Chapter 10
Does the EU act as Normative Power?

Editors’ Introduction

For centuries, states were the main actors on thbaj stage. International organisations
and supranational institutions such as the EU ws&en as little else but instruments in the
hands of powerful governments and their constigi€entus, it is not surprising that few
commentators cared to think about the EU as glalstbr during the early decades of
European integration. Events in the early 1990sngfeal all this. The end of the Cold War
removed the umbrella of bipolar superpower rivainder which the Europeans were able to
hide. The Maastricht treaty institutionalised a ¢oon foreign and security policy as part of
the EU, and the bloody break-up of Yugoslavia bhbingpme the need for common
approaches to many pressing international issudasiwvere beyond the problem-solving
capacity of single member states. In more and racgas, ranging from foreign trade to
development aid, environmental diplomacy, humahntsigolicy, financial regulation, energy
issues, and so on, the European Union became amational actor on its own right
(Bretherton and Vogler, 2006). Debates in the 19t 1980s on whether the EU should be
seen as an independent actor on the world stagagubbut. Now the focus is on the issue of
what kind of an actor the EU is. Does it act insealy like a traditional state with similar
means and ends or does it constitute somethingegntiew?

Already after the first attempts of the Europeamsdordinate their foreign policies in
the quite inefficient EPC (European Political Coogaéon) framework, some authors
speculated that the then European Communities waatl@nly become a new type of actor
but that it would behave in a different way, nanadya so-called civilian power (Duchéne,
1972; Bull, 1982). Civilian powers were expectegib an emphasis on non-military means
in their international behaviour, to prefer multiexal diplomacy to traditional power
politics, and to try to promote democratic valu€ke reaction of the United States to 9/11, in
particular the Irag War which was opposed by makyrgembers, seemed to emphasize this
distinction. While the US and other great powerstiyaelied on hard power to pursue their
goals, the EU seemed to concentrate on a diffedienit of power: soft power (Nye, 2002). A
comparison of the National Security Strategy 2082)ed by the Bush administration, and
the European Security Strategy of 2003 (ESS, 2008grlined this. In 2002, lan J. Manners,
a British scholar now working in Denmark, publishedarticle in the Journal of Common

Market Studies in which he claimed that the EU imdeed distinctively different in its



international policies. He called the EU a ‘normagipower’: not only its means, but, above
all, its ends were shaped by normative concernsindes argued that, given that the very
existence of the Union was based on multilaterdleustandings, on shared values and on the
rejection of traditional great power diplomacydierived its external actions from the same
principles. His article has become one of the modely quoted pieces in research on
European integration, not least because the Iraq $é@med to confirm its arguments. Since
then the debate has continued on whether the Ellydeahaves differently in the
international arena. The controversy about ‘NormatPower Europe’ feeds into wider
debates on the ‘nature’ of the EU and other intéior@al organisations as international
actors and on the relevance of norms, perceptios'@les’ in international relations.
Daniela Sicurelli from the University of Trentoglly) backs the view that the EU
should be seen as a normative power, and that aoghterpretation can lead to a better
understanding of how the EU acts in the global arévlark Pollack challenges this notion
and thinks that the EU is not different from traahial state actors, as it employs material and
ideational power resources to further its goals afigin acts rather hypocritically. The
debate illustrates not only different ways of sgehre EU as global power, but also different
methods of analysing this question: while Polla@aslysis is an example of a rationalist
account, Sicurelli shows how a reflexive approachich sees the interests of actors not as
reflections of their capabilities and constraintstlas derived from their idea-based
interpretations of reality, can enrich our undensténg of the EU. These two chapters are
also of huge relevance to the external dimensioradbus EU policies, such as agriculture
(Chapter 9), enlargement (Chapter 11), and secyftyapter 12). The issue of normative
power is also a core part of the identity debatbadfter 5) and the controversy about the

future of the transatlantic partnership (Chapten.15

10.1 The EU is a Normative Power in World Politics

Daniela Sicurelli

Even though it lacks many traditional foreign pgliostruments, the EU is an influential

actor in multiple fields of international politicsych as trade and environmental negotiations,
peacebuilding and democracy promotion. More spmlfj, it stands out for its ability to
promote principles, practices, and regulatory shaasl— in other wordsiorms— beyond its
borders. By introducing the concept of NormativeveoEurope, Manners (2002) has



captured this role played by the EU in internatlaeations. According to this argument, the
EU differs from states guided by traditional powefitics because its foreign policy
decisions are primarily shaped by ideational maitives. In its external relations, the EU
ultimately aims at promoting its constitutive vaduend principles internationally. In order to
socialize other players to the norms on which @asstructed, it uses soft power tools, such
as providing a successful example as cooperatimeasgic and security region, promoting
the attractiveness of its market, and being a n@jovider of development and humanitarian
aid. By exporting its body of laws and norms beydadborders, the EU ultimately
contributes to shaping what is ‘normal’ in inteinagl relations.

This suggestive representation of the EU has sdaakwely debate among
international relations scholars, and inspired mame theoretical and empirical works (see
e.g.Whitman, 2011, Bjorkdalet al 2015; Neuman 2018; Poletti and Sicurelli 2018)this
chapter | claim that the commitment and abilitptomote its constitutive norms
internationally even if material interests wouldygast otherwise is indeed a distinctive
feature of the EU as an international actor. Infits¢ part | provide evidence in support of the
argument that European foreign policy can be undedsas the result of the principles and
values enshrined by EU law and that it exhibitsedgrence for soft power instruments; in the
second part, | test the normative impact of Eurageeeign policy and discuss the different
pathways through which the EU projects its norms.

The constitutive norms of the EU and its sources of power
The EU aims to emerge as a normative leader althal level, in contrast to other powers,
notably the US. To this purpose, it engages irptioenotion of those principles that represent
the very foundations of the EU polity, namely ecmimliberalism, multilateralism
(understood as strong support for internationa) Jamviversality of human rights, liberal
democracy, solidarity and sustainable developmanmtdrelli and Manners 2006; Rosamond
2013). When, in a UN Security Council meeting ofy\Me®17, the EU High Representative
for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, Federicagherini, discussed the difference between
the EU and the US as international players, shehasiped that the Union was built on
diplomacy, cooperation, development and humansighsharp contrast to the “America
first” slogan driving the US foreign policy undeoBald Trump’s presidency (United Nations
2017).

According to Tocci (2008, 21), a normative forefgplicy is mainly based on

international law. Even though international lawm@ immune to international power



politics, it “represents the most universal andrarsalisable normative boundary within
which to assess foreign policy”. According to trepresentation, while the EU is not the only
actor that pursues a normative foreign policyait ceasonably claim to be the major
promoter of multilateralism and international lasince its member states have ratified more
UN treaties and conventions than any other magermational player, such as the United
States, China and Russia.

This importance of ideational motivations in shgpine EU’s foreign policy,
however, does not imply that it acts against tierasts of its members and institutions. The
separation of norms and interests in Europeanmadteglations is impossible. By exporting
its fundamental norms, for instance, the EU ainisgitimizing itself in the eyes of its
international partners as more than the sum gfattss (Manners 2002).

The EU’s attempt to export norms through its exderalations is evident across
different policy areas, including trade, agricutuneighborhood and foreign and security
policies. Always a major sponsor of multilatera@de agreements, the EU has also emerged
since the 1990s as a norm promoter in negotiabongreferential trade agreements with
single states and regional organizations such aBRGMMESUR and the Association of South
East Asian Nations (ASEAN). Each of the preferdntade agreements that the EU has
promoted and concluded since the mid-1990s inclbdesan rights clauses and a sustainable
development chapter which calls on its trade pastteeratify and enforce international
environmental and labour law. Owing to its prinegforeign policy, the EU has emerged as
a normative power in contrast to other trade negmis, which mainly act according to
traditional realist considerations. The Lisbon Tydaas further reinforced the normative
voice of the EU in its international relations by@owering the European Parliament (EP) in
trade policy-making (Feliu and Serra 2015). Duthpresence of many parties which
strongly promote human rights and environmentateams, the EP has always criticized EU
trade policies as too narrowly focused on commeagpects. In a sensitive sector for
developing countries such as fisheries, for insatite EP has successfully channeled
pressures of environmental and development NGOartis\a reform of EU fishery policy
based on social and ecological responsibility abersitions (Zimmermann 2017).

As Pollack argues in chapter 10.2, the Common Agjtical Policy (CAP) has
historically attracted protests of developing cosstand NGOs that emphasized the
protectionist implications of subsidies to Europé&mmers. As a reaction to this criticism,
though, the EU adopted major reforms of the CARPGA3 and 2013. In doing so, the EU has

abandoned the practice of subsidizing productiod,@pted, instead, for support for



sustainable farming. The greening of the CAP hss lahd implications for the role of the EU
as a norm promoter internationally. In order tdfrea its commitment to sustainable
development, the EU has engaged in the promotiats sfringent criteria of sustainable
farming in the negotiations with its trade partn@sletti and Sicurelli 2026 Osiemo 20189.

Neighborhood policy is another field in which the Exercises its efforts of
democracy and human rights promotion. The Uniomal equipped to contribute to
democratization processes beyond its borders becdsusiembers are liberal democracies
and its institutions are built upon principles efabcratic governance such as transparency,
participation and accountability (Lavenex and Sahetfennig 2011). As the former High
Representative for EU foreign policy, Catherine tdsh commented in reaction to the Arab
Spring in 2011, the EU has a moral imperative terirene in support of democratic social
movements. She explained that, since the EU isi@anuof democracies”, “we have a
democratic calling” in that context (Ashton 201Ryr this purpose, the EU mobilized over €4
billion financial resources for 2011-2013 under Eheopean Neighbourhood and Partnership
Instrument and established the so-called SPRINGrprome (Support to Partnership,
Reform and Inclusive Growth) to provide additiofialincial support to countries showing
commitment to, and progress in, democratic reforms.

The founding norms of the EU also shape its foraiga security policy actions. In
this respect, Mogherini remarked in 2016 that theains to address an “increasing demand
for a principled global security provider, for gogupower that believes in multilateralism and
cooperation” (Euractiv 2016). At the time of wriginthe EU is involved in 16 civilian and 6
military security operations, mostly in Africa aBdutheast Europe. EU security operations
aim at establishing the rule of law, policing utd¢sareas, monitoring borders, reforming the
security sector of the countries concerned andlimglup their capacity for democratic
governance. Although it prioritizes civilian toa§conflict management, the EU has also
developed military capabilities. The possibilityinoplement military operations does nper
seharm the potential of the EU to act as a norm mteminternationallyBjorkdahl2011).
Privileging civilian and normative forms of powar,fact, helps ensure that any parallel use
of material incentives and coercive instrumentpafer is “utilized in a more justifiable

way” (Manners 2012: 194). For this reason, allrthiitary operations of the EU are
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supported either by parallel civilian security nossor by financial instruments dedicated to
development cooperation and democracy promotion.

Critics have pointed at the lack of coordinatiobn®en the EU and member states
policies in a key sector for European security, @grarms export. According to Hansen and
Marsh (2018), for instance, the EU member states‘ arms expdrtbya prior to the Civil
War violated EU export control measures. Even is thse, though, the European Parliament
has played a normative role with the resolutiod4fNovember 2018 calling for coordination
of the EU member states arm export policies in a@wce to the principles enshrined in art.
21 of the Treaty of the EU, namely democracy amdtite of law and the preservation of
peace, the prevention of conflicts and the stresmjtiy of international securftyAs a
response, the European Council updated the EU nomnasms export in 2019, reaffirming
the need for a principled foreign and security golnd providing the legal basis for
strengthening the control of member states' expomtilitary technology and equipment

(European Council, 20%p

The normative impact of the EU

Under favourable conditions, the EU has been abpetsuade other actors to endorse its
rules and standards. First, the EU has achievephigresults in its attempt to export its
model of regional economic and security integratibglobal level. Its experience of
integration has influenced parallel processesherotegions including the African Union, the
Southern African Development Community, ASEAN, &aBRCOSUR by activating
socialization and emulation dynamics (Lenz 2013)ti#ey travel to other regions, EU norms
of regional integration have been filtered and si#jd to the local contextBjprkdahl et al.
2019. In fact, the local political culture and histarf/their members affect how those
organizations endorse and reframe EU norms. An pbaoft this process of norm
localization is provided by the building of ASEAN a regional security organization. The
South East Asian region has modelled its secunggtutions on the norm of “common
security” developed in the EU in the early 19904 seframed it as “cooperative security”.

This concept emphasizes the need to foster conslethscision-making processes among
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ASEAN member states while preserving national seigety in the field of security (Acharya
2004). This example shows that the effectivenegs.bhorm diffusion is conditional upon
the extent to which those norms fit locally estsitdid normsRjorkdahl et al. 2015).

Second, the EU is distinguished by its ability xp@rt regulatory standards through
trade agreements such as, for instance, food sagtyrements and environmental and
labour standards. The effectiveness of the EUrammaative leader through trade depends not
only upon material factors, such as the size ah#sket, but also upon its ability to establish
transgovernmental networks of bureaucratic acexgerts and civil society organizations
(Lavenex 2014). These networks help socializedtdet partners to EU norms and add
legitimacy to EU-sponsored rules and standardsinQuhe negotiations for a trade
agreement between the EU, Colombia and Peru (204 &)stance, a pre-existing network of
European and Latin American trade unions suppdheeffort of the EU to promote
stringent labour standards in the trade agreenkaieiti and Sicurelli 2018). Moreover, after
the conclusion of the trade negotiations, the exgdies between European and Latin
American civil society and experts facilitated thglementation of the agreement in the
context of the committee on trade and sustainadeldpment established by the agreement.

Third, as shown by the case of the reform proae3anisia after the Arab Spring,
when the EU finds a permeable local context, itmave successful as a promoter of
democratic institutions. As opposed to other iraional players, including the US, the EU
has devoted considerable resources to supportinggiéiis transition to democracy. It
implemented an observatory mission to monitor itst post-revolution elections held by the
country on 23 October 2011 and increased its fimhsapport to civil society under the
SPRING program. Tunisia is today one of the maimefieiaries of the European program to
support civil society beyond its borders. In costria other countries of the region, pro-
democratic forces coexisted in Tunisia with a matietslamist government which was able
to respond to the EU’s conditionality and finan@asistance. As a result, the EU played an
auxiliary role to domestic forces aiming to demdizeathe country (Boérzel et al., 2015). The
European programs of democracy promotion and dpuedot cooperation in Tunisia have
attracted large support in the country. As Tunigtareign Minister Khemaies Jhinaoui
claimed in 2017, many in the Tunisian politicatelkconsider the EU as its main political and
economic partner, instead of its Arab peers (Cémef Kausch 2018). This case demonstrates
that where the EU finds receptive political elitégan make a meaningful contribution to

supporting democratization processes.



A fourth condition for impact of the EU in shapimgernational norms is external
perception of the EU as a credible and legitimeaelér. Despite the changing structure of
international relations, and especially the emecgest China as a major player, in global
environmental negotiations the EU has maintainedeputation as a promoter of
multilateralism over the last two decades. In thetext of the Paris negotiations, the EU
proved able to obtain a deal that largely reflé@stpolicy objectives (Oberthiir and Groen,
2018). The decision of the Trump administratiomitthdraw from the agreement in June
2017, once again, has reinforced the image of the¥a sponsor of environmental
multilateralism in contrast to the US.

Although the norms promoted by the EU are widelysidered legitimate, the EU is
often criticized for the patronizing undertonestsfdiscourse, for the use of coercive foreign
policy tools such as conditionalities, and for ldek of coherence in its foreign policy
decisions (Lucarelli 2014). Yet, ironically, resiste to EU norms may end up enhancing its
norm-setting power. Opposition against the EU’'€d8s& methods of norm promotion is a
confirmation of its visibility as an actor. Thetkat, in turn, is a precondition for the EU to
exert its influence internationally. As Gordon dPardo argue: “Without resistance the EU’s
normative agenda may withdraw into the shadowda@selits potency” (2015: 417). In 2013,
for instance, the Israeli government openly regd&uidelines’ published by the European
Commission (2013) on the allocation of grants,gsiand financial instruments funded by the
EU to Israeli government and private entities. Thedelines state that EU institutions cannot
fund Israeli companies, public bodies and institugi that operate within Israeli settlements
and reassert the existence of the Green Line (nedeto pre-1967 borders). Israel’s rejection
of the Guidelinesle factocontributed to make the issue of the Green Linvesmerthy both
among Israeli and international media, thereby emgpmg the European normative stance in
the domestic debate in Israel as well as internatip.

Finally, under the conditions of wide contestatodnnternational norms, the lack of
coherence and the ambiguity of EU foreign policresy paradoxically underpin, instead of
harming, its transformational potential. In theeca$intervention in Libya in 2011, the EU
failed to reach a common position for the applaaf the principle of the Responsibility to
Protect (R2P) in the Security Council resolutioonitheless, it collectively affirmed its
satisfaction with the UN resolution approving aikss in Libya in Council Decision
2011/2010/CFSP. Military intervention by a NATO-ledalition in Libya attracted wide

criticism for overstretching the mandate of the tddiNations from protection of civilians to



regime change. In this context, while acting ambigly, the EU has reinforced the

legitimacy of the principle, which remains todawialely accepted principle (Ahrens 2018).

Conclusion

The EU has emerged as a norm driven actor in teeniational relations, and has built its
image as leader in the promotion of multilateralema international cooperation in contrast
to the US. The preconditions for the EU to playrble of normative power worldwide
include the visibility of its foreign policy actisrand the representation of EU-sponsored
principles and standards as legitimate among iésnational partners. Furthermore, the
degree to which European foreign policy decisionwith local norms, the permeability of
recipient countries to new norms, and the presehtransnational networks of experts and
bureaucrats upholding its principles and standandsfacilitating conditions for the
emergence of the EU as a normative leader. By asang the powers of the European
Parliament in foreign policy-making and by strerggting the image of the EU as a unitary
actor and its presence on the ground throughouEtinepean External Action Service, the
Lisbon Treaty has further increased the opportesmifor the EU to project its normative

power at global level.

10.2 Living in a Material World: A Critique of ‘Nor  mative Power
Europe’
Mark A. Pollack

There is, in contemporary literature on Europearobforeign policy, a widely expressed
view that the EU today constitutes a ‘normative powAs first articulated by lan Manners
(2002) in an extraordinarily influential articlée idea of ‘normative power Europe’ (NPE)
combines two fundamental claims.

The first of these claims is about the EU’s ‘nonvaadifference’, the notion that the
EU, by virtue of its history, its nature as a hgqpolity, and its political and legal framework,
is constitutedoy a commitment to certain constitutional normet dhetermine its international
identity (Manners 2002: 241). Reading throughrgeseof historic declarations, policies and
treaties, Manners identifies five core norms (pehlberty, democracy, the rule of law, and
human rights) and four minor norms (social soliga@nti-discrimination, sustainable
development, and good governance) which togethestitote the EU’s normative identity

(Manners 2002: 242). These are not simply univens@/estern norms; rather, ‘the EU is



normatively different to other polities with itsmonitment to universal rights and principles’
(Manners 2002: 241). Indeed, ‘in my formulatioe ttentral component of normative power
Europe is that it exists as being different to @xesting political forms, and that this particular
difference pre-disposes it to act in a normativg'villanners 2002: 242). Since then, a huge
number of studies has picked up this theme, regbgpeinting to the EU’s purported
normative uniqueness, almost invariably in comperi® a self-interested or realist United
States with no discernible values or scruples.

Manners’s second claim is about the nature of tis Ehormative power’. After
reviewing traditional views of Europe as a ‘civilipower’ wielding material economic
resources, and contemporary views of European Bgamd Defence Policy (ESDP)
wielding military power, Manners suggests that éhegws need to be augmented by a
consideration of Europe’s normative power — a ‘poafeopinion’, ‘idée force’,or the ability
to shape conceptions of ‘normal’ in world affaikdgnners 2002: 239). While not rejecting
entirely the significance of material economic g@aditical power, Manners argues that, ‘the
ability to define what passes for “normal” in wogdlitics is, ultimately, the greatest power
of all’ (Manners 2002: 253).

In the language of rational-choice theories sucimi@sgovernmentalism,
institutionalism and realism, NPE proposes a nesvraovel explanation of both the
preferencesind thepowerof the European Union in world affairs — the forrgenerated by
constitutive norms and the latter driven primahilysymbolic and ideational processes rather
than by material resources.

There is something very — forgive the term — powldrf this formulation. There can
be little doubt that, with respect to human righitg, death penalty, multilateralism and the
rule of law, European leaders see and present #leessas driven by sincere normative
convictions in their interactions with the resttloé world. As Manners rightly pointed out, it
would be difficult, if not impossible, to explaifJgpolicies on an issue like the death penalty
through any appeal to the material interests ohteenber states. The notion of the EU as a
normative power has precipitated a series of boarki|es and edited volumes in recent years
(see e.g. Lucarelli and Manners, 2006; Aggestan820&idi 2008; Tocci, 2008; Whitman,
ed., 2011; Rosamond 2013; Zielonka 2013). Beybeditademy, NPE has penetrated the
thinking of EU practitioners, who increasingly peasthemselves as uniquely normative
actors on the world stage. Whether this influasadue to the accuracy of its claims, or the

heroic light in which it paints the EU and its leasl however, remains an open question.



In fact, recent events in world politics, and comp@rary scholarship by students of
EU foreign policy, have begun to question the nafta¢tering depiction of the Union as an
inherently normative power, pure in motivation anmh-coercive in its behavior. Across a
range of issue-areas frequently considered to dwerfative’ in character, much scholarship
suggests that material interests, and material poag@urces, are at least as significant in
European foreign policy as normative ones. The ar@ghe EU as a purely normative actor,
| argue, is an ideal type — one that illuminatesate, perhaps more admirable, features of the
EU as a global actor, but one that should not Iiused with a realistic portrayal of what the

EU is and does in world affairs.

Preferences
With respect to preferences, a growing body of Eakbip challenges, or at least lends
nuance to, Manners’s portrayal of the EU as anractmuely driven by normative
considerations. Manners, in his original statem&mply accepts at face value the various
declarations, policies and treaties that speltl@t=EU’s core normative principles. And his
illustrative case study of the EU’s global campaagainst the death penalty emerges as an
‘easy’ case — one in which no EU member state appda have a discernible material
interest that might cut against or undermine theb/s collective normative commitment.

By contrast, other scholarship suggests eithentizdérial interests may underlie the
EU’s normative declarations (thus masking the Butklen motives), or that EU normative
and material concerns may intermingle in deterngritt) preferences (the notion of ‘mixed
motives’), or alternatively that material interestay cut across and undermine the EU’s
public normative stance (hence generating charfjegpmcrisy; see e.g. Aggestam 2008: 7).

Claims that the EU’s normative preferences araot & mask for its hidden material
interests are commonplace among the Union’s coateevcritics, who question the source
and the sincerity of the EU’s commitment to mutélalism and the rule of international law.
Robert Kagan, for example, has famously suggebidhe EU’s embrace of such principles
actually reflects an effort to compensate for Eefspnilitary weakness and tie down a
hegemonic United States (Kagan 2002). OthersJidak Goldsmith and Eric Posner, suggest
that the EU’s commitment to the rule of law and tihateralism is insincere, as withessed by
the Union’s willingness to violate internationaMavhere doing so will serve its material
interests (Goldsmith and Posner 2009). Such ads@anve a useful purpose in questioning
the purity of the EU’s motives, but they almosttaeny go too far in reducing the EU’s
normative beliefs to hidden material preferences.



More convincing, in this context, are other studlest demonstrate mixed motives and
hypocrisy in the EU’s ‘normative’ foreign policielq their study of the EU’s environmental
diplomacy, for example, R. Daniel Kelemen and Davadjel (2009) suggest that, while the
EU’s global environmental leadership is consisteith EU norms such as multilateralism
and sustainable development, a pure NPE approashimadequate attention to the role of
economic interests. In their alternative, ‘regutgtoolitics’ approach, the EU has sought to
export or upload its high environmental standand$ simply out of normative concern for
the global environment, but at least in part ireéort to level the economic playing field vis-
a-vis states with more lax economic standards.dddéne EU’s environmental diplomacy is
just one part of a broader Commission initiativépromot[e] European standards
internationally through international organizatermd bilateral agreements’, which, the
Commission argues, ‘works to the advantage of thdeady geared up to meet those
standards’ (European Commission quoted in Pollack&haffer 2009: 129). Hence, the
EU’s vaunted success in exporting its domesticlegiguns may represent the Union’s
material as well as its normative interests.

We can also find mixed motives in other cases, @kiee EU’s normative declarations
can and sometimes do come into conflict with theéema interests of EU member
governments and their constituents. In the arearot trading, for example, the EU’s
members expressed a genuine normative concermeeeming armed conflicts, which
helped lead to the establishment of an EU codewdact for arms trading with third
countries. Yet, the large material interests ofsaexporters in the various EU member states
have resulted in provisions that are often politycather than legally binding, and
sufficiently vague as to impose few significanttnesions on such sales (Webber 2010).
Similarly in the human rights realm, the EU hasrbeeonsistent in its insistence on
observance of human rights, treading more softiysicriticisms of economically or
strategically important states like Russia and &lgBmith 2001). Perhaps the most obvious
case of EU hypocrisy, in which economic interegisnp normative declarations, is the area
of trade policy. Here, notwithstanding admiralletmatively motivated efforts like the
‘Everything but Arms’ initiative, the Union’s defea of the protectionist Common
Agricultural Policy stands as a significant globmpediment to economic development in the
world’s poorest nations, and perhaps the greategiesobstacle to further trade liberalization
(Oxfam 2003).

Mixed normative and material motives can also haébin the area of climate

change, where the EU has committed itself (unlikeip’s America) to the Paris agreement,



and beyond that to an extraordinarily ambitiouggpam of greenhouse gas emissions
reductions that must surely stand as Exhibit Any eontemporary normative power story
(Scheipers and Sicurelli 2008). Even here, howeverfind EU member states divided by
traditional, material divisions over energy usehvgountries like Hungary and the Czech
Republic demanding EU support for nuclear energiyaith Poland (which gets
approximately 80 per cent of its electricity fromat) holding out for guarantees of dramatic
new funding from a new Just Transition Fund inmetior their agreement to the plan
(Brundsen 2019; Morgan 2019). Thus, in Decemb&®2@hen the EU member states
agreed to the target of climate neutrality by 2d3@and demurred, asking for further funding
guarantees before committing itself (BBC 2019; Hiar2019). The EU will certainly remain
a global leader on climate change, to its credit.tge positions of European member states
are clearly influenced by the brute material fddheir domestic energy resources, with
Poland standing in as the European counterpaddbreliant West Virginia. In this sense, as
in others, the EU is not a uniquely normative advoit an actor with complex and mixed
motives, like others.

Power
Even if one concedes that the EU’s foreign polgyniotivated exclusively by normative ends,
there remains the question whether the means ocesoof EU power are normative,
material, or — as seems likely — some combinatfdhetwo. To his credit, Manners did not
argue that EU power aroselelythrough ideational processes — and indeed theriexige of
EU foreign policy in a range of areas has revetiledimits of normative power and the
importance of material economic and, in rare casdgary power to promote the EU’s
values and interests in the world.

Take, for example, the case of EU enlargement, wisioften seen as a triumph of the
EU’s normative power spreading democracy and frakats to the post-Soviet republics of
Central and Eastern Europe. In fact, however, ohstfidies of the EU enlargement have
demonstrated that, while some of the effects nghpartially attributable to learning from
the EU’s normative example, on balance “the extant@ntives provided by the EU can
largely account for the impact of the EU on cantidauntries” (Schimmelfennig and
Sedelmeier 2005: 210-11; see also Vachudova 2005, ahd Checkel 2005). By contrast, in
other post-Soviet states like Russia, Ukraine agldis, and to some extent also in Turkey,
the EU’s normative example, without the materiamise of membership, has not been
enough to prevent a backward slide into authoatasim. Indeed, the gradual slide of Victor



Orban’s Hungary towards a ‘illiberal democracy’ demstrates the limits of the EU’s
normative power to propel and sustain politicalngey even within its own borders (Kelemen
and Orenstein 2016).

A second case, namely the EU and global humanstighilarly points to the
importance of material pressure and economic camdility in securing implementation of
human rights norms in third countries. In the Udiidations system, for example, the EU has
been a consistent and impassioned advocate of hughas worldwide, but has few material
incentives to offer other states, relying primaoly its normative example — and here we find
the EU’s consistently pro-human rights positioriigsground to authoritarian defenders of
national sovereignty like Russia and China who latyidefeat EU proposals on issue after
issue in the UN Human Rights Council (Gowan anchBtaer 2008). By contrast, the EU has
been found to have much greater influence on huighis practices when it explicitly links
human rights performance to the material benefitarfe access to EU markets (Hafner-
Burton 2009).

The limits of the EU’s normative power, and thendigance of its material power, are
arguably most evident in European countries’ comrsial but ultimately successful military
intervention in Libya, which succeeded in remov@y. Muammar Quaddafi from power
after four decades of authoritarian rule. Indeled,Libyan case illustrates both the kernel of
truth in, and the limits of, the NPE thesis. Onpeld, with Manners, make a strong case that
normative concerns about human rights and demoevacy foremost in the minds of
European leaders. Yet those leaders were shaikptied about the use of military force, with
Britain and France taking the lead in a NATO miltaperation while Germany opposed the
use of force and abstained from the UN SecurityriCbuesolution authorizing the operation.
In this case, the EU’s normative preferences ameepaverenotinherent in its nature but
were rather deeply contested, and the means byhitmecUnion effected change in Libya
was not primarily normative but military — with theading role played by the traditional,
realist American Other.

The Libyan intervention, and other cases of puggbEU normative power, also serve
to underline another point, namely that the Unianipposedly inherent values are in fact
deeply contested in practice among its membersstatero other examples of a divided and
tentative EU shall suffice to illustrate the poifirst, when Russia intervened militarily in
eastern Ukraine, and later annexed Crimea by iar2614, the Union’s collective response
was debated internally, and some members’ demandsviigorous, principled response were

watered down by states concerned about their rmati¥pendence on Russia for energy



(Forbrig 2015). Second, and even more starklyEHavas sharply divided over the response
to the wave of Syrian and other asylum seekersumofie in 2015, with some member states
(most notably Germany) demonstrating an outpouwsingenerosity and welcome, while
others (with Hungary, once again, at the forefroesponded with anti-immigrant rhetoric
and policies (Kelemen 2015). Reflecting these mhixmtives and contested values, the EU
went on to negotiate a highly controversial, andpdigilliberal, immigration deal with
authoritarian Turkey, shoring up that regime iruretfor a Turkish promise to seal its borders
and cut off the flow of asylum seekers to an exteaiand increasingly hostile Union (Greene
and Kelemen 2016).

In sum, surveying the EU’s enlargement, human sigégcurity, and migration
policies in recent years, it is hard not to coneltitht the EU foreign-policy practitioners have
drunk the NPE Kool-Aid, believing that the forcetbé EU’s normative example really could
change the world, uncoupled from the EU’s matextairces of bargaining leverage. That
view has served the EU poorly in the human rigegdm, and condemned the Union to near-
irrelevance at the Copenhagen climate-change raigois in December 2009, where the final
agreement on the ‘Copenhagen Accords’ was negdtigtehe US, China, India, Brazil and
South Africa without EU participation (Groen anceNiann 2013). Even the breakthrough
Paris agreement on climate change, reached witt taefare in December 2015, testified to
the limits of the EU’s normative power, with thedli agreement embracing a bottom-up,
non-binding approach that owed more to US and Glingerests and influence than to the

European vision (Davenport 2015; Robinson 2015).

Conclusion

‘Normative Power Europe’ is a Platonic ideal. Talke a statement of fact, it whitewashes
EU foreign policy, ignores the paternalistic andew@onial undertones of that policy (Staeger
2016), and presents the United States as a gratlgysgalist Other. A careful and systematic
reading of the EU’s role in world affairs, howevsuggests a far more mixed and nuanced
story than the heroic image of ‘Normative Powerdper.’ For those who believe in human
rights, democracy, and the rule of law, theretiklguestion that the contemporary EU and its
member states have been, on balance, a force éorigahe world. However, if we want to
understand and use that force for good in the étre would be better served to jettison the
idealistic and heroic image of the EU as a purelymative actor, and instead understand the

complex mix of material and normative preferenass power that make the EU an



admirable, but also a flawed, inconsistent and siones failed advocate of its values on the
global stage.

Fortunately, after an initial period of uncritica@lebration of the EU’s ‘normative
difference’, the scholarly study of EU foreign mylihas entered a second stage, in which
scholars seek to understand the conditions undiehwihe EU asserts normative leadership,
and the conditions under which other members ofrttegnational community do, or do not,
accept that leadership. Understood not as an fgealbut as a falsifiable research program,
‘Normative Power Europe’ holds the promise, notiogritically lionizing the EU and its
positive influence in the world, but of holding tbkmion to account for its foreign policy, and
of understanding the conditions under which andatags in which the EU does, or does not,
project its values into a troubled world.

Unfortunately, such a research program must alse dig to the fact that the EU’s
liberal values are increasingly contested and utideatwithin the Union as well as without.
In an age of far-right as well as far-left populisomdamental European values such as
human rights, democracy, and the rule of law arestiened, most notably by the ‘illiberal
democracy’ of Victor Orban as well as the Law austite government in Poland, which
have successfully moved to undermine democracgdéma of expression, and the rule of law
within their borders (Meunier and Vachudova 2018is rise of illiberalism at the heart of
Europe, and the toleration of that illiberalismnfr&U institutions and member states, thus
poses a double threat to Normative Power Eurogeheilevel of preferences, it raises the
guestion whether the EU will be able to reach cnssgs on the definition and projection of
the Union’s core values, while at the level of pow@rovides reason to question whether a
divided Union that tolerates illiberalism withirs ibwn borders can continue to serve as a

normative example to the rest of the world.

Summary of main points:

The EU acts as Nor mative Power TheEU isa Normal Power
(Sicurdli) (Pollack)
* The EU is a different actor on the » The EU represents its interest just as
world stage due to its history and any other power in the world

specific way of policy-making
* The EU has a decided preference for « Internally and externally, it departs

soft power instruments and usually from its ideals frequently




acts on the basis of values
The EU is a main promoter of * Material interests are at least as
multilateralism and international significant as normative aspects

cooperation




