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Introduction 
The liberal international order is undergoing a period of profound contestation. The 

post-Second World War vision of a multilateral, rules-based international system is 

increasingly challenged by authoritarian resurgence, geopolitical tension and growing erosion 

of international liberal norms (Lührmann & Lindberg, 2019). The idealistic vision that once 

underpinned international cooperation has been shaken by power competition and the 

instrumental use of law and diplomacy. In this context, foreign policy actors are under greater 

scrutiny regarding the values they claim to uphold, and the strategic calculations that may 

under lie them.  

The European Union (EU) has long portrayed itself as a global actor grounded in 

liberal values as human rights, democracy and international law, and committed to the 

promotion of them. This self-image is captured by Manners (2002) influential concept of 

‘Normative Power Europe’ (NPE), wherein he argues that the EU exercises global influence 

primarily though the diffusion of norms, rather than hard material power. However, this 

narrative is increasingly contested. Critics argue that the EU’s normative discourse often 

masks interest-driven motives, is selectively applied, or is undermined by internal 

inconsistencies (Hyde-Price, 2006, 2008; Diez, 2005; Youngs, 2004; Sjursen, 2006; 

Keukeleire & Delreux, 2022). These critiques challenge the credibility of the EU’s normative 

identity and question whether it truly acts differently from traditional powers.  

The EU itself has responded to this shifting geopolitical reality. Its 2016 Global 

Strategy, which calls for a “stronger Europe”, introduced the concept of “principled 

pragmatism”, reflecting a growing awareness of the need to reconcile values with real world 

constraints (European Union, 2016). This opens the door to a more flexible, interest-aware 

foreign policy, blurring the line between normative and strategic action. This shift raises 

questions about whether the EU still acts as a normative power in practice, particularly with 

norms violations varying of strategic significance. 

This thesis addresses these questions by analysing the EU’s response to two recent 

cases of international norm violations: Russia’s 2022 full-scale invasion of Ukraine and 

Azerbaijan’s 2023 offensive in Nagorno-Karabakh. Both these events constitute serious 

violations of core principles embedded in the EU’s legal obligations, including territorial 

integrity, human rights, and the protection of civilians (TEU, Article 21; UN Charter). Yet, 

only Ukraine represents a case of high strategic interests for the EU. By comparing discursive 

framing of EU statements across these cases, this thesis investigates whether normative 
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principles are applied consistently, or whether strategic interest shape how norm violations are 

responded to by the EU in public discourse. To examine this, the following main question is 

posed:  “How – and how consistently – does the European Union frame its initial response to 

comparable norm violations in Ukraine and Nagorno-Karabakh, and what do these patterns 

imply for the EU’s credibility as a Normative Power?” This overarching question is addressed 

in two stages, first: “What is the dominant framing (primarily normative, strategic, or mixed) 

in each of the first ten EU statements issued on (a) Ukraine and (b) Nagorno-Karabakh?” 

and second: “To what extent does the distribution of framings differ between the two cases, 

and does any observed imbalance dictate selective or inconsistent application of the EU’s 

normative commitments?” 

To answer these questions, this thesis study conducts a qualitative content analysis of 

official EU statements, following a Most Similar System Design (MSSD). With this research, 

this thesis has academic relevance in the ongoing debate over the EU’s global role, 

particularly the tension between the concept of Normative Power Europe and realist critique 

of EU’s foreign policy behaviour (Hyde-Price, 2006, 2008). Politically, this thesis engages 

with the EU’s credibility, and coherence as a foreign policy actor, which are essential qualities 

for maintaining its legitimacy and global influence. Societally, answering the question of how 

the EU responds to norm violations speaks to the EU’s ability to uphold the values it claims to 

represent in a world increasingly hostile to liberal norms. ‘ 

The structure of this thesis is as follows: First, an overview over the relevant literature 

on Normative Power Europe and its critiques will be presented. Second, the conceptual 

framework will be outlined, defining the key concepts of this thesis. Third, the methodology 

will be described, including the research design, case selection, and operationalisation. 

Fourth, the empirical findings of the content analysis will be presented. This will be followed 

by a critical discussion that interprets the results in light of broader theoretical debates. 

Finally, this thesis concludes by reflecting on the findings and providing answers to the 

research questions.  

 

Literature  Review  
The following section presents a literature review outlining the current state of 

academic research related to the subject of this thesis. 

 

Normative Power Europe 
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The origin of the idea of “Normative Power Europe” lies in the “Europe-as-a-power” 

debate, wherein scholars try to grasp the ‘actorness’ of the EU and define its external identity.  

One of the earliest contributions to this debate came from François Duchêne (1972), who 

introduced the concept of ‘Civilian Power Europe’ (CPE). This idea emerged in the early 

1970s when the European Economic Community (EEC) was expanding as an economic bloc 

but lacked a unified military force or other common military capabilities. Instead of exerting 

influence through military means, the EU relied on economic and diplomatic tools to promote 

peace, stability, and multilateral cooperation. This marked a shift from traditional military-

based power politics. Because of the EU’s non-military approach and stabilizing role in 

international relations, Duchêne introduced the concept of ‘Civilian Power Europe’ (CPE). 

 

Duchêne’s framework was later expanded upon by Ian Manners (2002), who introduced the 

concept of ‘Normative Power Europe’ (NPE). Manners shifted the focus from how the EU 

wields power to what kind of power it exercises. He argued that the EU has the power to 

define what is considered ‘normal’ in international relations by shaping global norms, 

standards, and expectations. 

This argument rests on two key points. First, the EU’s constitutional foundations give 

it a distinct normative identity. Second, this identity predisposes the EU to act normatively in 

world politics (Manners, 2002, p. 252). Manners argues that the EU’s identity is a result of the 

EU’s creation in the post-Second World War historical context, which fostered a commitment 

to “pooling their resources to preserve and strengthen peace and liberty” (Manners, 2002, p. 

240). As a result, the EU evolved into a hybrid system of supranational and intergovernmental 

governance, structured around treaty-based legal order and elite-driven decision-making 

(Manners, 2002, p. 241). The EU’s identity is fundamentally shaped by its core values and 

principles. The most significant of these values are: peace, liberty, democracy, the rule of law, 

human rights, social solidarity, anti-discrimination, sustainable development, and good 

governance (Treaty on European Union [TEU], 2012, Articles 2 and 21[1]). 

 According to Manners, these identity characteristics set the EU apart from traditional 

states, as they transcend the anarchic, self-interest-driven nature of realist and neorealist 

paradigms. Consequently, the EU’s foreign policy is guided by ethical considerations rather 

than purely strategic interests, making it, in its own words, a ‘force for good’ (European 

Union, 2003). 

This optimistic vision has been widely influential but is also increasingly critiqued. 

While many scholars accept that the EU aspires to a distinct  role in the international system, 
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a great body of literature critiques NPE from various angles. While all points of critique 

contain arguments about selectivity, inconsistency, and instrumentalization of norms, they 

differ in their explanations for these shortcomings. 

 

Realist critiques 

Realist theory fundamentally challenges the assumptions underlying Normative Power Europe 

(NPE). Prominent realist scholars as Mearsheimer tend to have a pessimistic view of 

international politics, arguing that regardless of state-actors’ intend, conflict and competition 

are inevitable due to the structural pressures of the international system – hence the title of 

Mearsheimer’s book, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics (Mearsheimer, 2001). Morgenthau 

(1983) even warned against ‘moralism in foreign policy’. Ultimately, realists see norms and 

values as secondary importance to strategic interest. Therefore, realist scholars argue that the 

EU’s foreign policy is ultimately shaped by strategic interests, regardless of its normative 

rhetoric. Power, in the broadest sense, drives the behaviour of state-actors. Hyde-Price (2006, 

2008) offers one of the most direct critiques to the notion of NPE, arguing that the EU, like 

any other international actor, operates within an anarchic international system where power 

and security dominate decision-making. From this perspective, norms are instrumentalized to 

justify interest-driven policies rather than guiding in their own right. He therefore commented 

that “NPE is naïve at best and hypocritical at worst, disguising geopolitical influence as 

moral authority” (Hyde-Price, 2008, p. 32). This realist perspective stands in sharp contrast to 

the more idealist or constructivist interpretations of NPE, which view the EU as a unique type 

of international actor capable of shaping global norms through example, persuasion, and legal 

commitment (Manners, 2002).       

 Youngs (2004) similarly argues that the EU’s commitment to human rights and 

democracy promotion is often applied selectively and primarily subordinated to geopolitical 

interests such as energy security, migration control or regional stability. The 2016 EU Global 

Strategy  illustrates this trend, by advocating for “principled pragmatism”. Tocci (2017), as 

one of the architects of the EUGS, argues that the EU must balance its values with a more 

pragmatic approach to navigating a more hostile and unstable international environment. This 

concept acknowledges normative goals, but at the same time implies the legitimization of 

cooperation with illiberal regimes and a more flexible application of values. From a realist 

perspective, this is not a middle ground but rather confirmation that power considerations 

override normative intent (Hyde-Price, 2008).  
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Constructivist-Discursive and Identity-based Critiques 

Other scholars take a more constructivist approach, analysing NPE as a part of 

discourse that constructs the EU’s identity in opposition to norm-violating “others”. Diez 

(2005) argued that NPE is not just an analytical tool but also a political instrument that 

reinforces the EU’s self-proclaimed image as a moral actor. This mechanism of identity 

construction often involves “othering” where non-European states can be cast as uncivilized 

or illegitimate, reinforcing the EU’s superiority and managing relationships with third 

countries (Tocci, 2008). Such framing can obscure strategic motives behind the EU’s actions 

by enabling the EU to use norm-based rhetoric to justify strategic political goals.  

 

Manners (2018) later revised his original concept of NPE, acknowledging the rise of global 

contestation and post-truth politics. He acknowledged that the EU’s normative claims are 

increasingly challenged, and that the credibility of NPE has eroded by collectivism and 

instrumentalism. His reflections align with the broader critical turn in the literature that 

questions whether the EU can continue to present itself as a normative power without 

addressing these internal contradictions.  

 

Inconsistency and instrumentalism 

Whether from a realist, constructivist, or critical standpoint, inconsistencies and 

instrumentalism are central to most critiques of NPE. Sjursen (2006) argues that not just 

stated commitments, but consistent application is of great importance to the EU’s normative 

legitimacy. Inconsistency undermines credibility and suggests that normative principles are 

applied when it is convenient, rather than as a matter of principle. Tocci (2008) argues that 

normative language often serves strategic functions, such as maintaining stability or managing 

relationships with third countries. Youngs (2021) found that even in response to serious norm 

violations, the EU often balances rhetorical condemnation with strategic restraints. He argues 

that the response to Russia’s aggression in Ukraine exemplifies a broader trend: normative 

discourse is maintained, but concrete policy adjusted to fit geopolitical realities, which he 

called ‘liberal redux geopolitics’.  

 

Institutional and practical critiques 

A final body of literature focuses less on theories and more on institutional constraints 

that hinders normative ambition. Balfour (2016) argues that the EU’s foreign policy is 

characterized by internal contradictions and compromises that reflect competing institutional 
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interests rather than coherent normative intent. Keukeleire and Delreux (2022) offer a broader 

institutional explanation, noting that EU foreign policy is shaped by complex interactions 

between member states, the Commission, and the European External Action Service (EEAS). 

These actors often have diverging priorities, which can result in fragmented and incoherent 

policy outcomes. Such fragmentation, as a result of complex multi-level governance, can 

obscure whether a policy is truly norm-driven or simply the result of institutional bargaining. 

Smith (2013) built on these arguments, by exploring how different EU instruments and policy 

areas are managed by separate institutions with often conflicting agendas. She argued that 

normative goals are frequently compromised when interest-driven tools dominate 

implementation. This reinforces the idea that the EU’s foreign policy lacks a unified strategic 

direction. Juncos and Pomorska (2011) emphasise the role of bureaucratic politics and 

institutional competition in producing these inconsistencies, particularly within the EEAS and 

between supranational and intergovernmental components of the EU. This body of literature 

does not per se challenge the idea of NPE, but argue the practical limitations due to structural 

dysfunctions.  

 

Implications for this Thesis 

The literature on EU foreign policy reveals a significant tension between normative 

commitments and strategic interests. While the EU continuous to promote itself as a value-

driven actor, a number of theoretical and empirical critiques have highlighted the inconsistent, 

selective, and interest-driven nature of its external actions. While the concept of NPE remains 

influential, it is increasingly contested, in particular in light of recent geopolitical challenges 

and the adaption of principled pragmatism as a guiding strategy (European Union, 2016).

  This body of literature provides the theoretical foundation for this thesis, which seeks 

to empirically examine how – and how consistent - the EU frames its response to norm 

violations – in particular in the cases of  Ukraine and Nagorno-Karabakh. To apply these 

concepts in a systematic way, it is necessary to distinguish between normative and strategic 

framing, and what is considered as consistent. The next section develops a conceptual 

framework to clarify how we define a normatively framed response, and a strategically 

framed response.  
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Conceptual framework 
To ensure analytical clarity and valid comparison across cases, this section conceptualises the 

central element of this research. Proper conceptualization allows us to define observable 

indicators that can guide empirical analysis and reduce ambiguity in interpreting EU 

behaviour. 

 

EU Response Framing 

This thesis examines the framing in the EU’s response to the norm violations in two 

conflicts: The full scale 2022 Russian invasion of Ukraine and the 2023 Azerbaijani offensive 

in Nagorno-Karabakh. Therefore, framing in the EU’s response is treated as the main 

phenomenon of interest. The conceptual options for how framing can manifest are: 1) 

primarily normative, and 2) primarily strategic. The classification is based on a coded pre-set 

of indicators derived from the literature, which is elaborated on more extensively in the 

operationalisation part later in this thesis. 

Normative framing refers to a foreign policy response that is primarily justified in 

terms of legal principles, moral values, or international norms, such as democracy, rule of 

law, human rights, and territorial integrity. This definition reflects the EU’s self-declared 

legal normative foreign policy obligations codified in  Article 21(1)-(2) of the Treaty of the 

European Union (2012), which outlines the EU’s obligation to guide its external action by the 

principles that have inspired its own creation and development. This concept aligns with 

Manners (2002) theory of “Normative Power Europe”, where the EU acts out of moral 

obligation rather than material or strategic interest. This makes it theoretically grounded and 

policy-relevant. Identifying normative framing allows us to examine whether the EU presents 

its foreign policy as being driven by norms and legal obligations, rather than strategic interest. 

In doing so, it helps evaluate whether the EU lives up to its normative identity, and how 

consistently it applies those principles across different geopolitical contexts.  

A strategic framing is a foreign policy response predominantly justified on strategic, 

geopolitical, or economic interest, rather than values or legal norms. This includes language 

emphasising energy security, maintaining regional stability, or managing migration. 

Such framing reflects realist perspective on EU foreign policy (Hyde-Price, 2006, 2008; 

Youngs, 2004), emphasizing power and self-interest. This conceptual framework provides a 

counterpoint to the EU’s normative self-image. Identifying interest-based framing is essential 

for assessing whether the EU’s external discourse aligns with its claimed normative identity, 
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or whether it reflects more realist patterns of international behaviour, grounded in power, 

security, and material interests. This allows for exploring whether the EU acts as a normative 

power, as it claims, or whether its language and actions are better explained by realist 

critiques (Hyde-Price, 2006, 2008). By contrasting strategic with normative framing, this 

study contributes to the broader debate on the consistency and credibility of the EU’s 

normative identity.  

Consistency is treated as a key indicator of the EU’s normative credibility (Sjursen, 

2006). It is defined as the degree to which the EU applies similar normative principles, 

references and instruments across comparable cases of norm violations. In this thesis, 

consistency is evaluated through, and across the discursive framing of EU responses to two 

similar cases of norm violations: the 2022 Russian invasion of Ukraine and the 2023 

Azerbaijani offensive in Nagorno-Karabakh. Using this definition, consistency functions as a 

benchmark to examine the EU’s normative credibility and legitimacy. Consistency in 

normative response across cases supports the EU’s image as a value-based actor. In contrast, 

variation in framing when contextual factors are being held constant suggests that norms are 

applied selectively. This would raise questions about instrumentalism, strategic calculations, 

or internal constraints. This concept is therefore central in evaluating whether the EU’s role as 

a normative power is reflected in practice. 

 

Theoretical Expectations 

Building on the conceptual definitions above and the literature discussed, the following 

propositions outline the expected patterns observable in the EU’s responses to the norm 

violations of the cases. One would expect that in the response to the 2022 Russian invasion of 

Ukraine, the EU will frequently employ strategic framing, emphasising considerations such as 

energy security and regional stability. This proposition follows from of realist arguments that 

when core strategic interest are at stake, these interest override normative considerations 

(Hyde-Price, 2006, 2008).What follows out of the same argument, is the expectation that in its 

response to the 2023 Azerbaijani offensive in Nagorno-Karabakh, the EU will rely more 

heavily on normative framing, referencing international law and multilateral institutions. 

Since there are fewer direct strategic interests are involved, the EU has more space to align 

discourse with its normative principles. As a result of this logic, it is expected that when 

strategic interests override normative commitments, the EU will apply its normative 

principles inconsistency across comparable cases of norm violations. This reflects key critique 

of selectivity and inconsistency in the EU’s adoption of its normative commitments (Sjursen, 
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2006; Diez, 2005; Youngs, 2004, 2021). After conducting the research, there will be 

revisitation of these propositions in the critical discussion to assess whether the observed 

patterns align with the theoretical expectations.  

Having established the theoretical expectations, the following section outlines the 

methodological approach used to empirically examine these expectations.  

  

Methodology and Research Design 
This thesis applies a qualitative content analysis of official EU statements issued in 

response to two cases of norm violations: Russia’s 2022 invasion of Ukraine and Azerbaijan’s 

2023 offensive of Nagorno-Karabakh. The research design follows a Most-Similar System 

Design (MSSD) logic. This allows for a controlled comparison of two structurally similar 

cases of norm violations – Ukraine and Nagorno-Karabakh – in order to assesses variation in 

discourse framing, and examine the consistency of EU’s framing in response to these  - and 

across -  these cases (Landman, 2008).  

The analysis contains two layers, corresponding to the two stages of the research 

question. The first layer classifies each individual statement by dominant framing, addressing 

the question: “What is the dominant framing in each case?”. The second layer aggregates 

these results to evaluate cross-case consistency, addressing the question: “To what extent does 

the EU apply its normative commitments consistently across the two cases?”While not a full 

discourse analysis, the approach treats official EU statements as meaningful policy texts that 

reflect the EU’s public justification and identity claims in foreign policy.  

 

Case selection and Comparative Logic 

Norm violations serve as the trigger for EU response and form the basis for case 

selection. Both the Russian invasion of Ukraine (2022) and the Azerbaijani offensive in 

Nagorno-Karabakh (2023) constitute serious breaches of international norms, including 

territorial integrity (UN Charter), humanitarian law, and civilian protection. These violations 

are also explicitly addressed under the EU’s normative obligations in Article 21 (TEU), 

justifying the relevance of both cases for assessing the EU’s normative claims.  

In addition to norm similarity, both conflicts occur in the EU’s eastern neighbourhood; 

involve non-EU member states under the Eastern Partnership framework; and take place in 

the post-Soviet regional sphere, which is known for its historically sensitive area for EU 

external relations (Youngs, 2021). Since neither countries are official member states, both 
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conflicts are happening outside EU treaty protection, ensuring a level playing field in legal 

terms. Furthermore, both conflicts occurred in the post-2016 Global Strategy period, in a 

similar geopolitical environment. These factors ensure institutional and contextual 

comparability, strengthening the internal validity of the comparative design.  

That said, it is also acknowledged that they differ in important aspects. The EU’s 

geopolitical interests in terms of security and economy are deeper in Ukraine; the intensity of 

norm violations differ; and the volume of media and political attention varies significantly 

across the two conflicts. These factors may be relevant context for the EU’s differences in 

response framing, and will therefore not be treated as explanatory variables, but rather form 

part of the broader political context wherein the EU’s response framing is interpreted.  

It is important to note that this thesis acknowledges that both these conflicts have 

deeper historical roots and are part of longer standing conflicts. However, this thesis limits its 

analysis to the most recent major escalations: the 2022 Russian invasion of Ukraine, launched 

on 24 February, and the 2023 Azerbaijani offensive in Nagorno-Karabakh, launched on 19 

September. This choice is based on the need to compare recent, clearly defined norm 

violations occurring under the current EU Global Strategy framework and within a similar 

geopolitical timeframe.  

Due to the large disparity in the volume of EU statements between the two cases, a 

fixed number of ten official statements was selected for each conflict. This ensures a 

controlled volume for comparison, focussing on the initial frame as immediate response, 

limiting time-dependent distortions – such as reconstruction framing or long-term diplomacy, 

and the granting of candidate membership status for Ukraine – which may alter the EU’s 

discourse, and make the study transparent and replicable. However, this operationalization 

also has limitations for the study. The relatively small sample size may result in 

disproportionately greater influence of unusual statements as outliers, affecting the aggregated 

proportions. In the case of Ukraine it may limit the full diversity of EU responses. These 

limitations are acknowledged and noted. The limited timeframe makes this thesis’ findings not 

representative for the total discourse framing as response to these conflicts. This is however 

not a limitation, but reflects the focus on the initial and immediate EU responses of this thesis 

(Halperin & Heath, 2020).  

By holding the nature of the norm violations and the regional context relatively 

constant, this MSSD enables a focused comparison of how the EU frames its external 

response. The goal is not to identify causal mechanisms of internal decision-making motives, 
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but rather to evaluate whether the EU applies its normative principles consistently across 

comparable cases.  

This in turn, provides empirical insights into how strategic considerations, 

instrumental use of norms, and inconsistencies in applications shape the EU’s external 

discourse. It allows for a critical reflection on the credibility of the EU’s normative identity, 

and the practical meaning of its ‘principled-pragmatism’ approach in real-world foreign 

policy. It ultimately enables us to answer the research question:“How – and how consistently 

– does the European Union frame its initial response to comparable norm violations in 

Ukraine and Nagorno-Karabakh, and what do these patterns imply for the EU’s credibility as 

a Normative Power”” 

 

Data Collection 

Due to the extensive volume of EU communications, this thesis uses a purposive fixed-

quota sampling strategy designed to ensure both comparability and manageability of primary 

sources. The data consists of the first ten official EU statements issued in response to: 

1. The 2022 Russian invasion of Ukraine (Starting 27 February 2022), and 

2. The 2023 Azerbaijani offensive in Nagorno-Karabakh (Starting 19 September). 

Statements were selected based on the following criteria: 

1. Institutional origin: Documents were issued by one of the following EU actors: the 

High Representative/Vice-President (HR/VP), the European External Action Service 

(EEAS), the European Commission, or the European Council 

2. Topic focus: They explicitly addressed the specific conflict under study – the 2022 

Russian invasion of Ukraine or the 2023 Azerbaijani offensive in Nagorno-Karabakh 

3. Source: Only texts published on the official portals of the EEAS, Consilium, or the 

European Commission Press Corner were included 

4. Type: The sample includes official statements, declarations, and press releases that 

articulate the EU’s external response to these conflicts 

The cut-off point for data selection was set at the first ten qualifying statements per case, 

counted in strict chronological order from the beginning on the day of the respective 

escalation. By limiting the sample to the first institutional responses – while diversifying 

across multiple EU bodies – this approach supports a triangulated yet focussed analysis. 

The symmetrical sample size also allows for direct comparison in terms of discursive 

framing. By capping the sample in this manner, it enhances transparency and coding 
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consistency while preserving asymmetry in communication intensity, which itself becomes an 

empirical finding and will be reflected on in terms of response consistency.  

 

Operationalization 

Based on the literature and or prior conceptualizations, this thesis uses direct and 

indirect indicators including textual, behaviour, and comparative elements. Together, they 

allow us to assess framing and consistency more inclusive and avoid relying only on rhetoric. 

They are derived from existing literature on Normative Power Europe (Manners, 2002) and its 

critical, realist, instrumentalist and selectivity critiques (Hyde-Price, 2006, 2008; Youngs, 

2004; Diez, 2005; Sjursen, 2006).  

This study consists of two separate layers of analysis to examine consistency of the 

EU in its statement framing. The first layer of analysis involves the classification of each 

individual EU statement as being framed in primarily normative, primarily strategic, or mixed 

terms, through coding via the pre-set, direct in-text indicators, as illustrated in table 1 and 

table 2, which allows to answer the first stage of the research question: “What is the dominant 

framing (primarily normative, strategic, or mixed) in each of the first ten EU statements 

issued on (a) Ukraine and (b) Nagorno-Karabakh?” The second layer assesses the 

consistency of EU’s discourse response across the two cases, by comparing the relative 

proportions of framing classifications, enabling the answering of the second layer of the 

research question: “To what extent does the distribution of framings differ between the two 

cases, and does any observed imbalance dictate selective or inconsistent application of the 

EU’s normative commitments?” 

The full coding overview, including the color-coded textual statements and an 

overview table for informational clarity, stating the indicators triggered per statement, is 

provided in Appendix A for the case of Nagorno-Karabakh, and appendix B for the case of 

Ukraine.  
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Table 1 
Normative Framing indicators for official EU statements 
Indicator Description Example Code 
    
Reference to legal 
or moral 
principles  
 

law or EU values 
(TEU, Art. 21; 
UN charter; 
Genva 
conventions) 

“Russia’s 
invasion 
violates the 
UN charter 
and 
international 
law” 
 

N1 
__ 

Normative 
justified legal or 
institutional action 

Use of 
diplomatic, legal, 
or economic 
measures 
explicitly 
justified on 
normative 
grounds 
 

Adoption of 
Temporary 
Protection 
Directive 

N2 
__ 

Support for 
multilateral 
legal/humanitarian 
institutions 

Active support of 
or cooperation 
with ICC, UN, 
ICR, etc. 
 

“The EU 
supports ICC 
efforts to 
prosecute war 
crimes in 
Ukraine” 

N3 
__ 

 
Identity-based 
normative framing 

 
Framing response 
as a reflection 
EU’s identity as 
normative power 
or solidarity 
based on shared 
values” 

 
“As a union of 
values, the EU 
stands by and 
supports…” 

 
N4 
__ 
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Table 2 
Strategic Framing indicators for official EU statements 
Indicator Description Example Code 
Energy security 
justification 

Reference to 
oil/gas 
dependency. 
Diversification, 
or energy market 
stability 

“This sanction 
package is 
designed to 
secure 
alternative 
energy 
supplies” 
 

S1 
__ 

 
Migration or 
border control 
justification 

 
Concern for 
migration 
management, 
border security, 
or refugee 
containment 
 

 
“We must act 
to prevent 
uncontrolled , 
destabilizing 
migratory 
flows” 

 
S2 
__ 

Geopolitical 
stability / 
regional power 
justification 
 

Justification in 
terms of regional 
balance, avoiding 
escalation, or 
preserving EU 
influence 

“This measure 
supports 
regional 
stability and 
prevents 
further 
escalation” 
 

S3 
__ 

Economic/trade 
interest 
justification 
 

Justification 
based on 
economic impact, 
market disruption 

“To protect 
European 
Businesses..” 

S4 
__ 

 
Cooperation with 
norm-violating 
actors 

 
Cooperation 
justified by 
economic, 
diplomatic or 
security needs 
despite clear 
norm violations 

 
“The new 
Energy-
partnership 
with 
Azerbaijan has 
been signed” 

 
S5 
__ 
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A document will be considered primarily normative when it contains at least three 

normative framing indicators and no more than one strategic framing indicator, or at least one 

normative framing indicator with total absence of strategic framing indicators. It is considered 

primarily strategic when it contains three or more strategic framing indicators, and no more 

than two normative framing indicators. It is also classified primarily strategic when there is at 

least one strategic framing indicator and total absence of normative framing indicators. All 

other combinations are considered mixed. This analysis counts the presence of indicators, not 

its frequencies, therefore, repeated indicators do not raise the score.     

Literature on ‘Normative-Power-Europe’ and its critiques show that normative 

discourse is often instrumentalized to mask interest-driven motives (Hyde-Price, 2006, 2008; 

Youngs 2004, Diez, 2005). Requiring a more strict threshold for normative classification 

avoids overinterpreting rhetorical references to norms and minimises the risk of 

misclassifying a strategically framed statement that employs normative language superficially.  

Following this document-level coding of EU responses, this thesis applies a second 

layer analysis to assert consistency of EU external action across the two selected conflicts.  

The core metric for this analysis is framing consistency across cases, which functions as an 

indirect indicator for normative approach in its external action. To assess this, the total 

number of coded responses in each case is aggregated, and the relative portion of responses 

coded as primarily normative, primarily strategic, or mixed is calculated per case.  

When there is a notable imbalance - defined as a deviation of more than 20 percentage 

point between the share of primarily normative, strategic, or mixed responses in the two cases 

– it will be interpreted and treated as a potential indicator of selective application of EU 

normative commitments. This threshold provides a structured and transparent basis for 

evaluation whether the EU applies its value-based principles consistently, or whether response 

justifications vary significantly despite comparable norm violations. This analysis does not 

treat selectivity as a variable but as a pattern emerging from aggregated discursive framings.  

These observed patterns then serve the empirical basis for the critical discussion. There, they 

are interpreted in the broader light of academic debates on strategic instrumentalism, double 

standards, the credibility of the EU’s normative identity, and the practical implications of the 

notion of principled-pragmatism.  
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Research findings and analysis 
The following section presents the results of the empirical analysis based on the 

indicator-based content analysis of EU statements. First, each case is briefly introduced with 

relevant contextual information, and is followed by the results of the first layer of analysis, 

which classifies each statement according to its dominant framing. Finally, the section 

examines the second layer of analysis, which compares the overall patterns between the two 

cases to assess consistency in the EU’s external response.  

 

Nagorno-Karabakh case 

The Nagorno-Karabakh conflict has a long and complex history involving territorial 

disputes between Armenia and Azerbaijan, with episodes of armed conflict in the 1990s, 2016 

and 2020. While this broader context is acknowledged this thesis focuses specifically on the 

September 2023 Azerbaijani military offensive, which resulted in the mass-displacement of 

over 100.000 ethnic Armenians from the region (Amnesty International, 2023). The offensive 

signalled a significant escalation, raising international concerns regarding human rights and 

ethnic cleansing (Humans Rights Watch, 2023). The absence of EU consensus and relatively 

muted institutional response makes this case analytically valuable, since it offers a contrasting 

setting to Ukraine for assessing normative consistency, especially in relation to the principles 

of humanitarian law, minority rights, and protection of civilians.  

 

Empirical findings 

In the aftermath of Azerbaijani’s offensive of 19 September 2023, the EU issued a 

limited number of official public responses. Within the selection criteria, the fixed-quota of 

ten statements was reached in a timeframe of 29 after the conflicts’ escalation. Most of these 

statements were issued by the European External Action Service (EEAS). Only a small 

number of statements  were published by the Commission, and none originated from the 

Council, which did not issue formal conclusions or statements on the matter during this 

period. The content analysis of the ten statements shows a predominance of normative 

framing. Specifically, nine statements are classified as primarily normative, referring to 

principles of human rights, international law, multilateral legal- and/or humanitarian 

institutions, the EU’s value-based identity, or use of diplomatic, legal, or economic measures 

normatively justified: “The European Union supports the work of the International Committee 

of the Red Cross (ICR), which is facilitating the urgent evacuation of wounded people as well 
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as patients, and the provision of emergency assistance on the ground.” (EEAS, 2023, para. 2). 

The remaining statement is classified as mixed, containing both normative and strategic 

justification elements. None of the statements were codes as primarily strategic. All of the 

statements had at least one reference to international legal and/or moral principles. The 

different EU statements in response to the norm violations in the Nagorno-Karabh conflict 

were therefore largely consistent in normative tone.   

 

Ukraine case 

The conflict between Russia and Ukraine dates back to the 2014 Russian annexation 

of Crimea, and the onset hostilities in Eastern Ukraine. However, for the purpose of this study, 

the analysis is limited to the full-scale Russian invasion launched on 24 February 2022, 

because it marks a distinct escalation and a major turning point in EU foreign policy 

engagement. 

The invasion constituted large scale violation of key international norms, particularly those 

concerning territorial integrity, humanitarian law, the protection of civilians, and the non-use 

of force (United Nations, 1945, Article 2[4]; Treaty on European Union [TEU], 2012, Article 

21; Geneva Conventions, 1949).). The EU responded rapidly, launching sereval sanctions 

packages, emergency humanitarian support, and diplomatic coordination with international 

partners (European Commission, 2022). This case is selected not only for its geopolitical 

relevance, but because it provides a clear example or norm violations relevant for the EU’s 

normative foreign policy commitments under the Common Foreign and Security Policy 

(CFSP) and the EU global strategy (European Union, 2016) and its treaties. 

 

Empirical findings 

Following the full-scale invasion of Ukraine by the Russian Federation on 24 February 

2022, the European Union reacted with swift and numerous public statements. Within just two 

days, the EU had already issued more than ten statements meeting the selection criteria. This 

reflects a rapid and coordinated institutional response. These statements were published 

across all three selected platforms, including the European External Action Service (EEAS), 

the European Commission, and notably, the European Council, which conveyed an 

extraordinary meeting. 

The content analysis illustrated a pattern of normative framing. Out of the ten 

statements, eight are coded as primarily normative, citing principles as sovereignty, territorial 

integrity, international law, and human rights. The two remaining statements are categorized 
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as mixed, combining normative language with elements of strategic reasoning, primarily about 

regional stability. None of the statements were coded as primarily strategic. This indicates 

that even when there were strategic concerns, they were embedded within broader normative 

framing: “… undermining European and global security and stability” (Michel & von der 

Leyen, 2022, p. 1). The EU’s responses to the Russian invasion of Ukraine were therefore 

largely consistent in normative tone.  

 

Consistency between responses 

These two cases were selected using a Most Similar Systems Design (MSSD) logic: 

both involve sudden military escalation, similar geopolitical international environment, 

engagement with the EU’s neighbourhood policy, and ultimately, clear violations of 

international norms. By holding these structural factors relatively constant, the comparison 

focuses attention on potential variation in the EU’s discursive response to norm violations. 

This forms the basis for the second layer of analysis, which explores the consistency of the 

EU’s discursive framing across the two selected cases of norm violation. To assess this, the 

total number of coded responses in each case is aggregated, and the relative portion of 

responses coded as primarily normative, primarily strategic, or mixed is calculated per case.  

For the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, the results show that 90% percent of the EU’s 

responses were framed in primarily normative terms, while 10% were classified as mixed. No 

statements were categorized as primarily strategic. 

For the Ukraine case, 80% of the responses were coded as primarily normative, with 

20% classified as mixed. Again, none of the statements were categorized as primarily 

strategic.  

These results indicate that in both cases, the EU’s initial public response leaned 

heavily on normative justifications, such as references to international law and multilateral 

institutions. However, the proportion of mixed framing is slightly higher in the Ukraine case. 

This suggests that even though normative language was dominant in both crisisses, strategic 

considerations were more embedded in the discourse of responses to Ukraine. However, this 

was still in combination with normative references.  

The absence of any statement falling in the primarily strategic framing is notable. It 

implies that the EU deliberately avoids presenting its foreign policy responses in terms of 

interest-based or strategic framing alone. Certainly not in the initial phase of public 

communications. While this suggests a strong normative approach in EU discourse, it is 

important to acknowledge that this outcome may reflect the limits of the methodological and 
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operational design used for this thesis. Specifically, subtle or implicit forms of strategic 

reasoning may not be captured by the classification system, especially if such motives are 

embedded in broader normative language. This limitation is further explored in the critical 

discussion. For as of now, the findings illustrate that normative legitimacy remains the most 

important frames through which the EU states its external actions. The differences in 

proportion of primarily normative and mixed response are not significant, and therefore, the 

second layer of analysis suggests that the EU is consistent in its normative-strategic framing 

to both of these different cases of norm violations.  

 

Critical discussion 

This section reflects critically on the findings of the two layer empirical analysis by 

comparing more deeply and interpreting their implications in light of the literature on 

Normative Power Europe (NPE), its critiques and the broader debate over the EU’s global 

role. It also evaluates the methodological  and conceptual limits of this study. 

The critical discussion invites reflection on the expectations outlined in the conceptual 

framework and the methodological design. It was anticipated the EU’s response to Ukraine 

would contain more strategic framing, driven by the country’s strategic significance. In 

contrast, it was expected that Nagorno-Karabakh contained a more purely normative framed 

response, given its lower strategic importance. Given the assumption that strategic interest 

would override normative commitments, the final expectation suggested that inconsistency in 

the EU’s normative framing would be observable.  

The comparative findings reveal a dominant pattern of normative framing in both 

cases. In the case of Ukraine, 80% of the EU’s responses were classified as primarily 

normative, while 20% were mixed. For Nagorno-Karabakh, the distribution was even more 

normative: 90% of the statements were classified as primarily normative and only 10% mixed. 

No statement in either case was classified as primary strategic. As discussed in the empirical 

findings section, this suggests that the EU is consistent in its normative framing across cases 

with different strategic stakes.  

However subtle differences suggest a degree of divergence that asks closer attention. 

Beyond the robust classification of statements, the presence of specific indicators provides a 

more nuanced picture. In Ukraine, the indicator N4 – which captures identity-based normative 

framing or expression of solidarity with ‘like-minded’ actors – was triggered in five out of the 

ten statements. This is a significant contrast with the case of Nagorno-Karabakh, where N4 

was triggered only once. Drawing on Diez’s (2005) concept of  “othering” in the EU’s 
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normative discourse, the strong presence of N4 in the Ukraine case suggests a construction of 

Ukraine as part of a shared European identity. This potentially reinforces a binary between a 

normative ‘self’ and a norm-violating ‘other’. While this may increase solidarity, it can also 

serve a strategic function by enabling a more hostile stance towards Russia. This 

interpretation is reinforced by the frequency of S3. This indicator –  which is linked to 

references to geopolitical stability and regional influence –  appears in nine out of the ten 

Ukraine-related statements, compared to only one in the Nagorno-Karabakh case. This 

suggests that even though the EU consistently used normative rhetoric, it views Ukraine 

through a significantly more strategic lens.  

The intensity and speed of the EU’s issued statements to these conflicts differ notably. 

The ten selected Ukraine statements were issued within two days of the invasion, reflecting a 

high level of institutional urgency. In contrast, the ten Nagorno-Karabakh statements were 

spread over a 29 day period, suggesting lower political prioritization. This is also reflected by 

the activity of the European Council. In the Ukraine case, it issued four out of the ten 

statements, during that initial two days. In contrast, the Nagorno-Karabakh case did not 

receive official  statement from the European council, in the period of 29 days. As the council 

represents the member states interest, this might reflect a higher degree of intergovernmental 

consensus and greater geopolitical concern regarding Ukraine. To make this contrast in 

political focus and institutional response volume difference even more clearly, out of the ten 

statements regarding Nagorno-Karabakh, four were not even entirely dedicated to the conflict 

– while explicitly discussing it – but rather embedded in broader foreign policy 

communications.  

Taken together, these findings suggest that while the EU maintained a public 

normative posture in both cases, Ukraine statements were more mixed in its underlying logic 

and reflecting indirect strategic justification. The Nagorno-Karabakh case constitutes to more 

purely normative framed statements, resulting in observed inconsistencies in the EU’s 

normative discourse and policy, and therefore confirming our expectations.  

 

Link to the literature 

A central concern raised by the literature on Normative Power Europe is the issue of 

consistency. As Sjursen (2006) argues, the credibility of normative commitments is not just a 

matter of normative language, but more importantly, of consistency applying those principles 

across similar contexts. This study therefore adopted consistency as a benchmark for 

normative legitimacy. While the initial analysis suggested that the EU was broadly consistent 
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in its framing across the two cases, deeper examination reveals subtle but important 

inconsistencies.  

One of such inconsistencies emerges in the volume and intensity of response. Although the 

framing remained predominantly normative in both cases, the EU issued the selected Ukraine 

statements within two days, while the Nagorno-Karabakh statements were issued in a period 

of 29 days. This reflects clear disparity in institutional urgency and political prioritization. 

Furthermore, in the case of Ukraine, the EU responses include robust sanctions against norm-

violator Russia, while such sanctions were absent in the Nagorno-Karabakh case against 

norm-violator Azerbaijan. These differences in practice, despite similar norm violations, 

reflect underlying strategic considerations, suggesting inconsistency in how normative 

commitments are operationalised.  

The notion of principled pragmatism, introduced in the EU global Strategy (European 

Union, 2016), becomes relevant here. The notion suggested foreign action that seeks to 

balance values and interest by maintaining normative ambition while engaging with 

geopolitical realities. In practice, however, it may function more as a rhetorical instrument 

that allows the EU to justify selective normative engagement. In Ukraine, where strategic 

interests are high, this pragmatism manifests itself as a form of normative-strategic hybrid 

discourse with legal- and moral institutional backing, while also including strategic-material 

actions. In Nagorno-Karabakh, where strategic interests are more limited, the response 

remained rhetorically normative and lacked the material backing made in the Ukraine case. 

Therefore, the principle of consistency appears to be subordinated to pragmatic calculations, 

which challenges the EU’s normative identity. This seems to fit with Youngs (2021) concept 

of “liberal redux geopolitics”, which he described as a broad trend, where normative 

discourse is maintained, but concrete policy adjusted to fit geopolitical realities.  

These patterns align with Hyde-Price’s (2006, 2008) realist critique, which argues that 

normative commitments are secondary to strategic motives, and that the EU’s normative 

claims often conceal strategic motives. Similarly, Youngs (2004) suggests that the line 

between normative and strategic action is blurred in practice, and that norms may be 

instrumentalised to serve underlying geopolitical goals. The frequent use of identity-based 

language in the Ukraine case (N4) and the even more frequent references to geopolitical 

stability (S3) reflect this duality. While the EU’s discourse is thus not devoid of normative 

framing, its selectivity and inconsistency raise questions about its normative coherence.   

From a more constructivist perspective, Diez’ notion of EU’s identity construction 

mechanisms sheds light on how normative language is used to reinforce politically motivated 
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narratives. The frequent invocation of shared European identity and solidarity based on ‘like-

minded’ in the case of Ukraine suggest a form of “othering” where the EU and its like-minded 

partners are positioned as the correct moral actor, while distancing it from norm-violating 

aggressors, in this case Russia. This identity discourse is less used in Nagorno-Karabakh, 

where the geopolitical stakes are lower. These differences in framing suggests that even the 

EU’s use of identity-based normative discourse may serve strategic ends, reinforcing critiques 

of NPE’s selectivity.  

Finally, as Manners (2018) himself noted, that the EU’s claim to normative power is 

increasingly challenged by internal contradictions and external perceptions of hypocrisy. If 

consistency is key to credibility, as Sjursen (2006) argues, then the observed divergence in 

scope, volume, institutional commitment and operationalization between the cases highlight 

the argument against that credibility.  

In sum, while the EU maintains a normatively structured discourse, deep analysis and 

interpretation reveals significant variation in its responses to similar norm violations. This 

reflects that strategic calculations undermine its normative consistency. These findings 

constitutes support of a more critical, conditional view of the EU’s role as a true normative 

actor in world politics.  

 

Methodological and Conceptual Limitations 

While the study adopts a systematic a transparent approach to analysing EU discourse, 

several limitations must be acknowledged. First, the data selection focussed only on the first 

ten statements per case. While this was done out of operational necessity, it narrows the scope 

and may miss longer term-shifts in discourse. Especially for Ukraine, where the response 

evolved rapidly, limiting the dataset to two days may underrepresent strategic framing that 

emerged later.  

Second, the operationalizing of framing types, based on literature-derived indicators, 

impose rigid thresholds that may oversimplify complex statements. The classification 

requirement for example a primarily strategic statement required at least three or more 

strategic indicators triggered, with two or less normative indicators does ensure consistency, 

however may fail to capture more normative rhetoric masked strategic elements. As Youngs 

(2004) argued that the boundary between normative and strategic motives is often blurred in 

practice, this could especially be the case in the EU’s discourse framing.  

Thirdly, building on the operationalization limitations, the indicators may also be imperfect 

and therefore may fall to the same problems. N4 (identity-based solidarity) is context-



25 
 

sensitive and may signify normative commitments in some contexts, and strategic alignment 

in others cases. Similarly,S3 (geopolitical stability) may be normatively motivated in some 

contexts, while it serves as a strategic framing trigger. The meaning of these indicators is thus 

not strictly fixed, and risk judgement bias through interpretation of the researcher. A critical 

discourse analyse would be a good option to control of this interpretation bias.  

Thirdly, while the methodological design (Most-Similar Systems Design) is 

appropriate for controlling for context similarities and strengthen the comparison of varying 

discourse framing, the cases may not be perfectly matched. The differences in for media 

visibility, threat for European Security, and the intensity of the conflict may be acknowledged 

and controlled for in the design, they nonetheless limit the external validity of the comparison. 

 

Implications 

Despite these acknowledged limitations, the study provides valuable insights to the 

EU’s discursive practice patterns. It suggests that while the EU does maintain a consistent 

normative stance, the stance is more elaborate and responsive in strategically significant 

cases. The deeper indirect strategic cues in the case of Ukraine, together with higher 

institutional intensity and broader policy actions, implies that normative discourse may be 

used instrumentally to legitimate interest-based decisions. The notion of principled 

pragmatism may help to explain this flexible approach, implying that strategic-interest shapes 

how norms are framed and applied. However, this would complicate the notion of NPE, 

aligning with critiques about inconsistency, selectivity and instrumentalism.  

 

Conclusion  
This thesis investigates the question: “How – and how consistently – does the 

European Union frame its initial response to comparable norm violations in Ukraine and 

Nagorno-Karabakh, and what do these patterns imply for the EU’s credibility as a Normative 

Power” Through an indicator-based content analysis of EU statements, the study aimed to 

assess whether normative or strategic considerations dominated the EU’s official discourse, 

and whether this discourse was consistently applied across both cases 

The first sub-question asked: “What is the dominant framing (primarily normative, 

strategic, or mixed) in each of the first ten EU statements issued on (a) Ukraine and (b) 

Nagorno-Karabakh” 
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The findings showed that the dominant framing in both cases was primarily 

normative. In the Ukraine case, eight out of the ten statements were classified as primarily 

normative, and two as mixed. In the Nagorno-Karabakh case, nine were primarily normative 

and only one was mixed. Neither cases contained statements that were classified as primarily 

strategic.  

The second sub-question asked: “To what extent does the distribution of framings 

differ between the two cases, and does any observed imbalance dictate selective or 

inconsistent application of the EU’s normative commitments? “While the difference in 

framing distribution (80% vs. 90%) does not cross the threshold for inconsistent as defined in 

this study’s operationalization, deeper analysis of the results suggest that the EU’s overall 

response was more intense and strategically motivated in the Ukraine case. For example, 

indicators to identity-based framing (N4) and geopolitical stability (S3) were more frequently 

triggered in the Ukraine statements. The EU also responded with a higher volume and more 

intense statements,  issued four council statements, and imposed sanctions. In contrast, the 

response to Nagorno-Karabakh was slower, less institutionally and politically prominent, and 

included less intense statements, some of which were only part of broader political 

communications. These differences suggest that strategic shapes the volume of response, it 

institutional and political prioritization, and framing context. Although the EU maintains a 

normative rhetorical posture, these findings support concerns raised in the critical literature 

about NPE. Scholars such as Hyde-Price (2006, 2008) and Youngs (2004) argue that the 

normative discourse can mask strategic motives, while Diez (2005) focusses on how identity-

based normative framing may serve strategic political narratives. The thesis findings that even 

normatively framed statements differ in tone and context in a way that aligns with the EU 

strategic interests, reflect this literature.  

This thesis also speaks to the EU’s notion of “principled pragmatism”, introduced in 

its 2016 Global Strategy. While this approach allows the EU to navigate through complex 

geopolitical challenges, it risks undermining normative credibility when values appear to be 

applied more heavily and intensely in strategically important contexts. These differences 

between the two cases raise questions about the EU; s consistency in its commitment to its 

own normative principles.  

While the study provided valuable information, the scope of the research was limited 

to the first ten statements per case. Therefore, longer-term discursive shifts are not included in 

the analysis. The classification system, while being systematic and transparent, may 

oversimplify complex rhetoric. Future research could extend the time frame, include more 
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cases, or may apply qualitative discourse analyses to capture subtle differences in language. 

Interviews with EU officials could also shed light on internal processes not visible in public 

statements.  

This thesis contributes to the ongoing debate on the EU’s global role by empirically 

examining the discursive consistency as a normative actor. The findings suggest that while the 

EU retains a normative self-image, its application of varies with strategic relevance. If the EU 

wants to uphold its credibility as a Normative Power, it must ensure that its values are applied 

not only when convenient, but also in less visible conflicts with limited strategic value. 

Improving transparency and reinforcing coherence would help sustain the EU’s normative 

legitimacy in an increasingly contested international order. 
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Table 3 
Indicator Based Classification for EU Statements (Nagorno-Karabakh)  
 
File name Official EU-portal Date 

(2023) 
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NAGO1 eeas.europa 21-09 HR/VP Borrel 
(EEAS) 
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N3 
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the UN & OSCE 

Normative N1, N2, 
N3 

NAGO3 eeas.europa 29-09 Spokesperson 
EEAS 

Normative N1, N2, 
N3 

NAGO4 eeas.europa 02-10 EU delegation to 
the UN & OSCE 

Normative N1 

NAGO5 eeas.europa 04-10 HR/VP Borrel  Normative N2 
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N3, S3 
NAGO7 eeas.europa 17-10 EU delegation to 

the UN & OSCE 
Normative N1 
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