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Constructing the Self and Changing
Others: Reconsidering ‘Normative
Power Europe’

Thomas Diez

The European Union (EU) is widely seen as a novel kind of actor in
international politics. This has been captured succinctly by Ian
Manner’s term ‘normative power Europe’. This article reviews the
literature on the concept of normative power and relates it to the
earlier literature on civilian power. It argues that these concepts of
power should be seen as part of the same discourse; a discourse
which is not confined to the EU, but includes the cases of other great
powers, such as the United States (US). The example of the US leads
to a problematisation of ‘normative power Europe’ that does not
focus on the discrepancy between rhetoric and concrete policies, or
on the inconsistencies of EU policies, but on the political effects of the
construction of the EU as a normative power; i.e., on the power of the
‘normative power Europe’ discourse. With illustrations drawn from
the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership, Turkey-EU relations and the
sanctions against Austria, I argue that this discourse establishes a
particular identity for the EU through turning third parties into
‘others’ and representing the EU as a positive force in world politics.
The article concludes with a call for more reflexivity in the
representation of the EU as a normative power. 

––––––––––––––––––––––––

There is a widespread belief that the European Union (EU) is a novel
kind of power not only in its own institutional set-up, but also in its
external relations. It is said to rely on civilian rather than military means,
and to pursue the spread of particular norms, rather than geographical
expansion or military superiority. In the 1970s, François Duchêne called
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____________________

In writing this article, I have benefited from the input of a large number of
colleagues, notably Ian Manners, Kerry Longhurst, Anand Menon, Kalypso
Nicolaïdis, Michelle Pace, Bahar Rumelili, Helene Sjursen, Ben Tonra, Jevgenia
Viktorova, as well as Felix Berenskoetter, and the referees of this journal. I am also
grateful for comments received in discussions at the University College Dublin,
the University of Birmingham, the University of Osnabrück and the Millennium
Conference 2004. Part of the research for this article was done in the context of
EUBorderConf, an EU-funded project on the impact of European integration on
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it a ‘civilian power’;1 in 2002, Ian Manners argued that the label
‘normative power’ would be better-suited.2

That the EU is such a different type of international actor, and
represents a new kind of power in international politics is not much
disputed. More controversial is why this should be the case. Robert
Kagan, for instance, has argued that the difference between the foreign
policy values predominant in Europe and those in a more traditional
power like the United States (US) largely reflect different power
capabilities.3 There is also some dispute about the consistency of EU
behaviour: Are there double standards in the application of norms in
EU policies towards other parties? Do different EU actors (e.g., the
European Commission, Parliament, and Council, as well as different
actors within these institutions) pursue different norms and interests?
And is there an increasing militarisation of EU external relations?

While these questions are relevant, they ignore the power that lies in
the representation of the EU as a normative power as such. Not only is the
success of this representation a precondition for other actors to agree to the
norms set out by the EU; it also constructs an identity of the EU against an
image of others in the ‘outside world’.  This has important implications for
the way EU policies treat those others, and for the degree to which its
adherence to its own norms is scrutinised within the EU. In that sense, the
discourse of the EU as a normative power constructs a particular self of
the EU (and it is indeed perhaps the only form of identity that most of the
diverse set of actors within the EU can agree on), while it attempts to
change others through the spread of particular norms.4

Pursuing this line of argument here will lead me to the observation
that the EU’s normative power is by no means a unique phenomenon.
Indeed, it can be said that the one case against which the idea of the EU
as a normative power is most often developed, the US, has exemplified
the concept of a normative power during significant parts of its history.
The historical fate of this normative power however calls for a closer
examination of different kinds of normative power. In this context, I call

____________________

the transformation of border conflicts (RES-223-25-0055) with additional funding
by the British Academy.

1. François Duchêne, ‘Europe’s Role in World Peace’, in Europe Tomorrow:
Sixteen Europeans Look Ahead, ed. Richard Mayne (London: Fontana, 1972), 43.

2. Ian Manners, ‘Normative Power Europe: a Contradiction in Terms?’, Journal
of Common Market Studies 40, no. 2 (2002): 235-58. 

3. Kagan, Robert, Of Paradise and Power: America and Europe in the New World
Order (New York, NY: Knopf, 2003).

4. Mark Leonard calls the EU a ‘transformative power’.  See Leonard, ‘Ascent
of Europe’, Prospect 108, March 2005, 34-37.
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for a greater degree of reflexivity, both in the academic discussion about
normative power, and in the political representations of the EU as a
normative power, which I see as part of the same discourse. Rather than
the zealous propagation of particular ‘European’ norms, it would be
such a degree of reflexivity that would make ‘normative power Europe’
stand out. 

In the next section of the paper, I review the normative power
argument and the debates surrounding it. This is followed by a review
of the record of the EU as a normative power, which sets the scene for
the development of the main argument: the construction of the EU as a
normative power, its political effects, and the need for self-reflexivity in
this debate. As a caveat before I develop my argument, I should add
that this article should be read as a theoretical reflection on the concept
of normative power underpinned by a series of empirical observations.
It is not the result of, but rather a call for a systematic discourse analysis
of the construction of the EU as a normative power. Such an analysis
would be an essential part of the self-reflection that I suggest would
rescue the idea of ‘normative power Europe’ from those who
undermine it by writing it in large letters on their banners.

What is a Normative Power?

A Definition of Normative Power

When Ian Manners introduced the concept of normative power into the
discussion of the EU’s foreign policy, he defined it as a power that is
neither military nor purely economic, but one that works through ideas
and opinions. ‘Normative power’ Manners writes, is a power that is able
‘to shape conceptions of the “normal”’.5 We can therefore identify such a
normative power by the impact it has on what is considered appropriate
behaviour by other actors. Three aspects of this definition need further
elaboration.

Firstly, the ‘power’ in Manners’ original article seems to be a
particular kind of actor, similar to the way we use the terms ‘great
power’ or ‘superpower’. Yet Manners introduces the notion of
‘normative power’ in part because he wants to get away from the
question of whether the EU is an actor in international politics or not,
which he thinks misses the point that the EU is influential, independent
of its standing as an actor.6 This discussion need not concern us for

Reconsidering ‘Normative Power Europe’

____________________

5. Manners, ‘Normative Power’, 239-240.
6. Technically speaking, the EU’s foreign policy is part of the CFSP pillar of the

EU, while external relations include relations that fall under the supranational
first pillar (e.g., trade relations). In practice, the difference between the two
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present purposes, yet it clarifies that normative power is not only a
specific kind of actor in international politics, but that it also connotes
the characteristic of a relationship (in the Weberian sense of power as A
being able to make B do what s/he would otherwise not have done).
This relationship takes on a Lukesian twist here in the form of a kind of
hegemonic power, i.e. the power to shape the values of others. In
addition, normative power refers to particular means – it is not a power
that relies on military force, but one in which norms in themselves
achieve what otherwise is done by military arsenals or economic
incentives. 

In this respect, secondly, the normative power argument has a
distinctly social constructivist ring to it. It focuses on the independent
power of norms to influence actors’ behaviour. To the extent that
normative power is used as an analytical category to distinguish a
particular kind of actor (such as ‘Europe’), it relies on the possibility to
trace empirically the impact of norms in contrast to other possible
factors. However, as we will see, a lot of the discussion about ‘normative
power Europe’ does not really examine the de facto impact of EU policy
(and therefore whether it has normative power in the relational sense),
but on whether it acts as a normative power (and therefore whether it is
a specific type of actor that employs particular means). 

Thirdly, this does not mean that normative power cannot go
alongside other forms of power in international relations, notably
military and economic forms of power. Indeed, the latter two may
underpin normative power, although normative power must be
irreducible to economic or military power if it is to make sense as a
separate category.  For instance, research has shown that the EU is most
likely to ‘shape conceptions of the normal’ (and therefore have greater
normative power) in the context of EU membership candidacies, when
the interest to join the EU can be assumed to be an important factor
determining the impact of EU norms.7

Normative Power and Civilian Power

The EU had been regarded as a civilian power long before it was labelled
a normative power.  The idea that Europe could become a different kind
of power that does not rely primarily on military but on civilian means

____________________

becomes increasingly blurry, and I am using both terms in this paper more or
less interchangeably. 

7. See, for instance, EUBorderConf, The European Union and Border Conflicts: The
Impact of Integration and Association, Annual Report 2004 (Birmingham: The
University of Birmingham, Department of Political Science and International
Studies, 2005).
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was first explicitly formulated as such in the early 1970s by François
Duchêne. He argued that given that the people of Europe had largely
formed ‘amilitary’ values, the stalemate of the Cold War had ‘devalued
purely military power,’ and Europe was far from a consensus on its own
development as a military superpower between the two poles, the then
European Community ‘would have a chance to demonstrate the
influence which can be wielded by a large political co-operative formed
to exert essentially civilian forms of power’.8

In more recent works on civilian power, Hanns Maull defines a
civilian power as a state ‘whose conception of its foreign policy role and
behaviour is bound to particular aims, values, principles, as well as forms
of influence and instruments of power in the name of a civilisation of
international relations’.9 Similar to the concept of normative power, the
notion of civilian power therefore describes a particular kind of actor,
relationships and means. The two concepts of normative and civilian
power thus seem to be very close to each other. In a sense, civilian power
can be read as one specific form of normative power in that at its heart lie
particular kinds of norms (namely civilian).10

This reading is in contrast to the one offered by Manners, who
treats the two concepts as distinct.11 Yet such a distinction between
civilian and normative power seems to stem from a reductionist
reading of civilian power, evident in Hedley Bull’s famous critique of
the concept,12 which focuses on civilian – and in practice often economic

Reconsidering ‘Normative Power Europe’

____________________

8. François Duchêne, ‘The European Community and the Uncertainties of
Interdependence’, in A Nation Writ Large? Foreign-Policy Problems before the
European Community, eds. Max Kohnstamm and Wolfgang Hager (London:
Macmillan, 1973), 19.

9. Knut Kirste and Hanns W. Maull, ‘Zivilmacht und Rollentheorie’, Zeitschrift
für Internationale Beziehungen 3, no. 2 (1996): 300, my translation. Despite this
state-based definition, Maull sees civilian power as a specific kind of actor, role
and instrument, all of which are part of the above definition.  See Maull, DFG-
Projekt ‘Zivilmächte’: Schlußbericht und Ergebnisse (Trier: Universität Trier,
Lehrstuhl für Außenpolitik und Internationale Beziehungen, 1997), 21. For an
earlier rendition of the concept, see Maull, ‘Germany and Japan: the New
Civilian Powers’, Foreign Affairs 69, no. 5 (1990): 91-106.

10. On the centrality of norms for the concept of civilian power, see also
Henning Tewes, ‘Das Zivilmachtskonzept in der Theorie der Internationalen
Beziehungen: Anmerkungen zu Knut Kirste und Hanns W. Maull’, Zeitschrift für
Internationale Beziehungen 4, no. 2 (1997): 349.

11. Manners does note that ‘Duchêne was also interested in the normative
power of the EC as an idée force’, but he does not develop this further. See
Manners, ‘Normative power’, 239, emphasis in original.

12. Hedley Bull, ‘Civilian Power Europe: a Contradiction in Terms?’, Journal of
Common Market Studies 21, nos. 1-2 (1982): 149.
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– means to exercise power, closer to the notion of a ‘trading state’.13

Duchêne also stressed economic means,14 but at least Maull’s definition
goes beyond a focus on policy instruments. And even in Duchêne’s
original contributions, as Kalypso Nicolaïdis and Robert Howse have
pointed out, civilian power, just as Manners’ notion of normative
power, has a ‘descriptive and prescriptive’ dimension; it can be read as
referring ‘to means or ends’; and it is ‘about values’ and ‘process’.15

The EU as a Normative Power

Manners’ empirical evidence that the EU is a normative power relies
largely on the policies it pursues. He points out how since the 1980s the
EU has fought to abolish the death penalty worldwide, and notes that
within that context it was willing ‘to impinge on state sovereignty’; to
intervene ‘in support for individuals’; and to pursue this course of action
in ‘the absence of obvious material gain’.16 Other examples of the
normative power of the EU in this policy sector include the large budget
now available within EU member states for the promotion of human
rights.17 Manners also stresses that the EU is committed ‘to placing
universal norms and principles at the centre of its relations with its
Member States . . . and the world’.18 He makes much in this respect of the
explicit references to the European Convention of Human Rights and the
United Nations Charter in the Treaty on European Union (TEU).19

Manners attributes this normative engagement to the founding
principles of the Union (set out in Art. 6 TEU), including ‘liberty’,

____________________

13. Richard Rosecrance, The Rise of the Trading State: Commerce and Conquest in
the Modern World (New York: Basic Books, 1986). On the differences between a
trading state and civilian power, see Christina Schrade, ‘Machtstaat, Hanelsstaat
oder Zivilmacht? Deutsche Entwicklungspolitik nach dem Ende des Ost-West-
Konflikts’, Zeitschrift für Internationale Beziehungen 4, no. 2 (1997): 261-2.

14. Duchêne, ‘Uncertainties of Interdependence’, 19.
15. Kalypso Nicolaïdis and Robert Howse, ‘“This is my EUtopia …”: Narrative

as Power’, Journal of Common Market Studies 40, no. 4 (2002): 770-771.
16. Manners, ‘Normative Power Europe’, 252-253.
17. Richard Youngs, ‘Normative Dynamics and Strategic Interests in the EU’s

External Identity’, Journal of Common Market Studies 42, no. 2 (2004): 422. On the
development of human rights as a part of EU foreign policy, see also Karen E.
Smith, ‘The EU, Human Rights and Relations with Third Countries: “Foreign
Policy” with an Ethical Dimension?’, in Ethics and Foreign Policy, eds. Karen E.
Smith and Margot Light (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), 186-8.

18. Manners, ‘Normative Power Europe’, 241, emphasis added.
19. Ibid. It is noteworthy in this context that the 2003 European Security

Strategy places heavy emphasis on international law.  See A Secure Europe In a
Better World: European Security Strategy, Brussels, 12 December 2003, 9-10.
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‘democracy’, ‘respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms’,
‘rule of law’, as well as to the unique political set-up of the EU (which
includes the idea of the ‘pooling of sovereignty’, the principle of sub-
sidiarity and the transnational representation in the European
Parliament).20 He concludes that ‘because of its particular historical evo-
lution, its hybrid polity, and its constitutional configuration, the EU has
a normatively different basis for its relations with the world. . . . [N]ot
only is the EU constructed on a normative basis, but importantly . . . this
predisposes it to act in a normative way in world politics’.21 Others have
made similar links between the institutions and discourse inside the EU
and its external relations.22

Manners’ piece has had a considerable impact on the study of
European foreign policy. Manners himself notes that there is an ‘onto-
logical’, ‘positivist’ and ‘normative’ element to his argument.23 All three
elements fit into a larger ongoing debate in which the EU has been con-
ceptualised as a different type of actor in world politics,24 specific EU
policies have been considered to be different from those of other super-
powers, and in which it has been argued that the EU should indeed be a
different kind of power.25

A central contribution to this debate has been Robert Kagan’s Of
Paradise and Power, in which the author juxtaposes what he sees as the
Hobbesian-realist, military power of the United States against the
Kantian idealist avoidance of military means rooted in pacifist values
prevailing in Europe.  Kagan argues that, in effect, America and Europe
live in two different worlds.26 The hallmark of the EU as (for Kagan) ‘non-
power’ would be the orientation of its external policies on its ‘inner
characteristics . . . primarily: civilian ends and means, and a built-in sense
of collective action, which in turn expresses, however imperfectly, social

Reconsidering ‘Normative Power Europe’

____________________

20. Manners, ‘Normative Power Europe’, 243, 252-253.
21. Ibid., 252.
22. See Ole Wæver, ‘Insecurity, Security and Asecurity in the West European

Non-war Community’, in Security Communities, eds. Emanuel Adler and Michael
J. Barnett (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 104.

23. Youngs, ‘Normative Dynamics’, 252.
24. See also, for instance, Richard Rosecrance, ‘The European Union: a New

Type of International Actor’, in, Paradoxes of European Foreign Policy, ed. Jan
Zielonka (The Hague: Kluwer Law International), 22.

25. Tommaso Padoa-Schioppa, Europe, a Civil Power: Lessons from EU Experience
(London: The Federal Trust, 2004), 8.

26. Kagan, Paradise and Power. For a summary of the discussion of Kagan’s
argument, see Elizabeth Pond, Friendly Fire: The Near-Death of the Transatlantic
Alliance (Pittsburgh, PA: European Union Studies Association, and Washington,
DC: Brookings, 2004), 2-6.
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values of equality, justice and tolerance’.27 Yet in contrast to Manners, for
Kagan, Europe’s pacifism is not so much a result of choice as, at least in
parts, necessity: it does not have the military means and resources to
become a military power, so it sticks to non-military forms of influence. 

The discursive construction of the EU as a normative power is not
found in isolated statements only. This normative discourse is one that
most EU politicians – in Council, Commission and Parliament as well as
on the member state level – engage in unless they are committed
Eurosceptics. There may well be disagreement about the development of
the EU’s military capacities between Council and Commission, and
between different member states and different directorate-generals, yet
the representation of Europe as a force for peace and well-being is nearly
consensual. It is perhaps because of this already-existing construction that
Kagan’s book became such a widespread reference point in the debate.

The US, Normative and Military Power

The concept of normative power in IR has largely been developed in
relation to the EU (this also holds true for the concept of civilian power,
although studies of German and Japanese foreign policy also figure
prominently here). Yet historical comparison illustrates that the notion of
normative power is hardly novel and unique to the EU.28 As Henning
Tewes suggests, the question is not whether or not a state is a civilian
power, but to what degree it is one.29 Thus we would expect to find
instantiations of civilian/normative power in many places and historical
contexts. These will differ in the extent to which the spread of universal
norms plays a role as an aim as well as the means of the projection of
power, but also in how far military power dominates other forms of power.

Normative power is not the opposite of military power, as
Manners rightly insists. It is entirely conceivable that military force is
used to back up the spread of civilian values, partly because the
application of civilian means would imply the pre-existing
institutionalisation of civilian values in order to be effective.30 Yet the

____________________

27. Ibid., 20.
28. Manners is aware of this and notes that ‘historical empires and contempo-

rary global powers’, too, have attempted to spread their own norms and values,
although he does not follow this up. See Manners, ‘Normative power Europe’, 241.

29. Tewes, ‘Zivilmachtkonzept’, 353.
30. Helene Sjursen, ‘Changes to European Security in a Communicative

Perspective’, Cooperation and Conflict 39, no. 2 (2004): 122; and Annette
Jünemann, ‘Repercussions of the Emerging European Security and Defence
Policy on the Civil Character of the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership’,
Mediterranean Politics 8, nos. 2-3 (2003): 40. Richard Youngs even writes of the
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more normative power builds on military force, the less it becomes
distinguishable from traditional forms of power, because it no longer
relies on the power of norms itself. Indeed, the imposition of norms
through military force cannot be equated with successfully changing
others, which relies primarily on socialisation processes.

The US is a particularly interesting case in this context, not least
because much of the writing within the normative power discourse
develops the concept in contrast to the US. To put this case into context,
it is necessary to consider the long-established assessment of US foreign
policy as strongly influenced by the frontier-myth, resulting in the
‘God-given duty to spread the dream and promise of America beyond
its own shores’ – a predisposition that, as Michael Cox notes, ‘inevitably
infused American foreign policy with a particularly moralistic and
idealistic tone’.31 Leaving aside its rather more openly ruthless
engagement in the Americas following the Monroe doctrine, most of the
US’s international engagement has had strong normative under-, if not
over-tones. At no point has the US’s normative power been more visible
than it was in the first part of the twentieth century, an era which had
Woodrow Wilson’s Fourteen Points as a cornerstone. And of course
after World War II, when one could already see the dominance of
military power and American hegemony in play (in the Western world
at least), the US helped create a series of international institutions that
would civilise international politics.32

Even the invasion of Iraq, driven by a neoconservative ideology,
cannot easily be dismissed as mere power politics – it is driven by a
particular worldview with strong ideas of how democracy should work
within a particular liberal governmental frame. And in the 2002
National Security Strategy, the invocation of norms and the
commitment to spreading those norms, which are held to be universal,
plays a central role.33 Yet, as I will argue below with respect to the EU,

Reconsidering ‘Normative Power Europe’

____________________

‘mutually conditioning nature of normative liberalism and power politics’.  See
Youngs, ‘Normative Dynamics’, 419.  

31. Michael Cox, ‘The Empire’s Back in Town: or America’s Imperial
Temptation – Again’, Millennium: Journal of International Studies 32, no. 1 (2003):
8-9. See also David Campbell, ‘Contradictions of a Lone Superpower’, in The
American Century: Consensus and Coercion in the Projection of American Power, eds.
David Slater and Peter J. Taylor (Oxford: Blackwell, 1999), 223. The importance
of Frederick Turner’s frontier credo of ‘expansion, individualism, and democra-
cy’ for US foreign policy was established by William Appleman Williams, ‘The
Frontier Thesis and American Foreign Policy’, Pacific Historical Review 24 (1955):
379-395 (quote from p. 383).

32. Menon, Nicolaidis and Welsh, ‘In defence of Europe’, 7.
33. See Felix Berenskoetter, ‘Mapping the Mind Gap: a Comparison of US and

European Security Strategies’, Security Dialogue 36, no. 1 (2005): 75-76, 86.
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interests and norms cannot easily be separated.34 Building up
institutions after the second World War was a projection of American
norms, but it also (intentionally or not) safeguarded US interests; not
necessarily because of some great conspiracy, but because those norms
would spread a conception of life that would match that of the US – and
build a ‘community of ideals, interests and purposes’.35

One difference between the EU and the US, however, is that the US
has sought to project, and often impose, its own norms while (unlike
the EU) refusing to bind itself to international treaties.36 Manners
highlights the EU’s formal commitment to international law in this
respect,37 but on the basis of the general definition of normative power,
this can only be the characteristic of a particular kind of normative
power. The difference between the US and the EU in this respect should
be understood not as a distinction between a normative and a
traditional military power, but rather as a warning sign about a
normative power in which military power is becoming increasingly
important.

Indeed, during the first part of the twentieth century the US, like
today’s EU, was not at all eager to intervene in conflicts outside its own
hemisphere. Like the EU, Wilson’s aim was to spread peace throughout
the world so that interventions would no longer be necessary. And just
like the EU, the idea was to do so not with military means, but with
binding normative commitments. Yet over time, the military back-up of
this normative power came to be of ever-increasing importance. And
even though the US’s reluctance to entertain imperial ambitions should
not be overestimated, this supplementation of norms with force was not
solely due to imperial ambitions on the part of the US – it was partly as
a response to calls for engagement from outside the US (as the EU is
facing calls for more military power now). 

____________________

34. Cox, ‘The Empire’s Back’, 9.
35. Secretary of State Charles Hughes cited in Werner Link, Der Ost-West-

Konflikt: Die Organisation der internationalen Beziehungen im 20. Jahrhundert, 2nd
ed. (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1988), 68. The classic account of Wilson’s interna-
tionalism as a tactic to further the power of the American empire is William
Appleman Williams’s The Tragedy of American Diplomacy.  However, Williams,
too, acknowledges the importance of the particular normative discourses that
Wilson and other American ‘idealist imperialists’ were engaging in and arguing
from.  See Williams, The Tragedy of American Diplomacy, 2nd ed. (New York: Delta,
1962), 63, 79. 

36. A comparison of the US and European Security Strategies is instructive in
this respect. For such a comparison, see Berenskoetter, ‘Mapping the Mind Gap’.

37. Manners, ‘Normative Power Europe’, 241.
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In the case of the US, the entanglement of normative and military power
is underpinned, most evidently in the Bush administration, by a secure
belief in the universal validity of its own norms and a missionary zeal to
spread these norms to places marked as ‘evil’. It is such an unreflective
normative stance that legitimises the use of military force: were there
doubts about the underlying norms, military force would not be
considered legitimate. This indicates another dimension along which
normative powers can be differentiated, and it is one that I will further
explore below: the degree to which norms are subject to reflection both
inside the EU and (in the way that the EU binds itself to international
norms) in the context of the international society.

Challenges to ‘Normative Power Europe’

A large part of the discussion about the EU as a civilian and normative
power has focused on whether or not those terms adequately describe the
EU’s international behaviour. Helene Sjursen, for instance, maintains that
the trend towards greater institutionalisation of international security
and the stronger concern for the individual rather than the state as a
referent of security is more deeply embedded in Europe than elsewhere.38

However, not everyone agrees. As far as the focus on civilian means is
concerned, the problem stems largely from the fact that the EU has
increasingly included military means in its foreign policy machinery.39

This is most obvious in the development of the European Security and
Defence Policy (ESDP) as part of the EU’s Common Foreign and Security
Policy (CFSP) pillar, including the Rapid Reaction Force and various
political and military committees to govern military efforts on EU level. 

In Kagan’s view, the civilian power of Europe largely depends on,
and in many instances follows on from the military conditions provided
by the US – what is often characterised as ‘the US makes the dinner and
the EU does the dishes’.40 Robert Cooper, now director-general of the
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38. See Sjursen, ‘Changes to European Security’, 108, 119-120. See also Anand
Menon, Kalypso Nicolaïdis and Jennifer Welsh, ‘In defence of Europe – a
Response to Kagan’, Journal of European Affairs 2, no. 3 (2004): 8-9.

39. See, for instance, Penska and Mason, ‘EU Security Cooperation’, 256, 262;
Christopher Hill, ‘Renationalizing or Regrouping? EU Foreign Policy since 11
September 2001’, Journal of Common Market Studies 42, no. 1 (2004): 156-157; and
Jünemann, ‘Repercussions’, 42-3, 48.

40. This is a common saying about US-EU relations, taken here from Susan E.
Penksa and Warren L. Mason, ‘EU Security Cooperation and the Transatlantic
Partnership’, Cooperation and Conflict 38, no. 3 (2003): 256. For a more positive
phrasing, see Anja Dalgaard-Nielsen, ‘Looking to Europe: American Perceptions
of the Old World’, Cooperation and Conflict 39, no. 1 (2004): 74.
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office of the EU’s high representative for the CFSP, in an essay first
published in 1996, agrees that Europe is an area of peaceful relations,
but is much more aggressive when it comes to its external relations. To
him, Europe (with the EU at its core, but not restricted to it) is the prime
example of the ‘postmodern world’.41 Its task is to ‘preserve and extend’
this post-modern security order and to promote its underlying values,
never forgetting ‘that more security can be achieved by cooperation
than by competition’.42 However, a complacent pacifism is not what
Cooper wants; in fact, he sees it as one of the greatest dangers to the
postmodern world. In Cooper’s vision, military force is a necessary part
of Europe as long as there are remnants of the ‘modern’ and
‘premodern’ outside the sphere of the ‘postmodern’. He warns that
‘when we are operating in the jungle, we also must use the laws of the
jungle’.43 Unsurprisingly, then, he argues that ‘those who speak of
Germany, or Europe, as a ”civilian power” do so under the illusion that
this could be had without military power.44 Yet the case of the US
illustrates the danger of such logic. While normative and military
power are not incompatible, they are in a tension that should not be
ignored in the future development of ESDP.

Another criticism of the EU as a normative power concerns its
consistency, both in terms of not discriminating between different
external actors, and not undermining norms from inside. Thus, there
have been charges of bias and arbitrariness related to the EU’s
application of human rights.45 Also, since 9/11, the EU and its member
states have taken part in the drive towards the securitisation of
migration, although perhaps less so than the United States.46

One version of this argument is that EU insistence on norms
embodies strategic or economic interests.47 In the strong version of the
argument, those interests are cloaked in a mantle of values and norms
rhetoric. In a weaker, more sophisticated version, Richard Youngs

____________________

41. Robert Cooper, The Postmodern State and the World Order, 2nd ed. (London:
Demos and the Foreign Policy Centre, 2000), 23.

42. Ibid., 34-5.
43. Ibid., 39. 
44. Robert Cooper, ‘The European Answer to Kagan’, Transatlantic

Internationale Politik 4, no. 2 (2003) [www.weltpolitik.net/print/1008.html] (24
August 2004).

45. Sjursen, ‘Changes to European Security’, 122. For an excellent review of
cases indicating inconsistency, see Smith, ‘The EU, Human Rights’, 193-8.

46. Hill, ‘Renationalizing or Regrouping?’, 150.
47. Smith, ‘The EU, Human Rights’, 196-8. The EU’s trade relations with devel-

oping countries are another example that one could cite for inconsistencies in the
implementation of norms.
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argues that normative concerns and strategic interests always go
together in the EU’s external relations, and that one therefore needs a
combination of rationalist and constructivist approaches in order to
assess the respective impact of both factors.48 Youngs argues that
interests were manifested for instance in the political choices of
supporting Yassir Arafat’s administration rather than channelling funds
towards NGOs critical of the Middle East peace process, and in the
support granted to Boris Yeltsin in the name of stability in post-Soviet
Russia.49 He further notes that human rights policy has often been
instrumental, citing as examples funding that went to pro-Western
NGOs rather than Islamist ones and (with respect to decision-making
processes) that foreign ministries have ‘syphoned off’ human rights
funds to direct them towards politically motivated projects.50

Yet, in order to make judgements about which factor is at play, any
such criticism needs to presuppose a clear-cut distinction between
norms and interests. Such a distinction, however, is determined by
ontological assumptions and, indeed, political choice, rather than
empirical observation. This problem has haunted similar attempts to
distinguish empirically between different Habermasian logics of action,
in particular strategic and argumentative behaviour.51 Youngs’ analysis is
no exception. Thus, he discounts an interest in stability as a matter of
strategic choice when it can easily be seen as a norm competing with
human rights. Similarly, he sees the support of like-minded NGOs as an
instance of instrumentality, although the entire logic of a normative
power is about the spread of particular norms and values. The point is
not that normative power is not strategic, but that strategic interests and
norms cannot be easily distinguished, and that the assumption of a
normative sphere without interests is in itself nonsensical.

The criticism of normative power as being driven, at least in part,
by strategic interests, therefore runs into self-contradictions if it is
presented as an objective analysis rather than a political intervention.
Consequently, Youngs in the end seems to affirm rather than effectively
undermine the concept of normative power Europe. He agrees that ‘EU
approaches certainly look rather less instrumental than the new . . . US
human rights initiatives’.52 His criticism, citing the concern of NGOs,
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48. Youngs, ‘Normative Dynamics’.
49. Ibid., 424.
50. Ibid., 427, 429.
51. Nicole Deitelhoff and Harald Müller, ‘Theoretical Paradise – Empirically

Lost? Arguing with Habermas’, Review of International Studies 31, vol. 1 (2005):
167-179.

52. Youngs, ‘Normative Dynamics’, 429.
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that the EU seeks to ‘impose “European values”’,53 is not in itself a
contradiction, but rather a confirmation, of the EU as a normative
power.

The Power of the ‘Normative Power Europe’ Discourse

Representing Europe as a Normative Power

The discussion of Young’s contribution to the normative power debate
illustrates that ‘normative power’ is not an objective category. Instead, it
is a practice of discursive representation. From a discourse analytical
point of view, the most interesting question about normative power
therefore is not whether Europe is a normative power or not, but how it
is constructed as one; paraphrasing Stefano Guzzini, what the use of the
term ‘normative power’ does.54 This shifts the focus of the analysis from
a discussion of normative power as an empirical phenomenon to a
second-order analysis of the power inherent in the representation of
‘normative power Europe’.

Nicolaïdis and Howse offer one road into this problematisation of
the EU as a normative power. They consider the narrative of the EU as
a civilian power, trying to export its model to other regions and even
globally. To them, this involves the values of ‘inclusion, participation,
transparency, attentiveness to distributive effects, tolerance of diversity
and of other levels of legitimate governance’.55 In particular, they
consider the EU’s role as a model for the World Trade Organization
(WTO), which they contrast with ‘the negative external spillover of
many of the EU’s internal policies, from agriculture to standardization,
competition or the movement of people’.56 They conclude that ‘the EU
that serves as the basis for such extrapolations to the world level is part
analysis of existing realities, part prediction about their development,
but also part utopia. . . . Ultimately, the EU would need to model itself
on the utopia that it seeks to project on to the rest of the world’.57

However, Nicoloaïdis and Howse do not address the point that the
EU’s projection of a ‘utopia’ is the construction of the EU as a better
‘Self’ that is likely to prevent it from succeeding in ‘modelling itself on
this utopia’. In other words, the narrative of  ‘normative power Europe’
constructs the EU’s identity as well as the identity of the EU’s others in

____________________

53. Ibid., 430.
54. Stefano Guzzini, ‘The Concept of Power: a Constructivist Analysis’,

Millennium: Journal of International Studies, this issue.
55. Nicolaïdis and Howes, ‘EUtopia’, 782.
56. Ibid., 773.
57. Ibid., 783, 788.
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ways which allow EU actors to disregard their own shortcomings
unless a degree of self-reflexivity is inserted,58 the lack of which stands
out as a major weakness of normative power in the US case.

Such a reading of the concept of ‘normative power Europe’ takes
its inspiration from poststructuralist work on self/other constructions
in international politics. From this point of view, identities are seen
always to require an other against which they are constructed; an other
which they thus construct at the same time.59 A common strand in
international politics, for instance, is the representation of the
‘sovereign domestic’ as peaceful and secure, and the ‘world outside’ as
anarchic and dangerous, a threat to the cosiness of the nation.60 Within
this argument, the characteristics of the domestic sphere are presented
as existing prior to the external threat, but in fact they are constructed
in this very statement – there is no homogeneous and clearly delineated
‘inside’ to be defended against the ‘outside’ apart from a historically
contextual representation of social relations infused with power and
distinctions between ‘self’ and ‘other’. Foreign policy, from such an
angle, is not the representation of the nation to others as a pre-given
object, but a construction of the nation in the very moment of
representation.61

The projection of American ideals for instance is at the same time
the construction of these particular ideals and a particular American
identity. Indeed, although David Campbell’s seminal study of US
foreign policy and identity focuses on the construction of danger and
identity, it also repeatedly refers to the notion of ‘civilising’ others
through the projection of norms; a practice that at the same time
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58. I should note that Nicolaïdis and Howse, too, refer to the lack of a ‘self-
reflexive dimension’ in the Commission report on ‘Europe’s contribution to
world governance’. See Nicolaïdis and Howes, ‘EUtopia’, 783. For a more main-
stream constructivist analysis of CFSP and identity, see Ben Tonra, ‘Constructing
the Common Foreign and Security Policy: the Utility of a Cognitive Approach’,
Journal of Common Market Studies 41, no. 4 (2003): 743-6.

59. See, for example, William E. Connolly, Identity\Difference: Democratic
Negotiations of Political Paradox (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1991); Iver
B. Neumann, Uses of the Other: ‘The East’ in European Identity Formation
(Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press, 1999); and R. B. J. Walker,
Inside/Outside: International Relations as Political Theory (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1993).

60. Richard K. Ashley, ‘Untying the Sovereign State: a Double Reading of the
Anarchy Problematique’, Millennium: Journal of International Studies 17, no. 2
(1988): 227-262.

61. David Campbell, Writing Security: United States Foreign Policy and the Politics
of Identity, 2nd ed. (Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press, 1998).
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‘serve[s] to enframe, limit and domesticate a particular identity’
commensurate with the norms espoused – an identity which
‘incorporates, for example, the form of domestic order, the social
relations of production, and the various subjectivities to which they
give rise’.62

Different Forms of Othering

It is helpful to summarise some of the strategies of constructing ‘self’
and ‘other’ in international politics in order to trace them in articulations
of normative power Europe:

• Representation of the other as an existential threat
(‘securitisation’). This practice has been highlighted and analysed by
the Copenhagen School of security studies.63 In their work, issues are
turned into a security threat through a speech act of securitisation; i.e.,
the representation of that issue as an existential threat, legitimising
extraordinary measures (classically: war), but also constructing a
particular subject as the threatened ‘referent object’ at the same time.  

• Representation of the other as inferior. In this weaker version of
‘othering’, the self is simply constructed as superior to the other. In
practices of Orientalism, for instance, the other becomes the exotic; as
such the other is feted, but at the same time looked down upon.64 To the
extent that the other is seen as undermining the standards of the self,
this strategy approximates the first one.  

• Representation of the other as violating universal principles. This
is a stronger variation of the second strategy. Here, however, the
standards of the self are not simply seen as superior, but of universal
validity, with the consequence that the other should be convinced or
otherwise brought to accept the principles of the self.65

• Representation of the other as different. This fourth strategy of
othering differs from the previous three in that it does not place an
obvious value-judgement on the other: the other is represented neither
as inferior nor as a threat, but merely as different. While this is not an
____________________

62. David Campbell, Writing Security: United States Foreign Policy and the
Politics of Identity (Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press, 1992), 158.

63. For instance: Barry Buzan, Ole Wæver and Jaap deWilde, Security: A New
Framework for Analysis (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner, 1998).

64. The classic reference is Edward Said, Orientalism (New York: Vintage,
1979).

65. This strategy is discussed in connection with the global governance debate
by Richard K. Ashley.  See Ashley, ‘Imposing International Purpose: Notes on a
Problematic of Governance’, in Global Changes and Theoretical Challenges:
Approaches to World Politics for the 1990s, eds. Ernst-Otto Czempiel and James N.
Rosenau (Lexington, MA: Lexington Books, 1989), 251-290.
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innocent practice (it still imposes identities on others), it is preferable to
the other three in that it reduces the possibility to legitimise harmful
interference with the other.66

A clear instance of the securitisation strategy is Robert Cooper’s
argument cited above. Cooper invokes the modern, and to some extent
also the premodern world as a threat against which the postmodern
world must guard itself in order not to jeopardise its civilian standards.
This legitimises the formation of European armed forces and of
interventions in the ‘pre-modern’ world, which would otherwise not be
legitimate, be it because of the definition of defence policy as a national
matter, the prevailing peaceful values and norms, or the discrediting of
imperialism. 

Cooper’s argument, however, is rather unusual for articulations of
‘normative’ power, as is Cooper’s readiness to support military power.
The othering process in such articulations operates mostly according to
the more subtle third strategy. The European experience becomes the
standard for the world, and Europe is called upon to embark on a
‘mission civilisiatrice’.67 In this, the European experience itself is
brought into being as a specific one; 68 an experience that leads from
despair to having seen the light and is therefore pleasurable for EU
members.69 The so-called Copenhagen criteria – the criteria setting the
political, economic and administrative standards for EU membership
applicants – are a prominent example for this in that they ‘spelled out
what the EU is (or is supposed to be) and therefore what candidate
countries should become’.70 This is particularly evident in the case of
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66. For a discussion, see Andrew Linklater, ‘Dialogic Politics and the Civilising
Process’, Review of International Studies 31, no. 1 (2005): 141-154. See also Bahar
Rumelili’s argument that ‘the discursive dependence of identity on difference
does not necessarily entail a relationship of Othering between self and other’; by
which she essentially means what I have described here as the fourth strategy of
representing the other as different. Rumelili, ‘Constructing Identity and Relating
to Difference: Understanding the EU’s Mode of Differentiation’, Review of
International Studies 30, no. 1 (2004): 36. 

67. Nicolaïdis and Howes, ‘EUtopia’, 782.
68. Youngs, ‘Normative Dynamics’, 419.
69. Michael C. Williams discusses a similar logic regarding the democratic

peace argument and liberal state identities.  See Williams, ‘The Discipline of the
Democratic Peace: Kant, Liberalism and the Social Construction of Security
Communities’, European Journal of International Relations 7, no. 4 (2001): 537.
There is indeed some overlap between the articulation of ‘normative power’ and
‘democratic peace’, this however needs to be bracketed for present purposes
because of space constraints.

70. Nicolaïdis and Howes, ‘EUtopia’, 774.
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minority rights; part of the political criteria which had not previously
been accepted as a matter of core European principles, but which
through the insertion into the Copenhagen Criteria became part of the
representation of European – or rather EU – identity.71

The Euro-Mediterranean Partnership as an Instance of Normative 
Power Europe

As a concrete example, let us consider the Union’s Euro-Mediterranean
Partnership (EMP), and specifically the Barcelona Declaration of 1995,
which forms the basis of EMP.72 The declaration is characterised by the
absence of any reference to military means and the focus on
transformation through civilian cooperation.73 Cornerstones of the
declaration, as stated in the preamble, are ‘a spirit of partnership’ and
the creation of ‘an area of dialogue, exchange and cooperation
guaranteeing peace, stability and prosperity’. The declaration itself
divides the Partnership into three ‘baskets’, titled ‘political and security
partnership: establishing a common area of peace and stability’,
‘economic and financial partnership: creating an area of shared
prosperity’, and ‘partnership in social, cultural and human affairs:
developing human resources, promoting understanding between
cultures and exchanges between civil societies’. All of these baskets are
clearly means of civilian power, an attempt to civilise relationships
between the countries around the Mediterranean. They are also infused
with normative power in particular in that they bind the signatories (all
EU member states and states bordering the Mediterranean except Libya)
to the rule of law, democracy, human rights and fundamental freedoms,
societal diversity and pluralism – to name only a few.74 All of these
norms are part of what Manners sees as ‘the EU’s normative basis’ and
are included in the Copenhagen Criteria. They are therefore
prerequisites for EU membership and, by extension, constructed as
characteristics of all EU member states.75

The extent to which the Barcelona Declaration is a practice of othering
(in the sense of imposing standards regarded as universal and

____________________

71. Antje Wiener, ‘Contested Compliance: Interventions on the Normative
Structure of World Politics’, European Journal of International Relations 10, no. 2
(2004): 205.

72. Barcelona declaration adopted at the Euro-Mediterranean Conference, 27-
28 November 1995 [www.europa.eu.int/comm./external_relations/euromed/
bd.htm] (23 August 2004).

73. Jünemann, ‘Repercussions’, 38-39.
74. Barcelona declaration, ‘Political and Security Partnership’.
75. Manners, ‘Normative Power’, 243.
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representing others as violating those standards) becomes clearer when
we take a closer look at some aspects of the language used in the
document, and juxtapose some of its clauses with practices of EU
member states.76 Thus, while the Declaration claims to establish a
partnership between its signatories, it becomes clear very soon that most
of the text is primarily directed at the non-EU Mediterranean states.77

Since, on the basis of the Copenhagen Criteria, the EU member states see
themselves as having fulfilled the principles written into the
Declaration, the principles’ explicit incorporation makes sense primarily
as a means to exert influence on a set of others that do not stick to them.
The direction of the Declaration finally gets into the open when the issue
of migration is addressed: ‘the partners, aware of their responsibility for
readmission, agree do adopt the relevant provisions and measures . . . in
order to readmit their nationals who are in an illegal situation’.78

Consequently, the Declaration, partly explicitly, partly read in
conjunction with other EU documents, presents Europe as what Cooper
would call a ‘postmodern world’. The principles of that world are
extended to a ‘modern world’ through the Declaration, but the images
the Declaration creates only make sense in their contrast. At the same
time, this image of the EU neglects the problematic issues within the
EU: for instance, the disputes over Gibraltar with respect to the call to
‘respect the territorial integrity and unity of each of the other partners’,
or the arms exports by EU member states with respect to the principle
of refraining ‘from developing military capacity beyond [the partners’]
legitimate defence requirements’.79

Perhaps ironically, Kagan’s book – presumably meant as a critique
of European powerlessness – also serves to create an identity of Europe
as a ‘Kantian paradise’ that papers over the differences within by
juxtaposing it to the other of the US. As Anja Dalgaard-Nielsen notes,
‘[Kagan’s] description of Europe appears very German-centric. He
overlooks that European countries like France and the United Kingdom
have a tradition of projecting power and have no qualms about using it
as a perfectly normal instrument for pursuing the national interest in
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76. On the Mediterranean as the other of the EU, see also Michelle Pace, ‘The
Ugly Duckling of Europe: the Mediterranean in the Foreign Policy of the
European Union’, Journal of European Area Studies 10, no. 2 (2002): 195-6, 209, and,
‘The Euro-Mediterranean Partnership and the Common Mediterranean
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no. 2 (2004): 292-309.
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294.
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extra-European parts of the world’.80

To say that the articulation of normative power is a discursive
practice that constructs the EU’s identity does not mean that this is in
itself a bad thing. Any articulation of identity is infused with power.
Discursive power is therefore ubiquitous. It enables us to speak and
make sense of the world, but we should always be reflective of the
discursive context in which we are engaging. Whether or not a
particular identity construction is regarded as problematic depends on
the context in which it is viewed - this is ultimately what politics is
about. In the case of ‘normative power Europe’, I suggest three political
implications. First, the content of the norms is to be welcomed as they
envision a world of more peaceful and just relations. Second, if those
norms however are projected without self-reflection, the identity
construction that they entail allows the continued violation of the
norms within the EU, as the paradoxes pointed out in the discussion of
the Barcelona Declaration indicate. Third, such an unreflexive
projection of norms and construction of European identity risks being
undermined by military power.

Turkey and the EU

A second example, the relationship between Turkey and the EU,
demonstrates further the political consequences, and therefore the
power, of the ‘normative power Europe’ discourse.81 Turkey has had an
association agreement with the EU since 1963. While it was finally
accepted as a candidate state at the Helsinki European Council in 1999,
the opening of membership negotiations was only agreed at the Council
meeting in December 2004. Turkey therefore lags behind most Central
and Eastern European States, including Bulgaria and Romania, with
which negotiations were opened in early 2000.  

Until recently, the European Commission’s Regular Reports on
Turkey as a candidate have highlighted the political Copenhagen
Criteria as obstacles to the opening of membership negotiations, insofar
as the Commission had observed shortcomings regarding human rights
in Turkey. Turkish politicians, on the other hand, have long accused the
EU of a policy of double standards: while Turkey is supposed to have
solved all of its problems, other candidates received preferential
treatment in this regard, and even EU member states are not without

____________________

80. Anja Dalgaard-Nielsen, ‘Looking to Europe: American Perspectives of the
Old World’, Cooperation and Conflict 39, no. 1 (2004): 74. See also Timothy Garden
Ash, ‘The great divide’, Prospect 84 (2003): 25.

81. On the following, see also Thomas Diez and Bahar Rumelili, ‘Open the
Door’, The World Today 60, no. 4 (August/September 2004): 33-35.
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their own problems in holding to the Copenhagen Criteria. The point to
be made here is not about which side is right. Instead, I propose that the
argument about ‘double standards’ or not misses the impact of the
‘normative power Europe’ discourse on Turkey-EU relations, and the
role that the latter play in this dicourse. 

The Commission’s reports on Turkey clearly display the EU’s
normative power in terms of their demands for human rights and
democratic standards, and this discussion has not ended with the
agreement to open negotiations. Indeed, Turkey is an ideal ‘other’
against which to construct and demonstrate the EU as a normative
power because of its ‘hybrid’ position regarding Europe.82 Historically,
Turkey has mostly been part of the European set of powers, but it was
also constructed as the Muslim enemy in front of the gates of Europe.
Mustafa Kemal Atatürk, the founder of the modern Republic of Turkey,
saw Turkey’s place in Europe (as did his Ottoman predecessors), but he
also did not think that Turkey was already fully a part of Europe, and
embarked on a process of modernisation, or Europeanisation.83

Turkey’s position ‘in-between’ allows the EU now on the one hand to
wield its influence over Turkey, on the other hand to construct 
its difference. 

However, Turkey’s ongoing constitutional reforms, which started
after the Helsinki decision, also bring obligations flowing from the
normative argument for the EU: its identity as a normative power
would be undermined if it decided to pursue semi-detachment forever,
and therefore was seen as not keeping its promises. The European
Council therefore had little choice but to open membership
negotiations. This shows that the power of the ‘normative power
Europe’ discourse is not unidirectional, but multifaceted, and cannot be
easily controlled. It empowers EU actors, but it also empowers other
actors to remind EU politicians of their words.84
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From Self-Reflexivity to Geographical Othering

One could analyse a whole series of ‘normative power Europe’
articulations in similar ways. Within the EU, the case of the sanctions
against Austria in 1999 because of the extremist positions of the new
junior coalition partner, the Freiheitliche Partei Österreichs (FPÖ), is a
reminder that normative power not only works in external relations;85

although taking up a formulation from David Campbell’s Writing
Security, this was a case of making Austria ‘foreign’.86 The sanctions
insisted on the norms underlying the European integration project, but
at the same time they also (re)constructed these, and conveniently
ignored that some member states, such as Denmark, had their own fair
share of racism and immigration policies that could easily be regarded
as stricter than what was proposed in Austria. 

The self/other articulations of the ‘normative power Europe’
concept do not come from nowhere. Instead, they stand in a tradition of
(but also transform) the notion of a peace community whose primary
other is its own, war-torn past.87 This ‘past as other’ logic is still part of
many Sunday speeches of European integration, and continues to
legitimise the integration project.88 Just like the ‘normative power
Europe’ discourse, it constructs an identity of the ‘new’, i.e. post-World
War II, Europe as one in which peace and the respect for human rights
prevail over the use of force and pure power politics. Unlike the
‘normative power Europe’ concept, however, the ‘past as other’ concept
is primarily reflexive: the self of the present is also the other of the
past.89 This instils a critical moment in policy discourse, a discursive
rule of identity-consciousness that is no longer present in articulations
of normative power, where the self becomes the unquestioned model
for geographical others. The temporal other of the ‘past as other’
discourse questions references to power; the geographical other of the
‘normative power Europe’ discourse projects power, albeit redefined,
beyond the formal boundaries of the EU.

____________________

85. See Thomas Diez, ‘Incarnation of the Other: Haider and Europe’s Peace
Community’, Jetlagged News, 30 November 2000 [www.jetlaggednews.com/
number/04-11.30.2000/07b.html] (25 August 2004).

86. Campbell, Writing Security.
87. Wæver, ‘Insecurity, Security, Asecurity’, 90.
88. For examples, see Thomas Diez, ‘Europe’s Others and the Return of

Geopolitics’, Cambridge Review of International Affairs 17, no. 2 (1994): 325-6.
89. For an elaboration of this argument see Diez, ‘Europe’s Others’, 331-3.
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Reflexivity and Refocusing the Analysis of Normative Power
Europe 

With the rise of social constructivism in International Relations, the role
of norms in international politics has become a widely studied subject.
European integration is often seen as a ‘best case’ for the application of
social constructivism.90 This is largely because of the characteristics of
the European Union polity. Yet the nature of the EU’s external relations
also plays a crucial part in the Union’s ‘postmodern’ features insofar as
it is seen as a new kind of ‘normative power’.91 Mainstream social
constructivists, like other scholars, would focus their analysis of
‘normative power Europe’ on the exact role that norms play in the
formulation of a European foreign and external policy.92 I have argued in
this paper that this focus neglects an important aspect of the discourse
on ‘normative power Europe’: its contribution to the construction of a
European identity.

To summarise, I have put forward three specific claims: Firstly,
that the concept of ‘normative power’, rather than being distinct from
‘civilian power’, is already embedded in the latter (although ‘civilian
power’ also specifies a particular kind of ‘normative power’). Secondly,
the discourse on ‘normative power Europe’ is an important practice of
European identity construction. Finally, the EU is not the first
normative power, and the ‘self’/’other’ practices constituting the
‘normative power Europe’ discourse can be observed in other historical
instantiations, notably in practices of the United States.

The example of the United States is also where the lessons start. I
have argued that normative and military power are not necessarily
incompatible. The history of the United States illustrates this, but it also
shows how military power can ‘take over’. The development of the
ESDP needs to be set against the US example and assert the civilian
features of European integration against the unreflected drive to
increase military power, even if this is linked to the spread of norms. As
I have argued above, one of the differences between the US-American
and the EU-European discourses is that the latter still maintains a
higher degree of reflexivity, although the attempts to project norms held
to be universally valid beyond the EU is starting to articulate a much

Reconsidering ‘Normative Power Europe’

____________________

90. See, for instance, Thomas Christiansen, Knud-Erik Jørgensen and Antje
Wiener, eds., The Social Construction of Europe (London: Sage, 2001).

91. On the EU as a ‘postmodern’ polity, see, for instance, John Gerard Ruggie,
‘Territoriality and Beyond: Problematizing Modernity in International
Relations’, International Organization 47, no. 1 (1993): 172.

92. Youngs ‘Normative Dynamics’ is an example.
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less reflexive position, as I have shown above. The European Security
Strategy offers perhaps a bit of relief in this respect. While it does locate
the most challenging threats mainly outside Europe, and engages in the
reproduction of the image of Europe as a Europe of peace,93 it is also
characterised by more regional and less global aspirations, by an
emphasis on different and not only military means of influence, and a
lack of ‘missionary spirit’ in comparison with the US National Security
Strategy.94

Nonetheless, for the study of ‘normative power Europe’ the
discussion of the power of the ‘normative power Europe’ discourse
with respect to the example of the US has at least two implications. One
is that the discourse constructing ‘normative power Europe’ should be
analysed more systematically, particularly regarding forms of othering
and the degree of reflexivity it entails. A second one is that the
difference between the EU as a civilian power and other forms of
normative power should be analysed more carefully. In his original
article, Manners has already taken the lead on this when he referred to
the EU’s self-binding to international norms. The characteristic of self-
reflexivity that I have stressed in this paper would be another
distinguishing feature. 

The task, then, for both policymakers and analysts is to maintain
an ambiguous approach. On the one hand, the civilian nature of the
EU’s external relations is too precious to simply be discarded.95 On the
other hand, the projection of European norms and values (in both
policy and analysis) needs to be subjected to continuous deconstruction
through the exposition of contradictions within this discourse, and
between this discourse and other practices.96 This would by no means
undermine, but rather rescue, normative power from becoming a self-
righteous, messianistic project that claims to know what Europe is and
what others should be like.

Thomas Diez is Senior Lecturer in International Relations at the
University of Birmingham, UK
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93. In particular, A Secure Europe, 7.
94. For the latter assessment, see Berenskoetter, ‘Mapping the mind gap’, 76.
95. Similarly: Menon, Nicolaidis and Welsh, ‘In defence of Europe’.
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