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Abstract

The paper examines the normative foundations offé&dign and security policy
against the context of one of the world’s mostadatable disputes, the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict. Recent scholarship has dged a thesis that the European
Union — perhaps uniquely — is a ‘normative powan,'international actor dedicated to
the export of values and norms rather than (odohiteon to?) the pursuit of interests.
This generates a number of questions, at perhapsdire of which is under what
conditions and in what circumstances can and doe<€t) use a strategy of norm
export and to what effect? The aim of this papehis to assess how EU foreign and
security policy is pursued on the ground, how Efict@als perceive their own role and
— crucially - how they are seen by others withiis tharticular peace process. The
paper concludes that there is only limited evidefucethe thesis of the Union as a
normative power and that the explanatory poweratibnalism and instrumentalism
thus remains considerable. However, the very faat thany officials — from both the
EU institutions and the Member States — have ialesed core common norms is
testimony to the changes that have occurred immaliforeign-policy making.



Foreign Policy and Ideas

What can a people or set of peoples believe allmmdelves and how might this
effect the way in which they relate to others? matways do perceptions of history,
language, culture, race, identity and nationatitpact upon global politics? These are
difficult questions for scholars of Internationalel®tions since the dominant
assumptions that traditionally govern much of thecigline do not lend themselves

easily to addressing such queries.

One key criterion that locks together most tradiioanalyses of inter-state relations
is the assumption of rationality. Here traditiomatounts look at the policy choices
available to state actors and assume that suchsaetthrough bureaucratic and/or
political processes - adjudicate as best they edwden an available array of policy
choices using some form of a cost/benefit analyBigpending upon theoretical
choice, such an analysis might assess the costibenterms of absolute or relative
gains accruing either to the state, to the indi@idactor or to the elite that the actor
serves and represents. In any event, behavicawal &ssist in the dissection of state
decision-making processes and then offer explamatas to why states ‘act’ in the

way that they do.

This analytical agenda — in which the motivatiohgctors are deemed to be rational
and open to quantifiable scrutiny — then raisesrges of difficult questions. To what
extent — if at all — might foreign policy be constted or constrained by collective
belief structures, socially constructed norms aoMective identity? In seeking to
address this and other related questions, an siagaumber of scholars in recent

years have challenged the ‘rationalist’ approaath iastead have contributed to what



has come to be known as a ‘constructivist turroun understanding of foreign policy
and international relatiorfsThis has entailed an attempt to extend the fodus o
international relations beyond the search for b&hawl laws to include consideration
of ‘ideas, norms, culture — the whole socially donsted realm (which) are
inaccessible to an empiricist form of knowled§eThis approach is now well
established in the fields of both International &ehs and European Studies and it
allows for a different interpretation of the motivas driving international actors’
policies® When it comes to the European Union, this generisorganisation has

been labelled a normative actor rather than a puagional on€'

If the European Union is to be characterised asmative actor’ then there must be
scope for identifying how the Union’s norms are @ted and the extent to which
these norms are then internalised by the actowghioh they are directed. We may
also be in a position to identify the conditioncegsary for the successful export of

such norms.

Perhaps the biggest challenge in such an ende&a/tmdemonstrate the influence of
norms. For the purposes of this paper, we shatldmsidering a distinction between
norm export and norm internalization. The meansvhych norms are exported is
significant. One might, for example, distinguisttween a ‘soft’ export and a ‘hard’
export. The soft export is the capacity of thenmétional actor to represent a different
way of doing things that is then seen as so atveathhat other actors choose to follow
its lead and/or exampfe. For the European Union this is often seen asmitst
significant power, rooted in the representationitefown history of integration as

being one of overcoming conflict and which is beetmplified by the success of the



enlargement proce§s. A ‘hard’ export, by contrast, is the Union’s cajtg to
engender normative change using traditional todlsnt@rnational politics — from

diplomacy through to the use, or threatened uskroé.

Hard normative exports can be identified throughUWimion’s use of its foreign policy
tools including the Common Commercial Policy, depehent policy, humanitarian
aid, the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CF&R) the European Security and
Defence Policy (ESDP). The latter two are ofterwed as being most analogous to a
traditional state’s foreign and security policycempassing — in an EU context — the
issuance of diplomatic demarches and political atations, imposing sanctions,
offering trade and aid deals, engaging in diplomaintervention (hosting
negotiations, peace talks or appointing speciabgsivand — with the development of
ESDP - offering the provision of peacekeeping teoapd/or police missions. One
notable feature of both the Union’s Common Comnag¢rélolicy and its policy
towards development cooperation and even humaanitarntervention, is the
increased use and application of rules of condaionso as to provide for assurances
— if not guarantees — on good governance and huiglts. This is most obvious in
the Union’s development cooperation activities lhutas also been applied — or at
least attempted — in the Union’s dealings with Wealndustrialised and democratic

states such as Australia.

In the Middle East, the Union faces, perhaps, rsatgst challenge in seeking to
extend its pacific norm model to a region of acteaflict and deep-rooted hostilities.
There has, to date, been considerable resistaned! sides, and not inconsiderable

resentment against the kind of normative ambitfmnsued by the Unionis a visthe



putative ‘partners’ in the tortured Arab-Israeliage process. The Middle East also
represents a traditional case study in EU foreiga security policy failure. If any
evidence of successful normative export and/ormatiezation can be adduced here,

then its general salience may be said to have deradble potential elsewhere.

Normative bases in EU Foreign Policy

There remains an active debate on the nature ofBhpean Union as an
international actor. The Union is neither a tramhal international organization nor a
state. This, however, makes the analysis all theeraballenging since it implies that
there is no direct comparator against which theol'siinternational capacity can be
contrasted — and for any social scientist suchagpgsition is problematic at best.
Many, however, do insist that the Union is unigagizew kind of hybrid structure that
is neither domestic nor international — an entityatt challenges our traditional

Westphalian understanding of sovereignty, statelamabthe international system.

Within this new system, the Union is also frequgsten as having forged a political
community from diverse national starting points ardch has subsequently created a
collective identity founded upon a distinct setvalues and norms. This has thus
“Europeanised” the member states through sharedriexige and the instantiation of
common procedures and a convergence of some Valités.has been represented as
member states having ‘created a notion of belondmmga community within a
particular (international) ordef.’As regards foreign policy, lan Manners cites the
Union’s own dedication to ‘certain principles thate common to the member

states*® These norms have then been institutionalized théovery structures and



policies of the Union. These norms, in turn, hawwastitutive effect that defines the

Union’s international identity"

One of the core norms, based in part upon the Umsiown ‘story’ of its roots,
construction and even purpose, is that of ‘pealleé Union’s own narrative is that it
was established to provide for an historic receawodn of France and Germany,
founded upon the withdrawal of national control bteo key components of 50
century warfare: steel and coal. That founding &isxg which successfully
domesticated security, was subsequently extende&utopean states struggling
towards democracy following periods of dictatorsk§pain, Portugal and Greece)
and is now being applied upon a continental scaléhé countries of Central and
Eastern Europe as well as the Mediterranean. Indeedurkey’s application for
membership the Union is perhaps seeking to apmyhiistoric rubric to civilisational
reconciliation between the worlds of Christendord ffam. This ‘peace’ project has,
over time, been increasingly defined in Kantianmerof a particular kind of
‘democratic peace’ in which values such as humgintsi a dedication to the rule of
law, liberal democracy and a broadly multilatergb@ach to interstate problem

solving have come to the fore.

These values have been specified and expandedseguent iterations of EU treaty
change. The Maastricht Treaty, for example, sttatithe objectives of the Common
Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) included thespiirof ‘democracy and the rule
of law, and respect for human rights and fundamdné@doms’ which was itself

echoed in another reference to policy which ‘shatitribute to the general objective

of developing and consolidating democracy and thle of law and to that of



respecting human rights and fundamental freedobager, the Treaty of Amsterdam
insisted that the European Union was ‘founded oa ghinciples of liberty,
democracy, respect for human rights and fundamdnéadoms, the rule of law,

principles which are common to the Member States.’

There is a long — if disparate — record of attentptsharacterise the European Union
as an international actor. One of the earliesindaback to the 1970s, was Francois
Duchéne’s conceptualization of the then Europeamr@onities, as being a civilian
power’? This was swiftly contested first by Galtung’s posjtion that in fact the
Communities were a ‘superpower’ in the makthand later Hedley Bull's insistence
that a ‘civilian power’ was an oxymoron and thatr&pe had to aspire to becoming a

military power if it was successfully to pursueiitsernational ambition&’

More recently, the threads of Duchéne’s approacie leen reconsidered by a new
generation of scholars who insist that the Uniomrsqueness is grounded in its
normative foundations and its efforts to pursuesé¢heormative ambitions outside the
Union’s borders® These analysts focus upon the uniqueness of thienUss an
international actor contrasting it most frequemtigh the United States - and almost
always, to the latter's disadvantage. The Unionisitargued, has a very unique
institutional structure, has an approach to intgonal affairs that is firmly rooted in
multilateralism and has, in sum, developed anratgre approach to politics, turning
away from old fashioned power politics and insteldwing upon the wells of
international law, norms, rules, cooperation angkgration. It is this ‘normative’
power that the Union now exerts. The impact of iki— in the minds of some — to

create a vision of the Union as a ‘post-moderrestat in a less sympathetic light, a



rather smug and self-satisfied Kantian island ofppmial peace shielded from

international realities by a more traditionally pavoriented ally (Kagan 2002.

While extending this post-modern condition and/elagging this island of peace to
encompass much of central and Eastern Europe has ficcessful to date the
Union’s effort to export its normative conditionylead its immediate neighbourhood

has been more problematic.

This paper’s purpose is to consider EU policy talsahe Middle East Peace Process
and, specifically, the significance of norms, valuand identity in both its
development and execution. In particular it seekadsess the extent to which, if at
all, European policy is being driven by the valaesl norms ascribed under the rubric
of a ‘normative power’ and the extent to which segpnditions allow for the success
of this endeavour. To take this analysis any furtbee must assume that CFSP is
more than an expression of lowest common denonrimatiitics and proceed on the
basis that its sum is greater than the additiontoindividual parts. Taking that
assumption on board, there are at least three sosnmane might envisage arising
from an empirical study of policy on the groundtie Middle East. First, one might
find that European policy in this area is a creataf an ideal-type of ‘complex
interdependence’ where an institutional regimelieen established by self-regarding
and rational states through which national interesé pursuetf. The role of the state
in the first instance is to aggregate competing @ktro interests, to establish a
hierarchy of those interests and then to set abalaingside their European partners -
to maximise their relative gains through a commgstem of collective bargaining.

This process of negotiation - which in the Europeantext is highly institutionalised



- establishes the norms of the resulting EU regime visMiddle East policy. These

norms are in turn fed back into the EU system fupliaation and enforcement. Our
data in this case should underline the conditioa#iire of EU policy bargains, should
illustrate policy difficulty and delay when facedtiwsudden shifts or challenges from
other policy actors and we should be able to ifigtear member state policy leaders

or even consortia of such leaders, who drive arettlthe EU policy process.

Alternatively, one might instead find that whiletioaal governments remain key
actors they do not exclusively monopolise the degisr policy-making processes of
the Union. First, it is argued that decision makisi@ shared competence of actors at
different levels of the Union; second, that coileetdecision making entails an
inevitable loss of control on the part of membatesigovernments and third, that the
arena of political debate is not the sum totalnafsted’' national debates but must
accommodate trans-national actors and sub-natictaks working across member
state boundaries. Here, our data should identifignge of key policy actors beyond
the member states, including the Commission, thegaan Parliament and other
trans-national or even sub-national policy groupisere should also be some clear
evidence of effective policy flexibility and a rapiresponse to external policy

challenges as well as a clearly developed sensellettive interests.

Finally, one might find that the key dynamic withpolicy development is nqtist
one of bargains and balancing expressed ‘interéstisone of evolving beliefs and
norms. Here, a process of Europeanisation is utwteldo be in part a process of
transformation in which the self-regard and belwf¢he state actors evolve and have

an impact upon the construction of the interesas tihey pursue. In any event, policy



actors are in the business of constructing, pugsaimd implementing policy norms

and collective values deriving from this evolvinglipcal system.

This model would underscore much of the agendaho$d seeing the Union as a
normative power. Our data should, therefore, affeevidence of new norms deriving
from collective action at the EU level. These would expected to be both
regulativé® as well as constitutivE. The power of such norms would underline the
extent to which - even without explicit regulatanechanisms — they were observed
in both day-to-day practice and in conditions akist These norms would in turn
suggest that EU foreign policy was at least in pawhded upon a normative base of

shared mission and identity.

There should also be evidence that national intefesd undergone some evolution.
Rather than see such interests as being chips @specially complex poker game -
interests would change through participation in game itself. Interests would
therefore be developed/constructed endogenoudy Within) the collective policy
process rather than being established exogenauslyarmulated within the domestic
sphere and then brought to the negotiating talblas would also suggest the creation

of common European norms driving the conduct amtetion of EU foreign policy.

Manners identified five core norms within the capaf EU treaties, foreign policy
declarations, policies and practié8sThese core norms (peace, liberty, democracy,
rule of law and human rights) are said to undetip;nUnion’sacquis communautaire
andacquis poltiqueIn addition, he posits four additional but momntested ‘minor

norms’ (social progress, anti-discrimination, sumthle development and good



governance) as being significant inputs to the tans8on of EU foreign policy.

These are not simply declaratory positions but aigued to be the constitutive
foundations of an EU foreign policy which cannotyreipon the substance of
sovereignty and statehood but which must reach tiocognitive core of policy

makers at both EU and national level.

It is then from this foundation of norms that EUeign policy then emerges. Thus,
the pursuit of the Union’s material interests ahd tnterplay within EU foreign

policy debates should be seen as a resolution antkstation, respectively, of
underlying norms. This study is then an analysithefextent to which, if at all, these
underlying norms are contested within and represkeffectively by the European

Union and its member states with respect to theelsPalestinian conflict.

The Normative Role and Impact of the EU in the Israli/Palestinian Conflict

The argument of this paper is that if the Uniotoibe viewed as a normative power —
with the will to exercise such power — then therestrbe evidence of EU influence, of
successful norm export and norm internalisatiomolfsuch evidence exists, then the
Union is either not a normative power or it hasuffisient capacity successfully to

export same and see these internalised.

The Middle East Peace Process has long been &alafitiority for European policy-
makers. This very sensitive issue occupies thezefentre stage when it comes to
Common and Foreign Security Policy. The importan€ehe Mediterranean, the
perception that common interests existed in thiel foé economic co-operation and

the solution of the Palestinian problem in fostgrbetter relations with the Muslim



world led the EU to establish a multilateral franoekvwhere all these issues could be
approached and discuss&dThis multilateral framework, formalised in the Bur
Mediterranean Partnership, sees the European Wmdnts member states building
co-operative links with countries on the other bahkhe Mediterranean in three key
sectors. The first pillar of this agreement ipditical and security partnershipith
an emphasis on the rule of law, respect for hungints and pluralism. The second
and most detailed pillar is aaconomic and financial partnershipvhich attaches
importance to ‘sustainable and balanced economit sacial development with a
view to achieving the objective of creating an avéahared prosperity? The third
pillar of the agreement is@artnership in social, cultural and human affairsth an
emphasis on the rejection of the notion of thelclaf civilisations in favour of a

dialogue between cultures.

While not primarily concerned with it, there istime Declaration a commitment of all
participants to the ‘realisation of a just, commes$ive and lasting peace settlement in
the Middle East® The Barcelona Process was meant to provide yehanforum
for both Israeli and Palestinian policy-makers torkvin a multilateral environment
on political and economic affairs affecting the Wehoegion. Despite its successes in
improving relations in the Mediterranean in ternfst@de and co-operation on
matters such as immigration and regional militagguwsity, the breaking out of the
secondIntifada in September 2000 has had negative repercussionte whole
process. This is recognised at EU level and in @epan regional strategy for the
years 2002-2006 it has been highlighted that ‘redemelopments in the Middle East
have led to a virtual stalemate in the peace psyagBich in turn have impacted on

the work of the Barcelona Conference in the cre@atiba favourable climate for the



Middle East Peace Process.” Some argue that saldnstte is also the result of the
inability of the EU to utilise the ‘Euro-Mediterraan partnership to generate
dynamics more favourable to the peace procésBtie weight of the EU has been

instead brought to bear to gain inclusion in theu@at?®

In spite of these difficulties, the EU is still gent in the region and the Commission
is engaged in the following activities:
» High representatives of the Commission engage thighregional parties with
a view to promoting progress in the Peace process.
* Itimplements CFSP Measures.
* It supports the EU’s Special Envoy.
* It represents the EU in the multilateral trackled Middle East Peace Process.
» It participates in international donors’ conferesice
* It is responsible for the preparation and impleragoh of assistance
programs.
* It manages regional economic co-operation schemg®ragages with Israelis

and Palestinians in an economic dialogue.

These tasks are carried out through two delegationthe region: the European
Commission’s Delegation to Israel and the Europ&ommission Technical
Assistance Office to the West Bank and Gaza. Gilahit is the people working in
these offices who are the ‘faces and voices’ ofEbeopean Union in the region, the
focus of this study is on how they perceive thearky Since we are talking about
identity, it should be stressed that the constonchf it is context-dependent. This

means that the implementation of CFSP policiesthadeliefs behind them may be



different in Jerusalem/Gaza and Brussels. The ‘@gdactor becomes very relevant
to determine who is Europe and who speaks for Eusop we paid attention to the

voice in the field.

Exporting Norms?

One of the most significant aspects of CFSP inMinddle East Peace process is the
absence from official discourse of the word ‘instreassociated to the word
‘European.’” While this might be a conscious rhearidevice, its absence may also
be indicative of a deeper mistrust of traditionateign policy-making. The word
'interest' appears only when associated to thectagge'common’ to define that
interests cannot be promoted or defended if onky side benefits because in the
longer term this will create resentment and a &iaten of preceding actions. The
value of the word ‘interests’ is in the meaningats for EU foreign policy makers, as
it represents a higher form of the national intetesbecome an international one,
where all parties share core values and therefcrtens abiding by the same rules.
This signifies that the deepening Europeanisatiforedain policies has an impact on
traditional notions of ‘national interest’ that mien states have and encourages an
‘identity change’ among them through the conceptao$hared European interest

influenced by different norms and values.

Most documents, declarations and accounts of palsoterviews emphasise the
strategic relevance of the area to the Union, balso emerges quite clearly that
foreign policy has already moved beyond the narroterpretation of ‘strategic

relevance’ with its association to zero-sum gamestds a new dimension based on

comprehensive co-operation and solidarity. This sgokeeyond the liberal



understanding and belief in multilateralism to adijutake the founding values of the
EU as the supreme norms that need to be propagated defend the cause of the
EU, but to recast the Middle East in the normativeuld of Europe. The identity
acquired by the European Union through its prooégstegration is the driving force
behind EU foreign policy in the region. This paular identity then filters down to
the member states. One clear example of this i2@0d Franco-German agreement
over the opening of a shared cultural centre in &kain, which symbolises at once
the unity of the European Union and the possibdityeconciliation that Palestinians

and Israelis should aim fé¥.

The core norms identified by Manners and the emplashem as the foundational
values of the European Union are not simply rhe&brilevices, but constitute a basis
for action. European policy-makers in the regioa temselves as the representatives
of these values and norms rather than represesgativ an institution and their
actions, consequently, reflect these normative dations. The European delegations
and institutions in the area are the means threvgbh these values can be promoted
and not the entity, which decides that certain @slshould be promoted because they
advance a specific European Interest. To a ceegatent the traditional roles of
entities dictating the line to be followed and gadicy makers following are reversed,
as the policy-maker sees him/herself as the defesrdpromoter of ideas, which are
not the reflection of sovereignty or statehood.daithat member states are bound by
this common framework, they also tend to put asider ‘national’ differences to

support what EU agencies do in the area.



In one particular interview with a senior EU poligyaker, this point emerged quite
strongly. Without being solicited, the interviewlaeinched into a passionate defence
of the values upon which the European Union wasded and the need to use the
example of these values in the regfdmn fact, there seems to be little doubt that the
experience of the creation and the expansion ofEtln®pean Union is the driving
force behind the efforts of EU foreign policy irethegion to solve the conflict. The
role of CFSP is that of an external actor attengptonconvince the parties in conflict
that by looking at the EU’s experience it is poksitp come to a peaceful and
mutually beneficial solution. The EU does heavayyron the values it was founded
on and the norms it developed over time to devséoreign policy in the region. In
the words of the Head of the Delegation in GazataedWest Bank: ‘if the French
and the Germans were able to come to understaridthiba future laid in co-
operation, there is no reason why the same reagaannot be achieved in this

region.”®

This obviously leads to two different types of ahffities. One is the ‘misplaced’

idealisation of how Europe and a European idemiterged. In the creation of the
‘mythical values’ of Europe and in the selectivetbry of how the EU became to be
what it is today, it is forgotten that when it wagated there was an existing ‘peace’
and there were both external security guarantemadaed by the United States and a
common external threat in the form of the SovietddnThese conditions do not exist
today in the Middle East. However, the crucial pdiare from the point of view of

the internalisation of norms is that this very @draccount of how Europe came into
being is perpetuated within EU policy-making ciscland does become the whole

story. What is important to underline is that biynghating some relevant factors from



the construction of the European model, EU poli@kars have created an idealised
account of their own identity that they believeaimd attempt to export. What follows
is that the policies in the region derived fromsthiealised account may not be
working precisely because some crucial factors Haeen left out from the official

report of the identity-building process.

The second difficulty is the existence of competingerests’ within the EU. While

EU officials may have internalised norms, as doauhand interviews show, the EU
is also constituted by member-states pursuing tbein separate policies. This
indicates that there may be two games taking pkicéghe same time and the
contradictions generated by these conflicting astiandermine the EU’s credibility
and norm-exporting power. It is no coincidence tbatEU officials showed a degree
of frustration toward EU member states and thewdépendent’ activities in the

region.

At a general level, it can be argued that thera isonsiderable gap between the
‘internalised’ norms, how much they actually filtdown to member states and the
ability to promote them successfully. This may e tb the ‘over-idealisation’ of the
making of a peaceful Europe and to the compettia the EU is subjected to from

member-states.

It's the economy...stupid!

The impact of norms in the development of EU famemplicy is evident in the
instruments used to make the policy effective. Asligated previously, the

Commission ‘manages regional economic co-operasidmemes and engages with



Israelis and Palestinians in an economic dialoglies is the most important activity
of the EU and a very simple explanation was giventhis: ‘sound and successful
economic co-operation will ultimately lead to pwitl progress® The work of the

European Union in the region is therefore focusecoonomic development. Along
with the essential role played in funding the refoof the Palestinian Authority,

economic development is the real priority.

Simply looking at the list of tasks that the EU hiagmerges that most of them have
an economic dimension. In this respect there amenaber of elements that should be
highlighted. First of all, the Commission attemptst only to help the Palestinians
achieve a respectable level of economic developrgrfunding a wide variety of
projects in the Occupied Territories, but triedimx the economy of these Territories
with that of Israel — attempting to create an ecowanterdependency. Through the
management of regional economic co-operation scherte EU is involved in
building bridges between the two parties highlightihe positive outcomes of co-
operation. Secondly, the Union itself does notaiyemanage many of the projects it
funds, but rather contracts them out to internatioend local non-governmental
organisations, so as to maximise the involvemenh®flocal population. Thirdly, the
EU actively promotes economic agreements thattre@salssociation agreements with
the two political entities in order not only to fesits own commercial agenda but
also to have both entities participating in the sapolicy arena. Given that the
potential of the Euro-Mediterranean region to beeaanleading economic area is
enormous, the benefit of economic co-operationgklighted. All this would confirm
that the EU is indeed a normative power, but thoficg cannot be assessed in

isolation and outcomes have to be judged.



What emerges is that the success of this poli@cohomic engagement is at the very
best mixed. Some good results had been obtainectdhately after the Oslo Peace
Accords. In 1995 for instance the EU-Israel AssiimiaAgreement was signed and
entered in force in June 2000 with the hope thatvould also foster economic
regional co-operation since similar agreements Haeen signed with a number of
other countries in the area, but the whole intéonat community and, more
importantly, the two regional partners were comaitto the process. The EU policy
cannot therefore account for the overall limitedcass of the early years. It follows
that when the external and regional actors’ doreginditions changed, the policy
faltered. This strategy is not working at the motreemd economic conditions in the

Territories have vastly deteriorated.

This sense of failure is captured when talking tembers of non-governmental
organisations who receive funds from the EU toycaut projects aimed at improving
the living standards of PalestiniafisWater sanitation projects, rubbish collection
schemes, community centres, schools, and othexsinficture have been damaged by
Israeli armed forces, leading some within the NG&#np to question their own
activities. Commissioner Patten seemed to shares suintheir frustration when in a
statement to the EU Parliament on political progresthe region in September 2002
when he declared that ‘the Palestinians and therdmymmunity are working hard on
building institutions and reforming existing struiets. But there is a danger of that
becoming a sort of virtual politics, while the restiuation on the ground goes from

bad to worse to appalling”



These poor results do not seem to undermine theosupf those who are carrying
EU policy out in the field. In fact, this overalblicy of economic dialogue is quite
deliberate in its political objectives and onceiagacan be connected to how the
European Union formulates its policies on the badists values and of its own
history. Among EU policy-makers there is the asstiompthat “the EU is very much
engaged in trying to push an economic agenda basegiowth and development
because of the European experience itself afterldMafar 11.” Since there is the
widespread notion that political success and com@m® in conflict situations can
only be built on economic success, the EU is erdyagéollowing the same path that
it believes that it followed from its inception. éardingly, “the logic behind the
success of the European Union is that it startedasuan entity that dealt with
economic issues and then these tangible resultstadsin political progress® If
economic dialogue is successful, political resats going to be much easier to
achieve, as both sides will see that they havenamoan interest in working together.
While this is considered naive by some elementkwgrwith development agencies

in the region, it still confirms that norms — albeliealised - do influence policy.

Building on the belief that economic progress aogperation can drive politics, the
EU is very much involved in promoting three coréues in its close work with the

Palestinian Authority: democracy, rule of law arekpect for human rights. As
previously underlined, part of the budget of the f6lthe region is destined to foster
political legitimacy and respect for basic civilrngs. Through the training of judges
and the comprehensive reform of the judicial systiéms hoped that in the Occupied

Territories the rule of law will become part of tpelitical system.



The overarching logic of this policy of democraapmotion and rule of law is to be
found in the belief that a legitimate and democr&@alestinian Authority will be more
prone to co-operate with Israel, as it will havesiaslated and will have been
socialised into the need for compromise and the neeespect other points of view.

Legal norms are the means through which confliatstme solved.

The member states of the EU are technically pathisf process and their foreign
policy should also driven by this acquired identity fact, there seems to be a very
strong degree of collaboration between the reptatiees of the European Union and
the representatives of the member states. Onesegripr official stated quite clearly
that ‘there is no conflict between what the Commissdoes and what Members
States do when it comes to deal with the Palestidathority and with the peace
process in general® This co-ordination of policies is also highly iitstionalised, as
there are scheduled meetings and fixed procedoreallfthe representatives to come
together. According to some officials, this seemdé a radical change from past
practice. ‘Every member state sees itself as dartirig something both on its own
(there are a number of different bilateral agreeisjeand together with other member
states through the work of the EU Commission deiega® If this is true, two
important conclusions can be drawn from this. Birssocialisation and further
integration have played a role over time in chaggittitudes among policy-makers of
different member-statess & visthe role of the EU in foreign affairs.While in the
past Europe may have been seen as an encroachmeutad diplomatic corps ‘did
for a living’, the present would point to a diffatepicture. Not only, the shared
project of the building of Europe is internaliseml duch an extent that it modifies

behaviour, but it spills over into effective poliayaking, which in turn is not simply



based on a notion of sovereignty. Europe doesulmdtgute the nation state and does
not simply ‘Europeanise’ foreign policies, but repents normative values that have a
standing of their own. The second important concluss that the procedures put in
place for the co-ordination of these policies emeanthe credibility of the EU

representatives.

However, there is also the emerging belief that @dlicies are not simply about
norms, but that in fact ‘norms are woven into mateinterests3® For example, a

recent study on the trade accords that the EU digvith countries in Africa, the

Caribbean and the Pacific (ACP) demonstrated tmatpromotion of solidarity and

equality has been scrapped in favour of the pusfuilear economic advantages.

Thus, the EU itself, and in spite of the rhetotiases, is not immune from thinking of
itself has having clearly defined interests. Seébtgrthe Union’s Member States have
significant material interests ranging from accé&ssenergy resources to military
security and from immigration to the promotion odd trade. The novelty of CFSP
with respect to traditional Foreign Policy may bethe realisation that these material
interests have to be collapsed into norms in otddre effectively pursued, but this
does not detract from the reality of member statedependence, particularly at
critical junctures and regarding truly relevant taeed. All member states have their
own agendas in the area and their own wider obgstand while, at a rhetorical
level, this agenda is synergised with the broadeojean one, a re-edition of the

‘capability-expectations gap’ seems to be centrairntderstanding’

These two points contribute to explain the failuoéshe EU in the area, the lack of

alternatives to thepax americanain the region, and the frustration of EU offigal



who have indeed internalised the EU core norms,sket to be unable to export
them successfully. The EU contributes a novel aktlfor both the Palestinians and
the Israelis, but its effectiveness is limited Hyustural constraints, by the very
limited and idealised vision of the EU’s own higtoby contradictions from within

the EU foreign policy ‘system’ and by the competitiof other more credible and
effective unitary actors such as the United Stdteaddition, the targeted partners do
not seem to be influenced by this norm-exportingategy and have failed to

internalise it. The ‘real’ game is for them playeith the United States and influential
member states, not with the EU, which is seen ascamomic partner in the more

traditional ‘realist’ sense.

In the minds of EU officials, the 2003-2004 divissoover the war against Iraq were a
powerful reminder that not only can the EU be gasiflelined, but that the regional

partners have understood the very marginal gaeg ¢hn make by engaging with the
EU from a normative point of view. All EU policy-rkers in the area seemed to be
very disappointed with the lack of agreement witthia EU because the very notion

of Europe is undermined and credibility diminishes.

US-EU Relations: Loving Me...and Loving You.

In this context, it is worth mentioning the relatship that has developed in the area
with the United States. There is little doubt thte US and the EU have different
approaches to Peace Process, with the US focusorg on security and the EU
focusing on the socio-economic aspect. This diffeee derives both from the
privileged relations that they enjoy with the twarfees in conflict, from different

assumptions they have about the region and, mareiatly, from the different



‘resources’ they can mobilise. The ‘war on terrbids possibly increased such

differences, as the current debate on PA fundimgahstrates.

For the European Union, the main preoccupation seenbe reaching a type of
stability, which is not built on security and maliy preoccupations, but on economic
and social development. In order to achieve tha, folution of the Palestinian
conflict is not really about ‘how to guarantee s@gy but on ‘how to conceptualise
and put into practice a different concept of sdaguriThe fact that the EU is
exclusively focusing on aid and trade is witnesshi® commitment of the EU to a

different approach and to the successful exportiatednalisation of EU norms.

EU policy-makers are careful in emphasising thatEk and the US co-operate in the
region and that they enjoy very good relations alth they deal with different

matters. This recognition, it is stressed out, dugslead to competition but a useful
differentiation in roles. Instead of competing witfe US in a traditional manner, the
EU attempts to build a counterweight to Israeldtigh the creation of a democratic,

efficient and economically sound Palestinian enfity

The view is that there seems to be no need toerigel the US because the US listens
to the EU and the policies they both undertakebmnonsidered complementary. The
view that the EU and the US do not really compatehe area is borne out when
talking to NGOs representatives. Paradoxically, ymnanrking in the third sector in
the region are keen to stress two points. Firslipfthey are quite sceptic about the
EU line on focusing mostly on economics to fostelitigal progress. They argue that

the conflict is fundamentally a political one. Evieeconomic conditions dramatically



improved and real co-operation was initiated, ie #nd the rivalry would be so
intense that economic gains would be short-livediha conflict is seen by many on
both sides as a zero-sum game. The second padimatist is very difficult for them

not to be sympathetic to the Palestinians and therdhey would call for a much

stronger role of the EU in competing with the Anaans for influence.

There are a number of points that emerge from tia¢ysis of EU/US relations in the
area. First of all, there is some truth to themldhat the EU and the US are not
competing and that the EU is not attempting to teroalance the United States.
There is a very clear and readily recognised dffempproach to the Peace Process
on the part of the two actors, but this ‘competitidoes not seem to subscribe to a
realist traditional interpretation. In fact, compienh takes place on the terrain of
values. It is believed that a region where the lodrbetween Israeli and Palestinians
would be solved though economic co-operation wdla stable one. This *human’
stability, as opposed to the ‘security’ stabilityvesaged by the United States, should
be the best means to defend material interests asidfetter access to oil resources,
taming religious fundamentalism and expanding theoBViediterranean free trade

area with mutual economic benefits.

Secondly, however, it should be recognised that Ekk ‘thinks’ in that manner

because, to a considerable degree, it cannot rdallgnything else. The structural
constraints of CFSP signify that the different memstates bring to bear their own
views and interests, jockeying for the position tbé spokesperson of the EU.
Germany and Holland are traditionally pro-lsraed ainerefore have their own

independent approach to the whole situation, bubprof that each member state has



to consider its bilateral relationship with the W&en making policies in the region.
Thus, the EU becomes a ‘nice’ vehicle through whpcbmote specific norms and
values, but it is not given the means to do angtetse because critical decisions
have to still be made nationally. In turn, this fprmdly undermines the identity-
driven policies of the EU and subtracts from itedibility because the regional

partners are aware that the important game isaadiyyrplayed in Brussels.

Conclusion

Given the deep divisions within the European Unaath respect to the war in Iraq, it
would seem preposterous to talk about the effentige of Common and Foreign
Security Policy and the increasing primacy of E€niity as the driving force behind

foreign policy?

However, while rationalist and positivist explaoas make a crucial contribution to
explanations of particular policy choices, it degserge that EU foreign policy is

driven at a very fundamental level by the normatxedues ascribed to it and
understood by EU and national foreign policy maké&ire evidence shows that there
are grounds to consider the Union operating a ntvexanodel as outlined above,
since EU officials seem to have internalised themsothat Manners identifies as
being constitutive. In addition, the policies darty from this may be argued to be at
least in part identity-driven, even if this idegtits partial and highly idealised.

According to traditional works in the literature & policy-making, this should, in

turn, have an influence on the constituent partthefEU and how they formulate

policies that bring a European dimension into anherg national and collective



identity. Our evidence, rather, seems to highlitfieg ineffectiveness of EU policy
towards the peace process and this can be explapedtie Union’s excessively
idealised vision of itself, which underplays thalresorld conditions that underpinned
its establishment and success. This leads to pgoaice of policies because all real
factors are not accounted for. In addition to thrisblem, there is a very substantial
difficulty in turning the norms-drive policies intbard export due to the still

prominent role that member states play.

The attempt to recast the Middle East in the imafghe European Union is real but,
at this time, the explanatory power of rationaliand the primacy of the nation-state
remain considerable. According to EU officials,igtislg on economic progress and
economic links is the way forward not only to acleehe regional stability that all
actors desire, but to obtain a type of stabilitgttls normatively different from the
traditional security-centred conception of it. Heeg there seems to be the refusal to
acknowledge that this is not working. Along the salimes, counterbalancing the
United States may not be a logical course of adiecause the normative foundations
of the European Union are unable to reconcile ithwihe use of traditional
instruments of power politics. It could also bedsthat what makes this policy the
only one pursued by the EU is the internal divisiof member-sates regarding their

rolevis a visthe US.

A note of optimism is however necessary. While ¢hisronly limited evidence that
the EU is a normative power, the very fact that ynafficials — from both the EU
institutions and the Member States — have been tablaternalise core norms is

testimony to the changes that have occurred immaltiforeign-policy making. In this



respect, it might be argued that if once againgiratton accelerates in the domain of
foreign and security policy — as with, for exampiee proposed EU constitution’s
Minister for Foreign Affairs and the External Aati&ervice — further progress in this
direction may result. ‘Europe has repeatedly defiedsceptic$® and a truly unified

CFSP may be the next step of this defiance. Thig fact means that progress is
possible and that international politics does navento be the arena where the

scientific law of positivism are immutable.
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