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Sammanfattning 

Syftet med uppsatsen är att utreda handlingskapaciteten av EU:s utrikespolitik. Irakkrisen 
valdes som empiriskt exempel där EU ansågs ha lidit av handlingsförlamning. Tecken på 

handlingsförlamningen var avsaknaden av en gemensam position samt en effektiv 
ståndpunkt. Syftet är därför att utreda varför en gemensam ståndpunkt inte presenterades. 

Uppsatsen diskuterar även om resultatet är specifikt för Irakkrisen eller om det är generellt 
för den europeiska utrikespolitiken. Två modeller som förklarar handlingskapacitet används 
för att utreda Irakkrisen. Modellerna är uppbyggda av variabler som förklarar 

handlingskapacitet. Den första modellen inkluderar självständighet, sammanhållning, 
auktoritet och erkännande. Modell två använder tillfälle/möjlighet, närvaro och kapacitet. 
Modell ett visar att EU saknade auktoritet, vilket påverkade de övriga variablerna negativt. 

Resultatet anses vara generellt för den europeiska utrikespolitiken snarare än specifikt för 
Irakkrisen, eftersom auktoritet enbart kan förändras i en bearbetning av fördragen. 

Sammanhållning kan bero på fallet men på grund av komplexiteten i utrikespolitik är det en 
stor risk att även sammanhållning kan brista. Modell två framhåller en process där EU 
skapar sig en roll i världspolitiken. Rollen förstärks genom EU:s agerande. Den roll som 

EU har skapat sig antyder inte en enhet som agerar krig, utan är snarare förenlig med 
återuppbyggandet efter krig. Idén om EU har konsekvenser för vad ett tillfälle/möjlighet 
innebär, likaså för EU:s kapacitets trovärdighet. Eftersom rollen skapas i en process som 

sker över tiden så är risken stor att de svårigheter som resultatet belyser är generella. Det 
vill säga att problematiken troligen kommer återfinnas i liknande kriser.  
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Abstract 

The aim of the thesis is to evaluate the actorness of EU’s foreign policy. The crisis in Iraq 
was chosen as an empirical example, where the EU was considered to have suffered from 

incapacity. Signs of the incapacity were the lack of a common position and effective 
statements. The aim is therefore to evaluate why there was no common position presented. 

The thesis furthermore discusses whether the result is specific for the Iraq crisis, or if it is 
general for the European foreign policy. Two models explaining actorness are used to 
evaluate the crisis in Iraq. The models are constituted by variables explaining actorness. 

The first model includes autonomy, cohesion, authority and recognition. Model two uses 
opportunity, presence and capacity. Model one shows that EU lacked in authority, which 
affected the remaining variables negatively. The result is considered general to the 

European foreign policy, rather than specific to the Iraq crisis, since authority can only be 
changed in a revision of the treaties. The cohesion may depend on the case, but due to the 

complexity of foreign policy there is a great risk that it may also fail. Model two emphasises 
a process where the EU creates a role for itself in world politics. The role is enforced by 
the EU’s actions. The role that the EU has created does not suggest an entity that acts in 

war, but is rather more compatible with the rebuilding after war. The idea of the EU has 
consequences for what constitutes an opportunity, as well as for the credibility of EU’s 
capacity. Since the role is created in a process that takes place over time there is a great risk 

that the problems, that the result elucidates, are general and not specific to the Iraq crisis.  
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“If you don't know where you are going, every road will 

get you nowhere.” 

-Henry A. Kissinger
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1 Introduction 

Foreign policy is indirectly and directly a significant part of the European Union. It is indirect 
because the very being of the European collaboration is first and foremost a foreign policy, 
attempting to bring peace to Europe. It is direct since a common foreign policy has been on the 

agenda more or less throughout the entire development of the EU. After many failures such as 
the European Defence Community in the 1950’s, the EU put in an effort during the 1990’s to 

create a diplomatic and military sphere. The treaty of the EU included the Common Foreign and 
Security Policy (CFSP) which was an attempt to “…establish its identity on the international 
scene” (Bretherton & Vogler 2006: 4). The treaty implied the creation of a foreign policy council 

together with a position called High Representative. The creation of the CFSP can be seen as an 
attempt to complement the economic weight of EU with a foreign policy element. With 
economic power come responsibilities to be a power within other areas, foreign policy being one 

of them. The case of Iraq presented an opportunity for the EU to display its developed CFSP.   

 

The story of Iraq starts with President George W Bush’s assertion to eliminate all threats of 
terrorists. Iraq was pointed out as one of the target countries. The international debate 
concerning an invasion was unusually fervent, and could be described as a diplomatic war. The 

debate took place primarily in the UN, but also on the streets around the world. It was a matter 
that entailed the choice between war and peace, questioned democratic control; the transatlantic 
relationship; the viability of the UN, and the question of what to do with the pending threat of 

terrorism (Crowe 2003: 535). With the improvements of the CFSP the EU was supposed to be 
ready to engage in such an important matter and display a united front. 

 

The picture sent to the world was however, not one of a consolidated Union, but rather the 
opposite. The statements made little difference and most importantly, the EU was divided on 

whether to support the USA in their tough line towards Iraq. Germany and France were in one 
corner, arguing that there should be no invasion, and in the other corner was the UK together 
with many other EU member states supporting an invasion. The division was open for everybody 

to see. EU’s input can best be explained as a failure (Biscop & Drieskens 2005, Crowe, 2003, 
Toje 2005). It reaffirmed suspicions of EU’s external capacities, which a US official had put 

crudely: “Unless the United States is prepared to put its political and military muscle behind the 
quest for solutions to European instability, nothing really gets done” (Gordon 2004: 285). What 
happened to the CFSP? What made the situation result in a failure? 
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A debate followed the failure. It concerned how to heal the division within the EU, mending the 

transatlantic relations and finding a solution of how to proceed with the CFSP. Yet in order to 
heal and to be able to avoid the same thing to happen again, it is crucial to understand what went 

wrong. The debate concerning the CFSP lacks in concrete investigations concerning the 
inefficiencies, which is necessary in order to proceed. There is agreement over the failures of the 
CFSP in the case of Iraq, but the reasons why they were there are absent. This thesis 

consequently sets out to detect areas where problems were likely to arise. This is done through 
using two models explaining actorness, which refers to an entity’s capacity to act. The first model 
uses concrete concepts to evaluate actorness, and the second model emphasises structures and 

understandings with the aim of evaluating actorness. With the help of actorness models this 
thesis evaluates EU’s actorness in the Iraq crisis. 

 

This specific area of the EU is particularly interesting because foreign policy is in the author’s 
opinion the last piece of a puzzle, meaning that if there is collaboration on foreign policy 

integration is mature. To be able to align states, with different historical legacies and current 
policies, in foreign policy implies a high degree of engagement and loyalty to the collaboration. 
Foreign policy collaboration is consequently an indication of a well functioning collaboration. It 

is hence interesting to see what hindered the EU to perform in the case of Iraq, and whether the 
reasons are general or specific. Given the importance of foreign policy the study may be able to 

make conclusions about the entity as such. 

 

1.1 Purpose 

The purpose of this essay is to evaluate EU’s ‘actorness’ in foreign policy. The ‘Crisis in Iraq’ is 
used as an empirical example, a case where the EU was considered to suffer from incapacity. To 
evaluate the situation, two models explaining actorness will be applied. The purpose is thus to see 

whether the models can explain why the EU could not generate a common position that would 
have had an impact. The aim is however not to present suggestions of how to overcome potential 
problems with EU’s actorness, but possibly to distinguish them. 

 

I have chosen two questions in order to clarify and simplify the discussion in the chapter 

Analysis. 

 

Questions: 

1. What does the two actorness models explain about the EU’s lack of actorness in the Iraq 
crisis? Why was there not a common view presented from the EU in the case of the Iraq 
invasion according to the models? 
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2. Are the problems specific to the case of Iraq or can such problems be applied to the 
European foreign policy in general? 
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2 Method  

Method refers to the steps the researcher takes in order to write a thesis. This chapter sets out to 
explain how this thesis was produced. The first section will explain the method used to write the 
thesis in order to reach a conclusion. The following sections will describe the sources and their 

reliability. 

 

2.1 Method and models 

The aim of this study is to get further understanding of the complications that took place in the 
EU during the Iraq crisis. The crisis of Iraq was chosen partly due to its recentness but also 

because of the diplomatic ‘tumult’ that surrounded it. Both reasons indicate that there is available 
material for the researcher to use. Attempting to find reasons would nonetheless lead to an 
enormous work load as well as the risk of looking into the wrong areas. It was thus important to 

have models that could indicate what was necessary, for an entity such as the EU, to be able to 
act. In other words it was necessary to find models that explained conditions for global 

actorhood, or actorness. This is where problems emerged. Theories concerning actors on the 
global arena are called international relations theories, and they deal primarily with nation states. 
EU is not a nation state and can therefore not be explained or evaluated through international 

relations theories. As a result methods had to be found outside traditional literature, and the 
methods had to be relatively recent since the design of the EU changes. Plentiful books, articles 
and various texts were used to find relevant models. Since the EU is a narrow field of study 

within international relations, and a rather new player on the international arena, it turned out to 
be problematic to find suitable models. After reading and searching, two models that dealt with 
non-states as actors were found. The two models attempted to explain ‘actorness’ through 

different variables or elements. The elements made the evaluation of EU’s actorness considerably 
easier and more restricted. The models also provided a further intelligibility to the discussion and 

following conclusion. 

  

The next step in the process was to present the story of Iraq, on which the models were to be 

applied later. The story of Iraq stretches over a big time span, hence it was important to specify 
the time which was to be covered. The story starts with a brief explanation of the background to 
the crisis, which was in 2001 with the 9/11 attacks in New York. The emphasis is however put 

on the years 2002 and 2003, and more specifically on the period from October 2002 to May 
2003. The story is then concluded with a concise account of the post-invasion period and the 

elections that took place in 2005. The Iraq crisis was furthermore one that took centre stage not 
only in world politics, but also in the streets over the world. It was hence necessary to specify the 
level of analysis. The focus of the analysis is of course the EU, but since the EU is made up of 

nation states they are to some extent included in the analysis. The UN and USA were moreover 
actors of importance and consequently they will also be mentioned. The analysis will thus include 
elements of so called international politics and national politics.     
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Esaiasson et al. (2002) describe the method used in this case, which is called a ‘test of theories’. 

The method implies that a researcher has one or more theories which are tested on an empirical 
case. Applying this method in the thesis implies that the empirical case is constituted by EU’s 

actions in the Iraq crisis. The theories or models concerning actorness are then applied. The 
models are applied to the case in order to see whether they explain why there was incapacity. The 
story of Iraq was written independently of the models, implying that the models’ variables were 

not used as keywords when searching for literature. The reason is the abundance of sources that 
the internet enables. It is therefore possible to confirm significance of variables through looking 
for suitable literature. The method used in this thesis tries to avoid this by applying the variables 

at the stage of the analysis.   

 

The purpose is also to see if the results are general or specific for EU’s actorness. In this way the 
thesis has both internal and external validity. It brings internal validity in that it investigates the 
Iraq crisis, yet it is discussed whether the conclusions are likely to be general as well (Esaiasson et 

al. 2002: 97-98). The models are thus tested on the case of Iraq in order to see whether they can 
bring intelligibility to the incapacity. 

 

The models were primarily chosen because of their broad focus, which made it possible to 
evaluate the EU. There were however few models that qualified to explain EU actorness, hence 

the selection was small. The models’ variables make sense in the case of the EU, which is a 
necessary precondition. In many cases variables take on a numerical value in order to indicate 
significance or insignificance. In this case the variables are not measureable, thus they can be 

explained as qualitative rather than quantitative. This means that it is not possible to give an exact 
number whether the variable is significant or not.1   

 

2.2 Sources and source analysis 

The sources constitute an important part of this thesis, and therefore a briefing of the sources 
and their suitability will follow. 

 

2.2.1 Sources  

The sources used in this thesis are mainly written ones. The literature was chosen upon its ability 

to explain the course of events in the Iraq crisis. To go into depth articles from scientific journals 
that are specialised in foreign policy were used.  

                                                 
1 http://www.socialresearchmethods.net/kb/variable.php  
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In order to capture the story in detail, it was necessary to have the day to day perspective. 

Newspapers are excellent material to provide this perspective. The articles are considered 
secondary sources. To make an account for the process in the EU official statements and 

documentations from meetings were used. These sources can be considered primary ones. With 
the aim to get an overall picture of the course of events a documentary was used, which is 
included in the thesis. 

 

The articles, books and EU statements have been found in databases, or in the latter case from 
the official website of the EU. The articles from the scientific journals have been found in the 

database Google Scholar, which provided relevant articles. The newspaper articles have been 
found on the websites of the different newspapers. A necessary precondition to be able to find 

relevant articles was that the newspapers had good search opportunities, thus the newspapers are 
chosen upon its quality in articles and search tools. When searching for material keywords were 
used. The words included Iraq, EU, resolution and statements. Combining the words entailed 

numerous articles. The same method was used when looking for the relevant sections in the 
literature. A search tool searched the mentioned keywords in the text, and hence indicated the 
relevant parts of the articles. This is a method of how to treat material for a thesis, and it can be 

referred to as a qualitative textual analysis. This method attempts to extract relevant material 
through careful reading. It implies that certain passages of a text are more valuable than other 

parts. The texts should be read several times for it to be possible to extract the valuable material. 
The result of a qualitative textual analysis is suitable for using as variables (Esaiasson et al. 2002: 
233-236). 

 

When written sources constitute the material the method of data collection is qualitative as 
opposed to quantitative. The qualitative method can cover a broader focus, which makes possible 

a broader result. Qualitative data was necessary for this thesis in order to apply the models2. 

 

2.2.2 Source analysis 

When applying theories to an empirical example it is important to make sure that the information 
used is valid and thus portraying a picture as close to reality as possible. Source analysis is a 
researcher’s best friend when trying to fence off untrustworthy sources and disinformation. 

Source analysis is a set of rules used to establish the verity and credibility of a claim or a historical 
lapse. In this case the source analysis will be used to evaluate a course of action, which is rather 
close in time. Esaiasson et al. (2002: 304) suggests a set of criteria that indicate the usefulness of a 

source. The criteria are authenticity, dependence, time and bias. 

                                                 
2 http://infovoice.se/fou/bok/10000002.htm  
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Authenticity is fundamental in order to generate a valid depiction of the event. This part of the 

evaluation is irrelevant in this case, since the documents and literature etc. is to a high degree of 
certainty authentic. The remaining three criteria concern the credibility of a claim or a story. One 

way of establishing this is through thinking in terms of dependence. If two sources are 
independent of each other, the common assertions increase in credibility and vice versa. 
Independence can be ‘measured’ in three ways: first through the possibility of confirming a story; 

the second relates to the distance between the author and the story; and the last one refers to the 
authors’ independence (Esaiasson et al. 2002: 307-310, Leth & Thurén 2000: 143-144). The story 
of Iraq is reproduced with several different sources, which increases the possibility to verify 

sources and thus enforces the credibility of the sources. The possibility to confirm stories have 
thus been possible. The distance between story and author is likely to be smaller in primary 

sources, which partly constitute the sources of this thesis. Secondary sources imply that the 
author is further away from the story, yet the secondary sources used in this thesis are highly 
regarded newspapers and scientific journals, which indicate that the bias should be low.     

 

Time is considered a criterion that influences the reliability of a source. With time stories become 
mixed up or subject to reconstruction, which severely damages the usefulness. This is not an 

imminent risk, since the event under the microscope is rather current and consequently its 
records as well. Newspapers furthermore have good search tools, which makes it possible to 

retrieve material from exact dates, thus minimising the risk of time bias. The final tool to apply is 
that of biasness. This refers to the author of a text having an interest in reproducing a story in a 
way different from the real course of action. It results in misrepresentation, which is not useful. 

The criterion is primarily suitable for evaluating the author and the milieu in which it is 
positioned. To circumvent this problematic area it is possible to use the criterion of dependence. 
Lack of negative statements in relation to one party indicates a degree of tendency (Esaiasson et 

al. 2002: 310-312, Leth & Thurén 2000: 143-144). The statements from the presidency of the EU 
can to some extent be considered biased. There is a will to maintain unity in the EU, hence the 

statements do not always reflect the reality. To counterweight this bias newspaper articles bring a 
critical review. 
 

2.3 Disposition 

The thesis will first cover a background to EU’s foreign policy cooperation, how it works and 
what the advantages are. The thesis will then present the theoretical framework of what actorness 

is from different perspectives, and then highlight the difficulties with traditional intenational 
relations theories. The chapter will be concluded with the models that will be applied to the Iraq 
case. The story of Iraq will then follow, which is divided into to parts; the pre-war period and the 

post-invasion phase. The analysis where the models are applied follows the Iraq story. The author 
will then present thoughts and reflections on the result and analysis, which will be followed by 

the conclusion.  
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3 Foreign Policy and the EU 

In its most basic form, foreign policy can be explained as states’ politics towards other states. 
Traditionally it includes elements of security, welfare and ideology. Objective definitions of what 
is included are nevertheless complicated. In order to be introduced to the area of study a succinct 

history of how and why the EU has a common foreign policy will be presented. The chapter will 
also attempt to explain the process of creating a foreign policy in the EU, and to give an account 

for the possible outcomes. Concluding the chapter will be a discussion why there is collaboration 
on foreign policy, why it is desirable.  

 

3.1 The development of CFSP and ESDP 

Foreign policy and security has been a cornerstone of the European integration since the 
beginning. The European collaboration was initiated as an attempt to maintain peace among the 

European countries. Yet to create a foreign policy within the EU has entailed a fair share of 
disappointments and failures. The context of the Cold War, in which the integration took place, 

was marked by instability and constant threats. The first initiative was thus to attain security, 
which implied joining forces with USA. The result was the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation 
(NATO) that linked United State’s military resources to the defence of Western Europe 

(Bretherton & Vogler 2005: 3).  

 

The next attempt to create a dimension of foreign and security policy was a federalist, denoted 

European Defence Community. The idea was to create a European army under supranational 
control. The attempt failed and instead resulted in the exclusion of foreign and security policy 
and defence from the formal policy agenda. It was not until the Single European Act, somewhat 

30 years later, that the matter was brought back into discussion. At this point in time the 
economic activities of the EC had grown, thus membership and closer association seemed 

increasingly attractive. With economic weight follows demands and responsibilities. A system of 
foreign policy coordination between member states had been kept outside the Community since 
the 1970’s (known as the EPC) and was now being institutionalised. The institutionalisation 

resulted in the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) that was completed with the treaty 
of the European Union. The treaty included features such as the aim to establish an identity on 
the international arena, general objectives for CFSP as well as policy instruments. Yet the 

measures taken were in practice symbolic. CFSP was placed in pillar two of the three pillar 
construction, implying that the decision-making procedure was intergovernmental3 where 

unanimity is required. The treaty of Amsterdam later aimed at improving the CFSP. A new 
position was created called High Representative of the CFSP, which was appointed Javier Solana 
(Ibid: 4-5). 

                                                 
3 Intergovernmentalism refers to a theory which emphasises the role of the states and bargaining between them (Cini 

2003: 419). 
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With the violent conflict in former Yugoslavia during the early 1990’s, it was acknowledged that 

EU’s civilian approach was inadequate and lacked power. It was obvious that CFSP needed to be 
accompanied by a military dimension. In 1999 the European Security and Defence Policy 

(ESDP) was created. This military dimension was further developed and formalised in the treaty 
of Nice (Ibid: 5-6). To formulate a foreign policy in the EU requires cooperation not only 
between member states, but also between pillars and institutions. The next section will explain 

this process further.  

 

3.2 Process of formulating a foreign policy in the EU 

EU is made up by a pillar system, where the pillars refer to different parts of the EU. Pillar I is 
constituted by the European Community that the EU replaced. This pillar is referred to as the 
community pillar. Pillar II is comprised by the CFSP, and pillar III concerns the police and the 

criminal law. Apart from the different areas of decision-making, the pillars entail different forms 
of decision-making. Pillar I is supranational, where member states have given the EU authority to 

represent the member states. For a decision to be effective in the third and second pillar there has 
to be unanimity.4 

 

The three pillar structure of the EU complicates the process of formulating a policy since a 
decision often includes two pillars. The economic dimension is formally separated from the 
political dimension of policy. The different decision-making procedures with different actors 

involved make a decision a complicated business. When external matters are concerned, pillar 
one deals with trade, development and humanitarian assistance, and aspects of environmental 

policy. The decision-making process is formulated according to the community method, where 
Commission has the sole initiative. Yet the Council of Ministers together with the European 
Parliament ultimately decides whether to act upon the measures suggested. The decisions are 

taken by qualified majority voting, thus member states have no veto in these decisions. The 
Commission has a significant role in pillar one where it initiates policy proposals and manages 
policy instruments. The Commission furthermore negotiates on behalf of the member states in 

multilateral fora such as WTO and also with third parties.  

 

The significant role of the Commission in pillar I is balanced with a marginalised role in pillar II, 
the CFSP pillar. This pillar was created in 1993 with the Maastricht Treaty, and given the past of 
EU’s common foreign policy is was not placed in the supranational Community pillar. The 

Commission has no concrete right to initiative and is considered as merely associated with the 
policy process.  

                                                 
4 http://www.eu-upplysningen.se/templates/EUU/standardRightMenuTemplate____2187.aspx  
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Decisions are taken by foreign ministers in the Council of Ministers and its various working 

groups. In 2002 the Council was reformed and General Affairs and External Relations Council 
was born. This Council deals with CFSP and ESDP, but also with trade and development. This 

council thus connects the political and economic dimensions of external policy (Ibid: 6-8). 

 

This process can generate a number of policies which Ginsberg (2001) brings clarity to. Ginsberg 

term foreign policies as outputs. Outputs signify the means by which EU interacts with the 
external world, and in turn through which the external world judges the European foreign policy. 
The outputs range from common declarations and positions to economic and political actions 

that are taken on behalf of the member states by the EU institutions. The former does not 
specifically entail actions, but the latter includes policies that are action oriented (Ginsberg 2001: 

38-39). A common position or declaration expresses a foreign policy preference or makes policy 
demand. A common position can be followed up by action, but it is not necessary. EU is 
different from nation states’ foreign policy in that EU is not a sovereign entity. An output is thus 

the product of various levels of decision-making and responds to different internal and external 
demands. When a member state or a group of member states make a foreign policy action 
outside the EU context, it is not considered European foreign policy (Ibid: 48-49). The process 

of formulating a policy may seem complicated at the least, however there are advantages of 
working together in this area.     

 

3.2.1 Advantages of common foreign policy 

Many problems can be pointed to when discussing a common foreign policy. Many observers are 

doubtful and locate the biggest problem with the member states themselves. Yet there has been a 
development in this policy area since the beginning that indicates volition and ambition. The 
advantages can be divided into two groups, where the first one involves the efficiency of foreign 

policies and the second internal advantages. Primarily it is nonetheless worth putting forward that 
the idea of the EU is that interdependency leads to peace and prosperity, which in itself is 
desirable (Smith 2003: 240-243). 

 

One of the key arguments against cooperation is the logic of diversity, which states that there is 

no common ground to work upon. Yet this principle has been overcome in many other areas 
such as economics, it is hence overly negative to emphasise this principle. This leads to the key 
argument and to the first group of advantages. To employ ‘logic of diversity’ would in practice 

imply unilateral action, which creates less of an impact or is even ineffective. Acting collectively 
on the other hand generates ‘politics of scale’, which simply implies more influence or impact. 
Within the EU there exists an agenda setting, such as fighting international crime and fostering 

human rights, which are agendas more suitable or efficient for EU action rather than unilateral 
action. From an efficiency point of view it is therefore, in most cases, preferable to act 

multilaterally at the expense of unilateral action (Ibidem). 



 

11 

 

The second group of advantages are more of an internal nature. The member states can use the 

EU as a catalyst and a shield. The catalyst implies that member states can reinforce economic or 
security interests with the weight that the EU induces, in other words the EU adds value to single 

member states’ agendas. The shield means that member states can hide behind the EU when they 
are pressed from either outside or inside (Ibidem). 

 

3.2.2 The EU and the UN 

Since the majority of the discussions concerning Iraq took place in the UN, a brief explanation 
concerning EU’s possibilities in the UN will follow. Of all EU member states only France and 
UK are permanently represented in United Nations Security Council (UNSC). The remaining 

member states have the possibility of being elected as non-permanent members, where they 
obtain a seat for two years. The EU as such does not have the legal competency to act on behalf 

of the member states in the UNSC. Yet there are legal impulses for the EU permanent members 
of the UNSC to speak with a common voice. In the Treaty of the European Union it is 
demanded that EU member states, that concurrently enjoy a membership in the UNSC, should 

concert and inform the other member states on the activities in the UNSC. The permanent 
members should furthermore defend the positions and interests of the EU. EU is thus indirectly 
represented in the UNSC through France and UK. There is however a direct representation as 

well, where the EU presidency is most often invited to participate in the meetings. Yet the 
presidency has no voting rights. It makes a statement on behalf of the EU to which the member 

states refer. As a result the EU is indirectly and directly represented in the UNSC. France and UK 
who have voting power should act in line with EU preferences and interests (Biscop & Drieskens 
2005: 5-8).    
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4 Theoretical Framework and Conceptualisation of 

‘Actorness’ 

As mentioned, foreign policy concerns states and their politics towards other states. A similar 
case is presented when looking into tools for analysing foreign policy, i.e. international relations 

theories. Traditional international relations theory mostly deals with sovereign states or international 
organisations in a system of anarchy. The EU is nonetheless not characterised as either of the two 

mentioned actors. Hence it is suggested by theorists that traditional international relations 
theories have failed to create an intelligible discussion or conceptualisation of EU (Bretherton & 
Vogler 2005). The concept of ‘actorness’ is often used when an entity’s external actions are 

evaluated. The concept occurs in most international relations theories and in many different 
shapes and definitions. This chapter will primarily focus on presenting two models that 
conceptualise actorness with reference to the EU. To get off the ground the chapter will briefly 

discuss traditional international relations theory and their perspective on actorness, and 
furthermore point out the problems with regard to the EU. In addition the concept will be 

discussed from the perspective of International Law. The purpose is to make the concept 
apprehensible in order to grasp the models, which will conclude the chapter. 

 

4.1 International Relations Theory and Actorness  

To recognise an actor in international relations theory is often equal to statehood. The classical or 
realist approach is certainly state-centric, and accordingly the focus is on the international (or 

rather interstate) system. Other actors such as intergovernmental organisations and transnational 
business corporations are included, they are nevertheless considered inferior to states. Great 
attention is moreover devoted to power and the balance between states. With globalisation and 

greater interdependence, realism lost its intelligibility and a more pluralistic approach gained 
ground. Pluralism considered, among other things, intergovernmental organisations and non-

governmental organisations as actors. Yet these conceptions of actorness do not include the EU 
in its rightful nature (Bretherton & Vogler 2005: 16). First, it is impossible to evaluate the EU 
from criteria reserved for nation states. The entities are not equal and they answer to different 

sets of demands and interests, and they have different capabilities and legal personalities 
(Ginsberg 2001: 5). Secondly, to categorise the EU as an intergovernmental organisation fails to 
capture the multi-dimensional character. Thirdly, the EU has been disaggregated into several 

units, thus appearing as a number of different actors. As a result “…attempts in the IR 
[International Relations] literature to categorize the actors in world politics have not been notably 

successful in accommodating the EU” (Bretherton & Vogler 2005: 16). 

 

International relations theory often includes a narrow range of activities which are denoted ‘high 

politics’ of foreign policy, which is problematic for the EU. The activities considered ‘foreign 
policy activities’ primarily encompass the activities of foreign ministers, diplomats and militaries. 
None of which can be considered areas of EU’s strength.  
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With the combination of state centricity and narrow focus it is easy to jump to the conclusion 

that the EU is not even (or not yet) an international actor. International Law plays a central role 
in appointing who is an actor and who is not. Therefore the next section will discuss what 

International Law implies. 

 

4.1.1 International Law and Actorness  

In the eyes of the Law, actorness is naturally related to the notion of a ‘legal personality’. The 
foundation was laid down with the Treaty of Westphalia in 1648, which is said to be the 
foundation upon which the modern state system is built. Sovereign territorial states were born in 

this treaty, and simultaneously they became the subject of International Law. The implication 
being that states alone can make treaties and join international organisations. This legal actorness 
moreover indicates the right to participate, but also the risk of being held accountable to other 

actors. For many years this system was uncontested, but in mid 20th century it was challenged by 
the creation of the UN, which challenged the traditional system. The challenge referred to what 

legal status the UN was to obtain and represent. The solution was that International 
Organisations (IGOs) became recognised under International Law, which thence gained the 
“…necessary and sufficient capacity to exercise the functions which have been devolved to them 

by their charters” (Merle 1987: 293 as referred by Bretherton & Vogler 2005). IGOs did however 
not enjoy all the competencies that states did. The development entailed the recognition of the 
European Community as an IGO. The creation of EU did although not attain this recognition 

because of its complicated three pillar structure. In theory this means that the EU cannot 
conclude international agreements. In practice however there has been a constant dialectic 

concerning the rights of the EU (Ibid: 14-15).  

 

Obviously it is problematic to investigate a relatively new entity such as the EU, where there are 

comparatively few available tools to help an analysis. Yet there are attempts to bring forward 
more adapted tools. The following section presents two models which have created variables to 
analyse the actorness of the EU.  

 

4.2 Model one – four criteria 

Jupille and Caporaso (1998) suggest a model of how to evaluate the EU in a global context. The 

model includes four components for analysis that together determine EU actorness. The authors 
nevertheless see problems in assessing the EU. An evaluation raises numerous empirical 

challenges such as analytical criteria for determining the status of the EU as an actor. They argue 
that the lack of consensus of what an ‘actor’ implies complicates the discussion, since the concept 
of actor is central in order to discuss power and influence.  
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A second problem refers to the changing nature of the EU, where the number of member states 

changes along with the varying degree of involvement in international affairs.  

 

In order to have a point of departure, Jupille and Caporaso (1998) put forward three possibilities 
for determining EU’s role in external relations. The first one sees the EU as a collection of states 
and a forum for interaction. With this perspective EU’s status is dependent on whether there is a 

convergence of interests between states. This approach is often referred to as 
‘intergovernmentalist’. The second approach views the EU as a polity or possibly an evolving 
polity. In this view a transition has taken place where the nation state system has developed into a 

polity. The final approach, and the one applied by Jupille and Caporaso, sees the EU as an 
evolving entity. The EU entity is composed by issue areas and policy networks, and it is neither a 

polity nor a system of sovereign states. In this sort of system actorhood varies over time. With 
this starting point it is necessary to proceed with criteria of actorness that are primarily 
observable, but also continuously variable and abstract from any institutional form. They suggest 

four such criteria – recognition, authority, autonomy and cohesion. Thus EU’s capacity to act is 
supposedly a function of these four concepts (Jupille & Caporaso 1998: 213-214). The 
components can therefore be referred to as independent variables of the dependent variable 

actorness. 

 

4.2.1 Recognition   

One of the cornerstones of actorness is recognition, which refers to acceptance of and interaction with 
the entity by others. Recognition can be internal and external. Internal recognition refers to the 

member states’ recognition of EU, and external recognition refers to other nation states and 
organisations recognising the EU. It is not unreasonable to presume that there is internal 
recognition among member states, thus it usually concerns external recognition. External 

recognition is an essential condition in order to be considered a global actor, in other words it is 
rather ridiculous to act internationally if no one acknowledges your presence.  

 

Recognition can furthermore be either de jure5 or de facto6, where the former refers to diplomatic 
recognition under international law or formal membership in international organisations. 

Diplomatic recognition is automatically granted sovereign states, and since the EU is not 
sovereign it does not receive this recognition by automatism. Instead third party recognition is 
discretionary and it has rarely been given. The situation is similar when international 

organisations are concerned.  

                                                 
5 De jure is a latin expression and denotes “of law”, the current connotation is rightfully or by right (Oxford English 

Dictionary 2002). 

6 De facto is a latin expression and denotes ”of fact”, the current meaning is existing in fact whether legally accepted 
or not (Ibid). 
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The EU may not be able to maintain a constant input in international organisations due to 

varying competency. There is thus an unwillingness to recognise the EU formally through 
membership in international organisations. The core of de jure recognition is sovereignty and 

invariance, both of which the EU cannot purport (Ibid: 215). 

 

Sovereignty may be sufficient to receive recognition, then again it is not a necessary condition for 

global political actorhood. De facto recognition can come from instrumentality from third states 
and from the sociality of global politics. If a third party decides to interact with the EU, instead 
of with one or more member states, it implicitly recognises it as a legitimate actor. As these 

interactions increase the process of socialisation takes place. This process entails acceptance as 
well as expectance in global politics, which in turn shapes the identity of the EU and its 

interlocutors (Ibid: 216). 

 

4.2.2 Authority   

The second cornerstone of actorness is authority, which is understood as legal competence to act 
externally. EU’s authority is ultimately derived from the member states, and consequently EU’s 
authority is equal to the authority the member states delegate to EU institutions. Delegation takes 

place in contracts or treaties where principals give up authority and empower agents to act in 
their interests. The principals consequently give up authority and simultaneously constrain their 
own action possibilities, while agents are empowered yet confined to the competence delegated 

by the principals.       

 

4.2.3 Autonomy 

The third cornerstone concerns autonomy, which is understood as institutional distinctiveness and 
independence from other actors. An international actor should have its own distinct institutional 

apparatus, even if it is founded on and interact with domestic political institutions. Independence 
implies that institutions should be able to make a difference compared to expectations of a 
decentralised state system. Jupille and Caporaso (1998) emphasises that it is important that the 

EU is a corporate rather than collective entity, meaning that its importance is or at least can be 
bigger than the sum of its constituent parts (Ibid: 217).  

 

In practice autonomy is said to exist when operating freedom is wide, when leeway is significant, 
when decisions involve going outside standard operating procedures, and when instructions are 
uncertain, incomplete or depend on information that the principals cannot have. EU’s capacity to 

act is consequently dependent upon whether the institutions are distinct and independent from 
member states and third party actors (Ibid: 218). 
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4.2.4 Cohesion  

The fourth cornerstone of EU actorness is cohesion, which refers to the EU’s capacity to formulate 
and articulate internally consistent policy preferences. In this dimension of actorness it makes sense to 
differ between ‘actorness’ and ‘presence’. A random grouping of elements can have external 

effects, it is nonetheless an actor but a presence. An organisation such as the EU can operate 
with different levels of cohesion. The extreme is a mere aggregate of states producing a low 

degree of cohesion. The other extreme is the international organisation presenting a unitary 
position. International understanding implies a commitment to basic foreign policy goals, which 
demands coordination, sharing of information, and revealing of preferences. Depending on what 

the EU is, indicators must be appropriate to that level.   

 

Cohesion can include many different aspects, which makes it a complex concept. Substantive 

agreement such as on values and goals need not be included, since they are rarely found even in 
domestic politics. So what does cohesion actually entail? Jupille and Caporaso (1998) have made 

the concept more comprehensible through identifying four separate dimensions of the term: 
value cohesion (goals); tactical cohesion; procedural cohesion; and output cohesion. Value cohesion 
means that there is agreement or similarity over basic goals. If the goals differ slightly, yet there 

are possibilities to fit the goals together through issue linkage and side payments, then there is 
tactical cohesion. Procedural cohesion connotes the cohesion concerning the rules and procedures 
installed to process issues where conflicts exist. Examples of different procedures that may create 

different levels of procedural cohesion are qualified majority voting and unanimity. The former is 
likely to produce cohesion that is stronger than the latter could produce. In other words 

procedural cohesion means that there is some agreement over the basic rules by which policies 
are created. The last dimension of cohesion concerns the output cohesion. An actual policy output 
presupposes a certain degree of cohesion. Another aspect of cohesion is that it is vulnerable 

conflicts. More specifically cohesion is vulnerable to horizontal conflicts (those at a given level of 
authority) and vertical conflicts (those crossing levels of authority) (Ibid: 219-220). 

 

The four cornerstones thus individually explain capability or conversely inability to act. The four 
parts are also interrelated, where cohesion makes no sense to analyse if the entity under 

microscope lacks autonomy. External recognition is furthermore only an option if the member 
states delegate authority to represent them externally. Consequently one seems insignificant 
without the other. The EU in itself can only influence three out of the four criteria. Recognition 

is dependent on external actors, and the EU can only indirectly attempt to strengthen its position 
in order to gain recognition. The remaining three criteria are on the other hand open to direct 
influence from the EU. The legal basis can be amended through a treaty whereby authority of the 

EU could be enhanced. With increased authority it is likely that internal cohesion and autonomy 
would have the same effect.  
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Consequently the EU can affect its actorness by itself to some extent, and it is also credible that 

changes in the areas within EU’s reach would have a similar affect on recognition (Biscop & 
Drieskens 2005: 4-6). 

 

4.3 Model two – social constructivism 

Bretherton and Vogler (2005) maintain that the EU is not comparable to a traditional nation 

state, and conceptualising its role in global politics should reflect this status. EU is seen or 
connoted as unique, where the creation reflects external demands and opportunities as well as 
political will and imagery. The EU is “…a complex yet dynamic relationship between structure 

and agency” (Bretherton & Vogler 2005: 20). A model concerning its actorness must accordingly 
be able to treat the uniqueness of the EU and its position in an evolving multi-actor system. It 
must capture the relationship between agency and structure, although not emphasise one over the 

other, but to focus on the relationship between them. Bretherton and Vogler (2005) find a 
process-oriented approach useful, because the EU is a project under construction and because it 

gives an incomplete picture to only study the behaviour of one entity. A social constructivist 
method conceptualises global politics as processes of social interaction in which actors engage. 
These processes, informal or formal, shape the identities of the actors and create the milieu 

where action is constrained or enabled (Ibidem).  

 

Social constructivists attempt to reconcile structural and behavioural approaches to actorness, where 

the former emphasises the capability to exert purposive action, and the latter is concerned with 
states’ fundamental need to vindicate towards other states in an anarchical system. These two 

approaches thus conceive actorness as derived either internally or externally. Reconciliation 
between the two consequently implies taking both internal and external dimensions into account 
when understanding actorness (Ibid: 16-21). The model states that humans have created a social 

world in which they live, but they are concurrently subject to the same world. Structures can thus 
constitute an opportunity as well a constraint. Actors have agency which means that they are rule 
makers and rule takers. Structures alone do not decide outcomes, instead they form settings for 

action within which agency exists. Intersubjective implies shared understandings, expectations 
and social knowledge in international institutions (Ibid: 21). 

 

The settings, in which action takes place, are to some extent changeable, implying that there is 
space for differentiation between the actors. Differentiation could reflect the availability of 

resources, but resources are not only economic and military instruments, but also access to 
knowledge and political will/skill. The deployment of these instruments is shaped by the interplay 
between factors such as structural ones. The model moreover emphasises the importance of third 

party understandings of and actions with regard to the entity.  
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Shared understandings shape the policy environment as well as practices of member state 

governments and EU officials. Consequently constructivists capture the dialectical relationship 
between agency and structure (Ibid 21-22). 

 

Applying this to the EU, Bretherton and Vogler (2005) write: “In a very real sense, then, 
understandings about the EU, its roles, responsibilities and limitations, form a part of the 

intersubjective international structures that provide the ‘action settings’ of global politics” (Ibid: 
23). EU contributes intentionally as well as unintentionally to the construction of international 
structures (Ibidem). Turning to the contribution to international structures and actorness, 

Bretherton and Vogler (2005) as mentioned, believe that EU’s actorness is affected both through 
internal and external forces. They have therefore created an approach which includes three 

elements – opportunity, presence, and capability, which by existence affect EU’s ability to exert 
influence outside its borders (Ibid: 2). The elements are referred to as variables, and more 
specifically independent variables to the dependent variable actorness. 

 

4.3.1 Opportunity      

Opportunity refers to the structural context of action, i.e. the factors in the external environment of 

ideas and events that affect actorness positively or negatively. It is the process whereby events are 
furnished with meaning and ideas are interpreted. While interpreting and furnishing belongs to 
the intersubjective dimension, material conditions also contribute to the shaping of the context. 

EU itself contributes to the social interaction of international relations through acting or 
abstaining from action, thus contributing to the understanding of opportunity. The context was 

changed significantly with the end of the Cold War, which was characterised by deadlocks and 
standstills in international politics. The new context presented new opportunities for EU, such as 
expansion to the east and the reopening of international arena, rendering EU actions more likely. 

The 9/11 terrorist attacks again changed the context and created an opportunity for the EU to 
assume new roles and responsibilities (Ibid: 24). The roles can however not simply be 
chosen”…they will be constructed through a process that takes account of its capabilities and its 

international presence” (Ibid: 27). 

 

4.3.2 Presence     

Presence refers to the ability of the EU to exert influence beyond its borders. It suggests the capacity to 
shape perceptions, expectations and behaviour of others, although not intentionally but rather as 
a consequence of being. This dimension includes two interconnected factors; first the character 

and identity of the EU, and second the often unintended consequences of EU’s internal priorities 
and policies. The character denotes the material existence of the EU, i.e. its political system with 

member states and institutions. Identity concerns the very nature of the EU i.e. the shared 
understandings that give meaning to what the EU is and what it does.  
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The understandings imply roles and its associated policy preferences. Understandings about the 

role also provide a point of reference when evaluating policies. The second factor of presence 
relates to external consequences of EU’s internal priorities and policies. The consequences are 

often unintended or unanticipated on EU’s part. EU’s presence and actorness is hence relatively 
direct here, since third parties may become aggrieved or affected by EU internal policy initiatives 
and thus require concrete action. The policy area which has the strongest effects through its mere 

being is naturally the economic, where the Common Agricultural Policy, the Single Market and 
the Euro have great impacts. Again third parties’ understandings are important, consider the case 
where e.g. the Euro was understood by third parties as lacking in credibility. Naturally it would 

have negative implications for the Euro. This case is could be inversed where positive 
understandings concerning credibility and confidence have positive implications (Ibid: 27-29).    

 

4.3.3 Capability 

Capability implies the internal situation of the EU, which decides whether action or inaction is 

appropriate. It refers to the EU’s policy process that can constrain or enable external actions, and 
consequently controls EU’s ability to capitalise on presence or respond to opportunity. More 
specifically it refers to the instruments available to the EU, and the understandings about the 

EU’s capability to use them in relation to an opportunity. Here as well it is important to account 
for the understandings concerning the ability and availability. External understandings are of 
great importance, but in this case internal understandings are equally interesting. EU is a mixture 

of Euro-sceptic member states and Euro-enthusiasts, and both camps are likely to portray EU 
and its responsibilities differently. These diverging discourses have affected the construction of 

the EU, which is characterised by intergovernmental and supranational elements (Ibid: 29-30). 

The internal dimension of capability is developed through four requirements for actorness: 

• Shared commitment to a set of overarching values. 

 

• Decision processes and priorities concerning external policies are legitimated 

domestically. 
 

• The ability to recognise priorities and formulate policies in a coherent and consistent 

manner where: 

- consistency implies that there should be congruence between external policies of the 

EU and the member states; 

- coherence refers to the internal coordination of EU policies. 
 

• The availability of and the capacity to use policy instruments such as diplomacy, 

economic tools and military means (Ibid: 30).  

A figure is presented with the aim of receiving an overview of the two models and their variables. 
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Authority 

Figure 4.1 Dependent and independent variables 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: author’s own construction 

 

Figure 4.1 demonstrates the independent variables and their relation to the dependent variable, 
actorness. The boxes on the left side represent model one’s independent variables, i.e. the 
variables that are mentioned as affecting the dependent variable actorness. The boxes on the right 

side represent the independent variables of model two. The box in the middle is the dependent 
variables. Actorness is in other words claimed to be dependent on the one side of cohesion, 

autonomy, recognition and authority. On the other side it is also claimed to be dependent on 
presence, capability and opportunity. 

 

This chapter has attempted to bring insight into the theoretical situation when the EU is 
concerned. The first sections explained the traditional theoretical starting points, and why they 
are not suitable for the EU. The chosen models were then presented, which will be applied in 

chapter six, the analysis. The next chapter will cover the empirical example of Iraq, upon which 
the models will be applied in the analysis. 
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5 EU’s actorness in the case of Iraq 

In the attempt to evaluate EU’s actorness Iraq was chosen as an illustrating example. The 
following sections will make an effort in explaining the course of events in an apprehensible 
manner. The first section ‘The pre-war period’ will deal with the course of events up until the 

invasion, and briefly treat the invasion itself. ‘EU in post-invasion Iraq’ will treat the events that 
took place after the invasion. Since the war has not, up until this point (2007) reached an end, this 

section will not conclude with the end of the war.    

 

5.1 The pre-war period 

The war did not start with an increasing threat coming from Iraq, but rather from an American 
conviction to eradicate possible terrorists. The initial setting is thus the USA, which is later 
changed to the UN.  

 

5.1.1 ‘War on terror’ 

Iraq and its former dictator Saddam Hussein have been on the UN- and US agenda for decades. 

The American attempt to remove Saddam Hussein in 1991 was an explicit expression on the 
sentiments towards Iraq. After the failure the debates and discussions were quieting down, yet 
remained on the agenda so to speak. The situation was drastically changed in September 2001, 

when New York and Washington were exposed to terrorism. Shortly after President George 
Bush declared in his address to the Congress and American people that the “…war on terror 

begins with al Qaeda, but it does not end there.  It will not end until every terrorist group of 
global reach has been found, stopped and defeated” (Bush’s speech September, 20 2001). The 
attack took place on the ground of EU’s closest ally, hence the reactions of the EU and its 

member states were strong. The day after the attacks the bond between EU and the USA was 
evident when Le Monde proclaimed that “Nous sommes tous Américains!” (Colombani 
September, 13 2001).  

 

The very threat that had been feared by western states had become reality in the USA and ‘the 

war on terror’ was the response. This declaration or devotion had implications for the EU and 
also specifically for Iraq, which was slowly finding its way back to the limelight. When the EU 
was concerned it was natural that the USA was seeking a credible partner in their quest to 

eradicate ‘terrorism’. EU’s response was strong and unified where the heads of states and 
governments, presidents of the European Parliament and Commission, and High Representative 
came together and stated that the Americans could count on their solidarity and full cooperation. 

The EU Council responded in a similar manner but also promised to cooperate in bringing 
justice and punishing to the persons behind and to their sponsors and accomplices.  
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The Council and Parliament nonetheless did put forward their wishes for USA to carry out their 

actions legitimately. This concern was accommodated by the USA when they secured a UN 
mandate and built a broad international coalition (den Boer & Monar 2002: 12-14). 

 

5.1.2 Focus on Iraq 

The war drums were resounding in the beginning of 2002 in President George Bush’s State of the 

Union address. He presented the ‘axis of evil’, which included Iraq, Iran and North Korea. 
President Bush was explicit with his intentions when he stated that his “…hope is that all nations 
will heed our call, and eliminate the terrorist parasites”, he also declared that “…some 

governments will be timid in the face of terror. And make no mistake about it: if they do not act, 
America will” (Gordon & Shapiro 2004: 67). Bush urged Iraq to readmit UN weapons inspectors, 
if not, USA would deal with Saddam at one point in time. The beginning or prelude to the war 

was thus in early 2002.  

 

The European responses were not as enthusiastic as after the 9/11 address by Bush. French 
foreign minister, Hubert Védrine, commented that the speech along with the message was 
‘simplistic’. Chris Patten, EU commissioner for external affairs, implied that not even a 

superpower can do everything (Gordon & Shapiro 2004: 67). Analyses and discussions regarding 
the threat posed by Iraq and USA’s intentions were initiated in Europe. The rather strong initial 
European reaction to Bush’s address was a few weeks later toned down and appeared more 

accommodative. The debate did no longer stress differences between USA and Europe, and 
Germany and France showed their support to President Bush’s plan (Vinocur March, 5 2002). 

The UN and Kofi Annan opened up for dialogue with Iraq in order to resume the weapon 
inspectors’ mission.  

 

It is evident in the second half of 2002 that USA’s focus was on Iraq. The discourse changed 
from threats to more concrete measures and standpoints. The first indication was a speech in 
August by Vice-president Dick Cheney. First he claimed that Iraq had chemical and biological 

weapon programmes, and second that no UN resolution concerning weapon inspections would 
be effective. He argued that a pre-emptive attack on Iraq was unavoidable. This speech was later 

denied as an official positioning of the USA, which left European states confused (Peterson 2004: 
12-13).  

 

The EU and Europe did not perceive Iraq as the imminent threat as proclaimed by USA. The 
issue was becoming hotter by the minute, and in Germany it became the topic of the election. 
During the early summer the German Chancellor, Gerhard Schröder, had weak support and used 

the Iraq crisis to win the election. Chancellor Schröder’s position was strongly opposed any war 
against Iraq. His position was especially evident after Vice President Cheney’s speech in August. 
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He stressed that Berlin would not join a war even if the UNSC sanctioned it. Schröder instead 

advocated the ‘German way’ which was never explained explicitly. Schröder’s rhetoric worked 
and he was accordingly re-elected on September 22. His rhetoric may have won his citizens’ 

support, but USA was increasingly irritated over Germany’s position. The Bush administration 
made clear their contempt over Germany, and refused to meet with Schröder or even take his 
phone calls. Schröder’s politics however changed after his re-election, where he was more 

accommodative towards the USA and offered them airspace and the like (Pond 2004: 5-6). 

 

Chris Patten stated in his speech in the European Parliament on September 9, that EU must 

respect the UN and the international law. A meeting in Elsinore, Denmark, indicated similar 
conclusions, where European foreign ministers called for full implementation of UN resolutions 

and the immediate resumption of weapon inspections. Patten concluded his speech with saying 
that it was “…important that Europe’s voice should be heard…” (Patten September, 9 2002). 
British Prime Minster Blair was concurrently persuading President Bush to use the UN as a 

forum to manage the Iraq conflict. Blair’s persuasion tactics worked and a few days later on 
September 12, President Bush addressed the UN General Assembly. Bush was explicit in his 
intentions and assessment of Iraq. In earlier UN resolutions Saddam Hussein had pledged to a 

series of commitments, which terms were clear. Yet Saddam’s actions indicated disrespect for the 
UN and for his commitments and “…by his deceptions, and by his cruelties – Saddam Hussein 

has made the case against himself” (President Bush’s speech September, 12 2002). President Bush 
further stated that: 
 

“My nation will work with the U.N. Security Council to meet our common challenge. 
If Iraq's regime defies us again, the world must move deliberately, decisively to hold 

Iraq to account. We will work with the U.N. Security Council for the necessary 
resolutions. But the purposes of the United States should not be doubted. The 

Security Council resolutions will be enforced -- the just demands of peace and security 

will be met -- or action will be unavoidable. And a regime that has lost its legitimacy 
will also lose its power” (Ibid). 

 

President Bush’s decision to deal with Iraq through the UN system was welcomed by the EU. It 

was considered the only way to proceed, since it effectively avoided unilateral attempts and 
ensures legitimacy. European ministers furthermore emphasised the overall aim to eliminate 

weapons of mass destruction and the need for UN inspectors to return and have access to every 
part of Iraq (Patten October, 9 2002).  
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5.1.3 The struggle for a resolution 

France’s reaction to the pending Iraq crisis was not equally strong as Germany’s initial reaction. 
France’s foreign minister, Domenique de Villepin, asserted that France did not rule out military 
force against Iraq (Vinocur November, 12 2002). Yet it was France who went head to head with 

USA and the UK in the UNSC, concerning the wording of a UN resolution. The discussions 
went on through September and October. What characterised the discussions was how assured 

the different parties were concerning their policy positions. The American and British 
administrations argued for a resolution that would stress a more firm relationship towards 
Baghdad. They also suggested that unanimity in the UNSC would smooth the process of 

recruiting allies, should Iraq fail to accommodate the inspections. France on the other hand 
stressed the more symbolic significance of a UN resolution, which implied a commitment to the 
UN. A commitment to the UN would in turn enforce the inspections and remove the 

automaticity that President Bush had proposed in his initial address to the General Assembly 
(Marfleet & Miller 2005: 336). 

 
 
During these discussions the Presidency of the EU (Denmark at this time) made a statement in 

the UNSC. The statement emphasised EU’s commitment to UN procedures and its value in 
maintaining international peace. It also made clear that it was necessary to resume inspections. 
Concerning a resolution the EU declared the following: 

 
“The European Union supports a new Security Council resolution strengthening the 

rights of inspectors to ensure they can as effectively as possible carry out the 
disarmament required by the relevant resolutions. An efficient inspection process in 

Iraq is a necessary tool for securing the dismantling of all weapons of mass 

destruction and long-range ballistic missiles, which is our common goal. Iraq must let 
the inspectors in and fully cooperate in allowing them to carry out their mandate, or 

be held accountable for its failure to do so. … The EU reiterates its full support for 
the efforts of the Security Council and of the Secretary General in finding a solution 

to the Iraq question” (Presidency statement October, 16 2002). 

 

 
A resolution was agreed upon on November 8, which was denoted resolution 1441. The 

resolution acknowledged the threat that possible weapons of mass destruction posed to 
international peace and security, and hence decided that Iraq was in breach of earlier resolutions. 
The resolution constituted a final warning or opportunity to comply disarmament. The weapon 

inspectors were to verify whether disarmament was taking place or not (Resolution 1441 2002: 3). 
Within days of the agreement over the resolution came a cohesive reaction from different bodies. 
The Council, the Presidency, General Affairs and External Relations Council (GAERC) and High 

Representative Javier Solana all welcomed the unanimous resolution. High representative Solana 
underscored how it reflected EU’s position concerning Iraq and EU’s key objective to disarm 

Iraq within the UN context (Statement Javier Solana November, 8 2002).   
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GAERC also emphasised the international community’s determination to resolve the Iraq crisis 

peacefully, and that the resolution constituted the only way to avoid further confrontation. It is 
also mentioned that the EU will provide with “…whatever political and practical assistance it 

can” (GAERC November, 19 2002). The EU position was thus crystallised towards one position 
- to support the UN.  
 

 
Resolution 1441 was however interpreted differently between the two emerging camps. On one 
side the American and British alliance interpreted the resolution as a confirmation of the Iraqi 

threat, and as authorising force if the resolution would be breached. On the other side France, 
Russia, Germany and China interpreted the resolution as a commitment to investigate whether 

Iraq constituted an actual threat and then assume a new resolution adapted to the new situation 
(War at any cost 2004). The unity behind the resolution was thus merely a facade. Only few 
weeks after the passage of the resolution Prime Minister Blair appeared together with President 

Bush and declared a lack of confidence in the success of the inspections. President Chirac made 
his and France’s position clearer through emphasising diplomacy and multilateral behaviour. 
President Chirac and foreign minister de Villepin worked to create an opposition to the USA and 

British alliance (Marfleet & Miller 2005: 336). Inspections were initiated in December, and 
Saddam Hussein sent a 12 000 pages long report. The pattern of opposing positions between 

France and USA and UK remained. 
 
 

5.1.4 Diplomatic war 

In 2003 new members were elected as non-permanent members of the UNSC. All of which 
became important players for France, the USA and the UK. The new members were 

diplomatically interesting for USA but foremost for Europe and the EU. It was interesting to the 
EU because two EU member states became non-permanent members for the new period, namely 
Spain and Germany (Ibid: 337). The strongly opposed position of Germany had entailed 

American ostracism of both Schröder and Germany. This position now pushed Chancellor 
Schröder towards President Chirac, which was an unusual coupling (Pond 2004: 7). President 

Chirac said that France’s and Germany’s approach and vision concerning Iraq was “identical and 
of the same nature” (Vinocur January, 16 2003). Together they pressed for time and patience in 
order for the inspectors to do their job.  

 
 
The status in Europe during January was that of dissension. Germany maintained its resolute 

‘No’ concerning any intervention in Iraq. The new non-permanent member Spain and Italy 
showed a tacit support for USA and UK. France declared its military status as ready and at the 

same time continued to be negative to an invasion. Other EU members were approving, given 
that the UN would do so to. Vinocur (Ibid) argues that as long as there was no ‘smoking gun’ 
found in Iraq, Europe would remain shattered.  
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“This leaves Europe, one individual country after another, in the passive position of having to 

respond piecemeal to whatever the U.S. decision on action may be” (Ibid). Chancellor Schröder 
reflected a similar conviction and said that he had doubts concerning a common position from 

the EU. Schröder referred to differences with the British (Ibid). De Villepin acknowledged the 
lack of unity in the EU, and declared that Europe must adopt a common position in order to 
stand up against any premature action on American behalf. De Villepin said that “It is important 

that Europe speak on this issue with a single voice”  “We are mobilized, we believe war can be 
avoided” (Knowlton January, 22 2003). De Villepin also hinted that France may veto a new 
UNSC resolution. To add to the argumentation the head of the weapon inspectors, Hans Blix 

together with International Atomic Energy Agency director Dr. Mohamed El-Baradei, requested 
more time for inspections. The subject of argumentation changed slightly towards the reasonable 

amount of time, but the polarisation remained (Marfleet & Miller 2005: 337).  
 
 

With the increasing polarisation came a toughened diplomatic climate. Le Monde wrote that 
Germany’s ‘No’ had entailed American isolation, but it could also include isolation from its 
European partners (Vinocur January, 16 2003). Members of the Republican Party in USA 

planned various measures to show their discontent. A boycott of French wine and bottled water 
was one suggestion, another was to withdraw American troops from Germany. The European 

countries opposed to the war, were moreover portrayed as betrayers after Americas sacrifice in 
World War II and the Cold War (Cederskog February, 12 2003). The discourse was also 
intensified where the American administration argued that Iraq was in breach of the resolution, 

while France and Germany wanted to prolong the inspections to safeguard from hasty decisions 
(Pond 2004: 7). In order to patch things up and to win allies to the coalition, Prime Minister Blair 
convinced the Bush administration to seek a second resolution (Marfleet & Miller 2005: 337). 

 
 

President Chirac did however not perceive a new resolution as a possibility to change position. 
On the contrary, Chirac and Chancellor Schröder saw the new resolution as a breach of the old 
one. Chirac responded by announcing that he may well veto any resolution that would help 

America in the quest. He furthermore started a ‘campaign’ in the UNSC to rally support against 
an invasion. The campaign started with a meeting in New York which has been referred to as the 
‘ambush’. The meeting added fuel to a rather violent fire. It was followed up by Donald 

Rumsfeld, American secretary of defence, who entitled the opposing European countries ‘Old 
Europe’ (Pond 2004: 7). Secretary Rumsfeld said the following with reference to Europe: 

 

“Now you’re thinking of Europe as Germany and France. I don’t. I think that is old 
Europe. If you look at the entire NATO-Europe today, the centre of gravity is 

shifting to the east” … “Germany has been a problem, France has been a problem. 
But you look at vast numbers of other countries in Europe, they are not with France 

and Germany on this, they are with the United States” (War at any cost). 
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German and French reactions came directly, and former German Defence Minister Volker Ruehe 

commented on Rumsfeld as unfair to play off Eastern and Western Europe against each other 
(BBC January, 23 2003). The situation evoked somewhat unexpected reactions as well. The 

Spanish Prime Minister José María Aznar took the initiative to create ‘the letter of eight’ that was 
published in the American newspaper Wall Street Journal. The letter claimed that Iraq did 
constitute a threat to the values that Europeans and Americans have fought hard to establish, and 

thus implicitly supported the approaching war (Pond 2004: 7).  

 

The letter was signed by the heads of state in Spain, Portugal, Italy, Britain, Denmark, Poland, 

Czech Republic and Hungary (Aznar et al. January, 30 2003). President Chirac and Chancellor 

Schröder along with EU were not included let along informed about the letter. The letter was a 
punch in the stomach for the EU unity, which was evidently in crisis. The ‘letter of eight’ was 
followed by another letter signed by the ‘Vilnius 10’, which included European countries lined up 

to join EU and/or NATO. This letter was an even clearer support to the American British quest 
(Peterson 2005: 16). The letter ticked President Chirac off, who lost his diplomatic language and 

outburst that the future accession countries were “particularly thoughtless” in signing the letter 
and through the signature they “reduce their chances of entering Europe” (Graham February, 18 
2003). He further warned that voicing opinions as those displayed, may lead to that EU member 

parliaments refuse the ratification of their accession treaties. The stringent discourse was replaced 
a few weeks later with a remark by a senior French official: “We know they have been under 
considerable American pressure to fall into line over Iraq but they should learn to play by the 

rules and understand there are obligations in the EU, not just privileges” (Ibid). 

 

5.1.5 Disunity on the agenda 

During the ‘diplomatic war’ EU began to realise that a common position was becoming more 
distant every day. In a statement, before the mentioned letters, the GAERC adopted a conclusion 

on Iraq. High Representative Javier Solana convinced the European foreign ministers to adopt a 
common position. The conclusion was a mere reiteration of earlier statements and a 
proclamation that the power to avoid war was in the hands of the Iraqi government (GAERC 

January, 27 2003). The ‘letter of eight’ was evidently disrespecting the work of Solana. The 
rotating presidency was now organised by Greece, who wanted to mend the disunity in Europe. 
They called for an Emergency Summit. The summit was partly a reaction to ‘the letter of eight’, 

where the disunity in Europe was particularly apparent (Dempsey February, 1 2003). The aim of 
the summit was to generate a common strategy concerning Iraq, but beforehand the meeting was 

said to be a very ‘combustible’ meeting. The date was set to February 17, which was three days 
after Blix was supposed to deliver his report on the Iraqi compliance (Parker & Guha February, 
10 2003). The Greek presidency hoped to produce a declaration that would repeat demands for 

total disarmament through the UN. 
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The status just before the meeting was not changed even though it seemed as if President Chirac 
had lightened his position and did not exclude resorting to force to disarm Iraq. Chancellor 
Schröder, on the other hand, had reinforced his antiwar position from the fervent antiwar 

demonstrations all over the world (Parker et al. February, 16 2003). Against all odds the meeting 
succeeded in generating a common position. The 15 leaders made a surprisingly strong statement 
and implied that force was not inevitable (Parker et al. February, 17 2003a). The objective 

remained the same, i.e. full disarmament, and the weapon inspectors would be given as much 
time as was necessary. Inspections could nevertheless not continue indefinitely without Iraqi 
cooperation.  

“Baghdad should have no illusions: it must disarm and cooperate immediately and 

fully. Iraq has a final opportunity to resolve the crisis peacefully. The Iraqi regime 

alone will be responsible for the consequences if it continues to flout the will of the 
international community and does not take this last chance” (Presidency statement 

February, 18 2003). 

The common position or conclusion over Iraq indicated that Germany had moved away from its 
earlier strict antiwar position, since force was not ruled out. The conclusion to support the 

inspections and give inspectors time suggested that UK had moved closer to the less hasty 
position and to Germany and France. There was still a difference between the two ‘camps’ 

concerning the deadline when Saddam Hussein had to meet the disarmament obligations. USA 
and UK maintained that it was February 28, while France and Germany claimed that March 14 
was the valid date (Parker et al. February, 17 2003b).    

 

The meeting was considered a success, hence its status was changed from informal to official. 

Romano Prodi, President of the European Commission, congratulated the Greek presidency for 
generating a common stance. Javier Solana said that Europe had taken a stand and that “…both 

the new, and the not so new” Europe stood united (Joint statement, February, 18 2003). Greek 
Prime Minister Costas Simitis was convinced that USA would consider EU’s decision and that 
Washington would wish to cooperate with Europe (Ibid). The picture of a Europe in unison was 

nonetheless to be shattered in just a few weeks. USA and the UK were preparing a second 
resolution to put forward at the next UNSC meeting on March 14. The result was a resolution 
presented by the US, UK and Spain. The resolution challenged the UNSC to engage in concrete 

action and thus called for military action in order to punish Iraq for not complying with 
resolution 1441. France, Russia and Germany responded with an optional plan where more time 

would be given Iraq to comply. The inspections would also be toughened and a more strict 
timetable for compliance was suggested. The opposing corner with Chirac and Schröder, again 
made clear that a second resolution would not have their backing (Harding et al. February, 24 

2003). The emergency meeting seemed to have had little actual impact when EU member states 
spoke in the UNSC. 
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The European foreign ministers met again on February 24. The message of a unified EU was 

sent again, and with a similar positioning. The situation in Europe was however pictured 
differently in media. A discussion concerning the disunity in the EU was reborn, if it can be 

considered to ever have been weakened. “Britain has taken the lead in supporting a US-led 
military strike, now backed by Spain and Italy. France and Germany remain opposed to any war 
until all diplomatic means have been exhausted. The small countries are sandwiched between” 

(Dempsey February, 25 2003). Foreign minister of Sweden, Anna Lindh, commented that the 
unity achieved after the emergency meeting was by then gone (Bøe February, 24 2003). Dempsey 
(February, 25 2003) further maintained that the ‘big powers’ of Europe pursued their 

international interests at the expense of a common position. Some days later George Papandreou, 
President of the European Council, High Representative Javier Solana and European 

Commissioner Chris Patten had a press conference with Colin Powell, the American Secretary of 
state. Papandreou portrayed a different picture from the media, where he placed a single 
‘European Union approach’ and an ‘American approach’ to Iraq in two different corners.  

 

President Papandreou stressed that the aim was the same, i.e. to disarm Saddam Hussein, and 

that the EU did not exclude force, but not until all diplomatic means are exhausted. During the 
press conference there were questions concerning the disunity in Europe, however Papandreou 
maintained that Europe was united. The democracy and openness that characterises Europe was 

bound to entail differing views. “Democratic dialogue is our strength. It is what expresses us. As 
democratic societies, there are the values we uphold. Therefore, we should not see it as a 

weakness but as one of our main strengths” (Press conference February, 27 2003). It should 
meanwhile not undermine the common will. 

 

5.1.6 The deadline 

Along came March when serious discussions took place concerning the deadline to when Saddam 

Hussein had to accommodate resolution 1441 or face repercussions. During the initial weeks of 
March, President Bush and Prime Minister Blair were completing a draft for a second resolution 
and simultaneously trying to acquire support for their tough line. In the meantime the foreign 

ministers of Germany, France and Russia made a joint statement, saying that there was still time 
for a peaceful solution and that they would not support a second resolution (Joint Statement 

March, 5 2003). The last report from the weapon inspectors took place on March 7, which 
concluded that Iraq had not complied with the 1441 resolution in a satisfactory manner, yet there 
were no hard evidence for the existence of weapons of mass destruction. On March 10 USA and 

the UK presented a draft for a second UNSC resolution where the deadline was set for March 
17. If Saddam Hussein had not complied with resolution 1441 by then, force would be used upon 
him and Iraq. France responded without delay that they would veto a new resolution, irrelevant 

of the circumstances.  
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A last chance presented itself and both USA and France assembled their diplomatic forces anew, 

in order to convince the members of UNSC who had not yet taken a position (Maarfleet & Miller 
2005: 339-340). In a statement on behalf of the EU to the UNSC, it was again assumed that there 

was a common position concerning the Iraq crisis. The message differed little from earlier 
statements, but again stressed the importance of the UN to handle the matter (Presidency 
statement March, 11 2003). 

 

In mid March the amount of statements and speeches indicated that the situation was reaching its 
very apex. Costas Simitis, the Greek Prime minister, acknowledged in the European Parliament, 

that there had been different proposals concerning the approach to Iraq. He furthermore stated 
that as the Presidency he had tried to support every initiative based in the Security Council, 

furthermore with several EU member states in the UNSC they had attempted to have a common 
approach to the issue. Simitis also mentioned the unity in Europe: 

“First of all, the unity of the European Union - the fifteen - is being tested, as well as 

the unity of the twenty-five and twenty-eight.  European Union-United States 
relations, our trans-Atlantic relations, are being tested.  Relations between the 

European Union and the Arab and Muslim world are being tested” (Speech by Costas 
Simitis, March, 13 2003). 

A few days after Simitis’ speech, Germany, France and Russia presented a joint statement. In the 
statement they wished to disarm Iraq in line with UNSC decisions. The situation was not 
considered to have changed, thus there was no justification for abandoning in the inspections. 

On the contrary the inspections were giving results and the disarmament had begun. They further 
stated that “Use of force can be only a last resort. We solemnly call upon all Council members to 
do everything possible for a peaceful course to prevail, to which the Security Council adheres and 

which the vast majority of the international community supports” (Joint statement, March, 15 
2003). The joint effort did nonetheless stop USA and UK, when they on March 17 gave the 

UNSC a 24 hour deadline for approving the resolution that would authorise force on Iraq. 
France announced that they would vote ‘no’ for such a resolution (Maarfleet & Miller 2005: 340). 

 

The American frustration was becoming increasingly apparent. With France’s declaration 
Secretary of state, Colin Powell lost faith in the multilateral approach and remarked that further 
UN discussions were “…without purpose” (Ibidem). The Americans was thus intending to 

approach Iraq outside the international system. Yet Prime Minister Blair still needed the 
international system’s backing, since he had troubles getting a majority in the British parliament 

(Ibidem). The situation was rather pressing in the UK, where ministers were threatening to resign 
if Blair decided to go ahead with war without UNSC sanctioning. The deadline set by UK and 
USA was coming up, and Blair and Spanish Prime Minister Aznar made a last attempt to get 

UNSC approval by giving them a 24 hour deadline (Pond 2004: 9-10).  



 

31 

 

The same day Greek foreign minister Papandreou said that “We must use all the hours and all the 

days to find a peaceful way out of the crisis” (Statement by Papandreou, 2003, 17 March). He 
revealed the seriousness and urgency of the situation. He made clear that it was important that 

every possibility for peaceful solution through the UN had been exhausted before taking any 
further action (Ibid.). No new resolution was passed and a war in Iraq would be in opposition of 
the international system and community. As a final nail in the coffin, Prime Minister Blair 

achieved majority and in his speech he showed his true feelings: 

“We laid down an ultimatum calling upon Saddam to come into line with resolution 
1441 or be in material breach. Not an unreasonable proposition, given the history. But 

still countries hesitated: how do we know how to judge full cooperation?” … “The 
only persuasive power to which he responds is 250,000 allied troops on his doorstep. 

And yet when that fact is so obvious that it is staring us in the face, we are told that 

any resolution that authorises force will be vetoed” … “And now the world has to 
learn the lesson all over again that weakness in the face of a threat from a tyrant, is the 

surest way not to peace but to war” … “What we have witnessed is indeed the 
consequence of Europe and the United States dividing from each other. Not all of 

Europe - Spain, Italy, Holland, Denmark, Portugal - have all strongly supported us” 

… “I tell you what Europe should have said last September to the US. With one voice 
it should have said: we understand your strategic anxiety over terrorism and WMD 

and we will help you meet it” (Blair’s speech March, 18 2003). 

Obvious from the speech, Blair was disappointed by the disunity in Europe and its 
failure to help USA in a war supposedly benefitting all. 

 

5.1.7 War  

On March 18, President Bush spoke to the nation, declaring that Saddam Hussein had 48 hours 
to leave Iraq or face force. Bush emphasised that the threat Iraq posed was clear and the weapons 

of mass destruction available to Saddam Hussein could easily shift owner to a terrorist group, 
implying the threat was tangible for all western countries. He furthermore stated that USA had 
the sovereign authority to use force in order to assure the safety its own territory. He directed 

critique towards members of the UNSC who had acknowledged a threat but have done nothing 
to combat it. “Many nations, however, do have the resolve and fortitude to act against this threat 
to peace, and a broad coalition is now gathering to enforce the just demands of the world. The 

United Nations Security Council has not lived up to its responsibilities, so we will rise to ours” 
(Bush’s speech March, 17 2003). Bush furthermore said that refusal of Saddam Hussein and his 

sons to leave Iraq within the appointed 24 hours will lead to military conflict, and that all foreign 
nationals should leave Iraq for their own safety (Ibid.). 
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The wheels were thus set in motion, and as a result resolutions and multilateral action were 

rendered ineffective. As the President of the European Council, George Papandreou made a 
statement on the recent development. Papandreou regretted that the UN had been divided in this 

matter. As presidency Greece had worked hard to create a common framework of positions. He 
moreover regretted the dissentient front that the EU member states presented. He also stressed 
the importance of the EU maintaining the UN as the sole system to go through in this matter. 

The Council was still in close contact with all parties involved, and the aim remained that of 
peaceful disarmament and to find a unified way to proceed. The message Papandreou wanted to 
send was that “…Europe is moving forward. There are maybe crises, there are maybe problems, 

there are maybe issues dividing us, but there is very much uniting us.  As a Presidency we will be 
moving the Union forward, and that is the mandate that all 15 agree with" (Statement by 

Papandreou March 18, 2003). The 48 hour deadline issued by President Bush was coming to an 
end on March 18, and there was no sign of Saddam Hussein and his sons leaving the country. 

 

On March, 19 came the now famous words of President Bush: “…at this hour, American and 
coalition forces are in the early stages of military operations to disarm Iraq” (Bush’s speech 
March 19, 2003). No more time to use diplomacy but only to hope for the best outcome possible 

which Bush also stressed when he said that “…this will not be a campaign of half measures, and 
we will accept no outcome but victory” (Ibid.). Reactions around the world did not take long and 

they were not approving. The President of the European Council expressed his concerns that he 
was not able to generate a peaceful solution to the conflict. The Greek presidency insisted all 
along on striving towards a common course characterised by peace and progress (Statement by 

President March, 20 2003). The reactions in Europe were, as expected, disagreeing. The UK 
proclaimed its support together with Italy, Denmark, Portugal and Spain where Prime Minister 
Aznar stated that international law would be strengthened by the removal of Saddam Hussein7. 

The majority of EU member states were nevertheless opposed to the war. The two most fervent 
opponents, France and Germany denoted the war a bad decision, and the Netherlands, Austria, 

Belgium, Ireland  and Sweden expressed similar feelings. The central dismay among the opposed 
countries was focused upon the fact that the intentions of war proceeded although there was no 
support from the UN8. 

 

The war proceeded and in three weeks Baghdad fell. The troops were to 99 per cent constituted 
by American soldiers and then British. Already on May 1 Bush declared mission accomplished. 

Little did he know by then what was going to come (Pond 2004: 10). Half a year later the world’s 
most wanted man was found. In a small cellar outside Tikrit troops finally found Saddam 

Hussein. President Bush replied that “…this was good news” (Report BBC December, 14 2003). 
The war was however not ended with the capturing of Saddam Hussein.  

                                                 
7 Collected statements available from http://www.acronym.org.uk/docs/0303/doc23.htm  

8 Collected statements available from http://www.acronym.org.uk/docs/0303/doc24.htm  
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The situation is as of today still referred to as a crisis. The chapter that follows will therefore treat 

how the situation was handled after the war became a fact. EU did at an early point declare that 
they were going to be a part of rebuilding the Iraqi society.    

 

5.2 EU in post-invasion Iraq 

Directly after the invasion of Iraq in March 2003, a new process began. The process involved 
how to deal with the new situation presenting itself in war-torn Iraq. The following sections will 

cover the course of events taking place after the invasion, and primarily from an EU perspective.  

 

5.2.1 The days following the invasion   

The EU made clear at an early stage, that there were concerns regarding Iraq after an invasion. 
On March 20, the day after the invasion in Iraq was initiated, the European Parliament had an 
extraordinary session, where these matters were discussed. President Papandreou indicated that it 

was time to move on when he said that “When diplomacy ends and war begins, the only thing we 
can do is concede our failure” (Speech by Papandreou March, 20 2003). Papandreou further 

mentioned that it was important to present a single EU voice in the coming period. If that was to 
be possible, Papandreou said that a review of the differences in the EU was necessary and to 
establish a set of priorities. The priority, in the words of Papandreou, must be how to tackle the 

humanitarian problems, the safeguarding of the sovereignty and integrity of Iraq. The risks of 
destabilisation in the area were imminent, thus it was important to have a strategy of how to avert 
them (Ibid). The humanitarian aid department of the European Commission (ECHO) had been 

preparing for war since September 2002. When war broke out ECHO acted directly and pledged 
€21 million from their ordinary budget. They furthermore announced the intention to secure an 

additional €79 million from the emergency reserve. The European Parliament approved the 
suggested funding on April 9 (Mace May, 2003).   

 

At a Council meeting in Brussels on March 20-21 the Presidency conclusions were presented, 
which included the Iraq issue. The first point made was the respect for Iraqi sovereignty and the 
rights of the people in Iraq. Another key issue was the continued role and importance of the UN, 

which’s competence in post-war aid was emphasised. The Commission and the High 
Representative were urged to explore possibilities for the EU to contribute to allowing Iraqis to 

live in freedom under a representative government. The EU furthermore engaged actively in 
facilitating the refugee flows as a result from the war. The set objectives were interrelated and 
they were to be coordinated through all main international players. The final point emphasised 

unity where “…the restoration of the unity of the international community is an absolute 
imperative” (Presidency Conclusions 2003: 31-33).  
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The same message was sent to the UN, with a further statement that EU supported any activities 

with the intention to adapt the ‘Oil for Food’9 programme to the reigning conditions (Statement 
by H.E. Ambassador Adamantios Th. Vassilakis March, 26 2003). 

 

5.2.2 Healing the disunity 

The apparent disunity displayed before the invasion started to fade when faced with the new 
challenges of a war-raged Iraq. The first sign of rapprochement took place in the UN when 

France and the UK both agreed to support a resolution giving Secretary-general Kofi Annan the 
authority to adjust the ‘Oil for Food’ programme to better fit the situation. The pending question 

was who was going to be in charge of the rebuilding of Iraq. USA and the UK wanted a part as 
well as the UN, and it was going to be necessary to establish the roles in a resolution. All parties 
however agreed on the need to assist Iraq in humanitarian issues and in rebuilding. Yet the 

question was who was going to be in charge. Even though the UK had softened their approach 
they showed hesitancy when the role of the UN was discussed. Yet all parties except for USA 
wanted the UN to install a new administration in Iraq. France and Germany made clear that they 

would have nothing to do with a resolution giving USA a similar authority (Watt & White March, 
29 2003).   

 

On April 14, the European ministers had a meeting where the issues concerning Iraq were 
discussed. The wish for the UN to take the lead was remarked and possible EU instruments in a 

post-conflict Iraq were also discussed (GAERC meeting April, 14 2003). It was again obvious 
that Germany and France demanded a resolution regarding the involvement of the UN. Swedish 
foreign minister, Anna Lindh, concluded that to be able to proceed it was necessary for a UN 

administration to be present in Iraq. The many measures suggested by the Commission depended 
on a UN administration, in order to be effective (Wallberg April, 14 2003). 

 

At this early point in time, Javier Solana remarked that to present a common position was 
premature, since the situation was not in any way set (Solana April, 15 2003). The issue was 

discussed again at the meeting in Athens two days later. Obvious concessions were taking place 
between the earlier disagreeing countries. The UK tried to reach consensus concerning the role 
of the UN. Germany and France were also susceptible to organise a gradual UN involvement, 

while USA and UK were in charge of Iraq. Prime minister Blair and Chancellor Schröder had met 
beforehand, and the leaders managed to agree upon the future of Iraq where both pledged to 

work together (Symon April, 16 2003).  

                                                 
9 The ‘Oil for Food’ programme was founded during the 1990’s. The idea is that Iraq could sell oil to finance the 

purchase of humanitarian goods, and various mandated UN activities. The programme was established by the 
UNSC and was considered a temporary solution in order to provide for the humanitarian needs of the Iraqi people. 
http://www.un.org/Depts/oip/background/index.html  
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Secretary-general Kofi Annan also attended the meeting of the ministers, and emphasised the 

importance of the EU supporting the UN and a multilateral approach (Kofi Annan April, 16 
2003). Annan further said that the UN and EU must cooperate over Iraq, as in the case 

concerning Israel – Palestine. Annan stressed EU’s indirect influence where “…the European 
Union is a beacon of hope for peace and reconciliation, not only for Europe but for the whole 
world” (Kofi Annan April, 17 2003). 

 

Given the combustible state of Europe the issue concerning the involvement of the UN in Iraq 
had the potential to divide Europe all over again. Again Germany and France together with most 

EU member states ordained a central role, while USA preferred to be in that position. Yet this 
matter was dealt with differently and a conflict in the magnitude of that before the invasion 

seemed to be avoidable. The attitude was different where the urgency to help the Iraqi people 
was prioritised. The Greek presidency made a statement after the meeting. The wish for the UN 
to be responsible for post-invasion nation-building and to establish self-government for the 

people was emphasised. The EU also assured that it would take part in the political and economic 
reconstruction of the country (Presidency statement April, 16 2003). The EU member states who 
were also UNSC members, i.e. France, UK, Spain and Germany, were at this point working on a 

joint statement on the UN involvement in a post-invasion Iraq (CNN April, 16 2003). 

 

On April 22 it was announced by Poul Nielson, the Commissioner for Development and 
Humanitarian Aid, that €10 million would be spent to meet urgent medical needs in Iraq. The 
Commission was collaborating with other humanitarian agencies in order to help primarily 

children in the area. Organising medical evacuations were also prioritised, and the neighbouring 
countries and EU member states were the relevant countries for evacuations. The funding would 
also be used to provide medical and hygiene supplies and installation of field hospitals 

(Commission April, 22 2003). 

 

With the situation in Iraq being highly unstable and violent, discussions concerning deployment 
of military stabilisation forces started. The EU, however, made clear that there would be no EU 
contribution in this department. Some individual member states were nonetheless interested in 

contributing. The UK took the initiative in the end of April to have a meeting with the willing 
member states. Germany and France did not attend the meeting, yet Denmark, Italy and Poland 
decided to contribute. There was thus no common initiative from the EU in military contribution 

(Mace May, 2003). 
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The EU seemed to have overcome the difficulties of division and instead portrayed a unitary 

front. Yet the newly found unity was challenged by the end of April. The leaders of Belgium, 
France, Germany and Luxembourg, four of the countries opposed to the invasion, gathered and 

had a meeting, which was later to be called ‘the Chocolate Summit’. The meeting concluded that 
there should be a headquarters for operations when NATO was not involved. They furthermore 
stated that they wanted to develop a European rapid reaction force, which was open for other 

EU members to join. No EU representatives were present, or any other member states. For the 
excluded parties the meeting was understood as critique and repudiation of the USA. France and 
Germany conversely maintained that it was not to be interpreted as positioning against the USA, 

but rather as an attempt to improve the EU defence. The Greek presidency was irritated, since no 
other states were invited to agree upon improvement, which is necessary for any improvements 

to be set into action (Wright April, 29 2003). 

 

5.2.3 A new resolution  

As mentioned it was necessary to pinpoint the post-invasion conditions in order to effectively 

commence the rebuilding process. After a meeting at Rhodes in the beginning of May, Council 
President Papandreou stressed the importance of planning ahead when he said that. “…we must 
prepare for later involvement as and when political and legal conditions permit. We all agree that 

the EU should be as fully engaged as security permits in the humanitarian field, and can also 
contribute significantly to police and other instruments for civilian crisis management” 

(Statement by Papandreou May, 4 2003). The month of May was devoted to the task of agreeing 
upon a resolution in the UNSC, and primarily to decide the role of the UN in relation to the 
authority. USA, UK and Spain presented a draft to a resolution in early May. The idea of the 

resolution was that authority would be given the occupying powers, the occupying powers being 
USA and the UK. The UN and other organisations such as the International Monetary Fund 
were allocated merely monitoring roles. The Iraqi oil, a highly valuable asset, was furthermore to 

be controlled by the authority, and the revenues should be used to invest in rebuilding the Iraqi 
society. The money would be dispersed by the authority with the UN, the International Monetary 

Fund and World Bank observing (Leader May, 10 2003). 

  

This first draft was not passed in the UNSC, since some parties requested a more active UN role. 

A debate in the UNSC was yet again begun. USA made changes in the draft until it was adopted 
as the official resolution on May 22, called resolution 1483. The passage of the resolution was 
unanimous and marked a new more positive era. The resolution implied that the coalition forces 

would control Iraq until an internationally recognised government was formed. The UN had a 
more representative role in the passed resolution, and was to present a Special Representative for 

Iraq. The UN was furthermore to facilitate the process leading to a government alongside the 
USA and UK (Turner et al. May, 21 2003). EU welcomed the discussion of a resolution taking 
place within the UN framework.  
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The importance of the member states and the Commission was emphasised, which were to 

ensure coordination of their contributions (GAERC May, 19-20 2003). 

 

The Council met in Thessaloniki, Greece, where Iraq was discussed. Resolution 1483 was 
welcomed which designated a “… a new spirit of cooperation within the international 
community” (Presidency Conclusions October, 1 2003: 24). The resolution made possible 

effective international support for Iraq in its political transition, humanitarian aid and 
reconstruction. The Council furthermore stressed the important role of the UN and its 
contribution to form a representative Iraqi government. The UN requested the support of the 

Commission and member states, which the EU accepted. The first step was to appoint an interim 
Iraqi administration, in order to reach the goal of a prosperous and stable Iraq. Law and order 

was set out as a precondition to create a sustainable reconstruction of Iraq. It was also noted that 
some member states were partaking in the stability and security process. The Council repeated 
the commitment to humanitarian relief, and opened up for suggestions on how to further 

participate in the reconstruction within the framework of resolution 1483. The Commission and 
High Representative Javier Solana were invited to further investigate possibilities (Ibid: 24-25).  

 

The GAERC confirmed the Presidency conclusions and further welcomed the suggestions made 
by the Commission. The suggestion referred to establishing a multilateral umbrella for 

contributions by the international community with the aim to reconstruct. The Council further 
encouraged the Commission and High Representative to collaborate with the UN special 
representative and other donors and institutions in order to maximise the impact of EU’s 

resources (GAERC July, 21 2003). On the same day the EU welcomed the Iraqi Governing 
Council as a step towards a representative government. Initiatives were then taken by the 
Governing Council to start the process of drafting a new Iraqi constitution. The constitution was 

then to be put forward for adoption by a popular referendum. The Council also appointed 25 
Interim Ministers (Commission Communication October, 23 2003). 

 

The European Commission presented, in a communication to the European Parliament and the 
European Council, proposals for an EU approach to assist in reconstructing Iraq. The 

communication was welcomed by GAERC and by the European Council in mid October. It was 
agreed that certain factors were essential for an efficient reconstruction: improved security 
supplied by the Coalition Provisional Authority; a strong role of the UN; a tangible timetable for 

handing over power and sovereignty to the Iraqi people; and finally an active support and 
involvement of Iraq’s neighbouring countries. The Madrid Donor’s Conference launched the 

multilateral approach to assist Iraq. The EU pledged over €1.25 billion in this conference (Ibid).  
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5.2.4 The Iraqi election and constitution 

A sovereign Iraq was the official intention of the international community. During 2004 and 2005 

major steps were taken in the direction of fulfilling this intention and goal. In 2004 an Iraqi 
interim government was installed and the EU made efforts to support it. The Prime Minister, 

Iyad Allawi, was invited to address the Council of the EU in June 2004. The political contacts did 
not imply military support to the multinational forces stationed in Iraq. Diplomats commented 
on the rejection to send troops. It was considered impossible to reach consensus over efforts 

such as a military force or for the EU to train Iraqi police. Technical, economic and 
reconstruction assistance were nonetheless still sent to Iraq (Dempsey June, 18 2004). USA was 
also favourable to the interim government, and accordingly they handed over the power to it in 

late June. 

 

In March 2005 the Government Council approved an interim constitution, and at this point the 
efforts were focused on the forthcoming election. It was announced that the European 
Commission was going to provide €30 million for preparing the elections. That sum made the 

EU a major donor to the post-invasion Iraqi assistance. In this way the Commission fulfilled the 
UN requirements for the election preparations. Benita Ferrero-Walder, commissioner for 
External Relations and European Neighbourhood Policy, said that “The EU and the UN share a 

vision of a stable, prosperous, unified Iraq with a pluralist democracy – where political 
differences will be settled by democratic dialogue and not violence. The EU has been the UN’s 

key partner in this essential task” (EU press release October, 21 2005).  

 

With the elections coming up the security deteriorated, and in November the interim government 

had to declare a 60-day state of emergency. The political instability was evident when a powerful 
Sunni political group boycotted the elections, and the Iraqi Islamic Party withdrew a mere month 
before the election. Despite the political instability and lacking security the election took place as 

planned on January 30. It was the first democratic election in 50 years. In April the elected Iraqi 
parliament approved the government (Timeline January, 29 2005). The Commission made 

concrete contributions to aid Iraq in the election through media development and training of 
journalists. The election over the constitution took place in October. The Commission were 
active in preparing the referendum, which primarily entailed informing the Iraqi voters. The 

Commission furthermore made sure that the constitution was available in four languages and was 
available in printed form (EU press release October, 21 2005).     

 

As of today Iraq remains unstable and insecure. The many international interventions and help 
have up until date not succeeded in creating a democratic Iraq. The commitments of the EU still 

continue however. In late 2004 the EU Council decided to participate in a joint effort to enforce 
the police and rule of law in Iraq. The initiative came from the Iraqi authorities who wished for a 
more active role for the EU in this matter.  
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The project was denoted ‘EUJUST LEX’ and expires in late 2007. The idea is to strengthen the 

management skills of senior officials from the police, judiciary and penitentiary. Training 
programmes are included in the programme, which are to improve skills and procedures in 

criminal investigation that are in respect for the rule of law and human rights (EUJUST LEX 
March, 7 2005). Democracy and a stable civil society are nonetheless still in the future. The next 
chapter will analyse the Iraq crisis with the help of the models. 
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6 Analysis 

The purpose of this thesis was to evaluate the actorness of the EU in the case of Iraq. two 
questions were posed: why was there not a common position presented; and are the problems 
specific to the case of Iraq, or general for the European foreign policy? Two models were 

selected, and their aim was to provide intelligibility to the evaluation of the actorness. The crisis 
in Iraq, which constitutes the empirical example, was presented in the former chapter. It is 

therefore time to reintroduce the models from chapter X in order to see whether they can shed 
some light to the incapacity of the EU. The analysis will first apply the models separately to see 
what they can explain. To conclude the chapter the models will be discussed and compared.   

 

6.1 Model one 

Model one explains actorness through four variables, which together lead to favourable pre-

conditions for actorness. The four criteria are: recognition; authority; autonomy and cohesion. 
The variables will be discussed in separate sections. 

 

6.1.1 Recognition 

 Applying recognition to EU’s actions in the case of Iraq explains parts of the problem. The EU 
is accepted and interacted with on many different areas by states or organisations. The area of 

foreign policy however, seems to be different where it is not recognised as a player. During the 
pre-war months the EU was not consulted by the USA, who was the primary actor in Iraq. USA’s 
perception of the EU was evident in when Secretary of Defence Donald Rumsfeld talked about 

the ‘old Europe’ and further indicated the importance of NATO and not the EU. Parts of the 
EU were however participating in the diplomatic war, that took place before the invasion in 
March 2003. In particular the UK, France and Germany played leading characters in the 

diplomatic game. Turning to the UN, which was the other central player, it not either deal with 
the EU at the pre-war stage. This implies that the UN and the USA did not understand the EU as 

an actor. Judging from other actors’ actions it is thus possible to say that the EU was not 
recognised as a player, while single member states were. 

 

The discussion concerning discussion has so far dealt with external recognition. Recognition can 
also be discussed from an internal perspective, which makes sense in the case of Iraq. EU is 
supposed to align the member states’ foreign policies, a process that did not take place in the Iraq 

crisis. The EU was not used as a forum for the member states to create a foreign policy 
concerning Iraq. Instead the big European countries created their own foreign policies, 

irrespective of the EU and their obligations towards it. This is particularly evident in the case of 
the ‘letter of eight’. Before the letter Javier Solana had worked hard to create a common position 
for the EU, and he succeeded.  
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Only weeks later the ‘letter of eight’ was in the newspapers, which can be seen as a symbolic of 

the weak loyalty the member states. A similar case is the disunity that was presented only weeks 
after the emergency meeting. The Chocolate meeting is another case where a few member states 

met in order to organise a foreign policy strategy irrespective of the EU. The events indicate that 
some member states displayed a low commitment to the EU and instead formed internal 
alliances. The actions furthermore show that the member states did not perceive the EU as an 

effective forum to go through. All in all certain member states did not recognise the EU as the 
appropriate actor in the case of Iraq. Consequently, when the pre-invasion phase is considered, it 
is possible to say that there lacked external and internal recognition of the EU as an actor in the 

Iraq crisis. 

 

Shifting the focus to the post-invasion phase the case looked different. The actions of the EU 
indicate a different kind of actor. Member states recognised the EU as an actor capable of 
rebuilding Iraq. EU was, at an early stage, prepared to intervene in Iraq, suggesting that the EU 

had a different kind of support from the member states. There was an internal recognition of EU 
capacity in this different stage of the war. The case is similar from an external point of view. 
Secretary-general Kofi Annan met with EU leaders after the invasion and stressed their 

importance and support. The EU was portrayed, by Kofi Annan, as peaceful and an inspiration 
to other states. It is interesting to discuss why the EU portrayed such different levels of unity and 

efficiency in the pre-war and post-invasion situation. A possible explanation is how the different 
situations activate different institutions within the EU, which will be discussed further when 
authority is brought up. Yet the fact that different institutions are activated depending on the 

situation can be a symptom of varying levels of recognition. To perceive the EU as an actor 
engaged in war lacked in external and internal recognition, while the role of the EU as a 
humanitarian aid actor entailed a higher level of external and internal recognition.   

 

Recognition is furthermore divided into de jure and de facto. De jure refers to diplomatic 

recognition under international law, or formal membership in organisations. In the early phase of 
the Iraq crisis France and the UK were the only EU member states represented in the UNSC. As 
mentioned they are supposed to represent the EU and inform the member states of their 

activities. At a later stage of the crisis Spain and Germany were appointed non-permanent seats in 
the UNSC as well, thus increasing the EU representation. In spite of the relatively high number 

of EU-representation there were no signs of a common EU position in the UN. The four 
member states represented in the UNSC were divided, rendering any sort of informal recognition 
of the EU impossible. When de jure recognition is concerned EU had certain rights. At several 

occasions the presidency appeared in the UNSC and informed of the EU point of view, together 
with Commissioner Chris Patten. Thus there was de jure recognition in the UNSC of the EU, yet 
the potential to affect outcomes was marginal due to the lack of voting power. The main 

possibility to influence was through the individual member states.  
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The variable of recognition demonstrates difficulties of the EU in the case of Iraq. It is 

interesting to see whether the problems are specific to the case of Iraq, or if they are general to 
the European foreign policy. One of the problems was that other actors such as the USA and the 

UN did not perceive the EU as an actor. In the current design the EU is not considered a 
relevant actor, and that notion is not likely to be specific to the Iraq case but rather general. The 
lack in internal recognition is likely to be connected to authority, which will be discussed later. 

The de facto recognition is likely to depend on the case and the unison of the EU. With a united 
EU it is likely that there would be a greater impact in the UNSC. The de jure situation is general 
to the European foreign policy given that the status of the EU does not change. 

 

Recognition shows several weak areas of EU actorness in Iraq. External recognition was lacking, 

as well as internal recognition. The EU did also lack in de jure recognition. These factors are 
likely to have impacted EU’s actorness in the case of Iraq. Some factors can also be considered to 
be general for the European foreign policy. 

 

6.1.2 Authority  

The second variable of authority will be discussed in this section. Authority refers to the legal 
competence to act externally. The authority given to the EU is determined in treaties, hence it is 

not a variable that changes from case to case. The authority in the pre-war situation was limited 
to intergovernmental decision-making, i.e. to the EU Council and the GAERC. There was thus 

little authority given to non-majoritarian institutions such as the Commission. Decisions in the 
EU Council and GAERC are dependent upon consensus, which makes this variable closely 
related to the degree of cohesion. The post-invasion situation included a different institution and 

the situation thus appeared differently. The post-invasion phase was handled by the Commission, 
which is apart of community pillar. The Commission had the sole initiative, and decisions were 
taken by qualified majority voting. The Council of Ministers and the European Parliament 

however decide whether suggested measures were to be enacted. The two different phases in the 
Iraq issue were consequently handled by different EU institutions located in different pillars. This 

had consequences for authority, which differs in the pillars. The shifting degrees of efficiency that 
is visible between the two periods can be traced to authority. The core of the decision-making is 
cohesion, which is essential in the pre-war situation and not equally important in the post-

invasion period. 

 

Since authority is decided in treaties it is possible to say that the difficulties will be found in other 

situations as well. The problems are thus not delimited to the Iraq case, but general to the 
European foreign policy. 
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6.1.3 Cohesion 

As mentions cohesion played an important part in the pre-war situation, because in that period 

decisions were taken by unanimity. Cohesion is also a variable that is a part of the model, where it 
refers to EU’s capacity to formulate internally consistent policy preferences. The model states 

that to have understanding it is important to be committed to basic foreign policy goals, and that 
in turn requires coordination, sharing of information and revealing of preferences. Applying this 
to the case of Iraq it is possible to say that there was a commitment to basic foreign policy goals. 

EU made clear their full support for the UN and the inspections, and agreed that Iraq had to be 
disarmed. Yet the statements and positions seemed to be at the lowest common denominator, 
which was to disarm Iraq. The pressing question was however not whether to disarm or not, but 

rather how to disarm. In that question it was evident that the EU was deeply divided. 
Consequently EU agreed over basic goals in the Iraq crisis, but not over how to proceed, which 

entailed toothless statements.  

 

The idea of Jupille’s and Caporaso’s (1998) model implies different levels of cohesion, where the 

first level concerns basic goals. As mentioned this level is achieved in the EU in the crisis of Iraq. 
The next level refers to how side payments and linkage lead to cohesion over policy goals. There 
was an evident difference in policy goals in the EU, where some member states supported USA, 

and some were strictly against an invasion. Since the division remained up until the invasion, it is 
possible to say that the side payments and concessions did not work. The next level is the 

cohesion concerning the decision-making procedure. The rules concerning how a decision is to 
be taken are established in treaties. Consequently there is agreement over the rules, yet this 
dimension of cohesion is not a topic that has occurred in the discussion concerning Iraq. It is 

however possible to refer to the discussion above, where different forms of decision-making can 
be said to lead to different degrees of efficiency. The last level of cohesion refers to output, 
where the capability to formulate policies imply cohesion. The EU did formulate policies or 

statements regarding their position in the Iraq crisis. The statements did however not make any 
significant impact, because the statements were reflecting the disunity of the EU. The disunity 

implied that any suggestions concerning a position for or against invasion did not achieve 
consensus. The statements were instead characterised by the lowest common denominator. 
When unity was created in late February 2003 it was shattered again a few weeks later. It is 

consequently hard to maintain that the EU generated a coherent policy or statement. 

 

Cohesion in general was portrayed as the main reason why the EU did not act more efficiently. 

The clear division between France and Germany on one hand, and primarily UK and Spain on 
the other, rendered it almost impossible to create anything but a lowest common denominator 

solution. It is not possible to say that the EU states had any significant cohesion in the issue of 
Iraq, except from a fundamental agreement over the importance of the UN and to disarm Iraq.  
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This is evident in the different liaisons that were created, such as the ‘letter of eight’ and France’s 

and Germany’s statements together with Russia. Secretary of Defence, Donald Rumsfeld, made 
the classification of ‘old Europe’ and implicitly ‘new Europe’, which was an indication of how 

divided Europe was.  It was not a fact that was hidden by the EU either, e.g. the emergency 
meeting which was a meeting aiming at mending the disunity. A meeting that produced a short-
lived unity. The characterising feature was nonetheless that it was impossible to meet in the EU 

to make a statement that would have any bearing or coherence, since the divisions were too deep. 
The media depicted the situation as one where the European big powers pursued their own 
interests, whereas the smaller member states ended up in between. The case was again different 

in the post-invasion where cohesion and commitment to give aid to Iraq was undeniable. The 
model states that it is vulnerable to horizontal conflicts, which was evident in this case.  

 

The problems that cohesion highlights show that the member states were deeply divided. The 
reasons why the division took place are likely to be many, but two reasons will be discussed here. 

The first reason refers to the loyalty and the division that was evident on the world arena. USA is 
EU’s closest ally and consequently some member states were likely to support them. All member 
states did however not support the USA, which can be explained through different levels of 

loyalty towards the USA. Authority is likely to have played a part as well, where increased 
authority is likely to have produced a higher degree of cohesion. The degree of cohesion is likely 

to vary from case to case depending on what players are included in the crisis. Yet the lack in 
cohesion can also be explained by the policy area, which is a complicated one. It is thus likely that 
problems in cohesion will reappear in other conflicts. 

 

6.1.4  Autonomy 

Autonomy is the final variable to evaluate the actorness of the EU. Autonomy is understood as 
distinctiveness and independence from other actors. The idea of distinctiveness is not discussed 

with relation to the Iraq crisis, and it is hard to deduce institutional distinctiveness from the story 
of Iraq. Independence on the other hand is of high relevance both from an internal and external 

perspective. Independence partly refers to that the EU institutions should have a greater impact 
as opposed to single states acting singlehandedly. EU however had a feeble impact in the crisis, 
being unable to generate more than relatively powerless statements. Individual states, on the 

other hand, were at the centre of the drama, and capable of vetoes and participating in diplomatic 
struggles. It seems as if this variable is connected to authority, since if the EU had more authority 
to act and was recognised by the UN, there would be greater possibility to act. With greater 

authority the EU would not be challenged by individual states’ politics. The impact of the EU 
was however not bigger than that of single that of single states. 
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Autonomy is furthermore connected to freedom of operation, referring to significant leeway and 

the possibility to go outside standard operating procedures. The freedom of operation in the area 
of foreign policy is restricted to the need for consensus before action. There is no possibility for 

the EU to act in freedom, on the contrary it is decided that it is supposed not to in this area. This 
is also visible from the statements and lack of unity. In this way the EU is not independent from 
the member states, since it requires their explicit consent. Thus the leeway and freedom of 

operation is constrained by treaties, which is evident in the EU’s actions. The treaties are internal 
issues, but in the case of Iraq there is also external influence affecting the autonomy.  

 

External autonomy also played a part in the Iraq crisis. USA was aggressive in their rhetoric 
concerning Iraq. EU in itself was not attacked, since there was no explicit EU position for or 

against USA. The member states, however, that were openly against an invasion, primarily France 
and Germany, were subject to threats about trade embargoes and diplomatic cessation. President 
Bush would not, for example, take calls from Chancellor Schröder as a way of showing their 

discontent over Germany’s opposition. The case was similar for France, which was exposed to 
threats of boycotting their wines. The rhetoric coming from USA and the UK was, at times, 
implying that some states would not take their responsibility in fighting terrorism. Almost as if 

cowardice was implied when not supporting USA. USA also used guilt and the sense of being in 
debt to the USA, since they had intervened in World War II and helped Europe. There was thus 

external pressure that may have affected the actions of single member states.  

 

The picture looked differently in the post-invasion phase. EU’s efforts to aid Iraq was likely 

greater than the single states could afford by themselves. The operating freedom can be 
considered big, since the aid was instated at an early stage and came from different accounts. 
There was also a special programme ‘EUJUST LEX’ that was installed to help rebuild the Iraqi 

society. Leeway can thus be said to be greater in the post-invasion phase, and it is possible to say 
that the EU was more independent from member states in this phase compared to the pre-war 

situation. 

 

The problematic presented by the variable of autonomy seems connected to static features of the 

EU, such as the decision-making procedures which today stipulate close cooperation with the 
member states. The key is the authority given to institutions. Authority is determined in treaties 
and can hence only be changed in a revision of the treaties. A treaty revision is a time consuming 

procedure, it is thus an imminent risk that the problems will occur in another conflict. 
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To conclude, model one implies that there is too little authority transferred to the relevant 

institutions, in order to be to be more effective in the Iraq situation. The post-invasion situation 
was handled primarily by the Commission, which has more authority and was consequently 

capable of corresponding to the requirements. The EU was furthermore not recognised by the 
key-actors as a relevant actor, consequently inhibiting the EU from acting. Given the decision-
making system and the strong rhetoric from the USA it is not possible to say that the EU was 

autonomous in the situation of Iraq. Cohesion is another weak point, where the EU managed to 
uphold unison in basic values and decision-making procedures. Yet to produce a coherent policy 
was not possible. The first model clearly indicates problem areas in EU’s actions in Iraq. The 

incapacity as displayed by the EU can be explained by all the variables, since the EU showed 
weaknesses in all of them. Seeing as the variables entailed different results in the two periods it is 

possible to say that EU’s actorness depends on the situation to some extent. Yet a situation 
where a decision concerns war or not, it is likely that the same problems will occur. With the 
current world order the UN and the USA are the major players, which in this case did not take 

notice of the EU. This indicates that the recognition of the EU is low. The risk of disunity is 
likely to happen again as well, given that there are different players to side with. The complexity 
of the policy area enforces this claim, where the complexity is bound to generate differing 

positions. The issue of authority is only amendable in a treaty revision, hence given status quo it 
will also remain. The case is similar for autonomy, where as long as the system of 

interngovernmentalism remains, there will not be autonomy from the member states. The 
actorness was thus severely damaged by the variables suggested.  

 

After further analysing, it is evident that the actorness of the EU is closely connected to the 
variable of authority. The other variables seem as if they are symptoms of the greater problem of 
lack in authority. A clear indication of this is the level of authority that differs between the pre-

war and post-invasion periods. The periods inferred different institutions, which therefore 
implied diverse efficiency levels, cohesion, autonomy and recognition. With increased authority 

or inclusion of the CFSP in the communitarian pillar would have effects on not just authority, 
but also on the other variables. Increasing authority would likely probably increase the cohesion. 
Similarly the autonomy would be more intact from both internal and external perspectives. If the 

role of the CFSP would be bigger it is also likely that the recognition would increase as well. The 
case of Iraq thus confirms how authority seems to be the critical variable, which in turn verifies 
the model. 
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6.2 Model two – social constructivism 

Model two includes both external and internal factors when explaining actorness. The model 
explains actorness through three elements: opportunity; presence; and capability. The variables 
will be applied one by one and the section will be concluded by a brief summary. 

 

6.2.1 Opportunity  

The model asserts that changes that have taken place, e.g. globalisation and end of the Cold War, 
have opened up the world and consequently made it more available to entities such as the EU. In 

other words the opportunity to act has increased. Applying this to an actual case, and more 
specifically to Iraq, results in an interesting discussion.  

 

USA was the initiating actor and perceived Iraq as a threat and an opportunity for them to act. 
Initially the European leaders and the EU did not understand Iraq as the imminent threat, 

indicating that they did not see Iraq as an opportunity to act. As the situation developed it was 
evident that the UN became the arena for discussions. With the UN becoming the relevant arena, 

the EU consequently ended up on the players’ bench. The UN did not recognise the EU fully, i.e. 
it does not have a permanent seat in the UNSC, which severely diminished the opportunities for 
the EU to act. The UN instead emphasised sovereign states, which is obvious in the case of Iraq 

where individual EU member states had notable roles. The case of Iraq hence constituted an 
opportunity for single individual states, but not for the EU. This indicates that the legal status of 
the EU became an inhibiting factor when opportunity is concerned. 

 

The USA was the key player, and before the invasion the crisis was actually about the USA. The 

case came down to supporting or going against the USA. It became a question of loyalty and the 
EU member states were divided on the matter. The division that took place made the 
opportunity to act even smaller. USA was in the one corner, arguing that an invasion was the 

sensible thing to do, whilst France and Germany was in the other claiming the opposite. To take 
action would evidently imply taking sides with either one of the parties, which clearly reduced 
opportunity to act. With the UN and USA at the rudder the emphasis was on nation states and 

the idea of them as international actors. The structural environment was complicated, where 
recognition and loyalty in combination with the UN reduced the opportunity to act. Through not 

acting, the EU showed that the Iraq crisis did not constitute an opportunity to act. The inaction 
thus implies that future similar situations will not be acted upon either. 

 

The situation was nonetheless the opposite in the post-invasion stage. The external environment 
wished for the EU to get involved, and consequently the opportunity presented itself. Kofi 
Annan requested EU’s support and stressed its importance in rebuilding Iraq.  
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The situation did not entail positioning against USA and the emphasis was not on nation states 

anymore. In this case the EU implied through acting, that the post-invasion Iraq presented the 
EU with an opportunity to act. The different situations present diverse opportunities and the 

EU’s ability to act seems closely connected to what the EU actually is. The situations require 
different types of actors. When a situation is dealt with by the UN, nation states are the 
appropriate actors. The second phase on the other hand was more open for other actors and 

hence enabled the EU.  

 

Through the social interaction and shared understandings it is possible to say that the EU has 

enforced what is considered an opportunity. The model consequently says that EU’s inaction in 
Iraq has effects for EU’s future actions. The EU will not perceive situations, such as the pre-war 

situation in Iraq, as an opportunity. The model thus implies that the problems are likely to occur 
again and that they are general to the European foreign policy. Another aspect is that the legal 
status of EU inhibits it from acting. Unless the EU changes its design or if the International Law 

decides to recognise the EU as an actor, the situation is bound to remain the same.    

 

6.2.2 Presence  

The variable of presence discusses the mentioned phenomenon, i.e. what the EU is and the 

shared understandings of what it is. Presence refers to the influence the EU exerts with its mere 
being. The character of the EU, referring to the construction of institutions, has a part in the 

influence. During the pre-war period the EU communicated primarily through the EU Council 
and the GAERC, which as mentioned are intergovernmental institutions. The institutions are a 
congregation of states trying to get along. The unity is therefore not self-evident, and in the case 

of Iraq it was non-existent. A rather loosely and in this case uncommitted grouping of states was 
not likely to have significant influence on other actors. The fact that member states acted 
individually underlined this notion. There was no coherent picture sent out, where the EU 

Council assured the unity of the EU, and in practice, there was evidence of the opposite. 
Consequently the relevant institutions had little influence through its character outside its 

borders.      

 

Another aspect of presence is the identity and the nature of the EU, in other words the shared 

understandings of what the EU is and subsequently should do. As mentioned the UN was the 
settings for the pre-war phase, and since the UN has not given the EU the recognition for it to 
have significant power in the UNSC, it is not considered a relevant actor. There is not a shared 

understanding that the EU should be an actor in these matters. A further indication of this is the 
USA that did not contact the EU, but rather addressed single states. This did however not mean 

that the EU is not a global player, because its presence was asked for in the post-invasion era.  
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As discussed the different situations require different actors, and the role of the EU seemed 

appropriate for the post-invasion phase but not the pre-war. The shared understandings of the 
EU was not connected to war, but to rebuild after war.   

 

Shared understandings about an entity such as the EU are closely connected to notions of 
credibility and confidence. The credibility of EU’s CFSP and ESDP to generate a significant 

action in the case of Iraq was presumably low. The reasons why is that, given that other actors 
know that consensus is needed to produce a policy, the division that the EU displayed should 
naturally have entailed a loss in credibility. There are also shared understandings of the member 

states as actors. The history of the most active countries, France; Germany and Great Britain, 
imply that there should be understandings about them as actors as well. The expectations, roles 

and capabilities probably appear differently when applied to single states. It is therefore necessary 
to understand that because there is collaboration between European states, it does not mean that 
the prior roles of those states have changed entirely. 

 

The problems, as indicated by presence, are likely to occur at a future situation. The current 
design of the EU does not induce a presence outside its borders. This factor will not change 

unless the design is changed, hence it is not likely that EU’s presence will improve easily. The role 
of the EU is furthermore not understood as one connected to war. This role is created by EU’s 

actions and inaction, and therefore created over time. To change the perception of EU’s roles 
and expectations therefore necessitates a change in behaviour, which in turn require internal 
changes. The shared understandings are then likely to remain and lead to similar behaviour in the 

future. 

 

6.2.3 Capability  

The internal capability to act is the last variable to consider in this model. The internal capability 

refers to procedures and available instruments and the shared understandings EU’s capability to 
use them. EU’s internal procedures have already been touched upon, where the 

intergovernmental aspect of the relevant institutions may inhibit efficiency. Yet the 
intergovernmental element is a way to ensure legitimacy, since elected representatives of the 
member states make the decisions. This kind of decision-making seems to produce deadlocks, as 

in the case of Iraq, where it was impossible to reach a common position. The complex situation 
naturally produced diverging opinions, which in the intergovernmental system lead to deadlocks. 
Deadlocks are as expected unfavourable to capability. 

 

In the Iraq crisis the EU did engage in diplomacy, which is considered an instrument. The Greek 

presidency attempted at reaching a peaceful agreement through diplomacy with both USA and 
Iraq. The EU also made threats of allowing force in Iraq, as a diplomatic mean.  
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There was however no plans to send military means to Iraq in the post-invasion time, since it 

would have been complicated to rally support for such an action. Another explanation is that the 
employment of military means lacked in credibility, since the unity of the EU was in shatters it 

was not likely for it to happen. A shared understanding of lack of credibility would have 
consequences for an actual employment. The model also brings up consistency between member 
states’ external policies and that of the EU. The case of Iraq is an example where this was not 

present. At the most extreme the EU proclaimed diplomatic instruments when the UK actually 
invaded Iraq together with USA. The ‘letter of eight’ is again an example where internal 
consistency was sacrificed.  

 

If a similar situation, as the one in Iraq, was to take place in the future it is possible that related 

difficulties will happen. The design of the EU does not induce understandings of capability in 
times of crisis. The intergovernmental nature easily generates diverging positions, and a disunited 
entity is not likely to be related to capability. Since the design of the EU is comparatively 

complicated to amend, it is likely that the problems will remain. Diverging opinions are as 
discussed probable to occur in the future, which has effects for the credibility of EU being able 
to deploy instruments at their hand. Credibility is furthermore a concept that is develops over 

time, and the Iraq crisis is likely to have damaged the credibility of the EU. A future crisis, similar 
to the one in Iraq, is also likely to produce a situation where internal consistency is sacrificed. The 

policy area and the decision-making system make possible the diverging positions, which in turn 
lead to sacrificing the consistency.    

 

To conclude, model two implies that the EU has shaped its own role in world politics, and that 
role is not associated with ‘high stake’ politics. The opportunity to act was small because of the 
choice of the UN as stage. The structural environment was further complicated by the fact that 

taking a stance implied being for or against the USA. The character and identity of the EU was 
not likely to have had any significant impact on the external environment. The character implies 

more of a grouping of states, rather than a coherent entity and thus presents a weak organisation 
unlikely to influence. The identity and nature of the EU was not perceived as the relevant one in 
the case of Iraq. Yet the shared understandings of what the EU was fitted better into the post-

invasion situation, and the opportunity to act presented itself. Capability is the only variable that 
indicated actorness in the case of Iraq. There were available instruments and the EU did use 
them. Military means were not employed and the lack of credibility to use them is likely to have 

contributed to that. The shared understandings about the role, capacity and opportunity were 
shaped in social interaction and through structural environment. The shared understandings and 

environment implied that the EU was not an actor in the pre-war era, but the opposite in the 
post-invasion period.  
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Model two consequently indicate a similar conclusion where there are several weaknesses in EU’s 

actorness. Apart from available instruments there is little that could have entailed actorness in 
Iraq. The result is likely to be general for EU’s foreign policy rather than specific to the Iraq case. 

This model refers to a process taking place, which is not specific to any case. The variables or 
elements explain the process and provide tools to understand which part the EU plays on the 
world arena. The result is therefore not specific since it gives insight to EU in world politics. The 

main problem seems to be the idea of what the EU is and should do, i.e. the presence. The 
remaining variables are also affected by the presence. If there is an understanding of the EU as an 
actor capable and suitable to handle situations as the one Iraq the picture would have looked 

different. The case is similar for capability. The actual capabilities of the EU are damaged by lack 
in credibility and certain understandings.  

 

The models and their variables have now been discussed. The variables have indicated problems 
of the EU’s actorness. It is interesting to discuss the models’ different inputs, what differs 

between the results and which one was most useful. The next section will discuss the models.   

 

6.3 Discussion of the models 

The models trying to explain actorness have given insight to why the EU did not present a more 
memorable input in the Iraq crisis. The variables that are included indicated weaknesses of the 
EU foreign policy in the case of Iraq. The models both understand the EU as an evolving entity, 

but the second model puts more emphasis on the external environment. The difference is 
reflected in the result. The first model looks into the internal situation and consequently points at 
authority and the lack thereof as the central problem. The second model on the other hand 

implies that the internal problematic situation creates external and internal understandings of the 
EU. To close the circle, those understandings shape the EU. The second model consequently 

distinguishes a different problem. The problems are more concerned with the idea of what the 
EU is and should do. A combination of the models is interesting, where the first model indicates 
a lack in authority and the second models imply that the lack in authority has affects for the 

external understandings. 

 

Model one is more of a concrete nature, where the variables are reasonable straightforward. The 

picture it presents is easy to understand and gives clear and easy indications of what could be 
done to improve the situation. Model two was more complicated to apply, but it also gave a more 

complete picture. Since the model included both internal and external aspects there were more 
factors to consider. Model two does not generate any clearcut remedies for the EU. It is instead 
implied that the EU has to find its role in world politics, which is done through social interaction. 

The models differ in their philosophy as well, where model one was concrete and model two was 
more fluent.  
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This affected the outcome of the result. Model one presents a more linear result and improving 

authority would improve the foreign policy of the EU. Model two is more circular where EU’s 
actions shape the future behaviour.    

 

Together they present a picture where the internal process lacks in authority to act, which 
sequentially leads to that the EU attained a role which is not considered relevant until after the 

invasion. The lack of authority enables individual states to follow their own varying agendas, 
which indicate to the rest of the world that the EU cannot produce a coherent policy. The 
internal process in a way allows for varying agendas and can in a way explain the lack of cohesion 

that was displayed.  
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7 Author’s reflections  

Before doing the research for this thesis I understood that the EU was divided on the issue of 
Iraq, yet I did not know the severity of the situation. Now I know that the Iraq crisis was also a 
crisis for the EU, and it probably shook the EU to the core. The story of Iraq was thus very 

interesting, and the models in the back of my head made the job interesting. The real challenge 
was to find suitable theories or models that were suitable to the EU. Doing this part of the 

research again made me realise the complexity of the EU. Since the EU is not a traditional entity 
it ends up in between chairs, and makes it an entity hard to analyse. The models I found were 
nonetheless suitable. The models emphasise different aspects of actorness. Model one is more 

concrete with variables that are seemingly straightforward. Model two is more intangible where 
the EU and the surrounding world create roles.  

 

The analysis was interesting to do. When writing the story of Iraq the variable I believed occurred 
the most often was cohesion. The division in the EU was one of the most obvious problems. 
The more I thought about it I realised that lack of cohesion was because of the other variables. 

The situation, which I initially thought would be explained by cohesion, was later explained 
through all the variables. The models consequently explained more than I expected. The first 
model indicated that it is necessary to give more authority to the CFSP in order for it to be more 

efficient. With more authority it would be easier to maintain a united front. It would also help to 
be more autonomous from member states as well as towards other states. Yet to give more 

authority in this area could imply a change in what the EU is. To centralise authority means 
taking a step closer to federalism. There are further obstacles where the history concerning war of 
the member states differs considerably, which is likely to influence the incentive to partake in a 

closer cooperation. There are furthermore various political statuses where member states are 
neutral. I furthermore believe that foreign policy is an area which is sensitive to cooperation. The 
first model hence makes me question the viability of a common external policy at a European 

level, unless major changes would take place. Another variable likely to influence actorness is the 
number of member states. There were serious problems in the case of Iraq when there were 15 

states involved. If a similar case would take place now there would be 27 states trying to reach 
consensus, which makes consensus even more unlikely.  

 

The second model provides a different aspect where power is not necessarily a directly 

influencing factor. Instead the EU has shaped its role together with shared understandings of 
what the EU is. The EU as an entity allows for a wide span of understandings since there is no 
real epithet. Since it is complicated to classify the EU it leaves room for creating and shaping a 

role. The theory seems likely since the EU acts so differently in the different situations in the two 
periods. The efficiency in the post-invasion phase is higher, perhaps indicating that the EU has 

taken a role as a civilian entity. Yet it is possible to say that authority is the key here as well, since 
the Commission has more authority to act and was thus capable of a more efficient action. 
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As a study it was an interesting area, which introduced me to a concrete case of world politics. It 
furthermore included a story which is exciting enough for a movie. The models were also good 

instruments, which I believe can be useful for analysing other situations. As a complement or a 
follow up, it would have been interesting to do interviews with EU officials to get their point of 

view and use the same theories and see if the result would be similar.  
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8 Conclusion 

The thesis set out to evaluate EU’s ‘actorness’ in foreign policy. The ‘Crisis in Iraq’ was used as 
an empirical example, a case where the EU was considered to suffer from incapacity. To evaluate 
the situation, two models explaining actorness were applied. The purpose was thus to see 

whether the models could explain why the EU could not generate a common position that would 
have had an impact. After writing the story of Iraq I applied the models and tried to find out 

what had inhibited the EU in this case.  

 

From the first model it was possible to conclude that there was a lack of authority, which 

poisoned the collaboration. The situations were different in the pre-war and post-invasion stages, 
indicating that the different levels of authority had something to do with it. The other variables 
entailed results as well. The recognition of the EU as an actor is both officially and unofficially 

low, which is likely to have inhibited EU’s actorness. Cohesion was the one variable that was the 
most obvious, where the division in the EU was admitted at several instances. The autonomy of 

the CFSP is also low, primarily because of the decision-form which requires consensus. In the 
case of Iraq it is also possible to say that there was external pressure. All the variables 
consequently gave result and indicated areas of problem. The result is furthermore likely to be 

valid for other cases as well. The variables indicate internal constant issues rather than problems 
that are specific to the case of Iraq. The cohesion of the EU is a variable that may differ from 
case to case.  

 

Model two contributed to understanding as well. The model seems to propose that the EU has 

shaped its role in international politics through shared understandings about the EU, and through 
the structural environment in which the EU acts in. From the different settings that the pre-war 
post-war situations presented it implied different opportunities for the EU to act. The structural 

environment made the first scenario complicated, while the second presented an opportunity. 
This implies that the shared understandings of the EU are not to take an active part in matters 
where war and peace are involved. The capabilities are not credible and the actions indicate this 

as well. Instead the EU acted in the post-invasion situation, where there were an opportunity and 
expectancy for the EU to act. Consequently the structural environment in combination with 

shared understandings entailed the incapacity of the pre-war situation, and allowed for actorness 
in the post-invasion stage. Since the model indicates a process it is possible to say that the result 
is valid for the CFSP in general. Unless the EU changes internally or if the structural 

environment changes, the EU is bound to produce weak foreign policies.  
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