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UESTION. In your latest book 'V,

you write that Europe will

never be a great power. Why?
First we have to agree on what we mean
by a great power. To me, a great power is
a great civil and military power, roughly
comparable to American power today and
Chinese power in the future. This seems to
me to be a very remote possibility for a
number of structural reasons. The first is
that Europe is not a state but a federation
of nation states. Consequently, this means
that Europe does not reflect the existence
of a European people. As long as there
is no nation of European people, there
will be no European state. And as long
as there is no nation of European people,
there can be no common representative
of its interests before the world and its
challenges.

Another reason, which is connected
to the first, stems from the fact that
Europeans don’t consider themselves
to be the final guarantors of their own
security. Together with Japan, we are
the only ones in this situation. The
Americans, the Chinese, the Russians
and the Brazilians consider themselves to
be the final guarantors of their security.

Europeans talk a lot about European
forces, make the Petersberg missions
appear more important than they are,
and hold forth about the deployment
of forces in Africa. None of this is
insignificant, but we should not forget
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Zaki Laidi, La Norme sans la force. L'énigme de la puissance européenne
(Norms without force: the enigma of European power), Sciences Po
(Les presses), 2005, p. 711.

In a historic decision in 1992, at Hotel Petersberg near Bonn,
the Western European Union (WEU) defined a range of crisis-
management missions to which member governments wanted
to respond. The “Petersberg missions” include humanitarian and
rescue tasks, peacekeeping and tasks for combat forces in crisis
management.
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an essential point: most European
nations think that, in the end, the
defence of their own territory is not their
responsibility but NATO’s and, in fact,
America’s. This perception has not been
modified, but has in fact been reinforced,
as a result of European enlargement. The
Balts and the Poles look to the Americans
for their security. The European Union
plays an important role, but its function
is economic, certainly not military.
Things could conceivably change over
time. But you really have to be French
to believe that “I’Europe-puissance”—
Europe as a power—is inevitable, or even
an idea that is making headway. As long
as Europeans don’t consider themselves
the final guarantors of their security,
any talk of “Europe as a power” will
remain merely incantatory. The sixty-
four thousand dollar question is whether
this attitude will be tenable in tomorrow’s
world—a world in which China, India
and Russia consider themselves the
final guarantors of their own security.
In today’s world, only Europe and Japan
find themselves in this situation.

Q. Nevertheless, hasn’t the Iraq crisis shown
the ability of certain European states to free
themselves from American tutelage?

True. The most spectacular aspect of the
Iraqi affair is not the French stance but
rather Germany’s emancipation. But
opposing the Americans is evidently not
sufficient to formulate a European policy.
France and Germany failed to rally a lot
of countries behind them; in that respect,
they failed. Has this crisis prompted the
Germans to attach more importance to
military questions and to make a more
substantial effort to strengthen their
defence capability? Certainly not. The
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majority of Germans think that the
farther away they get from military
problems, the better off they will be. I am
not judging; merely noting a fact.

Lastly, there is a third, historical,
factor, which there is no getting away
from: Europe was created in opposition
to war and military power. The European
project was founded on the idea that
war must be sublimated. Naturally, one
could think that the world has changed
and that Europeans have changed with
it. But I am not so sure. In a way, the
common feature that binds Europeans
is their reticence to use force and their
tendency to promote norms, which is not
in contradiction to the development of a
military force. Besides, these past 15 years
have shown that the use of force has,
when all is said and done, failed to solve
any problems. That's why those who scoff
at European naiveté are not necessarily
right. After all, the great strategic event
of the late twentieth century was the
collapse of communism. Yet this collapse
was not brought about by a war of
conquest, but by the implosion of the
system. Let’s remember the debate about
the Helsinki Accords and its famous
Basket III, which was focused on human
rights. Many said that the Accords were
a fool’s bargain between East and West.
It was indeed a fool’s bargain, but not
in the way they thought. Ideas turned
out to be stronger than missiles. It is
this historical example that leads me to
conclude that purely realist visions of the
world make no sense.

Possessing a military instrument is not
automatically going to turn Europe into
a great power. It is the purpose to which
power is directed that gives meaning to
military power. I'm astonished that this
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obvious point is not recognised and that
we are still asking ourselves how to build
a European force to turn Europe into a
great power.

Q. If, as you argue, European power is based
solely on norms, isn’t it condemned to play
second fiddle?
It all depends on how one envisions the
world system, on how one looks at its
structure and challenges. If you see the
world in “realist” terms, that is to say, if
you think that what counts is the power
and interest of states, and that their
values, ideas and opinions don’t count,
you will be led to think that Europe
does not matter. On the other hand, if
you believe that the world’s problems
are never solved by force alone, you
will think that Europe stands a chance.
Neither the problems of poverty nor of
the environment can be solved through
force. The same is true of democracy,
although in this area matters are more
complex. Without external pressure,
regimes do not budge. But pressure alone
is not enough. That has been true from
the conquest of Egypt to that of Iraq.
Thus the question is this: are we
moving towards a world organised and
regulated by norms—which is what the
European project is all about—or are
we witnessing the return of realpolitik,
with the rise in power of China, India
and Russia? It is a genuine question. The
Europeans are betting that international
norms can govern the world. That is
what they hope, and it is also in their
interest. But I am not sure that the other
great states share this vision of the world.
Therein lies the ambiguity of the French
insistence on a “multipolar world”. The
French think that a multipolar world
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is automatically a multilateral world
organised according to strict rules. But
this definition is not accepted by all.  am
not at all sure that the Chinese see things
from this angle. To them, what counts is
American recognition; they don’t much
care about the rest. What they want is
to play with the big boys; not to uphold
international norms, but to defend their
own interests,

What needs to be recognised is that
the Europeans have no alternative model.
Their political model is “government
by norms.” They are not about to turn
around overnight and say, “This model
doesn’t work. Let's practise realpolitik like
everyone else.” Europe cannot change
its position because, as 1 said before, it
is not a state. Europe can only return to
realpolitik if its various members decide to
go it alone. Collectively, military force is
not an option for them. They can only try
to convince the others to play according
to a binding set of rules that apply to all,
including the most powerful.

Q. But hasn't the Iraq war, in fact, proven
the failure of this approach?

Yes, of course. The Europeans were
divided, and those who did share a
number of positions did not succeed in
creating a real European dynamic.
Nonetheless, subsequent events showed
that the American approach was not
necessarily the best, and that their
way of exporting democracy by force
remains highly problematic if there are
no local forces to support it. That said,
I am not sure that the Europeans have
original ideas to tackle these problems.
But, so far, the American approach has
remained fruitless. After the first elections,
one would have thought that the trend
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would be reversed. But since then, that
optimism has been dashed. In addition,
the Syrian crisis—and the international
consensus it has produced—shows that
the UN remains an institution with a
power of legitimacy that is by no means
negligible. No one contests the fact that
the injunction directed at Damascus to
cooperate with the UN to find out who
was behind Rafik Hariri’s murder was
justified, because there is a consensus
behind it—including within the Arab
countries.

John Bolton, the American
ambassador to the United Nations who
has also been a leading American anti-
UN theorist for 50 years, is pleased to
see the UN tackle the Iranian and Syrian
questions which the United States can no
longer manage on its own.

It is obvious that American
unilateralism has reached its limits and
that the pronouncements that were made
about the demise of multilateralism were
premature. International affairs obey the
logic of the pendulum.

Q. Does this return of the pendulum favour
Europe?
In a way, yes, because it allows Europe
to get back in the game and underscores
the fact that multilateralism can produce
results. Nevertheless, today, Europe is too
absorbed in its internal problems to reap
even the slightest profit from this situation.
This introversion is largely due to a
total lack of strategic vision regarding
its own future, the difficulty of national
systems in adapting to the constraints
of globalisation, the tendency to
renationalise choices and the temptation
to make of Europe a constraint rather
than an opportunity.
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European feeling and the EU’s norms and values celebrated during Europe Day in March 2007 @ AFP

The only place where Europe enjoys
real political visibility is in the WTO. But,
unfortunately, it is Europe that is wrongly
held responsible for the blockages in the
Doha Round * negotiations because of
its support for its agriculture.

Q. You show in your book that the Euro-
peans’ attachment to norms results in
stricter adherence to multilateral rules
and that, in this respect, they are different
from other great nations. Is this a cultural
difference?

No, there’s nothing cultural about it.

3.

30

The fourth ministerial conference of the WTO was held at Doha,
Qatar, from 9 to 14 November 2001. At the conference, 121
governments presented a large number of proposals for negotiation.
The negotiations were conducted within the framework of the Doha
Declaration, which set a series of deadlines. Almost all the negotiations
concerning agriculture were supposed to be completed no later than 1
January 2005. The unofficial objective is now the end of 2006.
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This preference is part and parcel of
the European project in that it aims to
transcend a world in which relations
between states are defined by conflict
and in which all that counts are relations
between states. Europe maintains that,
in a more interdependent world, the
rules of the game ought to be based on
norms and no longer just on political
arrangements amongst states.

If you want to solve the problem of
climate change you have to start with
the idea that there is a global public
good called the environment and that
its preservation requires going beyond
strict regulation between states. The
Europeans consider that globalisation
by its very nature imposes a greater
sharing of sovereignty amongst states
and that this is not the least of its assets.
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After all, what is the European Union
if not a political system founded on
the sharing of sovereignty? This idea
was very strong, and even dominant,
throughout the 1990s. There was the
fall of the Berlin Wall, the Rio Summit,
the Kyoto Protocol and the creation
of the International Criminal Court.
This cycle has clearly been reversed
since September 11th. People have
not only discovered that globalisation
is multifaceted but also that the
deregulation of markets calls for the
strengthening of states as sovereign
actors. Some people imprudently
thought that this return of the
states would lead to a retreat of neo-
liberalism, but they were mistaken. The
two dynamics are quite different. Ultra-
powerful markets and equally powerful
security states can coexist. To understand
this one need only look at the United
States. The market lies at the heart of
American society, but the sovereign
State is equally powerful in America,
often more so than in Europe, because it
is quick to react. After September 11th,
the Bush administration went overnight
from a budget surplus to an enormous
budget deficit, because it was not bound
by the Maastricht criteria.

The crux of the matter is this: the
United States is a state; Europe is
not a state. Everything follows from
this difference, which is political, not
cultural. To the Europeans, norms are
the means to rein in states, of subjecting
them to discipline, of restraining them.
That is why norms are omnipresent in
the construction of Europe. Europe is
betting that it is possible to envision
equivalent norms at a global level: to
apply norms in the greatest number of

Vol. 4, No. 3, July 2007

domains in the world system to make
it more predictable, more manageable,
less erratic and easier to monitor. In the
global arena, the European project seeks
the normalisation of the international
system. But this preference for norms
is not purely aesthetic; it corresponds
to Europe’s interests because it reflects
its preferences. We need strong
environmental norms because we want
to protect our environment. We seek to
institute fundamental social protections
because we fear that competition
from low-wage countries could end
up determining our social model. We
make every effort to defend multi-
functionality in agriculture because
we don’t want to see our farmers
disappear en masse. We want more
political conflict resolution because we
are unwilling to go to war...

Q. In your book you, by and large, equate
the defence of the European model with
the defence of non-market preferences. Is
agriculture part of this? And by protecting
our agriculture aren’t we harming developing
countries?

At the moment this is a central question
at the WTO, and Europe is at the heart
of the controversy. At one level, the issue
appears simple enough: the rich ought
to stick to the high added-value sectors—
such as the service industries—to give
developing countries an advantage in
the agricultural sector. This is related to
the concept of comparative advantage,
which makes no sense in this context.
There are two difficulties with this. The
first is almost philosophical in nature:
is agriculture an activity like any other?
Should we give up agriculture like we
gave up coal and like we will give up



G SR AR AR e A Y 1]

R A 73 LI R () — AN W& 8 AR
& s, BUAFAESE — 2Bkt
MR, BEEREE, A
PR 5% AR 4 i L R T 5] ] A
FBR o RN IN R, R4
AT E S AE X % B 5 H T
FZ B ERGEE R B K (a greater
sharing of sovereignty) , X 5 /&
SERE— M. B3, WR
R AN 2 2 37 AF FE L= (sharing
of sovereignty) FJAEfl 15, B
AEE R AFETR? £BA
1990 4EAR, X — W& — IR R
#H, HERT ESHEM. MRS
k. B4 (Rio Summit) v (
RABUCE ) [ B R =k B AR
ML T, Ho11JgX—BEHHIN
Tk, ANAIADUR L2 Bk 2
L, T B R I T 3
B B EE s Ak R 5K S B A7
(sovereign actors) o 748 AAH 2448
HA g, 3 A E SKCH A I [B] )R
OB A B X MGR ,  (HARAT 5
T o XPMsh ) (dynamics) /& # A
AN[AI ) o R 9 1) 17 3% (ultra-powerful
markets) 5 [ Ff FL A 8 5 22 42 1) [
Foe e I Ar ). BEHRIX — 5T,
HEMEEFEAEEXE. BREEH
SO ETS, HEER
F BUE 5 (sovereign State) [A] FF /&
SR I, I HAEIR 2 500 K ok
SRS PSS Rl B B LN e a1
o “9.11” LhJE, AAtBUN—®&
2 V6] TS 280 4% 3 1) 7 5K HR TG
F, WAEIHAZ “ 0 HTE
#EN) " (Maastricht criteria) £ W,

8 M 327

Chinese Cross Currents

/

HIER AT RS
AREE—ANEK; BRHA Z—
Ko X P 2= i & UG 5 T i A A2
AT ZER, HAR—UIBFEA
F b WA S, BTEELAR
%W, fFzAEME. AR
FB, XHtE e TERR AL = 451
PIEITAZE R . RRARSE, T
DA B 1E 4 K2 1] L AH N RS,
JAG AT R AR B KV [ N AE 2 & T
A AR Z T, LB EME
T, EAER, A ERARR
e, EH TR B RO
X7 fE BRI N S 3E E PRk R
I YEE (normativity) , {HIX Ff X}
T HR S P D 47 - AN AR 2 36 22 i X
B ol = @) 31 e o X1 A P
M R T BRI 75 5. A%
SR AR ATE, RO FRAIAEEE
R, AT B E LA R
SRFESIE, FoIRATE.L0 5K T
e I Nt 2 L A N
P bR . FRATTN 8R4 ) 548
BNk Z ohaett, FoARMNAA
A B IRATH AR MY 53 R AASE b 77
Ko FRATTEE JEBUIG P 58 fE 15 3 iR
v, RO IRAIA A e oo

i8] BAPPILEDENEIN AR
FS51RDIEMHERBEDEE,
Hopha BRI X —853032 A
EXRBECHRIHTRIPNENZ
BREITRZBRPERNFE?

2 HFTIX AN ] R IE A WTO %
o) B, R ALTE X — S8 1
Lo EXEAEMLE, ZAELTR
faiep . E AR AR AE s B D

FUEE=H2007F78

33



Chinese Cross Currents

34

textiles tomorrow? Because we need to
recognise that if we open our agricultural
market to global competition, our farmers
will disappear. There is a second difficulty
in addition to the first one. If we open our
markets to Brazil, that country will profit
handsomely but it will go on to crush the
African countries, Is that the solution?

The problem is even more complex
than that, because the protection of
agriculture remains very unequal
at the social level and has very little
transparency at the political level... If
the French knew who profits from the
Common Agricultural Policy would they
defend the protection of farming as much
as they do? I don't know the answer to
that but the question evidently deserves
to be asked.

Q. Therefore, globalisation ought to
encourage Europe to come together. But we
are seeing the opposite happening. Why?
I've always thought that globalisation
was very good at revealing the strengths
and weaknesses of every nation, and
thus also of Europe. First of all, one must
understand that with enlargement,
Europe has become more diversified
in character and consequently also in
timetables. Not all Europeans feel that
they are living in a unique historical
moment. Of course they face the
same global challenges but that does
not change how they perceive these
constraints.

Take the new member countries. For
them, joining Europe means returning
to history, the opportunity to join again
with their own history, to rediscover
a political sovereignty that was
undermined by the Soviet system. The
concept of shared sovereignty that lies at
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the heart of the European project is not
axiomatic as far as they are concerned.
And while they are willing to accept
shared sovereignty in the economic
sphere, they certainly don’t want it
to spread to the social or diplomatic
spheres. Their priority is to protect, and
even to promote, their autonomy within
a European whole. For them Europe is
not so much a project as a mechanism
that is meant to help them get back
in the game of European national
powers. Their relationship to Europe is
also different at both the economic and
social levels. They consider the logic of
social and fiscal harmonisation to run
counter to their national interests. Like
the British, they believe in competition
amongst European states. People always
believe in competition when they profit
from it. Besides, the idea of harmonising
social policy smells suspiciously of
Sovietism to them. Lastly, in the area of
security, the issue is even more clear-cut:
NATO remains the best rampart against
the Russians.

In these three areas the differences
are widening. To this, one would have
to add Franco-British rivalries—to say
nothing of the temptation amongst some
Europeans to insist that Europe is not
qualified to confront globalisation. This
is notably the case with the British: in
their eyes, Europe will henceforth be too
small to confront global problems and
too big to face local challenges. This is
evidently not an innocent argument,
because by insisting on Europe’s inability
to adapt to globalisation on various
levels, they are casting doubt on its
pertinence and usefulness. Following
this line of thinking, they also reject
European regulation, particularly in the
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social and fiscal fields...

That’s where we are, and I don't
have the impression that the failure
of the referendum is going to alter
this situation, which is extraordinarily
worrisome for Europe.

Yet nothing is written in stone.
That is why the hastily written death
certificates for Europe are not very
persuasive. Differences do exist but they
are all likely to fade over time. I think,
for example, that ten years from now
the gap between the “two Europes” will
be much narrower on several levels
than it is today. Factors favourable to
harmonisation do exist in Europe, and
should not be neglected. What is more
problematic is the deficit in leadership.
Since the Maastricht Treaty, Europe has
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been running idle and has kept moving
through sheer inertia. In a sense, the
failure of the referendum signalled to
Europe that this situation could not be
sustained. The Franco-German duo no
longer has the propulsive force it once
had; and Britain, contrary to what is
said, has no project for Europe. There is
a British project in Europe. But there is
no British project for Europe. ®

Translated from the French original by
Paul Frank

This interview is published here in Chinese and
English with the permission of Zaki Laidi. The
original French version was published in Etvdes,
Vol. 404/1, January 2006.
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