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ABSTRACT

The aim of the article is to explore how the European Union (EU) and India have 
developed their activities in maritime affairs, trying to boost their cooperation. 
The challenge for both the EU and India has been to acknowledge each other’s 
role sin maritime affairs in the Indian Ocean Region (IOR) as a facilitator of 
good practices in maritime governance as well as an important ally in securing 
the Strategic Lanes of Communication. The main hypothesis of the article is that 
both the EU and India are normative powers in maritime affairs and have not 
yet created synergy in their activities. The growing feeling of disappointment 
among many countries in Asia and Europe with the Belt and Road Initiative 
might be used to introduce a joint EU-India program covering the same strate-
gic intercontinental maritime lanes similar to the recent India-Japan initiative 
of the Asia-Africa Growth Corridor. The convergence of strategic interests of 
the EU and India can be materialized in the most democratic and beneficial 
way for both.
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Introduction

Prime Minister Narendra Modi during his visit to the UK in 2015 stated that 
the foreign policy of the current Indian government is the extension of domes-
tic policy aimed at economic development and poverty eradication programs, 
and cooperation with the European Union (EU) as one of the most significant 
elements of that strategy (Modi, 2015). He characterized the EU’s role in those 
programmes in his speech at the Raisina Dialogue Security Forum 2017 in 
Delhi, stressing that “with Europe, we have a vision of strong partnership in 
India’s development, especially in knowledge industry and smart urbaniza-
tion an important source of modern technologies” (Modi, 2017). Jean Claude 
Juncker, President of the EU, at the EU-India Summit 2017 stated that “both EU 
and India stand for freedom, democracy and a credible rules-based global order. 
We are the world’s two largest democracies. We are two of the world’s biggest 
economies. We share the same values and the belief in freedom, equality, toler-
ance and the rule of law. Working together with a like-minded partner like India 
simply makes sense. It is natural” (European Commission, 2017).

The EU countries are India’s biggest trade partners (13.5% of India’s trade) and 
biggest foreign investors (€ 50 billion). Among the ten biggest investors in India 
half of them are from the EU (Netherlands, Germany, France, United Kingdom 
and Cyprus). Six thousand EU companies employ directly or indirectly 6 million 
people and India is among ten biggest trade partners of the EU (Delegation of 
the European Union to India, 2018). Ninety per cent of trade between the EU and 
India is transported through Sea Lanes of Communication in the Indian Ocean 
region. India as the biggest littoral country of the Indian Ocean Region and as 
one of the most important security facilitators has its role to play. “The Indian 
Ocean, the third largest Ocean in the world, is perhaps the most significant of 
all the Oceans, being the bridge between Asia and Europe as well the economic 
life line of both developed and developing countries” (Singh, 2007). The Indian 
Ocean Region covers more than 70 million km2 with littorals inhabited by ap-
proximately a third of the world’s population (Techera, 2018).. In his speech at 
Raisina Dialogue Security Forum in 2016, the then Indian Foreign Secretary 
Jaishankar Subrahmanyam confirmed the change of the concept of the Indian 
Ocean Region by the government in New Delhi, stating that “once regarded as 
a maritime frontier, is today increasingly seen as a connectivity pathway. The at-
tention that it has got from India’s leadership speaks of the promise it holds in 
our eyes. We take a collaborative and consultative approach to the maritime do-
main and have initiated the Indian Ocean Naval Symposium (IONS) as well as 



NORMATIVE POWERS IN MARITIME AFFAIRS    65

the Indian Ocean Rim Association. Our twin objectives are to address common 
threats while unlocking the potential of the waters that join us” (Subrahman-
yam, 2016).

The research centers in India and EU countries have been discussing 
the achievements in and challenges to cooperation in the maritime domain 
between the two entities, testing the implementation of joint programs and 
the limits of the convergence of interests. Ram (2015) pointed out the disparities 
in EU-India strategic partnership (in force since 2004), which omits issues stra-
tegically vital for India in the context of the competition in the Indian Ocean 
Region. Germond and Khurana blamed EU bureaucracy (Germond, 2015) 
and India’s policymakers (Khurana, 2009) for “sea-blindness”. Jain asserted 
that “the lack of a common strategic culture would continue to impede more 
meaningful strategic cooperation between the EU and India” (2014). Pejsova 
and Wilkins, while analyzing the limits of the EU-India relations, stressed that 
“the Indian leadership tends to view maritime security in purely conventional 
terms and barely acknowledges the EU as a potential partner in security matters”. 
They argued that “Europe is fully aware of India’s pressing traditional security 
concerns in its neighbourhood”, and that “it has become globally acknowledged 
as a defender of a rules-based international order” (Saran et al., 2016). Permal 
(2014) and Singh (2019) also acknowledged the normative strength of the EU in 
democratic values and international law, including the law of the sea. Sachdeva 
and Jain criticized the EU for “the tendency to unilaterally impose its standards 
on the rest of the world”. Examining India’s activities, they stated that it “has 
largely pursued a reactive and defensive stance rather than a proactive one to-
wards norms in order to safeguard its national interests and maintain a peaceful 
external environment to ensure development and growth” (Jain & Sachdeva, 
2019). Defending the normative dimension of the EU and India foreign policies 
in the Indian Ocean Region, Schoettli arrived at the conclusion that, as security 
providers, both of them “would like to see the consolidation of stable regimes 
along IOR and have made investments in the area of human security (…) 
through efforts to institutionalize the rule of law” (2014). Following the broader 
meaning of the security and India’s and the EU’s endeavors in IOR in that 
context, presented by Schoettli, the article expands the scope of the debate on 
EU-India cooperation, going beyond the military concept of security and mari-
time governance in the Indian Ocean Region. The article uses the conceptual 
framework of normative power to explore the strength of the EU and India not 
only in the context of their rule-based democratic model of development and 
contribution to the process of building the institutional framework in the IOR; 
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it also shows their underestimated capacities in different areas of maritime gov-
ernance, such as environmental protection and fishing. The research questions 
to be answered are how the EU and India have tried to enhance their coop-
eration as normative powers playing essential roles in maritime governance in 
the IOR, and what kind of limits they have faced in their efforts. The article 
argues that both the EU and India, acting as normative powers in the maritime 
domain, and having cooperated within the framework of the UN institutions in 
the second half of the 20th century, recognized the necessity to broaden their 
cooperation in the Indian Ocean Region in the 21st century. They expanded 
the areas of cooperation into maritime security and marine environment, still 
seeking the ways to create synergy in response to China’s growing assertiveness 
in the IOR. India’s lack of readiness to join the naval missions beyond the UN 
mandate as well as the absence of the joint EU-India holistic development proj-
ects in IOR mark the limits of those efforts.

The article first discusses the concept of normative power, while the second 
part focuses on the EU and India as the exemplification of normative powers 
with different attitudes and roots. The third part explores the activities of the EU 
and India in maritime affairs are as a manifestation of the strength of both 
entities as normative powers. Finally, the article analyses cooperation between 
the EU and India in maritime affairs with consideration of achievements and 
chances for the future.

1.  The Concept of Normative Power

The concept of normative power was developed by Ian Manners, based on 
the transformed concept of Europe as a civilian power by Hedley Bull (1982) 
and Francois Duchêne (1973). Manners primarily focused in his research on 
the European Community/European Union and its success in regional integra-
tion in the 1990s (Manners, 2000). In the context of the EU’s normative power, 
he opposed extending the concept to include military capability, arguing that 
“the balances between short-term problem-solving and long-term structural 
solutions, as well as between freedom from fear and freedom from want, found 
in the normative policies of sustainable peace”, could be lost. In his opinion, 
“as the EU acquires more military capability it could become more tempted to 
use short-term military responses instead of its traditional reliance on long-
term structural conflict prevention and transformation” (Manners, 2006). In 
further works, he generalized the concept referring to not only the EU but also 
world politics (Manners, 2009). He presented the concept of normative power 
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in the context of global politics at four different levels: ideational, principles, ac-
tions and impact. In his understanding, in contrast to military power, normative 
power in its purest form should be seen as ideational as “its use involves nor-
mative justification rather than the use of material incentives or physical force” 
(Manners, 2009). Normative power relations are to be “normatively sustainable” 
and “normatively explicable”. The most important element of its strength is 
the legitimacy of the principles promoted, as well as coherency and consistency. 
Legitimacy stems from the peremptory norms of international law, conventions 
and universal rules recognized within the United Nations (UN) system. Norms 
recognized at the regional level constitute an essential source of lawfulness. 
The actions taken by a normative power to promote principles should be char-
acterized by persuasion, meaning the attractiveness of arguments in favor and 
the presentation of choices: prestige or shame. Persuasion in the promotion of 
principles in world politics involves constructive engagement, the institutional-
ization of relations, and the encouragement of dialogue between participants. 
At the level of impact, socialization in the sense of the promotion of principles 
in world politics should play a key role. As part of an open-ended process of 
engagement, debate and understanding it should result in better awareness of 
ownership and partnership. The implementation of all the principles of norma-
tive power has consequences concerning the possibility of a more holistic, justifi-
able and sustainable world politics.

Thomas Diez contributed to studies on normative power arguing that it can 
go “alongside other forms of power in international relations, notably military 
and economic forms of power (…) the latter two may underpin normative power, 
although normative power must be irreducible to economic or military power if 
it is to make sense as a separate category”. Additionally, normative power concept 
“is not confined to the EU, but includes the cases of other great powers, such as 
the United States” (Diez, 2005). In the context of developments in global economy 
after the end of the Cold War emerging powers like India and China can be men-
tioned. The Indian perspective on normative power was elaborated by Kavalski 
(2008) and Mohan (2004), presenting it after Cohen (2001) as “moralistic” and 
“diasporic”, linked to the values based on the tradition of civilizational influence 
in South Asia and beyond, e.g. in Southeast Asia. While describing the profile of 
Indian foreign policy, Kumar emphasized that the “EU is in some ways a model” 
and that while “Indian goals mix realpolitik and normative elements, the means 
that India has used are by large within the normative framework of international 
law” (2008, pp. 27–28).
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2.  The EU and India as Normative Powers

The concept of the EU as a civilian power during the Cold War developed as 
a natural reaction to the experience of two world wars and as an alternative to 
the military confrontation of the US and the Soviet Union. It also stemmed from 
ancient civilizational traditions of European countries like Greece as well as 
the Christian principles constituting the roots of values of peaceful and dem-
ocratic political systems. The successful democratic transformation of Central 
and Eastern Europe in 1989, and the start of the accession negotiations, empow-
ered a belief in the EU as a civilian power with influence on state model shaping 
at the regional level in Europe. It was transformed then to a concept of norma-
tive power, an actor in international relations showing the example of a modern 
model of statehood and regional integration to other countries beyond Europe. 
The Maastricht Treaty with the evolution of the European Community into 
the EU (1992) and the introduction of the EU Common Foreign and Security 
Policy (CFSP) enhanced its position in international relations. The implementa-
tion of common policies at bilateral and multilateral levels, including the UN, in 
humanitarian aid, peacekeeping, trade, and conflict prevention led to the cre-
ation of the role of the EU as one of the most substantial norm providers in 
international affairs. It included ideas of “sustainable development” and of “hu-
manitarian intervention” coming from within the UN system, which were ad-
opted into the EU treaty base and promoted (Manners, 2009). From the angle of 
methodology, that example combines the ideational level with the involvement 
of normative justification and legitimacy. The activities of the EU within its ex-
ternal relations, promoting the ideas being practiced by the EU members them-
selves, serve as an essential instrument of persuasion of other countries to follow 
the model of development. The institutionalized relations in the form of bilateral 
and multilateral standardized treaties and dialogue forums fulfill the socializa-
tion requirement of the normative power model creating open-ended relation-
ships with mutual confidence of ownership and partnership.

India could have been considered as a norm provider throughout the existence 
of its civilization for the last six thousand years. The kingdoms of the Indian 
subcontinent spread Hinduism, Buddhism and Islam through peaceful means 
to countries further East. The traditions of the epics of Ramayana and Mahab-
harata became permanent elements of the culture of Southeast Asian countries, 
regardless their religion. The Indian diaspora in the countries of the Indian 
Ocean region and beyond spread the concepts of a healthy life, both physically 
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and mentally, embodied in Ayurveda and Yoga. 20 th century India brought Ma-
hatma Gandhi with his concepts of non-violence and civil disobedience which 
became one of the most important norm shapers of post-World War II reality. 
In that reality India turned out to be one of the leaders of the non-aligned move-
ment, being an alternative to bipolar, militarized competition between the US 
and the Soviet Union. Through that movement India provided a powerful and 
coherent engine for promotion of its ideas about the principle values of ancient 
and modern. At the same time India was acknowledged as the most populous 
democratic country in the world. That act of acknowledgment supported the so-
cialization of the Indian concept of state organization with a Western model 
adjusted to Eastern traditions. India’s active involvement in UN institutions in-
cluding peace keeping and peace-making operations enriched the consistency of 
the norms it promoted. In the last decade of 20 th century and the first decade of 
21st, in connection with its successes in social and economic modernization ben-
efiting from the process of globalization, India transformed itself into a model 
of sustainable development in the post-Cold War Global South. The network 
of regional political and economic institutions co-founded by India in the last 
thirty years supported its endeavor to impact the development of Global South 
states in a sustainable way according to a model of normative power.

The EU and India are normative powers on a global scale but with differ-
ent activity patterns. The EU is more persuasive and assertive, while India has 
a more “moralistic” texture to its activities. They follow generally the same rules 
in promoting principles, making them coherent, holistic, and “joined-up”. For 
a broader promotion of norms, they use also the multilateral system at global, 
regional and trans-regional levels, especially the UN. Their activities in UN in-
stitutions have fostered building global consensus on key challenges for modern 
sustainable development such as climate change, piracy, and terrorism.

3.  EU and India Activities in Maritime Domain

The European Community, and later the EU, has always been an active actor 
within the UN system in connection with issues of the maritime governance. 
The EU is the only international organization to be a contracting party to 
UNCLOS. “With Bulgaria, Germany, Greece, Italy, Netherlands, Poland and 
Romania, seven of the EU’s 28 member states are members of the UN Ad-Hoc 
Committee on the Indian Ocean, which was established in 1971 to prevent 
Great Power rivalry in the Indian Ocean in order to enhance peace and stability 
in the region” (Michael, 2016). Seas and oceans are drivers for the European 
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economy and have great potential for innovation and growth. The “blue” econ-
omy represents roughly 5.4 million jobs and generates a gross added value of 
almost € 500 billion a year (Blue Growth, European Commission, 2019).

From the very beginning of its existence the EU has dealt with the sustainable 
use of living resources, and a common fisheries policy was included in the Treaty 
of Rome (1957, art. 38–43). With the further enlargement of the Community 
and developments within UNCLOS-III, the policy was gradually transformed 
and adjusted, with new regulations including the extension of rights to exclusive 
fishing beyond the territorial waters up to 200 nautical miles within Exclusive 
Economic Zones. Member countries agreed in 1983 to establish a new genera-
tion of regulatory instruments under the Common Fisheries Policy, the concept 
of relative stability and conservatory management measures based on total al-
lowable catches and quotas. The European Commission played important role at 
the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro, encouraging other countries to con-
clude binding agreements on measures aimed at preventing further polluting 
of the sea and oceans, including the Convention on Biological Diversity. It con-
tributed to the creation of Goal 14 dealing with life below water. In support of 
Goal 14 the EU introduced several functional and geographical platforms (they 
include: Cohesion policy – environment development cooperation instrument, 
Environment action programme, Environmental programme in Latin America, 
EU action plan against wildlife trafficking, EU biodiversity for life flagship initia-
tive, European consensus on development, European development policy, Euro-
pean neighborhood policy, European strategy for plastic in a circular economy, 
Global public goods and challenges programme, LIFE biodiversity, Partnership 
instrument, Protecting habitats and species and Natura 2000 areas, Renewed 
impetus to the Africa-EU partnership), as well as linked to the fulfillment of 
the objectives of Agenda 21 with development assistance while concluding coop-
eration agreements on the Marine and coastal management, Nature action plan, 
Nature programmes with several developing countries. As an example the sup-
port extended by the European Community (later the EU) within the European 
Development Fund, to the Indian Ocean Commission, an intergovernmental 
organization created in 1982 in Port-Louis, Mauritius and institutionalized in 
1984 by the Victoria Agreement in Seychelles (European Union External Ac-
tion Service, 2016). The EU-IOC cooperation spans over various areas includ-
ing environment, biodiversity, climate change, small island developing states, 
maritime security and the sustainable exploitation of marine fishery resources. 
The EU has been a leader of the integrated ocean management identified in 
Chapter 17 of Agenda 21, as a holistic approach towards oceans governance, by 
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introducing in 2007 integrated maritime policy in a document known as the Blue 
Paper (Commission of the European Communities, 2007a), and a correspond-
ing Action Plan (Commission of the European Communities, 2007b). Among 
the priorities of the integrated maritime policy were strengthening the position 
of seaports; enhancing maritime transport competitiveness; ensuring maritime 
safety and security; improvement of the state marine environment and coastal 
protection; sustainable management of marine fisheries; strengthening national 
energy security. The Integrated Maritime Policy (IMP) was introduced not only 
at the European Commission level but also incorporated into the domestic laws 
of member countries. Every EU member established a legal and institutional 
national framework of IMP. As part of the IMP, the European Commission pub-
lished in 2012 the document “Blue Growth”, which is the long-term strategy to 
support sustainable growth in the marine and maritime sectors as a whole. It is 
the maritime contribution to achieving the goals of the Europe 2020 strategy for 
smart, sustainable and inclusive growth.

The EU also became an important global player in maritime security, hav-
ing introduced “Operation Atalanta” of EU NAVFOR in 2008, aimed at secur-
ing the sea lanes of communication in the western part of the Indian Ocean. 
Another programme, the Maritime Security Regional Program (MASE), aimed 
to promote safety and security at sea for the Eastern and Southern Africa, and 
Indian Ocean countries, was initiated in 2013. With the support of the Indian 
Ocean Commission, MASE has decided to create a Regional Maritime Informa-
tion Fusion Centre based in Madagascar and of a Regional Coordination Centre 
for Maritime Operations based in Seychelles: these two centers are set up and are 
crucial for securing maritime areas. The EU’s position of security facilitator fur-
ther grew after 2014 when the new EU Maritime Security Strategy was approved. 
As a result, the project CRIMARIO (Critical Indian Ocean Routes) was initiated 
in 2015, dedicated to the Western Indian Ocean. Its main goal for the region was 
to help the partner countries to enhance their maritime awareness in order to 
reinforce safety and security at sea and to protect the marine environment.

The 1972 United Nations Conference on the Human Environment in Stock-
holm was a turning point in the history of environmental legislation in India. 
After the conference, the Indian Parliament enacted the 42 nd Constitutional 
Amendment Act whereby specific provisions for environmental protection were 
inserted in the form of fundamental duties and the National Committee on Envi-
ronmental Planning and Co-ordination was established within the Department 
of Science and Technology (Delegation of the EU to India and Bhutan, 2006). As 
an active participant of UNCLOS-III (1973–1982), India defended the position of 
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the developing countries on critical topics of negotiation – limitations of passage 
through straits, boundaries of exclusive economic zones and the continental 
shelf, and access to living marine resources. Before UNCLOS-III came into force, 
India created in 1981 a Department of Ocean Development (DOD) directly un-
der the office of the Prime Minister (Puthucherril, 2015). The main objectives of 
the DOD were to promote the development of the ocean sector, to provide funds 
for coordination and co-operation among various existing institutions, and to 
support existing institutions or create new ones if necessary. After organizing 
a series of workshops in 1982, DOD prepared the Ocean Policy statement, dis-
cussed and adopted by the Indian Parliament in the same year. Article 4 pointed 
out that “[t]he vastness, complexity and uncertainty of the ocean environment 
calls for a coordinated, centralized and highly sophisticated development re-
sponse”. (Department of Ocean Development, 1982). The document emphasized 
the need for the development of ocean related science and technology linked 
to fishing, aquaculture, mariculture, infrastructure and the conservation of 
the marine environment. Regarding the use of the open ocean for cultivation 
of fish and other marine species, the potential area available for mariculture in 
India includes about 8.9 million hectares of inshore waters that can be used for 
open-sea farming. In 2002, DOD formulated the Vision Perspective Plan 2015. 
As a consequence of the enforcement of the plan, the Ministry of Ocean Devel-
opment was established, soon renamed the Ministry of Earth Sciences. The com-
petences of the new ministry were limited to weather and environmental issues. 
Proof of that limited portfolio is the Vision and Prospective Plan for 10 years 
from 2010 in Ocean Sciences and Services. It focused on the role of the ocean 
in the monsoon climate, routine forecasting of conditions in the Indian exclu-
sive economic zone, natural hazards, environmental impact assessment and 
bio-geochemistry (Puthucherril, 2015). Other competences related to maritime 
governance have been assigned to many ministries and agencies at the Union 
level as well as at the local level from state to panchayat (village councils). That 
multi-layered structure of competences caused a situation where plenty of re-
sponsibilities and jurisdictions overlapped (Puthucherril, 2015). The fragmenta-
tion of competences and lack of coordination in maritime governance is a typi-
cal phenomenon among international institutions and littoral countries. India 
serves as an example when despite international leadership and its pioneer role, 
domestically it faces many challenges and problems due to that fragmentation 
of competences.

India was, with South Africa, the co-founder of the Indian Ocean Rim As-
sociation for Regional Cooperation (IOR-ARC) established in 1997, just five 
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years after the Rio Earth Summit. IOR-ARC, transformed into IORA (the Indian 
Ocean Rim Association), was the first regional organization created in accor-
dance with Goal 14 (Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas and marine 
resources for sustainable development) of Agenda 21 agreed at the Rio confer-
ence. The goals of the organization cover all the elements of maritime gover-
nance, dealing with them in a holistic way. India was also co-founder of the Bay 
of Bengal Initiative for Multi-Sectoral Technical and Economic Cooperation 
(BIMSTEC) established just a few months after IOR-ARC, with its portfolio 
extended beyond Agenda 21 to areas like poverty alleviation, counter-terrorism 
and the fight against transnational crime.

In the 21st century, India became an active player in another area of maritime 
governance – security. Having transformed its model of naval engagement from 
“brown” to “blue” waters, India made changes in its maritime doctrinal docu-
ments (maritime doctrines – 2004 and 2009, maritime military strategies – 2007 
and 2015). It expanded its areas of maritime interest to the whole Indian Ocean 
Rim as a primary, and to the western part of the Pacific Ocean as a secondary 
area. The Indian Ocean Naval Symposium initiated by India in 2007 became 
an essential forum for 36 navies of the Indian Ocean littoral to coordinate their 
activities in response to natural disasters and asymmetric threats linked to il-
legal migration, piracy and terrorism.

The initiative of SAGAR (Security and Growth for All in the [Indian Ocean] 
Region), announced by Prime Minister Modi in 2015 “has set forth a proclaimed 
desire for India to be regarded as a promoter of collaboration and partnerships 
in the region and thus a supporter of multilateral initiatives. It is also a pro-
nouncement of India’s role as the region’s first-responder in times of natural 
disaster as well as political crisis and as a net security provider” (Schoettli, 2019). 
SAGAR was also the symbol of India’s acknowledgement of Chinese ambitions 
not being limited to the South China Sea but reaching across the Indian Ocean 
(Baruah & Joshi, 2020).

Both the EU and India are active and significant players in maritime gover-
nance at the global and regional level. They play an important role in the creation 
and implementation of the UN maritime agenda within UNCLOS and Agenda 
21 at domestic and regional level. One decisive element was the pressure put 
on the issue of the observance of the law of the sea, especially the principle of 
the freedom of navigation and the right to a secure passage. They provide secu-
rity for sea lanes of communication. Their activities to promote Agenda 21 and 
to encourage countries in their particular regions and beyond them to achieve 
the goals of sustainable development in the maritime domain constitute one of 
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the manifestations of their normative power status in global politics. They fulfill 
Manners’ requirements at four levels: ideational, principles, actions and impact, 
by introducing all UNCLOS regulations into domestic law even before they came 
into force, then by fostering and promoting the good practices of ocean policies 
at domestic and regional level, furthermore by creating institutional framework, 
and finally by coherently and successfully encouraging other countries to follow 
their example.

4.  Cooperation in maritime affairs: India and the EU

India and the EC started to cooperate in maritime affairs at the multilateral level 
within the Indian Ocean Fishery Commission (IOFC), established under FAO in 
1967. The tuna fisheries in the Indian Ocean are the second largest in the world. 
Like many other regions of the world, fishing for tuna and tuna-like species 
in the Indian Ocean has been important to coastal communities as source of 
food and livelihoods throughout their history. Nowadays 69% of the catch is 
still taken by small scale commercial and artisanal fishing fleets (Indian Ocean 
Tuna Commission, 2016). Such a high percentage of catches made by small boats 
indicates the vital role that the issue of sustainable management of tuna stocks 
plays in the societies and blue economies of the Indian Ocean littoral. IOFC was 
partly transformed into Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC) in 1993 and 
the decision came into force in 1996. In 1999 IOFC was abolished and its portfo-
lio overtook by sub-regional commissions (Southwest Indian Ocean, the Gulfs, 
the Asia-Pacific) and then into high-level consultations, dealing with living 
ocean resources other than tuna. The EU and India became the driving forces 
of the IOTC, whose main goals embody Agenda 21 – the conservation and opti-
mum utilization of stocks and encouraging sustainable development of fisheries 
based on such stocks. Pursuant to the IOTC agreement, the Commission should 
also have due regard to the special interests and needs of members in the region 
who are “developing states” when it comes to transfer of technology, training 
and enhancement as well as participation in fishing. As reported to the IOTC, 
“India is committed to the sustainability of tuna and allied species of the Indian 
Ocean. India is taking all possible steps to implement the conservation and man-
agement measures.” (Department of Animal Husbandry and Dairying, 2017). 
The IOTC endorsed many proposals on sustainable fishing tabled by the EU and 
India, but the performance reviews of 2007 and 2014 of the organization pointed 
to the fact that a wide range of measures adopted concerning conservation and 



NORMATIVE POWERS IN MARITIME AFFAIRS    75

management had turned out to be ineffective. It was agreed that the IOTC needed 
to be revised or replaced to allow the full participation of all fishing players and 
to take into account modem principles for fisheries management.

At the bilateral level, the cooperation in maritime affairs began in 1994. In 
their agreement on partnership and development there were several points in 
article 4 (economic cooperation) and article 12 (agriculture and fisheries) related 
to fisheries and the protection of environment. Having concluded 2004 strategic 
partnership agreement, the EU and India decided in 2005 in their Joint Action 
Plan to “work towards the conclusion of a Maritime Agreement” (India-EU Stra-
tegic Partnership. Joint Action Plan, 2005), dealing mainly with transportation 
issues, taking into account that 90% of the trade between the two entities was 
carried out by sea routes. The threats to the security of the sea lanes of commu-
nication caused by the rise of piracy next to the Horn of Africa put an impact on 
India’s attitude towards EU security capabilities. Previously the EU’s identity as 
a normative power was “often seen as smokescreen for shortcomings in its mili-
tary capabilities and its lack of a unified security and defence policy” (Britsch, 
2014). “India is eager that regional naval cooperation is not viewed as a military 
alliance directed at China; an advantage of EU-India cooperation is that Europe-
an involvement not only diversifies India’s security relationships at a time of flux, 
but also that European forces are less threatening to Beijing than those of the US 
or Japan” (Joshi, 2017). India began cooperating with the EU NAVFOR antipi-
racy operation in the Western Indian Ocean in 2009 immediately after its start, 
becoming one of the key partners. The EU launched the European Union Naval 
Force ATALANTA (EU NAVFOR) in December 2008 within the framework of 
European Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) and in accordance with 
relevant UN Security Council Resolutions (UNSCR) and International Law. In 
the “EU-India Agenda for Action” adopted at the EU-India summit in 2016, 
among the priorities there was to “deepen existing cooperation and consider co-
operation in other areas mentioned in the EU-India Joint Action Plan, including 
promoting maritime security, freedom of navigation in accordance with interna-
tional law (UNCLOS)” (EU-India Agenda for Action – 2020, 2016). “The EU has 
also requested India to participate in the EU-coordinated naval escort missions 
for the UN World Food Programme in the Indian Ocean as they travel to Afri-
can states with food aid, recognizing India’s capacities and intentions of becom-
ing a security provider in the Indian Ocean” (Jain & Sachdeva, 2019). In a joint 
statement at the 14 th India-EU Summit in 2017 in New Delhi, India and the EU 
reaffirmed their commitment to enhance maritime security cooperation in 
the Indian Ocean and beyond. They also underlined the importance of freedom 
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of navigation, overflight and peaceful resolution of disputes, in accordance with 
the universally recognized principles of international law. Both leaders attached 
importance to the security, stability, connectivity and sustainable development 
of oceans and seas in the context of developing the “blue economy” (India-EU 
Joint Statement, 2017). The joint conference “Securing the maritime commons: 
India, the European Union and Indian Ocean maritime security”, organized in 
New Delhi in 2019, started the cooperation between EU CRIMARIO and India’s 
IFC-IOR (Information Fusion Centre – Indian Ocean Region), created in 2018. 
Both platforms have complementary goals that can serve as a channel of infor-
mation sharing and confidence building, as well as help in building capacity 
among Indian Ocean nations and their extra-regional partners to face common 
challenges related to the movement of ships; thus the initiated cooperation was 
a signal that it is possible to upgrade the existing framework to an expanded 
maritime security dialogue.

The EU and India have cooperated in maritime governance for the past fifty 
years and have achieved several of the goals set up in their joint strategies and 
plans of actions. Those successes cover such areas of maritime governance as 
security of sea lanes for communication and fishery. Their achievements in de-
creasing the threats to the merchant fleet in the western part of the Indian Ocean 
region are widely acknowledged by other littoral states in the IOR. The activities 
of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission are developing and the joint steps that 
are being taken to enhance the sustainable use of the living resources of oceans 
are significant, despite a lack of optimal efficiency. They have still not tapped 
the scale of the partnership potential in all elements of maritime governance, 
especially the blue economy. The inability to understand deep motives of each 
other, characteristic for the West-East dialogue (Zvyagina, 2015), could also, to 
some extent, explain the lack of robustness and limited scope in some areas of 
EU-India cooperation in the Indian Ocean Region.

Conclusions

In the light of Manners’ and Diez’ models, India and the EU have fulfilled the re-
quirements for normative powers. Both entities apply normative justification 
rather than the use of material incentives or physical force. Their relations are 
“normatively sustainable” and “normatively explicable”. Coherency and consis-
tency of the principles promoted by them are the most decisive elements of their 
legitimacy. Their impact in shaping global affairs is embodied through their 
active role in creating an institutional framework with a democratic model of 



NORMATIVE POWERS IN MARITIME AFFAIRS    77

sustainable development and peaceful coexistence. In the changing interdepen-
dence of world affairs, they combine civilian power with economic and military. 
Both India and the EU, through their activities within the UNCLOS system and 
cooperation in the maritime domain, represent the normative power model in 
international affairs, following and promoting the universally recognized prin-
ciples of the international law of the sea. Their impact on the implementation of 
goal 14 of the Agenda 21 is manifested in an institutional framework initiated 
and partially financed by them in the Indian Ocean region. They facilitate secu-
rity in the sea lanes of communication in the Indian Ocean region essential for 
global trade involving other littoral countries and extra-regional naval powers. 
EU countries such as Germany, France and Spain, which have at their disposal 
the largest fleets and territories in IOR, also have developed their own mari-
time strategies in the Indian Ocean Region (Saint-Mézard, 2013), understand-
ing the vitality of sea lanes of communications for their trade with India and 
other countries in Asia. Both India and the EU are active in maritime affairs in 
the areas of security, blue economy, sustainable development and marine safety 
in their respective regions. Despite those activities, the strategic partnership and 
China’s growing assertiveness in the IOR, neither the EU nor India has extended 
their maritime cooperation beyond antipiracy operations (EU NAVFOR opera-
tion Atalanta) and fisheries (the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission). There is still 
untapped potential in all the mentioned areas of maritime governance. The con-
vergence of interests achieved by the EU and India has reached a level when it 
can materialize programmes in the most democratic way and be beneficial for 
both through the creation of the optimal synergy of their activities in the mari-
time domain. That synergy needs better coordination and programmes which 
could be similar to the recent India-Japan initiative of the Asia-Africa Growth 
Corridor to constitute an alternative to the Belt and Road Initiative promoted 
by China.
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