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A Critique of ‘Normative Power Europe’ Discourse

in the Light of a Farewell Speech
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Abstract

The actorness of the European Union (EU) has been an ongoing debate in the literature since the first years of the EU’s foundation. Putting the debate of the EU’s being a civilian or military power aside, this study tries to answer the question of whether the EU is a ‘normative power’ as claimed or this discourse is just a matter of meta-narrative. Through the example of the farewell speech delivered by Jean-Claude Juncker, President of the Commission from 2014 to 2019, during a debate in the European Parliament (EP), the study aims at understanding and exposing the sings of the fall of normative power Europe discourse. The speech is analysed on the basis of the relevant literature on critical discourse analysis (CDA) and normative power Europe. As defined in the literature, discourse is a practice that is more than representing or signifying the world; it is also used to construct the world in meaning, as seen in the example of normative power Europe discourse. In this context, discourse is a sort of power that can result in dominance or inequality, which CDA makes visible or more visible for the people. To base the arguments of the study, CDA is used along with the prominent views on normative power Europe discourse.
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Öz
Avrupa Birliği’nin (AB) aktörlüğü, AB’nin kuruluşunun ilk yıllarından itibaren literatürde süregelen bir tartışma olmuştur. Bu çalışma, AB’nin sivil ya da askeri güç olmasını bir kenara bırakarak, iddia edildiği gibi AB bir ‘normatif güç’ mü yoksa bu söylem sadece bir üst-anlatı meselesi mi sorusuna cevap aramaktadır. Çalışma, 2014’ten 2019’a Komisyon Başkanlığı yapan Jean-Claude Juncker’in Avrupa Parlamentosu’nda (AP) bir görüşme sırasında yaptığı veda konuşması örneğinden yola çıkarak, normatif güç Avrupa söyleminin çöküş işaretlerini anlayıp ortaya çıkarmayı amaçlamaktadır. Söz konusu konuşma, eleştirel söylem analizi ve normatif güç Avrupa ile ilgili literatür temelinde analiz edilmektedir. Literatürde tanımlandığı üzere, söylem dünyayı temsil etmek veya göstermekten fazlası bir eylemdir; normatif güç Avrupa söylemi örneğinde görüldüğü gibi, aynı zamanda dünyayı anlam bakımından inşa etmek amacıyla kullanılır. Bu bağlamda, söylem hakimiyet veya eşitsizlik ile sonuçlanabilen bir tür güçtür ve eleştirel söylem analizi bunu insanlar için görünür veya daha görünür kılar. Çalışmanın argümanlarını temellendirmek için, eleştirel söylem analizi normatif güç Avrupa söylemine dair önemli görüşler ile birlikte kullanılmaktadır.
Anahtar Kelimeler: Normatif Güç Avrupa, Eleştirel Söylem Analizi, Jean-Claude Juncker, Avrupa Birliği, Güç, Söylem
Introduction

It was a new start for the world politics when a new entity came into being with the Treaties of Paris and Rome in 1951 and 1957, respectively. As known, this entity was the Communities consisting of six Members, which would be called as the European Union (EU) with the Maastricht Treaty of 1992, and would finally enlarge into 28 Members in 2013. Almost from the beginning, the question of ‘what sort of an actor the EU is?’ has been one of the most controversial debates in the literature (Duchêne, 1972, 1973; Bull, 1982; Smith, 2000, 2005; Manners, 2002, 2006a, 2006b, 2008; Manners and Whitman, 2003; Diez, 2005; Bretherton and Vogler, 2006; Orbie, 2006; Diez and Manners, 2007; Howorth, 2010). In the framework of questioning the actorness of the EU, Duchêne (1972; 1973) claimed that the EU was a civilian power while Manners (2002, 2006a, 2006b, 2008) emphasized normative power aspect of the Union a quarter-century later. The concept of normative power was not something new but it was the first time to call the EU with this name in such a plain language, and soon, it would put the debate on the EU’s becoming a military power with its initiatives of 1990s in the shade. Today, is the EU really a normative power in global terms? Or, is the EU ‘simply promoting its own norms in a similar manner to historical empires and contemporary global powers” (Manners, 2002: 240). In other words, are the principles of democracy, rule of law, social justice and respect for human rights included in the Declaration on European Identity dated 14 December 1973 just a range of masks used to decorate the EU’s normative power image? Along with these questions, this study aims at understanding and exposing the signs of the fall of normative power Europe discourse in the light of a farewell speech by Jean-Claude Juncker, President of the Commission from 2014 to 2019, whose position was taken over by Ursula von der Leyen on 1 December 2019. As the president of a supranational body of the EU, Juncker’s farewell speech delivered in the European Parliament (EP) on 22 October 2019 give considerable hints regarding the ongoing discourse of normative power Europe. This is why Juncker and his speech are selected for the study, and the speech is translated literally as accurately as possible from French and German to English and analysed in a critical way in the theoretical framework given in the following section.
The section starts with some conceptual notes on discourse and critical discourse analysis (CDA). It is followed by the discussion of how the EU is constructed as a normative power rather than whether it is a normative power or not. In a discourse-analytical point of view, Diez and Manners (2007: 183) underline the fact that both the EU’s identity and the Others’ are constructed under such a discussion that also requires self-reflexivity to notice the EU’s shortcomings as an actor of it. On the other hand, in his critique of normative power Europe, Merlingen (2007: 443) claims that it is more than the promotion of fundamental civil, political and economic rights for the EU by bringing the dark side of normative power Europe into focus. Moreover, Cebeci (2012: 582) suggests that normative power Europe is only one of the meta-narrative discourses created to present the EU as a model especially in legitimising its foreign policy, and criticises it by using the term of ‘ideal power Europe’. Lastly, the views of Kagan (2002) are given as a last note for the perception and reality gap for the power of the EU.
Conceptual and Theoretical Framework
Before giving a critique of ‘normative power Europe’ discourse for the analysis of Juncker’s farewell speech in the following paragraphs, let me give some conceptual notes on discourse and CDA. Fairclough (1992: 64), in a more linguistic perspective, defines discourse as ‘a practice not just of representing the world, but of signifying the world, constituting and constructing the world in meaning’. Besides, as van Dijk (1997a: 30) claims, ‘discourses are constructive in the sense that their constitutive units may be functionally used, understood or analysed as elements of larger ones, thus also creating hierarchical structures’. To make an addition to Fairclough and van Dijk’s remarks on discourse, it should be noted that discourses not only are constructive but also can serve the opposite or be reconstructive. Discourse is also the power that is to be seized (Foucault, 1981: 53). This is because political actions or practices are also discursive actions or practices, and hence, forms of political texts and talks have political functions and implications (van Dijk, 1997b: 14). On the other hand, as a definition, CDA mainly studies ‘the way social power abuse, dominance, and inequality are enacted, reproduced, and resisted by text and talk in the social and political context’ (van Dijk’s, 2001: 352). So, CDA aims at making the relations of power, which is often unclear to people, more visible (Fairclough and Wodak, 1997: 258). This is what the study aims with CDA of Juncker’s farewell speech.

The discussions of civilian power Europe started in 1970s left its place to the ones of military power Europe in 1990s. It was not long when these latter discussions were also replaced with the discussions of normative power Europe, which still engage the minds of the academic world of the literature. All these labels of power attributed to the EU seem to be products of an effort to dignify it or legitimise its actions, which may be a success or failure in terms of the EU. Due to its limitations, this study mainly deals with the discourse of normative power Europe without discussing civilian or military power Europe. Before giving some critiques of normative power Europe discourse, it is helpful to focus on how it is actually constructed.
First of all, normative power Europe discourse is based on the relations and distinctions between the ‘Self’ and the ‘Other’. These two concepts can be accepted as the determiner of each other, and removing one of them also means that there is no need to have the Other as it cannot be defined without it anymore. Considering the distinctions, Diez and Manners (2007: 184–185) summarise some of the strategies of constructing the Self and the Other in international politics as follows:

· Representation of the Other as an existential threat is one of these strategies, and includes legitimising extraordinary measures such as war as well as constructing a particular subject as the threatened ‘referent object’ at the same time.

· Representation of the Other as inferior is another strategy, which also results in the construction of the Self as superior to the Other. The inferior is often looked down upon by the superior though the latter sometimes calls the former with slightly positive adjectives such as exotic as in the case of Edward Said’s Orientalism.
· Representation of the Other as violating universal principles is also a common strategy in which the standards of the Self go beyond of being superior and take a form of universal validity.
· Representation of the Other as different implies that the Other is perceived neither as inferior nor as a threat but only as different. This one may be preferred to the ones detailed above though it is not completely innocent.

· Representation of the Other as abject is the last strategy with a reference to this strategy. The Other is part of the Self, and recognising the Other within the Self will result in avoiding suffering from it and enjoying it as well.

The third strategy given in the list above serves the construction of a normative power Europe discourse more than other strategies. And, these strategies are not something new in the history of Europe; indeed, they have been used to define the Other for ages. Therefore, it is not surprising to observe that the European identity has changed as its defining the Other changes. Today, the last label of the EU as a normative power shows the point the EU has arrived in defining the Other. Besides, as Manners and Whitman (2003: 397) claim, the international identity of the EU is analysed as far more fluid which consists of ongoing contestations of complex, multiple identities. A difference engine is also presented as a means to analyse related contestations.

Though some suggest that the idea of normative power Europe is a new model offering opportunities for new world order, there are also significant oppositions to it. Merlingen, for instance, do not believe that this concept embodies innocent aims in itself for the Other. By giving reference to Foucault, Merlingen (2007: 441) argues that norms have two facets, which are ‘a means of control or a limit that imposes a series of social, cultural, political and other constraints on human agency, and a means of emancipation from tyranny, insecurity, poverty and so forth.’ Undoubtedly, the EU is a democracy with its unique political and economic structure, and it aims at establishing a similar structure for its cultural policy. However, it is not often possible to specify which one of the facets given above the EU uses in its political, economic and cultural relations with the Other. The clear fact is that the EU’s norms sometimes go beyond of being a means of emancipation from tyranny, insecurity or poverty, and act as a means imposing some social, cultural or political constraints on the Other. Merlingen (2007: 444–449) gives the cases of Macedonia and Bosnia as an example of it. In late 1990s and early 2000s, the EU had the mission of transforming the police in these two countries into a modern police service having European standards. Considering the results of this mission, the EU may be accepted as successful in this respect. However, as Merlingen claims, the EU not only contributed to the normalization of the order but also limited the agency of local stakeholders.
In a parallel but different view of point, Cebeci emphasizes ‘ideal power Europe’ meta-narrative. The labels of normative power, civilian power, and also transformative power attributed to the EU are used for a long time. Accordingly, Cebeci (2012: 564) argues that European foreign policy researchers use three epistemological practices to construct an ideal power Europe meta-narrative: the discourse on post-sovereign/postmodern EU, the EU-as-a-model discourse, and the normative power EU discourse. While these researchers feed into the discourse of EU practitioners by using these epistemological practices, the EU legitimises its acts or disguises its failure by using their concepts. For the new knowledge produced by the EU practitioners, the researchers use it to prove and enhance their arguments. According to Cebeci, the researchers also try to construct the European self as an ideal power by ignoring the inconsistencies involved European foreign policy discourses. Cebeci (2012: 583) concludes that it is possible to see post-sovereignty as nothing than a new level of sovereignty, and representing the EU as a model is an effort to legitimise the projection of its values and norms to other regions and countries. Therefore, to have so many researchers praising the EU’s power in different types in the literature but not so many against it does not mean that the EU deserves its model role. In fact, to depict the EU as an ideal power by ignoring its negative aspects also shows that the literature is not ideal enough in itself.
Another aspect of the issue is that there is a perception and reality gap for the power of the EU. Robert Kagan (2002) suggests that the EU is actually not as powerful as it is perceived. Kagan (2002: 7) gives the example of the Kosovo conflict in 1990s, and claims that it was not ‘the rise of a European superpower but the decline of Europe into relative weakness’. To support his claim, he suggests that it was not the EU but the United States (US), which stabilized the situation in Kosovo by carrying out the decisive phases of a military mission. Kagan (2002: 8) also suggests that the US made the dinner whereas the Europeans did the dishes as the division of labour required. On the other hand, the replace of military power Europe with normative power Europe was not in vain. According to Kagan (2002: 24), the EU no more believes in importance of military power. The reason is the fact that the US’ way of solving the German problem is outmoded and dangerous. Nevertheless, it does not mean that the EU has chosen to be a normative power though it had the ability to be a military power. As seen in the example of Kosovo, the EU could not achieve to present itself as an influential military power despite of its significant efforts. Taking this reality into consideration, it is also possible to claim that the EU has chosen to change into a normative power in which it does not use arms but norms against the Other. Lastly, Kagan (2002: 14–15) describes the US as an international sheriff whereas the EU is more like a saloonkeeper. He states that outlaws shoot sheriffs, not saloonkeepers. The sheriff who tries to impose order by using force may sometimes be more threatening than the outlaws who just want a drink. In this context, the EU seems to have the role of the US, especially in Europe and its neighbourhood. In other words, the EU may become more dangerous than the actors of the conflicts around it while it claims to maintain the order by using its values and norms.
Fall of ‘Normative Power Europe’ Discourse?
In this section, the study questions whether normative power Europe discourse fails, in the light of a farewell speech delivered by Juncker during a debate in the EP. First of all, it should be noted that Juncker is quite straightforward at first sight in his discourses given in the excerpts. This feature of the discourses makes it easier to analyse them in a critical way in the framework of the EU’s role as a normative power. However, the discourses also require a deeper analysis so as to understand and expose covert meanings in them as well as their connotations, which is done with the help of the relevant literature detailed in the previous section. The discourse analysis of the following excerpts should be read within this context.
When I took office in 2014, Europe was in fact weak. There were many cracks and breaks in solidarity. Europe, in 2014, was unloved, which led me to speak of the Commission of the last chance. But I did not want to talk about the Commission, but about a Commission serving Europe which was down, since we were tackling in 2014 a crucial moment in the future of Europe and therefore, we were all in charge to give life to the last chance on the doorstep of Europe.

In the excerpt above, Juncker does not refer to Europe of 2000s or 1990s but Europe in 2014. Unlike common ‘normative power Europe’ discourse, Juncker confesses that Europe not only was ‘weak’, ‘unloved’ and ‘down’ but also was far from being a union of ‘solidarity’ in 2014. Europe, which is highly worried about its own ‘future’ and is given the ‘last chance’, cannot be expected to be a global power in normative term. The excerpt is, in this context, a clear example of perception and reality gap for the power of the EU (Kagan, 2002).
Africa, yes. As Europeans, we cannot forget our first neighbours: they are African. It is a continent that needs our solidarity. But not only from our charity. Charity is an ancient reflex of Europeans, whereas today it is a question of setting up a true partnership of equals between Africa and Europe. Investing in Africa, creating jobs in Africa, this must be the ‘leitmotif’ of our action, and we must not see Africa through the prism of the refugee crisis alone. It is hurting the honour of Africans to consider relations with Africa only with refugees in mind. But let's do on the spot what must be done so that the unfortunate do not throw themselves into the oceans.

In this excerpt, Juncker does not refrain from self-criticizing since the EU has considered Africa, its immediate neighbour in need of Europeans’ ‘charity’, as inferior to the Self for ages as an ‘ancient reflex’. Moreover, the use of the term of the ‘unfortunate’ for the refugees is, indeed, a way of negative Other-presentation that contributes to the representation of the Other as inferior. At this point, most importantly, Juncker does not make any reference to the role of the EU in this so-called ‘refugee crisis’. However, Mick Wallace (2019), a member of the European United Left/Nordic Green Left (GUE/NGL) in the EP, does not mince his words regarding the EU’s role in such cases over the world: ‘It’s incredible, and sadly the European states are not innocent. . . . It’s so hard for the Western powers to actually help a country without financially abusing it and raping it of its resources.’ Therefore, ‘a true partnership of equals between Africa and Europe’ that Juncker refers to is not sighted on horizon, and probably will not be real in the foreseen future. In other words, the EU will continue to evaluate Africa and the relations with this continent ‘through the prism of the refugee crisis alone’ and ‘only with refugees in mind’. Even so, it is not certain that the norms of the so-called normative power EU will not act as a means imposing some social, cultural or political constraints on the Other, i.e. Africa in this case, but as a means of emancipation from insecurity or poverty (Merlingen, 2007: 441).
Refugees, yes - success or no? The balance sheet is better than you would think, but it could be even better if the Council, as Parliament did, had followed all the proposals that the Commission had submitted to the co-legislator for meditation. A first section on relocation in March 2015 and another in April 2016 on the reform of the Dublin system. But let us not forget that, thanks to Europe, we have been able to save 760,000 lives in the Mediterranean. 760,000 fewer deaths thanks to the action of Europe.

I said in March 2015 what we were going to do about refugees. And Parliament applauded me standing up. I said then: today you applaud me, are you sure that within two years you will always applaud me? The applause was thinner years later, because in many countries, domestic politics has taken over the elementary solidarity that should have been ours.
Juncker goes on his speech with references to ‘refugees’ in general, and hesitates to admit that the EU was not successful in managing the issue, in other words, the so-called refugee crisis. ‘[T]hanks to Europe’ or ‘thanks to the action of Europe’, he claims that ‘760,000 lives’ were saved in the ‘Mediterranean’ to present the EU as a successful actor in this respect. He is so proud of this number, which is called the strategy of numbers game in the literature, that he repeats it in another saying: ‘760,000 fewer deaths’. However, Juncker does not mention of the people including children who lose their lives in the desert while striving to arrive in Europe because of the war, conflict, persecution or inhumane conditions in their own countries. On the other hand, Maria Arena (2019), a member of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats (S&D) in the EP, is quite frank in her words in this sense: ‘Thousands of children are still on migratory routes which, in the worst case, end in death, in the desert, in the seas, victims of trafficking. . . . Still in Europe, 19% of children are at risk of poverty and deprived of fundamental rights.’ On the other hand, as Juncker states in regret in the excerpt above, the EU could not achieve to adopt a supranational attitude in dealing with the refugee issue across Europe and ‘domestic politics has taken over the elementary solidarity’; that is also why ‘[t]he applause was thinner years later’. In other words, normative power Europe discourse seems to have failed again.
We also need to talk about Europe's role in the world. The greatest European success, the greatest achievement remains the fact that we have been able to maintain peace in Europe. It all sounds so natural, but it is not. There are 60 wars worldwide today as I speak here. Not a single conflict of warlike nature takes place on the territory of the European Union, the territory that has been the scene of the bloodiest warfare in past centuries, even in the last century. Peace cannot be taken for granted and we should be proud of it!

Let me take the excerpt above from a different perspective and rewrite it in the context of climate ‘war’ through a discourse delivered by Mohammed Chahim (2019), a member of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats (S&D) in the EP: ‘It is true that emissions in the EU have decreased, but our carbon footprint is still increasing. Who do you think China is producing for?’ Chahim (2019) also suggests that the EU is not a [normative] leader but ‘pretending to be a [normative] leader.’ So, although Europe has ‘been able to maintain peace in Europe’, it not only has failed but also has directly or indirectly contributed to the ‘wars worldwide’ just like in the case of carbon footprint. A normative power Europe would be expected to do more than maintaining peace only ‘on the territory of the European Union’ and expand it to the Others’ territories. Then, the whole world would ‘be proud of it’, not only Europeans. This is what Juncker misses out in his speech.
I am now aware that young people cannot be inspired by the fact that Europe maintains peace - we think. But when you talk to young people, you also have to talk about this eternal European continental dilemma between war and peace. One only has to look into the immediate neighbourhood of the European Union to see how dangerous the international situation is and, therefore, how fragile the situation of the European Union is. Young people have to be told about war and peace. In 20 years there will be no Europeans whose grandfathers or great grandfathers knew about the war. So you have to talk about it, otherwise what war means will be forgotten. And that's why I keep talking to young people about war and peace. But it is not enough as an explanation. You also have to explain Europe to young people in perspective, from the future. What is the future of Europe? We are the smallest continent. Most Europeans do not know that at all. We are very small as a European continent.

The discourses here are almost the same with the ones in the previous excerpt, mostly about the peace in Europe, and Juncker ignores the exported war again. The fact that ‘how dangerous the international situation is’ indicates that the EU has failed to be a normative power not only in global terms but also even in its ‘immediate neighbourhood’. On the other hand, Juncker is aware of the fact that the situation of the EU is ‘fragile’ in such an ambiguous setting. Though used in a geographical context, the last statements of Juncker in the except contradicts with the common discourses delivered to construct the Self as superior to the Other, which serves normative power Europe discourse: ‘We are the smallest continent.’ In addition, the discourse of ‘[m]ost Europeans do not know that at all’ is the evidence of the fact that European foreign policy researchers are, in one way or another, successful in constructing an ‘ideal power Europe’ meta-narrative (Cebeci, 2012: 564). Lastly, Juncker seems concerned about the ‘future of Europe’, the reason of which is detailed in the following excerpt.
Politics - this is the stuff demography and geography have to be brought together. There is no policy that does not take geography and demography into account. We're dying out, we're not going to go away, but we're getting fewer and fewer. At the beginning of the 20th century, 20% of the world's population was European, and by the end of this century there will be only 4% Europeans out of ten billion people. We will lose strength economically, massively lose strength. In a few years, not a single EU Member State will be a member of the G7 group, which should disappear anyway, because G20 is more important than G7. Anyone who still thinks in view of this irreversible development that the time has now come to put less Europe on the agenda, to put us back into national parts, is fundamentally wrong.

In its lexical context, the term of ‘power’ means ability and capacity to act or produce an effect as well as political control or influence (Merriam-Webster, 2019). Undoubtedly, ‘demography and geography’, among others, contribute to power regardless of its being normative, civilian or military one. In this respect, Juncker’s statement regarding the smallness of European ‘geography’ in the previous excerpt and Europe’s gradually decreasing ‘population’ in this excerpt not only refutes the current discourse of normative power Europe but also promotes the argument that the EU will move away from becoming a global power in this sense in the future. Moreover, even though it has the features of a civilian power with its current relatively strong position in world economy and trade, the EU is also claimed to ‘lose strength economically, massively lose strength’, not in the far future but only ‘in a few years’. Finally, at the end of the excerpt, Juncker touches upon the ongoing debate on supranational versus intergovernmental Europe between the pro-Europeans and Eurosceptics, which relates to the future of Europe and weakens the discourses on its being a global power.
Europe means peace, but Europe also means strength given the declining influence we have in the world. That is why we also have to come up with more robust regulations and decision-making channels in matters of foreign policy. Once again, I advocate that we take a qualified majority in the Council on foreign policy issues – not on all issues, but wherever it matters that Europe shows its colours.

In the final excerpt, Juncker reinforces the argument regarding the ‘declining influence’ of Europe as a global power. A global actor without enough ‘strength’ to be a power cannot, again, be expected to be a normative power in the world scene. It absolutely requires more than ‘mean[ing] peace’ just for the Self. In addition, to be a normative power requires more than doing the dishes (Kagan, 2002: 8) or being a saloonkeeper in the dilemma of promoting to an international sheriff or not (Kagan, 2002: 14–15). In this context, even if the EU could achieve ‘a qualified majority in the Council on foreign policy issues’, and thus, could ‘show its colours’, it does not seem that the EU would have much influence in the world politics with its current inadequate ability and capacity required for that. All above, as Juncker utters at the end of his farewell speech, Europeans should ‘take care of Europe and fight with all [their] might stupid and stubborn nationalism’ if Europe really aspires to be not a meta-narrative but a real power in terms of normative or something else.
Conclusion

Normative power Europe discourse is a significant means to construct European identity, which is considered and presented as superior to the Other. Although it seems as if normative power Europe is something different from civilian power Europe, the former is actually an extension of the latter, and again, the standards of the Self, i.e. the EU in this study, take a form of universal validity by going beyond of just being superior to the Other. As seen between the lines of Juncker’s speech, the EU endeavours to adopt or show the means of norms as its arms. However, as it is clear with the evidences from the speech, the EU is far from becoming to a normative power with its current inadequate ability and capacity to achieve it though there is still a common normative power Europe discourse, which cannot go beyond of being a meta-narrative. In other words, the power of the EU is a matter of perception and reality gap as exposed in this study. In addition, the EU cannot be called as a normative power by achieving peace only in its own territory and turning a blind eye to the conflicts and wars over the world, even in its immediate neighbourhood. The EU’s direct or indirect contributions to these conflicts and wars are another matter of debate. Despite its evident shortcomings, the effort of labelling the EU with different ideals is not more than dignifying it or legitimising its actions, which mostly reflect the EU’s weakness rather than its strength, at least in normative terms. Last but not least, the EU is not the first unity presented as a normative power constructed through the Other on the basis of superiority versus inferiority, and it will surely not be the last one.
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