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Comparing Modes of Governance: the EU and the US Free Trade Strategies towards North Africa*
Jean F. Crombois**
The European Mediterranean Partnership (EMP) launched in 1995 and the more recent US Middle East Partnership Initiative (MEPI) have generated a wide range of literature. In both cases, this literature has mostly emphasised the regional dimension of the two projects in insisting on either their complementarities or the extent to which they reflect competing and overlapping strategies in the Mediterranean. This paper will propose another approach to the two initiatives and will raise the question of their participation in global governance characterized as in a condition of post-hegemony. 

It is the main argument of this paper that the EU and the US free trade strategies, while responding to the growing crisis of trade multilateralism, reflect two different modes of governance. These two modes of governance have more global stakes than regional or sub-regional objectives. In other words, both strategies have to be analysed in the wider context of re-construction/fragmentation of the world trade system characterised by a situation of post-hegemony.

1. Trade Policy and Global Governance in a Post-Hegemonic Era: the US and the EU

There is a consensus among IR specialists that the international system is now in what is called a post-hegemonic era. This post-hegemonic structure is characterised by the changing nature of the international system linked to the decline of the US as a hegemonic power which has its origins in the 1970s (Gilpin, 1987). 

This has led authors such as Wilkinson to define the new world power structure as being in a state of non hegemonic unipolarity (Wilkinson, 1999). This changing nature of world power structure has fed a wide range of discussions on the future of the trading system embodied in the GATT/WTO conceived as a hegemonic multilateral system supported by the US. 

For some authors, post-hegemony has led to a fragmentation/reconstruction of the trade system reflected by the creation in the 1990s of new regional cooperation also referred under the concept of new regionalism (Télo, 2001). For others, the independent variable for new regionalism is not necessarily to be found in the power structure but in the new developments at the heart of the WTO system itself (Mansfield & Reinhard, 2003).  

In this context, both the European Union and the USA, while working at the multilateral level have been the champions of regional initiatives and have developed relationships with the new regional agreements pursuing a bilateral policy of trade liberalization in order to advance their comprehensive global agenda (Egan, 2001). 

Consequently, the growing use of bilateral free trade agreements reflects these structural changes which have been more visible since the end of the Cold War. With the EMP and now the US MEPI and the consequent Free Trade Agreement (FTA) signed between the US and Morocco, North Africa and the Mediterranean in general have not escaped this process. 

In summary, both the EU and the US policy reflect these systemic changes linked with the condition of post-hegemony. Of course, at the more practical level, US trade policy and the EU trade policy are being conducted in two very different contexts. As far as the US is concerned, trade policy in general is part of the economic branch of foreign policy. In the case of the EU, the use of trade as an instrument of “foreign policy” is to be analysed in the specific framework of the EU institutional setting. 

US Trade Policy of the Bush Administration

The profound shift in the US trade policy from its support and commitment to open multilateralism to a more cautious approach combined with a new aggressive unilateralism has to find its origin in the relative decline of the US economy in the 1970s. Nevertheless, if during the 1990s, this view of a decline of the US had lost considerable convincing power, it was nonetheless true that the US support for the multilateral system has started to decline as the conclusion, in 1994, of the NAFTA agreement showed. For some authors, this event opened a new chapter in the US foreign economic policy in reflecting a growing interest in regionalism especially in the Western Hemisphere (Grugel, 2004).

With the Bush Administration, FTAs became a centrepiece of the US trade policy (Feinberg, 2003). This policy was triggered by two factors. The first one was the collapse of the trade negotiations at a multilateral level. The second one was possibility for the new President to extract, in 2002, fast track authority (renamed trade promotion authority or TPA) from a friendly Congress. Officially, this policy was not directed towards multilateralism. The former US trade representative, Robert Zoellick, defined this strategy under the concept of ‘’competitive liberalization {which} has to be considered as simultaneous and potentially complementary to the multilateral trade liberalization”King, 2002). However, this policy that could be best described as a ‘policy mix’ between multilateralism and unilateralism should not hide the growing politization of the US trade agenda. 

In engaging in FTA negotiations, the US is indeed pursuing a variety of national interests such as: banking on asymmetric reciprocity, establishing precedents as catalysts for wider trade agreements including e-commerce, investments and government regulations, supporting and rewarding domestic market orientated reforms and strengthening strategic partnership. In doing so, the US administration is acknowledging the political and strategic implications of trade. As the economist Richard E. Feinberg wrote: “In the 21st century, free trade arrangements are important tools of foreign policy that are intended to solidify partnerships, as military pacts did in earlier times” (Feinberg, 2003:1022).

This link has been at numerous times widely acknowledged by Robert Zoellick when he stated: 

“The new American trade agenda serves our security interests. The offensive against terrorism requires fresh thinking about how to tackle the global challenges of poverty and privation” (Zoellick, 2002:A15). 

One should not forget though that the US Administration has been, alongside with the EU, the main sponsor of the Doha Round launched in 2001. In addressing issues concerning the developing world, the Round was also justified on the grounds that it would contribute to the war against terrorism. In other words, the US strategy if not incompatible with the multilateral agenda may be seen as part of security and political calculations as important as economic ones (Draper & Soko, 2004). 

In this respect, the US has not been indiscriminate in its choice of its FTA partners. It has preferred Australia, which has been more loyal to its foreign policy than New Zealand, has refused to negotiate with Taiwan not to antagonize China while accepting to negotiate a FTA with friendly Arab and Muslim countries such as Jordan, Morocco, Bahrain and more recently Oman. Generally speaking, the US has concluded such FTAs with relatively small economies, which enabled it to advance strategic interests at a lower economic cost (Feinberg, 2003). 

EU trade policy and the concept of “civilian power”

As far as the EU is concerned, external trade can be considered as the main political instrument of its external relations. This importance of trade in EU external relations has led to define the EU in its EC dimension as a civilian power, i.e. “an actor exerting influence on the international stage or projecting power through the use of non-military instruments or non-traditional power politics”.(Duchêne, 1972). In Duchêne’s perspective, this definition had to be understood in the context of the superpower stalemate in Europe, which devalued military actions and gave scope to civilian forms of influence and actions. In this respect, Duchêne referred to the possibility of the EC to “domesticate’’ relations between states, i.e. “to bring to international problems the sense of common responsibility and structures of contractual policies which have been in the past associated exclusively with ‘home’ and not foreign, that is alien affairs” (Duchêne,1972: 41).

The fiercest criticisms to this view came from Hedley Bull who stated that viewing the EU as “a civilian power’’ consisted in a contradiction in terms. First, when discussing the EU, the only “actors” are the states. Second, the powers of the EU and of the other civilian actors rest upon the strategic environment provided by the military power of the states. (Bull, 1983: 123-155) 

During the 1990s, the development of European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) and then the development, in 2003, of an EU Security Strategy have raised the question of the death of civilian power Europe. At the same time, the changed European strategic environment appeared to have rendered obsolete the notion of civilian power and Bull’s criticisms altogether.  Nevertheless, this paper will share the view that this notion of civilian power remains useful in describing the distinctive form of diplomacy the EU is conducting (Whitman, 2002). 

This concept of civilian power is crucial to understand the role of the EU in the evolving international economic environment. It means that the EU may keep evolving towards an international actor with its socio-economic and institutional achievements but is still unable and perhaps even fundamentally unwilling to build a European superpower. In doing so, the EU has privileged bilateral agreements with regional groupings it has sometimes inspired and has tried to find a balance between its hegemonic stance and the construction a less asymmetric word governance (Télo, 2004). Towards the developing world, the EU has then claimed to be conducting a distinctive policy emphasizing human rights, citizenship, as well as economic growth and liberalization while preserving its economic interest in sensitive issues such as agriculture (Grugel, 2004). 

In this perspective, the EU is demonstrating its capability of becoming a pillar of the new multilateral order. Indeed, if the EU trade policy has been somewhat defensive towards multilateralism, the revitalization of the Single European Market and the increasing acceptance of neo-liberal policies have  changed this relationship towards a more active stance in the multilateral trade negotiations. In this context, the EU has been a strong supporter of the Doha Round pressing for wide ranging area of negotiations covering trade, the environment and competition issues (Peterson & Pollack, 2003). 

To summarize, the evolution of trade policy, while evolving in very different institutional and political settings as far as the US and EU are concerned, reflects some convergences, as well as divergences. Despite their bilateral trade quarrels, both the EU and the US have remained committed to the multilateral stage. If the EU has a long tradition in trade bilateral relations, the US is catching up too. Both have also become aware of the difficulties encountered at the multilateral level. For the US, the FTAs are seen as both as instruments of foreign policy and as complements if not alternatives to a stagnation of the Doha Round. As for the EU, it sees itself as a potential pillar of new multilateral system while adopting a distinctive agenda in its bilateral relations linked with its nature as an essentially ‘civilian power’.

2. The US and the EU vis-à-vis the Mediterranean and North Africa 

During the Cold War, the US policy apprehended North Africa and the Mediterranean almost exclusively through security rather than through political and economic lenses. In this context, the US policy has been motivated much more by security than by economic interests. In other words, if the dynamic of the Cold War created a strong incentive for a permanent military presence in the Mediterranean, this military presence, essentially seen through the NATO Southern region has never been matched by strong economic ties. In fact, the economic importance of North Africa/Mediterranean for the US has rather declined in comparison to the growth of importance of other regions. The levels of US FDI in the Mediterranean/North Africa were multiplied by ten since 1970 but this growth can be considered as pale compared to the other main regional outlets for US FDI. As far as trade is concerned, the levels have remained almost stable since the beginning of the 1970s (Miskell, 1998).

With the end of the Cold War, the US foreign policy towards the Mediterranean has essentially been considered in terms of economic and political challenges and not as posing a direct military threat. In other words, the area never carried a strong geopolitical significance as the Middle East and the Gulf. At the end of the Cold War, this lack of interest in the Mediterranean area is being reflected in the US terminology. The term “Mediterranean” has never been used in the US foreign policy which has remained almost entirely focussed on the Middle East (Lessler,2004).

As far as the EU was concerned, the Mediterranean has been conceived “essentially in its regional dimension” (Aliboni, 2004: 55). The origins of the conception can be found in the combination of the legacy of the French colonization and the Cold War, which has led to the creation of an ideology based on a concept of a Mediterranean solidarity foreign to most of the countries themselves. In the aftermath of the end of colonialism in the region, the establishment of strong economic and trade relations was seen as a way the maintain the historical and political links as well as the promotion of a policy of proximity and of regional integration through the EU itself. In this perspective, the Mediterranean became “the environment through which the relationship with Europe is being developed” (Aliboni, 2004: 65). But in addition to the question of the pertinence of such space, the recent EU enlargement to ten new members raises the question of its future (Chryssochou & Xenakis, 2003). Indeed, for most of new member states, the Mediterranean does not bear the same importance as compared to the Baltic Sea or the Black Sea.   

The European Mediterranean Partnership
In concrete terms, the EMP, launched in Barcelona in 1995, consists of a complex array of bilateral Association agreements being signed between the European Community, the EU member states and 12 Mediterranean countries. These agreements contain provisions covering the three “baskets” of the EMP: political and security cooperation, economic and trade cooperation including the creation of a free trade zone and social and cultural issues. Central to these agreements is the project of creating a free trade zone between the EU and the EMP countries by 2010 (Philippart, 2003). This free trade  zone (FTZ) is, however, not complete as thanks to its hegemonic status, the EU decided to exclude agriculture from it. As a consequence, agricultural exports from the EMP countries are regulated by quotas. The second characteristic of the free trade area is that it is asymmetrical as the industrial goods exported by the EMP countries to the EU are already free of tariffs (Mahjoub & Zaafrane, 2000).
It would be, however, wrong to summarize the EMP as only a free trade project. First, the EU-Med partnership is based on comprehensive approach linking security, socio-economic and cultural problems. The multidimensional logic banks on the possibility of functional linkages between the different domains. Second, the EMP included some anchoring devices. In other words, while a purely liberal approach would only count on the market forces for pushing to reforms, the EMP is offering various arrangements that should function as anchors for policy changes. These rely on a contractual method (a bilateral Association Agreement committing the country to reforms) and a financial method (compensating the country for the implementation costs), through the so-called MEDA programs to be administered by the Commission (Philippart, 2003).

More generally, the literature on the EMP has been dominated by two main views. 

The first view sees the EMP in largely economic terms. It points to the overriding economic rationale of the partnership such as the high trade dependency of the Maghreb countries on the European Union. 

There is little doubt that the EU is extremely important for the MENA countries as the EU is involved in more than 30 % of the regional trade and in more than 60 % in North African trade taken alone. At the same time the MENA region is not very important economically for the EU as the MENA region only generates 3% of the EU total trade (Joffé, 2001). 

This economic dependence also takes on specific security dimensions because of regional proximity. In this view, the EMP reflects the European methodology of increasing economic ties as a means towards long-term settlement of security issues.

The second view sees the EMP as reflecting the growing instability in the Mediterranean. European concerns include fear of increased social unrest, Islamic fundamentalism and export to Europe of drugs, crime and terrorism. In this view, on the one hand, the FTZ reflects the recognition that most of these threats have economic roots and that the root causes of conflict in the Mediterranean are as much political as economic and social (Spencer, 2001). In this perspective, the emphasis on economics and trade has been considered by some as an inadequate answer to these security threats and even as contributing to their exacerbations (Romeo, 1997). 

But the EMP cannot be reduced to its bilateral dimension. In 1995, its regional dimension was considered as important too. This regional dimension was then seen as balancing the bilateral economic and political dimension of the EMP. At the same time, the literature has questioned whether the Euro-Mediterranean could be considered as a region and if the concept of regionalism could be applied to this geographical construct (Vasconcelos & Joffé, 2000). Other authors such as Georges Joffé have rather used the term of “peripheral dependence” or “peripheral regionalism”, referring to a situation in which the EU, as major power, “imposes its solutions at its periphery while considering  mutual benefits as incidental to its interests” (Joffé, 2001:225).

Indeed, if the project of a free trade zone to be realized by 2010 offers some opportunities to the Maghreb countries, its costs are far from being neglected. The continuing regime of protection for the EU agriculture and the dismantling of the tariff barriers for the manufacture sector may generate some additional losses of jobs in a region already suffering form high levels of unemployment. In this perspective, these agreements do not seem to provide the answer for the development challenges in the Maghreb (Miniesy, Nugen & Yousef, 2004). 

The US MEPI and the US free trade agreement with Morocco 

The MEPI finds its origins in the National Security Strategy which was released on September 17, 2002, a bit more than a year after the surprise attacks of September 11, 2001. This document stirred some controversy at the time, especially around the principle of preemption. It also emphasized the socio-economic roots of terrorism seen as a product of the lack of political reforms in the Arab world (Gaddis, 2002). 

Based on these principles, the former US Secretary of State, Colin Powell spelled out, in December 2002, in a speech before The Heritage Foundation, the main provisions of the MEPI. Those provisions were directly inspired by the UN Report on Human Development in the Arab World  published a few months earlier. Colin Power then identified the main areas of actions of such program such as the support for education, for the emancipation of women, for the freedom of expression and of the press, for economic liberalization and greater openness to foreign trade. To this purpose, the US Secretary of State pledged an initial budget of 29 million$ to be upgraded to 1 billion $ a year. But the cornerstone of the MEPI was the conclusion of bilateral free trade agreements with the countries of the region, aimed at creating a free trade zone by 2013 (The Heritage Foundation, 2002).  

As soon as it was launched, the MEPI was welcome with skepticism. The lack of funding, only 29 million of initial funding yet to be raised up to 400 million by Congress, failed to convince as this budget included the total US aid to the region, which is concentrated up to 95% to the so-called peace process countries such as Egypt, Gaza/NPA, Israel and Jordan. The MEPI also stipulated that the funding would not be managed by the USAID but by the State Department. This was seen as a possibility for fresh thinking. Nevertheless, it also raised serious doubts about the ability of the State Department to manage such funding and the risk that non-reform linked projects, such as relating to health and environment, might be just sidelined (Hawthrone, 2004). 

In the Arab world, the MEPI has caused a wide range of reactions going from clear rejection to skepticism. The timing of the proposal was seen as counter productive as it was announced during the build-up in Iraq and the flattening of the peace process. Skeptics have questioned the sequencing between free trade and political and economic reforms. In an interview to the BBC in May 2003, Al-Ahmid, Director of the Arab Fund for Development stated:  “establishing a free-trade area between the US and the Middle East will not be attained unless the countries of the region establish free economies, which is vital in developing the private sector and providing the appropriate circumstances” (BBC Monitoring Middle East, 2004)

In Europe, if officially the reactions were supportive, privately, the US initiative was seen with embarrassment. At best, the EU feared that the US initiative would nothing more than duplicate its existing program in the region. At worst, the EU feared that because of the increased tension in the Middle East, result of the new Bush’s policy, would simply undermine the EMP all together as it would be unable to resist any further deterioration in the region (Le Monde, 2004; Peel, 2004). 

Alone with the FTA negotiated with Jordan, the free trade agreement signed on June 11, 2004 between the US and Morocco represents a concrete realization of the MEPI. As such the agreement fits into the model of asymmetrical negotiations by which a big country extracts greater concessions from a small country. This model leads to a modified form of reciprocity linked to North-South agreement. In other words, the large increase in access to a developing country market leads only to a small increase in access to a rich country-market (Freund, 2003). The FTA, which would open barriers to more than 95 % of the trade between the two countries, has been officially praised as a demonstration of Morocco’s willingness to diversify its economic partners (Emerging Morocco, 2004:20-21).

It remains, however, doubtful that Moroccan exporters are going to benefit greatly from it. Due to the structure of the Moroccan trade and its dependence on Europe without mentioning the US non-tariff barriers, only few Moroccan products will be able to benefit from the agreement and its effects on the Moroccan economy will be in any case limited. On the other hand, the costs might well outcast the benefits. The opening of the trade to agricultural imports from the US will have tremendous social and economic consequence unless the 15-year transition period is used to design the appropriate reforms. The strengthening of the rules on intellectual property rights would considerably impede the nascent Moroccan industry of generic medicines. In the sector of services, the rapid opening of the banking and insurance sectors is another cause of concern (Crombois, 2005). In any case, one should not overstate the economic dimension of the agreement. As the Wall Street Journal wrote: “Total trade between the US and Morocco is valued at 850 million USD a year, less than what the US and Mexico do in two days” (King, 2003). 

In this perspective, the economic aspects of the agreement have to be assessed in the context of wider political and security stakes between the two countries. As far as Morocco is concerned, the stakes of the agreement were high so as to prove that the country was on the side of the US in the so-called War on Terror through security and political cooperation. Moreover, the Moroccans were eager to strengthen their ties with the Bush administration in the perspective of a favorable settlement of the question of the “Western Sahara”. As the first objective is concerned, Morocco reaped the benefits of the FTA. In June 2004, in the direct aftermath of the signature of the FTA, Morocco was acknowledged as a key non-Nato US ally. As for the Western Sahara, the results of the FTA are more difficult to assess. In any case, critics to the agreement in Morocco have stated that Morocco might just have paid too big of an economic and social price for securing these short-term political objectives (Jamai & Jamai, 2004). As far as the US is concerned, the security stake is much less clear to assess. In this case, and if we forget the rhetoric of democratic change, the US has been particularly interested in building up its military presence in North Africa in order to address security issues in the countries concerned by their Pan Sahel Initiative such as Mauritania, Chad, Niger and Mali (Benabdallah-Gambier & Zoubir, 2005).

The differences between the EU and US free trade strategies are numerous even if they present some similarities. The main similarities lie in the fact that both projects will incur some real costs, economic and social for the Maghreb economies even if they may bring some marginal benefits to some specific sectors. The main differences between the two projects are also important. First, the US strategy does not include large public resource transfers to the region contrary to the European Union. For the US strategy, the FTA strategy is limited to its catalyst effects on private capital flows and technology transfers. The second difference lies in the fact that the EU-EMP includes a regional strategy, however disappointing as for the results. The US strategy, on the other hand, rests on an essentially bilateral basis. 

3. The Global Agenda

If the regional dimension of the both initiatives is important, one should not neglect the higher level of analysis of their implications for world governance. There is no doubt that the two initiatives reflect the international consensus on the three main economic problems facing the MENA countries. The first was the acknowledgement of the failure of inward-oriented development policies. The second was the general recognition that the MENA has not taken advantage of the growing trade liberalization of the 1990s (Alonso-Gamo & Frennel, 1997). The third one concerns the poor growth performance of the MENA countries during the last two decades. From 1980 to 2000, the real per capital GDP has stagnated in the MENA while increasing by 0.3% in all the developing countries and by 4,1 % in East Asia (Hakura, 2004).

Nevertheless, both free trade strategies reflect the importance of the global agenda on the regional and local concerns. Both constitute different answers to the crisis of multilateralism as seen from the points of view of the EU and the US global agenda respectively.    

The EU global agenda

The importance of the economic agenda, especially as far as the EU is concerned, has and will certainly still dominate the EMP mainly because the EMP countries do not really have any alternative and it remains doubtful whether the US FTA will be able to create some kind of economic diversification. As an economic power, the EU has global aspirations. But these global aspirations are not easy to reconcile with its regional agenda. In other words, global aspirations demand further integration and more centralized and efficient decision-making. This regional dimension entails both issues of deepening and widening the EU as it feeds pressure for new membership. But at the same time, more membership would undoubtedly reduce the capacity of the EU to act as a global actor as it would impede its capacity to centralize and to create an efficient decision-making procedure and then reduce its capabilities in terms of global aspirations (Emerson, 2004; Télo, 2004). To address these issues, the EU has developed a European Neighborhood Policy (ENP).  This strategy that was primarily designed by the Commission was therefore closely connected with the transformations taking place at the level of the EU both in terms of enlargement and of the new competences gained at the Community’s level since the Treaty of Amsterdam, especially with regards to Justice and Home Affairs. The importance of the enlargement was reflected in the fact that the project was very much controlled by the DG enlargement even though its management is ensured by the DG Relex in charge of external relations in close coordination with the EU High Representative for the CFSP. In more concrete terms, this entails for both the Commission and the HR/SGi to prepare joint reports on the ENP to be presented to the Council of Ministers. This decision is to be considered as a demonstration of the EU to foster cross-pillar cooperation between Community’s policies and CFSP matters (Council, Press 10189/04). As far as the MENA countries are concerned, the ENP has been conceived as to include the existing EMP in a more global vision but without holding the promise of membership (Del Sarto & Schumacher, 2005). Nevertheless, the ENP’s objectives have been ‘wrapped’ in a new EU Strategy towards the Mediterranean and Middle East designed jointly by the Commission and the HR/SG that was approved by the European Council in Brussels in June 2004 (European Council, 2004: 128-143) 

Concretely, the ENP confirms the European methodology of addressing multiple security issues and economic development. In this process, free trade is seen as paramount as it creates the necessary economic dependency rather than interdependency as a means towards a pacific settlement of security issues in the long term. This central role of trade is reflected in the ENP by the offer to the MENA countries of a stake in the internal market. If the Commission in its early proposal included the four freedoms, this gradually disappeared from the Commission’s project as the member states were taking a stronger stance on immigration and asylum under the Greek and Spanish Presidencies of the EU (Commission, 2003; Diez, 2004).  The ENP also contains an important chapter on security reflecting the new Community competences in Justice and Home Affairs. These security aspects concern issues such as fighting terrorism, criminality and illegal migration. Finally, the ENP also reflects a more assertiveness of the EU in the respect of human rights and principles of democracy in giving more strength to the conditionality clause. All these new elements were integrated in new Action Plans that were negotiated with a series of Southern Mediterranean countries, amongst which Morocco and Tunisia (Commission, 2004).  

One could question the ability of the EU to share its values with its neighbors without offering them a perspective for membership. In this way, the EU attempts at creating a European international society in which there would not necessarily be a distinction between membership and non-membership. This model echoes the views of the English school of international relations on international society in which states identify themselves in terms of values and rules (Czaputowicz, 2003). 

In this case, countries - whether EU members or not - would subscribe to the EU values and accept common sets of rules as members of this European international society. Authors have, however, questioned this development, as it would, in creating new commitments, increase the existing divergences between the two shores of the Mediterranean rather than the other way around (Youngs, 2004). 

In this respect, the ENP is reinforcing the gravitating forces of the EU on the Maghreb countries. It is noteworthy that in its neighborhood policy, the EU has abandoned its objective to foster regional integration in strengthening the bilateral character of its dealings with its neighbors through the concept of “differentiation”. This new concept answers the demands of some MENA countries, amongst which Morocco, for an ‘advanced status’ ii.  Nevertheless, this new orientation has two important implications. Firstly, it reflects the decline of the regional approach to the Mediterranean as the concept has lost more of its significance as a result of the successive EU enlargements. Secondly, it reflects the EU objective at spreading trade liberalization in its proximity seen not only as a means towards political regional objectives but also as a way of reinforcing its importance at the global level. 

The implications of the ENP for the MENA countries and the countries of North Africa are therefore far from being negligible but leave also a series of questions unanswered. The offer of a stake in the single market will require the integration of most of the acquis communautaire in the countries concerned with no clear idea of the costs/benefits for such a complex operation. The abandon of the regional perspective may affect especially the countries of the region that have just started an attempt at regional cooperation under the Agadir agreements, signed in February 2004, between Jordan, Egypt, Morocco and Tunisia, even though the political motivations of the project might not resist the economic realities of its application. In other words, there is a strong feeling that the agreement that was mainly motivated by putting pressure on Algeria will not deliver its economic promises as too many products have been exempted from it iii (Messari & Willis, 2003; Stippel, 2005). 

In this perspective, one could question the long-term economic benefits of the ENP. Indeed, in order for the EMP now upgraded with the ENP to be fully successful for the countries of the Maghreb, this would have entailed some level of sub-regional economic and political integration, which has still failed to materialize despite the numerous projects (Chourou, 2003). Finally, the political and security agenda raises also a lot of questions not the least that in the spreading of values across a more enclosed Mediterranean space only open to economic activities.

The US global agenda

As far as the USA is concerned, the FTA strategy presents a more complex picture but also reflects the importance of the global agenda. If this strategy is seen in terms of part of the global “War on terror”, it constitutes the central part of the new American foreign economic policy towards trade multilateralism. In negotiating FTAs with countries such as Morocco, the Americans are locking these countries in their trade agenda. In this respect, they view such FTAs as catalysts for wider agreements. As such, this strategy rather than reviving US hegemony reflects a willingness to rebuild the trade system whilst reconciling it with its politico-security objectives. The question remains, however, whether this reconstruction will lead to a new form of multilateralism or to greater exclusion of countries which would not follow the US security agenda. 

Conversely, the FTA agreement presents a risk for smaller countries such as Morocco and Jordan to be locked in bilateral deals and therefore finding themselves part of a wider trade agenda whose stakes are only negotiated by the big players such as the US and the EU. In any case, the MEPI confirms the fact that the US does not acknowledge the Mediterranean in the manner the Europeans do. In the US post-Cold War foreign policy, the Middle East remains the “key interest area” (Lessler, 2004). In doing so, the North Africa/Mediterranean region is seen as a trade route towards the Middle East and its stability is considered as important as it can affect oil prices. In North Africa, the US foreign policy reflects a growing reliance on bilateral ties with a selection of key countries such as Algeria and Morocco. In this sense, the decision of offering a FTA to Morocco has more to do with foreign policy objectives than with economic principles. 

Nevertheless, the FTA illustrates the fact that, in a post-hegemonic context, various forms of trade liberalization other than unilateral liberalization or multilateral non-discriminatory liberalization are to be expected (Yarbrough & Yarbrough, 1987). In this sense, the FTA between Morocco and US reflects the growing reliance on trade bilateralism that has become prevalent with the decline of the American centered-hegemonic multilateralism and the coming of the post-hegemonic era.  

CONCLUSION

The two free trade strategies reflect two different ways of using free trade as modes of governance. As far the EU is concerned, the use of free trade is central to its position as civilian power. As for the US, trade policy is conceived as prolonging foreign policy interests. Nevertheless, both strategies reflect the importance of the global agenda over regional and local concerns. But the importance of this global agenda, while reflecting two different modes of governance also raises some fundamental questions. 

Firstly, in its free trade strategies, the importance given to the spread of values by the EU will require some dramatic changes towards an improved continental and inter-regional partnership. This would compel the EU to design new European structures for a deeper inclusion of the EMP countries, a system which could evolve into a European-Mediterranean international society. In this context, the free trade area, rather than an end in itself, could become a means for achieving such an objective. Therefore, the ENP might just be a transitional strategy towards some more fundamental changes.

As for the US initiative, the free trade agreements are an important element of the MEPI. They reflect a growing politization of the trade agenda policy. In basing its policy on FTAs with Arab and Muslim countries, the Bush administration is putting security concerns and ideology before economic principles. During the 1980s, the (neo)-conservatives drew a program associating trade and foreign policy in the struggle against the Soviet Union with the objective to speed up its collapse from within while being less clear on free trade with the other Western nations. In comparison, the Bush administration is proposing trade as a solution to fight a new stateless enemy with the hope of promoting democracy in the Arab world while sticking to their global trade agenda. So far, this policy has failed to convince most of the countries in the Arab and Muslim world. In mixing the two agendas, the proposed free trade agreements may well bear greater social and economic costs than benefits for the countries which might decide to take part in it. 

Secondly, the two initiatives reflect, not only the different strategic nature of the EU and of the USA but the increasing differences as far as interests and security perceptions are concerned. For the EU, the economic relations with the EMP countries are seen as crucial and as a key to the resolution of the perceived security threats from its new enlarged borders. The USA is mainly concerned with global strategic concerns. In this sense too, the selection of the countries with which free trade agreements were negotiated had less to do with economics than with global security and political concerns linked to the War on Terror. 

Finally, the two initiatives still reflects some important divergences in terms of modes governance between the US and the EU strategies, These are not only linked with different interests and security perceptions but also by the fundamental differences between the two in terms of international role and actorness as determined by the institutional context in which they conduct their foreign policies. 
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i High Representative for the CFSP and Secretary General of the Council of Ministers


ii Almost as soon as after the signature of the Morocco-EU Association Agreement, the Moroccan government asked for an advanced status with the objective of developing its own relationship with the EU


iii Interviews with officials from the Moroccan Foreign Ministry who wish to remain anonymous have confirmed this, as the impression was that no great economic benefits from the Agadir Agreements were expected due to the way it had been negotiated





