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The US will tell you straight away what its interests are, what they want exactly from you, even if
you don’t like it. The EU won't. It will talk to you about development and about trade and
development, and the benefits, and about how much the EU wants to have a role in your country,
but in the end it will have the same interests. There’s a lot of rhetoric, I find, but it boils down to
some very similar interests. Basically, the EU will invite you for lunch, and as they invite you, they

threaten you, too.
-A former developing country trade negotiator

1. Introduction

External trade policy is the oldest and most irdegpt external policy area of the European Union. It
seems self-evident that the study of external paliould place this area at the centre of attention,
especially when the scholarship develops concegdigided to capture the nature of EU as actor on the
world scene. Remarkably, this is not the caseNienative Power Europe (NPEU) literature omits ¢rad
policy to a large extent.

NPEU formulates an identity and role concept fer B in world politics that gives rise to an obsdaty
distinct practice in world politics. According toaviners, a normative power defines the normal indvor
politics (Manners 2002; 2008). In effect, the notir@power’s own norms are represented as “the
normal”. Consequently, a normative power’s selfgmancludes a perception of itself as a power whose
norms are universal. This paper takes as its pdideparture the idea that the EU understandsits o
norms in the economic sphere as universal.

However, because identity is relational, such &isglge relies critically on the perception thatet
actors have of the political entity known as theirgpean Union”, its discourse and practice. Thesichp
of normative power can only exist where third petperceive a power’'s norms as “normal”, as ddsirab
and attractive for emulation. For that reason,emathan inquiring directly into whether or not tREEU
prism accurately describes the EU’s identity angbiactice in commercial negotiations, we ask wéreth
the EU’s interlocutors perceive the EU as beingactihg as a Normative Power. We thereby center
attention on the relational aspect of the EU’s figrholding that EU rhetoric does not suffice to
establish it as a normative power unless otherfirooits self-image as such. Most importantly, the
perceptions of others raise questions as to whétkedeU’s practice in trade negotiations is digtinom
that of other players, as the NPEU literature satggie will be for external policy in general.

While the NPEU concept has often been appliedersthdy of EU external policy, economic and trade
policies have often been omitted from consideratBwyme implicit consensus suggests that the concept
does not apply and that, in trade policy, EC medelfignds its commercial interests (Smith 2003). Som
exceptions exist, such as van den Hove's studygR00 EU as normative power in the Doha
Development Round. A more general exception arstildies on development policy and NPEU.

We believe multilateral trade negotiations are figpeanalysis under the NPEU prism. In recent desad
the multilateral regime has slowly morphed fromaa@na for negotiations on technical issues into one
that is much more normatively thick. In tandem, ihetoric the EU has deployed in the context aldra
negotiations is increasingly normative, emphasitivegimpact of trade on development, poverty
alleviation and environmental sustainability in poountries. Secondly, because trade policy isttiest
of the EU’s community competences, dating backlaheentury to the treaty of Rome and creating a
stable and lengthy history of ongoing commercigjatitions between the EU and its partners. And
finally, because trade diplomacy itself has charigeate last three decades, shifting its focus from



traditional barriers to trade (e.g., import tariffisd quotas) to regulatory, behind-the border sdeading
to the inclusion of sensitive issues such as esgemédicines, emergency food aid, core labour and
environmental standards and the protection of ewbgs knowledge into the negotiating agenda. lh eac
case, different models exist on the “normal” relaship between market and society. The European
model is only one among many.

So, we assume that norms do matter in contemptnadg negotiations. To assess the impact of EU
norms, it is important to establish what normsdhgarty (non-EU) state elites consider characterist
the EU and what norms they believe guide the Etistce in trade negotiations. Such an assessment
allows us to examine whether the norms constituivilie EU’s identity, are confirmed by third pesi
Still, studies of third actors’ perceptions of 8 are thin on the ground (Lucarelli 2007). Eigst
(2007) studied the role of the EU as perceivedchbyl fparties in WTO negotiations.

This paperin contrastseeks to address this gap in the literature birtgghe normative power concept
in the context of multilateral trade negotiatiomsrh the perspective of otheiBhird party elites’
perceptions and experience were tested throughes ¢ semi-structure interviews with current and
former trade negotiators conducted in Geneva agideof May 2008.

2. Normative power

The EU is an established, if atypical, actor inqolitics. Although they do not always succedw, 27
member states are formally committed to speak @it voice in international affair, including trade.
Occasionally, coordination remains problematictasa by the recent, high profile fall-out betwedd E
trade commissioner Mandelson and the French prasiNetwithstanding the complex pattern of
cooperation and disunity in external action, acdadsmand policy-makers have sought out a more gFecis
understanding of what type of actor the EU is. Beminal article, Manners (2002) suggested thaEthe
is a distinct type of actor: one whose practideath norm-driven and defines the “normal” in world
politics. Other scholars have persistently questidthe EU’s distinctiveness in terms of practice an
argued that the EU is as interest-driven as angratbtor in world politics [hyde price; youngs].fBee

we can elaborate on this, we present our underisiguo NPEU.

A first precondition for normative power is a contration of power in a political entity of the
international systemHence, there are material conditions for a nanmgtower. How these conditions
are interpreted by the relevant agents and whatrtgpand constraints for practice they entail wally
between political entities. The dominant identitgaole conception in a political entity bestow mieg
on these material conditions and inform the releagents on appropriate practice. This paper is
epistemologically grounded in critical realism: therld of “brute facts” makes up the material
conditions that underlie the exercise of normagigerer. In the realm of trade negotiations, the shize
of the EU market and its citizens’ purchasing pove@resents the “brute fact” that lends materiaghie
to European trade negotiators’ positions in thaexdrof multilateral negotiations. However, suchtbr
facts acquire meaning only through the play ofritetations rendered possible by intesubjectigggn
as the realm of shared meanings, values and ridleemative power as identity is attributed to this
intersubjective realm.

1 Manners underscores that normative power freediioaission from the Westphalian connotation whaih
common to the concepts of civilian and great ponedi. In this paper, we do not so much brush dher
Westphalian myopia, but propose “political entity'the international system [cf. Buzan & Little ZI)0A political
entity can be a state, the European Union, an empir



An essential characteristic of NPEU is the abiiityshape conceptions of the normal” in world post
(Manners 2002, 239). It is understood that EU nalafée the appropriate practices and objectives in
world politics in general, not just for itself. Td&EU norms are discursively constructed as “usalér
(Diez 2005, ; Merlingen 2007, ; Pace 2007). “Ungadt norms are expected to attract imitation byt
outside the EU.

As a Normative Power, the EU is expected to do rtttaa simply embody its norms in the conduct of
internal affairs, it is also expected to condudeexal relations in accordance with its stated ergal
norms. Norm-adherence is expected to give risa twbaervably distinct form of behaviour in world
politics: the EU on the world scene is expecteddiodifferently in comparison to other actors (Adied
Crawford 2004, ; Diez and Manners 2007, 176-178nihdas 2002, ; Manners and Whitman 2003). In
short, NPEU proposes an ideal-typical identity sold conception for the study of the EU as external
actor. The ideal-type is defined by three charésttes: (1) NPEU defines the normal in world paigti
through norm diffusion (appropriate practice); {2 EU’s practice is norm-driven as opposed taaste
driven; and, (3) the European norms are universal.

This image of the EU as normative power is founth o academic and in official discourse (Diez 2005
; Merlingen 2007, ; Pace 2007). NPEU is more thanply a scholarly category for the study of the EU
as an external actor; an influential section ofEkEs political and academic elite generates tesiity

in its practice (cit. in: Diez 2005, 614; Diez addnners 2007, 174). The identity “ ... tell[s] yand
others who you are and tell[s] you who others #8irfpf 1998, 175). According to the literature, NPEU
generates a set of images, values and norms thblecthe EU to setself apart from other actors in
world politics: the EU specific norms. They incluidhe norm that the EU “... attempts to change others
through the spread of particular norms”(cit. inePR005, 614; Diez and Manners 2007, 174). Thisnnor
for appropriate practice elaborates how the EUngsfthe normal: it spreads its norms in world gt

Norm diffusion may be passive or active. Passivenndiffusion occurs when third parties choose to
imitate the EU’s model. Active norm diffusion reféo EU’s purposive attempts to project its nomms i
world politics, including through participation international organizations. When the EU seeks to
spread its norms through the WTO system and ndigotsa we have a case of active norm diffusion.

At this point, a detour outside the NPEU literatseeves to elaborate the way a conceptualisation of
normative power as identity comes to hinge critjcah recognition by other actors in world politics
Identity is relational. That is, “European” normgst by implicit contrast to “non-European normsida
the European Self to a non-European Other. Wittiede differences the EU Self disappears (Nayak
2006, 45). Identity depends on creating a bountatyeen the Self and the Other, on the distinction
between European and the non-European, such #attidcreation is, by necessity, an exclusionary
practice. This type of boundary creation is “anvecénd ongoing part of identity formation” (Neuman
1996, 166).

Several academic contributions to the NPEU delllasriate this boundary drawing exercise in practic
The favourite Other in the literature is the Unitdtes (Adler and Crawford 2004, ; Lightfoot and
Burchell 2005, ; Scheipers and Sicurelli 2007, jt8r2003) which is often cast in a realist or seealist
role. The US is then assumed to act with a vievelative gains, while the EU defines itself as a
promoter of universal norms (idem, also: Mannei@22@36).

While the Other delineates the Self, the Self dispends on recognition by othdidentity is not only
subjective (the EU’s self-image as elite constnrgti but has an intersubjective (relational) dinmems
(Wendt 1999, 224). It is this intersubjective asgkat, according to Wendt, provides “truth corahs”
for identity claims (1999, 177). According to th®BU scholarship, these are the EU’s norms and its



norm diffusion role. But because norms can onlgéRised if others choose to incorporate them, NPEU
self-image actually depends on the acceptancesdEthis self-image by others. Therefore, consistency
between the norms presented as European and tiseeitdrnal practice can confirm the European slite’
claims to normative power, just as inconsistencymablematize them (Nicolaidis and Howse 2002,
769, 771-774) (Diez 2005, ; Pace 2007, 1056-1057).

Much, in this regard, hinges on the recursive prtiation of self- and other-perceptions: the Ed¢H-
image and the interpretation of the EU’s Self bydtlactors, need not correspond with each othemtWh
the EU considers in line with its norms can berprteted as norm-violations by the Other. And what t
EU takes as confirmation of its self-image maymete been intended as such by the Other.

Existing research on the outsider’s perspectivatpdd the problems with consistency between gracti
and self-image (Barbé and Johansson-Nogués 2@han et al. 2006, ; Elgstrom 2007a, ; 2007b, ;
Lucarelli 2007). This paper explicitly looks intioet perceptions of the representative of third pstdyes,
specifically trade negotiators, former trade negjotis and trade negotiations specialists from dettie
EU. Do such practitioners recognise the EU’s Sakige as developed in the NPEU literature?

The next table summarizes the different stepséntifying a normative power. The main emphasis on
this paper is on the relational aspect (e). lofe8 that we accept that the conditions from (gjo
fulfilled. In economic and trade terms in particulgU is a power in the international economy elites
are well aware of these capabilities and the Eltbrieeconfirms that the EU norms are considered
universable. One question remains: what are the&hs?

Table* . Stepsin identifying a normative power (Zutter, forthcoming)

Material condition
(a) concentration of power in international system.

The self-image and role-conception
(b) awareness of these capacities by the politicatyeitéielf and its elites

(c) its own (particularist) norms are constructed agsarsal or universable;

(d) it is an appropriate practice to project these samworld politics

Therelational aspect
(e) doothersrecognisethe Self-image astheidentity of the political entity?

Assessment of the normative power’s impact
(f) the impact of its norms on other political entit@scivil societies beyond its boundaries.

To evaluate the recognition of the EU’s self-imageothers, we need first to determine the mosvegie
EU norms. What are the EU’s core norms accordirthed\NPEU literature?

A first issue is: where do the European norms emasinam? The origins are traced back to Europe’s
historical experience. Several aspects appeakititdrature. Among them are the common experiefice
war and class struggle. (Lucarelli 2006, 5-6; Maar#902, 241; Therborn 2001). Other elements iresolv
the particular evolution of the EU as a hybrid go#ind its unique constitutional configuration (Mans
2002, ; Manners and Whitman 2003). The roots ofid&dtity are historically contingent and evolve pbve



time. Hence, the norms that guide the EU’s intéonat conduct stand in dynamic relation to the on-
going identity formation practices of the EU (Luelir2006, 1-2, 6; Manners 2002, 241-243).

It would seem straightforward that — within a sfiedcime period — an unambiguous, bounded set of
norms must constitute the European Self (Manned®,202006a). Still, as is to be expected, differen
scholars elaborate lists with varying points of bagis. Manners” seminal article listed peace, kocia
liberty, consensual democracy, associative hungdns;i supranational rule of law, inclusive equality
social solidarity, sustainable development and ggmarnance (Manners 2002, ; 2006a, 32-38; Manners
2008, 47-53). Other lists added overlapping andtiaael norms such as (liberal) democracy, demacrat
peace, rule of law, and order and justice (Man@6@8, 48-56; Nicolaidis and Howse 2002, 1045; Pace
2007, ; Scheipers and Sicurelli 2007, 441-442, 449). Manners and Whiteman (2003, 398-400)
include pacifism, consensus-orientation and a eeWtestphalian order in the international identityhe
EU. For this paper, we rely on Manners’ selectib&ld norms [2002, ..., 2008] and complement these
with norms on the economic organisation of soci€he 2002 table sets out the normative foundatfon o
the EU, which distinguishes the European Self ftbennon-European Other. Still, as noticed before,
some norms are characteristic of other actors irdagmlitics, such as the USA

Foundi ng Task and obj ectives Stable Fundanent a
Princi pl es institutions Ri ghts
Li berty Social solidarity Guar ant ee of Dignity
denocr acy
Denocr acy Anti-discrimnation Rule of |aw Fr eedons
Respect for Sust ai nabl e Human rights Equal ity
human rights devel opnent
and fundanent al
freedons Solidarity
Rul e of I aw Prot ecti on of Citizenship
mnorities
Justice
Treaty base - Treaty base - set Copenhagen Charter of
set out in art. out in arts. 2 of criteria - set Fundanent al

6 of the TEU

TEC and TEU, arts 6
and 13 of TEC

out in the
concl usi ons of
t he June 1993
Eur opean Counci

Ri ghts of the
Eur opean Uni on

Source: Manners (2002)

Whereas the 2002 table omitted the market econbtapners included the five freedoms and “freer
trade and market access ... promoted through litaetalization agreements” in a more recent
formulation (2008, 49). The market economy is heg@midea in the contemporary world, but can be
interpreted in very different ways. As Susan Steawgote, the European form of capitalism builds@an
sounder foundation of social acceptability ... [inie¥f} economic transfers and guarantees of social
security system can be defended as a politicaltgs®ary insurance against discontent and social
instability” (cit. in: Manners 2006a, 21). Notwithsding variations between European capitalisms
(Giddens 2007, 9-11; van Apeldoorn 2002, 71-82)isdcolidarity and (more recently) sustainable
development are the “non-economic” norms which gise the EU specific market-economy (Manners

2008, 53-54).

The importance of the market-economy to the EU iSetflected in official documents. The Copenhagen



European Council Conclusions complemented demogchagyan rights, minority rights and
implementation of the Communiicquiswith a direct vindication of market economy.(EWB3913)

More to the point, it demanded “the existence ffractioning market economy as well as the capdoity
cope with competitive pressure and market forceésimthe Union” (EU 1993, 13). These conditions for
Membership of the EU were subsequently includetiéntreaties (TEU, art. 49). It follows that the
market economy criterion establishes a norm by wthe EU identifies itself and which guides EU
practice in internal and external policy. Thismanust be interpreted in conjunction with the
aforementioned “non-economic” norms. A whole sedkpolicies - competition policy, state aid
regulations, consumer protection, economic andasoohesion with the structural fund and trans-
European Networks — underline the complexity ofalielving EU market economy, as emphasized by
the literature on “regulatory capitalism” [van ddove (2006) Levi-Faur and Jordana (2005); Jessap (s
also: Clark 1999, Ch. 5; 2002)]

The Lisbon process is the contemporary instantiatiche EU approach to the market economy: its
emphasis on knowledge, innovation and competitisglirevolves a reorganisation of the state as ¢arer
its citizens into a “enabling” state: through ediarg training and a beneficial regulatory climatiizens
are activated in the economy (Jessop 2002, Cht.i®)important to underline that goal of the Lisbo
strategy is “to become the most competitive andadyin knowledge-based economy in the world,
capable of sustainable economic growth with mocekaeiter jobs and greater social cohesion” (Council
of the European Union 2000, para. 5), whilst “preisg the European social model” (Council of the
European Union 2005, para 22). As a recent instéoi of EU’s form of regulatory capitalism, the
Lisbon process shows the market economy norm aasnoigrand evolving element of EU identity.

It should be noted that the Lisbon process hastamial as well as external agenda, and specific
implications for the EU’s stance in WTO and othrade negotiations [global Europe].

The clearest and most formalized statements ofdebtity can be found in the European treaties.
According to théeTreaty on the European Unipthe Union aims “to assert its identity on thesmniational
scene, in particular through the implementatioa obmmon foreign and security policy ... ” (TEW. ar

2). The treaty sets out the objectives for this wmm foreign and security policy as multilateraligih
respect for international law, international co@ien and the goal to “develop and consolidate
democracy and the rule of law, and respect for hurights and fundamental freedoms” (TEU, art. 11).
Specific reference to trade policy in conjunctiotivthe market economy norm can be found in the TEC
which sets out the EC’s aims in its trade policyres“progressive abolition of restrictions on
international trade and the lowering of customsibes” (art. 131, TEC).

The balance to be struck between economic and cameenic norms and the dense regulation of the
market is less straightforward in the text on enaktrade policy. Two problems arise: the market
economy norm is not qualified by non-economic noamd the coherence in EU’s external policy is not
laid down in the existing treaties. The latter astially solved in th&reaty on the European Uni@s
revised by the Lisbon treaty (Council of the Euap&nion 2008, 1-60. Henceforth: TEU rev.) which
seeks coherence in the EU’s external action. ThHe fiee. enshrines normative coherence in external
action, but it omits external trade policy. Theeaty on the Functioning of the European Un{@ouncil

of the European Union 2008, 61-260. Henceforth: UFEegulates the external commercial policy and
links it to the norms and objectives of the EU’seewal action in general (TFEU, art. 205). Moregtke
revisions give a more comprehensive set of normshwiuide the external action (TEU rev., art. 2);
human rights, fundamental freedoms, solidarity (TleW, art. 21, 1); rule of (international) law (TE
rev., art. 21, 2 b & ¢), democracy (TEU rev., ait, 2 b); sustainable development (TEU rev., drt.22d

& f). While the former appeared in Manners’ 2008I¢a other norms are also included: market economy
(TEU rev., art. 21, 2e) and “the sustainable ecaopsocial and environmental development of
developing countries, with the primary aim of ecatiing poverty” (TEU rev., art. 21, 2d).
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On the basis of these official documents, it issgale to develop a taxonomy of EU norms. In the
research, a subset of norms are selected whigctdfle EU approach to the market-economy. The
norms constitute the EU identity and are relevantt$ self-image, including its external practicethe
economic sphere. Yet, the norms do not belongsiogie sphere (cf. Manners in Lucarelli & Manners)
because they exist within a dynamic interplay noor@mic norms. The EU specific approach of
regulatory capitalism explains the inclusion ofmerfrom other spheres. As we focus on commercial
negotiations, norms which are relevant to the beoadntext of international cooperation, are ineldd

Sphere Norm
Political Democracy, rule of law, multilateralisfandamental freedoms, human rights and
peace
Economic | Market economy, regulatory capitalism, petition
Social Solidarity, poverty reduction/economic developmamtsustainable developmént
*ecological

The image of the EU as a normative power canndibiited to an arbitrarily delineated realm of extal
action (security policy, for instance), but instestubuld cover all different spheres (Pace 20073104
Undue delineation [Scheipers and Sicurelli (2007)4Keohane (2002)] would ignore the relational
character of identity, since third actors do natessarily differentiate between the different aspéthe
EU’s external practice. The perceptions of the Elaetor in world politics in general may affect the
image of the EU in trade policy antte-versaTherefore, the general image on the EU, the péares

on the EU as norm diffuser and as actor in the VEif®to be compared. Our research strategy aims to
incorporate these insights into our questionnaasgh.

Since a normative power considers its own, padiistic, norms universal, we have traced and set ou
the EU norms on the organisation of the economyitednational cooperation. Although these norms
are part of the EU'’s self-image, there is no redaesimply assume that third actors recognise tagm
constitutive of the EU’s identity. This is the fispect to be assessed. Second, the NPEU literatur
assumes that it is an appropriate practice foEthdo project these into world politics. Again, the
question arises whether third actors perceive this Borms as attractive and worthy of imitationirtih
we must question whether the norms guide the Extexeal action in practice in a given field of extal
action, and whether other actors’ state elitesgeize the weight of norms in guiding EU action. gld
the last question into sharper perspective, andfuiof the long tradition of defining the EU by
reference to the US, we enquire also whether this tactice in the WTO is perceived as significantl
different, less coercive and more norm-bound asahéne USA.

We reject the view that a normative power adopeisis strategies and instruments in the practice o
world politics (Johansson-Nogués 2007, 188-19drs8n 2006, 241-242; Tocci 2007), instead treaing
wide array of strategies and instruments as colvlpatiith the exercise of state power (Diez 200%;61
Diez and Manners 2007, ; Hyde-Price 2006, ; Mang@f?, ; Youngs 2004) . Nonetheless, in the
comparison of perceptions of the EU and USA, imsemts and strategies were included because several
authors sought to distinguish these two actorsaridapolitics in these terms [e.g. scheipers & sidi].

These considerations lead to the following fornféhe questionnaires.
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Spheres Norms Imageof EU | EU’s external practice EU - USAEU
in WTO in WTO

Political Democracy X X
Rule of law X X X X
Multilateralism X X X
Fundamental freedoms & human rights X X
Peace project X

Economic | Peace through economic integration X
Market economy X X X
Regulation (regulatory capitalism) X X
Competition on the market X X
Solidarity X X X X
Poverty reduction (economic development) X X daveloping countries) X X
Sustainable development X X X X

3. Traditional approaches to EU trade policy

Traditional accounts of EU trade policy making haetatively little to say about EU identity or msiture
as an actor in world politics. Much of the litenatus preoccupied with institutional dynamics,
particularly the factors underpinning delegatioraothority over trade policy from the national be t
community level (Nicolaidis and Meunier 1999; Meanm2005; Woolcock 2005).

Its central concern has been the so-called puiikevalization: why have relatively protectionist
principals (National Governments) chosen to dekegathority over trade policy making to a largely
protectionist Agent (the European Commission)? Haweh autonomy has the agent acquired, and what
mechanisms have evolved to ensure principals' aggmntrol over the agent?

This literature is concerned with formal aspectgmfernance: its central object is the relationship
between the structure of European institutionstaedEU's negotiating capacity, flexibility, effectness
and/or authority. Much of it centres on a debataualvhat Dur (2006) describes as the "collusive
delegation argument": the idea that politicianssoisusly designed the EU's institutional framewtork
insulate trade policy making from the influencepoftectionist lobbying.

The collusive delegation argument amounts to tipdiGgiion, to the EU context, of a family of

arguments developed within American political ecoggDestler 1986) to address the puzzle of
liberalization. In this view, politicians ideologilty committed to the cause of Free Trade woultlzea

that they are unable to deliver it in the face rgfamized protectionist pressures, and thereforegdéd

their authority as an exercise in blame-shifting;mureaucratic shirking”. In the United States,

delegation takes the form of congressional reptasigas handing trade policy making authority te th
executive. In the European version, national gavemts delegate authority to the European Commission
(Dur, 2006).

Lifted nearly whole from an American political sece tradition, the collusive delegation argument
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assumes away the problem of characterizing theeaflEU power. It is therefore singularly ill-sedt to
providing insights into the role of norms and ro@ceptions in the formulation of trade policiesiam
less their perception by outsiders. Centred omjtmamic interactions of interest groups mobilized t
obtain commercial advantage, it is in some waysdilo the thickening normative content of
contemporary trade diplomacy, where technical debaver tariff structures and counterveiling duty
trigger points are increasingly coupled with moratharged interactions over lifesaving medicined an
the livelihood security of the world’s poor.

4. Empirics

To test third countries’ perceptions of EU norms,s@nducted 17 semi-structured interviews with
Geneva-based trade negotiators and former negstiton twelve separate countries (Bangladesh,
Burkina Faso, Brazil, Egypt, India, Japan, Mexidew Zealand, Nicaragua, the Philippines and
Venezuela). All subjects had personal experiengegbtiating directly with EU trade negotiatorsalh
but two cases interviews were conducted in pelisofyding 39 questions and typically lasting antou

An initial set of 11 closed questions inquired istdjects’ perceptions of the EU’s identity. Eleven
norms usually described as constitutive of the EBdewpresented, and subjects were asked to whait exte
they considered the norm constitutive of EU idgntResponses were placed on a 5-point attitudoses
(ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agr&ejbjects that identified a given norm as congtieudf

EU identity were then asked whether they perceiliatinorm as relevant and attractive for emulation
their country and its region. A four point attitndl scale was developed (ranging from the normais “
model for my country and its region” to the nornpféies only to the EU.”) Both sets of replies wédren
normalized on a percentage scale (full agreemdi@086). The results are as follows:

. i . M Recognition as a characteristic
Outsiders Perceptions of Elements of EU Identity Atfiactivenass a8 &' model

Respondents largely reflected the EU’s identit§-geftception, with the Europe’s historical peacejget
perceived as the strongest constituent of EU ideatid norms relating to sustainable developmedt an
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income redistribution between and among statesstessgly associated with EU identity. Interestingl
no correlation is evident between a norm’s peraknentrality to European identity and its attraetigss
as a model for emulation. The density of rules r@gilations within the EU internal market standanug
as a feature strongly associated with EU identityi$ not widely perceived as a model for emulation
Alternatively, the EU’s approach to sustainableadepment is seen as a highly attractive target for
emulation, but not as a key component of EU identit

When our survey turns from questions relating ®oBR)’s identity to questions about its role in wdorl
politics, respondents’ appreciation of the EU a®@anative power become more problematic.

As an actor in World Politics the EU contributes to the spread of:
1 = Strongy Disagree 3 = Neither Agree Nor Disagree 5 = Strongly Agree
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The strongest consensus surrounds the EU’s adtiarid the spread of the market economy, followsed b
a series of abstract norms such as Human Righi&snhtional Law and the Spread of Democracy.
Agreement is weaker on actions likely to be of cliconomic benefit developing countries. Eachhef t
statements still garners more approval than dissapaverage answer > 3) yet the very high scores
obtained in the first set of questions are noticeptd.

The questionnaire moves from the abstract to therete, with the next set of questions concerrtieg t
EU'’s specific practice in the context of multilaktrade negotiations. As we move into territory ou
respondents have direct experience with, we fiedatlingness to describe the EU’s practice as norm
driven diminishes.
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The EU and WTO Rules
1 = Strongly Disagree 3 = Neither agree nor disagree 5 = Strongly Agree

4.50 0447

3.50 @357

@331 ®3.29 ®3.21

1.00 T T T
The EU emphasises The EU contributes to The EU respects its The EU uses the WTO to  The EU respects the
further elaboration of the predictability and obligations under the contribute to sustainable outcome of WTO dispute
rules in WTO context.  stability of international WTO treaties. development settlement panels.
commercial relations

While the average response remains above the 3 (@ardement outranks disagreement) only the
contention that the EU emphasises further elatwratf rules in the WTO context enjoyed truly strong
support. The EU’s penchant for WTO rule-making, be@r, was more often seen as driven by a desire to
score commercial gains for EU producers than bylldaspread its own norms:

Is the EU driven by a genuine concern to improve the
predictability and stability of international commercial relations or
is it driven by narrow EU commercial interests?

Purely genuine Mostly genuine Both concem and Mostly commercial Purely commercial No Opinion
concem concem commercial interest interest interest

Overall, while few respondents were prepared tibate EU trade policy stances entirely to
mercantilistic impulses, a clear majority perceigednomic interests as being the preponderantrfacto
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EU trade negotiating positions.

"Do you believe the EU balances its position to take account of objectives such as the rule of
law, sustainable development, democracy, multilateralism, with its economic objectives or
that economic interests tend to trump all other objectives?”

12 4

10

Objectives are fully balanced Objectives are mostly balanced Economic interests predominate Economic interests dominate

There is, to be sure, some scepticism about the E&lf-image as a normative power among its WTO
negotiating partners. Interestingly, distinctivagrce is only observed in the use of instrumertte
does not confirm the EU’s Normative Power ideniitthen contrasted with the negotiating practices of
the United States, in particular, the EU is peredias acting more cooperatively and less coercively

The EU vs. the US in the Practice of Multilateral Trade Negotiations

1 = US much more than EU 3 = About the Same 5 = EU much more than US
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So the US is perceived as being somewhat moreddaus its nharrow commercial interest and more
willing to use coercive tactics in negotiationsrtihe EU, while the EU is seen as slightly mordimgl

to compromise, and more interested in reducing gpwe developing countries and in balancing
globalization to avoid negative outcomes for pamurdries. The differences are easy to overstate,
however: across all of these comparative questi@spondents answered “both are about the same” or
“neither” 47% of the time.

Several respondents described the difference battheeway the EU and the US practice negotiatiens a
largely stylistic, with “brash” Americans happypat their demands bluntly and directly to their
negotiating partners, while more “polished” Eurapeanade a greater effort to show (or feign) concern
before pressing quite similar concerns. Preferémcene approach or the other appeared to depend on
negotiator’s personalities - also a factor stréssaesponses — with some “no-nonsense” negosiator
actually preferring the American way of negotiatagy“more straightforward” to the somewhat
mystifying European approach.

What is perhaps most interesting is that resposdéidtnot, by and large, perceive a contradiction
between their identification of EU constitutive nar and the European Commission’s weak adherence to
those same norms in the conduct of multilaterabtiations. Again and again, our interviewees grante
that the outsized importance of narrow commera@rests was simply a feature of trade negotiations
“the way the game is played”. This widely sharedjttunderstanding of what is appropriate in the
conduct of negotiations precluded, in many casesjudgment that the EU’s practice of trade
negotiations is in some way at odds with its sei&ge. Within the negotiators’ ethic that prevails i
Geneva, the abandonment of high principles andldewrentalist rhetoric once negotiators find
themselves behind closed door does not raise eyesbr

5. Conclusion

Our exploratory research suggests a particulasfdateractions and tensions between the constéuti
elements of the Normative Power ideal-type. Welltdieat a normative power (1) defines the normal in
world politics through norm diffusion (approprigieactice); (2) is norm-driven as opposed to interes
driven; and, (3) treats its own norms are universatording to the NPEU literature, this gives risean
observably distinct practice in world politics. Ret than studying the EU’s self-image in terms of
Normative Power, this paper emphasized the relatiaspect of the EU’s identity. It takes externaliqy
as the whole of EU’s practice on the world scergthrrefore sought to assess the EU as Normative
Power on three levels: the perception of EU norntstheir universality; norm-driven practice in wabrl
politics; and, norm-driven practice in WTO negatias. For the latter, the EU’s practice is compaced
its “favourite Other”, the US.

We find that non-EU state elites recognize the Bums from the economic, political and social sphgere
relevant for commercial negotiations, as charastierof the EU, with particularly high agreementtbe
regulatory capitalism norm. The EU norms are terdain extent considered a model for non-EU
countries and thus accepted as universal and abie adapted to local circumstances.

However, while the EU is reasonably successfukfihthg the normal through passive diffusion —
because its constitutive norms are both recogranekiin many cases, perceived to be attractive to
imitation — its attempts at active norm-diffusiaie mot widely regarded as themselves norm-driven.
Hence, there is only limited support for the thélsat the EU’s practice is in line with the Normaati
Power concept. In world politics in general, therkeaeconomy is again the norm that the EU is ksene
on promoting, according to the interviewees. Sotheronorms, like human rights and international,law
are also seen as characteristic for the EU’s eat@uiicy, but other norms which the EU discursyel
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presents as its own, are less strongly identifighl its external action. Here, there is a firstcdigancy
between self-image and perception by others beccleas

In the context of WTO negotiations, this discripgicmore keenly felt: Europe’s interlocutors teéad
assume that attempts at European norm diffusigrifaret solely, certainly largely interest drivéFhey
do not perceive this as illegitimate, given them®of appropriateness constituting world trade
negotiations. An important conclusion in termshd NPEU literature is that the EU norms do not give
rise to a distinct practice in trade policy in dfiecThe EU is a player like all others and itagtice is
inline with the dominant practice in commercial ogagtions. The logic of appropriateness discernable
WTO negotiations allows for each participants tekse realise economic gains for its own key irdérn
constituencies, and this logic appears to domitiegexpectation of norm-driven action from the BU i
this setting.

Such an interpretation supports Smith’s argumed®32 that a reversed use of the high an low sliti
divide appears in external trade policy: the Edsen as soft/normative in high politics and hagdigein
low politics. Yet only comparison with EU’s praatiin “high politics” can establish this.

Judged in contrast to the main alternative woddérpower and favourite Other US, EU negotiating
practices are indeed perceived as less narrowlysiton relative gains or gaining narrowly conagive
commercial advantages. Indeed, our intervieweeamnbyarge do not perceive EU negotiating stances at
the WTO as solely interest-driven. They do, howggenceive them as mostly interest driven.

Our research suggests several new avenues for Ngdedrchers. To what extent can NPEU continue to
serve as an identity-defining concept for EU acdadernd political elites when its practice of extrn
affairs is not seen as fundamentally norm-led asudsstantially distinct from that of the US? Camoaver
“define the normal in world politics” through pagsinorm difusion only? And, finally, do state edite
engaging with the EU in other fora share the pdreepf the EU prevalent among WTO negotiators?
Each of these questions strikes us as ripe fanduresearch.
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