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Introduction

In 2012, the Nobel Peace Prize was awarded to the European Union “for over six decades
contributed to the advancement of peace and reconciliation, democracy and human rights
in Europe” ', as explained in the statement of the Norwegian Nobel Committee. In their
comment, the Committee highlighted that Europe, a continent once torn apart by wars, has

found its way to peace and cooperation through the European integration process.”

The progress that started in Western Europe shortly after World War II, goes the
argument, has attracted more and more states to join it in the following decades, thus
contributing notably to changing the political reality within, between and even beyond its
participants: “The Nobel Committee also believes that the question of EU membership is
bolstering the reconciliation process after the wars in the Balkan States, and that the desire

for EU membership has also promoted democracy and human rights in Turkey.””

The statement of the Committee highlights a very important attribute of the EU, that is, its
ability to exercise normative influence in international politics and through that, contribute
to the preservation of sustainable peace. As some concepts in International Relations (IR)
theory that build on the assumptions of social constructivism have pointed out, the
capability to change norms practiced in third parties, and by large those setting the

standards for international politics, is a great source of influence.

When discussing an actor’s influence in international politics two questions need to be
addressed inevitably, namely the issue of identity, i.e. what constitutes the actor itself, and

that of power, i.e. what constitutes the actor’s ability to exercise influence. While these

I “Nobelprize.otrg — The Official Website of the Nobel Prize”, accessed 08 January, 2015,
http://www.nobelprize.ore/nobel prizes/peace/laureates/2012/eu-facts.html.

2 Ibid.

3 Ibid.


http://www.nobelprize.org/nobel_prizes/peace/laureates/2012/eu-facts.html

questions are fair to say to be tricky even in the case of states, they give way to even more

uncertainties when asked in relation to the EU due to its novelty and unique character.

Most attempts, therefore, try to capture the EU as some sort of a state-like actor that, in
order to be influential and relevant, should aim at coherence in its identity as well as actions
— e.g. form a strongly integrated political community —, and enter into relationships with
the ‘outside’ world in the same way sovereign states do. Nevertheless, the EU in its current
form only moderately resembles states for offering no coherent identity that would be
recognised by a considerable amount of its citizens, no centralised power structure and no
sufficient power projection capabilities based on traditional tools such as military or

economic means due to the lack of capabilities or will.

Therefore, many advocates of the ‘European project’ have diverted their attention to what
has most widely been called the EU’s ‘normative power’ to solve — in theory — the
problems related to the EU’s identity, as well as power(-projection), and simultaneously
escape the dilemma of how much like a state it is. The normative turn in describing the
EU’s ontological foundations and theorising its presence in international politics has lately
culminated in the discourse around the so called ‘Normative Power Europe’ (NPE)

concept which was coined by Ian Manners, professor of European politics.

As one of its basic assumptions, the NPE theory lists three features that form the EU’s
‘normative difference’; and as such, constitute its “distinctive international identity”. These
are its ‘historical evolution’, ‘hybrid polity’, and ‘constitutional configuration’, the last of
which is based on a set of norms including peace, liberty, democracy, human rights, the
rule of law, etc.* At the same time, the EU’s ‘normative difference’, and most of all its

constitutive norms, are seen to serve as the main sources of the EU’s external power, for

4 Tan Manners, “Normative Power Europe: A Contradiction in Terms?”, JCMS: Journal of Common Martket
Studies Volume 40, Issue 2 (2002): 252.



their diffusion both unintentionally — by setting an example —, and intentionally — as part of
the EU’s foreign policy strategy — ensure the EU’s relevance and influence in international

politics.

Following from this argument — namely, that the EU is constructed on a normative basis —,
it is predisposed to act in a normative way, for which reason the NPE concept suggests
that the “most important factor shaping [the EU’s| international role is not what it does or
what it says, but what it is””. In this view, the EU represents a unique phenomenon in the
ontological sense: it is a one-of-a-kind entity in international politics that has different
characteristics and acts differently to states and other recognised actors. And its power lies
exactly in this uniqueness, that is, in its “ability to define what passes for ‘normal’ in world

256

politics” — which is bound by state centricity — solely by its existence.

From a theoretical perspective, the specific discursive representation of the EU as a
normative power in IR theory requires a refocus from the ‘traditional’ (neo-)realist
understanding of international politics being characterised by either the human nature or
the inherent characteristics of the international system — that is maintained by states as the
main (or only) power holders — ie. actors —, and through military as well as economic
means as the main (or only) dimensions of power. Accepting the concept of normative
power requires the recognition of the constructivist argument that most (or all) phenomena
of international politics are socially constructed and therefore most (or all) of its aspects

can be transformed by human practice, that is, by changing the underlying norms.

While the NPE theory has drawn criticism from various standpoints, the two, probably
most striking critical claims have their roots in very different ends of the theoretical

spectrum, namely in realism, as well as in poststructuralism and postcolonialism. Focusing

5 Ibid.

¢ Ibid., 236

7 Richard G. Whitman, “The Neo-Normative Turn in Theorising the EU’s International Presence”,
Coagperation and Conflict Volume 48, Issue 2 (2013): 176.
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on completely different aspects, both sets of criticism can be interpreted to be questioning
whether the representation of the EU as a normative power in the NPE theory does in fact

grasp the EU’s (supposed) ontological uniqueness as intended.

According to the first such argument, it is not completely clear how ‘normative’ is to be
distinguished from ‘non-normative’ in either theory or practice. In practical terms,
normative and self-interested actions inform and complement each other at all times,” or
wortse, the former might only be used to support or justify the latter.” From this it follows

that every state is a normative power too, and the only question is to what degree."

Looking at the issue at hand from a purely theoretical point of view and building on
poststructuralist and postcolonialist theories, the second argument notes that the discursive
construction of the EU through its (assumed) constitutive normative feature gives it a
particular identity by turning third parties into ‘others’ and presenting the EU as a positive
power in international politics."" It is not hard to see how this can lead to both the
accusation of Eurocentrism — that is the belief in the pre-eminence of the ‘European
culture’ with an imperialistic connotation —, and again the assumption that the EU is not so
unique for historical empires and contemporary global powers have followed a very similar

track in their identity-construction endeavours.

Advocates of the NPE theory agree that these criticisms shed light on the existing danger
that, should the EU strive for a single identity, or its militarisation go beyond a certain
extent, it would inevitably part with its post-Westphalian character and thus lose its main

source of power, that is, its norm-changing uniqueness, i.e. ‘what it is’. They argue,

8 Richard Youngs, “Normative Dynamics and Strategic Interests in the EU’s External Identity”, Journal of
Common Market Studies Volume 42, Number 2 (2004): 431.

% Adrian Hyde-Price, “Normative Power Europe: A Realist Critique”, Journal of European Public Policy Volume
13, Issue 2 (2006): 227.

10 Thomas Diez, “Constructing the Self and Changing Others: Reconsidering ‘Normative Power Europe™,
Millenninm: Journal of International Studies Volume 33, Number 3 (2005): 620.

11 Tbid., 613.



however, that if the EU remains committed to its set of norms both internally and
externally, that is, its interactions towards the inside and outside remain coherently bound
by its norms, and its militarisation only occurs to the extent serving its normative basis,'” it

can keep its unique character in full.

As the main argument against the accusations of Eurocentrism and ‘othering’ being built in
in the current NPE theory that might thus endorse the EU’s pursuit of (imperialistic) self-
interests by normative means — including its affiliation with neo-colonial practice in its
actions —, the NPE concept highlights that the norms constituting the EU itself, and
through that, its source of power are ‘universal’ for being “acknowledged within the United

Nations system to be universally applicable””.

The ‘universality’ of these norms, follows the argument, grants them, and thus the EU itself
as well as its actions bound by them, a cosmopolitan character that, combined with a high
degree of reflexivity in the EU’s self-representation and external relationships,'* provides
for an “open-ended process of engagement, debate and understanding”", and clears the

way to “transcending the ‘normality’ of world politics towards world society”'®. Thus, the

EU can, through its normative power, “normalize a more just, cosmopolitical world”"".

While the recent paper supports NPE theorists’ intention to characterise the EU as a
cosmopolitan power that has the potential to exercise normative influence in world politics
with the aim to pave the way for sustainable peace, it argues that the current discursive

representation of the EU as a normative power — i.e. ‘the EU as NPE’ — does not serve this

12 Tan Manners, “Normative Power Europe Reconsidered: Beyond the Crossroads”, Journal of European Public
Policy Number 13 (20006): 194.

13 Tan Manners, “The Normative Ethics of the European Union”, Infernational Affairs Volume 81, Issue 1
(2008): 46.

14 Tan Manners and Thomas Diez, “Reflecting on ‘Normative Power Europe™, in Power in World Politics, ed.
Felix Berenskoetter et al. (New York: Routledge, 2008), 185.

15 Tan Manners, “Assessing the Decennial, Reassessing the Global: Understanding European Union
Normative Power in Global Politics”, Cooperation and Conflict Volume 48, Issue 2 (2013): 318.

16 Manners and Diez, “Reflecting on ‘Normative Power Europe™, 179.

17 Manners, “The Normative Ethics of the European Union”, 47.
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goal for it builds vastly on the misconception of ‘universality’ with regard to the promoted

norms.

As it will be discussed through the lenses of political theology, postcolonial studies and
poststructuralism, the norms argued for in the NPE theory and highlighted throughout the
EU’s constitutive documents are based on secularized Judeo-Christian principles.
Therefore, these norms cannot be universally accepted in their current form, and by
building on them, the NPE concept does not avoid constructing a particular, anti-

cosmopolitan identity for the EU after all.

Furthermore, on the one hand, the current NPE concept, as well as the EU’s current
actions in practice build on an inflexible, pre-given set of norms,'® for which reason self-
reflexivity and a truly open discussion with the outside world remain impossible. On the
other hand, both refer to the United Nations (UN), an organisation predicated on the
community of ‘nation states’ — that are, as it will be discussed, ‘European’ constructions —,
as the guarantee for the cosmopolitan character of the EU’s ‘normative difference’ and

external engagement.

This view closes the EU into its Eurocentrism from which the only way to interact with
‘others’ leads through the strategy of a ‘mission civilisatrice’” and the consequent
subordination and suppression of other voices. Therefore, instead of normalising a more just,
cosmopolitical world, this way the EU contributes to maintaining some sort of a ‘Buropean
world order’ that is based on what has been decided by ‘Buropean’ great powers to be

‘ust’.

Consequently, the diffusion of the EU’s supposedly fixed set of norms does not fully
suppott it in transforming what passes for normal in world politics. On the contrary, this attempt

rather contributes to constructing an exclusive, ‘nation state’-like identity for the EU, and

18 Thomas Diez, “Normative Power as Hegemony”, Cogperation and Conflict Volume 48, Issue 2 (2013): 203.

10



thus to the reinforcement of the current status quo of international politics as, with Hans
Morgenthau’s words, “all nations are tempted |...] to clothe their own particular aspirations

and actions in the moral purpose of the universe”".

Therefore, drawing on poststructuralist and postcolonialist literature, the recent paper
argues for different premises for the “EU as NPE’. Instead of building on a pre-given set
of norms leading to the construction of a particular identity, it attempts to offer an
approach to constructing the EU as an open, cosmopolitan entity with ‘non-identity’. It
further argues that the main — and for that matter only — source of a cosmopolitan EU’s
normative power should be looked for in its governance system — or ‘hybrid polity’ as
formulated in the NPE theory —, and its external transfer as a model for the outside world.
Following from this, it is suggested for the EU to reconsider its external engagement, and

0

in particular its main foreign policy goal of ‘effective multilateralism’,” or as it is most

widely referred to in the literature, its attempt to ‘promote regionalism’.

While the recent paper sees itself placed within the discourse surrounding the current NPE
concept, it remains, however, critical toward the concept itself. It attempts to shed light on
the paradox in the concept’s claim for cosmopolitanism, and reconstruct it in a way that it
fits with its intention to contribute to the ‘scholarship of global studies™. As such, the
paper aims to serve as a theoretical background for further empirical studies looking into

the EU’s normative role in international politics.

In light of the above, the first chapter provides an overview of the evolvement, as well as
the current stand of the NPE discourse starting with the discussion of the concept’s

theoretical and practical background in the first sub-chapter, and concluding with the most

19 Hans J. Motgenthau, Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace New York: Alfred Knopf, 1978),
10.

20 Council of the European Union, A Secure Europe in a Better World: The European Security Strategy (Brussels:
European Communities, 2009), 9-10.

21 Manners, “Assessing the Decennial, Reassessing the Global”, 305.
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noteworthy critical arguments to date questioning its validity in the second sub-chapter.
The subsequent chapter lists three critical aims concerning the universality,
acknowledgement and diffusion of the EU’s supposedly fixed set of norms that, although
having so far been neglected in the NPE discourse, shed light to the paradox in the NPE
theory’s fundamental claim for cosmopolitanism. Finally, the third chapter suggests
different premises for the EU’s identity to be constructed on by pointing to the
cosmopolitan aspects of the evolving perception of the ‘concept of Europe’ in ‘Europe’ in
the first sub-chapter, and arguing for a reconsidered multilateral engagement with the

outside world in the second.

12



Chapter 1: The Question of Power

“Omne impression predominates in my mind over all
others. 1t is this: unity in Europe does create a new
kind of great power; it is a method for introducing
change in Europe and consequently in the world
[...] a way out of the conflicts to which the

nineteenth-century philosophy gave rise*

Jean Monnet

The role of ‘Europe’, and consequently the presence and activities of one of its late
‘products’, the European Union, in international politics has been in the focus of the
interest of many academics and decision makers for a long time. Based on empirical
observations and theoretical assumptions, IR theory has been attempting to interpret the
events and processes of international politics — and naturally the presence of the EU within
that —, while at the same time, by channelling the discourse, theory has also influenced the
perceptions of those shaping these events and processes, and through that, impacted the

events and processes themselves.

Evidently, this two-way interaction between theory and practice has had many implications
on both. For instance, the ‘traditional’ perception of the international system as a static
structure, the premises of which are seen to follow from its unchangeable characteristic
features or the human nature directly, has helped to justify and thus maintain a world order
with the Westphalian ‘nation state’ at its core, designed in, and profited from by ‘Buropean’
great powers. On the other hand, the arbitrary selection and interpretation of events and

processes fed such theories.

22 Jean Monnet, “A Ferment of Change”, JCMS: Journal of Common Marfket Studies Volume 1, Issue 3 (1963):
203-211, reprinted in The European Union: Readings on the Theory and Practice of European Integration, ed. Brent F.
Nelsen et al. (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2014), 26.

13



As the present chapter will highlight, the construction of the EU in the NPE concept has
been an attempt to focusing on how this flawed international structure, as well as the
contextual nature of knowledge about the structure can and should be transformed. The
NPE theory is thus an explicitly theoretical concept,” an endeavour to restating prevailing
epistemological and ontological premises. As such, it is a specific discursive representation

of international politics with a special focus on the EU and its practice of power.

The notion of ‘normative power’ can therefore be used with three meanings within the
NPE discourse. The first puts emphasis on ‘normative theory’, that is, on how to judge and
justify truth claims in social science, and thus provides a critical approach to the study of
the EU and its external power projection. The second concerns the normative form of
power having an ideational character rather than a material one, while the third refers to the

ontological construction of an ideal type of global actor.”*

In most cases, however, there is no clear differentiation between theory and practice in the
literature. Practical assumptions, such as that of the EU’s current construction or its
empirically observed actions often serve as arguments for the validity or denial of the NPE
theory’s propositions, such as that of the projection of the ‘EU as NPE’ — that is in fact

presented as an ideal type —, or the existence of power’s normative dimension.

Nevertheless, some critical arguments challenging the NPE theory could avoid such
confusions, and have pointed out certain aspects of the theory that deserve further
investigation. Prior to that, however, it is worth having a closer look at the background
from which the NPE concept has emerged, as well as its evolvement in the discourse

surrounding it.

23 Manners and Diez, “Reflecting on ‘Normative Power Europe™, 179.
2 Manners, “Assessing the Decennial, Reassessing the Global”, 308-309.
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1.1 The European World Order: Power and Actorness in International Relations
Theory and International Politics

Power is fundamental to the study of politics and therefore its interpretation has been an
important constitutive force defining International Relations theory from Thucydides to
the present day.” The definition of the concept of power has broadened substantially over
time, an agreement on its role and nature is, however, yet to be reached among scholars. As
Kenneth N. Waltz, founder of the neorealist school of IR theory indicated, power’s

9926

“proper definition remains a matter of controversy”™, with Hans Morgenthau, the leading

igure in the twentieth-century classical realism, noting tha e concept of political power
figu the twentieth-century cl 1 reali ting that “th pt of political p

poses one of the most difficult and controversial problems of political science”?.

Among many attempts, Robert A. Dahl’s description of power has gained the widest
acceptance in the social sciences. The former long-time president of the American Political
Science Association offered the following definition: “A has power over B to the extent
that he can get B to do something that B would not otherwise do”*. Power was thus seen
by Dahl as the ability to exercise influence over other actors, which remains the principal
understanding of political power to date. There are, however, important differences in the

interpretation of power’s means and use between the various schools of IR theory.

Traditionally, scholars of the realist school lay the primary focus on the relationships
between sovereign states that are generally seen as the principal power holders, that is,

actors in the international system. Realists thus perceive power as a property of the

2 International Relations theory as a distinct field of study and formal academic discipline emerged in 1919
with the founding of the professorship in this field at the University of Wales. Some of the fundamental
questions IR theory is dealing with have been, however, discussed by thinkers and scholars since the time of
the Greek historian Thucydides (ca. 460-395 BC).

% Kenneth N. Waltz, “Reflections on Theory of International Politics: A Response to my Critics” in
Neorealism and Its Critics, ed. Robert Keohane, (New York: Columbia University Press, 19806), 333.

27 Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, 13.

28 Robert A. Dahl, “The Concept of Power”, Bebavioral Science Volume 2, Issue 3 (1957): 202-203.
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sovereign state.”” According to such propositions, states tend to pursue self-interest, i.e.
maintain their independence — that is, avoid unwanted influence from other states — as well
as security, and seek control over resources and capabilities mostly by gaining influence
over other states. For various reasons such as scarcity of resources, states naturally have
conflicting interests and therefore tend to enter into competition and conflict with each

other.

Based on the works of thinkers such as Machiavelli, Hobbes, Clemenceau or Hegel,
twentieth century classical realists of IR theory saw states as inherently aggressive entities
having constant desire for the expansion and exploitation of other states. As Morgenthau
argued, “international politics is a struggle for power” — that is “universal in time and
space” — between independent units — and in particular states —, seeking to dominate each
other,” the desire for which arises from a natural urge that has its roots in the human

nature guided by the “inevitability and the evilness of man’s lust for power”.”!

Just like classical realists, students of neorealism argue that states primarily aim at seizing
power in international politics. Neorealists, however, do not attribute this intention to 7an’s
lust for power, but to the desire for security, a necessary consequence of a world system that
is anarchical, i.e. lacks a hierarchically superior leader such as a world government. As
Waltz and other students of defensive realism argue, states aim to seize power in order to

ensure their security to the extent necessary for their survival.

Offensive realists of the neorealist school — and in particular John Mearsheimer, their most
prominent figure — on the other hand, depict states aiming to maximize their relative power
and thus seck hegemony, as “Given the difficulty of determining how much power is

enough for today and tomorrow, great powers recognize that the best way to ensure their

2 David A. Baldwin, “Power and International Relations”, in Handbook of International Relations, ed. Walter
Carlsnaes et al. (Thousand Oaks: SAGE Publications, 2013), 277.

30 Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, 4-15.

31 Hans ]. Morgenthau, Scientific Man vs. Power Politics (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1940), 8.
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security is to achieve hegemony now, thus eliminating any possibility of a challenge by
another great power. Only a misguided state would pass up an opportunity to be the

hegemon in the system because it thought it already had sufficient power to survive.”

Thus morality, at least in the sense of a moral code that would restrain states in their
relations with other states, is, to realists, completely absent from international politics.” As
Morgenthau argues, “universal moral principles” cannot be applied to the actions of states
as “There can be no political morality without prudence, that is, without consideration of

the political consequences of seemingly moral action.”*

With morality out of the question, material resources play a very important role in realist
thinking. On the one hand, it is material resources such as land, minerals, etc. that states are
aiming to seize. On the other, it is again material resources — and in particular the military —
, which serve as the primary means to take hold of, and also protect assets. Consequently,
in realist theories, only states with the most military power, i.e. the ‘great powers’, are seen

to be capable of shaping international politics.

With military being considered as the primary source of power in an exaggerating manner,
economic power — although already present in the discourse — is given less credit, while
other forms of power have been almost completely neglected by traditional realists. An
exception to some extent was Edward Hallett Carr, one of the most influential British
diplomats and IR theorists of twentieth century realism, who distinguished between

economic power, military power and something he called the ‘power over opinion’.

Carr noted that economic and military endeavours of states are always accompanied by

psychological ones, the main instrument of which is propaganda. Most political ideas that

32 John Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics New York: W. W. Norton, 2001), 35.

3 Hedley Bull, “Martin Wight and the Theory of International Relations: The Second Martin Wight Memorial
Lecture”, British Journal of International Studies Volume 2, Number 2 (1976): 104-105.

3 Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, 9.
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had great influence on mankind such as the ideas of the French revolution, or that of the
League of Nations, had been based on ‘universal principles’ providing them with an
‘international character’ which is, however, an illusion as these ideas are in fact instruments

used in the service of the national interest.”

Until after the end of the Cold War, and somewhat into the 1990’s, realist perceptions of
power dominated the discourse in International Relations. It is not so surprising, as IR
theory — originating in ‘Europe’ — had been designed to reflect on — and at the same time
reinforce — the ‘European world order’, that is, the ‘international’, or as it is also called,
Westphalian system. With its roots regarded to be in the Peace of Westphalia which ended
the Thirty Years” War between the then great powers of ‘Europe’ in 1648, the newly
emerged international system was built on the principle of state sovereignty acknowledging
states as the sole representatives of peoples, and thus the only actual power holders, that is,

actors in world politics.

With the rise of nationalism in the 19" century — again, in ‘Burope’ —, states were seen to
be corresponding to, and thus legitimised by coherent national identities, and assumed
national interests were regarded to go beyond those of individuals. As European influence
spread across the globe, the Westphalian principles became central to international law, and

thus to the prevailing world order.

Although widely accepted and having served as the basic tenet in international politics
throughout the past centuries, both the idea of the Westphalian sovereignty and its
applicability in practice have been challenged by scholars from various fields of the social
sciences since the second half of the twentieth century. Already in 1950, Harold Lasswell, a

prominent political scientist and Abraham Kaplan, a renowned philosopher, published a

% BEdward Hallett Carr, The Twenty Years Crisis 1919-1939: An Introduction to the Study of International Relations
(Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2001), 120-127.
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book together in which they attempted to break with the approach seeing power as the
property of an entity — e.g. a state — by defining it as a causation embedded into a

relationship between more entities.

Lasswell and Kaplan defined power as “participation in the making of decisions: G has
power over H with respect to the values K if G participates in the making of decisions
affecting the K-policies of H”.® Thus, power was petceived by the two as the influence on
the policies and, what is more, values of others. By listing respect, rectitude, affection,
enlightenment, etc., as ‘forms of influence’, Lasswell and Kaplan raised awareness to

powet’s non-material dimensions.”

This approach saw power as multidimensional, with one of its dimensions being what was
called ‘means’, that is, the various means of exercising influence. Military means, however
important, was only one of the four items on the list, with economic means, diplomatic
means and the so called symbolic means completing it. While the first three items had
already been part of the discourse for some time, the incorporation of symbolic means was
a rather progressive step. For Lasswell and Kaplan, symbolic means included appeals to
normative symbols as well as the provision of information via discourses, propaganda,
framing and narratives.” By using symbolic means, they argued, a state might be capable of
having influence on other states’ normative attitudes and preferences, and thus influence

their behaviour.

It was shortly after the fall of the Berlin Wall that Joseph Nye, one of the co-founders of
the neoliberalist school, developed his influential concept of ‘soft power’ that had a great
impact on the views of both IR theorists and decision makers. Based on the concept of

symbolic means, Nye defined soft power as “the ability to get what you want through

3 Harold D. Lasswell and Abraham Kaplan, Power and Society: A Framework for Political Inguiry (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 1950), 75.

37 Ibid. 86

38 Baldwin, “Power and International Relations”, 276.
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attraction rather than coercion or payments”™. The resources of soft power “tend to be
associated with the co-optive end of the spectrum of behavior” as opposed to hard power’s
resources “usually associated with command behavior”.* As Nye further argued, “In
international politics, the resources that produce soft power arise in large part from the
values an organization or country expresses in its culture, in the examples it sets by its

internal practices and policies, and in the way it handles its relationships with others”."

Consequently, to Nye and other neoliberals, power in international politics can not only be
exercised through hard means such as threat and coercion — i.e. military power —, or by
inducing with payments — i.e. economic power —, but also through attracting or co-opting
other parties 7o do something that they wonld not otherwise do. What is more, to neoliberals it is
not only states that are capable of exercising power in the international system, but also

international organisations, even if these lack military or economic power capabilities.

By regarding international organisations as power holder actors, the neoliberal approach
went well beyond the classical realist state-centric view. Although neoliberals still regard
states as the dominant actors in international politics, they characterise the anarchic
international system rather as a sphere for cooperation through multiple channels such as
international organisations, international corporations, etc., that connect societies, than as a

‘battlefield’.

Unlike the neorealist and neoliberal concepts, both of which are positivist and structuralist
in essence, constructivist scholars have been arguing that all phenomena of international
politics are in fact socially constructed and thus transformable. As Alexander Wendt, one
of the most prominent scholars of constructivism in International Relations notes, “the

structures of human association are determined primarily by shared ideas rather than

¥ Joseph S. Nye, Soft Power: The Means to Success in World Polities New York: Public Affairs, 2004), X.
40 Tbid., 7.
41 Tbid., 8.
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material forces, and that the identities and interests of purposive actors are constructed by

these shared ideas rather than given by nature.”*

Consequently, by looking at international politics as a social construction, constructivists
challenge the strong commitment to materialism which is, as noted above, highly
emphasized throughout the realist and neorealist concepts. To constructivists, the material
world is given meaning only by the cognitive acts of human beings, for which reason it is

through the shaping of ideas that the international system can be transformed.

In accordance with constructivists, liberal realist scholars of the English school suggest that
ideas rather than material resources and capabilities shape international politics. Liberal
realists do not deny the realist assumption that states tend to follow their own interests,
according to their arguments, however, states do not do that at all costs. The reason for
this, they hold, is that states form an ‘international society’ defined by shared interest and
identity, and are thus interested in the maintenance of shared norms, rules and institutions

in the international system.43

Another important element of liberal realist theories is the concept of world society that, as
Barry Buzan, one of the most prominent scholars of the English school, highlights, “takes
individuals, non-state organisations and ultimately the global population as a whole as the
focus of global societal identities and arrangements.”* As Buzan also notes, this concept is
key in linking liberal realist theories to the debate on globalisation as well as the European

Union.”

Consequently, the second half of the twentieth century saw a slow turn from the

‘traditional’ approach of International Relations theory based on the principle of the

42 Alexander Wendt, Social Theory of International Politics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 1.

4 Barry Buzan, From International to World Society? English School Theory and the Social Structure of Globalisation
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 7.

4 Ibid., 7.

4 Ibid., 12.
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Westphalian inter-state structure with strong emphasis on the importance of material
resources, to looking at international politics as a socially constructed system consisting of
state and non-state actors that are connected via multiple channels and, in order to exercise
influence in international politics, use various dimensions of power such as normative

means.

Accordingly, the belief in the inherent nature of the international system — that is
characterised here as a ‘European world order’ — has been heavily challenged in the past
decades. In addition, with social constructivism gaining importance in IR theory, the role of
norms as a source of influence has become a massively studied subject, in which discourse

the European Union has been widely referred to as ‘best case’ for analysis.

1.2 The EU and its Power: The Normative Discourse

Building on social constructivist, liberal realist, and to some extent neoliberal theories, the
past decades have seen a normative turn in theorising the EU’s international presence and
identity. Various theories have emerged in EU studies reflecting new approaches to the
definition of power within the post-Cold War realities, and arguing for the relevance and
powerful role of ‘Burope’ — or the EU — in international politics.* Lately, this discourse has
been dominated by the Normative Power Europe (NPE) concept, coined by Manners in

2002.

As a starting point in establishing his concept, Manners chose a dispute between Hedley
Bull, the pre-eminent figure of the liberal realist school, and Fran¢ois Duchéne, a political

analyst and former director of the International Institute for Strategic Studies in London.

46 See for example: Andrew Moravcsik, “BEurope: The Quiet Superpower”, in Rising States, Rising Institutions:
Challenges for Global Governance, ed. Alan. S. Alexandroff et al. (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press,
2010), 151-176.; John McCormick, The European Superpower (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 20006); Lisbeth
Aggestam, “Introduction: Ethical Power Europe?”, International Affairs Volume 84, Number 1 (2008): 1-11.
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Already in the 1970’s, Duchéne famously argued that ‘Europe’ could best be perceived as a
“civilian power” for it is a “civilian group long on economic power and relatively short on

armed forces.”"’

Duchéne’s concept was later further developed by other scholars such as Hanns W. Maull,
one of Germany’s most renowned political scientists, who noted that civilian power implies
“the acceptance of the necessity of cooperation with others in the pursuit of international
objectives; the concentration on non-military, primarily economic, means to secure national
goals, with military power left as a residual instrument serving essentially to safeguard other
means of international interaction; and a willingness to develop supranational structures to

address critical issues of international management.”48

Thus, Maull and other advocates of the ‘Civilian Power Europe’ (CPE) concept put
emphasis on the importance of supranational institutions and diplomatic cooperation as
the principal ways of regulating international issues, and saw the key power resource of
‘Burope’ in its economic potential, the main components of which being the giving of aid,

trade relations and formalised economic relations with third parties.‘w

Bull, not so impressed by the CPE concept, regarded a ‘Europe’ leaning solely on ‘civilian
power’ capabilities vulnerable and ineffective for lacking self-sufficiency in military power,
and argued that “the power or influence exerted by the European Community and other
such civilian actors was conditional upon a strategic environment provided by the military
power of states, which they did not control”.”” Therefore, he suggested for the Community

to become more self-sufficient in defence mainly by improving its conventional and non-

4 Francois Duchéne, “The European Community and the Uncertainties of Interdependence”, in A Nation
Writ Large? Foreign Policy Problems Before the European Community, ed. M. Kohnstamm et al. (Basingstoke:
Macmillan, 1973), 19.

4 Hanns Maull, “Germany and Japan: The New Civilian Powers”, Foreign Affairs Volume 69, Number 5
(1990): 92-93.

4 Jan Manners and Richard Whitman, “The Difference Engine: Constructing and Representing the
International Identity of the European Union”, Journal of European Public Policy Volume 10, Issue 3 (2003): 388.
50 Hedley Bull, “Civilian Power Europe: A Contradiction in Terms?”, JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies
Volume 21, No. 2 (1982): 151.
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conventional military capabilities, and aiming at a careful co-existence with the United

States and the Soviet Union.”

Manners concluded that the approaches of Bull and Duchéne, both of which reflected the
supposed realities of the Cold War, had two essential principles in common. The first is the
“fixed nature of the nation-state compared with emphasis on the importance of the
national interest” that contributes to the maintenance of the status quo of international
politics with the Westphalian nation-state at its core, and results in a misleading focus on
how much like a state the EU is. The second principle is the “importance of physical
power” either as a civilian form of action and influence, as formulated by Duchéne, or as
the involvement of conventional and non-conventional military resources, as expressed by

Bull.>®

According to Manners, the Cold War that structured these assumptions ended with the fall
of the Fastern European regimes as a result of the unsustainability of their ideology, that is,
“by the collapse of norms rather than the power of force” .”> Therefore, Manners finds it
just as important to take into consideration the power of ideas and norms, that is, the
normative dimension of power when studying the EU’s presence in international politics,

as it is when looking at the continent’s inner political processes,54

This is not to mean that the economic or military capabilities are disregarded by the NPE
concept when discussing the EU’s influence, for its conceptualization accommodates both
civilian and military means as long as they are in the service of, and subordinated to
normative aims.” Therefore, the use of military power relying solely on long-term

structural conflict prevention and transformation combined with the avoidance of short-

51 Manners, “Normative Power Europe: A Contradiction in Terms?”, 237.

52 Ibid. 238.

53 Ibid.

54 Ibid.

55 Vicki Birchfield, “A Normative Power Europe Framework of Transnational Policy Formation”, Journal of
Eurgpean Public Policy Volume 20, Number 6 (2013): 909-910.
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term problem solving, does, for Manners, contribute to reaching the EU’s main normative

aim, that is, sustainable peace.” Therefore, NPE is meant to be an attempt to rather shift
the focus from the traditional dimensions of power — and how much the EU does (not)
lack the related capabilities — to its normative dimension, that is, to the EU’s ability to

shape what is ‘normal’ in international politics.”

In addition, by putting emphasis on the normative dimension of power, Manners provided
an approach for the EU to be studied as an entity with an identity, the basis of which is
what he calls its “normative difference” that follows from the distinctive features of its
particular historical evolution, ‘hybrid polity’, and constitutional configuration. First of all,
he argues, the EU emerged from a historical context prevailed by a general rejection of
nationalism that had contributed greatly to the disasters of World War II, as well as a
positive attitude towards peace and cooperation. Secondly, over time, the EU has gained a
unique political character for being a “hybrid of supranational and international forms of
governance which transcends Westphalian norms™*. Finally, this ‘different’ political form is
attached to the “principles of liberty, democracy and respect for human rights and

fundamental freedoms and the rule of law”®

— as stated in the Treaty on European Union
(TEU),” one of the EU’s constitutional treaties — that constitute a normative basis, that is,

a unifying common ground for the EU.

56 Manners, “Normative Power Europe Reconsidered”, 194.

57 Manners, “Normative Power Europe: A Contradiction in Terms?”, 239.

58 Ibid. 240.

% Buropean Community, Preamble to “The Treaty on European Union”, in Consolidated versions of the Treaty on
European Union and the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union and Charter of Fundamental Rights of the
Eurgpean Union, accessed 18 December, 2014, http://europa.cu/eu-law/decision-

making/treaties/pdf/consolidated versions of the treaty on european union 2012/consolidated version

s of the treaty on european union 2012 en.pdf.

6 The Treaty on European Union (TEU) was drafted by the European Council at its meeting held in
Maastricht on 9-10 December 1991, and was signed by the members of the European Community on 7
February 1992.
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In addition to these normative principles, Manners lists peace, found in the Schuman
Declaration of 1950,” the European Coal and Steel Treaty of 1951, and the Treaty of
Rome (TEC) of 1957,” as the first and foremost among what he regards as the EU’s five
constitutive ‘core norms’. Furthermore, Manners identifies four minor norms that also
form part of the EU’s normative foundation, and are reflected in the TEU and/or the
TEC. These are as follows: social solidarity, anti-discrimination, sustainable development,

and implicitly the principle of good governance.”*

Following from the idea that the EU is bound by these norms, as well as the ‘absolute’
character of the norms themselves, the EU is predisposed to act in a normative way at all
times if it is to remain committed to its normative basis. For this normative basis is seen as
the main characteristic feature of the ‘EU as NPE’, contradicting it to any extent would
mean for the EU that it is not ‘NPE’ any longer. It is for this reason that, for Manners, the
“most important factor shaping the international role of the EU is not what it does or what
it says, but what it is”.” The ‘EU as NPE’ changes “what passes for ‘normal’ in world
politics” through its sole existence for being different to any other recognised actor — most
of all the Westphalian state, but also international or regional organisations — in the

international system. 66

Again, following from its boundedness by, and the ‘absolute’ character of its norms, the
EU must also place them at the centre of its relations with the outside world. As stated in

the TEU, “The Union’s action on the international scene shall be guided by the principles

1 'The Schuman Declaration is a statement laid forward by the then French foreign minister, Robert Schuman
on 9 May 1950, proposing to place the Franco-German production of coal and steel under a shared authority.
62 The Treaty, establishing the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC), was signed on 18 April 1951 by
France, West Germany, Italy, Belgium, the Netherlands and Luxembourg. The ECSC, creating a common
market for coal and steel for its members, was the first international organisation based on supranational
principles.

93 The Treaty of Rome, signed on 25 March 1957, established the European Economic Community (EEC)
that started operation on 1 January 1958 with the participation of France, West Germany, Italy, Belgium, the
Netherlands and Luxembourg.

64 Manners, “Normative Power Europe: A Contradiction in Terms?”, 242-243.

%5 Ibid., 252.

% Ibid., 236
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which have inspired its own creation, development and enlargement, and which it seeks to
advance in the wider world: democracy, the rule of law, the universality and indivisibility of
human rights and fundamental freedoms, respect for human dignity, the principles of
equality and solidarity, and respect for the principles of the United Nations Charter and

international law.”®’

As Manners argues, “it is one thing to say that the EU 7z a normative power by virtue of its
hybrid polity”® — or we could perhaps say, ‘it is one thing to say that the EU Jas normative
power due to its existence as a unique entity just by having a hybrid governance system,
regardless of what it does’ —, and “it is another to argue that the EU acts in a normative (i.e.

9569

ethically good) way”™ — or perhaps more precisely, ‘it is another to argue that the EU is

NPE — an ideal type —, that is, always acts in a normative (i.e. ethically good) way’.

Drawing upon three major approaches in contemporary normative ethics, Manners lists
three maxims that shall shape the EU’s normative power if it is to act in an ‘ethically good
way’ in international politics. The first maxim, borrowing from neo-Aristotelian ‘virtue
ethics’, is to ‘live by virtuous example’, that is, to be normatively coherent and consistent,
or with other words, act on the same principles both internally and externally. The second,
relying on neo-Kantian ‘deontological ethics’, is to ‘be reasonable’, that is, to reason and
rationalise all external actions through the processes of engagement and dialogue with
‘others’. The third maxim, following from neo-utilitarian consequentialist ethics, is to ‘do
least harm’ that involves the fostering of local ownership, and what Manners calls the

practice of ‘positive conditionality’, i.e. the giving of rewards for ‘progress’.”

67 BEuropean Community, Article 6 of the “The Treaty on European Union”.
% Manners, ““The Normative Ethics of the European Union”, 45.

% Thid.

70 Ibid., 47.
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In addition, goes the argument, if normative power is to be sustainable, it shall be regarded
legitimate by those who practice, as well as those who experience it.”! Thus the only reason
why legitimacy is an important issue in the NPE concept is that it is key for sustainability,
as normative power involves a different ‘timescale’ for changes in norms can only be

reached on a long-term basis: it works like “water on stones”’?.

The NPE theory, building on empirical observations, identifies two main strategies
followed by the EU in the diffusion of its norms. On the one hand, the EU actively
promotes them through its various foreign policy instruments. On the other, it relies on
what Richard Rosecrance, professor of Political Science, calls its ‘attractive force’ that is a
mostly passive one. With Rosecrance’s words, “FEurope’s attainment is normative rather
than empirical. Its attractive force is very great, and others will seek to be associated with

it” for it “is now coming to set world standards in normative terms.””

Correspondingly, Manners lists six possible sub-strategies for norms-diffusion. The first is
‘contagion’, that is — in accordance with Rosecrance’s ‘attractive force’ — the passive,
“unintentional diffusion of ideas from the EU to other political actors”. The second is
‘informational diffusion” which is “the result of the range of strategic communications”
such as new initiatives by the EU. The third is ‘procedural diffusion’ that is the
institutionalisation of relationships between the European Union and other parties in the
form of inter-regional co-operation agreements, or by the enlargement of the EU. The next
is ‘transference’ that takes place when the EU maintains trade relations with, or provides
aid or technical assistance to other parties with its community norms and standards also
being exported at the same time, and rewards or sanctions being possibly attached to its

actions. The fifth is ‘overt diffusion’ which involves the formal presence of the EU in third

1 Tbid., 46.

72 JTan Manners, “The Concept of Normative Power in Wotld Politics”, DILS Brief May 2009 (Copenhagen:
Danish Institute for International Studies, 2009), 2.

73 Richard Rosecrance, “The European Union: A New Type of International Actor” in Paradoxes of Enropean
Foreign Policy, ed. Jan Zielonka (The Hague: Kluwer Law International, 1998) 22.
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parties such as non-member states or international organisations. The last form is the
‘cultural filter’ that “affects the impact of international norms and political learning in third

states and organizations leading to learning, adaptation or rejection of norms.””

Accordingly, it is more and more common among top European political figures to project
the EU as a normative power in international politics. As Jose Manuel Barroso, then
president of the European Commission, noted in 2007, “In terms of normative power, I
broadly agree: we are one of the most important, if not the most important, normative
powers in the world. [...] There is not any group of countries in the world that have the
same degree of homogeneity [...] Why is that? It is because we have been successful in
establishing norms, and applying them to different realities. [...] It is in fact the EU that

sets the standards for others much of the time.”

In other cases, the EU is portrayed by its high-level representatives as a missionary actor
guided by principles, values and norms that are seen as fundamental conditions for
‘development’. In his speech at the European Parliament, Romano Prodi, Barroso’s
predecessor as president of the EHuropean Commission stated that “Furope needs to
project its model of society into the wider world. We are not simply here to defend our
own interests [...] We have forged a model of development and continental integration
based on the principles of democracy, freedom and solidarity — and it is a model that

works.”"

Indeed, the TEU clearly states that the EU shall put a strong emphasis on the normative

dimension in its foreign policy. In her Joint Communication to the European Parliament

74 Manners, “Normative Power Europe: A Contradiction in Terms?”, 244-245.

7> John Peterson, “José Manuel Barroso = Political Scientist: John Peterson Interviews the European
Commission President 17 July 2007: Complete Manuscript”, EU-Consent: Constructing Eurgpe Network, accessed
31 December, 2014, http://www.cu-consent.net/library/BARROSO-transcript.pdf.

76 Romano Prodi, “2000-2005: Shaping the New Europe: Speech of the President of the European
Commission at the Furopean Patliament, 15 February 20007, European Commission Press Release Database,

accessed 31 December, 2014, http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release SPEECH-00-41 en.htm.
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and the Council’ of 2011, Kathrin Ashton, then High Commissioner of the European
Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, stated that “human rights and democracy
must run as silver thread throughout EU external policies [...] human rights and

democracy should be taken into account in foreign policy making at every stage.”"”’

Despite the optimism and the supposedly good intentions, however, neither the NPE
concept, nor the EU’s normative agenda in practice did avoid heavy criticism. As discussed
above, while critical arguments on the NPE concept often do not distinguish between the
‘BU in practice’ and the ideal type of the ‘EU as NPE’, and challenge the validity of the
presentation of the latter on the basis of the EU’s failures in meeting the criteria to be an
‘ideal type’ in the current practice, it is important to emphasize again that when referring to
the EU’s ontological construction, the NPE concept reflects rather how it should ideally be
and not necessarily how it currently zs. Therefore, the recent paper discusses the critical
assessment of the EU’s efficiency as well as (in)consistencies in exercising normative
power, — and through that, its influence in international politics in practice —, and that of

the NPE concept — to which much greater attention will be given — independently.

In addition, when discussing the EU’s external influence in practical terms, it might be
reasonable to examine its norms-diffusion at the level of states separately from that at the
global level, ie. the level of global governance institutions and processes such as
international, or regional organisations and regimes. Within the normative discourse, the

study of the domestic impact of the EU beyond its borders has been developed mostly

77 Buropean Commission, High Commissioner of the European Union for Foreign Affairs and Security
Policy. Joint Commmunication to the Enropean Parliament and the Council: Human Rights and Democracy at the Heart of
EU External Action — Towards a More Effective Approach, accessed 18 December, 2014, http://eur-
lex.curopa.cu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.doruri= COM:2011:0886:FIN:EN:PDF.
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under what Frank Schimmelfennig, professor of FEuropean politics calls the

‘Europeanisation research agenda’.”

Within the Europeanisation literature, most scholars agree that while the EU’s capability to
exercise normative influence on domestic structures is high in countries that have been
provided the ‘golden carrot’ of the membership perspective, its interventions have only
delivered marginal — if any — benefits in other cases.” Although in a number of countries
with no membership perspective such as Ukraine, Moldova, Georgia, and to a certain
extent Armenia — all of which are dealt with by the EU under the Eastern Partnership
(EaP) initiative of its European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP)* —, some intended changes
have been achieved at the policy-level, the EU remained rather ineffective in bringing
about the democratic transformation of core areas of state institutions such as the rule of

law. 8!

As for the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership (EUROMED) countries as well as those
beyond the ENP, the EU’s efforts to promote political change have been running into
resistance that proved to be impossible to overcome as yet.” In addition, the EU’s
engagement with its partners in the ‘Mediterranean’ has often been accused of
Eurocentrism for following what Federica Bicchi, associate professor in IR of Europe, calls

an ‘our size fits all’-model, and thus lacking reflexivity and inclusiveness.” Moreover, the

8 Frank Schimmelfennig, “Europeanization Beyond Europe”, Living Reviews in European Governance, Volume 7,
Number 1 (2012), 6.

7 See for example: Frank Schimmelfennig and Hanno Scholtz, “EU Democracy Promotion in the European
Neighbourhood: Political Conditionality, Economic Development and Transnational Exchange”, European
Union Politics Volume 9, Number 2 (2008): 187-215.; Richard G. Whitman and Stefan Wolff, “Much Ado
About Nothing? The European Neighbourhood Policy in Context”, in The European Neighbourhood Policy in
Perspective: Context, Implementation and Impact, ed. Richard G. Whitman et al., 3-26. Basingstoke: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2010.

80 The ENP is a foreign policy instrument of the EU, covering 16 participating partner states.

81 Tanja A. Borzel and Bidzina Lebanidze, “European Neighbourhood Policy at the Crossroads: Evaluating
the Past to Shape the Future”, MAXCAP Working Paper Series Number 12 (2015): 8.

82 Vera van Hillen, International Cooperation and Authoritarianism: EU Democracy Promotion and the Arab Spring
(Houndsmill: Palgrave Macmillan, 2015).

83 Federica Bicchi, “’Our Size Fits All Normative Power Europe and the Mediterranean”, Journal of Enropean
Public Policy Volume 13, Issue 2 (20006): 287-288.

31



EU’s activities seem to have remained fairly inconsistent in its eastern neighbourhood for
being marked by a rather ‘flexible’ approach to the interpretation and implementation of
norms in various countries,” and the prioritisation of security and economic concerns in

the case of China and Russia.*

Despite its low efficiency at the level of states, the EU has been somewhat more successful
at the global level. Examples for the EU’s success in diffusing its model include the African
Union (AU) that is seen to have modelled itself on almost all accounts on the EU — even if
many of its practices differ greatly from those witnessed in the EU —, the World Trade
Organisation (WTO) marked by the spillover of EU policies and structures,” the Andean
Community with its directly elected Parliament, legal integration and the acceptance of the
supremacy of some form of a supranational law along with a Court,” or the ASEAN with

its strong economic integration and institutionalisation.®

Nevertheless, the EU’s success in diffusing its norms as part of the transfer of its
governance structure shows a more diverse picture. While the WTO has indeed been
established on democratic principles — in which the US played at least an equally important
role to that of the EU —, the AU, for instance, could not be more different to the EU given

its underlying normative basis.”

84 Rosa Balfout. “Principles of Democracy and Human Rights: A Review of the European Union's Strategies
towards its Neighbours”, in Values and Principles in European Union Foreign Policy, ed. Sonia Lucarelli et al.
(London: Routledge, 20006), 128.

85 Stefania Panebianco, “Promoting Human Rights and Democracy in European Union Relations with Russia
and China”, in Values and Principles in European Union Foreign Poliy, ed. Sonia Lucarelli et al. (London:
Routledge, 2006), 146.

86 Kalypso Nicolaidis, Robert Howse, “'This is my EUtopia...": Natrative as Power”, Journal of Common Market
Studies Volume 40, Issue 04 (2002): 768.

87 Andrés Malamud and Luis de Sousa, “Regional Parliaments in Europe and Latin America: Between
Empowerment and Irrelevance”, in Closing or Widening the Gap? Legitimacy and Democracy in Regional Integration
Organizations: Non-State Actors in International Law, Politics and Governance Series, ed. Andrea Ribeiro Hoffmann et
al. (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2007), 93-94.

8 Tanja A. Borzel and Thomas Risse, “Diffusing (Inter-)Regionalism.: The EU as a Model of Regional
Integration”, KFG Working Paper Series Number 7 (2009): 13-15.

8 Mary Farrell, “From EU Model to External Policy? Promoting Regional Integration in the Rest of the
World”, in Making History: Enropean Integration and Institutional Change at Fifty: 1Volume 8 of The State of the
Eurgpean Union, ed. Sophie Meunier et al. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), 2909-315.
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Furthermore, it has been argued that the EU’s activities do not avoid neo-colonial
overtones either at the global level.” Indeed, from a rationalist perspective, it is in the EU’s
interest — and through that, in the interest of its member states — to shape an international
environment that they are familiar with and can therefore use to their own benefit. This,
goes the argument, would not only reduce the costs of adaption for the EU, but also give it

Q
an advantage over other actors.”

Turning to the critical assessment of the NPE concept, the first set of arguments discussed
widely in the NPE discourse question its difference to other, earlier concepts such as the
CPE or ‘soft power’. Advocates of the NPE theory argue that it has been coined with the
aim to go beyond the discussion of whether the EU is an ‘actor’ in international politics,
that is, whether it is “being powerful with either military or economic resources”, and thus

also to remain independent of the dichotomy between soft versus hard power.g2

In addition, and as noted above, the CPE concept is seen by NPE theorists to be related to

the ‘ontology of states’ for emphasizing material assets and physical power, as well as the

‘communitarian’ nature of civilian resources used “in the service of national gozlls”.93

Furthermore, following from Duchéne’s view on ‘Europe as CPE’ becoming “a new stage

in political civilization”* as the “first example’ “in tune with the modern notion of civilized

9595

politics””, CPE can be seen to be connected with the neo-colonialist, Eurocentric

assumption of Europe’s ‘civilizing’ role in the world.”

% Nora Fisher Onar and Kalypso Nicolaidis, “The Decentring Agenda: Europe as a Post-Colonial Power”,
Coaperation and Conflict Volume 48, Issue 2 (2013): 285.

9 Dirk Peters and Wolfgang Wagner, “Die Europiische Union in den internationalen Bezichungen”, in Die
Europdische Union: Theorien und Analysekonzepte, ed. Katharina Holzinger et al. (Paderborn: Schéningh, 2005),
215-272.

92 Whitman, “The Neo-Normative Turn”, 174.

93 Manners and Diez, “Reflecting on ‘Normative Power Europe™, 178-179.

o4 Duchéne, “The European Community”, 19.
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On the contrary, goes the argument, the NPE concept seeks to refer to the “non-material
exemplification found in the contagion of norms through imitation and attraction”, and by
that, break with the ‘Westphalian culturation’. As such, it attempts to reflect the
‘cosmopolitan’ nature of the EU through which it is capable to change “the status quo of
an international society between states”, and move further to “transcending the ‘normality’

of world politics towards world society”.””

For being an effort to break with the tradition of realism, naturally, the NPE concept
received heavy criticism from (neo)realist scholars. For instance, following from the state-
centric view, it has been suggested that the EU is used by its (most influential) member
states as an instrument for exercising hegemonic power, based both on soft power
capabilities such as diplomatic persuasion or negotiation, as well as hard power tools such
as coercive economic statecraft in the form of conditionality clauses. This way, concludes
the argument, the EU is a normative power only in the sense that it is utilised by its

member states to impose their values and norms on others. 9

Another argument, reflecting on the portrayal of the EU as a normative power, Robert
Kagan, a historian and foreign policy advisor to several former U.S. presidential candidates
and a Secretary of State, famously wrote, “Europe is turning away from power, or to put it
a little differently, it is moving beyond power into a self-contained world of laws and rules
and transnational negotiation and cooperation. It is entering a post-historical paradise of
peace and relative prosperity, the realization of Immanuel Kant’s perpetual peace.
Meanwhile, the United States remains mired in history, exercising power in an anarchic

Hobbesian world where international laws and rules are unreliable, and where true security

97 Manners and Diez, “Reflecting on ‘Normative Power Europe™’, 178-179.
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and the defense and promotion of a liberal order still depend on the possession and use of

military might.””

According to Kagan, it is due to the EU’s ‘relative weakness’ in traditional power-

capabilities that its leaders attempt to create such an image for it.'”

However, Kagan
regards this ironic for — in accordance with Bull’s views on the CPE concept — he sees the

EU and its normative power relying heavily on the USA’s military capabilities that is always

there to guard the Ewrgpean paradise."

Such arguments, besides questioning the validity of the NPE theory by referring to
(supposed) current practical examples in a somewhat misleading way, however, also seem
to have remained stuck in their structuralist roots and refuse to take into consideration the
basic tenets of social constructivism arguing for the changeability of the (current)
international structure. Therefore, arguments based on assumptions of ‘how things are
currently (structured)’ are perhaps not so interesting in case of a critical theory focusing on

how the structure as well as the contextual nature of knowledge about the structure can

and should be changed.

There are, nevertheless, some other critical arguments to which the NPE concept seems to
be less resistant. Although these shed light on very different aspects of the concept, the
perhaps somewhat hidden question connecting the two sets of criticism below is whether
the representation of the ‘EU as NPE’ as constructed in the current NPE theory does in

fact provide the EU with an ontological uniqueness.

The first argument suggests that it is not possible to distinguish ‘normative’ from ‘non-

normative’ in either theory or practice. As normative and self-interested endeavours always

9 Robert Kagan, Of Paradise and Power: America and Eunrope in the New World Order New York: Vintage Books,
2004), 3.

100 Thid., 13.

101 Tbid., 24.
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inform and complement each other,'” any state can be characterised as a normative power,
and thus the only question is, to what degree is one in fact a normative power."”
Furthermore, it has been argued that there is no way to establish causal relationships

between norms and policy, and it is the actor’s arbitrary choice to choose how it turns

which norm into what kind of policy.'"*

As for the second argument, it has been noted that the NPE theory is rather a political than
an analytical concept, as the word ‘normative’ has a positive connotation reflecting
sympathy towards the EU, which makes its use impossible in critical analysis.'"”
Accordingly, it has been suggested that the theoretical construction of the ‘EU as NPE’
based on a fixed set of constitutive norms gives the EU a particular identity through which
it turns third parties into ‘others’ and, again, represents the EU as a positive force in

international politics.'"

Arguing from a poststructuralist standpoint, Thomas Diez, professor of political science
and IR, initially listed four possible strategies for the EU to construct its ‘Other’, and
through that, simultaneously its own ‘Self’ as well. The first is the representation of the
Other as an ‘existential threat’, which builds on the concept of ‘securitisation’ formulated
by the so called ‘Copenhagen School of security studies’ for the political act of
transforming subjects into matters of security that enables extraordinary measures. The
second, drawing on the concept of ‘Orientalism’ coined by Edward Said, the founder of
postcolonialist studies, is the representation of the Other as ‘inferior’, in which the Self is
constructed to be superior to the (exotic) Other. The next is the construction of the Other

as the ‘violator of universal principles’, in which the standards of the Self are not simply
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20006), 56-57.

105 Helene Sjursen, ‘What Kind of Power?’, Journal of Eurgpean Public Policy Volume 13, Number 2 (2006): 170.
106 Diez, “Constructing the Self and Changing Others”, 613.

36



superior but also universal. The fourth is the representation of the Other as ‘different’
without a value-judgement that, although being less harmful than the previous ones, still

imposes identities on others."”’

Furthermore, borrowing from postcolonialist theories, Diez drew attention to the danger
of embracing Eurocentrism as a consequence of the act of ‘othering’. Referring to the
argument of Robert Cooper, a British diplomat and former special advisor at the European
Commission, who portrayed ‘Europe’, and in particular the EU, as the representative and
guardian of the standards of the ‘postmodern world’ against the ‘modern’ and ‘pre-modern’
ones,'"” Diez noted that any such interpretation of the EU’s normative power might easily

lead to the justification of a ‘mission civilisatrice’.!”
]

The main argument against these criticisms lies for Manners in the commitment of the ‘EU
as NPE’ to being constructed on, and thus bound by norms that have a ‘universal’
character.""” This, on the one hand, makes the ‘norms vs. self-interest question’ seem
irrelevant, for, based on this approach, the ‘EU as NPE’ is predisposed to always strive for
a ‘universal interest’. On the other, it seems to solve the identity question too, as the
universality of the EU’s constitutive features are seen to give it a ‘cosmopolitan’ character

that automatically hinders any harmful version of ‘othering’.

In addition, in case of the problem of ‘othering’, Manners and Diez have come to an
agreement that two of its forms can in fact be tolerated, for, as they argue, no identity-
construction is possible without it. They suggest namely that the representation of the
other as ‘different’, as discussed above, and as ‘abject’ — based on the psychoanalytical

works of Jacques Lacan, the famous psychoanalyst and psychiatrist, recognising an abject
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foreigner as part of the Self — makes the establishment of non-hierarchical relationships
with the outside world possible. The latter form of othering can, goes the argument,
contribute to ‘Burope’ recognising its own failures within itself — such as its past, as
suggested by Ole Wazver of the Copenhagen school —'"', and through that, to exercising
self-reflexivity. This reflexivity, they argue, is also underpinned by the NPE theory’s
endeavour to spread norms most of all through example, as well as by advocating

‘ordinariness’ instead of communitarian exceptionalism."”

In contrast to striving for exceptionalism, such an EU, goes the argument, would
eventually ‘vanish’ if it is successful in shaping a world established on its promoted set of
norms. !> The EU would thus become what Etienne Balibar, philosopher and professor of
comparative literature, calls a ‘vanishing mediator’, that is, “a transitory institution, force,
community |[...] that creates the conditions for a new society by rearranging the elements

inherited from the very institution that has to be overcome”',

It is thus the fluid, complex, multiple, and relational aspects of the Self-Other contestations
— which blur the boundaries between Self and Other, and through that, make the
crystallization of the Self and the Other impossible — that define the ‘EU as NPE’ in the
NPE theory.'” Consequently, the NPE concept does not aim to construct a single,
categorical Self for the EU that would multiply differences between itself and the outside

world, but to the opposite.

As follows from the above, this cosmopolitan non-exceptionalism seen in the NPE theory
as one of the EU’s key characteristic features — together with its hybrid polity and historical

evolution —, making it a unique entity that is capable of changing what passes for normal in
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world politics by its sole existence and thus exercising great influence, derives in a large part
from the ‘universal’ nature of its constitutive norms. As Manners states, the ‘universality’ of
these norms follows from the fact that they are “acknowledged within the United Nations

system to be universally applicable”'"

. Surprisingly, this argument, that is at the core of the
NPE theory, appears to have remained uncontested in the academia, and resonates with

the EU’s image portrayed by many European decision makers.
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Chapter 2: The Problem with Norms

“Do I contradict myself?

Very well then ... I contradict myself,

I am large ... I contain multitndes"

Walt Whitman

Despite the good intention, the NPE theory’s endeavour to transform adverse
epistemological and ontological premises fails to reach its aim to the extent it was hoped.
As it will be shown, the attempt to construct the EU’s ontological difference, and thus its
‘international identity’ primarily on the set of norms listed in the NPE theory is highly
problematic. The desire to also assign a universal character to these norms following from
their acknowledgement within the United Nations — an organisation predicated on the
concept of a community of sovereign ‘nation states’ — makes the argument even more
questionable. In order to shed light on the inconsistencies of this approach, it is important
to have a closer look at the concept of universality with regards to norms, as well as at the
argument for the wvalidity of their cosmopolitan character following from their
acknowledgement by the UN, and finally, draw attention to a hidden aspect of their

diffusion.

When studying the concept of universality in politics, it is necessary to discuss another
concept, i.e. that of legitimacy first. Legitimacy is key in politics, as, with the words of Max
Weber, one of the ‘founders’ of the discipline of sociology, "The basis of every system of
authority, and correspondingly of every kind of willingness to obey, is a belief, a belief by
virtue of which persons exercising authority are lent prestige."'" Although Webet’s

descriptive approach — famously distinguishing between three sources of legitimacy, that is,

U7 \Walt Whitman, Leaves of Grass: The Original 1855 Edition (Mineola: Dover Publications, 2007), 67.
18 Max Weber, The Theory of Social and Fconomic Organization WNew York: Free Press, 1997), 382.
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tradition, charisma and legality-rationality — excludes any recourse to normative criteria, it
highlights that it is the faith in a particular social order that produces stable social

regularities.“g

Taking a step further, the so called normative concept explains political legitimacy as the
consequence of the justification of the use of political power and authority, which provides
the moral grounds for societal obligations as well. As David Beetham, a renowned social
theorist argues, “power relationship is not legitimate because people believe in its
legitimacy, but because it can be justified in terms of their beliefs”'*. Accordingly, John
Rawls, one of the most influential contemporary moral and political philosophers, noted
that if the conditions for legitimacy are not fulfilled, political institutions exercise power in
an unjustifiable way and therefore the commands they produce do not entail any obligation

to obey.'

The question that arises then is on what premises do the beliefs that justify legitimacy
stand? When referring to the contemporary secular state, Ernst-Wolfgang Bockenférde, a
legal philosopher and former judge of the Federal Constitutional Court of Germany,
famously stated that it “lives by prerequisites which it cannot guarantee itself”'*. More
specifically, Bockenférde argued that the positive right of secular states is based on social

cohesion resting on premises that precede law.

For a better understanding, it is enough to mention the relationship between law and
justice. Logically, law has the roots of its legitimacy in, and is thus preceded by society’s
general concept of what is just’, that is, of justice. The concept of justice, for not emerging

from a ‘vacuum’, follows from pre-existing values that are, consequently, not of legal
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nature. It is thus not the law that serves as the prerequisite for society’s values, and through

that, justice, but the other way around.

The values that are pre-existent to justice might then either derive from ‘nature’, or, as
Bockenforde suggests, be normative constructions.'” The reason why Béckenférde leans
towards the latter option becomes evident in the following example. Take the concept of
equality that serves as a basic premise to the norms of democracy, human rights, the rule of
law, etc. The equality of human beings in nature cannot be confirmed by empirical means.

What can be empirically confirmed is in fact the de facto inequality of humans in nature.

Accordingly, when writing on human rights, Jack Donnelly, professor of international
studies, states that “Science reveals a list of empirically validated needs that will not
generate anything even approaching an adequate list of human rights.”"** The source of
human rights, he argues, is therefore the ‘moral nature’ of humans that is a social project

more than a pre-social given.'”

Gyorgy Geréby, professor of medieval history and theology, highlights that the authors of
the US’s Declaration of Independence of 1776 have also recognised this, namely, that
values such as equality or liberty cannot be confirmed through scientific observations of
nature.”” Instead, they looked for equality’s legitimacy somewhere else and, perhaps not so
sutprisingly, found it in God: "We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men ate
created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that

among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness." **’
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Thomas Jefferson and his partners, argues Geréby, drew attention to the fact that the basic
norms on which modern secular states are constructed are in fact of theological origin, and
did rightly so. Building on the political theology of Carl Schmitt, a controversial jurist and
influential political theorist, who stated that "all significant concepts of the modern theory
of the state are secularized theological concepts"'?, Geréby suggests that it is the Bible that
serves as the source of the beliefs justifying the legitimacy of "Western’ secular political

norms.

For instance, the modern understanding of the principles of equality and universality can
be traced back to the Old Testament where it states: “So God created man in his [own]
image, in the image of God created he him; male and female created he them.”'” This
message is then restated in the New Testament in various places such as the Acts of the
Apostles: “And hath made of one blood all nations of men for to dwell on all the face of
the earth”, as well as in the letters of ‘Paul the Apostle™ “there is neither Jew nor Greek,
there is neither bond nor free, there is neither male nor female: for ye are all one in Christ
Jesus. And if ye [be] Christ’s, then are ye Abraham’s seed, and heirs according to the

prornise.”131

Consequently, it is the Judeo-Christian tradition where the legitimacy of most of our
political norms is grounded. Naturally, ancient Greeks, and in particular the Stoics with
their concept of the ‘citizen of the world’, were an important influence too. It is,
nevertheless, through the integration of various influences into theology with its powerful

claim for legitimacy — in God —, as well as their ‘restoration’ through the successful
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rationalisation endeavours of the Enlightenment, that they have an impact on the

contemporary politics of the ‘West’.

Accordingly, Micheline Ishay, professor of international studies, regards the concept of
human rights, which is based on the premises of equality, universality and inalienability, to
be part of “a secularized version of Judeo-Christian ethics”."”* She points out that, although
modern ethics is indebted to a wide spectrum of traditions starting with Hammurabi’s
Code of ancient Babylon, through the teachings of Hinduism, Buddhism, Confucianism
and the natural laws endorsed by the ancient Greeks and Romans to Islam, the concept of
human rights as we understand it today is an outcome of the European Enlightenment and

its secularized theological principles.

It was the Age of Enlightenment when Europe saw the secularisation of both politics and
everyday life supported by the scientific revolution, the rise of mercantilism, the launching
of maritime explorations around the globe, and the emergence of an educated middle class.
It was also the era of religious wars throughout the continent from which thinkers
attempting to break with religious dogmas and introducing the idea of a ‘common
humanity’ — such as Hugo Grotius and Renée Descartes — emerged. The centrality of the
principles of freedom, tolerance and democracy, faith in progress, reason