EU and NATO kept on working 

together and began the groundwork of establishing a framework to increase the 

cooperation, visibility and capabilities in 1999 and this seemed to be the beginning of 

a successful cooperation between these two organizations. Three years later, or in 

December of 2002 the framework was finalized. The framework established the 

Berlin Plus Agreement, the only arrangement regulating the relationship between 

NATO and EU but I will discuss the Berlin Plus Agreement further later in the thesis 

as well as arrangements for a NATO-EU strategic partnership and an arrangement 

regarding the involvement of non-EU European allies in the ESDP. 

Only one year later or in 2003 the newly established framework got tested 

when the EU took over all responsibilities of a NATO-led operation in Macedonia. 

This was the first Berlin Plus operation with all of NATO assets made available to the 

EU. In May 2003 the NATO-EU Capability Group was established to ensure the 

coherence and mutual reinforcement and NATO and EU capability development. All 

this seemed to be a great indicator for a successful cooperation.50 

However it wasn't before too long those problems began to arise when Cyprus became 

a member state in May 2004. It is no secret that Cyprus and Turkey do not get along 

and for the cooperation to be successful and to be able to continue Turkey needs to 

drop its opposition to NATO sharing information with Cyprus and Malta (both EU 

members but not NATO members) and its opposition to closer ties between these two 
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organizations. Because of Cyprus being a EU member Turkey has prevented common 

planning between NATO and the EU. Turkey might be more willing to cooperate if 

the EU offers it greater access to its defence initiatives, but this has proven to be very 

controversial among other member states specially Cyprus. 

Another problem that the EU and NATO have had to face is that the majority 

of EU member states are also members of NATO. This has proven to be a certain 

barrier as the organizations have been competing for the member states defence 

money and for the attention of others. 

A good example of this when they could not decide which one should support the 

African Union's mission in Sudan, so now they run their separate operations there. 

Because of this competition both organizations and the common member states are 

worse off. Member states divide their already scarce defence budgets between both 

organizations that both gave out shopping lists of new equipment but they failed to 

reconcile those lists. As a result both organizations are asking the same governments 

for slightly different things but when neither NATO nor the EU put military force in 

the field the member states that are torn between the organizations are short of 

defence money and do not have enough troops and weapons. 

The relationship between France and NATO has not been good over the years 

and Jacques Chirac viewed the relations between NATO and the ESDP as s zero-sum 

game that is what was good for one was bad for others, and vice versa.51 

The dialogue between NATO and the EU is something that desperately needs to be 

addressed and NATO's relationship with both France and Britain has delayed further 

cooperation between NATO and the EU as these are the two biggest security and 

defence contributors within the EU and both of these powerful states have their own 

ideas of how security and defence matters should be conducted.52 
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6.3 Berlin Plus Agreement. 

It is important to avoid all duplications within the field of security and defence and 

that is the way the EU and NATO made a special arrangement and this being the only 

arrangement regulating the relationship between these two organizations. 

 The arrangement establishes that NATO has the right of first refusal which 

is a political aspect that allows the EU to intervene, but only if NATO has no interest 

in doing so.  

Member states have interpreted this aspect in a various ways. Some member states 

choose to interpret this aspect in a very strict way while other member states choose 

to interpret this so that the EU does not have to ask NATO for permission if they have 

not shown any interest in intervening, referring to autonomous decision-making 

within the EU/CDSP. In this particular sense, the Berlin Plus Agreement is out-dated 

since the EU has over the years carried out many missions autonomously, including 

the military mission in Congo, which I will discuss later. 

A very important aspect of the Berlin Plus Agreement is that it makes NATO available 

to make its assets accessible for EU crisis management operations and thereby 

increasing EU capabilities.  

 This however depends on unanimous decision of all NATO members and 

makes cooperation susceptible to the unilateral leanings of individual member states.  

This has created some problems for the EU in the past and because of this Turkey was 

able to delay an operation called Operation Concordia for months because they 

objected to the mission's aims.53 

The operations that the EU and NATO have conducted on the ground have proven to 

be more effective. The best example is the EUFOR Althea mission in Bosnia-

Herzegovina where NATO’s military and the EU’s political and economic weight had 

an equal impact.  

However, it needs to be kept in mind that successful cooperation is not at all 

guaranteed and one of the reasons that this specific operation went so well has a lot to 

do with the situational aspects. The same is to be said for the mission in Kosovo, 

where the cooperation went really well despite the fact that poor institutional 

arrangements had been made and there was the lack of overall dialogue. 
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Another achievement involving both NATO and EU is the NATO/EU capability group 

that was established in May 2003 to ensure the coherence and mutual reinforcement 

of both organizations capability development efforts. The purpose of the capability 

group is to create an institutional framework. 54 

The Artemis operation, which I will discuss later on was the EU's first military 

operation outside of Europe and unlike every other mission this one did not rely on 

NATO assistance.55 
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7. Normative power vs. military power.  

The kind of power that the EU is and promotes itself to be isn't only about the way the 

EU conducts power in foreign and domestic politics it also has a lot to with image, 

how the EU wants to be seen among other international organizations and among its 

member states. The EU has a strong self-image as an ethical power and promotes 

itself as being an organization that represents itself as a power of good and a force of 

peace and this is one of the reasons that the EU has been reluctant to be anything 

more than a soft power. 

Is it possible for the EU to be both? To remain as a normative power and to use 

military power at the same time? 

I believe  by looking at the EU's recent peace operations that the Union is 

prepared to expand their soft power means and start to include hard powers such as 

military threats and military force to manage conflicts and to promote its normative 

values. 

Although EU's military capabilities are newly developed, it can be very helpful for the 

Union to be able to use both military and normative capabilities in peace support 

operations to be able to work as a credible normative power. By accepting that 

normative power and military power can work together and coexist we are moving 

beyond the traditional concept of normative power Europe (NPE) and by doing so 

pointing out one of the flaws of NPE.56 

Earlier in the thesis I talked about how the Lisbon treaty clearly promotes normative 

values and norms but the treaty also talks about security and defence and military 

operations. The Lisbon treaty extends the EU's role to include disarmament 

operations, military advice and assistance and to help restore stability after conflict. 

The treaty also aims to create more possibilities to enhance cooperation between 

member states that want to work together in the area of defence. 

The treaty clearly gives room for the EU to use military capabilities as it states 

that member states will make available to the EU all civilian and military capabilities 

necessary to implement the common security and defence policy and also sets out the 

role of the European Defence Agency57. 

                                                 
56 Annika Björkdahl, „Normative and military power in EU peace support operations“  Normative 
power europe: empirical and theoretical perception, editor Richard G. Whitman, (UK Palgrave 
macmillian, 2010): 103 -110 
57 European Union: Your guide to the Lisbon treaty. 2010) 
http://www.enpi-info.eu/files/publications/newgiudeforLisbontreaty.pdf 
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This however is not that simple as the EU does not possess the capabilities and one of 

the problems that the EU has had to face is the wide gap between what has been 

expected of the Union among conflict ridden societies and what the EU has actually 

been capable to deliver in terms of conflict management. 

Because the EU has in the past lacked military capabilities  to support its normative 

ways it has weakened the influence the EU could exert in crisis management. It's 

important for the EU to develop capacity to conduct independent peace operations or 

to be able to contribute to operations conducted by other organizations to try to close 

the gap between the rhetoric and the actions of the EU. 

There are other problems that need to be considered. There is a lot of tension 

between these two powers especially when looking at legitimacy between internal 

developments of the CSDP and its external impacts.  

I think it is clear that normative power and military power can combine but we need 

to keep in mind that by agreeing to this combination of power we are not looking at 

the traditional definition of normative power but expanding the definition and 

allowing military actions to be a part of normative power as a tool to promote 

normative values but this needs to be done in very specific ways and all military 

capacities need to be monitored and under a strict control.58 
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7.1 Multilateralism. 

It's not possible to discuss the cooperation of normative and military power without 

discussing the concept of multilateralism. Multilateralism which is closely linked with 

legitimacy refers to the cooperation among several nations or organizations such as 

NATO, UN and other international and regional organizations. It is the lifeblood of 

the EU and for the EU to be able to achieve its goals when it comes to peacekeeping, 

stability and prosperity, but these things are the cornerstones of EU policy.59  

The operation in Congo, which I will discuss further later demonstrates the 

effectiveness of multilateralism as that operation is a good example of a successful 

EU-UN cooperation.60 

 In my research on multilateralism I found out that it both promotes 

military power in some ways as we can see on the operation in Congo, but it also 

promotes civilian power. Europe has shown that is is willing to work with other 

international organizations and to establish interstate relations and common principles 

and institution among its members. This is a clear indicator that the EU is in fact a 

capable civilian power as civilian power concentrates on using economic and non-

military means to achieve its goals, it also emphasizes on multilateral cooperation and 

develops supranational structures to cope with international problems and that is 

exactly what multilateralism does.61 

One of the biggest challenges EU policy makers face today is how they can approach 

issues in a multilateral way but at the same time remaining loyal to EU values and 

security interests. The fact that the EU has 27 soon can also make it very difficult to 

come to a common internal agreement to reflect externally in the form of foreign 

policy.62 

Here we can see one of the faults that realists have pointed out the member states tend 

to prioritize solutions to protect their own interests like I discussed earlier. 

When looking at multilateralism it is important to realize that EU is not the only 

multilateral player working in Europe and that can complicate things and needs to be 
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taken in to the equation. Within Europe there are many international organizations that 

overlap the EU, like NATO, council of Europe, UN and the Organization for security 

and cooperation in Europe (OSCE) and this leads to more complexity in tackling 

European and global issues.63 
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8 European Union operations; Empirical research. 

To get a better understanding of the direction the EU is going when it comes to 

military operations and to get a sense of what the EU true capabilities are I think it is 

important to take a look at how the EU is really doing in these operations, where do 

the EU powers truly lie? Is it in the hands of soft power, hard power and civilian or is 

it in normative power and does the EU promise to become a strong military power or 

has it only the capabilities to be a normative power? The operations I will be taking a 

look at are the EC operation in Yugoslavia in 1991, Operation Artemis in the 

Democratic Republic of Congo in 2003 and the latest mission is EU's operation in 

Libya in 2011. 

 

European Community monitor mission on former Yugoslavia (ECMM) 

The first operation that I will discuss is the EC operation in Yugoslavia in 1991 but 

this operation was the perfect opportunity for the EC to test its limits in foreign policy. 

The EC was in the middle of the discussion over a common foreign and security 

policy when they found themselves dealing with the crisis in Yugoslavia and therefore 

it was the perfect ground to prove its strength in the field of foreign policy.64 

The operation was one of the first big operations of the EC since the cold war and the 

question of a common foreign and security policy was in the debate about the future 

of the community when the war in Yugoslavia started on its doorstep. The war in 

Yugoslavia was the perfect opportunity for the EC to redeem itself and was a good 

opportunity for the EC for a decisive assertion of its developing political role after the 

failure regarding the Gulf war. 

From the outset the EC didn't have much choice in getting involved because of 

Yugoslavia's geographical location, its existing trade, aid and cooperation agreements 

with the EC and the danger it created to European security and stability.65 

The principal powers, including the US had certain expectations when it came to the 

EC and its ability to handle operations like this so they decided that the EC should 

take responsibility for coordinating the western response but the fact that the EC also 

had strong economic ties with Yugoslavia was a big factor. 
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Because of this the EC could have used its financial and economic leverage during the 

crisis but there was also in the consideration that the EC had three tools at its disposal, 

and that was; public opinion, the  threat to recognize Slovenia and Croatia and of 

course economic sanctions.66 

One of the EC failures was that the EC did not notice the fact that neither 

Serbia nor Croatia were interested in peace and the fact that the EC was not prepared 

for its role in Yugoslavia as there was no permanent structure to deal with the conflict 

in Yugoslavia. 

The other thing that was lacking was control over member states as they had their 

own ideas and as a result there was a major dispute regarding diplomatic recognition. 

The UK, France, Netherlands and Spain were opposed to diplomatic recognition of 

the breakaway republics while Germany insisted on early recognition of Croatia and 

Slovenia.  

EU's consideration to involve the military in handling the issue in Yugoslavia 

also created serious disagreements among member states. Some member states 

wanted to send in forces to establish peace while others thought that force was only 

feasible if the conditions of peace already existed. 

After this debate it came to an understanding among Europeans that they could not 

handle operations like this without the help of the UN or NATO as the disagreement 

among member states and with the EC was far too serious.  

This operation proved that although the EC tried to bring peace in an impossible 

situation the whole process showed that if member states wished to move towards a 

common security and foreign policy, change in attitude would be required. 

The other thing that contributed to EC failure was its changing perception of 

the conflict but that might have been because of their pure lack of experience.67 

I think that this operation was a big up call for the EC as it showed just how much 

work needed to be done for the EC to work as a international player in any type of 

crises. The EC was not ready to work as a military or as a civilian power as the 

member states all had a different outlook of what should and needed to be done and 

                                                 
66 Hami Aksoy. „EC's Response to the  crisis in Yugoslavia“: 44 
http://acikarsiv.ankara.edu.tr/browse/2765/3583.pdf 
67 Hami Aksoy. „EC's Response to the  crisis in Yugoslavia“: 47-48 
http://acikarsiv.ankara.edu.tr/browse/2765/3583.pdf 



33 
 

the only way for them to make any improvement was to get  help from the EU or 

NATO.68 

 

Operation Artemis in Congo  

EU's military operation in Congo in 2003 was a milestone for the EU for two different 

reasons. The operation was the first EU military operation outside of Europe and the 

first ESDP operation in Africa. It took place within the framework of UNSC 

Resolution 1484 and the council's joint action. The operation was also its first military 

operation independent from NATO that is outside the Berlin Plus framework. 

The reasons for the operation were to stabilize the security conditions in Bunia, to 

improve the humanitarian situation and to ensure the protection of displaced persons 

in the refugee camps. 

However, the operation was not a typical EU operation for several reasons. 

Before the EU actually came involved with the operation the operational and force 

planning were already well under way by France and because of that the EU rapid 

response planning process was never tested. The operation was in fact a French 

operation with an EU cover and without the French leadership the EU operation 

would not have happened. The ARTEMIS was an important opportunity for the EU to 

prove itself as a military power and to prove the value of the EU military capability 

for peacekeeping.69  

In fact the UN showed that by requesting an EU intervention it considered the EU as a 

ready and capable security player and not only did the EU respond but they did so 

quickly. Within a week the operation had been approved and a few days’ later troops 

were on the ground.70 

The operation was also present in Uganda and sent an important message to 

Uganda to improve cooperation. This showed the EU's credibility as an international 

player and affirmed its role as a political and military player in the settlement of 

international crisis and conflict. The EU was able to show its ability to act toward a 
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common foreign security policy to promote regional stability by developing security 

and carry out all the tasks that are set out in UN Security Council Resolution 1484.71 

This operation was a test of EU's military capabilities and the goal was to stabilize 

conditions, improve humanitarian situation and protect civilians.72  

Although this operation was clearly important for the EU and showed some positive 

aspects of EU as a military power it also showed shortcomings in the real capabilities. 

In the military field some shortcomings were already known before the operation even 

started, particular a shortage of strategic transport. There were also shortcomings in 

long distance communications, information technology, intelligence sharing and a 

need to improve the interoperability of European armed forces. 73 

This operation was however a big success for the EU in many ways and was 

definitely a step towards better and more productive military capabilities within the 

EU although the foundation had already been built by France and it also gave the EU 

a certain credit as a military organization. Although this operation showed the EU as a 

military power they were used to promote normative power. Like I discussed in the 

previous chapter not everybody agrees that military power and normative power go 

together but I believe that this operation has shown that it is possible. 

I think the fact that the UN requested the help of the EU shows that the EU has come 

a long way as an international player and is being taken much more seriously, but only 

12 years earlier in Yugoslavia the UN came to the EC's rescue. 

 

The European Union in Libya. 

The third operation I will discuss is the one in Libya in 2011 only 2 years after the 

Lisbon treaty came into force. 

The Lisbon treaty took many important steps towards better and improved 

military capabilities within the EU. With the establishment of the treaty the European 
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security and defence policy became the common security and defence policy and with 

this name change came various new features. 

These new features were a more robust and strategic vision of crisis management that 

is built on the previously discussed Berlin Plus Agreement. 

It also set out a mutual defence clause that was specially linked to terrorism 

and laid out a plan for an integrated command structure for all future CSDP missions, 

so it is safe to say that the operation in Libya was a major turning point in CSDP 

history. Last but not the least the Lisbon set out a common defence industry that 

would take care of all infra-EU collaborations. 

Although the treaty tries to change and enhance the EU’s security roll there is 

neither the will nor are there the capabilities to do so. 

The operation in Libya is the perfect example of just how ill equipped the EU is to 

deal with crisis although the majority of member states were keen to engage. However  

it also shows us that the EU is still a long way from replacing NATO despite the 

Lisbon treaty although it has laid the groundwork for such things to happen one 

day.74 

According to a news report published from the UK House of Lords, the NATO 

operation in Libya shows clearly the gap in the defence sectors of the EU member 

states. 

They do not believe that the EU can in the near future manage their own military 

operations without the US leading from behind as the EU does not have the military 

intelligence that is needed in an operation like this one. 

European external action service secretary-general Pierre Vimont shared the UK 

House of Lords concerns and stated the Libya operation would not be viable if the EU 

had to rely only on its own military capabilities.75  

The fact is that the EU does not have the capabilities to conduct its own major 

military operations without the help from NATO despite the improvements that were 

made on the Lisbon treaty. When taking that in to consideration the lack of EU 

capabilities and shortcoming of strategic and tactic transport and in other areas in the 
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defence sectors of individual EU states, it is hard if not impossible to call the EU a 

hard power organization.76 

They do in fact have hard power means but they are far from being sufficient and the 

EU does have a lot of work to do if it wants to be close to where NATO stands in 

military capabilities. 

It is however important to state the EU did contribute most of the assets but 

only the US could offer the capabilities that were necessary for this operation that was 

entirely conducted from sea and air. The EU needs to make sure that similar 

capabilities are available and it needs to enhance military technical capacity and 

skilled personnel to operate such equipment. 

One of the problems the EU faces is cost and finance. Keeping and maintaining 

military capabilities is very expensive, not just the equipment but also training and 

applying staff. 

Although some member states wanted to be engaged the majority of member states 

wanted to have nothing to do with the operations. This shows that there is still a gap 

between member states and the Union and if an operation might harm their own 

interests, member states won't participate. 

This operation should have been the perfect operation for the EU and the 

CSDP to handle but it also poses the question: if member states won't use CSDP for 

missions that seem to be ideal, what is the use of CSDP? And does this indicate that 

there might be time for the EU to reconsider its relationship with NATO and where is 

the CSDP actually heading?77 

By looking at these three operations it can't be denied that the EU has come a long 

way. Other international players have shown more trust towards the EU as an 

international organization and have found the EU to be more capable of handling 

operations. However the EU still has a long way to go and it's clear by looking at the 

Libya operation that member states do put their own interests above the Union's 

interests so I think that the main problem doesn't necessarily lie within the Union 

itself but with its member states and until they can work better with the Union and are 
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more willing to overlook some of their personal gain and interests the Union will have 

a hard time moving forward as a military organization and in relations with other 

players like NATO and the US. 

The progress that the EU has made through the years has been towards military power 

but the Union still has a long way to go and it is still more of a normative power. 

I think in time the EU could and it's my personal belief that it should become more 

than a normative power and I think that is the way the Union is heading but there is 

still much work to be done. 
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9 Conclusion  

After looking into the discussion of power and what kind of power the EU is or 

should be I realised that the discussion is far from over and there is still a lot of work 

to be done within the spectrum of security and defence. 

The biggest problems that the EU faces is lack of capabilities, lack of dialog both 

within member states and with other organizations such as NATO and lack of 

collaborative between member states and with the Union.  

It is important for the EU to be taken seriously as an international actor and 

that is one of the reasons the EU has been eager to come a capably military power but 

for that to happen it's not enough just show up where ever military actions are needed. 

The EU needs to be firm on what needs to be done, have necessary capabilities and 

tackle the root of the problem if it wants to be successful, not just as a military power 

but also as an international player. 

For the past years it has been a disagreement if the EU can be a normative power and 

have military capabilities, according to Ian Manners definition these two kinds of 

power do not match and he has stated that the militarization is actually jeopardizing 

EU's normative power.   

I how ever do not agree with Manners definition. I do agree with Manners 

norms and that the EU should aim to promote normative power means however I do 

not agree that the militarization is jeopardizing EU's normative power. I think that for 

the EU only to rely on soft power and normative power the EU won't be taken 

seriously as an international player because the Union will have limited capabilities to 

address many situations and there for I believe that for the Union to have military 

capabilities can be vital. 

It is however extremely important how the EU chooses to use its military capabilities. 

The Union should not by any means use its military powers to go to war; all military 

capabilities should be used as a tool to promote normative values, to help with 

peacekeeping and to stabilize. 

The EU also needs to be aware and keep in mind that it needs to be able to take in to 

account that there are countries outside of Europe that do not share Europe's sense of 

values and norms when it comes to governance and democracy so it is important that 

the Union takes that in to consideration in all of their operations outside of Europe.  
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The Union has showed that it is willing to be something more than a civilian or a 

normative power and the enthusiasm within the Union itself is there but of course it 

can be difficult to get the same enthusiasm from all 27 member states.  

The lack of enthusiasm from member states might stem from the fact that operations 

might jeopardize member states personal interests. 

Here we can see some of the criticism that the Union has received from realists that 

member states tend to look at their own interests before the interests of other member 

states or the Unions interests.  

The EU's credibility will become much stronger in operations if the member 

states are in an agreement and their cooperation with big global players such as the 

US will also be a lot more productive if the member states have one solid voice. This 

however is something that will be very hard to achieve if not impossible. 

I think that the Union will become over the next years and decades a lot stronger. 

The EU will participate in more operations, its capabilities will grow stronger and the 

will become more independent and their operations will become more successful. 

It needs to be kept in mind that the EU has not been acting as an organization with 

hard power capabilities for a long time and until the end of the cold war the US and 

NATO didn't really have any expectation for the EU to work as a independent hard 

power organization so the EU has had to learn a lot in a short amount of time. 

To answer the research question; can the European Union become anything more than 

a normative power? My answer is yes it can, It can become a successful military 

organization but it will never become a military organization like NATO, it will only 

become an organization that uses it military powers to promote normative power, such 

as peacekeeping.  

The EU needs to continue its cooperation with NATO as they have the 

capabilities and the experience the Union lacks. It's important that this two 

organizations stop competing for EU and NATO member states finances and start 

working together.  

Only by teamwork, better communications can the Union enhance its status as a 

serious global player. There is without a doubt a lot of work to be done but in the end 

the Union will become one day a capable military security and defence organization. 
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