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1. Introduction  
The European Union has been argued to have taken the most ambitious and high profile 

action in the field of nuclear non-proliferation in finding a diplomatic solution to the 

Iranian nuclear crisis. In the past the EU had reacted to nuclear proliferation in Iraq, North 

Korea and India- Pakistan by inaction due to internal division or by simply condemning 

the proliferators actions through issuing documents but in the case of Iran the EU member 

states came together as a unitary actor1. 

Shortly before the crisis, steps had been taken to improve the relationship with Iran as the 

EU had initiated talks regarding a Trade and Cooperation Agreement in 2001. The EU 

had an interest in reaching out to Iran because of its strategic and economic significance2. 

The Trade and Cooperation agreement was suddenly put on hold when the International 

Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) in June 2003 published a report regarding the Iranian 

nuclear programme3.  

The inspections by the IAEA had taken place in February the same year and in the report 

it was stated that Iran had failed some of its obligations it had agreed to under the Treaty 

of Non- Proliferation (NPT- treaty). This treaty encourages cooperation and peaceful uses 

of nuclear energy but its main purpose is to stop the proliferation of nuclear weapons4.  In 

the report Iran was accused by the IAEA of failing to inform the IAEA regarding its 

uranium reprocessing activities and therefor they had acted against its obligations under 

the NPT- treaty. This was the initial event of the crisis5.  

The thesis aims to analyse, using the framework offered by the normative theory, to what 

extent the norms incorporated in the EU’s identity have influenced the European Union´s 

approach towards the Iranian nuclear crisis. “Normative” will be defined as, “being based 

on international law and institutions and thus the most ‘universalisable’ basis upon which 

                                                           
1 Nicoleta Laşan, “European Union Intervention in the Iranian Crisis -  A Sociological Institutionalist 

Perspective”, Romanian journal of European affairs, Vol. 14, No. 1, March 2014, 49, accessed 25 

November 2016, http://rjea.ier.ro/sites/rjea.ier.ro/files/articole/RJEA_2014_vol14_no1_art4.pdf. 
2 Thierry Coville, “EU and Iran Towards a New Partnership?”, analysis on IRIS website, 30 April 2014, 

accessed 16 November 2016, http://www.iris-france.org/eu-and-iran-towards-a-new-partnership/. 
3Laşan, “European Union Intervention in the Iranian Crisis - A Sociological Institutionalist Perspective”, 

49. 
4“Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT)”, UNODA, accessed April 30, 2016, 

https://www.un.org/disarmament/wmd/nuclear/npt/.  
5 Laşan, “European Union Intervention in the Iranian Crisis - A Sociological Institutionalist Perspective”, 

49. 
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to assess foreign policy.”6 The analysis will be covering the crisis from the EU´s first 

involvement in 2003 to the latest agreement made in July 2015.  

The research question of this paper is: To what extent have the norms incorporated in the 

EU’s identity influenced the European Union´s actions in the Iranian nuclear crisis? This 

question will then be broken down into smaller questions as, was the EU a normative 

foreign policy actor in this case? What were the conditioning factors that guided its 

actions? Does the Union differ from other foreign policy actors as states? The framework 

that will be used in answering these questions is a framework that can be applied to all 

international foreign policy actors and will be explained in further detail in chapter four.  

The significance of this topic, to analyse the EU as foreign policy actor in its involvement 

in the Iranian nuclear crisis will be beneficial in terms of the results, which can be used 

when evaluating the EU´s increased importance in foreign policy and security issues. It 

is also highly relevant to examine what kind of foreign policy actor the EU is and what 

role the EU might be able to play in future security issue. The fact that the EU is a 

supranational entity that consists of several member states with different foreign policies 

also contributes to the importance of studying this issue as the EU can be argued to be a 

new type a foreign policy actor as it is not a state.  

Changes in international politics has made the international domain less unique and has 

contributed to an increased interest in the normative theory in the study of international 

relations and foreign policy. This has impacted the study of the European foreign policy7.    

In international relations, the EU has over the years been described as a civilian power, a 

soft power and more recently it has been referred to as normative power. These different 

concepts have much in common and are closely interlinked. The EU as a civilian power 

has been described by scholars as Dûchene who argued that it: “(...) included the idea of 

                                                           
6 Natalie Tocci, “Who Is a Normative Foreign Policy Actor? The European Union and Its Global 

Partners,” CEPS Paperback Series, CEPS Working Document No. 281/January 2008, 1. Accessed 16 

November 2016, https://www.ceps.eu/publications/european-union-normative-foreign-policy-actor. 
7 Helene Sjursen “Normative Theory an Untapped Resource in the study of Foreign Policy”, in The SAGE 

Handbook of European Foreign Policy, ed. Knud Erik Jorgensen et al. (SAGE publications, 2015), 197-

199. Accessed 12 November 2016, 

https://books.google.se/books?id=4fiICwAAQBAJ&pg=PA394&dq=The+SAGE+Handbook+of+Europe

an+Foreign+Policy&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwi92dbzxNXQAhXFHxoKHfvxB_gQ6AEIKTAA#v=o

nepage&q=The%20SAGE%20Handbook%20of%20European%20Foreign%20Policy&f=false. 
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pursuing the domestication or ‘normalisation’ of international relations by tackling 

international problems within the sphere of contractual politics.”8 

Nye´s soft power describes forms of policy influence, which relies on: “(...) cooptation, 

multilateral cooperation, institution-building, integration and the power of attraction.”9 

Manners then introduced the concept of normative power describing the EU as a foreign 

policy actor intending: “(...) shaping, instilling, diffusing – and thus ‘normalising’ – rules 

and values in international affairs through non- coercive means.”10 

Examining the most recent official EU texts as the Lisbon Treaty there are similar claims 

that can be found stating that the Union´s actions in world politics should be guided and 

promote the set of values which the Union is founded upon. These are values as human 

rights, democracy, fundamental freedoms and the rule of law. It has also been argued that 

one of the reasons for the EU´s allegedly “normative” role in foreign policy can be related 

to the nature of the EU itself. What the EU is, which is a body of several states, has been 

regarded as the primary explanation for its foreign policy actions11. 

Traditionally normative theory has not received a great amount of attention in the study 

of international relations and foreign policy. Most analysists emphasise interests and 

power and questions regarding values and principles has been completely disregarded. 

There has been much scepticism among political theorists and among those doing 

research within the field of international relations and foreign policy regarding the 

inclusion of values and norms. In studying the international sphere it is often assumed 

that social progress is impossible in this domain and the normative theory approach is 

therefore seen as unnecessary12 . 

Moreover, in international relations and foreign policy there are constantly normative 

issues that are in need of attention. Normative dilemmas are not only present in domestic 

politics there are also present in foreign politics. In the international sphere there are not 

simply conflicts of interest of power it is also a place with converging norms and values. 

This naturally leads to questions regarding justice, ethics as well as morals13 .  

                                                           
8 Tocci, “Who Is a Normative Foreign Policy Actor? The European Union and Its Global Partners,” 2. 
9 Ibid., 
10 Ibid., 
11 Ibid, 1-3. 
12 Sjursen “Normative Theory an Untapped Resource in the study of Foreign Policy”, 199. 
13 Ibid, 197-198. 
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Ian Manners is one of the strongest proponents of the argument that the EU is foremost a 

normative actor in world politics. He states that the efforts and progress of the European 

integration process have changed the conception of normal in international relations. The 

normal perception of international relations concerns the interaction between states, just 

by being a constellation of several states the EU changes the norm14. 

There are also other scholars as Natalie Tocci (whose framework will be used for the 

analysis), Thomas Diez and Richard Whitman who are in favour of the normative 

approach. There are also those who worked within the European Union as Javier Solana, 

High Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy Secretary General of 

the Council of the European Union (1999-2009) and José Manuel Barroso previous 

President of the European Commission, serving from 2004 to 2014 who have argued that 

the EU is foremost a normative actor and one of the most important normative actors on 

the international scene. When asked about the normative power of the EU Barroso stated 

that: 

In terms of normative power, I broadly agree: we are one of the most 

important, if not the most important, normative powers in the world. Look, 

for instance, even beyond this case that he talks about: the death penalty (...) 

Even foreign policy. Yes, it gets the media’s attention when we are divided. 

But most member states of the EU vote the same way in the United Nations. 

The pattern is impressive. There is not any group of countries in the world 

that have the same degree of homogeneity (...) Why is that? It is because we 

have been successful in establishing norms, and applying them to different 

realities. In a way, we are a laboratory of globalisation. The most advanced 

ever. That is why I think that Europe is now much influential than before (...) 

It is in fact the EU that sets the standards for others much of the time15 . 

 

The case of Iran is, an interesting case from several point of views. Compared to previous 

non-proliferation cases the EU member states came together and acted as one, the EU 

adopted legislation to become a non- proliferation actor, the EU played an important role 

                                                           
14 Ian Manners,”The normative ethics of the European Union”, International Affairs Vol 84 No 1 (2008) 

1–000, The Author(s). Journal Compilation, Blackwell Publishing Ltd/The Royal Institute of 

International Affairs, 65, accessed 15 August 2016, http://www.cesruc.org/uploads/soft/130311/1-

130311155K4.pdf.   
15 John Peterson, “José Manuel Barroso= Political Scientist, John Peterson interviews the European 

Commission President” 17 July 2007, complete transcript, EU- CONSENT, Constructing Europe 

Network, (17 July 2007) 4-5, accessed May 22, 2016, http://www.eu-consent.net/library/BARROSO-

transcript.pdf. 
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in preventing military escalation of the conflict, working multilaterally and respecting 

international institutions as the UN.   

In the negotiations, which began in 2003 the EU played an important role in preventing 

military intensification of the conflict. The European Union was one of the lead 

negotiators in the negotiations with Iran and was represented by the E3 and the High 

Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) of the European 

Union16 . 

In the first phase of negotiations, the EU was involved through the E3 (France, Germany, 

and the UK). The initial approach to solving the crisis was an approach of conditionality. 

Later on, in the second phase of negotiations the EU was involved through the P5+1 (the 

five permanent members of the UN Security Council and Germany), this time the 

approach consisted of diplomacy and sanctions17 .  

The EU pursues a common foreign and security policy through the Common Foreign and 

Security Policy (CFSP), adopted in 1992 and the European Security and Defence Policy 

(ESDP), adopted in 1999. The adopting of these two documents also entailed the 

development of an institutional framework and capacities. In this framework the 

Commission possess agenda setting powers, endorsing political integration and collective 

EU policy results18 .  

The EU´s common foreign and security policy has through time been as a competition 

between rival nation-states different views of what the best understanding on how to 

defend ones security. The time up to the adoption of the Lisbon Treaty entered into force 

in 2009 the nation- states themselves where the supreme actor in foreign policy issues. 

The EU was most of the time the only vehicle for the nation-states to pursue their 

preferred policy. If the member states did not agree and had different views the EU 

automatically became incapacitated, the member states would then pursue their own 

                                                           
16 Laşan, “European Union Intervention in the Iranian Crisis - A Sociological Institutionalist Perspective”, 

49-53.   
17 Ibid., 
18 “European Security and defence policy”, Republic of Slovenia Ministry of Foreign Affairs, accessed 7 

December 2016, 

http://www.mzz.gov.si/en/eu_policies/eu_foreign_and_security_policy/european_security_and_defence_

policy/. 
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foreign policy outside the framework of the EU19.  Foreign and security policy is a policy 

area in which the EU member states still have a great deal of independence today. 

The EU´s foreign and security policy consists of several states' foreign and security 

policies, yet in the case of Iran the member states came together and acted as one. It was 

also in the initial stages of the Iranian nuclear crisis the EU developed into a nuclear non- 

proliferation actor, adopting the European Security Strategy (ESS) and the EU Strategy 

against Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD Strategy). These two 

occurrences in particular contributes to the importance of studying the EU´s involvement 

in the Iranian nuclear crisis and its actions in the field of foreign and security policy 

overall. 

Two important concepts that will be used in this paper and which needs to be defined are 

“power” and “actor”. When referring to power in this paper it will mostly be in the context 

of the power of a state or a supranational entity as the EU, it can concern for example 

military power, soft power, normative power etc. Power in this context can be defined as, 

“Effectiveness at moving one's emotions or changing how one thinks”20 or “The ability 

or official capacity to exercise control; authority”21 or “The military strength or economic 

or political influence of a nation or other group”22. The concept of actor will in this paper 

be used in terms of a participant, someone who takes part as for example a state. 

The paper will start off with a chapter on the chosen methodology. There will then be a 

chapter on Ian Manner´s normative power Europe as well as some criticism of the 

normative approach. The theoretical framework, constructed by Natalie Tocci, which will 

be used in the analysis will then be presented and evaluated. Following chapter this 

framework will then be used in the analysis of the EU´s involvement in the Iranian nuclear 

crisis, answering the research question: To what extent have the norms incorporated in 

the EU’s identity influenced the European Union´s actions in the Iranian nuclear crisis? 

The will then be a conclusion, summarising and highlighting the most import parts of 

each chapter.  

  

                                                           
19 Simon Hix and Bjørn Høyland, The Political System of the European Union 3rd ed, (Palgrave 

Macmillan, 2011), 325. 
20 “Power,” The Free Dictionary, accessed 20 May 2016, http://www.thefreedictionary.com/power. 
21 Ibid., 
22 Ibid., 
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2. Methodology  

In terms of methodology, process tracing through secondary sources was the main method 

used to address the research question; to what extent have the norms incorporated in the 

EU’s identity influenced the European Union´s actions in the Iranian nuclear crisis?  

In international relations and foreign policy there are constantly new normative issues 

that are in need of attention. Normative dilemmas can be found in both domestic and 

foreign politics. The international sphere is not simply a place of conflicts of interest or 

power it is as well a place of converging norms and values even though this is not often 

emphasized23. Using the normative perspective analysing the actions of foreign policy 

actors does permit one to ask different sorts of questions that are not normally asked 

within other theoretical perspectives. It could also be used to criticize the more established 

approaches, which would contribute to the study of foreign policy in general. 

Presenting the normative framework, secondary sources as journals and books by scholars 

as Ian Manners, Natalie Tocci, and Thomas Diez was consulted as these are known 

proponents of the normative approach. Arguments put forward by those who have worked 

within the European Union apparat as Javier Solana and José Manuel Barroso who have 

argued that the EU is foremost a normative actor and one of the most important normative 

actors on the international scene was also examined.   

In highlighting potential pitfalls of the normative approach secondary sources in form of 

journal articles including the writings of Knud Jørgensen, Richard Whitman, Katie 

Laatikainen and Adrian Hyde-Price was consulted.  

Testing the normativity in the EU´s foreign policy actions, the analytical framework by 

Natalie Tocci was applied. It is a framework that can be applied to all foreign policy 

actors, both supranational actors as the EU and states, which makes it highly relevant.  

Tocci´s framework draws heavily on Manners virtue ethics, deontological ethics and 

consequential ethics, which she refers to as normative goals, means and impact. There is 

also the dimension of intended and unintended foreign policy acts as well as conditioning 

factors that can affect and influence an actor to choose a certain policy. This is why 

                                                           
23Sjursen “Normative Theory an Untapped Resource in the study of Foreign Policy”, 197. 
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Tocci´s framework is to be prefer to Manners, it is broader and considers conditioning 

factors as internal political context, internal capacity and external environment. 

Tocci argues that there are four types of different policy actors. Together the three 

dimensions of normative goals, means and impact constitutes a normative foreign policy. 

If one mixes different combinations of goals, means and impact one will arrive at a set of 

stylised alternatives. Based on goals and means, the stylisations describe different foreign 

policy actors as normative, realpolitik, imperial or status quo24. 

In the analysis of the EU´s involvement in the Iranian nuclear crisis Tocci´s framework 

and structure entailing the investigation regarding the actor´s pursuit of normative goals, 

use of normative means and achievement of a normative result will be used. To be a true 

normative actor these three steps should all have been carried out in a normative manner25.  

After analysing each of the three steps (goals, means and result) a short evaluation 

regarding what different foreign policy type’s alternatives are applicable is possible. 

Depending on the findings, step by step the unrelated foreign policy types can be 

excluded.  

The framework also contains the examination of conditioning factors, which are factors 

that have influenced the role taken by the policy actor. Conditioning factors were also 

used in this analysis26.  

In determining the EU´s goals, primary sources in terms of official documents issued by 

the Union was mainly used. These documents portray a clear picture of what the Union´s 

goals are/were and what preferences the different organs (the Council, the Parliament and 

the Commission) of the Union had in the crisis. 

Examining documents regarding the EU´s relationship with Iran before the crisis as the 

Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council - EU 

relations with the Islamic Republic of Iran, which was published in 2001, was also helpful 

in distinguishing the EU´s interest in Iran. Some secondary sources in the form of journal 

articles was also used to give a broader understanding as all facts are most of the time not 

put in print in official documents. 

                                                           
24 Tocci, “Who Is a Normative Foreign Policy Actor? The European Union and Its Global Partners,” 12-

13. 
25 Ibid, 1-25. 
26 Ibid, 16. 
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After collecting this information Tocci´s framework was used to determine whether the 

goals the EU pursued was normative or non- normative. The definition of a normative 

goal refers to Wolfers´ definition of “milieu”. “Milieu goals are those which, while 

indirectly related to a particular actor’s specific interests, are essentially concerned with 

the wider environment within which international relations unfold.”27  

Milieu goals are pursued not to increase or defend possessions but to shaping conditions 

beyond the actor´s boundaries. This can include efforts for peace, the promotion of 

international law and the establishment of international organisations28 . 

After distinguishing if the goals pursued were normative or non- normative the foreign 

policy actor types that was not applicable could be excluded.  

Examining the means used by the EU in the crisis secondary sources in the form of 

journals was mainly used, especially the journal article “European Union Intervention in 

the Iranian Crisis - A Sociological Institutionalist Perspective” by Nicoleta Laşan, as it 

provided a thorough and detailed description of both the first and most of the second 

phase of the negotiations.  Primary sources in the form of declarations was also consulted 

when examining the adoption of sanctions and agreements.  

Normative foreign policy should according to Tocci involve putting the emphasis on: 

“(...) economic, social, diplomatic and cultural instruments as opposed to military ones29.”  

Although it is also stated that distinguishing if the means used are normative or non- 

normative is completely dependent on the context. There is no direct consensus to what 

constitutes “normativity” in the deployment of these means. Tocci states that: “(...) more 

relevant to our definition of normative foreign policy means is how rather than which 

policy instruments are used30.” 

Determining whether the means used were normative or non-normative Tocci´s 

framework was consulted and the suitable foreign policy type was distinguished. 

Analysing the results one must according to Tocci´s framework distinguish whether an 

actor´s foreign policy has had normative results/impact and analyse what a foreign policy 

actor actually does or does not do. A true normative foreign policy actor would pursue 

                                                           
27 Ibid, 7. 
28 Ibid.7-8, 
29 Ibid., 
30 Ibid, 9. 



 

12 
 

normative goals by normative means and achieve a normative impact. Distinguishing 

normative impact one needs to be able to see a traceable path between the actor’s direct 

or indirect actions but also the actual construction and entrenchment of an international 

rule- bound milieu31. 

Examining the results of the involvement newspaper articles and official documents were 

mainly used as the latest agreement occurred in 2015, which excluded the use of books. 

After the three steps had been analysed it was also possible to determine what kind of 

foreign policy actor the EU was in its involvement in the crisis.  

Included in the analysis was also the investigation of conditional factors that influenced 

the EU´s role in the crisis, consisting of the internal political context, internal capability 

and the external environment. Assessing the internal political environment and the 

internal capability official documents issued by the Union was used but also newspapers 

articles and books. 

In terms of the assessment of the external environment the journal article “European 

efforts to solve the conflict over Iran´s nuclear programme: How has the European Union 

performed” written by Oliver Meier was mainly used but also different newspaper 

articles. Meier´s article was consulted as he provided a detailed account of not only the 

EU´s role in the crisis but also the domestic developments in the US, which affect its 

involvement and role in the crisis but also the outcome of the crisis.  

  

                                                           
31 Ibid, 11-12. 
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3. Normative power Europe  

Ian Manners is one of the strongest proponents of the argument that the EU is foremost a 

normative actor in world politics. He states that the efforts and progress of the European 

integration process have changed the conception of normal in international relations. The 

normal perception of international relations concerns the interaction between states, just 

by being a constellation of several states the EU changes the norm. He therefor argues 

that by changing the prescriptions of world politics that has been bound to a state- centric 

system the EU is a normative power, it changes the norms and standards32.  

Moreover, Manners is also quick to point out that the EU being a normative power 

because of its supranational and international form of governance doesn’t automatically 

mean that the EU is a normative foreign policy actor, normative being defined as ethically 

good33. 

In his article, “The Normative Ethics of the European Union”, Manners is trying to 

promote the normative approach to the study of the EU´s role in world politics. The 

normative power approach aims to add a clearer understanding of what principles the EU 

promotes, how the EU acts to reach its goals and what impact its actions has in world 

politics34 .  

Some argue that it is a contradiction in terms that the EU can be both normative and 

powerful simultaneously, if one understands normative power as mainly a self-

empowering exercise. Manners argue that this is not a contradiction in terms at all, he 

states that: “(…) normative power in general, and the EU’s normative power in particular, 

is sustainable only if it is felt to be legitimate by those who practise and experience it.”35   

The EU is a normative power in world politics in the sense that it promotes different 

normative principles, these normative principles are universally recognised to be 

principles that can be collectively applied within the UN system. There are nine 

substantive normative principles, which have both been established and promoted by the 

EU. These are according to Manners: “(...) sustainable peace, freedom, democracy, 

                                                           
32 Ian Manners,”The Normative Ethics of the European Union”, 65.   
33 Ibid, 65. 
34 Ibid, 66. 
35 Ibid., 
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human rights, rule of law, equality, social solidarity, sustainable development and good 

governance.”36 

The way the EU is promoting these substantive normative principles are through virtue 

of the principle by “living by example”, being reasonable in its actions and considering 

the consequences of its action by doing least harm37 .  

There are some guidelines already established in different declarations and treaties, which 

demonstrate the values the EU is aiming to promote in its relations with the rest of the 

world. For example, articles 2-5 and 10-1 of the Reform Treaty (amending the Treaty on 

European Union and the Treaty Establishing the European Community). In Article 2–5 

in the Reform treaty from 2007 it is stated that: 

In its relations with the wider world, the Union shall uphold and promote its 

values and interests and contribute to the protection of its citizens. It shall 

contribute to peace, security, the sustainable development of the Earth, 

solidarity and mutual respect among peoples, free and fair trade, eradication 

of poverty and the protection of human rights, in particular the rights of the 

child, as well as to the strict observance and the development of international 

law, including respect for the principles of the United Nations Charter38 . 

In article 10-1 regarding the General provisions of the Union´s external actions it is stated 

that:  

The Union’s action on the international scene shall be guided by the principles 

which have inspired its own creation, development and enlargement, and 

which it seeks to advance in the wider world: democracy, the rule of law, the 

universality and indivisibility of human rights and fundamental freedoms, 

respect for human dignity, the principles of equality and solidarity, and 

respect for the principles of the United Nations Charter and international 

law39. 

Furthermore, viewing the EU´s actions in for example foreign policy cases as the 

enlargement policy towards Central and Eastern Europe, 1989-200740 as well as the EU´s 

                                                           
36 Ibid, 67-68. 
37 Ibid., 
38 European Union, TREATY OF LISBON AMENDING THE TREATY ON EUROPEAN UNION AND 

THE TREATY ESTABLISHING THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITY 

(2007/C 306/01), (EUR-Lex - 12007L/TXT - EN - EUR-Lex, 2007), accessed May 7, 2016, http://eur-

lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A12007L%2FTXT. 
39 Ibid., 
40Gergana Noutcheva, “Enlargement Policy towards Central and Eastern Europe, 1989-2007: Normative 

Intended”, in Who Is a Normative Foreign Policy Actor? The European Union and Its Global Partners, 

ed. Natalie Tocci, CEPS Paperback Series, CEPS Working Document No. 281/January 2008, 26, 

accessed 16 November 2016, https://www.ceps.eu/publications/european-union-normative-foreign-

policy-actor. 
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sanctions towards Belarus in 200641 where the main goals have been normative goals as 

democratisation, it does seems like the norms presented in the Reform Treaty are norms 

that the EU member states most of the time have been keen to stand up for.  

One might also argue that Manner’s view is somewhat idealistic. A foreign policy based 

on normative values and the pursuit of national interests are not, essentially, mutually 

exclusive. Even though the EU might act as a normative foreign policy actor there are 

also conditioning factors as, economic, geostrategic, geopolitical and security factors that 

influences the way it acts, it is rarely just about being “ethically good”. 

One could also argue that if being a normative actor in foreign policy issues means 

pursuing normative goals through normatively deployed tools to achieve a normative 

impact the EU has not always acted as a normative international actor. The EU has in its 

past foreign policy actions acted differently depending on geographical regions and the 

point of time. Sometimes its foreign policy has been realistic as for example in its policies 

towards Russia 1999-200742 but it has also been status quo-oriented and sometimes 

imperialistic. The EU has not always been a normative actor as Manners claims. 

3.1 The nine substantive norms 

There are nine normative principles that the EU should promote in its relations with the 

rest of the world. There are five core norms- sustainable peace, freedom, democracy, 

human rights and rule of law and then there are the fours minor norms-social solidarity, 

anti-discrimination, sustainable development; and good governance. These principles can 

all be found in the EU law and policies43. 

These norms will be discusses with reference to the Lisbon Reform Treaty as it can be 

argued to be one of the most recent steps in a process that is constitutive of the EU´s 

normative power in world politics. These particular norms are the norms that the EU 

member states have been keen to stand up for. Manners argues that these norms 
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differentiates the EU from other political entities and forces it to act in a normative 

manner44. 

The five core norms will now be discussed and examined further. The four minor norms 

will not be discussed as they will not be taken into consideration in the analysis of the 

EU´s actions in the Iranian nuclear crisis.   

Sustainable peace is the first and most essential normative principle of the EU. This 

principle also regards taking measures to prevent the root causes of war45. According to 

the Reform Treaty the primary objective of the Union is to promote peace (article 1-3)46.  

This objective should be achieved in different ways. Firstly, peace between the European 

states through membership in the EU47. Secondly, by establishing peaceful relations with 

neighbouring countries mainly through cooperation in different areas (article 7a-1). 

Thirdly, it is stated that peace and international security should be promoted through the 

EU´s external actions. This includes requirements as joint disarmament operations, 

conflict prevention, humanitarian issues etc. which can be found in the Common Security 

and Defence policy (CSDP), (articles 27-1 and 28-1)48. 

Examining the EU´s position on civilian and military operations it has a mission of 

sustainable peace. The EU should act in a manner where it is strengthening the 

international security adhering to the principles of the UN Charter through conflict 

prevention as well as peace keeping49 .  

The second principle is social freedom. It is stated that there is a certain socio-legal 

context in which the EU operates within. Social freedom is one of many rights. Within 

the EU it is important to remember that social freedom has to be circumscribed by the 

need to make sure that other principles are not compromised by unwanted freedoms as 

for example hate crimes etc.50 .  
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Most of these concerns what happens inside the EU as for example the free movement of 

persons, goods, services and capital, as well freer trade and market access and the 

fundamental freedoms that can be found in the European Convention for the Protection 

of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms. Although, there are also social freedoms 

that are promoted in foreign policy objective as the protection of child rights and EU 

extraterritorial legislation on sex tourism51.  

The third normative principle of the EU is consensual democracy, which is the operating 

principle in most of the EU- member states. Among its many inclusions are proportional 

representation and electoral systems. Power-sharing between the member states and in 

the European parliament, non-majoritarian voting makes the EU itself a consensual form 

of polity52. 

In Article 10a of the reform treaty it is stated that in the EU´s external action, democracy, 

human rights and rule of law should be promoted and supported53 .   

Associative human rights is the forth normative principle. In these rights both collective 

and individual human rights are included. These rights emphasize the interdependence 

between individual’s rights, such as freedom of expression and group rights as religion 

or belief and they are therefore associative54 .  

The EU human rights associative nature is something that has been developed through a 

long period of time and that has been agreed upon in several different declarations as: (...) 

the 1973 Declaration on European Identity through the 1986 Declaration of Foreign 

Ministers of the Community on Human Rights and the 1991 Resolution of the Council 

on Human Rights, Democracy and Development.”55 

Internal human rights developments within the Union led to the Union´s inclusion of 

human rights in its external actions56. Human rights are also promoted in the EU´s 

relations with other states when it comes to aid, trade, humanitarian and migrations 

matters. It is stated that:  

(...) the Union shall seek to develop relations and build partnerships with third 

countries, and international, regional or global organisations which share the 
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principles referred to in the first subparagraph. It shall promote multilateral 

solutions to common problems, in particular in the framework of the United 

Nations57.  

Supranational rule of law is the fifth principle. The EU principle of the rule of law can be 

described as supranational in three different senses, these are argued to be: 

“communitarian, international and cosmopolitan.”58 

The EU principle of communitarian law promotes the pooling of sovereignty, the 

supranational rule of law within the EU. The EU principle of international law encourages 

and promotes that the EU member states should partake in supranational law outside the 

EU itself. According to the EU principle of cosmopolitan law it is encourage the EU´s 

partaking in humanitarian law and human rights59 .  

3.2 Critique of the normative approach  

There are, as pointed out in chapter three, other approaches that can be use when 

theorizing the EU´s foreign policy. The normative approach has not been giving a lot of 

attention in the past many are questioning this approach, critique of the normative 

approach and the EU as a normative actor will therefor now be discussed.  

Tomas Diez has contributed to the normative power debate and critically problematizes 

normative power.  In the regards to the claim that the EU is a normative power he calls 

for more self-reflexivity. Diez states that the EU is not first and foremost a normative 

power or a normative actor. He states that the concept of normative power is not in fact 

distinct from civilian power, it is rooted in it60.  

He then argues that normative power is hardly an exclusive feature of the EU, the EU is 

simply promoting its norms in a comparable way as the current great powers or as the old 

empires used to do. The discourse of normative power Europe is simply a part of the 

European identity construction61.  
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Diez´s arguments are counterarguments to Manners who puts strong emphasis on that the 

EU is in fact first and foremost a normative power, and in being a normative power the 

EU is very different from the other great powers. Manners also put a strong emphasis on 

that the normative power is distinct from civilian power62.  

Manners states that there is a distinction point when it comes to EU normative power as 

the reference points are universal norms and therefor external to the powers whilst other 

normative powers as states often have internal reference points. Diez argues that there is 

no difference between the EU and “other” powers when it comes to the notion of 

normative power. Diez also contests the notion regarding if a normative power can be 

both normative and powerful, as well as the particular role of universal norms, are they 

just or simply a projection of power. The role of is also discussed and how far military 

power can be judge to dominate other different forms of power63.  

Diez has also contributed to the normative power debate by adding the analogy with 

hegemony focusing mainly on the Gramscian variant of hegemony. Establishing an 

analogy with hegemony emphasises the contested nature of the norms a particular 

normative power projects to the outside. This contestation appears both within the internal 

political institutions of the normative actor but also on the international arena, norms in 

the fundamental institutions of international law therefore often seem contestable and 

conflicted64. 

The norms that a normative power promotes are in fact the result of a political power 

struggle where the hegemony analogy emphasises what is often not payed attention to, 

the politics of a normative power. An actor that is argued to be a normative power through 

changing the normality on the international arena is therefore caught up in a political 

process where it is attempting to make its particular norms universal. In the normative 

international sphere this hegemonic contestation is always present and actors are 
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continuously raising principles and legal rules in support of their particular preference 

and are against those of its opponent65.  

This particular process mentioned above, where different actors in the international 

sphere try to set up normality through norms, making their particular values into universal 

values has been termed by Koskenniemi “ the logic of hegemony”66. 

There are others who are critical of the normative approach, Adrian Hyde-Price is one, 

he states that the kind of liberal- idealist view, which the normative approach is portraying 

regards the EU as a novel and its uniqueness in international politics as it serves as the 

harbinger of a Kantian foedus pacificum. He argues that the liberal-idealist arguments put 

forward claims regarding the weakness of the Union as in international actor, relaying on 

soft power instruments as it is lacking coercive means is the source of its strength67. 

These kind of arguments fits well with the view prevalent in European policy-making 

circles, there is a distinctive “European” approach to international politics that favour soft 

instrument as negotiation, persuasion and diplomacy in contrast to the American foreign 

policy approach where the use of hard power in form of coercive military measurers and 

sanctions68.  

Hyde- price offers an alternative theoretical account of the EU as an international actor. 

His approach differs from the concepts of “civilian” and “normative” power, which uses 

actor- based ontologies and interpretivist epistemologies when explaining the EU´s role 

on the international scene69.  

Hyde- Price brings up arguments by Kenneth Waltz who states that the evident problems 

with liberal-idealist approaches are many. They are reductionist in the way they seek to: 

“(...) explain international outcomes through elements and combinations of elements 

located at national or subnational levels.”70 They also almost totally neglect the factor of 

power and as noted by Hedley Bull, the civilian power concept was a contraction in terms 
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as: “(...) the power of influence exerted by the European Community and other such 

civilian actors was conditional upon a strategic environment provided by the military 

power of states, which they did not control.”71 

Liberal- idealist approaches as the normative approach also regard civilian and normative 

power as a “good thing”, which creates problems when it comes to the objectivity of the 

study when the object of the study is seen as embodying the core values one believes in, 

this makes it extremely difficult to achieve a critical distance72.  

Hyde-Price presents the theoretical framework of the structural realism tradition and 

states that this approach gives a more accurate picture of the EU´s role in world politics. 

Neorealism has been argued to be one of the most influential theories in international 

relations but it has never been applied to the EU´s foreign policy, security and defence 

policy73.  

He argues that: “(...) the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP)/European Security 

and Defence Policy (ESDP) are so called hard cases according to the neorealist theory, 

which tends to emphasize the obstacles to co-operation within a self-help system.”74 Even 

so, structural realism cannot describe all the layers of the European foreign and security 

co-operation but it is the better tool to analyse the underlying dynamics of the CFSP and 

the ESDP75.   

Alston and Weiler are two scholars who have been stating the importance of aspire 

through example, if the EU wants to be/is a normative power they cannot carry out actions 

that are not in line with normative values as this would be a contradiction with being a 

normative power. Examining the EU´s record, it is quite mixed, there are several actions 

taken in which the EU can be classed as a normative power but there are also several 

events where the EU has not been acting in a normative manner76.  
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The EU supports non-coercive means as well as coercion as a last resort but the motives 

behind for example the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) can be seen as not 

primarily to help the suffering but instead as self – regarding in both political and 

institutional terms77.  

Bicchi argues that in the EU´s institutional relations with its neighbouring states, the EU 

has most of the time put emphasis on the importance of the core norms in its relations. 

Bicchi applied the normative power argument to the case of Mediterranean partnership 

and put emphasis on that inclusiveness in the sense of to: “(...) the extent to which EU 

policy- makers permit a role (in theory and practice) in EFP (European foreign policy)- 

making for external actors affected by EFP) is extremely important for NPE.”78  

She also puts emphasis on the reflexivity of the EU, the capacity of the EU to tailor its 

actions to that particular area of issue. In her study on the EU policy in the Mediterranean 

she came to the conclusion that a more fitting description for the EU´s foreign policy 

actions, instead of a normative power, would be sociological institutionalist as the EU 

lacks reflexive behaviour and an inclusive approach. The EU is highly Eurocentric with 

the “our size fits all” approach79. 

Pace and Diez states that although the EU has the potential to transform future conflicts 

there is also the danger that the normative power concept might develop into a self- 

fulfilling prophecy: “(...) EU normative power is not simply able to shape conceptions of 

what is seen as normal; its effectiveness rather relies on the extent to which other actors 

accept the role that EU actors themselves project for themselves into international 

politics.”80 
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When it comes to the issue of conflict transformation Noutcheva, similarly to Bicchi, 

argues that the EU has a selfish attitude as it ignores non- EU actors reactions. The EU´s 

lack of concern when it comes to the impact of its actions in the affected area is not either 

a humble trait. She argues that the EU in some cases, as for example in its involvement 

in the Western Balkans where the EU did not possess normative justification for state 

building, it still got involved81.  

The EU is more likely to act on the rational motives of its member states instead of norms 

and universal justice and principles. When the EU acts without consideration of the 

receiving parties specific circumstances it is also more likely that the party of the 

receiving end will not comply or only partly comply82. 

The recurring criticism regarding the EU as a normative actor seems to be the 

ambivalence regarding the actual support of the normative principles through its foreign 

policy actions. The EU´s record of inconsistence results in lack of trust and the EU´s 

power of persuasion are also recurring arguments83.  

The argument that the EU is normative simply by its nature has also been continuously 

criticized and it seems like the common view is that the EU instead should be judged on 

its interaction of policy goals, means and justification, which varies a lot in different issue 

areas. The inconsistence when it comes to the lack of support of norms in connection with 

actions has led to many concluding that the EU actions instead are more in line with 

Eurocentrism and soft imperialism84. 

In conclusion, there has been a massive proliferation of global actors in the 21st century. 

The European Union has emerged as a self-declared normative foreign policy actor 

following 50 years with simply one undisputed hegemon, the US. In international 

relations, the EU has over the years been described as a civilian power, a soft power and 

more recently it has been referred to as normative power85. 
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Examining the most recent official EU texts as the Lisbon Treaty there are similar claims 

that can be found stating that the Union´s actions in world politics should be guided and 

promote the set of values which the Union is founded upon. These are values as human 

rights, democracy, fundamental freedoms and the rule of law. It has also been argued that 

one of the reasons for the EU´s allegedly “normative” role in foreign policy can be related 

to the nature of the EU itself. What the EU is, which is a body of several states, has been 

regarded as the primary explanation for its foreign policy actions86 . 

There are many authors and proponents of the normative approach Manners is one of 

them and he argues that the EU is first and foremost a normative actor in world politics 

as well as a normative power but even though the EU being a normative power because 

of its supranational and international form of governance doesn’t automatically mean that 

the EU is a normative foreign policy actor87.    

According to Manner´s the EU is a normative power in world politics in the sense that it 

promotes different normative principles that are commonly recognised to be universally 

applicable within the UN system. There are nine substantive normative principles, which 

have both been established and promoted by the EU. These are according to Manners: 

“(...) sustainable peace, freedom, democracy, human rights, rule of law, equality, social 

solidarity, sustainable development and good governance.”88 These nine substantive 

normative principles are promoted by the EU. 

The recurring criticism regarding the EU as a normative actor seems to be the 

ambivalence regarding the actual support of the normative principles through its foreign 

policy actions. The EU´s record of inconsistence results in lack of trust and the EU´s 

power of persuasion are also recurring arguments89 .  

The argument that the EU is normative simply by its nature has also been continuously 

criticized and it seems like the common view is that the EU instead should be judged on 

its interaction of policy goals, means and justification, which varies a lot in different issue 

areas. The inconsistence when it comes to the lack of support of norms in connection with 

                                                           
86 Ibid, 1-3. 
87 Manners, “The Normative Ethics of the European Union”, 65-67. 
88 Ibid, 67-68. 
89 Whitman, Normative Power Europe: Empirical and Theoretical Perspectives, 15-16. 



 

25 
 

actions has led to many concluding that the EU actions instead are more in line with 

Eurocentrism and soft imperialism90. 
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4. Measuring the normativity of a foreign policy actor 

Some have argued that a normative understanding of foreign policy both of EU foreign 

policy and in general is highly necessary and long overdue. In international relations and 

foreign policy there are constantly new normative issues that are in need of attention. 

Normative dilemmas can be found in both domestic and foreign politics. The international 

sphere is not simply a place of conflicts of interest or power it is as well a place of 

converging norms and values even though this is not often emphasized91. 

Before describing the different dimensions of foreign policy of the analytical framework, 

it is very important to be clear on the definition of a normative foreign policy. In this 

analysis, “normative foreign policy, while being non-neutral in ethical terms, must be 

based on set standards that are as universally accepted and legitimate as possible.” 92 

Manners states that these standards are in need of an external reference point. The actor 

itself cannot term and interpret these standards. The definition of what is normative is 

also, in this definition undertaking the role of regulating power, not simply a 

manifestation of power.  There are three different dimensions of foreign policy that needs 

to be considered when searching for these particular standards. These three dimensions 

entails the actors goals, the actors use of means and the impact of its actions93. 

Is the EU a normative foreign policy actor? The answer to this question can be argued to 

be both yes and no depending on the case. An actor´s foreign policy can be different at 

different points of time and in different geographical locations. The EU is not always a 

normative international actor, the EU´s foreign policy has in the past sometimes been 

realist, imperialistic or status-quo oriented94. 

In distinguishing whether an actor is a normative foreign policy actor the analytical 

framework created by Natalie Tocci´s will be used. Tocci´s framework draws heavily on 

Manners virtue ethics, deontological ethics and consequential ethics, which she refers to 

as normative goals, means and impact. There is also the dimension of intended and 

unintended foreign policy acts95.  
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The fact that the EU is not always a normative international actor and that the EU´s 

foreign policy has in the past sometimes been realist, imperialistic or status-quo oriented 

will also be discussed. Examples of previous cases will be provided to give a deeper 

understanding96. 

Tocci also includes conditional factors that can affect influence an actor to choose a 

certain policy. This is why her framework is to prefer to Manners as it is broader and 

considers conditional factors as internal political context, internal capacity and external 

environment97.    

In the conclusion the main points of the chapter will be brought to light once more. 

4.1 Normative goals 

The first part of the tripartite is to analyse the aims and goals of the actor. In discussing 

virtue ethics and normative goals of an actor´s foreign policy there have been different 

opinions regarding whether there is a difference between normative versus non- 

normative foreign policy goals98. 

There have been several distinctions for example, the distinction between values 

(normative) and interest (non-normative). In the EU´s external security and political 

policies the values promoted can be argued to be the nine substantive principles 

(normative) and in terms of interest (non-normative) that of economic interests. The 

particular distinction between values (normative) and interest (non- normative) has been 

criticised from different theoretical perspectives99.  

Morgenthau argued that: “(...) the choice is not between moral principles and the national 

interest, devoid of moral dignity, but between one set of principles divorced from political 

reality and another set of principles derived from political reality.”100 

Another scholar Chris Brown argued that: “(...) pursuing the interests of one’s people is 

no less of a value than respecting and promoting the norms of international society, as 

both set of priorities involve interests and ethics.”101 
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Constructivists have argued that in this matter there should be a focus on the subjective 

and self- constituting form of interests and values. They state that: 

(...) on the one hand, the interpretation of a value is conditioned by the 

underlying interest-based incentive structure shaping an actor’s choices. On 

the other hand, values represent the conceptual prism through which interests 

are constructed, interpreted, prioritised and operationalised, that is, the 

‘bounded rationality’ within which they operate102. 

This particular conception becomes comes with a great deal of difficulty, which is made 

worse when these explanations are used and applied on different cases. Actors´ 

understanding of values as democracy or peace can be different at different points of time. 

Values can also contradict one another in certain circumstances depending on the 

situation. Interpretations of values and the hierarchy between them can be argued to be 

mainly shaped by underlying interest structures103. 

There are also some problematics distinguishing the contrast between normative goals 

and strategic goals. Normative goals entails the promotion of the nine substantive norms 

whilst strategic goals on the other hand would: “(...) include the protection of commercial 

interests, migration management or energy security”104.  

Similar in this case, a really clear distinction is imperceptible. Pursuing ones strategic 

interest cannot automatically be classed as “un- normative” action as goals as stability 

and peace can in some situations entail normative content105. 

Moreover, when claiming to pursue normative goals there might be underlying strategic 

objectives. As for example the Russian-British dispute over the ‘Litvinenko case’, 2006. 

Alexander Litvinenko a former KGB agent was murdered in London in 2006, this led to 

an increased deterioration of the Russian- British relations106. 

Russia wanted to avoid accusations of having ordered the killing and stated that it was 

the tycoon Boris Berezovsky that was responsible for the murder and requested for him 
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to be extradited to Russia. In the Russian strategy there were clear tactical and strategic 

goals in its policy.107. 

Russia stated officially that the problem was a legal problem. From their side it was the 

UK´s fault as they politicised the situation by saying that the Russian inadequate 

legislation made it impossible to extradite Andrei Lugovoi. While Russia asserted this 

legal and apolitical problem, which many thought was dishonest. Some argued that 

hidden in Russia´s normative claims was a strong nationalist and sovereignty- based 

discourse with anti- British sentiments. Russia´s strategic goal was to stage a showcase 

of Russia´s increasing power, sovereignty as well as self – assertiveness and both the 

strategic and tactical goals can be argued to have been covered by a normative agenda108. 

As can be seen above there are many opinions regarding what constitutes a normative 

goal. The definition of a normative goal that will be used in this particular analysis will 

refer to Wolfers´ definition of “milieu”. “Milieu goals are those which, while indirectly 

related to a particular actor’s specific interests, are essentially concerned with the wider 

environment within which international relations unfold.”109   

Milieu goals are pursued not to increase or defend possessions but to shaping conditions 

beyond the actor´s boundaries. This can include efforts for peace, the promotion of 

international law and the establishment of international organisations110 .  

Pursuing a foreign policy to attain possession goals an actor aims to enhance or preserve 

things that’s are valuable. It might refer to territory, membership to the Security Council, 

etc. In the completion for these “valuables” an actor are in competition with other 

actors111.  

One example of when the EU was pursuing possession goals was the EU Trade Policy 

towards North Africa, 1995-2007. The EU trade policy vis-á-vis North Africa as 

summarized by the 1995 Euro-Mediterranean Partnership (EMP), which was then 

reinforced by the 2003 European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) is typically thoughtful112.   

                                                           
107 Ibid., 
108 Ibid., 
109 Ibid,7. 
110 Ibid, 7-8. 
111 Ibid., 
112 Hakim Darbouch, “EU Trade Policy towards North Africa, 1995-2007: Status Quo Intended,” in, Who 

Is a Normative Foreign Policy Actor? The European Union and Its Global Partners, ed. Natalie Tocci, 



 

30 
 

The goal of this agreement is not only to preserve the asymmetrical balance of the trade 

relations among the EU and this particular area. Although it seems that the mission of 

creating a free trade zone is a noble one the EU trade policy is not one of reciprocity and 

equality. The immediate goal of this policy is the preservation of the EU´s position of 

being the region’s leading trading partner113.   

The explanation for the EU´s pursuit on these non- normative goals through trade policy 

despite it having normative means at its disposal can be explained by the EU´s internal 

interests of pursuing possession goals in North Africa. Hidden under the promotion of 

normative goals such as democratic values, sustainable development and respect for 

human rights are the actual possession goals of interests in several member states to 

reinforce specific patterns of trade between the EU and the Maghreb countries. This also 

not to let other Asian countries or the US get involved114.  

The EU´s trade relations with this particular region is has been developed for over 50 

years and the EU has manged to create a framework of interaction where its normative 

and strategic interest have incorporated. Technically one could argue that the EU has 

created a framework of rules and institutions where it can pursue possession goals through 

normative means115. 

4.2 Normative means 

Examining whether an actor is using normative means in its actions and policies is 

the second part of the tripartite analysis. Normative foreign policy should according 

to Tocci involve putting the emphasis on: “(...) economic, social, diplomatic and 

cultural instruments as opposed to military ones.”116 Pursing normative goals 

promoting human rights and democracy can for example be done through aid, 

diplomacy or technical assistance117.  

Moreover, when distinguishing the normative value of the chosen policy means it is more 

a question regarding how the instruments are used not the instrument itself. This can very 

much be related to Nye´s definition of soft power where cooptation is in focus not 
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coercion. There is also the classification made by Holsti where there is scale of foreign 

policy measures starting with soft measures and the use of persuasion, then the promise 

of rewards (the use of carrots), following the use of threats (the use of sticks) and then 

military use, which is a hard method 118.  

Furthermore, there are several uncertainties that can be raised regarding the validation of 

the more normative means. For example, it might be awkward to argue that cooperation 

with an authoritarian regime is more normative than the use of the incentives that are 

based on punishment to change its behaviour119.  

Another example is the use of persuasion by a strong actor towards a week actor. 

Persuasion by a strong actors towards a week actor is never just about sheer persuasion 

and it’s not interpreted that way by the week actor.  The perception of soft measures falls 

victim to the power-political context they are used within, making the distinction between 

persuasion and coercion pointless when used in practice120.  

In line with these arguments there are also those who have considered positive forms of 

conditionality as: “(...) political engagement (political rewards), recognition (symbolic 

awards), or market access, technical assistance and aid (economic rewards) as preferable 

to negative ones such as sanctions or war.”121 These incentives are viewed as less 

intrusive, allows for the retention and development for political channels122.  

Although, positive conditionality measures can be represented as hard power delivered 

with the “velvet glove” of diplomacy. One example of this is how the withdrawal of aid 

can be as harmful as the incentives of sanctions. Distinguishing if the means used are 

normative or non- normative is completely dependent on the context. There is no direct 

consensus to what constitutes “normativity” in the deployment of these means. Tocci 

states that: “(...) more relevant to our definition of normative foreign policy means is how 

rather than which policy instruments are used123.” 

In the definition of normative foreign policy means that will be used it is important to 

remember that regardless of the nature of the instrument used it has to be deployed within 
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the legal framework. This relates both to the actor´s internal law and external legal 

commitments respecting international law as for example UN authorisation124.  

4.3 Normative results  

The third part of the tripartite analysis regards considering the impact as well as the 

outcomes of the actions taken by the actor. Compared to the analysis of the actor´s goals 

and means used this analysis is much more complex125.  

Even though a lot of emphasis is put on normative means and goals it is very important 

to analyse what a foreign policy actor actually does or does not do, what is the external 

impact of its pursued goals and actions? This step of analysis is important to take into 

consideration to double check if a foreign policy actor´s objectives actually are what they 

described them to be in the beginning126.  

A true normative foreign policy actor would pursue normative goals by normative means 

and would be successful in attaining its normative commitment. When assessing if the 

actor has fulfilled these criteria’s it is however important to remember that equal focus 

should be placed on non- normative foreign policy actions as inactions. Distinguishing 

normative impact one need to be able to see a traceable path between the actor’s direct or 

indirect actions but also the actual construction and entrenchment of an international rule- 

bound milieu127. 

However, one could argue that fulfilling the criteria of being a normative actor is rather 

difficult. The EU has more often than not been a non- normative foreign policy actor. 

When it comes to using normative goals and means the actor that carries out the foreign 

policy is the only determining factor. The normative impact is more difficult to achieve 

as it also includes the “other actor” on the receiving end of the normative goals and means. 

Some might argue that the criteria of a normative impact is too strict and as it is most of 

the time not in the hands of the actor itself it should be enough to fulfil the criteria of 

normative goals and means to receive the label of being a normative actor.    

The most successful case where the EU achieved normative foreign policy results has 

been stated to be the enlargement policy towards Central and Eastern Europe 1989-2007. 
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In this particular case, the EU had a membership to offer, which was very desirable at 

that time. The normative goals were democratisation, the Western model of political 

pluralism and economic modernisation in the post-communist states in central and 

Eastern Europe128.  

The eastern enlargement has been referred to as the EU´s greatest foreign policy 

achievement to date. The enlargement was made in two successive rounds (using 

normative means in the form of negotiations and diplomacy) in 2004 and 2007 and had a 

vast normative impact in terms of the political and economic transformation the 

enlargement brought in Central Europe129.  

4.4 Different foreign policy types  

Together the three dimensions of normative goals, means and impact constitutes a 

normative foreign policy. If one mixes different combinations of these one will arrive at 

a set of stylised alternatives. Based on goals and means, the stylisations describe different 

foreign policy actors as normative, realpolitik, imperial and status quo130. 

A normative foreign policy actor satisfies both the criteria of using normative goals and 

means, it validates it actions by referring to the milieu goals. The actor does this by 

adhering to its internal and international legal commitments. One example of a normative 

foreign policy action has already been mentioned above, the EU enlargement policy 

towards Central and Eastern Europe 1989-2007131.  

On the other end of the spectrum is the realpolitik foreign policy type. In this type of 

foreign policy the actor only pursues its possession goals by using any means and does 

not take into consideration internal or international obligations at all132.  

One example of realpolitik foreign policy is the EU policies toward Russia 1999-2007. 

The EU made several declarations on Russia containing what seemed to be normative 

content but later on other inclinations was revealed as non- normative goals regarding 

energy security as well as the infiltration of the Russian market. In the European Security 
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Strategy (2003) it was stated that the EU should aim to work on remaining a secure 

environment along its boarders and increase prosperity, this with special emphasis on its 

relationship with Russia133.  

In its relationship with Russia it was also stated that that EU should have an 

institutionalised channel of communication with Russia on issues as human rights, rule 

of law and good governance. There was also the EU- Russia Partnership and Cooperation 

agreement that entailed goals as equality and international security134.  

Despite this, the mainly pursued goals regarded energy interest (possession goals), the 

EU also pushed Russia to become a member of WTO to make the country more attractive 

in economic terms. The relationship between the EU and Russia has evolved through 

issue- by- issue base. The EU established a Human rights dialogue with Russia in 2005 

but meetings never took place. Even though there were crisis in Moldova and Georgia, 

the EU did not use political conditionality to solve Russia involvement and Russia has 

always been treated as a special guest at EU during meetings. Aid and technical assistant 

has also been inconsistent with the EU´s normative goals135.  

The non- normative results can be summarized by the EU´s policy fail to make Russia 

comply with good governance, human rights as well as conflict resolution. On an even 

more serious note, the EU´s insistence on more common principles with Russia has had 

the opposite effect. The Kremlin has stated that Russia has the right to interpret 

democracy in their own way, Putin has taken control of the Russian public opinion 

through repression and media control as well as destroying all political opposition. 

Instead of becoming a closer partner Russia has become a more challenging foreign policy 

actor136.  

There are two other alternatives that can be placed in between the two extremes.  One of 

them is imperial foreign policy which is a kind of policy where the actor claims to pursue 

normative foreign policy goals but does not have anything that binds itself to this 

statement. In term of adhering to international law, this foreign policy type actor uses 
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means to impose new norms, which might be breaching international law. The imperial 

actor makes changes that serves its own interest best137.  

An example of imperial foreign policy can be seen in the EU´s policies towards Kosovo 

1999-2007. There was one overreaching normative goal in all the policies, which was a 

peaceful settlement of Kosovo´s final status. Following NATO`s military strikes against 

the Milosevic regime and the preceding departure of Serbian troops, Kosovo was on the 

top of the EU´s list of security issues that had to be dealt with138. 

 No final settlement was reach and it has since been under UN protectorate. It has 

officially remained part of Serbia even though Serbia has not been in control of the 

territory. The situation in Kosovo has been unstable and there were attempts to find a 

solution 2006-2007139.   

Although the goals seemed normative the EU had high stakes in finding a peaceful 

resolution of the crisis since its reputation internationally had been damaged as it had 

failed to stop the massacre during the Yugoslavian dissolution in the 1990´s. Therefor the 

EU was trying to reverse this image in the Kosovo crisis through economic reconstruction 

of the territory under the UN administration. There was an overlap of milieu and 

possession goals140.  

Even though the EU had mainly normative goals it acted with non- normative means. It 

was inconsiderate to international legal norms as well as multilateral frameworks in its 

part of the international attempts to solving the conflict. The NATO-strikes in 1999 was 

supported by many EU member states but these strikes had not been authorised by the 

UN Security Council, which is a violation of international law141.  

This was followed by the negotiations on the “Athtisaari plan” for a “supervised 

independence” in 2007, which wasn’t in complete compliance with international 

guidelines and norms. In short, the EU´s aims can be labelled as partly normative, the 
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Union´s use of policy instruments were not always in line with the international legal 

order142.  

In terms of normative results, it is difficult to say as the outcome of the Kosovo conflict 

is still undecided. Anything less than independence is not agreeable according to Pristina. 

Belgrade on the other hand will not accept any resolution that will weaken its territorial 

integrity. It is therefore extremely difficult to find a solution and it also puts international 

mediators in a challenging position as they have to weigh the moral versus the legal 

arguments in the different solutions143. 

One could argue that supporting the independence of Kosovo, grounded in “just 

secession” as injustice has been committed of the community by a state. The mass 

violation of human rights made by the Milosevic regime is in support of such claim. On 

the other hand the international legal system protects the sovereignty of the state and the 

area is within Serbia’s boarders. Disregarding international law would be a non- 

normative action144. 

There is a difficulty when it comes to the decision whether to prioritise the protection of 

individual human rights or state sovereignty. Even though if the West (and the EU) has 

acted/argued that they have acted according to normative means their actions and their 

selection of “new” rules suggests a rather hegemonic behaviour145.  

The other stylised foreign policy type is the status quo foreign policy type where the actor 

pursues its policy adhering to domestic and international legal commitments and in line 

with international organisations. Furthermore the actor is not driven by normative foreign 

policy goals and is neither pursuing them. It functions as a status quo actor, it respects the 

existing laws but does not attempt to work towards further development in different 

regions and problematic areas146.  
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One example of an actor carrying out a status quo foreign policy, which has already been 

mentioned above when describing an example of an actor pursuing possession goals, was 

the EU trade policy towards North Africa, 1995-2007147.  

In short, the EU trade policy vis-á-vis North Africa as summarized by the 1995 Euro-

Mediterranean Partnership (EMP), which was then reinforced by the 2003 European 

Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) had a clear goal to preserve the asymmetrical balance of 

the trade relation between the EU and the region. Although it seems that the mission of 

creating a free trade zone is a noble one the EU trade policy is not one of reciprocity and 

equality. The immediate goal of this policy was the preservation of the EU´s position of 

being the region’s leading trading partner, which is a non- normative goal148.   

The EU has also created a framework of rules and institutions where it can pursue 

possession goals through normative means. It has been actively involved in formulating 

the world trade agreement, which also means that it has been able to legalise its pursuit 

of commercial interests. Foreign policy actions with non- normative goals and the use of 

non- normative can only lead to non-normative results, which is also what happened in 

this case149.  

The EU´s trade policy towards North African countries has reinforced the EU´s status 

quo benefits and the asymmetrical trade relationship favouring the EU. It has not helped 

the North African countries economies in developing effective export-oriented industries 

and the agreement has contributed to their underdevelopment150.  

All of the four stylised types can be either “intended” or “unintended”, this depends on if 

the achieved impacted is in line with the original goals or not. An intended outcome is 

when the foreign policy is when the goals reflect the impact, this regardless if the goals 

were normative or non- normative. When the goals are normative but the impact is not, 

or vice versa it is an unintended impact on the other hand151. 

To be able to provide a better understanding of the different foreign policy types a table 

of Tocci´s framework has been provided below in Table 1.  
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Table 1: Different Foreign Policy Outcomes  

 

Source: Natalie Tocci, “Who Is a Normative Foreign Policy Actor? The European Union and Its Global 

Partners,” CEPS Paperback Series, CEPS Working Document No. 281/January 2008, p.14, accessed 16 

November 2016, https://www.ceps.eu/publications/european-union-normative-foreign-policy-actor. 

4.5 Conditioning factors  

It is very rare that a foreign policy actor falls squarely into any one of the typologies 

described above, a foreign policy actor can display a different foreign policy in the same 

issue area at different points of time. Merely describing foreign policy in normative or 

non- normative terms could be enough but one could also evaluate factors that can have 

affected the actor´s choice of foreign policy. When an actor chooses a foreign policy, it 

often depends on what region, point of time, what circumstances and what conditions and 

effects the foreign policy will have152.  

There are three different conditional factors which can be used to determine the likelihood 

of an international actor to pursue a normative or non-normative foreign policy.  There 

are two factors that relates to the internal nature of the foreign policy actor with features 

influencing its foreign policy goals and means. There is also the external factor that relates 

to the international environment in which the foreign policy unfolds153.  
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One of the internal factors is the internal political context, which is dependent on what 

interest are at stake. The internal political context is where the actor selects and 

operationalises its foreign policy goals:  

(...) it takes into account the different constituencies (e.g. political parties, 

interest groups, civil society, the media, public opinion, business, etc.) 

pushing for the adoption of particular foreign policy goals as well as the role 

played by official institutions developing, articulating, channelling, 

interpreting and operationalising those goals154  

The second internal factor is internal capability, which is dependent on what foreign 

policy means are available. This has to do with the shaping of the policy means but also 

the scope of the foreign policy goals. The internal capability and the foreign policy 

instruments that are at the actor’s disposal is highly influential when an actors determines 

to act in a normative or non-normative manner. Here it is a question about if the foreign 

policy actors obtains and are able to purse non- normative means, breaking international 

law using unauthorised sanctions or military means155.  

This ability to act is determined by both the material configuration and the relationship 

between the two parties. It is also reliant on the level of dependence and interdependence 

between the two. This can for example determine whether an actors deems it worth 

breaking international law deploying unauthorised economic sanctions. It is also stated 

that: “(...)if the targeted third party’s economic dependence is low instead, it is less likely 

that a foreign policy actor will choose to bear the costs of violating international law, 

given that the prospects of its sanctions achieving their desired foreign policy results are 

low.”156 

On the other hand the opposite situation may also arise. A foreign policy actor might not 

obtain the sufficient relational power vis-à-vis the target country to deploy its foreign 

policies within the confines of contractual relations157.  

The external factor regards the external environment, is related to how foreign policy 

unfold in the international system. The external context in which a foreign policy actor 

operates is related to what category and decisions an actor makes. When analysing the 
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impact of the current external environment and how it shapes foreign policy goals 

(sometimes reinforcing sometimes hindering foreign policy goals), there are three 

principal levels of analysis and questions that should be considered. The first aspect to 

consider is how the foreign policy interacts with the targeted third state158.  

One example of this is the EU and Turkey relations. The EU had for a long time been 

using conditionality to push democracy and human rights reforms, which successfully 

lead to a few superficial reforms in 1999 and 2002. Despite this, it was only after a 

watershed elections in Turkey in 2002 that a strong government in compliance with the 

EU demands backed fundamental and constitutional legal reform in the country159 . 

The second aspect relates to how a foreign policy interact with the policies of other 

international actors within a particular area or within the third state. An example of this 

is the case of Ukraine and Georgia, the 2004-2005 Orange Revolution in Ukraine and the 

2003 Rose Revolution in Georgia. Both of them had the aim of redirecting their countries 

towards the US and the EU, promoting democratic good governance as well as market 

reforms160.  

Equally important to the internal changes was the normative foreign policies of the US 

and the EU towards these two countries but also Russia´s realpolitik approach towards 

Kiev and Tbilisi made the people in these two post- soviets states cry out for change161.  

The third aspect relates to how a foreign policy interacts with the wider international 

context shaping of the area of issue or within the third state. When doing this assessment 

several issues needs to be considered. The international pressure and expectations on the 

foreign policy actor and how does this influence the foreign policy actor´s choice of 

foreign policy and how it influences the results162.  

An example of this was the EU vis-a vis the Palestinian government. In February 2007, 

when the Mecca agreement was signed between Fateh and Hamas the EU had to 

recognize the Palestinian government because of internal forces within the EU. It also 

had to consider recommencement of financial aid to the Palestinian government. 

Although, Israel and the US were strongly against it and because the EU prioritized and 
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wanted to maintain a good relationship with these two countries, it was influenced against 

lifting the boycott on the PA163.  

The role played by a foreign policy actor within international organisation and how these 

organisations influences the acts of the foreign policy actor is one of the most important 

features when determining a normative foreign policy. This includes to what extent the 

normative goals are endorsed, observed and applied by international organisations and 

how the foreign policy actor uses these organisations to promote its goals164. 

Although Tocci´s framework is a broad framework, which considers many different 

factors it does have some downfalls. Firstly, the framework is rather strict, it would be 

more realistic and fair if an actor fulfilled the criteria of normative goals and means would 

receive the recognition of being a normative actor even though the result was not 

normative. It is extremely difficult for an actor to fulfil all three steps and the result is not 

only in the hands of the actor but also in the hands of the receiver.  

The framework is also extremely vague when it comes to distinguishing if the means used 

are normative or non- normative this is completely dependent on the context. There is no 

direct consensus to what constitutes “normativity” in the deployment of these means. 

In conclusion, some have argued that a normative understanding of foreign policy both 

of EU foreign policy and in general is highly necessary and long overdue. In international 

relations and foreign policy there are constantly new normative issues that are in need of 

attention. Normative dilemmas can be found in both domestic and foreign politics. The 

international sphere is not simply a place of conflicts of interest or power it is as well a 

place of converging norms and values even though this is not often emphasized165 

Tocci´s framework can be used in determining an actor’s foreign policy type on a case to 

case basis and will be used in the analysis of the EU´s involvement in the Iranian nuclear 

crisis. The framework draws heavily on Manner´s virtue ethics, deontological ethics and 

consequential ethics, which Tocci refers to as normative goals, means and impact. There 

is also the dimension of intended and unintended foreign policy acts166.  
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The first part of the tripartite is to analyse the aims and goals of the actor. The second part 

of the analysis regards the examination of the means used and actions taken by the actor. 

The third part concerns considering the impact as well as the outcomes of the actions 

taken by the actor. To be a true normative actor these three steps should all have been 

carried out in a normative manner167.  

The EU is not always a normative international actor, the EU´s foreign policy has in the 

past sometimes been realist, imperialistic or status-quo oriented. An actor´s foreign policy 

can be different at different points of time and in different geographical locations168. 

Tocci also includes conditional factors that can influence an actor to choose a certain 

policy. Conditional factors can regard the internal political context, internal capacity and 

external environment169.   
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5. The EU´s involvement in the Iranian nuclear crisis 

This analysis of the EU´s involvement in the Iranian nuclear crisis will test the claim that 

the EU is first and foremost a normative foreign policy actor. The analysis will be 

covering the crisis from the EU´s first involvement in 2003 to the latest agreement made 

in July 2015. In the analysis the normative framework set in the previous chapter will be 

used.  

It will also be distinguished if the EU was a true normative actor (fulfilling the criteria of 

normative goals, normative means and normative impact) or if the EU´s foreign policy 

was more in line realist, status-quo or the imperial foreign policy approach.  

When examining the means used, the analysis will be divided into two parts as there were 

different kinds of means used in the first and second phase of the negotiations. In the first 

phase of negotiations (2003-2005), the EU was involved through the EU3 (France, 

Germany, and the UK). The initial approach to solving the crisis was an approach of 

positive conditionality. Later on, in the second phase of negotiations (2005-2015) the EU 

was involved through the P5+1 (the five permanent members of the UN Security Council 

and Germany), this time the approach consisted of diplomacy and sanctions170. 

Conditional factors that might have influenced the EU to choose a certain policy will also 

be studied. The conditional factors regards the internal political context, internal capacity 

and external environment.  

The result of the analysis will be concluded and there will be an answer to the research 

question: To what extent have the norms incorporated in the EU’s identity influenced the 

European Union´s actions in the Iranian nuclear crisis? 

5.1 Normative goals  

Soon after the IAEA´s report on the Iranian nuclear programme was released in 2003 the 

EU became involved as a negotiator. In past proliferation cases the EU had only issued 

declarations or had not reacted at all because of internal division but in this particular case 

the EU acted fast and as a unitary actor. The member states united to prove that 

proliferation issues could be stopped through diplomatic means. The case of Iran was 
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different compared to the other cases as Iran could become a direct security threat to EU 

territory but a nuclear Iran could also be the beginning of a new war in the Middle East171.  

Before its involvement the EU developed into a nuclear non-proliferation actor through 

the adoption of the European Security Strategy (ESS) and the EU Strategy against 

Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD Strategy), which both contained 

the objective to present multilateralism as a mean to confront or delay a crisis as well as 

the importance of favouring diplomatic means. It also provided legal basis for its 

involvement172.  

In the ESS document it was stated that: “(...) proliferation of Weapons of Mass 

Destruction is potentially the greatest threat to our security173 ” and that the world was: 

“(...) entering a new and dangerous period that raises the possibility of a WMD arms race, 

especially in the Middle East174 ”.  

In the ESS it was stressed that the EU should work towards achieving international 

security and prioritise its partnership with the US. The importance of the EU´s pursuing 

of a strong multilateralism based on: “(...) a stronger international society, well-

functioning international institutions and a rule- based international order175 ” was also 

stated as a main priority. 

The main goal for the EU, which was a normative goal, was to prevent the proliferation 

of nuclear weapons/weapons of mass destruction and to uphold international security 

through diplomatic means.  Normative goals entails the promotion of the nine substantive 

norms through diplomatic means and one of the EU´s core substantive norms is 

sustainable peace, to promote peace and to battle the root cause of war. Peace and 
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international security should be promoted through the EU´s external actions, this includes 

disarmament operations and conflict prevention176.  

This also refers to Wolfe´s milieu goals (normative goals), which are pursued to shape 

conditions beyond the actor´s boundaries. This can include efforts for peace, the 

promotion of international law177 . 

The EU member states judged Iran´s ambitions to possibly develop nuclear weapons as a 

threat and not just a threat towards Europe but to the Middle East region. A nuclear Iran 

could lead to a radicalization of the region and to an arms race where Syria, Egypt and 

Saudi Aribia might develop nuclear weapons too. If Iran acquired nuclear weapons, it 

would create a threat towards Israel, who has not been recognized by Iran and has for 

many years had a difficult relationship with Iran178.  

Although Iran might desire to acquire nuclear weapons for peaceful defensive purposes, 

this could change and the weapons could instead be used as a coercive tool. Iran had also 

been involved in sponsoring terrorist groups as Hezbollah and the possibility of nuclear 

weapons ending up in the hands of terrorist was also seen as highly disturbing in the eyes 

of the Europeans179. 

In terms of the security issue, there was a possibility that Turkey might become a new EU 

member state, which would lead to the EU having its boarder in the Middle East region. 

The responsibility on Europe to keep the region stable became extremely important 

considering the geo-strategic situation. If Iran developed nuclear weapons the range of 

their ballistic missiles could become a direct threat to European territory180.  

Moreover, even though the EU´s main goal was to prevent the proliferation of nuclear 

weapons/weapons of mass destruction and to uphold international security, the EU had 

shown interest in building closer ties with Iran previous to the crisis, which may have 

contributed to its decision to take the leading role as a negotiator. The EU desired to create 
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closer ties with Iran as they sought to play a role in the Middle East. Iran had the potential 

to become stable partner in the region if they improved in the areas of human rights and 

democracy181. Although this could be classed as ones strategic interest it cannot 

automatically be classed as “un- normative” action as goals as stability can in some 

situations entail normative content182. 

The EU wanted to continue to influence Iran through soft power in particular areas and 

especially in the area of human rights. Increasing political cooperation would also 

improve the conditions for a potential Trade and Cooperation Agreement, which was 

something the EU highly desired183. 

The EU had an interest in reaching out to Iran because of its geo-strategic and economic 

significance. The Commission proclaimed that improving the relationship with Iran could 

be beneficial both for political and economic reasons (i.e. energy security) which could 

be classed as possession goals. This was expressed in different documents as the 

Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council - EU 

relations with the Islamic Republic of Iran from 2001184. 

In this particular document it was stated that Iran had the second largest gas reserve in the 

world constituting 16% of the total world reserves. It was also stated that they had the 

third largest oil reserves, possessing 10% of the world’s oil. Iran was therefore viewed as 

a highly desirable potential future regional economic partner that could offer numerous 

trade and investment opportunities185.  

The report also provided information regarding trade and it was stated that: 

(...) the EU is Iran's largest trading partner (+ 40% of total Iranian imports). 

EU exports to Iran have varied between EUR 3.5 - 5.0 billion since 1995 and 

are dominated by manufactured goods, vehicles, chemicals and 

pharmaceuticals. Iran's exports to the EU (+ 36% of total Iranian exports) 

have ranged between EUR 3.7 - 5.7 billion (Iran controls imports through 

licensing, so the balance of payments is in its favour). Exports to the EU are 
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dominated by petroleum (+ 80% of total), followed by carpets, pistachios and 

caviar186. 

Although the EU´s milieu and possession goals were overlapping its main goal was a 

normative goal, preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons/weapons of mass 

destruction and to uphold international security through diplomatic means. It is important 

to acknowledge that when the crisis began all the EU´s efforts of forging a closer bond 

with Iran through a Trade and Cooperation Agreement was put on hold, the security issue 

was the main aspect that had to be dealt with. 

In distinguishing what type of foreign policy actor the EU was in this particular case one 

could after this first step of the analysis exclude two foreign policy types. Both the 

realpolitik and the status quo foreign policy type can be ruled out as to be either of those, 

an actor has to have non-normative foreign policy goals. The two foreign policy actor 

types that the EU could fall within would be a normative foreign policy type or an 

imperial foreign policy type actor as these two entails that an actor has normative goals.   

5.2 Normative means 

5.2.1 First phase of negotiations  

It’s rather difficult to distinguishing whether the EU was using normative or non- 

normative means in solving the crisis as the framework is extremely vague when it comes 

to the distinction of what is considered normative means. Soft measures is argued to be 

preferred but according to Tocci´s framework, distinguishing if the means used are 

normative or non- normative is completely dependent on the context. There is no direct 

consensus to what constitutes “normativity” in the deployment of these means. Tocci 

states that: “(...) more relevant to our definition of normative foreign policy means is how 

rather than which policy instruments are used.”187 

In the first phase of negotiations it can be argued that the means used were normative 

means. Positive forms of conditionality as: “(...) political engagement (political rewards), 

recognition (symbolic awards), or market access, technical assistance and aid (economic 

rewards) are preferable to negative ones such as sanctions or war188” in terms of 
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normativity in general. These incentives are viewed as less intrusive, they do not harm the 

population as much, allows for the retention and development for political channels189. 

When it comes to dealing with rouge states the EU has a policy of using soft power and 

other non- military means. The EU does not use force to influence actors on the 

international arena, it prefers to set its agenda through soft power. Forced should never 

be used to reach goals and self-interests, the only time force should be used is to create 

peace190. 

Before intervening in the crisis the EU adopted legislation to become non- proliferation 

actor, which made its intervention legitimate by law. The EU member states had 

previously taken steps to become a unitary force in matters of foreign policy through 

committing themselves to a Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), which was 

part of the Maastricht treaty signed in 1992191 .  

In December 2003 the Union took further steps to become a unitary actor in foreign and 

security policy. The European Security Strategy (ESS) and the EU Strategy against 

Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD Strategy) was adopted and 

provided the legal basis for the EU non-proliferation efforts in the case of Iran. The 

adoption of the legislation to become a non-proliferation actor before intervening made 

the intervention legitimate192.  

In the WMD Strategy it was stated that if international treaties or rules of international 

organisations were breach the EU needs act, firstly through diplomatic means but if that 

fails: “(...) coercive measures under Chapter VII of the UN Charter and international law 

(sanctions, selective or global, interceptions of shipments and, as appropriate, the use of 
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force) could be envisioned.”193  It was however stated that the coercive means could only 

be used if passed if it had mandate in the United Nations Security Council194.  

In 2003 the EU emerged as the key negotiator with Iran and was represented by the EU3 

(the UK, France and Germany). The EU3 and Iran signed the Tehran Declaration in 

October 2003. In the declaration it was stated that Iran should sign the Additional Protocol 

with the IAEA and to stop all uranium enrichment activities. In return, the EU member 

states agreed to offer access to modern technology and providers in several different 

fields. Soon after, the Iranian leaders signed the Additional Protocol and sent information 

regarding its previous nuclear activities to the IAEA195.   

In a document published by the Union from a Council meeting regarding General affairs 

and external relations it was stated that if economic relations with Iran were to be 

developed, Iran had to make progress in several areas, most importantly in the areas of 

human rights and non-proliferation196 

In the end of 2003 the EU´s High Representative, Javier Solana, became a part of the 

negotiations, which gave the EU the possibility to be engaged unanimously. There was 

no agreements made in the beginning of 2004 but in the end of the year the two parties 

concluded the so- called Paris agreement. In the agreement Iran was urged to suspend all 

their enrichment activities, as they had not yet done so despite the previous agreement. 

The EU would in return provide Iran with valuable nuclear technology197. 

This time Iran did suspend their enrichment activities. Iran has the right to obtain a 

civilian nuclear program under the NPT and this was something that the EU recognized 

and restated in the agreement. The Paris agreement was seen as a major success in in the 

relationship between the two parties and in terms of the negotiations198.  

It was extremely important for the EU that the crisis was solved through non- military 

means. In the European Parliament argued several times that in the case of Iran, the only 
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alternative for Europe to coerce was through the power of ideas199. The impact of other 

options as what for example coercive measures as a military intervention through striking 

nuclear facilities or economic sanctions could lead to was highly undesirable200. Coercive 

measures could have cause severe instability in the region but also on an international 

level. 

The Union viewed Iran as unpredictable and structurally weak because of its recent 

political and economic development. Therefore a cautious approach where closer 

relations only could be realised if Iran made progress in the in the areas of concern was 

preferred201.  

Despite of the Paris agreement, Iran had not changed its attitude. When the negotiations 

opened again in 2005 regarding a Trade and Cooperation Agreement Iran was not 

impressed as it thought that the process had taken too long. The Iranian institutions were 

unwilling to make considerable agreements or negotiations with the EU, then there was 

also a substantial negative domestic change (in terms of the negotiations) when Mahmoud 

Ahmadinejad was chosen to be the country´s new president. Ahmadinejad was someone 

who were not in favour of negotiating or making concessions to anyone, especially not 

the Europeans202.  

In August 2005 the EU made a proposal to reach an agreement, which Iran decline. The 

Iranians were so displeased with the whole process that they decided to restart uranium 

enrichment activities at their facility in Isfahan again203. 

In the first phase of negotiations the EU, represented by the EU3, used normative means 

through adopting legislation before intervening (adhering to international law)  as the 

NPT), favouring negotiations and the approach of positive conditionality instead of 

coercive measures as sanctions or military intervention and through negotiations aimed 
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to diffuse norms such as human rights. Despite these efforts, the result of the first phase 

of negotiations was a non- normative one and therefor it was then followed by a second 

phase of negotiations.   

5.2.2 Second phase of negotiations 

Examining the second phase of negotiations, the evaluation of whether the incentives 

used were normative or not becomes more difficult as hard measures in the form of 

sanctions were used. Moreover, distinguishing if the means used were normative or non- 

normative is completely dependent on the context, according to the framework204.  

In the second phase of the negotiations the negotiations team consisted of the P5+1 the 

five permanent members of the Security Council (Russia, China, the US, the UK and 

France) plus Germany. The negotiations were now multilateral instead of bilateral and 

the approach was a double approach consisting of diplomacy and sanctions. This 

particular approach can be argued to have been a compromise between the US and the 

EU, throughout the crisis the EU had favoured a negotiated resolution while the US were 

in favour of hard measures in terms of sanctions and possibly a military solution205. 

In the second phase of the negotiations the High Representative for the Common Foreign 

and Security Policy ended up in a role of increased importance. The High Representative 

did in most meeting take the role as a mediator between the Iranian authorities and the 

P5+1206. 

In the documents issued by the European institutions it can clearly be seen that the EU 

still favoured the approach of diplomacy, engagement through conditionality and 

negotiations. In the European Council meeting in December 2005 it was stated that the 

EU will continue to work for a diplomatic solution but it was also stated that if a 

diplomatic solution was not reach within the near future other measures were to be 

considered207.  

Among the other European internal organs, the European Parliament reaffirmed that a 

military solution to the matter was still not an option. They also stated that the 
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negotiations for the Trade and Cooperation Agreement with Iran was now subject to 

Iran´s developments in the field of nuclear non-proliferation and Human Rights208.  

The EU had previously been hesitant to send the nuclear file for analysis to the United 

Nations Security Council but when Iran decided to restart its enrichment activities in 

January 2006 the situation changed. Through an unanimous decision by the EU3 foreign 

ministers the Iranian nuclear file was sent to the main body responsible for maintaining 

international peace and security to be analysed209.  

The EU was determined to play an active role in the resolution of the crisis, it was the EU 

that drafted the resolution of the IAEA board of Governors through which the file was 

then sent to the Security Council. A resolution was then adopted by the Security 

Council210.   

When discussing the definition of normative foreign policy means, Tocci stated that it is 

important to remember that regardless of the nature of the instrument used it has to be 

deployed within the legal framework. This relates both to the actor´s internal law and 

external legal commitments respecting international law as for example UN 

authorisation211.  

Both during the first and second phase of the negotiations the EU paid close attention to 

the views of the IAEA, the international community as well as the UN Security Council. 

The EU kept emphasising the importance of respecting and preserving the Nuclear Non-

proliferation Treaty. This can be argued to a result of the EU´s international identity and 

normative nature, where respect for international law is one of the nine substantive norms 

the EU aims to follow212.  

The multilateralism that the EU aims to promote in international relations very much 

regards respecting international law and giving the primary role to international 

organisations. In the second phase of the negotiations the US tried to convince the EU to 

adopted sanctions against Iran but the EU preferred to wait for the UN Security Council 

to take a stand, which didn’t happen until 2006. The EU´s actions shows its commitment 
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to multilateralism and the importance of that the UNSC should always be the final arbiter 

in security issues and in this case the non- compliance with the NPT regime213.    

The EU declared its respect for international organisations and this was also implemented 

in practice. The support for the IAEA was emphasised especially and the EU requested 

Iran to cooperate as well as to follow the guidelines of the IAEA. The EU also encourage 

Iran to respect the resolutions of the UNSC214.  

The EU continued to engage in reaching a diplomatic solution with Iran and in the 

beginning of 2006 the Union presented two packages to Iran. The first package was 

indorsed by the US and the second package by all of the P5+1 group. Despite this, both 

packages were refused by Iran. There were only two months in between the two offers 

and both of them were presented by Javier Solana. As Iran refused both packages, the 

great powers came to the conclusion that the best thing they could do was to defer the 

case to the Security Council for analysis and hopefully this time there would be sanctions 

adopted215.  

On July 31, 2006 the Council adopted the first resolution on Iran as a consequence of 

previous “failed attempts”. The resolution requested that the suspension of all uranium 

enrichment activity from August 31, 2006. There was then a second resolution in 

December 2006. The UK and the US were in favour of harder sanctions while France, 

China, Russia and Germany were in favour of adopting milder sanctions, despite these 

different views, they manged to come to an agreement anticipating the adoption of 

multilateral sanctions216.  

The international community adopted four more resolutions passed by the UN Security 

Council, which repeated the already existing sanctions or made them complete. The main 

issue with the sanctions was that they only covered areas of very little importance for Iran 

and were therefore rather toothless217.  

The sanctions involved the suspension of Uranium enrichment-related activities, they 

prohibited countries from transferring sensitive technology regarding nuclear and missile 

activities, and there was also the freezing of assets of twelve people who were involved 
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in the Iran´s missile and nuclear program as well as ten organisations who were also 

involved218.   

Although Resolution 1929 expanded the sanctions massively increasing sanctions 

regarding enrichment activities, prohibiting Iran from carrying out ballistic test (as Iran 

had carried out their first satellite lunch in early 2009), and also the imposition of an arms 

embargo that entailed the prohibition of transferring weapons system to Iran219.  

It seemed to be impossible to find a consensus within the UN Security Council regarding 

the adoption of new sanctions against Iran after 2010. The lack of cooperation from the 

Iranian authorities in solving the crisis and describing the nature of the nuclear program 

led the EU to adopted unilateral sanctions. These unilateral sanctions completed the 

already existing multilateral ones and was adopted by the EU Council on July 26, 2010220.   

The EU legislation introduced in the Council decision 23 January 2012 (which went 

beyond the UN’s mandate) targeted trade with Iran and sectors in its oil and gas industry, 

finance and also transport. Most notably: “(...) the purchase, import or transport from Iran 

of crude oil and petroleum products, as well as of petrochemical products, should be 

prohibited.”221 It also covered the area concerning sales and purchases of gold and other 

metals: “(...) the sale, purchase, transportation or brokering of gold, precious metals and 

diamonds to, from or for the Government of Iran should be prohibited.”222  

In the legislation it was also stated that: 

Restrictive measures should be imposed against the Central Bank of 

Iran in view of its involvement in activities to circumvent sanctions 

imposed against Iran. The restrictions on admission and the freezing of 

funds and economic resources should be applied to additional persons 

and entities providing support to the Government of Iran allowing it to 

pursue proliferation sensitive nuclear activities or the development of 

nuclear weapon delivery systems, in particular persons and entities 
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providing financial, logistical or material support to the Government of 

Iran223. 

In the beginning of 2012 the tougher sanctions were adopted and even though the EU had 

an energy interest in Iran the member states decided to impose an oil embargo on Iran in 

the beginning of July the same year. All the oil sales to Great Britain and France stopped 

the following month, the two had already solved their energy deficient problems. For 

member states who had yet not solved their energy dependency problem as Greece, Spain 

and Italy it was more difficult. Iran kept providing oil for a while despite some protests 

from Iranian politicians who wanted to block all sales to punish these states224.  

In March the same year, more sanctions were adopted, this time 25 Iranian banks, 

including the central bank of Iran was disconnected from the SWIFT system that was 

located in Brussels225.  

Negotiations and incentives was continuously used by the EU to try to convince Iran to 

drop certain elements of its nuclear programme, regardless of the 2006 transfer of the 

Iranian file to the Security Council for sanctions to be adopted. Despite of the failure to 

reach a significant agreement in the negotiations the EU´s preference of using 

negotiations and diplomacy to solve the crisis were very much restated in all the 

documents that were issued by the European institutions 2003 and onwards226.  

The EU´s long term goal was always to find a solution that would increase international 

trust in a peaceful Iranian nuclear program. They have also put emphasis on the legitimate 

right (according to the NPT) of Iran to use nuclear technology when used by peaceful 

purposes227.  

In November 2013 the P5+1 and Iran signed the Joint Plan of Action, which laid down a 

broad framework as a base to reach a comprehensive solution through negotiations. It was 

declared that if Iran stops its enrichment activities and permits the IAEA to access all its 

nuclear sites they would receive sanctions relief. It was stated that the EU will grant Iran 

some sanction relief and amend parts of its current independent measures against Tehran. 

This agreement also stated that if a comprehensive deal is reached the EU shall then take 
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steps to lift its autonomous sanctions against Iran. The implementation of the plan was 

then announced to begin on the 20th of January 2014228. 

In the beginning of April 2015 an outline agreement on the future of Iran´s nuclear 

programme was reached between Iran and the P5+1 in Lausanne Switzerland. Iran still 

denied that they were trying to build nuclear weapons but entered into negotiations as 

they were interested in having the sanctions against them lifted. The deal contained the 

agreement that Iran will reduce its uranium enrichment capacity, if they managed to do 

this they were in exchange to receive sanction relief. The process was to be monitored by 

the IAEA and the international community229.  

In the second phase of the negotiations it can still be discussed whether the means used 

were normative or not. According to the framework, it is important to acknowledge that 

it is very rare for a foreign policy actor to fall completely within one of the foreign policy 

types as the actor’s foreign policy changes over time230. It will be argued that the first set 

sanctions that were issued can be seen as normative as they were multilateral and were 

adopted through resolutions by the UN Security Council adhering to international law. 

They were also adopted after soft measures in the form of positive conditionality had 

failed and did only affect the people involved in the nuclear program.  

The unilateral sanctions adopted by the EU in 2010 did not have a UN- mandate and 

affected the Iranian population, which is not entirely in line with a normative foreign 

policy. Although considering the context, Iran continued to act in a manner that was 

threatening to the international security throughout the negotiations, if the EU would not 

have adopted the unilateral sanctions one could assume that Iran would not have changed 

their behaviour and that could potentially have led to a war in the Middle East.  

Moreover, the unilateral sanctions did not only affect Iran and its people it also affected 

many European countries and their populations as they were dependent on the supply of 

Iranian oil. Many European countries were struggling because of the financial crisis but 

still the EU prioritised these measures to ensure international stability. 
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The possibility of the proliferation of nuclear weapons is a security issue that could have 

led to many other negative developments and consequences both in the Middle East 

region and internationally. Nuclear weapons are weapons of mass destruction and if used 

the results are horrific. It was vital that a solution was reached. 

Overall one could argue that the EU´s actions and use of means in the Iranian nuclear 

crisis from its first involvement in 2003 to the framework agreement in July 2015 was 

essentially normative. In term of the foreign policy type, as it has been distinguished that 

the means used by the EU in the first and the second phase of the negotiations were 

normative means it has been established that the EU was a normative policy actor as being 

an imperial actor entail using primarily non- normative means.  

5.3 Normative results 

Although the outline agreement was not a formal agreement but more like an 

understanding, which was then be the base for negotiations it was celebrated as a great 

achievement231. The draft for this comprehensive nuclear accord was finished by 14th of 

July 2015232. Most importantly it did put an Iranian nuclear bomb out of reach.  

The deal prevents Iran from getting nuclear weapons, or at least from getting them rapidly 

and secretly. The deal put strict limits on Iran´s nuclear program although it was a 

compromise where the negotiators allowed Iran to continue to enrich uranium as a 

complete stop would of a massive infrastructure would not have been realistic. The deal 

also included a very intrusive inspection regime so that Iran could not cheat on its 

commitment233.  

Iran gained sanctions relief, which had had crippling effects on its economy for a long 

time. Especially the sanctions that had been put on their oil and gas exports and the 

financial cut off from SWIFT as they could not transfer money between world banks. 

Although Iran would desire all the sanctions to end with the signing of the deal this did 

not happen, the sanctions will be phased out as Iran implements the changes agreed. The 
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sanctions that was put in place related to Iran´s human- rights violations, ballistic missile 

program or backing of terrorist groups was not affected234.   

Considering Iran´s past of cheating and lying about their nuclear program the 

undertakings adopted in the deal gives assurances that Iran actually will abide them. 

Especially considering the intrusive inspection and verification regime. The penalties for 

not complying with the deal will be a snapback of EU and US sanctions as well as a new 

UN resolution235.  

If the deal is kept it will for sure increase the stability in the Middle East. The chances of 

a nuclear arms race involving Saudi Arabia, Turkey and maybe Egypt also seems further 

away. In making sure that Iran´s capability to develop nuclear weapons is extended from 

a month to a year and its nuclear program is under intrusive inspections Israel will also 

feel safer236.  

Despite the deal, Iran is still Iran. It is unlikely that Iran in the short- term will be less 

overstating plyer in the region as well as more cooperative in different issues. If the 

sanctions are lifted Iran might feel richer and maybe more incline to interfere. The deal 

is not a deal between friends it’s an arms-control deal between rivals, the interests of Iran 

and the West will probably continue to deviate. It might also be that Iran´s economy 

becomes re-integrated with the rest of the world and if meeting the obligations, trust could 

develop between the two sides237.  

Although many have viewed the deal as a great diplomatic achievement some are critical. 

Benjamin Netanyahu who is the Prime minister of Israel was not content with the deal 

and described it in apocalyptic terms. Republicans in the congress were not happy with 

the deal, as they believed that no deals should be made with Iran, which is a country that 

is viewed by them as rouge state that supports terrorists groups as Hezbollah. There was 

also some Iranian politicians that were against the deal as well as the Iranian 

Revolutionary Guard (IRG). Moreover, those who are not in favour of the deal has not 

put forward any other viable alternatives238.   
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The EU´s has been consistent in its engagement in the crisis for more than 10 years, with 

constantly changing circumstances. Throughout the years there has been drastic changes 

in government both in Iran and in the US as well as other developments as the Arab 

Spring. There was also a renovation of the EU’s Common Foreign and Security Policy 

apparatus as a consequence of the implementation of the Lisbon Treaty. The EU also 

played the role of a mediator between the US and Iran who had for many years had an 

infected relationship. The context of the European engagement has change expressively 

but the EU has always been firm in its promotion of a peaceful resolution of the crisis and 

Iran’s right to a peaceful nuclear program239. 

As an additional note it can be added that when discussing possible winners of the Nobel 

peace prize it was many who believed that if diplomatic achievements were to win the 

prize it would go to the negotiators that took part in the 2015 Iranian nuclear accord240.  

According to Tocci´s framework, to distinguish if an actor´s foreign policy has had 

normative results/impact one has to analyse what a foreign policy actor actually does or 

does not do. A true normative foreign policy actor would pursue normative goals by 

normatively deployed means and would be successful in achieving its normative intent. 

Distinguishing normative impact one needs to be able to see a traceable path between the 

actor’s direct or indirect actions but also the actual construction and entrenchment of an 

international rule- bound milieu241 . 

The framework also describes that it is important to acknowledge that it is very rare for a 

foreign policy actor to fall completely within one of the foreign policy types as the actor’s 

foreign policy changes over time242. 

Although it can be stated that the EU had an interest in Iran for political, economic, and 

geo-strategic reasons its main goal was a normative goal, the prevention of the 

proliferation of nuclear weapons and to uphold international security as well as 

sustainable peace.  
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Distinguishing whether the means used in solving the crisis were normative or not was 

rather difficult as the framework is unclear regarding what means are normative or non-

normative, it is all dependent on the context243. The EU has been involved and taken a 

lead role in finding a peaceful solution to the crisis since its beginning in 2003, its 

involvement shows different means used to reach a solution but the main and favoured 

tool used was always negotiations.   

The means used in the first phase of negotiations were normative means in form of 

positive conditionality as the use of soft measures is always favoured to hard measures in 

terms of normativity. In the second phase, means as diplomacy and sanctions were used. 

Although sanctions is hard measure, it will be argued that in this particular context it was 

essentially a normative mean.  

The crisis involved the possibility of the proliferation of nuclear weapons, which is a 

security issue that could have led to many other negative developments and consequences 

both in the Middle East region and internationally. Nuclear weapons are weapons of mass 

destruction and if used the results are horrific. It was vital that a peaceful solution was 

reached. The fact that the crisis was solved without the use of military means one could 

argue was a great achievement.  

The EU paid close attention to the views of the IAEA, the international community as 

well as the UN Security Council. The EU kept emphasising the importance of respecting 

and preserving the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty. Respecting international law and 

international organisations are one of the most important criteria for being true normative 

actor244 . 

The impact of the actions were normative as they did put an Iranian nuclear bomb out of 

reach and provided for a more stable environment in the Middle East and internationally. 

The EU´s foreign policy type in this particular case can therefore be argued to have been 

a predominantly normative foreign policy type (or normative- intended as the result was 

normative) as it did fulfil normative goals, normative means and a normative 

impact/result. 
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5.4 Conditioning factors  

What explains the EU’s behaviour and involvement as a “normative actor” in the Iranian 

nuclear crisis? The answer to this question is multifaceted, but the most significant key 

to understanding these normative results is related to both the external and internal 

factors.  

5.4.1 The internal political context  

One of the most important factors was the EU´s internal political context, which 

throughout the crisis was in favour of the EU´s involvement and the solution of the crisis. 

There were points of differences between the different internal actors in terms of interests 

but throughout the negotiations the EU acted as a strong unitary actor. This internal 

consensus was vital for the EU´s involvement and the solving of the crisis.  

The EU3 negotiators where on a regular basis informing the other EU members at the 

Political and Security committee and at the Council meetings. The other member states 

were informed of the situation at the time but they were only consulted when decisions 

had to be made that would affect the EU as whole. At the beginning of the crisis, a few 

of the member states were not entirely happy, especially Italy, Spain, Portugal, with the 

EU3 taking charge and making decisions on their behalf245.  

Although, the attitude changed when Javier Solana became the High Representative of 

the Common and Foreign and Security policy as Solana became the spokesperson of all 

the member states in the crisis. The EU3 then received a formal recognition. The 

recognition was essential in providing the EU3 the power to offer Iran incentives and 

imposing different restrictions as well as sanctions on the behalf of the EU. The High 

representative made sure the restrictions and policies were implemented on Iran246.  

In terms of the EU3, even though they kept a united front there were domestic differences 

regarding their approach to the crisis. In the first phase of the negotiations they were all 

on board with the approach of positive conditionality and diplomacy. In the second phase 

of the negotiations their views started to differ reading the adoption of sanctions.  

Germany was very hesitant to adopt sanctions as it was one of the EU countries that had 

the strongest economic ties to Iran. France had throughout the crisis a goal of zero 
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enrichment activities in Iran. When Nicolas Sarkozy was elected president in 2007 their 

main goal remained the same but Sarkozy where in favour of tougher sanctions to achieve 

this goal247. 

The UK was very much scarred from its involvement in Iraq, which had caused public 

outrage among its population and therefore wanted to act cautiously248. London was in 

favour of negotiations with Iran regarding its nuclear program as there was a great fear 

that if the negotiations would fail the crisis might be dealt with by military means by the 

US or Israel 249. Although, in the second phase of the negotiations the UK sided with the 

US and wanted tougher sanctions.   

The EU member states made it clear that they were determined to find a solution to the 

crisis even if they had to use hard measures in form of sanctions when they in 2012 banned 

the import of Iranian crude oils as well as freezing the assets of the Iranian central bank 

within all the EU member states. These were the most far-reaching and broad sanctions 

the EU had ever adopted against any country and the sanctions now also had a strong 

political purpose250.  

Despite the ongoing financial crisis and the difficulty these sanctions would entail for 

countries as Italy, Greece and Spain (as they had oil deals with Iran) the member states 

came together as a strong unitary actor and agreed that unilateral sanctions against Iran 

was the best option in solving the crisis251. In a joint statement Nicolas Sarkozy, Angela 

Merkel and David Cameron stated that the reason for the adoption of these strict sanctions 

was: “(...) to undermine the regime’s ability to fund its nuclear programme, and to 

demonstrate the cost of a path that threatens the peace and security of us all.”252 
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The European Parliament had throughout the crisis made it clear that a military solution 

of the matter was not an option. The Parliament took a firm normative stand and stated 

that the negotiations for a Trade and Cooperation Agreement with Iran was reliant on 

Iran´s developments in the field of nuclear non-proliferation and Human Rights253. 

Human rights is also one of the core norms that the EU promotes in its relations. 

One could claim that there were interest involved as the Commission had previously 

asserted that improving the relationship with Iran could be beneficial both for political 

and economic reasons254. Despite this, when the crisis began all the aspects of a beneficial 

Trade and Cooperation Agreement and a closer political bond was put on hold, the nuclear 

issue became the main priority.  

This paper will argue that the Union´s main priority was to maintain international peace 

and stability. The responsibility on Europe to keep the region stable became extremely 

important considering the geo-strategic situation. If Iran developed nuclear weapons the 

range of their ballistic missiles could become a direct threat to European territory. A war 

in the Middle East was also highly undesirable255.  

5.4.2 The Internal capacity  

Another explanation for the EU´s behaviour and agenda to act in a normative manner was 

the adoption of the necessary legislation. Adopting this legislation to become a non-

proliferation actor before intervening, adhering to the core EU norm rule of law, the EU 

had legally “covered its back” had given itself capacity to become involved.  

Before its involvement in the Iranian nuclear crisis the EU developed into a nuclear non-

proliferation actor through the adoption of the European Security Strategy (ESS) and the 

EU Strategy against Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD Strategy), 

which contained an objective to present multilateralism as a mean to confront or delay a 

crisis. It also provided legal basis for its involvement256.  
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In the voting and decision making procedure in the Security Council the EU was also 

involved through France and Great Britain where they together with the US where in 

favour of adopting tougher sanctions. In adopting the multilateral sanctions the Union 

was involved through the big three (France, UK and Germany257).  

The EU has committed itself to an approach of conditionality and diplomacy when it 

comes to its interactions with rouge states. The EU´s lack of a military force also made it 

difficult to coerce through military means. The approach of positive conditionality in the 

first phase of the negotiations was to prefer as the EU favoured long- term improvements 

of the EU- Iranian relationship both politically and economically258. 

Dealing with nuclear proliferation issues in particular had in the past had also shown that 

using hard power in terms of military actions and sanctions had not been very successful 

(Iraq, Libya, North Korea), which was another reason for the conditionality approach259. 

If the issue would have been dealt by with the help of military means it most certainly 

would have led to a more widespread military conflict as well as a war in the Middle East 

region260 . 

In the second phase of negotiations, the EU used its economic leverage on Iran as the EU 

was Iran´s largest trading partner to make Iran change its behaviour261. Iran is a nation, 

whose openness to international trade is essential to its economic survival. The EU and 

its partners coerced through economic means to change Iran´s behaviour. It was not 

beneficial to the EU itself in economic terms but it was deemed necessary to prevent Iran 

from potentially creating a nuclear bomb. The EU pursuing economic sanctions was also 

related to its lack of capacity and tools to do anything else after engagement had failed262.  
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Negotiations and incentives was continuously used by the EU to try to convince Iran to 

drop certain elements of its nuclear programme, despite of the 2006 transfer of the Iranian 

file to the Security Council for sanctions to be adopted by the international community263. 

Although the EU also adopted unilateral sanctions that completed the already existing 

multilateral ones, these were adopted by the EU Council on July 26, 2010264 .   

5.4.3 The External environment  

Finally, the external environment provides another key explanation for the normative 

results and the solution of the crisis as well as the EU´s role as “normative actor”. 

Inspecting the environment in the Middle East, it had for several years been unstable with 

Israel’s regional monopoly on nuclear weapons. This can be seen as one of the reasons 

for Iran´s desire to acquire nuclear weapons in the first place265. 

Iran´s foreign policy changed quite a lot over the years. One of the main components after 

2003 was to deal with Iran´s new security dilemma. The US was present in both 

Afghanistan an Iraq and as a result Iran accommodated its policy and focused on building 

up stronger relationships with the main Arab world actors as Egypt and Saudi Arabia. It 

also included direct talks with the US and the coalition forces regarding the security 

situation in Afghanistan and Iraq. Iran believed that taking these measures it would avoid 

strife with its Arab neighbours as well as with the US266.  

Iran also tried to create some sort of alliance policy while regionalizing the nuclear issue. 

Iran aimed to interweave the nuclear issue with already existing regional issues and 

dynamics as the Arab- Israeli conflict as well as Israel´s monopoly on nuclear weapons 

in the Middle East. Doing so Iran built closer relationships with for example Syria as well 

as different political groups as Hezbollah and Shiite groups. The goal was to: “(...) prevent 

the institutionalization of the U.S. role in its backyard267” as well as to deter both an Israeli 

and U.S military threat. Iran´s foreign policy was viewed, mainly under president 
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Mahmud Ahmadinejad´s lead to be: “(...) offensive, expansionist, opportunistic, and often 

ideological268”.  

However, when Iran elected a new president in June 2013 the negotiations and the 

cooperation with Iran became less difficult. The new president, Hassan Rouhani was a 

former nuclear negotiator and only a few days after his inauguration he stated that the 

negotiations with the P5+1 regarding Iran´s nuclear program should be taken more serious 

to find a solution269. This was a positive change that certainly affected the outcome of the 

crisis.  

Another reason for the positive developments in the crisis was the domestic situation in 

Iran. The unilateral sanctions imposed by the EU and the multilateral ones imposes by 

the P5+1 had had crippling effects on the Iranian economy for a long time. Especially the 

sanctions that had been put on their oil and gas exports and the financial cut off from 

SWIFT as they could not transfer money between world banks. The sanctions did not 

only affect those individuals involved in the nuclear program but also the Iranian 

population who were eager to see the sanctions lifted270.   

In terms of other actors involved in the crisis the US was one of the countries that was 

most willing to play a part in resolving the crisis. In the US- Iran relationship there were 

still deep resentment since the 1979 occupation of the US embassy in Iran during the 

Iranian revolution as well as the Iran´s involvement in the bombings of French and 

American barracks in Beirut in the 1980-ties271.  

In 2002, George Bush had put both Iran and Iraq of the “Axis of evil” in his State of the 

Union address. Iran was assumed to be the next proliferation case dealt with through 

military means when the Iraq mission was completed. The EU feared this development 

as it believed that the US would act simply strategic and not consider issues that were 

particular to the case of Iran. The EU had throughout its communication with Iran been 
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pushing issues as economics and human rights whilst the US had completely isolated Iran 

both economically and politically272.  

From an American perspective, nuclear weapons in the hands of a terrorist- supporting 

by a rival´s regime was a worst case scenario. Other Western countries were more focused 

on what impact a nuclear –armed Iran would have on the global non- proliferation regime. 

There would probably not have been a transatlantic consensus on how to handle Iran if 

Iran wouldn’t have sought to develop nuclear weapons. Some argue that even though Iran 

was to end its enrichment and plutonian programs it would not resolve the deeper issues 

between the US and Iran273. 

However, when Obama was elected President in November 2008 it effected the 

negotiations positively and contributed to the solution of the crisis. Obama talked to Iran 

directly without any preconditions and the Obama administration developed a new 

policies towards Iran within a short period of time of the election. In 2009 the approach 

was finalised it was announced that the US would join the P5+1 talks straight away, which 

was a positive change as the previous administration had refused to engage in talks if Iran 

had not suspended enrichment274.  

Using a policy of conciliatory rhetoric towards Iran and speaking to the Supreme leader, 

Ayatollah Khamenei the Obama administration approach was much appreciate among all 

involved. It also help in increasing the cooperation between the EU and the US and 

brought the US into the European dual-track policy. This was especially important as 

throughout the crisis Russia and China, although involved through the P5+1, were not 

playing an active role in solving the crisis, often being against sanctions as it would affect 

their own economies and they viewed involvement as interfering in the internal affairs of 

Iran275.   

Israel has throughout the crisis been aggressive as Iran and Israel has been enemies for a 

long time and Israel has never been recognized by Iran. In 2012 Israeli Prime minister 

Benjamin Netanyahu went so far as to draw a red- line for an Israeli attack on Iran, the 
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red line being enough uranium enriched to 20 percent, which is 250 kg. If this amount 

was cumulative by Iran and further enriched this would then be enough to create a nuclear 

bomb. Statements like this made it even more important for the negotiators to reach a deal 

as soon as possible276 . 

Iran´s infected relationship with the US paved the way for the EU´s normative role in the 

crisis. The EU´s High Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy did in 

most meeting take the role as a negotiator between the Iranian authorities and the P5+1277. 

In contrast to the US the EU appeared to be the lesser of two evils and there was a good 

cop bad cop dimension between them, which also laid the ground for the EU´s normative 

role. The constant threats from Israel also forced the EU to step into a more normative 

role in terms of finding a peaceful solution to the crisis.  

One could argue that there were both external and internal factors that contributed to the 

EU´s normative role in the crisis.  

Concluding this chapter, analysing the EU´s involvement in the Iranian nuclear crisis this 

paper argues that in this case, the EU was predominantly a normative foreign policy actor. 

In answering the research question, to what extent have the norms incorporated in the 

EU’s identity influenced the European Union´s actions in the Iranian nuclear crisis? It 

can be seen throughout the crisis that values and norms did affect the EU´s actions to a 

large extent.  

The core norms as sustainable peace, human rights and rule of law were constantly present 

in the EU´s actions and official documents. Although in this case in particular sustainable 

peace was the norm that affected its actions the most. The EU was throughout the crisis 

determined that the crisis should be solved peacefully favouring negotiations, military 

action was never an option.  

One could argue that the fact that the EU with its 28 member states with different agendas 

and views of foreign policy came together in this particular case and took a high profile 

role and became a non-proliferation actor as well as a lead negotiator is quite remarkable. 
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The EU´s involvement in the crisis shows that the EU is becoming a more influential 

actor when it comes to security issues.  

According to Tocci´s framework, a true normative foreign policy actor should pursue 

normative goals by normatively deployed means and would be successful in achieving its 

normative intent. The EU did pursue normative goals, through normative means and in 

terms of the results/impact of the EU´s involvement in the crisis it did have a normative 

result278.  

In terms of conditional factors, the EU´s role as a “normative actor” in this case was 

related to both internal and external factors. One of the most important factors was the 

EU´s internal political context, which throughout the crisis was in favour of the EU´s 

involvement and the solution of the crisis. The internal consensus was vital for the EU´s 

involvement and the solving of the crisis.  

In terms of the internal capacity, the adoption of the necessary legislation (the ESS and 

the WMD Strategy)279 to become non-proliferation actor gave the EU the capacity before 

the involvement. When engagement had failed the pursuit of economic sanctions was 

related to its lack of capacity and tools to do anything else as the EU´s lack of a military 

force also made it difficult to coerce through military means.  

Examining the external factors there were major changes in the domestic political 

situations in both Iran and in the US, which affected developments in and the outcome of 

the crisis. The US and Iran had for a long time had an infected relationship, which also 

did pave way for the EU´s normative role in the crisis280. The US and Iran received new 

leadership during the end of the crisis, where both leaders were in favour of negotiations 

and a peaceful solution to the crisis281.  

Overall the EU was normative foreign policy actor in this case and a normative power 

promoting norms as sustainable peace, rule of law and human rights.   
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6. Conclusion  

This chapter will firstly provide a summary of the main points of this paper, there will 

then be a short discussion regarding the findings of the analysis. 

The European Union has been argued to have taken the most ambitious and high profile 

action in the field of nuclear non-proliferation in finding a diplomatic solution to the 

Iranian nuclear crisis. In the past the EU had reacted to nuclear proliferation in Iraq, North 

Korea and India- Pakistan by writing declarative documents or by inaction due to internal 

division but in the case of Iran the EU member states came together as a unitary actor282.  

The EU pursues a common foreign and security policy through the Common Foreign and 

Security Policy (CFSP) and the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP). The 

Union´s foreign and security policy consists of several states' foreign and security policies 

yet in the case of Iran the member states came together and acted as one283. 

It was also in the initial stages of the Iranian nuclear crisis the EU developed into a nuclear 

non- proliferation actor, adopting the European Security Strategy (ESS) and the EU 

Strategy against Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD Strategy). These 

two occurrences in particular contributes to the importance of studying the EU´s 

involvement in the Iranian nuclear crisis and its actions in the field of foreign and security 

policy overall284. 

The EU has increased its role in areas of security and defence issues on the global arena. 

It has emerged as a self-declared normative foreign policy actor following 50 years with 

simply one undisputed hegemon, the US. In international relations, the EU has over the 

years been described as a civilian power, a soft power and more recently it has been 

referred to as normative power285. “Normative” is in this paper defined as, “being based 

                                                           
282 Laşan, European Union Intervention in the Iranian Crisis - A Sociological Institutionalist Perspective, 

49. 
283 “European Security and defence policy”, Republic of Slovenia Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 

http://www.mzz.gov.si/en/eu_policies/eu_foreign_and_security_policy/european_security_and_defence_

policy/. 
284 Council of the European Union, “A secure Europe in a better world: European Security Strategy”, 

(Brussels, 12 Dec. 2003), accessed 26 November, 

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/78367.pdf; and Council of the European Union, “EU 

strategy against proliferation of weapons of mass destruction”, 15708/03, (12 Dec. 2003), accessed 26 

November 2016, http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/03/st15/st15708.en03.pdf. 
285 Tocci,”Who is a Normative Foreign Policy actor? The European Union and Its Global Partners”, 2. 



 

71 
 

on international law and institutions and thus the most ‘universalisable’ basis upon which 

to assess foreign policy.”286 

Changes in global politics has made the international sphere less unique and has 

contributed to an increased interest in the normative theory in the study of international 

relations and foreign policy. This has impacted the study of the European foreign 

policy287.  

Some have argued that a normative understanding of foreign policy both of EU foreign 

policy and in general is highly necessary and long overdue. In international relations and 

foreign policy there are constantly normative issues that are in need of attention. 

Normative dilemmas are not only present in domestic politics there are also present in 

foreign politics. In the international sphere there are not simply conflicts of interest of 

power it is also a place with converging norms and values. This naturally leads to 

questions regarding justice, ethics as well as morals288. 

There are many proponents of the normative approach as Ian Manners, Natalie Tocci, 

Thomas Diez and Richard Whitman. There are also those who worked within the 

European Union as Javier Solana and José Manuel Barroso who have argued that the EU 

is foremost a normative actor and one of the most important normative actors on the 

international scene289. 

Manners argues that the EU is first and foremost a normative actor in world politics as 

well as a normative power but even though the EU being a normative power because of 

its supranational and international form of governance doesn’t automatically mean that 

the EU is a normative foreign policy actor290 .     

According to Manners the EU is a normative power in world politics in the sense that it 

promotes different normative principles that are commonly recognised to be universally 

applicable within the UN system. Examining the most recent official EU texts as the 

Lisbon Treaty it is stated that the Union´s actions in world politics should be guided and 
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promote the set of values which the Union is founded upon. These are values as human 

rights, democracy, fundamental freedoms and the rule of law291. 

There are nine substantive normative principles, which have both been established and 

promoted by the EU, which according to Manners are: “(...) sustainable peace, freedom, 

democracy, human rights, rule of law, equality, social solidarity, sustainable development 

and good governance.”292  These nine substantive normative principles are promoted by 

the EU. 

The recurring criticism regarding the EU as a normative actor seems to be the 

ambivalence regarding the actual support of the normative principles through its foreign 

policy actions. The EU´s record of inconsistence results in lack of trust and the EU´s 

power of persuasion are also recurring arguments293.  

The argument that the EU is normative simply by its nature has also been continuously 

criticized and it seems like the common view is that the EU instead should be judged on 

its interaction of policy goals, means and justification, which varies a lot in different issue 

areas. The inconsistence when it comes to the lack of support of norms in connection with 

actions has led to many concluding that the EU actions instead are more in line with 

Eurocentrism and soft imperialism294. 

Testing the normativity in the EU´s foreign policy actions in its involvement in the Iranian 

nuclear crisis, the analytical framework by Natalie Tocci was used. It is a framework that 

can be applied to all foreign policy actors, both supranational actors as the EU and states, 

which makes it highly relevant.  

Tocci´s framework draws heavily on Manners virtue ethics, deontological ethics and 

consequential ethics, which she refers to as normative goals, means and impact. There is 

also the dimension of intended and unintended foreign policy acts295. Tocci also includes 

conditional factors that can influence an actor to choose a certain policy. Conditional 

factors can regard the internal political context, internal capacity and external 

environment296 . 
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The first part of the tripartite is to analyse the actor´s promotion of goals in world politics. 

The second part of the analysis concerns the means used by the actor to promote these 

goals. The third part regards the impact as well as the outcomes of the actions taken by 

the actor in order to promote its goals in world politics. To be a true normative actor these 

three steps should all have been carried out in a normative manner297.  

The EU is not always a normative international actor, the EU´s foreign policy has in the 

past sometimes been realist, imperialistic or status-quo oriented. An actor´s foreign policy 

can be different at different points of time and in different geographical locations298. 

Although Tocci´s framework is a broad framework, which considers many different 

factors it does have some downfalls. Firstly, the framework is rather strict, it would be 

more realistic and fair if an actor fulfilled the criteria of normative goals and means would 

receive the recognition of being a normative actor even though the result was not 

normative. It is extremely difficult for an actor to fulfil all three steps and the result is not 

only in the hands of the actor but also in the hands of the receiver.  

The framework is also extremely vague when it comes to distinguishing if the means used 

are normative or non- normative this is completely dependent on the context. There is no 

direct consensus to what constitutes “normativity” in the deployment of these means299. 

Analysing the EU´s involvement in the Iranian nuclear crisis this paper argues that in this 

case, the EU was a true normative foreign policy actor. In answering the research 

question, to what extent have the norms incorporated in the EU’s identity influenced the 

European Union´s actions in the Iranian nuclear crisis? It can be seen throughout the crisis 

that values and norms did affect the EU´s actions to a large extent.  

In terms of normative goals, even though the EU had economic and political interest 300in 

Iran (possession goals) the EU´s main goal was a normative goal, preventing the 

proliferation of nuclear weapons/weapons of mass destruction and to uphold international 

security through diplomatic means. 
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It’s rather difficult to distinguishing whether the EU was using normative or non- 

normative means in solving the crisis as the framework is extremely vague when it comes 

to the distinction of what is considered normative means. According to Tocci´s 

framework, distinguishing if the means used are normative or non- normative is 

completely dependent on the context. There is no direct consensus to what constitutes 

“normativity” in the deployment of these means. Tocci states that: “(...) more relevant to 

our definition of normative foreign policy means is how rather than which policy 

instruments are used.301”  

In the first phase of negotiations, which began in 2003 the EU played an important role 

in preventing military intensification of the conflict. The European Union was one of the 

lead negotiators in the negotiations with Iran and was represented by the High 

Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) of the European 

Union. The EU was involved through the EU3 (France, Germany, and the UK) and the 

initial approach to solving the crisis was an approach of positive conditionality302.  

It can be argued that the means used were normative means. Positive forms of 

conditionality as: “(...) political engagement (political rewards), recognition (symbolic 

awards), or market access, technical assistance and aid (economic rewards) are preferable 

to negative ones such as sanctions or war303 ” in terms of normativity in general. These 

incentives are viewed as less intrusive, does not harm the population as much, allows for 

the retention and development for political channels304 . 

In the second phase of negotiations the EU was involved through the P5+1 (the five 

permanent members of the UN Security Council and Germany), this time the approach 

consisted of diplomacy and sanctions. The evaluation of whether the incentives were 

normative or not in the second phase of negotiations becomes a bit more difficult as hard 

measures as sanctions were used. This paper argued that even though sanctions is a hard 

measure, in this particular context it can be argued to be a predominantly normative mean. 

According to Tocci´s framework, to distinguish if an actor´s foreign policy has had 

normative results/impact one has to analyse what a foreign policy actor actually does or 
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does not do. A true normative foreign policy actor would pursue normative goals by 

normatively deployed means and would be successful in achieving its normative intent. 

Distinguishing normative impact one needs to be able to see a traceable path between the 

actor’s direct or indirect actions but also the actual construction and entrenchment of an 

international rule- bound milieu305 . 

The EU did pursue normative goals, through normative means and in terms of the 

results/impact of the EU´s involvement in the crisis it did have a normative result. The 

draft for the comprehensive nuclear accord was finished by 14th of July 2015. Although 

the outline agreement was not a formal agreement but more like an understanding that 

was then be the base for negotiations it was a great achievement306. 

The deal prevents Iran from getting nuclear weapons, or at least from getting them rapidly 

secretly. The deal put strict limits on Iran´s nuclear program although it was a compromise 

where the negotiators allowed Iran to continue to enrich uranium as a complete stop 

would of a massive infrastructure would not have been realistic. The deal also included a 

very intrusive inspection regime so that Iran could not cheat on its commitment307. Most 

importantly the agreement ensured to put an Iranian nuclear bomb out of reach, which is 

a normative result.  

What explains the EU’s behaviour and involvement as a “normative actor” in the Iranian 

nuclear crisis? The answer to this question is multifaceted, but the most significant key 

to understanding these normative results is related to both the external and internal 

factors. 

In terms of conditional factors, one of the most important factors was the EU´s internal 

political context, which throughout the crisis was in favour of the EU´s involvement and 

the solution of the crisis. There were points of differences between the different internal 

actors in terms of interests but throughout the negotiations the EU acted as a strong unitary 

actor. This internal consensus was vital for the EU´s involvement and the solving of the 

crisis.  

One could claim that there were interest – based motives that inspired the normative 

appearance of the EU´s involvement and actions in the crisis. The Commission had 
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previously asserted that improving the relationship with Iran could be beneficial both for 

political and economic reasons308 .  

Moreover, as stated above, this paper will argue that the Union´s main priority was to 

maintain international peace and stability. The responsibility on Europe to keep the region 

stable became extremely important considering the geo-strategic situation. If Iran 

developed nuclear weapons the range of their ballistic missiles could become a direct 

threat to European territory. A war in the Middle East was also highly undesirable in 

terms of international security309 . 

In terms of the internal capacity, another explanation for the EU´s behaviour and agenda 

to act in a normative manner was the adoption of the necessary legislation. Adopting this 

legislation to become a non-proliferation actor before intervening, adhering to the core 

EU norm rule of law, the EU had legally “covered its back” had given itself capacity to 

become involved.  

Before its involvement in the Iranian nuclear crisis the EU developed into a nuclear non-

proliferation actor through the adoption of the European Security Strategy (ESS) and the 

EU Strategy against Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD Strategy), 

which contained an objective to present multilateralism as a mean to confront or delay a 

crisis. It also provided legal basis for its involvement310 . 

The EU has committed itself to an approach of conditionality and diplomacy when it 

comes to its interactions with rouge states. The EU´s lack of a military force also made it 

difficult to coerce through military means311 . 
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In the second phase of negotiations, the EU used its economic leverage on Iran as the EU 

was Iran´s largest trading partner to make Iran change its behaviour312. Iran is a small 

nation, whose openness to international trade is essential to its economic survival. The 

EU and its partners coerced through economic means to change Iran´s behaviour. It was 

not beneficial for the EU itself in economic terms but it was deemed necessary to prevent 

Iran from potentially creating a nuclear bomb. The EU pursuing economic sanctions was 

also related to its lack of capacity and tools to do anything else after engagement had 

failed313 .  

Examining the external factors there were major changes in the domestic political 

situations in both Iran and in the US, which affected developments in and the outcome of 

the crisis. Iran´s foreign policy has changed quite a lot over the years. One of the main 

components after 2003 was to deal Iran´s new security dilemma. The US was present in 

both Afghanistan an Iraq and as a result Iran accommodated its policy and focused on 

building up stronger relationships with the main Arab world actors as Egypt and Saudi 

Arabia314. 

Iran aimed to interweave the nuclear issue with already existing regional issues and 

dynamics as the Arab- Israeli conflict as well as Israel´s monopoly on nuclear weapons 

in the Middle East. Iran´s foreign policy was viewed, mainly under president Mahmud 

Ahmadinejad´s lead as: “(...) offensive, expansionist, opportunistic, and often 

ideological315 ”. 

When Iran elected new president in June 2013 the negotiations and the cooperation with 

Iran became less difficult. The new president, Hassan Rouhani was a former nuclear 

negotiator and only a few days after his inauguration he stated that the negotiations with 

the P5+1 regarding Iran´s nuclear program should be taken more serious to find a 

solution316 . 
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Another reason for the positive developments in the crisis was the domestic situation in 

Iran. The unilateral sanctions imposed by the EU and the multilateral ones imposes by 

the P5+1 had had crippling effects on the Iranian economy for a long time. Especially the 

sanctions that had been put on their oil and gas exports and the financial cut off from 

SWIFT as they could not transfer money between world banks. The sanctions did not 

only affect those individuals involved in the nuclear program but also the Iranian 

population who were eager to see the sanctions lifted317 . 

In terms of the US was one of the countries that was most willing to play a part in 

resolving the crisis. In 2002, George Bush had put both Iran and Iraq of the “Axis of evil” 

in his State of the Union address. Iran was assumed to be the next proliferation case dealt 

with through military means when the Iraq mission was completed. The EU had 

throughout its communication with Iran been pushing issues as economics and human 

rights whilst the US had completely isolated Iran both economically and politically318. 

When Obama was elected President in November 2008 it effected the negotiations 

positively and contributed to the solution of the crisis. Obama talked to Iran directly 

without any preconditions and the Obama administration developed a new policies 

towards Iran within a short period of time of the election. In 2009 the approach was 

finalised it was announced that the US would join the P5+1 talks straight away, which 

was a positive change as the previous administration had refused to engage in talks if Iran 

had not suspended enrichment319 . 

The new administration also led to an improvement in the cooperation between the EU 

and the US and brought the US into the European dual-track policy. This was especially 

important as throughout the crisis Russia and China, although involved through the P5+1, 

were not playing an active role in solving the crisis, often being against sanctions as it 

would affect their own economies and it was view as interfering in the internal affairs of 

Iran320. 

Discussing the findings of the analysis one could argue that the results does bring further 

importance to the debate on EU´s normative power. What is interesting with this 
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particular approach is that it does ask questions and considers different issues as well as 

dilemmas, which are not paid attention to by other approaches. The normative power 

approach might still not become as influential as the traditional approaches but it is 

definitely an approach that can be used to criticise other approaches. 

The EU does not always behave according to normative standards and neither does states. 

This does weaken the approach.    

One could argue that the fact that the EU with its 28 member states with different agendas 

and views of foreign policy came together in this particular case and took a high profile 

role and became a non-proliferation actor as well as a lead negotiator is quite remarkable. 

The EU´s involvement in the crisis shows that the EU is becoming a more influential 

actor when it comes to security issues. 

It will be interesting to see if the EU will pursue a normative foreign policy and a lead 

negotiator role in other proliferation and security issues in the future.  
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