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Summary comments

The EU’s European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) is an attempt to extend the field of its political values and economic system to neighbouring states to the East and South, but without the offer or incentive of full membership perspectives. It began to be developed in 2003, as soon as it became clear that the ‘big bang’ enlargement was going to happen in May 2004, and the question was put: “what about the new neighbours?”

The ENP aims at the political and economic transformation of this heterogeneous group of states in the direction of modern European and international standards namely: 

· those to the East, which are European and Council of Europe member states of the former Soviet Union, struggling still to make a success of the post-communist transition, 

· and those to the South, which are Arab Mediterranean states (plus Israel) with largely non-democratic political regimes, struggling to come to terms with modernity and with contradictory political pressures for democratization or Islamisation.

It may at first sight be considered bizarre to treat these two very different groups of countries under the same policy heading, but there are three reasons for this:

· all are in the same fields of economic and political gravitational impulses from the rich, democratic and enlarging EU;

· the EU considers its fundamental values of democracy and human rights to be of universal validity;

· there is a constant balancing act in the EU between the interests of Northern and Southern member states, such that if an important initiative emerges in favour of one axis, there will be demands for the other axis to be treated no less favourably.

The ENP has been sub-titled in one of our papers as “Strategy or Placebo?” By that it was meant that the policy is still ambiguous in the intentions of the EU institutions and the member states, or subject to different perceived priorities as between two positions:

· on the one hand those advocating a determined effort to give strategic effect to ambitious transformative objectives, with some member states advocating also that Ukraine, for example, be granted a membership perspective;

· on the other hand those favouring only a minimal or token gesture to the partner states, so as not to encourage demands for, or expectations of a membership perspective.

There is a third intermediate position, which probably has a majority of supporters at present among the member states and institutions, namely:

· to pursue ambitious transformative objectives in any case. Regarding the membership perspective question, this is excluded for the Arab Mediterranean states, but should be kept an open question for some of the European partner states, depending upon how the EU’s own absorptive capacity for new members evolves, as well as how the partner states advance. The time horizon for clarifying these uncertainties may be at least ten years from now.   

A new contextual factor is the failure for the EU to ratify its draft Constitution in 2004. This will at least slow if not stop the process of continuing enlargement, and diminish the sometimes naively optimistic expectations of neighbouring states. Yet the new context will also intensify pressures to give strategic substance to the ENP. This is because of apparent tendencies in the evolution of the EU as a polity, as between two broad views: 

· on the one hand the federalist vision, which would have a homogenous political space within a relatively compact EU, and with a clear-cut frontier between being IN or OUT

· on the other hand the vision of the EU as a complex and fluid network structure, of political and economic content, where there are multiple core structures inside the EU (Euro, Schengen, France-Germany, etc) and multiple peripheries outside (EEA, Balkan SAA, ENP, etc).

While the choice between these two options is the subject of intense ongoing debate, the evidence - since failure of the Constitution – seems to be move in favour of the network model. This being so, it is likely that ENP will further develop as part of the European system of multiple peripheries. 

Russia has chosen politically to stay outside the formal definition of the ENP, considering itself too big and special to be grouped with the other ENP partner states. This choice is entirely comfortable for the EU, since it does not have to worry about making a standard policy model to fit Russia also. The ENP can thus be developed without having to negotiate anything with Russia. For example Russia’s leadership would today not like the high profile given to democracy and human rights in all the normative documents of the ENP to be applied to itself. Nor would it like too many explicit references to EU standards, laws and norms even in economic and technical domains.

The ENP has in 2004 and 2005 seen the publication of a set of bilateral Action Plans with some but not yet all the partner states. These Action Plans are in their structure and content weak derivatives of the EU’s accession process. The membership candidate states are required to adapt their laws in line with all the famous 90,000 pages of EU laws. The ENP partner states are invited to follow the same schema, but to be selective over where they attempt legally biding compliance with EU laws. Nonetheless the principle of convergence on EU norms and standards – both political and technical – is quite explicit. 

While Russia is outside the formal definition of the ENP, there are inevitable commonalities in the fields of cooperation between all close neighbours. The lengthy negotiations between the EU and Russia over the four common policy spaces, signed in May 2005, saw many of the same issues raised as in the Action Plans of the ENP. Russian commentators, such as Karaganov et al, have noticed this, and say that Russia found itself drawn into negotiating these agreements on the EU’s agenda. 

The EU-Russian common policy spaces are in turn weaker and more selective derivatives of the ENP Action Plans, but are at least verbally stronger in their ‘strategic’ content. More precisely, the four common spaces cover many of the same policy domains as in the ENP, but with three major differences:

· the virtual exclusion of democracy and human rights

· vaguer language in talking about convergence of norms and standards. There is to be a lot of convergence, but on which European standards is not said. 

· more attention is given to common external security threats.   

Russian diplomats tend to make rather sceptical and negative comments about the ENP. This leads into the crucial question how relations around the EU-‘near abroad’-Russia triangle may develop. The sensitivity of this question has been evident in the efforts of EU and Russian diplomats to find politically acceptable language in their joint declarations even to identify a certain part of the European space, where terms such as ‘common neighbourhood’ or ‘common near abroad’ had to give way to the banal ‘adjacent areas’ in the common space documents. These diplomatic semantics are of course covering different perceptions of what the EU calls its Eastern ‘neighbourhood partners’, and what Russia calls its ‘near abroad’. 

It remains an open issue whether the EU and Russia can come to terms with each other with regard to this ‘neighbourhood space’. Ukraine is undoubtedly the pivotal case, which in due course will reveal the answers to some of these questions. A standard EU and Western view (where the West includes also the US and the World Bank, IMF and EBRD) is that the post-communist transition in Central and Eastern Europe enters now a new stage. The Central European states acceding to the EU in 2004 basically completed in one huge transformative process, in the years 1990 to 2004, the regime change out of communism into the paradigm of the democratic, law-abiding market economies. Not perfectly of course, but they made the grade sufficiently.  The European CIS states did not. They switched instead into regimes that were only superficially democratic, and whose newly privatised systems of economic and corporate governance became locked into vicious circles of corruption. Then in 2004 the Rose and Orange Revolutions happened, revealing that first the Georgian people and then the Ukrainians  had had enough of this model of phoney democracy. Nobody yet knows yet whether these ‘Revolutions’ will be sustained and matured into regimes that are both more genuinely democratic and capable of breaking out from the vicious circle of corruption. But the normative foundations of what they are aiming at are absolutely clear; and this fits with the convergence on European standards aimed at in the ENP Action Plans and their political ‘European choice’. 

It is also clearly hoped, in EU and US foreign policy thinking, that Russia will adapt its attitude and policies to these new realities. Moscow, up to and during the Orange Revolution, was perceived as pursuing an obsolete line of near abroad policy that was all realpolitik, and lacking in any values-based foundation. EU analysts try to understand how or when Russia might converge more on European and international standards and values. The outlook is not simple. Certainly the huge oil/gas bonanza sees Russian politics, economics and institutions becoming an even more centralised rent-distribution machine, with no immediate need to converge on either EU norms or the Washington consensus. On the other hand some observers say that there is more quiet convergence on European policies and standards going on in official policies and business practices than the official discourse wants to say.

The EU will remain irritatingly complicated and ambiguous, with multiple national as well as common interests, and a constitutional/institutional process so uncertain that no-one can say where it is heading. Yet the underlying appeal of its political values and standards of economic governance seem likely to remain as a pole of attraction for its neighbours, even while the EU is manifestly trying to avoid expectations of further enlargements. This is because the EU’s obvious lack of hegemonic aggressivity is not its ‘weakness’ but its ‘strength’, a point that even some American neo-conservatives begin to see after Bush’s disastrous misuse of his global strategic power. Russians should also be able to view the neighbourhood policy process as a benign one, as long as they can see their own future tending in due course to converge on European values of democracy and the rule of law. If on the contrary Russia positions its diplomacy to regard the ENP as an anti-Russian activity, interpreted as seeking to displace Russia’s ‘rightful role in its near abroad’, this would seem likely to translate into a counter-productive message in the neighbourhood states. 

Two small territories in the heart of the European neighbourhood merit special mention, Transnistria and Kaliningrad. Concrete successes in these two cases would have a much wider significance for EU-Russia relations.

It is time to clean up the Transnistria affair. With Moldova signalling its European choice, which is bound to be accentuated when Romania accedes to the EU very soon, the long episode of Transnistria trying to hang on to a perverted version of its Soviet past has to come to an end. For all too long Russia also has been playing a diplomatic game of propping up the notorious Smirnov regime, in ways that have been costly to Russia’s diplomatic reputation without securing any real benefits.

For Kaliningrad the official texts of EU-Russia strategy documents have talked about its future as pilot region for Russia’s integration with the EU. This has not been followed up in practice, and would require essentially two actions. On the Russian side it should mean the whole region becoming a real free trade area, drawing on the Hong Kong model, which would mean procedures for ‘rules of origin’ for products passing from mainland Russia to Kaliningrad. It seems that this may be regarded in Moscow as too dangerous a step for the integrity of the Russian federation, a view that seems to us to be exaggerated. On the EU side real progress over the freer movement of persons is required.     

1 Introduction

1.1 The Dilemma

No sooner had the EU completed its huge enlargement of 1 May 2004 than it faced an existential dilemma, victim of its own success. The dilemma is about how the EU should define the nature and extent of its future frontiers, which means defining its very essence and identity. 

The long travail of accession to the EU has become a hugely effective mechanism of political and economic conditionality for extending European values beyond old ‘core Europe’. We call it ‘Europeanisation’ for short. 

Yet to those outside the process in the European periphery – from the rest of Europe to the Mediterranean basin and on into the Middle East – the perception and reality are those of exclusion. 

The EU’s enlargement could continue, and indeed is virtually certain to do so for at least a few more neighbours. However the EU’s absorptive capacity for continued expansion has been stretched to the breaking point. 

One horn of the dilemma would then see the EU over-expanding to the point that its effectiveness as a union is fatally damaged. Its capacity to sustain and extend the process of Europeanisation is destroyed. 

The other horn of the dilemma is that the EU stops expanding, which would mean denying one of its founding principles: to be open to all European democracies. It could also have the unintended effect of undermining reform processes in the periphery, to the point of provoking or aggravating political and societal instability in these regions, connecting with the menu of security hazards that are already so real (terrorism, trafficking, weapons of mass destruction, trans-border crime, illegal migration, etc.).

Could the dilemma be overcome? There seem to be only two possible escape routes from it. 

One route is to accelerate the Union’s powers and institutional development to the point that it enhances its capacity to accept further enlargement over a politically relevant time horizon. As attractive as this route is, however, we should not count on it. The recent negotiation of the new Constitution was itself pushing at the political limits. And the hazards of the ratification process may still reveal that the Constitution is a step too far for some, and the unity of the Union may already be threatened. 

The second route is to do something really significant under the name of the new European Neighbourhood Policy, blurring the frontiers between ‘in’ and ‘out’, to the point that the Union might achieve beneficial leverage on developments in the periphery without rushing ahead with further accession negotiations. 

The speed with which the new vocabulary – first the ‘wider Europe’ and then the ‘neighbourhood policy’ – has swept into the discourse of Europe’s foreign ministers, of both the EU member states and the neighbours, testifies to the intuition that this is indeed a matter of strategic importance. 

However a weak neighbourhood policy, or one offering slight incentives in relation to heavy obligations, could be worse than nothing. It could create scepticism over the real intentions of the EU. Is this a real proposal, or just a thin diplomatic gesture to placate the excluded, which actually risks alienating the neighbour: a strategy or just a placebo? Could the EU develop a neighbourhood policy that would be up to the task? 

1.2 The EU as an international actor

The EU has been progressively mandated to take up certain responsibilities for foreign policy. It started from a near zero role in foreign policy in its early days to something that has been on an accelerating curve of significance in the last fifteen years following the collapse of the communist regimes of Central and Eastern Europe. The early developments were cast firmly in the institutional setting of inter-governmentalism at the EU level. The principals were the member states, and the EU was assigned agency roles with strictly limited mandates.

In the early days of the EU, the institutional structure consisted of the European Economic Community (EEC), which had no foreign policy competence at all. Outside this institutional framework however there began to develop some ‘political cooperation’ over foreign policy matters through the so-called Davignon Committee, named after Viscount Davignon, whose legendary diplomatic charms successfully persuaded jealous foreign ministries to dare to sit together to discuss some foreign policy matters in a forum that was emphatically not part of the EEC. The member states met together as principals, but they hardly appointed any person or institution to be their agent
. The EEC was not a foreign policy actor, except in the strictly circumscribed role as trade policy negotiator. The member states were on their guard to prevent the horrifying prospect that the mandates accorded to the EEC or later EU as foreign policy agent might ever become so substantial that the agent would turn into a principal actor in its own right.

Since those early days there have been major systemic developments in all three EU institutions in the foreign policy field. 

The Commission has acquired huge increases in its instruments of economic aid and technical assistance, especially after the collapse of communism in Central Europe through to the Soviet Union. These instruments were first intended to help consolidate the transition to democracy and market economics. It soon  led on to the Commission’s major institutional role in the enlargement process for the former communist states of Central and Eastern Europe - perhaps the most spectacular democratisation policy ever seen. 

The European Parliament has gradually grown in stature and developed a certain voice in foreign policy maters, particularly on matters of democracy and human rights, using its budgetary powers to push through the creation of a special budget line for democracy promotion – the European Initiative for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR). It also harasses the Commission over any suspicions of financial irregularity, at the price of user-friendly effectiveness of the instruments of democracy promotion, a subject to which we return below.  

The Council enhanced its own institutional role with designation of a High Representative for Foreign and Security Policy in the person of Javier Solana, who also also acquires responsibility for executive capabilities in security and military domains. A climax to this institutional development is the intended creation of the post of EU Foreign Minister in the Constitution, which would double-hat the roles of High representative of the Council and Vice-President of the Commission. This would involve a consequential integration of the staff resource of the Council and Commission in a European diplomatic service. At the time of writing Javier Solana has already been designated for the post of Foreign Minister and various schemes are under consideration for the common diplomatic service
. This fusion of resources and partial institutional merger raises itself interesting issues regarding principals and agents. Certainly there will be a greater single power centre over EU foreign and security policy. But it is ambiguous at this point, and much discussed, whether this will be a reverse takeover by the principals in the Council over the Commission as an agent that was seen as becoming too powerful; or whether the new Foreign Minister will embody the EU as an increasingly powerful actor in its own right.    

The outcome should in principle see enhanced synergies and credibility from the integrated use of the EU’s many instruments of action. An enhanced credibility should become manifest in the words or speeches of the EU Foreign Minister being taken very seriously by partner states in the neighbourhood. But there are risks that the complexities of the EU’s inter-institutional power struggles will for years crowd out efficient focus on the substantive objectives of these systemic developments.

2 An Analytical tool-kit

2.1 Europeanisation

The term ‘Europeanisation’ has gained currency in political science literature over the past decade or so, as scholars have tried to understand the politico-economic-societal transformation involved in European integration.

This started first to be observed with the accession of the three southern member states – Greece, Portugal and Spain – as they switched out of their authoritarian regimes of the colonels, Salazar and Franco, into modern Europe. 

Interest in the European transformation process has of course heightened with the EU accession of the former communist states of Central and Eastern Europe.

Portugal was unique in experimenting successively with both fascism and communism, and the Maoist period in the curriculum vitae of the president-elect of the Commission has hinted how intriguing that experience could be. 

Europeanisation may be seen as working through three kinds of mechanisms, which interact synergetically:

· legal obligations in political and economic domains flowing from the requirements for accession to the EU, and/or from Council of Europe membership and accession to its Convention on Human Rights and Fundamental Freedom;

· objective changes in economic structures and the interests of individuals as a result of integration with Europe; and 

· subjective changes in the beliefs, expectations and identity of the individual, feeding political will to adopt European norms of business, politics and civil society. 
The mechanisms of Europeanisation can be otherwise described as combining rational institutionalism through policies of conditionality, and sociological institutionalism through norm diffusion and social learning. 

Changes through policies of conditionality may occur in the short to medium run. The more deep-rooted changes, which occur through the actual transformation of identity and interests, may only be expected as a result of socialisation in the longer run. There may be early change in political discourse, which over time is internalised and results in genuine change inidentity and interests.

The values and systemic features underlying Europeanisation are partly defined in the official texts of the EU and Council of Europe, but a more extensive interpretation is offered in Box 1. Among these ’10 Commandments’ are admittedly still some controversial items, and the list is therefore up to a point a personal view. Nevertheless, at least it may offer a reference for the ongoing debate about European values, and can serve for comparison with the apparent values of others, such as the US, Russia and China. 

These questions of values are operationally relevant where the United States and Russia also have important geo-strategic interests in parts of the European periphery. The United States and the European Union can, for example, work together fairly comfortably with the same normative rule-book and complementarity of roles in the Balkans and Caucasus, since here Europeanisation and Westernisation are perceived to be one and the same thing. However, there are manifest differences across the Middle East over the just or unjust war in Iraq, as well as the old Israel-Palestine conflict. For its part, Russia, while a Council of Europe member state, is experiencing a slide away from democratic practice internally and a return to old-fashioned realpolitik in its near abroad. It seems to have no interest in promoting democratic and human rights values, and props up some highly dubious secessionist entities such as Transnistria, Abkhazia and Southern Ossetia in the name of Russian national interests.

Box 1. Europe’s 10 Commandments - Values and systemic features of the European model

1. Democracy and human rights - as codified legally in the European Conventions and Court of Human Rights of the Council of Europe, adopted also in the European Constitution and the EU’s political Copenhagen criteria for accession to the EU.

2. A common legal basis for the four freedoms - for the single economic market and space for the freedom of movement, residence and employment of EU citizens.

3. Social model - basic social insurance and public health care.

4. Multi-nationality and rejection of nationalism – with society acquiring multiple identities, often regional, national and European. 

5. Secular multi-culturalism – Europe’s existing Muslim minorities impose multi-culturalism, but Turkey poses the bigger test. 

6. Multi-tier governance – frequently with a three-tier federative system (EU, national and sub-state entity), with a supranational EU tier in any case.

7. Multilateralism – as a preference for the international order, as well as for internal European affairs. 

8. Anti-hegemony & anti-militarism – both internally and externally, without pacifism.

9. Openness – to all European democracies.

10. Graduated and evolutionary frontiers for the EU – rather than a fixed binary Europe of ‘in’ or ‘out’, or the EU as a neo-Westphalian federal state. 

2.2. Political and economic gravity models

Democracy and human rights are indisputably ‘number one’ among Europe’s 10 commandments. Until recently landmark contributions by political scientists theorising about the processes of global democratisation were positive in message. From the late 1980s and early 1990s, there were writings about a ‘Third Wave’ of democratisation in the late twentieth century, with the paradigm of Democratic Transition following the collapse of communism.
 These visions were taken up with alacrity by Western aid agencies, and boosted dramatically upon the collapse of the Soviet Union. But more recently the contributions have turned in a decidedly negative direction, with writings about the End of the Third Wave, and the End of the Transition Paradigm.
 

What was going on here? Samuel Huntington’s thesis all along was that advance of democracy in the world, from a first wave in the 19th century, to a second wave after the Second World War, and a third wave since the mid-1970s, was about a succession of long cycles of advances and partial reversals. Yet Larry Diamond concluded in 1996 that “liberal democracy has stopped expanding in the world”. 

Indeed the average score – from quantitative ratings of the quality of democracy from 30 post-communist European and central Asian states – suggests a picture of the region stuck in transition with steady average scores of nearly 4 (see Table 1 and Figure 1). This is a perfect example of nonsensical empiricism. There is no meaningful story in the average, since it hides two stories, as the three groups integrating with the EU (new member states, remaining candidates and Balkans) achieve high or rising scores, whereas the two other groups of CIS (European and central Asian CIS states) reveal poor and deteriorating trends. The ‘end of transition’ is indeed the story among these five groups of countries, but with some making the grade as real democracies, while others are back, or trending back into real authoritarianism, with no group left in transition limbo. Testifying to the alleged failure of the transition paradigm, there has been a proliferation of terminology, as political scientists tried to capture the essence of regimes that were neither full democracies, nor in transition, and were variously named to be ‘qualified’, or ‘semi-’, or ‘weak’, or ‘illiberal’, or ‘façade’, or ‘pseudo’, or ‘delegative’ democracies. 

Table 1. Explanation of Scorecard

	Democracy score
	Regime type

	1-2
	Consolidated democracy

	3
	Semi-consolidated democracy

	4 
	Transitional government or hybrid type

	5
	Semi-consolidated authoritarian regime

	6-7
	Consolidated authoritarian regime


Source: Freedom House (http://www.freedomhouse.org).
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These writers were then singularly disarmed on the question of what the policy-maker should now do. Yet these writings from the US are missing an important explanatory variable, with strategic policy implications, both as a matter of theory and empirical evidence. The theory is the gravity model, and the empirical evidence is Europe. This is not to suggest extrapolating the European model to the rest of the world, which is hardly feasible. But it is to suggest that the European gravity model of democratisation captures an essential feature of fast track democratisation. Its presence or absence in the different continents of the world goes far in explaining success or failure in securing fast, deep and lasting democratisation. In the absence of the gravity model factor, the processes of democratisation are not lost or hopeless. They just take longer, maybe decades or generations, with indeed the now observable cycles and learning experiences of advance and retreat. 

The gravity model is a very simple and basic idea, and draws on its cousin theory in economics, which is already well established. In trade theory the gravity model explains different intensities of trade integration as a function of the size of GDP and proximity of the trade partners.
 These trade intensities can be either actual or potential. The actual and potential come close to each other when markets are entirely open, and indeed integrated into a single market. But if the markets are relatively closed, it is possible to show how much potential trade is foregone. There are a few major centres of trade gravity in the world, such as the EU and US.

The democracy gravity model may be described as follows.
 There are some centres of democratic gravity, meaning some big democracies that are references in the world. Again the EU and US are the examples. The tendency for other states to converge on the democratic model of the centre depends on the reputational quality and attractiveness of that democracy, its geographic and cultural-historical proximity and its openness to the periphery. Openness may be defined first in terms of freedom for the movement of persons as determined by visa and migration rules, and, second and more deeply, by the opportunities for political integration of the periphery into the centre. When political integration is in principle possible, the process can become one of conditionality. When the incentive is one of full political integration, the transitional conditionality can become extremely strong and intrusive, yet still democratically legitimate and therefore acceptable. The frontiers between the external and internal are being broken down, and the conclusion of the process – with recognition of full compliance with high standards of liberal democracy and full inclusion in the institutions of democratic governance – will be ratified, for example by popular referendum. Beyond such voting mechanisms is the underlying sense of common identity, relying on emotive, historical and cultural fields of gravitational attraction, where to be ‘joining Europe’, or ‘rejoining Europe’ means something fundamental. 

The economic and democracy gravity models can plausibly be set in motion to work alongside each other, and in the ideal case generate synergetic benefits. Gains from trade and inward investment may ease the politics of the democratic transition. The credibility of the ongoing democratic transition should enhance the quality and perceived reliability of the investment climate. This becomes then a double, interactive, politico-economic gravity model. The concept of transition is validated here, because it is a voyage to a known destination, and further strengthened by the notion of anchorage. 

Something like this has manifestly been happening in contemporary Europe, and it concerns a significant number of states and mass of populations. Operations lying clearly within the European gravity field have so far been involving a group of 20 states with a total population of 250 million,
 which is to count only states that have either acceded to the EU from prior conditions of non-democracy or have the prospect of doing so. A further 16 states with a total population of 400 million people are being embraced by the European Neighbourhood Policy, which seeks to extend the logic of Europeanisation without the prospect of EU accession.
 (Summary statistics for the whole of the greater European neighbourhood are given in Table 2.)

Whether the Neighbourhood Policy can succeed in democratising the outer European periphery is the important but unanswered question. However by comparison with these intermediate cases in the wider Europe, other continents seem to be light years away. Africa has no democratic political centre of gravity, and the only references are the former colonial powers, who can hardly offer a base for integration. The only conceivable partial exception is in North Africa, and indeed here the European Neighbourhood Policy tries to refreshen the Barcelona Process. Countries such as Morocco could conceivably find encouragement, if not anchorage, for progressive democratic reform from Europe. 

Table 2. Summary statistics of Wider Europe and its neighbourhood, 2001 data

	
	Number

of states
	Population

(millions)
	National income

($ billions)

	Wider Europe
	
	
	

	EU
	25
	450
	8,500

	EEA/EFTA & micro-states 
	8
	12
	433

	EU candidates
	3
	96
	219

	Other South-East Europe, SAA states
	5
	24
	43

	European states of CIS
	7
	225
	313

	Non-recognised secessionist entities
	4
	3
	

	Total, Wider Europe
	52
	810
	9,508

	
	
	
	

	Greater Middle East
	
	
	

	Mediterranean
	10
	174
	255

	Gulf (GCC), Iraq, Iran
	9
	135
	590

	Central Asia, Afghanistan
	6
	83
	41

	Total, Greater Middle East
	25
	392
	886

	
	
	
	

	Total, Wider Europe and Greater Middle East
	78
	1,202
	10,394


The Arab-Islamic Greater Middle East is the most dramatic example of a vast region that has no reference beyond the Koran and Shari’a law, nor a field of democratic gravity to enter. On the contrary, in fact, the magnetic impulses towards the West these days are more negative than positive. It has no leader amongst its midst. The US has been the most powerful external actor, and is attempting now to promote the democratisation of the region in the wake of the Iraq war, but as we know all too well, its reputation for this purpose has been seriously damaged. Europe edges into the Middle East with the accession candidature of Turkey and the Neighbourhood Policy. But it is nowhere near getting leverage on the Gulf. 

2.3 Integration as Security Strategy

In order to unfold the security/integration spectrum, and to problematise the elements of this spectrum, the first step is to reflect on the figure of Europe, and particularly on the distinction between inside and outside in the context of European power dynamics. 

In the EU-Europe, the inside/outside dichotomy has gradually taken the shape of an identity project. This is because, on the one hand, Europe has been defined by trying to make sense of what has been part of it: the Franco-German reconciliation; Europe’s liberal and social-democratic roots; and its different layers of governance. More interestingly, however, Europe has also been defined in negative terms: i.e. by looking at what is not part of it and by identifying what Europe is not: its ‘other’. 

Security discourses have played a central role in this ‘othering’ practice. Europe’s ‘other’, initially, was Europe’s own past: the two world wars, the Franco-German rivalry and totalitarian ideologies.
 The initial push for integration, in this sense, came from security concerns because it focused on the need to protect Europe from ever again incurring into its own past. Over the decades, this ‘othering’ practice has taken more geopolitical and civilisational connotations, and reflected the tension between Europe’s paramount need to protect all that it achieved in terms of integration on the one hand, and its inherent mission to spread these achievements to the rest of the continent on the other. Europe’s vast neighbourhood has thus come to be regarded as the ‘other’, and as a sort of litmus-test against which to compare that which European integration has accomplished: Turkey, Russia, Northern Africa and the Balkans have taken turns in incarnating in the European imagination examples of what Europe is not: Europe is not authoritarian, not violent, not poor and so forth. 

If one takes this inside/outside characterisation of the European power dynamics, a peculiar image of European security and integration emerges. Security practices within the EU have strived to make security no longer an issue, and the integration process has provided the means necessary to achieve this goal. The European experiment has been about dealing with threats and risks in a more politicised manner, rather than by using force; it has been about revisiting the modernist principles of state sovereignty, and thus embedding the values of liberal democracy into ‘post-modern’ multilevel governance. In this way, European integration has created a ‘multi-perspectival polity’,
 pushed transnational socialisation up to uncharted levels and turned the EU into a ‘security community’. 

The paradox of this otherwise unique experiment is that what has been achieved inside the EU ‘freezes’ as soon as Europe approaches its normative and spatial borders. Beyond these limits, policies regress – more or less gradually – to being exclusionary; social interaction is re-‘securitised’, and Europe returns to be a dynamic based on sovereignty, borders and territory. The integration project, in this context, is no longer perceived as an experiment of peace, prosperity and well-being to be shared and spread across the continent, but rather becomes an oasis to be protected. For those who are inside or who have prospects to enter, the EU marks the shift from the modernist phraseology of confrontation and negotiation to the post-modern lexicon of dialogue and socialisation. But for those who are not given a chance to make this shift, for those who are bound to remain outside, the EU-Europe is perceived as an insurmountable wall.  

This inside/outside dilemma in Europe comes with one important corollary. This can be portrayed by elaborating on the metaphor of the concentric-circled ‘gradated’ empire.
 

Table 1: Distribution of Europe’s concentric circles

	
	Countries in the Wider Europe

	Circle No. 1. EU core
	Austria, Belgium, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Portugal, Spain

	Circle No. 2. ‘Opt-out’ EU member states 
	Denmark, Ireland, Sweden, UK

	Circle No. 3. New EU member states 
	Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia

	Circle No. 4. EEA countries 
	Iceland, Norway, Switzerland

	Circle No. 5. Negotiating, non-negotiating and prospective EU candidate countries 
	Bulgaria and Romania; 

Croatia and Turkey;

Macedonia (FYROM), Serbia-Montenegro, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Albania

	Circle No. 6. European neighbours 
	Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova, Russia, Ukraine 

	Circle No. 7. Non-European neighbours 
	Algeria, Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Libya, Morocco, Palestinian Authority, Syria, Tunisia. 


According to this representation, the international structure, especially in the European case, is gradually taking the shape of a post-statist formation. It defines a vision of sovereignty and territory that goes beyond the nation-state as the primary unit of international relations, and is characterised by a hierarchical system of progressively decreasing power, where the power of the centre diminishes the farther away an actor stands from it: hence, the image of the concentric circles. 

The EU is an outstanding example of this post-statist empire model with its network politics, multi-ethnic diversity and cross-border cooperation. In the EU context, however, state-actors remain a defining component, and their ‘distance from the centre’ is measured not only in geographical terms, but also, and more importantly, in institutional ones. Institutional and administrative ‘distance’ is measured on the basis of their degree of integration into the EU, as explained in the table above. 

The corollary, therefore, is that, although the power constellation defined by European integration largely subscribes to this concentric circle scheme, institutional and administrative distance defines an inside/outside architecture that is much more exclusionary. On the one hand, states have so far had a reasonable flexibility to choose their own positioning in relation to the ‘core’ of this quasi-empire. Countries like the UK are EU members, without being part of the eurozone; Denmark and Sweden are integrated in the Schengen system, but are not in the eurozone. Norway is not even an EU member, but it is integrated in the EU single market. The new member states are pro-tempore ‘discriminated’, but will in due time be given the opportunity to decide their positioning within the EU. Those countries that are not integrated, on the other hand, do not merely occupy the outermost circles of Europe’s power constellation. They are cut out by the institutional barrier, although they are increasingly influenced by policies made in Brussels. For current or prospective candidate countries (circle no. 5), there are reasonable expectations to cross the institutional barrier at some point. Other European neighbours (circle no. 6) may be hopefully waiting for a ‘go-ahead’ from Brussels in the medium-to-long term. The other non-European neighbours are left out in the cold.  

2.4. The Wider Europe Matrix

How might one conceive a more credible ENP, or one that could graduate from stage two to stage three? Success would have to come through creating a sufficiently dense web of political, economic and societal links to gain leverage on the transformation of the partner states. How might one model or structure such a process? Figure 2 portrays a number of images of how the centre may relate to the neighbourhood.

· Hub-and-spoke model: the centre works out its relations with its neighbours bilaterally. 

· Cobweb model (or concentric circle model): the centre seeks to simplify and order the system with the neighbours grouped according to their shorter or longer geographic/political distance from the centre, with elements of multilateralism or standardisation for each group. 

· Matrix model: this aligns in one axis the numerous policies that the centre may project into the neighbourhood, together with the listing of states or regional groups in the other axis. 

· Rubik cube model: still these images are incomplete for the case where there is more than one powerful external actor. The situation where two or more external actors are present, each with its own external policy matrices, calls for the Rubik cube image. This is a complex puzzle that can be solved, but when the policy matrices are disordered or contradictory, solution is likely to be elusive. 
In practice, the EU has tended towards the cobweb (or concentric circle) model, both internally, for example with the euro and Schengen core groups internally, and externally with the EEA, the Mediterranean, Balkan and CIS groups externally, and with the wider circles also of the Council of Europe and the OSCE (Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe). 

As regards the policy domains of the matrix, these can be discussed at summary or detailed levels. Policy-makers have tended to frame international cooperation in terms of three summary dimensions (political/economic/security as in the OSCE baskets), but seven more specific policy areas emerge as being more operational where the EU attempts to develop common European policy spaces (listed in Box 2). 

The US maintains a powerful hub-and-spoke system of bilateral relations in every world region, but with a lesser emphasis on the multilateral features of the cobweb model. Russia seeks to maintain its own cobweb model for the CIS states and some sub-groups of them. The EU and US matrices are reasonably in harmony in the wider Europe, but seriously discordant in the Greater Middle East. The Russian matrix in the CIS area is increasingly discordant with those of the EU and US. Of course where these matrices of the major powers are discordant, little success can be expected, unless one or the other withdraws from the arena, or changes its mind and decides to cooperate. 

Figure 2. Model types for the organisation of a complex region
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Box 2. Three common European policy ‘dimensions’ and seven ‘spaces’
A. Political and human dimension

1. Democracy and human rights

2. Education, culture and research

B. Economic dimension

3. Economic area (for external trade and internal market regulations)

4. Monetary and macroeconomic area (euro and macroeconomic policy)

5. Economic infrastructure and network area (transport, telecommunications, energy and environment)

C. Security dimension

6. Justice and home affairs

7. External and security policies

These schemas offer a framework in which to reflect on how the ENP might be given stronger substance, structure and credibility. Each of the seven policy spaces offers possibilities for varying degrees of inclusion of the neighbours, or their association with the policies of the EU. These are now reviewed briefly with an eye on how the offer of the EU to its neighbours might be strengthened. The matrix presented in Table A.1 in the annex gives an idea of the size and complexity of the task of fully specifying the neighbourhood policy in all its dimensions.

Table 3:  Simplified matrix of the Wider Europe and its neighbourhood

	
	Political & human dimension
	Economic dimension
	Security dimension

	
	Democr. & human rights
	Educationresearch & culture 
	European economic area
	European monetary area
	European infrastr.& networks
	Freedom, security & justice
	Coop. in external security

	Wider Europe
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1. EEA/EFTA 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Accession candidates
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Balkans (SAA states) 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. European CIS states 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 4a. Russia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 4b. Bel/Ukr/Mold
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 4b. Caucasus
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Greater Middle East
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Mediterranean
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 5a. Maghreb
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 5b. Mashrek
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Gulf (GCC), Iraq, Iran
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Central Asia, Afghan.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pan-European areas
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Council of Europe 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. OSCE, EBRD, NATO
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Overlapping regions
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Baltic Sea
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11. Black Sea
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12. Mediterranean Sea
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


3 Priorities of the Policy Maker

3.1. Priorities in Historical Perspective

The European Economic Community (EEC) began to develop relations with non-member states from its creation in the late 1950s.
 The process of establishing close institutionalised relationships, moving from more traditional forms of international co-operation towards deeper integration, is however mainly a post-Cold War phenomenon. Although this development has been global in scope, it has been particularly intense with countries in the Union’s geographical proximity. Since the late 1980s, the EU deepened and widened its relations successively with the EFTA countries, the countries in Central and Eastern Europe, the former states of the former Soviet Union, the Southern Mediterranean neighbours, and the countries of the Western Balkans, creating a complex set of contractual agreements across an ever broader range of policy areas, supported by large programmes of economic assistance.
 

Within these broader frameworks, relations were primarily conducted on a bilateral basis, providing preferential trading arrangements and liberalisation of the movement of persons, partial inclusion in major EU policies such as the free trade area, the customs union, the single market, and the Schengen regime, participation in the numerous EU programmes (on research, education, culture, etc.), and association with the growing number of EU agencies. 

While closer relations with the EU initially entailed primarily economic co-operation, the growth of EU competences in other fields has broadened the scope of the relationships through an increasingly extensive political dialogue and a multitude of agreements of co-operation and integration also in the fields of justice and home affairs and foreign, security and defence policy.

Russia and the former Soviet Union were designated as one of main priorities for the Common Foreign and Security Policy by the Lisbon European Council in June 1992.
 Among these priorities – the others were Central and Eastern Europe, the Balkans, the Maghreb and the Middle East – the EU’s overall relations have arguably been the least developed with respect to Russia and the former Soviet Union. 

The principal priority has of course been the enlargement process to North, Central and Eastern and now South East Europe. Since the break-up of the Soviet Union 13 new members have joined the EU: three EFTA countries acceded in 1995 and eight Central and Eastern European countries and two Mediterranean countries joined in 2004. An additional 8 countries, two of which are expected to enter in 2007, are currently acknowledged by the EU as candidates for eventual membership. As part of the pre-accession process, the candidates were gradually integrated with the EU economy, participated in EU programmes and agencies as associates or observers, engaged in a considerable multilateral and bilateral political dialogue, the movement of persons was facilitated through the lifting of visa requirements, and they were represented alongside the EU member states in the Convention on the future of Europe in 2001-2003 leading to the draft Treaty on a Constitution for the Europe. 

Relations have in many respects developed further also with the countries of the Maghreb and the Middle East, the two Southern Mediterranean priorities of the CFSP in 1992. This has since 1995 taken place through the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership, also known as the Barcelona process, which is now to be further enhanced and subsumed within the framework of the European Neighbourhood Policy. As part of this process, the EU has entered into preferential trading relationships and more comprehensive association agreements with its Southern Mediterranean partners than with Russia. As noted by the Commission, “in contrast to contractual relations with all the EU’s other neighbouring countries, the PCAs in force with Russia, Ukraine, and Moldova grant neither preferential treatment for trade, nor a timetable for regulatory approximation.” 

These developments in part a consequence of the fact that Russia and the other CIS members remain, more than a decade after the dissolution of the Soviet Union, only partially integrated into the world economy and the European and global system of international treaties and conventions. This is a prerequisite for most, if not all of the official long-term objectives for EU-Russia relations. Russia and most of the CIS are for instance among a dwindling number of EU neighbouring countries that are not members of the WTO, which is a prerequisite for preferential trade agreements with the EU. Only four countries in the current EU neighbourhood were among the founding members of the WTO in January 1995. By 2005, the number had risen to 18.

The EU regime for entry of non-EU citizens to the EU is in general more restrictive vis-à-vis its neighbours than its trade policy, with most neighbours being required to obtain visas to enter the EU. The EU currently has visa waiver arrangements with 12 neighbours.
 The citizens of the other 12 European countries that are not EU member states, including Russia and the European states of the CIS, as well as 9 of the 10 Southern Mediterranean partners, require visas to enter the EU. 

The EU’s priorities are also reflected in the relative amounts of economic assistance provided to neighbouring countries. In the 1995-2002 period, EU aid commitments to the countries of the Balkans were on average 246 euros/ capita, to the Mediterranean partners 23 euro on average. 7 euro/ capita was allocated to Russia, slightly below the CIS average of 8 euro/ capita.
 In the EU’s financial perspective for 2000-2006, the enlargement candidates (from 2004 full EU members) receive almost 1200 euro/ capita on average, Western Balkan countries in excess of 200 euro/capita, the Mediterranean partners 31 euro/capita. Russia and the other New Independent States were on average allocated only 13 euro/ capita.
 

A notable exception to the relative under-privileged state of relations with Russia compared with other EU neighbours concerns the political dialogue. Russia is the only country with which the EU has regular biannual summits, in addition to the more typical annual foreign ministers meetings and ad hoc ministerial meetings. Twice in recent years, at the European Council in Stockholm in March 2001, and in connection with the St. Petersburg tercentenary in May 2003, the EU has been represented by all its Heads of State and Government at EU-Russia summits, an honour seldom accorded to other than the US president. The recently upgraded institutional framework of EU-Russia relations – the Permanent Partnership Council – is the first of its kind in EU external relations. While it retains EU representation by the Troika, as in the previous PCA Co-operation Council and which is typical of other EU third country agreements, it is the only co-operation council with third countries that can – as the EU’s own Council of Ministers – meet in different formations.

The growth of high-level dialogue has percolated down to senior officials and expert level, through the creation of a growing number of committees and sub-committees established. However, the contacts at senior officials and expert levels are generally less developed with Russia as compared with other EU neighbours, for instance the participants in the EEA or the accession candidates through the enlargement process. This has been partially rectified through the establishment of semi-permanent working groups under the aegis of the various sectoral dialogues launched in recent years. 

The parliamentary dialogue, on the other hand, is rather similar to those between the European Parliament and the parliaments of other EU neighbouring states. The modalities of the EU-Russia dialogue on security and defence issues are less extensive than with some neighbours, notably with NATO member states, although it is far more extensive than with the countries included in the ENP. As in the institutionalised political dialogue, the EU has gone some way in accommodating Russian demands for special arrangements, with unique monthly troika meetings on the ESDP at senior officials level. 

3.2. Priorities of the Member States

The individual member states of the EU are naturally inclined to give priority to neighbours that they are closest to geographically. This will also relate often to historical experiences that resonate in the foreign policy reflexes of national capitals. Thus France, Spain and Italy always put the Mediterranean high on the agenda; Germany, the Baltic and Central European states are most interested in their northern neighbours, while the UK still looks across the Atlantic. 

However these obvious interests though geographic, historical and cultural proximities provide no simple indicator of whether the member states in question will be harder or softer, or more or less vigorous in democracy promotion in various areas of the neighbourhood. The historical colour of these close relationships has to be brought into play. Former colonial powers have tended to be hesitant to intervene politically in their former colonies, as perhaps in the case of France and Spain in the Maghreb. The legacy of World War II makes Germany very reluctant to see the EU take strong positions towards Israel over issues of international law, and also this may partly explain a rather soft line towards Putin’s de-democratising Russia. On the other hand the Baltic and Central European states, after their occupation by the Soviet Union, show the same logic turned around, with a much greater inclination to make points of political principle towards Russia. Different world views of the EU’s two permanent UN Security Council members may also come into play at times. Certainly it was in evidence over Iraq, with some collateral impact on relations with Russia, when France and Germany made common cause with Russia against the US-UK.   

Box 3: Some syndromes and cleavages among the EU’s member states 

Preferences from geography


North prefers north


South prefers south

Sensitivities of former colonial powers


France and Spain towards the Maghreb


Austria towards the Balkans

Sensitivities of the former colonized or occupied 


Baltic and Central European states towards Russia

Sensitivities from World War II 


Germany towards Israel and Russia

Alternative European visions


A united, democratic Europe


A powerful, controllable core Europe

Alternative world views


New Europe Atlanticism


Old Europe Gaullism

These cleavages may on occasions undercut the EU’s declared democracy promotion objectives, but not necessarily so. Some rather subtle blends of national and EU roles are possible. There have been repeated examples of member states promoting deeper EU relations with their favourite neighbours, using their comparative advantages in relations with these states to the EU’s advantage. Another type of situation is where the member state may be politically inhibited from promoting a strong democracy promotion policy in a former colony, but sees advantage in the EU exploiting its historical innocence to pursue such policies more freely. There can even be subtle examples in the complementarity of EU and member state actions in the ‘good cop, bad cop’ category, where the intimately friendly national leader may persuade the partner state’s leader to understand better the case for the EU’s harsher conditionality.   

3.3. Resources of the New Member States

Could the EU’s new resources, in its new member states and peoples, become a real asset in developing an effective neighbourhood policy? Now that the new member states have achieved their priority goal of accession, there emerge signs of fresh political energies. 

The first example to become noticeable has been Poland’s support for an important neighbourhood policy towards the northern neighbours in general, and Ukraine in particular. Poland has voiced its view that the perspective of membership, albeit for the long term, should not be excluded, on the grounds that this is the only mega-incentive that the EU has to offer, which might have strategic leverage on Ukraine. Should the forthcoming presidential election yield a leadership credibly committed to European integration, unlike Kuchma’s regime, this issue will be back on the table of the EU institutions. Or at least the kind of partial institutional possibilities sketched above would merit consideration, as part of a more vigorous ENP. 

A second example has emerged in the shape of a 3+3 initiative between the three new Baltic member states and the three South Caucasus states. The idea has easily caught on, of two groups of comparably sized former Soviet republics, with much therefore in common including not least Russian language skills, yet a huge difference in experience. The one group has achieved its political and economic transition to European and Western standards with EU and NATO accession, the other is still mired in failed transition experiences without integration into the main Western structures. Reinforcing earlier meetings of foreign ministers, President Saakashvili visited the Baltic states in October 2004. A coordinating office is established in the Georgian embassy to Lithuania, implying a degree of leadership for the process by these two states. The three Baltic states have selected specialized fields of cooperation with Georgia: police cooperation for Estonia, transition strategy for Lithuania, and conflict resolution and prevention for Latvia. 

A third example arises with Greece’s forthcoming presidency of the Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC) organisation from November 2004 to April 2005. Greece is announcing its intention to launch a new impetus for the EU to become more seriously engaged in the Black Sea, given the obvious momentum for this created by the forthcoming enlargement with Bulgaria and Romania, and negotiations with Turkey. 

This leads to the fourth example, which concerns the potential role of Turkey as asset for the EU’s foreign and security policies more generally. While the Black Sea is one obvious theatre of operation, looking ahead it is plausible that Turkey’s own neighbourhood will come to be viewed as the EU’s wider neighbourhood, thus embracing the whole of the Middle East and Central Asia as well. The huge importance and difficulties of these tormented regions for Europe’s security prompt the idea that the EU should invite Turkey, as soon as its accession negotiations begin in 2005, to integrate with EU common foreign and security policies as a virtual member (e.g. participation in all the policy making bodies, yet without a vote before full membership).

The pattern emerging is that the new member states become special friends and mentors of selected neighbourhood partner states or regions. The new member states have also of course their special historical relationship with Russia, and the activism of the new member states in the CIS states will not go unnoticed in Moscow. A collateral advantage of these foregoing initiatives would be if it helped forward the process of Russia coming to terms with the new realities in what it calls its near abroad, and to look for constructive cooperation, rather than competition with overtones of pressurisation. The Russian policy maker is essentially realistic and pragmatic, and may come to see the attractions of the old adage “if you can’t beat them, join them”. 

In the end it is ideas that count. The new member states have taken to the idea of democracy and Europeanisation more widely. While Russia is currently de-democratising, the unease of the Russian people and intelligentsia becomes more vocal.
 These tendencies have not gone unnoticed in the rest of the CIS area, and are surely part of the background to increasingly European tendencies in Moldova, Georgia and Armenia (but not Azerbaijan),
 with the results of the Ukrainian election to provide a further observation in this regard. The message from the new member states of the EU thus has a rich resonance, and in turn feeds into the plausibility of an EU neighbourhood policy. 

4  Policy Mechanisms

4.1  Sectors of Policy

Democracy and human rights. The starting point is remarkably favourable at least for the European neighbours, given that they are all members of the Council of Europe and accept the jurisdiction of its Conventions and Court of Human Rights exist already for the whole of Europe. This means that fundamental values are officially shared and co-owned. The EU has developed cooperation programmes with the Council of Europe, yet it could help upgrade the prestige and work of the Council of Europe with more financial resources and more explicit political support. Also for the Mediterranean countries there could be possibilities for the most progressive states, such as Morocco, to begin to accede to the Council of Europe as an associate member, progressively signing on to the human rights Conventions. This is an idea that might be considered in May 2005 when the Council of Europe will hold a summit meeting, at which the future of the organisation will be under review in the new context of the enlarged EU and its ENP initiative. 

Education, culture and research. For this sector the starting point is also relatively favourable, since the EU has opened many of its programmes to non-member states. Here too the Council of Europe sponsors the Bologna process for the improvement and mutual recognition of educational standards in the whole of Europe. The education programmes of cooperation with the neighbours should in particular be unconditional (the young people of Belarus deserve all possible opportunities). 

Economic area for external trade and internal market regulations. There is a well-established hierarchy of trade and market regimes relevant for the Wider Europe:

· membership of the world trade organisation (WTO)

· asymmetric trade preferences

· regional free trade, with zero tariffs and common rules of origin 

· customs union, with common external tariffs

· single market, where internal market regulations are harmonised.

However there is presently a huge confusion of concepts, terminology and policies. The existing European Economic Area (EEA) adds Norway, Iceland and Liechtenstein to the EU single market. The European Free Trade Area (EFTA) is today reduced to EU-Swiss bilateral trade, with Switzerland having negotiated also a set of sectoral agreements giving partial access to the EU’s single market. Turkey and the EU have gone further ahead in forming a customs union. This model could be of interest to other trade partners, especially the states of South-East Europe, ahead of EU accession, which for the time being are negotiating together a matrix of bilateral free trade agreements. The Common European Economic Space (CEES) is the name given to bilateral discussions between the EU and Russia over a loosely defined agenda of trade and market policy issues, without even mentioning the idea of tariff-free trade. Yet at a CIS summit in Yalta in September 2003, Russia also announced a new Single Economic Space, consisting of Belarus, Kazakhstan, Russia and Ukraine. The EU has embarked on free trade agreements with the Mediterranean partner states of the Barcelona process, and is also negotiating a multilateral free trade agreement with the six states of the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC), which have themselves created a customs union. 

How might these multiple systems and ideas be rationalised? One proposition could be to design a Pan-European Free Trade Area (PEFTA). This would couple multilateral tariff-free trade with common adoption of the pan-European rules of origin, and could be an open-ended option for any country of the neighbourhood to join at some stage. For non-tariff barriers and single market regulation the EU could propose a long-term process of progressive extension of the EU single market for ENP partners. Official documents of the EU already talk vaguely of this, but the possible options are not yet worked out at all concretely. In essence the task would be to design a modular and multi-stage approach to single market harmonisation and mutual recognition, identifying steps that would initially deliver advantages without excessive burdens of harmonisation. There is here a choice of policy to be made, at least for a number of years ahead, between prioritising a multilateral pan-European system, versus offering incentives for trade liberalisation on a bilateral basis. For example Commissioner Lamy ended his term of office at the Commission in October 2004 by offering to developing countries an augmented system of trade preferences conditioned on commitments to political, social and environmental standards. The EU maintains still serious hindrances to certain exports from neighbouring countries, notably for agricultural produce and through severe anti-dumping measures. It could here make some ‘quick start’ proposals for liberalisation.  

Euro area. The euro could become one of the most potent unifying factors of the Wider Europe, progressively displacing the dollar as parallel currency for trade and private savings, apart from widening euro-isation. The euro as the predominant and completely convertible currency of Europe will know no frontiers in the European neighbourhood, at least in the private sector. There is already a well-identified hierarchy of monetary regimes relative to the euro: currencies floating freely against the euro, currencies semi-pegged against the euro, currencies rigidly pegged to the euro with the aid of currency board regimes (Estonia, Bulgaria, Bosnia), micro-states that are fully euroised (Andorra, Monaco, San Marino and Vatican) and some sub-state entities that are also fully euroised (Montenegro and Kosovo). Some of the micro states (Monaco, San Marino) have also been authorised by the EU to issue their own euro coins as collectors’ items, compensating for the loss of bank note seigniorage. In the Americas there have been some positive examples of dollarisation, including Panama and Ecuador. 

Yet EU finance ministers (in euro formation) as well as the European Central Bank could become more open and constructive in the positions they adopt towards the newly acceding member states as well as to ENP partners. The EU has for the moment adopted an ‘exclusive’ rather than ‘inclusive’ doctrine. The argument about the optimal timing for accession to the eurozone remains a matter of balancing costs and benefits. There is no presumption that all of Europe should adopt the Euro as fast as possible, especially during the transition process of the former communist economies, but nor is it necessary to adopt a policy of exclusivity. 

Economic aid. The EU has a comprehensive set of economic aid instruments, which it now proposes to simplify into four main instruments, one of which will be the European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI). This would replace the existing aid programmes for the Mediterranean and CIS states (Meda and Tacis).
 A detailed legislative proposal for the ENPI has been published.

The statistics of aid commitments over the period 1995 to 2002 speak for the relative prioritisation of the various regions of the neighbourhood, as summarised in Table 3 for the several regional groups identified for policy purposes:

Table 3. Development assistance receipts per capita in the European Neighbourhood, 1995-2002

	Region
	Aid per capita

	Balkans (SAA states of former Yugoslavia and Albania)
	€246

	Mediterranean (South and East Mediterranean)
	€23

	European CIS
	€9

	Central Asian CIS
	€4

	Gulf states
	€0


Two explanatory factors seem to stand out: first the proximity of the region to the core of the EU, and second to need for post-conflict reconstruction and rehabilitation. Thus the former Yugoslavia scores extremely high with €246. The Mediterranean partners receive on average only one-tenth this amount, the European CIS states half as much again, and the Central Asian CIS, a further half as much again, with the rich Gulf states coming unsurprisingly last at absolute zero.

For the ENPI the Commission is proposing a total commitment of budgetary grant funds of €14,029 million for the period 2007 to 2013. For perspective, this total amount is planned to be distributed over time with a progressive increase from a starting point, which would be what the Meda and Tacis programmes are planned to be spending in 2006. This total for ENPI would rise to an amount in 2013 that would represent the double of the 2006 starting point. Additional loan funds would be available from the European Investment Bank. While the volume of EIB lending is not quantified in advance, one may note that in various regions of its operations the EIB contributes loan amounts on about the same scale as the EU budget grants. While the amounts proposed for the ENPI are much less than for accession candidate states, they are for more than token amounts. However these are still only Commission proposals. Hard negotiations with member states over the entire EU budget for the period 2007 to 2013 are in prospect for the next two years, with several member states setting out to reduce the Commission’s proposals substantially. Yet the EU could already make a ‘quick start’ proposal, by inviting the neighbours already to start preparing cross-border cooperative projects for feasibility studies with a view to future financing. 

Infrastructure networks. Planning is already underway for the Pan-European Transport Network, sponsored by the Pan-European Conference of Transport Ministers. This has resulted in a coherent transport map of the Wider Europe with 10 corridors for road and/or rail routes. These corridors extend to the east from the EU-15, though the new member states to Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, Moldova and the Balkans. The planning maps link also across the Black Sea to the Traceca network that through the Caucasus to Central Asia. Once identified in the planning maps, work goes ahead with detailed project preparation with the participation of the EU, EIB and EBRD for investment financing. EU financing for these corridors come from a host of different EU instruments, all with different rules, which makes coordination difficult. The ENPI usefully aims to rationalise these administrative complications. 

The Transport Department of the Commission has recently initiated consultations with the neighbourhood states on how to best to extend the pan-European corridors beyond the EU member and candidate states into the neighbourhood states. These consultations are being organised by five sub-regions of the neighbourhood: Eastern Europe, Black Sea, Balkans, West and East Mediterranean. Coupled to the proposed funding from the ENPI and the European Investment Bank resources, this initiative could be a model case for several departments of the Commission – on how to fill out the cells of the matrix. 

Energy. The main attempt to create a pan-European energy organisation has been the European Energy Charter initiative, resulting in the Energy Charter Treaty of 2000. This was initially an ambitious yet vague idea, launched in 1995 by the then Dutch Prime Minister R. Lubbers. The general idea was to cement together the interests of the EU and Russia in the energy sector. At the level of policy content, the Energy Charter Treaty largely defers to the WTO for the rules of trade. However it seeks to improve the conditions for investment and transit of oil and gas. The draft transit protocol seeks to regulate the conditions for pipeline transit, with major examples being the routing of Russian supplies through Ukraine, Caspian supplies through the Caucasus, and of Gulf supplies across to Mediterranean or Red Sea ports. Russia is expected to sign the transit protocol after long hesitations and internal divisions of interest, which would become however legally binding only after ratification of the Energy Charter Treaty itself. Ukraine and the Caucasus states have ratified the treaty and will sign the transit protocol. 

Major gas and oil pipeline investments are currently underway or planned, both from North-West Russia and in the Caspian, Black Sea and Middle East regions, which together have a significant bearing on the security of energy supplies of the EU.
 The Commission could well convene working groups of interested parties along the lines of the Transport model, and without prejudicing the main decision-making responsibilities of the oil and gas enterprises, consider implications for policy objectives and possibilities for supporting actions. This is already the kind of activity engaged under the EU-Russia energy dialogue, but this is lacking for other regions such as the Black Sea and Caspian Sea. 

Regional energy networks, for example for electricity, also figure on the agenda of the natural geographic regions. The Baltic Sea and Black Seas have agendas for electricity ring integration, which the Baltic states have advanced faster so far than the Black Sea states. 

Environment. On global warming the EU’s main concern has been to draw Russia into the Kyoto Protocol, since Russia is both a major polluter by global standards, and also banker of very large CO2 savings accumulated during the 1990s, which can enter into global emissions trading schemes. In fact Russia has announced in October 2004 that it intends to ratify Kyoto. Ukraine is the next most important partner for the same reasons. Similarly for nuclear safety Russia holds the largest stock of dangerous materials, including the rusting nuclear submarines of the Murmansk area. A major cooperation agreement in this field was signed in May 2003 between Russia, the EU, Norway and the US. 

Environmental policy has also its natural regional aspects, notably for river basins and regional seas that know no political borders. The Barents, Baltic, Black, Caspian and Mediterranean Seas thus all see significant environmental programmes, as also do some major river basins, for example the Danube and Rhine. 

Justice and home affairs. This complex agenda is already prominent in all ENP policy documents and action plans, with rules for visas, asylum, migration, re-admission, cooperation over cross-border crime etc. The open question is whether the EU and its neighbours are going to find constructive solutions to the inherent contradiction between open and secure borders. Visa regimes are one of the acid tests. Two case examples offer insights into the issue of compliance with Schengen rules – by Poland and Turkey. 

Initially, when Poland introduced visas for Ukrainian visitors in 2002 the number of border crossings was literally decimated. Since then Poland has improved its consular facilities in Ukraine and exploits degrees of flexibility allowed within Schengen rules. Apparently this has led to a great improvement. However it is not clear whether Poland would under present Schengen policies be able to maintain this facilitated regime when it becomes fully part of the Schengen area, i.e. with suppression of the German-Polish border controls. 

For Turkey, assuming that accession negotiations open in 2005, there will be the question how and when it becomes Schengen-compliant with respect to the huge number of Russian, Ukrainian and other CIS nationals that enter Turkey each year (currently about 2 million). As argued in detail elsewhere,
 there is a serious case for Turkey retaining a variant of its present facilitated regime of granting visas at the port of entry, rather than heavy procedures through Turkish consulates, at least until Turkey's full accession to the EU and the Schengen system. For the EU to push Turkey into early rigid Schengen compliance would have a highly negative impact in relation to the objectives of the ENP. 

There is also the problem of extraordinarily heavy visa procedures on the part of some original Schengen states, where access to the EU for even the most obviously desirable visitors such as academics for conferences and students for internships becomes a costly and humiliating bureaucratic nightmare. The widespread comment of many visitors to the EU from neighbouring countries is that Belgium has acquired a reputation for being among the most difficult Schengen states for the issue of visas. This is a serious matter, given Brussels’ role as capital state and hub of EU activity, and integral part of the political reputation of the EU. Glaring failures of intra-Schengen cooperation remain to be corrected, such as the apparent impossibility of Moldovan citizens to obtain a visa to visit Belgium without travelling to Bucharest several times, since Belgium has no consulate in Moldova, and is apparently unable so far to make a cooperation agreement with a Schengen state such as Germany that does have a consulate there. The ENP initiative should be reason enough to review these shortcomings. 

A major challenge for the EU policy maker is to work out an operational schema of incentives and conditions for neighbouring states for progressing in relaxation of visa restrictions. Here too there should be offered a ‘quick start’ package of visa facilitation measures for certain categories of applicants such as students and participants in European programmes. A more fundamental issue is whether the time may now be approaching for an easing of immigration rules, motivated both by the looming demographic deficit and the case for open neighbourly relations. 

External security. The EU and Russia have drawn up a reasonable sounding agenda together for their so-called common space for external security: cross-border crime, terrorism, weapons of mass destruction, crisis management and conflict prevention/resolution. This can equally well be the agenda for the ENP. The EU does progress in the organisation and operating experience of its military and policing missions. However politically the EU still fails to act at the level of its rhetoric, especially regarding the unresolved secessionist conflicts of its neighbourhood in the Caucasus, Moldova and even at home in Cyprus. The EU appoints various special representatives, as for the Caucasus, but does not at the same time rationalise its participation in (enduringly unsuccessful) mediation missions of the UN and OSCE, where various member states are the would-be actors. The EU could do a lot for the credibility of its role as conflict solving actor if it showed more resolve on the substance and clearer representation, rather than being mostly just a doctrinal commentator on the sides.

Regional dimensions. Standard doctrine of the EU favours regional cooperation, and explicitly so in the context of the ENP where geographical and historical regions cross the borders of member and non-member states. Important regional initiatives have been undertaken in the Baltic Sea region and Northern Dimension as well as for the Mediterranean with the Barcelona process. However there is now one glaring region of neglect by the EU, the Black Sea. The time has manifestly come for a European Black Sea Dimension, given that all the littoral states are now either EU accession candidates or ENP target states. At issue is whether Russia would cooperate with an initiative to put EU resources and political energy behind the existing Black Sea Economic Cooperation organisation (BSEC). Russia seems to oppose such an idea, yet Russia was also initially unenthusiastic about the Northern Dimension when proposed by Finland. The EU could make a start by taking up an old proposal for it to accept observer status or full membership in BSEC, and by inviting the preparation of proposals from either or both Black Sea states or BSEC for financing by its future new neighbourhood financial instrument. Russia would then have to decide whether it preferred to block EU participation in BSEC, or see the development of Black Sea initiatives outside BSEC, which would further weaken the value of that organisation. 

Institutional dimensions. President Prodi once said regarding Ukraine and neighbourhood policy “everything but the institutions”. This position was unnecessarily categorical and restrictive. The ENP is all about political socialisation. The EU’s capacity for further enlargement will remain stretched to the limit for many years. This makes it particularly relevant to consider whether or where there may be useful possibilities for partial inclusion of the most advanced neighbours in various institutional arrangements, starting with technical bodies such as some of the EU agencies (e.g. European Environment Agency, or standards bodies), which is in fact now suggested in the ENP policy documents, already correcting Prodi’s unfortunately memorable phrase. Such ideas for partial institutional inclusion may be considered also for consultative and political institutions, such as for observer status in the Economic and Social Committee, the Committee of the Regions, and in the most advanced cases in foreign and security policy bodies and even the European Parliament. A menu and hierarchy of such possibilities could be established, amounting in the most advanced cases to a category of ‘virtual membership’ of the EU. A task for the Commission is to work out a schema of conditions that would govern the opening of various institutional links. 

Finally there remains the question of principle whether the EU is authorised to tell European countries that they have no perspectives of accession to the EU, when its own founding Treaties and future Constitution says that all European democracies are eligible. This is also a question of practical policy judgement, in view of the likely motivational effects on the neighbours. The Treaties and Constitution do not authorise the negative position presently being adopted by the Commission, which is backed on this by many but not all member states. The fact that the EU of 25 (or soon 27, 28 etc) member states is stretched to the limits of its absorptive capacity is hardly contested. It will take many years for the still enlarging EU to settle down. But if the institutions and member states do come to terms with decision making in such a large group it means that the EU will have transformed itself institutionally. It would have made the qualitative jump to viability on a new scale. In this case the further enlargement to a few more of the European neighbours may cease to be such an issue. In any case the absorptive capacity of the EU remains one of the Copenhagen criteria for agreeing further enlargement. In the meantime there is no reason to place a big political negative on the balance sheet of incentives versus obligations of the ENP. 

Coordination and incentives. The foregoing review of policy, regional and institutional questions show that there is a rich potential for the ENP to become significantly operational. The instruments of possible action are in fact so numerous that they pose major issues of coordination, coherence and exploitation of potential synergies. How to proceed? The incoming Commission could decide that every department with responsibility for one or other of the policy spaces be instructed to draw up its own ENP white or green paper on possible offers for inclusion of the ENP states in their field of action. In fact this amounts to most of the major departments of the Commission, certainly including External Relations, Trade, Single Market, Economics and Finance, Justice and Home Affairs, Transport, Energy , Environment, Regional Policy, Education and Research. Already there are some initiatives that go in this direction (as in the case of transport, reported above). 

Conditionality and socialization. It is so far unclear whether the EU intends to pursue a policy of conditionality with the ENP, and if so of what kind. The official documents are suggesting that the degree of integration with the EU ands its policies will depend on the capacities and behaviour of the individual neighbours. However the criteria and the related incentives are not clear at all. It has been suggested that there should be a policy of ‘positive conditionality’, meaning no penalties for poor performance but additional benefits for good performance. Key incentives that the EU could offer conditionally include trade concessions, financial aid and openness for the movement of people. But there remain open issues whether such offers would be conditioned specifically within the sector concerned (i.e. within the trade, economic policy or visa policy boxes) or more broadly in relation to political standards of democracy and human rights. The trends in both the EU and US seem now to head in the direction of positive conditionality that can up to a degree be ‘out of the box’, and relate to political objectives. The issue of coherence of EU and US policies in the neighbourhood becomes itself a major issue, most importantly for the Mediterranean and Middle East. Aside from the huge discord over Iraq, there seem to be increasing opportunities for coordination between the EU and US over the way in which trade and aid policies are now being framed. This could be vital for getting a critical and coherent mass of perceived incentives, sufficient to achieve ‘transformative’ leverage on the target states. However the idea of conditionality is extremely difficult to apply efficiently, and especially so with respect to political reforms and human rights, even in the most egregious cases of pariah states where sanctions may be decided. If conditionality is only weakly or hesitantly deployed the system has to rely on the alternative socialization paradigm, where changes in the behaviour of the partner state come voluntarily as a result of close proximity and interaction. 

4.1 Democracy promotion

In the space of one year, the outlook for democracy in the wider European neighbourhood has been transformed. Until recently there was a pervasive pessimism over whether either the states of the former Soviet Union in Eastern Europe or the Arab/Muslim states in the Mediterranean and Middle East might in the foreseeable future engage in genuine democratic reform. The East European states of the former Soviet Union seemed completely stuck in conditions of phoney democracy, i.e. regimes that had the shape and form of democracy, but where corrupted parties of power made a mockery of democratic norms and values. As for the Arab/Muslim neighbourhood, many states were hardly pretending to be democracies, lacking basic electoral processes, constitutional provisions and institutional structures – arguing often that Islam and democracy were incompatible.  

The Rose, Orange and Cedar Revolutions have changed that. These revolutions have surely not yet have translated into smooth new democratic systems, yet still these dramatic developments seem to have witnessed breakthroughs, with newly empowered street democracy throwing out rotten regimes, with a will to do better.    

This book has two parts, the first of which analyses the current experiences of the democracy front-line states of the European neighbourhood, both to the east in the states of the former Soviet Union and to the south with the Arab Mediterranean states. The second part analyses what the European Union itself has been doing, and not doing, to promote democratic reform in this wide region
. This ordering underlines from the start that democratisation has to be seen first and foremost as a home-grown process. The gravitational forces of influence and incentives emanating from the European Union, pulling these states into democracy, are themselves important themes of this book, but still ones that have to take second place behind the domestic driving forces for political reform.  

A chronicle of current democratisation processes in the European neighbourhood can nonetheless begin with the experience of countries approaching membership of the European Union
. Alina Mungui-Pippidi engages in a critical analysis of the common assumption that the process of negotiating accession to the European Union virtually guarantees successful transformation of political and judicial systems, to the point of meeting high European standards of democracy. The Copenhagen political criteria are themselves quite explicit:

Membership requires that the candidate country has achieved stability of institutions guaranteeing democracy, the rule of law, human rights and respect for and protection of minorities.

The author considers that the power of the enlargement process as an incentive is overwhelmingly proven. Yet the qualifications are considerable too. The main critique is that the process may lead only to a superficial Europeanisation, with actions taken by candidate states sufficient for the Commission to make ticks on its checklist of formal requirements. Evidence is also given to support the view that the incentive effect only really works while the issue of accession is still open for negotiation, and that after accession there is a tendency to relax reform efforts.

Mungui-Pippidi takes apart the main components of the democracy basket, and examines in each case how far the negotiation process really bites down on the substantive problems. The EU’s influence has been powerful in terms of legislative action, but much less so in securing institutional performance. As regards electoral processes, the Commission has neglected to criticise widespread tendencies of so-called ‘parties of power’ to exploit their positions and media capture. The ‘Regular Reports’ of the Commission on candidate states have been tremendously important in determining the course of judicial reform, but many states are operating without a coherent theory of judicial independence. Corruption is the most difficult nut to crack, but it is not impossible, as the Bulgarian case shows. According to the author, none of these criticisms should be taken as denying the positive effects of the enlargement process, yet the process has shown its limits.  

Georgia has the honour of having led the current episodes of democratic revolutions with the Rose Revolution of early 2004. It created a fresh brand of revolution, which others quickly sought to emulate. Scholars must look at these developments objectively, not the least because public relations agencies have at times been heavily involved in mediatic aspects.
 Ghia Nodia therefore confronts the question whether we have really been observing democratic revolutions, and how these are to be defined. Nodia speaks of ‘revolution’ in opposition to something else, notably ‘reform’, ‘coup’ or ‘transition’. In a post-communist context, as in Georgia, revolution now implies mental emancipation from the communist past. It was the communists who glorified revolution, so anti-communists have been extremely cautious in using the term, and so in this context the concept of transition was invented. However, in transition the stress is on bargaining among the political elites, with results seen in pacts that define agreed procedures and steps. Revolutions are resolved through a victory of one party and definitive defeat of the other, in which the masses of the population are involved. For Nodia, the ‘colour revolutions’ are about calling the bluff of the managed or phoney democracies that succeeded to the collapsed communist regimes.

The Georgian Rose Revolution has passed the first test of revolution, in that people power was decisive in overthrowing Eduard Shevardnardze’s regime of managed democracy, which had relied on manipulating and cheating the people. But has the Rose Revolution created real democracy? For the author, no conclusive answer can yet be given. The new government is not a dictatorship, but nor is it a triumph of democracy. Georgia may become a kind of banana republic, where every ruler is accused of authoritarianism, to be removed through a ‘revolution’ by another ruler who then recreates the system in a somewhat different style. But this does not mean that nothing has changed. For a start the previous revolution was a bloody enterprise that led to dismemberment of the country, whereas the Rose Revolution was entirely peaceful. A new elite has taken over, who ‘speak English and computers’, and who are modernisers belonging to the paradigm of the Young Turks. The main result of the Rose Revolution may be that Georgia has a new confidence and holds itself to higher standards. By erecting the flag of the EU on his inauguration day and proclaiming membership of Europe (including NATO) to be the utmost strategic goal, Mikheil Saakashvili has handed to the Europeans a very strong constraining power against his own authoritarian instincts. For Nodia, it is now up to the Europeans to use this constraining power skilfully. 

And so on into the Orange Revolution of Ukraine in the months of October to December 2004, analysed by Hryhoriy Nemyria. Like Nodia’s Georgia, Nemyria’s Ukraine is a story of overthrow of the first post-communist political regime, and the differentiation of the post-Soviet space. Under Leonid Kuchma, the leadership of Ukraine had become a strange mix of the old nomenklatura and red directors with a twist of national democrats and oligarchs. This marriage of apparachiks and dissidents gave birth to the independent Ukrainian state. Yet the old system was destroyed from above before civil society was strong enough to challenge it from below. It took time to grow up and develop a taste for democracy. Meanwhile the European political mainstream had succumbed to ‘Ukraine fatigue’. While disdainful towards Kuchma’s foreign policy strategy of ‘milking two cows’ (the West and Russia), the EU had also become comfortably reconciled to the increasing institutionalisation of Ukraine’s peripheral status as a country muddling through on the margins of Europe.

For Nemyria the Orange Revolution has overthrown this pattern of thinking. Ukraine is not Soviet anymore. Among the developments within Ukraine that may have the largest impact regionally are the dynamics of the judiciary and legal reform, and constitutional reform (decentralisation, election of governors, rebalancing of the powers of the presidency in favour of parliament and political parties). He sees the Orange Revolution as generating healthy political dynamism, able to reinvigorate not only Ukraine itself, and neighbouring Belarus and Russia, but also a broader Black Sea region and former Soviet space in general. For this author, this is the real strategic meaning of the Orange Revolution. The transformative power of the Orange Revolution should be fully utilised in this sense, as there are evident links between the new quality of democracy in Ukraine and the necessary quality of bilateral and regional cooperation, which in turn could have a decisive impact on the quality of regional security.

Ukraine is at the intersection of overlapping, at times complementary yet often conflicting interests of the EU, US and Russia. This is why the major challenge for the West and for Russia is to successfully manage these overlapping integration spaces. Paradoxically it is a new post-revolutionary Ukraine that is better positioned than any other country to contribute to a much-needed rethinking of the EU’s approach to Putin’s Russia – a country that increasingly speaks and behaves with a neo-authoritarian accent. Ukraine can regain recognition as a constructive factor in fine-tuning the pan-European vision and strategy towards Russia. Yet the coming two years will still be critical for the long-term positioning of Ukraine strategically and for the sustainability of its democratic breakthrough.  

Given these two spectacular developments in former Soviet states, the inevitable next question in everyone’s mind is whether something similar can be foreseen in mother Russia, or at least whether there are prospects of reversing the de-democratising trend under the leadership of President Vladimir Putin. Nikolay Petrov has become more optimistic for Russian democracy since Ukraine’s Orange Revolution and considers that the idea of extreme passivism of Russians is over. His reasons are threefold. Some of the regions are far more democratic than the centre. The younger generation is becoming more actively interested in democracy. Finally, Putin’s system of ‘managed democracy’ will have to become more flexible if it is not to collapse completely.

Putin’s regime relies on a control system over political actors, institutions and the rules of the game. Its basic elements are, first, a strengthened presidency alongside the weakening of all other institutions, including both houses of parliament, the judiciary and regional bodies; second, state control over the media; and third, control over elections, turning them from the means of empowerment of the people into the means of legitimisation of decisions made by the elite. Petrov comments that this would all be rather amusing if it were not so terribly dangerous. The president’s approval ratings continue to fall, yet he is the only basis for political stability. The author considers it a matter of life and death that the authorities increase the flexible stability of the political system by decentralising and re-federalising it. It has to break the giant monolith of the ‘vertical power’ into three sets of flexible, connected ‘horizontal power’ at the federal, regional and local levels. The Kremlin also needs to open Russia’s legislature to the political opposition at all levels in order to direct the energy of social protest into parliamentary channels, but the Kremlin continues mindlessly in precisely the opposite direction. It may be noted that Petrov’s comparative optimism is based on his extremely negative assessment of Putin’s regime, which must somehow give way in due course to something more democratic, if it is not to collapse. Other participants at our conference did not disagree with Petrov’s diagnosis, yet found it difficult to qualify this as relative optimism. 

While Russia has perhaps become a vulnerable ‘managed democracy’, the case of Belarus is Europe’s only remaining five-star dictatorship. Will this small state’s direct proximity to new member states of the European Union translate into increasing pressures for regime overthrow or collapse? For Uvladzimir Rouda, the chances of democratic revolution are rather high. Belarus possesses all the necessary structural conditions for democratic transition. By the late 1980s, it had the highest rate of GDP per capita in the USSR, and the highest educational levels. In spite of his barbarian administrative methods, President Alexander Lukashenko has managed to preserve the industrial potential of the country. Industrial and urbanised society creates conditions that are incompatible with authoritarianism. In addition Belarus is a largely mono-cultural society, which also favours the formation of a democratic political culture, compared to societies burdened with inter-ethnic tensions.

The homo sovieticus mentality of the president is in glaring contradiction with the current values of a large part of the Belarus population. Opinion polls show a substantially higher percentage of the Belarus population preferring accession to the EU, compared to Russians and even Ukrainians. Rouda compares Ukraine’s Orange Revolution to the fall of the Berlin Wall, symbolising now that Russian domination is no longer inevitable, just as the GDR managed to escape from control by the USSR in 1989. The main impediment to democracy, beyond the oppressive Lukashenko regime, is the weak development and organisation of civil society. Compared to Ukraine’s civil society, which triggered the Orange Revolution, Belarusian democratic NGOs and parties look colourless and unconvincing, with weak leadership. The solution has to lie in a radical institutional reform of the whole Belarus civil society, with a single decentralised democratic movement and a joint leader. The leader’s policy should be openly pro-European but at the same time not anti-Russian. In Rouda’s view, most of the problems of weakness of Belarus’ civil society are nonetheless subjective ones that could be solved by leaders of political parties, NGOs, free trade unions and independent media. Their solution depends on the knowledge, desires and will of the people. Any replacement of Lukashenko arranged by Russia will only see a new dictatorial regime more deeply integrated into Russia. Thus any democratic revolution has to be the task of the Belarus people themselves.    

Notwithstanding their differences, these four analyses of the prospects for democracy in post-Soviet European states are all conducted in terms of the same references or paradigms – those of Western liberal democracy, or of the European social-democratic tradition. All discuss the prospects for convergence – be they distant still or already happening – on more or less understood models. 

It is here that the primary distinction arises with the politics of the Arab and Muslim states of the European neighbourhood – the politics of Islam. Bassam Tibi confronts this issue, citing Saad Eddin Ibrahim’s phrase for the predicament of Arab societies being squeezed between autocrats and theocrats. The universality of democracy is questioned. Yet could rising political Islam close the gap between the autocrats and theocrats? Tibi takes as his prime reference for political Islam the writings of Yusuf Qaradawi, who contrasts imported solutions with authentic Islamic solutions. For Tibi the honouring of cultural peculiarities must have its limits. Islam needs to be restricted to the ethics of democracy, but never elevated to a Shari’a-based rule. Islam can be viewed as a distinctive system of democracy only if reconciled with modernity. For a scholar of Islamic law, it is a matter of textual interpretation how to see Islam. But for a social scientist there are social facts in the Durkheimian sense rather than divine texts, which have to be the point of departure. 

The core question for Tibi is: Is Islam to be democratised, or is democracy to be Islamised? His answer is that the de-politicisation of Islam is an essential part of the needed democratisation of the Islamic world. The first issues to be addressed are the human rights to freedom of expression and assembly, and the required safeguards to ensure these freedoms. On the other hand, there can be no democratisation and no democracy without engaging an Islamic discourse on these issues. How to proceed practically? Islamism has two directions: institutionalist and jihadist. Institutional Islamists are prepared to work in democratic institutions at least for tactical reasons, and to dispense with jihadist violent actions. By contrast Islamist jihadists believe in global jihad/Islamic world revolutions as the only means to restore Islamic global supremacy.

What is needed is a double strategy. It is democratic to include institutional Islamists in the processes of democracy, while watching out to ensure that democratisation is not undermined in the name of democracy. As regards the jihadists, the only approach, for Tibi, is security, because for the jihadists the ‘action directe’ of violence is the method.  The Islamisation of politics in the Arab world is not the right avenue for introducing a civil Islam that is consonant with democracy. In a discussion at the conference, a nuanced view of Turkey’s experience with Islamic parties was alluded to, noting the democratic normalisation of such parties that can occur through their inclusion in the responsibilities of government.

The most important front-line case in the Arab world for possible democratic reform is now Egypt. The fast-moving political landscape there is reviewed by Emad El-Din Shahin. Some of the factors that would make a good case for democratic transformation are rapidly converging: the formation of a wide spectrum of discontented segments of society; the mushrooming of pro-reform grass-roots movements that agree on a clear list of short-term demands; and a sympathetic international context. With presidential and parliamentary elections due respectively in September and November 2005, Shahin asks whether Egypt will finally experience its democratic spring. The answer seems still uncertain.

The reform movement faces numerous challenges. It risks being sidelined by an agreement between the regime and external actors for the sake of ensuring stability and containing change. Repression of the reform movements is conceivable. But so also is the possible radicalisation of the movement itself, leading to the eruption of violence or chaos. Striking developments in the last year have included the strong stands taken by judges over the need to regularise and reform the electoral process in the context of the forthcoming elections. Their stands have been supported by the Egyptian Movement for Change, known as ‘Kifaya’ [‘Enough’], which was born in August 2004, and has seen rapid growth and proliferation with allied movements for change by intellectuals, writers, journalists, doctors, engineers, lawyers, youth, mothers, etc.  These movements are accompanied by a consolidated National Rally for Democratic Transition, which has given itself the task of drafting a new constitution.

The Muslim Brotherhood, the main and oldest Islamist opposition movement, is also observed to have made a change of strategy in early 2005. The Brotherhood defied the government’s ban of their pro-reform rallies, and despite the arrest of hundreds of their followers, they refused to relent, and followed up with the organisation of numerous ‘surprise’ rallies outwitting the security services. Shahin comments that the ability of the Brotherhood to organise these demonstrations despite government harassment attests to its organisational skills and popular influence. Most likely, according to Shahin, the Mubarak regime will continue for a term or less. The pro-reform movement should continue to push for dismantling the structures of authoritarianism. The existing constitution, state structures and political culture in Egypt “would turn the most idealist of democrats into a repressive dictator”. A successful transition requires an agreement on basic political practices and processes, which could be enshrined in a national charter for political action or a new constitution.   

The case of Palestine is analysed by Nathalie Tocci both for the democratic developments in the post-Arafat era and for the role of the EU in seeking to influence the governance of the Palestinian Authority (PA) over a considerably longer period. Under Chairman Arafat, the PA was a bizarre polity: not legally a state in international law and lacking a proper constitution, subject to authoritarian and clan leadership, with an absence of meaningful parliamentary and judicial control, and a chaotic organisation of multiple security services. Yet the international community has made high demands for a reformed governance structure as a prerequisite for negotiating a peace settlement with Israel, and for obtaining final recognition of statehood. During this period the EU exercised a role that sought to influence internal political developments more substantially than in any other its partners. Indeed the EU’s Neighbourhood Action Plan for the Palestinian Authority is more precisely demanding, and grants more financial assistance per capita than for any of the regular neighbourhood states. In this and other respects, notably its conflict resolution and reconstruction aspects, the PA case bears some comparison with the post-conflict Balkan protectorates of Bosnia and Kosovo, albeit here with a conflict that is not yet resolved.

Given the EU’s pivotal role in Palestine, Tocci seeks to clarify what the EU should be trying to do there, pleading for a focus on three factors: domestic actors, incentives and conditionality. On the first point Tocci argues for a more nuanced understanding of the intricacies within the Islamic bloc, i.e. between armed groups, political parties and civil society actors, and draws attention to the merits and drawbacks of involvement in intra-factional dialogue. On incentives she calls upon the EU to aid the PA achieve full fiscal autonomy and WTO membership. On conditionality she calls for a finer categorisation to be made between those conditions for which the PA can be reasonably held accountable for itself, compared to those conditions, which, while also desirable, are more dependent on actions by Israel or the international community.

In the post-Arafat period the PA achieved a first remarkable success in electing ‘freely and fairly’ Mahmood Abbas as its new president. Yet in the subsequent period Palestine has become one of the most delicate testing grounds for the struggle for power between the secular and democratic parties on the one hand and radical Islam on the other. With the growing chances of electoral success of the radical Islamist Hamas, internationally branded as a terrorist organisation, the external powers appeared to have encouraged the postponement of the parliamentary election due to have been held in July 2005. The ambiguities of democracy-promotion diplomacy surface yet again. 

While the former Soviet Union and Arab worlds may be thought of as worlds apart, Madalena Resende and Hendrik Kraetzschmar bring them together through the prism of political party structures, and through the ‘party of power’ phenomenon in particular. Their argument is that with political parties as the backbone of any functioning democracy, the ideological weakness of parties of power and their dependence on the state is both a symptom and cause of the failure of democratic consolidation. Both Egypt and Ukraine have been examples. In Ukraine the Orange Revolution was indeed a revolt against a highly corrupt party of power, yet the consolidation of democracy under Viktor Yushchenko is far from assured, and could yet come to be remembered as an unfulfilled promise. In Egypt the pressures for change are certainly building up, yet the ruling elite has not so far yielded to allow a real political pluralism. For democracy to take hold in either eastern or southern neighbourhoods of the EU, it is crucial that the logic of parties of power be replaced by one structured around autonomous and ideologically cohesive parties. The authors draw conclusions for Western policy-makers in the sense that they should support the formations of such parties. Equally parties should be encouraged to translate ideological precepts into coherent policy positions, so as to achieve in the long run the shift in loyalties from clientelistic practices to programmatic principles.    

Finally, the European Union’s performance as promoter of democracy in its European and Mediterranean neighbourhood is analysed by Michael Emerson, Senem Aydın, Gergana Noutcheva, Nathalie Tocci, Marius Vahl and Richard Youngs. In its discourse the EU places democracy and the rule of law as number one. The authors examine how far the EU is a coherent actor in pursuing this goal in practice, notably in its wider neighbourhood, with case studies covering the Balkans, Turkey, Russia, Ukraine, Maghreb and Israel-Palestine. This paper was stimulated by a previous study about US democracy promotion policy, which dissected the sharp inter-agency differences and contradictions in Washington, notably between hard-power security realists versus soft-power diplomats. The EU also reveals fairly profound divergences and ambiguity of priorities in relation to democracy promotion. These divergences are different, however, from those found in the US. The individual member states of the EU are naturally inclined to give priority to neighbours that they are closest to geographically. This dictum also often relates to historical experiences that resonate in the foreign policy reflexes of national capitals. Thus France, Spain and Italy always put the Mediterranean high on the agenda; Germany, the Baltic and Central European states are most interested in their northern neighbours, while the UK still looks across the Atlantic.

Nevertheless, these obvious interests flowing from geographical, historical and cultural proximities provide no simple indicator of whether the member states in question will be harder or softer, or more or less vigorous in democracy promotion in various areas of the neighbourhood. The historical colour of these close relationships has to be brought into play. Former colonial powers tend to be hesitant to intervene politically in their former colonies, as in the case of France and Spain in the Maghreb. The legacy of World War II makes Germany very reluctant to see the EU take a strong position towards Israel over issues of international law, and this may also partly explain a rather soft line towards Putin’s de-democratising Russia. On the other hand, the Baltic and Central European states, having been occupied by the Soviet Union, reveal the opposite logic, with a much greater inclination to make points of political principle towards Russia. Different world views of the EU’s two permanent UN Security Council members may also come into play at times. Certainly it was in evidence over Iraq, with some collateral impact on relations with Russia, when France and Germany made common cause with Russia against the US and the UK. 

A primary distinction is made in EU policies between the enlargement-related sphere, which is an extension of EU internal policies, and the foreign policy sphere beyond. In the enlargement process the EU has worked powerfully as promoter of democracy both through its gravitational attraction and explicit political conditionality. It is above all in the foreign policy sphere that a complex set of institutional and historical inhibitions and partly conflicting priorities muffle the outcome for democracy promotion. However these two spheres, the internal and the external, are in practice overlapping. The EU’s official neighbourhood policy is subject to ambiguous interpretations, between the EU that claims it is a foreign policy, and various partner states that view it as a pre-accession strategy. Recent developments see new dynamics. On the one hand, the EU’s internal crisis brought about by the failures to ratify the Constitution will shatter some pre-accession illusions. On the other hand, this may drive the EU to give greater substance to its neighbourhood policy, in order to mitigate discouragement. Moreover in the neighbouring regions from the former Soviet Union states to the north and the Arab world to the south there develops a fresh momentum to the democratic transition, with apparent contagion of ideas and revolutionary behaviour, in which 2004-05 may mark the beginning of something reminiscent even of major historical episodes in the advance of political liberalism on the European continent such as 1789, 1948 and 1989. These developments may be signalling a need for various actors within the EU to make important changes in mental categories, in particular modifying the view that the EU’s politico-normative influence should not be expected to extend beyond the outer frontiers of the enlargement process. This chapter, entitled “The Reluctant Debutante”, is suggesting therefore that the EU may indeed now be moving into a new stage of its policy development, with more intense involvement in the affairs of non-candidate neighbouring states. 

4.2. Economic governance

While the ENP is not about preparing for membership of the EU, it is closely linked to the enlargement process. As in the case of the EEA, the ENP is a direct response to the concerns of the neighbours over important developments in the EU itself. Just as the EEA was intended to compensate the EFTA states for their exclusion from the benefits of membership in relation to the internal market programme, so the ENP is intended to compensate the ‘new neighbours’ to the east and south for perceived disadvantages from the EU’s expansion in both central Europe and the Mediterranean (with Cyprus and Malta). The impetus for the ENP originated from the concern of some northern member states to help Ukraine, Moldova and Belarus. As soon as this initiative began to gather momentum in 2003 the southern member states for their part insisted that the new northern neighbours should not receive a relative advantage compared to the southern Mediterranean states. As a result by 2004 the EU’s policy documents, originally using the term ‘Wider Europe’, came to embrace east and south with the ‘neighbourhood’ appellation,
 and the first Action Plans were drafted for a selection of eastern neighbours (Moldova, Ukraine) and southern ones (Jordan, Morocco, Tunisia, Israel and Palestine). The relationship with the enlargement process was furthered with the decision to entrust the drafting of the first policy papers to the Commission’s Directorate-General for Enlargement. The officials responsible constructed a derivative of what they had professional experience of, namely managing the agenda of negotiations with accession candidates, which is based on securing compliance with the acquis. In particular the draft Action Plans copied the structure of policy headings used in the accession negotiations and regular monitoring reports of the candidate states’ efforts. The content of the Action Plans thus have a huge number of about 300 bulleted action points, as if compliance with all the acquis were the ultimate objective. 

Yet the specificity of the actions is very sketchy, with only selective explicit references to the acquis, since the neighbourhood states could not be treated as accession candidates, either as a matter of political choice of the EU, or the capacities of the partner states. These features are underlining the essential ambiguity of the ENP. It looks as if it is about the partner states converging on EU norms, but without the incentive of membership on the table, and with initial conditions very far away from the ultimate objective. As the policy advanced it has remained a question whether it can be regarded as an operationally viable strategy on the part of the EU, or just a placebo.

The primary difference compared to the accession process is the expected degree of regulatory convergence, the choice of regulatory norms to adopt, and the pace to implement the regulatory reforms. While for the candidate countries, it is a ‘take-it-or-leave-it’ proposal, where governments have no choice but to harmonise the national legislation with the whole body of EU law, for the ENP partners full legal harmonisation with the EU acquis is not foreseen. The expectation is for partial and progressive alignment with EU legal norms in areas where it makes economic sense, suits the development level and serves the development goals of the neighbours. Moreover, since the Action Plans are the product of joint negotiations between the European Commission and the partner state, there is a further degree of freedom in the choice of reforms that are targeted. 

Another difference is in the much greater emphasis in the ENP Action Plans on development objectives. For its future members the EU did not specify a required GDP or wealth level, as long as the right economic policy mix, largely defined by reference to EU norms, was put in place. The development objective, however, is much more explicit, with references to the country’s Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) developed under the auspices of the World Bank. In poorer countries, such as Moldova, welfare improvement is singled out as a target, and the government is asked to take concrete measures to reduce poverty through improving the effectiveness of social assistance and the social safety net in general, including the social protection of children.

The economic sections of the first wave of Action Plans for Jordan, Israel, Palestine, Morocco, Tunisia, Moldova and Ukraine echo in their structure of headings the economic reform agenda from the accession process. The standard agenda has been adapted to an extent in the consultations processes with the partner state, to take on board national priorities and government preferences. The reform priorities fall under the headings of four thematic areas:

· Macroeconomic policies;

· Structural reforms;

· Social and employment policy, including poverty reduction where appropriate;

· Regional development and sustainable development.

Compared to the provisions of the existing Association Agreements with the Mediterranean countries and the Partnership and Cooperation Agreements with the CIS countries, the Action Plans have a higher degree of specificity and go a step further in thematically enriching the economic dialogue with the neighbours. However, the economic reform priorities jointly identified with the national authorities give only broad guidelines about desirable improvements in various domains. They are not of a prescriptive nature nor do they set threshold levels for measuring achievement. 

A further difference between the eastern and southern neighbours lies in the balance between the political and economic content of the Action Plans. To the extent that the notion of ‘Europe’ has a magnetic power of attraction in east European societies, the appeal of the EU’s norms of democracy and human rights is especially vivid, as the Georgian and Ukrainian Rose and Orange revolutions showed.  In the east, political elites can lean on the European project to legitimise their domestic agenda and thus build a political identity based on rapprochement with the Western European democracies. Correspondingly the content of the east European Action Plans is strong on democracy and human rights. 

This is in contrast with the southern Arab Mediterranean neighbourhood, which resist the idea of political conditionality and are hardly impressed by the EU’s talk about common political values. Instead, for the Arab Mediterranean states the economic benefits of regulatory convergence with the EU has to be the prime factor to persuade ruling elites to anchor their economic policies in the EU framework. Moreover in the south the EU itself has been hesitant to pursue democratisation policies forcefully, and has emphasised economic reform, counting on a positive spill-ever effect from the economic to the political domain.
 Even if this anticipated spillover from the economic to the political has proved illusory, the Action Plans for the southern neighbourhood reveal a continuation of this trend, with recommended political reforms limited by what is acceptable to the ruling elites. The southern governments could be more responsive to economic arguments and pledges for market access openings where the ENP has the potential to deliver. 

A recent World Bank/European Commission study provides the economic rationale that could win the political support of southern governments for regulatory convergence with the internal market, notably in the service sector.
 The study examined the effects of bringing the Mediterranean partner states closer to the EU services market and argues that the potential benefits offered by free trade in goods, which is already programmed in free trade agreements, are rather modest by comparison with what could be achieved by policy reforms and competitive private-sector development in the area of ‘backbone services’, such as transport, logistics, financial services, telecommunications and electricity, as well as other service sectors that can profit from proximity to the EU market, such as tourism, IT services, business and professional services, and distribution.
 The potential liberalisation of trade in services can constitute a serious offer to southern neighbours by promising to improve the competitiveness of their economies and by giving them a chance to profit from their potential comparative advantage, owing to proximity and cheap labour, in relation to the EU market. The Commission’s most recent policy paper, containing recommendations for reinvigorating the Barcelona Process to be discussed at summit level in connection with its 10th anniversary in November 2005, seeks to advance along these lines.
 For example it is recommending the negotiation of comprehensive free-trade-in-services agreements between the EU and the Mediterranean partner states, which would boost substantially the existing free-trade-in-goods projects.

The economic incentives for encouraging such a process are potentially powerful, but need to be worked out on an operational level. The case for doing that in partnership with other external actors, in particular the World Bank, the IMF, the European Investment Bank and the EBRD, is compelling, especially given the successful cooperation between the EU and the IFIs in steering the transition economies from Central and Eastern Europe and the Balkans.
 By pooling their financial resources and coordinating their policy advice on macroeconomics and structural reform, the European Commission and the IFIs can build on their existing experience and collectively provide the external anchor for the reform process in both the eastern and the southern neighbourhoods. 

Two features of the Action Plan process suggest a less hierarchical mode of EU involvement in the governance structures of the neighbours: 1) the joint setting of priorities for action; and 2) the joint monitoring of reform performance. Partners are free to determine their own ‘level of ambition’ in how much they want to reform and how far they want to integrate with the European economy. Furthermore, the Action Plans are not legally binding documents and the ENP governments are not obliged to fulfil what they have agreed to. The Action Plans are an expression of the collective will of the EU and the respective government but deviations from the commitments undertaken are not subject to any formal sanctioning procedures. And because the EU has not specified clear incentives for reform, the potential disincentives for non-reform are not credible either. While the incentive-based logic of the conditionality model is not fully endorsed in the ENP, greater emphasis is put on the socialisation of partners who are treated as equals and invited to take on board certain EU norms and practices if those are considered appropriate. Partners are not in a position to determine the EU regulatory rules but they have more freedom to negotiate the import of a sub-set of those rules only. In this sense they are better placed than the accession candidates to define the limits of external influence on their domestic governance structures. 

Finally, the process of negotiating the Action Plans and of performance monitoring is predominantly an intergovernmental matter, which gives the central role to national administrations of the partner states. Yet, the involvement of civil society actors in the monitoring phase is not precluded – indeed it is explicitly encouraged in the Ukraine Action Plan. In the enlargement context, civil society actors themselves have been keen on making their opinions known to the European Commission as an instrument for putting additional pressure on their governments. Civil society activists from the new democracies in the eastern neighbourhood have also seen an opportunity to influence the reforms in their countries by voicing their concerns and independent views with EU representatives. Some have even been pushing for an official monitoring role of civil society groups in the review procedure of the Actions Plans.
 It remains to be seen how the ENP monitoring process will be conducted but the possibility for innovation and unconventional approaches is there suggesting a governance mode different from the traditional state-centred command and control method. 

4.3. Conflict resolution

European Union citizens have come to believe that they stand for civilised conflict resolution. This belief seems at times to be something like the Holy Ghost, always present and pervasive in our souls, surely goodness itself, but difficult to put your hands on.  The doctrine flows freely in official texts of the European Union, from the European Security Strategy documents produced by High Representative Javier Solana through to the European Neighbourhood Policy documents coming from the European Commission. But the logic and mechanics of conflict resolution are rarely explicit when it comes to confronting the so-called ‘frozen’, ethno-secessionist conflicts of the South East European periphery.   

Of course this belief is founded in real historical experiences that have become part of the public awareness. The biggest case of all has been the reconciliation of Germany with its neighbours, structured into what has become the European Union. But several model cases of resolution of local ethno-political conflicts have also become part of the political culture of various communities, ranging from the Aland Islands solution agreed between Swedes and Finns in 1921, the devolution of Belgium into a bi-communal federal state over the last several decades, the solution found after the second world war to the South Tyrol problem on the Italian-Austrian frontier, and the semi-resolution of the Northern Ireland conflict in the last few years. All these cases settle down in the fuzzy ideology of contemporary Europe, which has something to do with post-modern, multi-tier and multi-national integration and governance based on common political values and the rule of law.  

A cautious note has however also to be introduced immediately, given that the recent conflicts of Europe’s south eastern periphery have not readily dissolved themselves with the mediating efforts of the norm-setting organisations – the UN, OSCE and Council of Europe, as well as the EU. The currency of the term ‘frozen conflict’ testifies to this. As result the diplomatic circuit has often been producing little more than repetitive streams of pious declarations on these frozen conflicts, year after year.   

A group of us therefore decided recently to look systematically into four unresolved ethno-secessionist conflicts in Europe’s south eastern periphery, to see whether the European Union was pursuing any identifiable logic in its search for solutions
. These cases were chosen so as to be at different distances politically and geographically from core Europe. The four cases, to which I add here a fifth, were:

- Cyprus, where our recent study was shadowing the negotiation of the Annan Plan, and which resulted in the Yes-No referendum result in April 2004, and thence the  accession of Greek Cyprus alone in May;  

- Serbia and Montenegro, which in 2003 formed a thin but maybe unsustainable union as a result of heavy mediating pressures from the EU, with the incentive of full membership in the long run;

-  Moldova and Transniestria, which has become a chronic case of unproductive mediation sponsored by the OSCE, while Moldova’s interest in European integration has increased in recent years, and with Moldova becoming a first partner for of the EU’s new European Neighbourhood Policy;  

-  Georgia and Abkhazia, where the de facto secession of Abkhazia is deeply entrenched and protected by Russia, while the new regime in Tbilisi now openly adopts a Europeanisation discourse;  

- Turkey and its Kurds, for whom the normalisation of post-conflict relations now takes place in the context of the EU’s political conditions for the possible opening and conduct of negotiations for accession as full member state.  

The analytical tool kit 

It would be good to have a robust body of theory to structure work under the heading of Europeanisation and conflict resolution, but unfortunately that is asking too much for the time being. However we can try to assemble more modestly an analytical tool kit, at least to provide some standard conceptual framework and language. We now set in their skeletal outlines four parts to the tool kit, which need to be integrated in practice.

Conflict models. Most of the ethno-secessionist conflicts of Europe’s south eastern periphery can be placed within the framework of a stylised process. Initially there were a number of empires (Ottoman, British, Soviet, Yugoslav) keeping the order in ethnically complex states. Sometimes the empire actually created conditions for future conflict with divide and rule methods, or by transferring populations, or drawing political frontiers that were bound to cause trouble later. Upon the collapse of the empires the frustrated grievances of ethnic communities exploded in conflict, especially because of the non-existent democratic culture that the newly independent states inherited. The conflict parties prove unable to negotiate a political settlement. Initially this is because of the bitterness of the conflict, or because one party has achieved its objective through gains of territory or de facto secession, and the other party lacks the means to reverse this. The recent post-communist context has also meant privatisation of property, providing ample opportunities for the new leaderships to build up new economic interests, consolidating the status quo. Given the impasse between the conflict parties,    external parties enter the process, either as neutral mediators, or as powerful external actors. At some point the external actors may offer significant incentives and heavily mediate a settlement. Further, they may in some cases impose a solution, unless of course there is more than one of them who cannot agree between themselves, in which case the mediation remains ineffective. Assuming a political settlement has been heavily mediated or imposed, the process has then to turn to the task of transformation of the perceived interests of the former conflict parties, without which the settlement may prove unsustainable. At this point Europeanisation may be the key, at least in the wider European neighbourhood. .     

Europeanisation process. The term Europeanisation has gained currency in political science literature over the past decade or so, as scholars tried to understand the politico-economic-societal transformation involved in European integration, and especially in the cases of states acceding to the European Union after exiting from fascist or communist regimes. Europeanisation may be seen as working through three kinds of mechanism, which interact synergetically:

· legal obligations in political and economic domains flowing from Council of Europe membership and the requirements for accession to the EU

· objective changes in economic structures and the interests of individuals as a result of integration with Europe

· subjective changes in the beliefs, expectations and identity of the individual, feeding political will to adopt European norms of business, politics and civil society.   

Here we define Europeanisation for the particular context of conflict settlement and resolution as: 

· “a mechanism and a process at the same time which is activated and encouraged by European institutions by linking the final outcome of the conflict with the degree of integration or association of conflict parties with European structures. This link is made operational by means of specific conditionality and socialisation mechanisms, which are built into the process of Europeanisation”
.

European multi-tier governance. The particularity of European multi-tier governance is that it has introduced the practice of three-tier federalism, with the EU tier as the third tier to add to the federal state and the federated entities. This three-tier federalism is most relevant for present purposes in the several cases of ethno-federations such as Belgium, Spain and the United Kingdom, as opposed to the ethnically homogenous federations such as Austria and Germany. The range of interesting three tier solutions extends also to such cases as the Aland Islands. 

There are several features of these cases that warrant recognition as model mechanisms, all good for the tool kit. The Belgian case is notable for the very high degree of devolution of powers to the two communities, and as a result the need to have developed a coordination mechanism between them and the federal government. This leads into the model type of the thin common state, which may serve as a single state in international law, but which in an extreme case becomes a coordination mechanism for the federal government to be mandated for negotiations in EU and international fora. The common state becomes a compromise between federation and confederation. The cases of Spain and the UK are examples of the asymmetric federation, in which entities such as Catalonia and Scotland retain much more autonomy than other regions, and view their direct relations with the EU as satisfying part of their demands for partial independence. The case of Northern Ireland sees the third EU tier of governance as transforming the traditional ideas of irredentist secession with a vision of both the UK to Ireland sharing sovereignty in the EU’s post-modern structures. The Aland Islands case is also a classic solution for autonomy of a minority community, which in an alternative political setting, such as in contemporary south east Europe, might have seen a war of irredentist secession (e.g. Nagorno Karabakh). The overall conclusion is that the European Union has a rich experience of creative multi-tier governance solutions for actual or potential ethno-secessionist conflicts.        

Table 4: EU conditionality and socialization models

	
	Model I – common state solution
	Model II – sequential route to the common state
	Model III – two state solution

	EU policy
	EU favours one common state.


	EU favours one of the conflict party, viewing the other as the ‘unreasonable’ party.


	EU reluctantly accepts secession, and treats both entities equally.



	Intended effects
	Settlement reached, secession avoided,  transformation to follow.

 
	The ‘other’ party is isolated, weakened, returns to the negotiation table, settlement and transformation follows. 


	Conflict resolved with velvet divorce, transformation follows.



	Unintended effects
	Creation of dysfunctional state. Empowerment of ‘wrong’ political parties.


	Excluded party becomes more entrenched as failing state, and/or is annexed by another external power.  

Or, the favoured party becomes ‘unreasonable’. 
	Domino effect, destabilising other regions, favoring the proliferation of micro-states.




European mediation and conditionality models. Our study of the case examples has led us to identify three model types for how the EU uses its doctrine, incentives and conditionality in relation to unresolved conflicts in its periphery, for each of which there is both a logic of intended outcomes and a hazard of unintended effects. These are set out in Table 1. The standard doctrine is to try to discourage ethno-political secession in general, and especially where it cannot be agreed peacefully between the parties in accordance with constitutional procedures. Model I therefore sees the EU mediating in favour of a common state solution, which may be successful, but with risks of forcing the birth of a dysfunctional state. Where over a long period the parties fail to agree the EU may come to regard one party as being unreasonable, and therefore switch from a position of neutrality to one of favouring the other party. Under this Model II the unreasonable party is isolated and weakened, and in due course becomes more realistic, returning to negotiate a fair common state solution. Here the possible unintended effects are several: relapse of the penalised party into a failed state condition, or its virtual annexation by another external power, or even for the favoured party to turn unreasonable when the excluded party itself becomes reasonable. Finally, in the case of Model III the EU reluctantly concludes that it must recognise secession and treat both parties equally, and here the risks of unintended effects lie with the possible destabilisation of other regions or proliferation of micro states.  

Applications

Cyprus. When the EU candidacy of Cyprus was launched the EU’s discourse set off down the track of Model I, arguing for conflict settlement and re-unification before accession. The incentive of accession was supposed to support of the UN’s role as mediator. When the last round of negotiations leading up to the Annan plan got seriously into the substance of a possible agreement, the UN mediator indeed took on board the future context of EU membership. It detailed a three tier constitution, drawing explicit inspiration from the Belgian model. But meanwhile at their Helsinki summit in December 1999 the EU switched from Model I to Model II, given that Greece threatened to hold the whole enlargement hostage to the accession of Cyprus, re-unified or divided. Turkish Cyprus was indeed threatened with a disastrous outlook, also because President Denktas cast himself so readily in the role of the ‘unreasonable’ party. The story then initially took the expected course of the isolated party appreciating its weak position, and the elections in December 2003 shifted the political balance in northern Cyprus towards the Annan plan. This was then reinforced by Ankara’s decision, in the interests of its own EU accession strategy, to tip the balance decisively in favour of the Annan plan, proposing the formula of letting Kofi Annan ‘fill in the blanks’ where there might remain differences between the principal parties. However the story then took its extra twist, when the new Greek Cypriot government, with its accession to the EU secured, hardened its own position on the Annan plan. The favoured party had become the ‘unreasonable’ one. The EU was so disappointed at this, after the resulting No-Yes vote in the referendum in April, that it resolved immediately to end the isolation of Turkish Cyprus. This comes close to informal recognition of a sub-state entity having direct relations with the EU, which opens aid programmes, and an office in the north etc. Turkish Cyprus seems to be heading into a new institutional category, that of a sub-state entity that is virtually EU territory, most of whose population are EU citizens with Republic of Cyprus passports. The EU, in so doing, has also been managing its second shift in strategy, from Model II to something approaching Model III. The Greek Cypriot party has lost goodwill; the Turkish Cypriot party has ceded back neither land nor property, yet gained goodwill while retaining complete autonomy. Now the tables are turned, and it remains to be seen whether the Greek Cypriot side reconsider their position, to return to the Annan plan for a second referendum, in which case it would mark a reversion to Model II. 

Serbia and Montenegro. In this case the EU again strongly favoured a Model I common state solution, and Javier Solana was the forceful mediator the point that the new Union is known in the region as Solania. Settlement was achieved but the transformation is not happening, and a secession option after three years had to be included in the pact at the insistence of Montenegro. Unfortunately the full set of unintended effects is on display: the dysfunctional state and empowerment of the ‘wrong’ political parties. The thin common state resembles the coordination model, which should be capable of functioning. The problem is that the EU tier of governance is not yet there to hold it together. The discord over the level of tariff protection illustrates why. Montenegro favours lower external protection than Serbia. With EU accession the issue would be simply eliminated as the common external tariff prevails. But with accession not yet on the horizon the divergence of interests has been real. Regarding the party politics of the Union, its strongest supporters turn out to be the Serb nationalists (e.g. former Milosevic party people), whose ideology is furthest away from European thinking. Finally the Serbia and Montenegro has also revealed a difference in the inclinations of the EU institutions between the Javier Solana and the foreign ministers’ Council versus the Commission. Foreign ministers strive to mediate a settlement. The Commission has to manage the transformation and sustainability of the settlement. While Javier Solana and Chris Patten are respected for their sincere efforts to cooperate, their institutions have naturally different perspectives, and the Union of Serbia and Montenegro seems to be viewed more sceptically by the Commission. Serbia and Montenegro may separate after the initial three year period, but still the EU foreign ministers are very cautious about a switch to Model III, as the fears of destabilizing again Bosnia, Macedonia and Kosovo remain vivid. Both Serbia and Montenegro are however very attentive to avoiding being branded the unreasonable party (as in Model II), since they fear being penalized by the EU relative to the other party.    

Moldova and Transniestria. In this case also the EU has for years sustained the discourse favouring a common state solution (classic Model I), but offering very little by way of incentives. But in the last year the game has moved somewhat. On the one hand the EU has cautiously raised the level of its incentive for the Europeanisation of Moldova, by including it as a first candidate for the new European Neighbourhood Policy. On the other hand it is now branding the Transniestria as the unreasonable party, backing this up with a visa ban on its leadership, all of whom happen to be Russian citizens. So the EU is switching into Model II, but not strongly enough for the government of Moldova, which wants its ‘European option’ to be recognized with a ‘perspective of EU membership’. Whether Model II works as the EU hopes is open to doubt. Transniestria’s reliance on Russia is intensified, while Russia itself refuses Moldova’s requests that the EU join the OSCE mediating group. The EU’s refusal to grant a membership perspective to Moldova may have further unintended but predictable consequences in a few years after Romanian accession to the EU. Most Moldovans can easily obtain Romanian citizenship and therefore future EU citizenship, which means that without a membership perspective the already disastrous emigration trend will intensify. Then there could also be a return in due course to the idea of re-unification with Romania as the only track into the EU, following the German DDR re-unification model. This is absolutely not desired by the EU. However the agreement signed by President Snegur of Moldova and President Yeltsin of Russia in July 1992 recognised the right of the population of Transniestria to determine their future in case Moldova were to unit with Romania, i.e. possibly legitimise the secession of Transniestria and maybe its absorption by Russia. The conclusion would seem to be if the EU pursues a half-hearted Model II strategy it could end up with perverse and negative results. 

Georgia and Abkhazia. Here the EU has been sustaining a Model I common state discourse, but bringing limited incentives into play, and having no role as such in the UN sponsored mediation efforts. France, Germany and the UK do have a role, while France has a role in the OSCE Minsk Group for the Nagorno Karabakh case. But the EU has not yet seen fit to Europeanise these mediation efforts, which is weakness for the credibility of the EU as conflict resolution partner. The new Saakashvili regime in Tbilisi opens up fresh perspectives. Saakashvili has had a success in forcing the Ajaran quasi-separatist leader Abashidse to retire to Russia with out bloodshed. Also the new Georgian leadership openly declares its ambitions to obtain an EU membership perspective. The EU offers its new Neighbourhood Policy, but without any mention of a membership perspective, even for the very long-run. In recent years both Abkhazia and Southern Ossetia have been integrating increasingly with Russia, with their populations obtaining Russian citizenship. Whether a stronger EU incentive would make a real difference is doubtful, unless Russia became convinced that a re-unification of Georgia with some federative arrangement was in its interests. If the EU proceeds at the end of 2004 to open accession negotiations with Turkey, then there would be new possibilities to act together more effectively in the Caucasus, and possibly to bring Russia into a cooperative deal, for example by opening up and developing the east Black Sea coast.  

Turkey and its Kurds. The conflict between Turkey and the PKK Marxist separatist Kurds raged for 15 years, but by 1999 Turkey had virtually won the war, employing harsh and much criticized military tactics. Since then the Kurdish leadership has abandoned the objective of secession, and pursues the objective of conventional minority rights. Political settlement was achieved by Turkey’s victory in war, and now the societal transformation has to take place to make the peace sustainable. This is what seems to be happening now, following the acceptance by the EU of Turkey’s candidacy in Helsinki in December 1999, just after the end of the war. Since then, and especially after the AK party became the government in 2002, the EU’s conditionality machine has been working on full power. The EU takes a major part now in the transformation of Turkey’s political norms and institutions, all the way down to the issue of minority rights for the Kurds. Here the second phase of the EU’s Model I seems to be working, but after the war had been fought and won without the EU in the first phase. 

Recently in the Kurdish heartland of south east Turkey I met a remarkable women, Nebahat Akkoc, director of a non-government organisation ‘Ka-Mer’, which is devoted to improving the status of women in Kurdish society, and in particular to combating the savage custom of ‘honor killing’ that is still practised in the region. Nebahat has managed to create a network of shelters for women sentenced to death by their family councils, with the victims forced to commit suicide or be stoned to death by their brothers or other male relatives
. The logic of the societal therapy, according to Nebahat, links up all the way back up to the EU. Only increased social awareness of modern values can transform these savage customs in the villages. Honor killing is perpetrated typically by illiterate Kurds who do not even speak Turkish, and so cannot connect with messages diffused by Turkish language television. Therefore there had to be local broadcasting in Kurdish. Only the incentive of EU accession was forcing Ankara to liberalise Kurdish language broadcasting. The process of Europeanisation had begun to trickle down all the way into the Europe’s ultimate periphery.  

The overall conclusion from this short survey of five cases is that the EU has a long way to go before becoming a master of the art of conflict resolution. Its heart may be in the right place. But its actorness is still weak, except when there are foreseeable prospects of accession negotiations. The hazards of perverse and unintended consequences are frequently visible where the EU pushes for civilized solutions, but with only half-hearted deployment of incentives and instruments of action.        

 Regional Dimensions

5.1. Bilateralism versus Regional Multilateralism

The regional approach exemplified by the Northern Dimension is, of course, not the only way in which the EU can organise its relations with its neighbours. In principle, the EU is faced with two principal ways in which to approach co-operation between itself and neighbouring countries, and indeed to third countries more generally: bilateralism or multilateralism. 

According to a bilateral approach, EU policies, strategies, programmes, initiatives and economic assistance are targeted towards individual countries, and contractual arrangements between the EU and neighbouring countries are bilateral. In a multilateral approach, by contrast, political dialogue would take place between the EU and a group of neighbouring countries. There would be multilateral policy initiatives on, for instance, multi-national cross-border economic assistance programmes, and multilateral agreements between the EU and two or more neighbouring countries. 

Theoretically, there are an infinite number of ways in which the EU could organise its third country relations multilaterally, ranging from global to trilateral initiatives and from comprehensive arrangements to sector-by-sector co-operation. Here, focus will be on the regional approach, of which the Northern Dimension would be an example, in which co-operation primarily takes place between the EU and a smaller group of neighbouring countries, which together with parts of the EU constitute well-defined geographic and historical regions. 
EU neighbourhood policies

So which of these two approaches – bilateralism or the regional approach - has the EU availed itself of in its policy towards its neighbours? At the most general level, the EU has divided its neighbours into about half a dozen groups, and has had different types of contractual agreements and economic assistance programmes with each of them. 

The erstwhile EU candidates in Central and Eastern Europe constituted one group, with bilateral Europe Agreements and assistance through the PHARE, SAPARD and ISPA programmes. For the countries of the Western Balkans the EU has established a Stability and Association Process, with bilateral Stability and Association Agreements (SAAs) and assistance through the CARDS programme. Turkey and Andorra are part of the EU customs union through bilateral agreements. The countries of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) constitute another group, with bilateral Partnership and Co-operation Agreements and assistance through the TACIS programme. The countries of the Southern Mediterranean are in the process of concluding the so-called Euro-Mediterranean Association Agreement with the EU. The states of the European Free Trade Association (EFTA) are either part of the European Economic Area or have bilateral sectoral agreements with the EU.  

The distinctions between the various agreements and programmes are marked, reflecting in particular the priority accorded to the enlargement process. There are large differences in terms of the economic assistance provided. In the EU’s financial perspective for 2000-2006, the enlargement candidates received almost 1200 euro/capita, the Western Balkans approximately 200 euro/capita, while the CIS countries received on average 13 euro/capita in assistance from the EU budget (Council of the EU, 1999a). Although assistance is allocated on a ‘group-by-group’ basis, almost all support and most projects created are bilateral. 

Integration between the EU and its neighbours is to a considerable extent a post-Cold War phenomenon. These arrangements are increasingly embedded in bilateral association agreements between the EU and the country concerned, with the number of third countries with which the EU has association agreements increasing from three, at the end of the 1980s, to more than twenty in 2004. Previous trade and co-operation agreements have successively been replaced with second generation association agreements, all of them providing for more comprehensive and deeper integration with the EU.
 With further integration in the second and third pillars, the EU’s neighbours are increasingly associating with the EU also in other domains, such as justice and home affairs and foreign, security and defence policy, either through their more comprehensive second generation agreements, or through new bilateral association arrangements. 

Since around the time of the accession of two more Nordic states – Finland and Sweden – to the EU in 1995, the preference for bilateralism has been tempered by more active regional policies by the EU towards the Baltic region. This started with the preparation by the Commission of the Baltic Sea Region Initiative, presented to the CBSS summit in spring 1996 (Joenniemi, 1999), and was later followed by the Northern Dimension initiative. However, apart from this, regional approaches have been virtually absent in the EU’s relations with its Eastern neighbours (European Commission, 2004), and the EU has, for instance, been unwilling to engage further with regional co-operation in the Black Sea region.

Regionalism as seen in the Baltic region arguably plays a more limited role in the EU’s relations with the Balkans. Although regionalism was one of the main novelties of the Stability and Association process, this consists of regional co-operation among the countries of the region, rather than multilateral co-operation between the countries of the region and the EU itself (Whyte, 2001). Furthermore, a considerable part of EU policy towards South East Europe is channelled through institutions other than the EU, from organisations such as the UN, NATO, the OSCE and the international financial institutions, to initiatives such as the Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe launched in the wake of the 1999 Kosovo war, all of which include countries outside the EU. 

The regional approach was pioneered in the Mediterranean region with the launch of the so-called ‘Barcelona Process’ in 1995, later renamed the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership. This ‘Southern Dimension’ was explicitly used as a model for the Northern Dimension (Lipponen, 1997). The Euro-Mediterranean Partnership is a framework for bilateral and multilateral relations between the EU and its 12 Mediterranean partners initiated by the 1995 Barcelona Conference. The aims are broad and include creating a common area of peace and stability and the establishment of a Euro-Mediterranean free trade area. As in EU policy towards the Balkans, a key element of the Barcelona process is the upgrading of bilateral contractual relations between the EU and its Mediterranean partners.

Bilateralism versus Multilateralism 

What are then the major pros and cons of the various approaches available to the EU for its neighbourhood policy? A bilateral approach enables the Union and its partners to tailor co-operation according to the different needs and requirements of individual countries. Considering the widely diverging levels of economic, political and social development among the EU’s neighbours, the emphasis on the principle of differentiation is easily justifiable. From the perspective of Realpolitik, a bilateral approach accentuates the power asymmetries between the EU and its smaller and/or weaker neighbours and thus makes it easier for the EU to shape the relationship and to determine common and co-operative policies. This asymmetric bilateralism, with the EU the policy-maker and the neighbours policy-takers stands, however, in sharp contrast to the EU’s professed preference for multilateralism. In practice, it amounts to little more than EU unilateralism, with proclamations of equality acting merely as political window-dressing.

Beyond such ideological concerns, the proliferation of bilateral sectoral agreements, processes and initiatives is in practice becoming increasingly difficult for the EU institutions to manage. The growing complexity creates a significant burden of co-operation and co-ordination of policies and programmes, difficulties which are compounded by the multi-tiered nature of governance in Europe, as national policies, regional organisations and international financial institutions multiply the number of programmes to be co-ordinated. A bilateral approach could make it more difficult to develop and implement coherent EU policies, given the considerable interdependencies between not only the EU and its neighbours, but also among the neighbours themselves. That such differentiated bilateralism could lead to trade distortions as well as trade creation is well known: overlapping, non-congruent free trade agreements open up possibilities to free-ride for producers in third countries, requiring detailed rules of origin, to take one example (Brenton and Machin, 2002). Even if unintended, differential treatment may cause resentment among those neighbours who are accorded less favourable terms with the EU. The development of new bilateral arrangements with an increasing number of partner countries creates problems of precedence, with pressures for ‘concessions’ given by the EU to one country to be extended also to other countries. Instead of developing into a ’ring of friends’, as called for by Commission President Prodi, (Prodi, 2002), there seems to be a growing sense of frustration with the EU among many of its neighbours. An inclusive regional approach could counter such developments.  

Although the number of associates was reduced as a result of the 2004 enlargement, this does not spell the end for a continued demand for upgraded contractual relations. First, there is the continuing process of negotiating second generation agreements with the countries of the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership and the Stability and Association Process. Many of the countries with which the EU already has such second generation agreements are calling for either a revision of these or for new associations. The EU and Russia are discussing how to develop four ‘Common Spaces’ (on economics, external security, internal security, and research and education) which is quite likely to lead to new bilateral agreement(s), perhaps replacing the PCA. The EU-Russia relationship has already been upgraded institutionally, through the creation of the Permanent Partnership Council, which met for the first time in spring 2004. Ukraine is also calling for an association agreement as a stepping-stone towards membership, a long-term objective not yet endorsed by the EU, whilst Moldova has requested to be included in the Stability and Association Process with its prospects for full membership in the EU. 

Finally, and in more general terms, many of the challenges the EU faces in its relations with neighbouring countries go beyond the concerns of individual partner countries. This is because they are either by nature, transnational, for instance energy and environmental issues, or because the neighbours face similar challenges, with the transition process in Central and Eastern Europe as the most obvious example, or because of shared aims in relations with the EU, with the goal of creating free trade as an example. Indeed, ‘over the coming decade and beyond, the Union’s capacity to provide security, stability and sustainable development to its citizens will no longer be distinguishable from its interest in close co-operation with the neighbours’ (European Commission 2003). 

5.2. Black Sea Dimension

It so happens that the epicentre – by way of external impact - of the EU’s referenda earthquake of mid-summer 2005  has now been located exactly in the middle of the Black Sea. Paradoxically this comes at the same time as the region has begun to show signs of possibly getting a grip on itself. 

Bulgaria, Romania, Turkey, Ukraine, Moldova and Georgia were the first hit by the tremors. But it goes further than that, up the Danube basin to Belgrade

, across the Caucasus to Armenia and Azerbaijan, and last but certainly not least up to Russia. For all states that have been espousing long-term EU membership aspirations – all the above except Russia - it is now time for a reality check. For Russia, which had not anticipated this upset in the EU, it may be interpreted not so much a time for a rethink, as an encouragement not to have a rethink. 

By comparison the Mediterranean partner states of the Barcelona process are not much affected, because the Arab states have no expectations or real desires for EU membership. One can speculate that the EU and member states may make even greater efforts to be coherent in foreign policy to compensate for their internal disarray, as for example in the ongoing case of the EU-3 initiative over Iran.

But for the Black Sea and Balkan states (in different degrees) there is a new question of strategic importance. The name of the game has changed. The prospects of accession to the EU have moved further into the distance ahead, maybe beyond the horizon. ‘Pause’ is the word, in a context where the unit of time may be a decade. Can the EU’s hugely successful political conditionality machine and gravitational powers of attraction, as evidenced in its recent enlargement, continue to operate with some variant model of virtual, functional membership? Or, if not, are the prospects for the deepening and consolidation of democracy in these regions going to be seriously prejudiced?

Consequences of the referenda 

First come Bulgaria and Romania, which have recently signed their treaties of accession, yet now nervously wait to discover whether the ratification process is still going to be smooth. The EU is committed to take in both in either 2007, or with a year’s delay in 2008 if some shortcomings are not rectified very fast. Commissioner Olli Rehn has called this the ‘yellow card’ treatment. The Commissioner himself rejects the idea that some member states might fail to ratify, and (thank God) all will ratify through parliamentary votes, and not by referenda. It remains to be seen whether the French or Dutch parliaments will make difficulties. The French prime minister Dominique de Villepin has said to the French national assembly that the commitment to Bulgaria and Romania should be honored. The European Council on 16-17 June was encouraging towards both Bulgaria and Romania, noting that they will from now on participate as active observers in all Council and European Council meetings until accession day. Yet parliamentary ratification in France cannot be taken for granted, especially if Bulgarian and Romanian accession gets delayed to 2008, and the ratification laws were to come in the middle of the campaigning for the French presidential election due in 2007.    

Second comes Turkey whose accession negotiations are due to begin on 3 October. But the Turkey factor was clearly a factor in the ‘no’ votes in the French and Dutch referenda. In addition there is now Schroeder’s call for early elections to take place just days before October 3. As of today Mrs Merkel is likely to be the next Chancellor, and she rejects the idea of Turkish membership, favoring instead a close association arrangement with the code name ‘privileged partnership’. Moreover in France Nicholas Sarkozy, who is positioned as front runner to succeed Chirac in 2007, agrees with Mrs Merkel on Turkey. Might Germany renege on the opening of accession negotiations with Turkey? Probably not, since the terms of the European Council’s decision of last December included a scenario for something like a privileged partnership to be the outcome of the negotiations should not all the conditions for full membership be attained. Mrs Merkel could say that her preferred outcome is compatible with the terms of reference, and therefore could agree to going ahead. Yet this would mean a bitterly confused start to the negotiations, since Turkey itself is adamantly against anything but full membership. The conclusions of the European Council of 16-17 June were ominously silent on Turkey.   

Third come the other Balkans states that (as a matter of relevance to the present paper) have joined the Black Sea Economic Cooperation organization (BSEC), including Macedonia and Serbia-Montenegro, and whose future has basically to be taken as part of the Western Balkans question. A few weeks before the referenda a group of wise persons, chaired by former Italian prime minister Giuliano Amato, concluded their review of the Balkan question with the recommendation that the EU firm up the accession perspectives of all the region with 2014 as target date, symbolically chosen to coincide with the centenary of the Sarajevo assassination that triggered the first world war. Without this, they argued, the Western Balkans would risk relapsing into a wretched ghetto surrounded by the EU. If this diagnosis is correct, some new EU strategy will have to be found, since it now seems inconceivable that the EU will embrace anything like the 2014 proposal. The European Council of 16-17 June concluded nonetheless with remarkably warm words for Macedonia and encouraging ones for Serbia-Montenegro, Bosnia and Albania. It reaffirmed the Thessaloniki commitment for all the Balkans to find their future in the EU. The most charitable comment is that the unspecified time horizon for their membership is sufficiently distant that it could allow time for the EU to sort itself out institutionally in the meantime.   

Fourth come the ‘neighbours’, which EU official language uses to group Ukraine, Moldova, Belarus and the three South Caucasus states (in addition to the Mediterranean partner states). In particular Ukraine and Georgia in their Orange and Rose revolutions have announced their long-term membership aspirations, with precious little encouragement from the EU even before the referenda earthquake. Mrs Ferrero Waldner has been criticized for her dismissive remark earlier this year that for Ukraine “the door is neither open nor shut”. Following the referenda earthquake many would say that it is not necessary to discuss whether is open or shut, since the conceivable time horizon is so distant. This means therefore a recalibration of discourse and expectations in Ukraine especially, with the risk that the staying power of the Orange revolution might be undermined, and with Yanukovitch and friends poised to decry the hollowness of Yushchenko’s European aspirations. This is reason enough for the EU to give maximum real content to the neighbourhood policy – to which we return below.           

Fifth and finally will be the Russian reaction. Russia had recently just about got round to recognizing that the EU’s enlargement had actually happened. Its Europe experts were beginning to assume that all the European CIS states would be progressively heading in  the same direction, for all to become ultimately EU member states. Russia was losing, indeed seemed to have lost, its European near abroad. Russia’s political elite had also more or less come to appreciate that Putin’s aggressive near abroad policy of the last few years had been spectacularly unsuccessful, and even counterproductive in pushing Ukraine, Georgia and Moldova to the West. But no policy conclusions had been drawn, as illustrated by the very recent actions to sanction Moldova in trade and commercial policy for not being a compliant partner. And now before they had time to draw conclusions, Moscow receives new information. The seemingly inexorable expansion of the EU seems to have hit a roadblock. A specimen of Russian reactions is the following:

“In this situation, Russia has a window of opportunity. Contrary to the EU with its antagonisms between member countries, Russia exercises sole political will. Russia offers its neighbours concrete and lucrative economic projects rather than hopes for integration in the distant future. Meanwhile Russia demands much less in return from its neighbours. On the contrary, each step of European integration, even the most preliminary, is accompanied by a massive number of economic and political conditions. Therefore, after the wave of ‘color’ revolutions, the pendulum might sway in the opposite direction. Laborites in Georgia, progressive Socialists in Ukraine, an the Rodina movement in Moldova, those who strongly support integration with Russia, might get their chance.” 
.

Also on EU-Russia relations, while at the summit level documents on four common spaces have been signed in May, independent analysts on both sides are skeptical and consistent in their assessments. This was seen in a recent report of a large group of Russia’s leading experts on European affairs: 

“The larger part of the experts (65%) believes that Russia would gain from a technical pause (not a freeze) in its relations with the European Union. This pause could be used to rethink and mend negative aspects of the present format of bilateral relations. A pause is needed because the Russian economy and businesses are unprepared for closer relations with the EU. The Russian business community and even the government lack enough knowledge about EU mechanisms, while the Russian state does not defend domestic businesses from pressure of rival businesses and bureaucracy of the EU. ….. Moreover the work of the ‘four common spaces’ would only create the false impression of progress in bilateral relations and would thus undermine stimuli for creating and implementing specific projects”.
 

This view is rather consistent my comments at about the same time:

“The four common spaces are indeed a manifestation of the ‘proliferation of the fuzzy’. They represent the outermost extension of the EU’s internal logic. The European Neighbourhood Policy, which Russia does not want to be covered by, is itself a weak and fuzzy derivative of the EU’s enlargement process. This neighbourhood policy is embracing the same comprehensive agenda of the EU’s internal policy competences and political values, but without the mega-incentive of accession. The four common spaces are now a weaker and fuzzier still derivative of the neighbourhood policy, giving only token attention to democracy and excluding explicit reference to EU norms as the reference for EU-Russia convergence”
.  

Our conference programme document asks where the EU’s expansion ‘can or must stop’, or how it may manage the dilemma ‘between stability export and overstretch’. It seems that more answers have been delivered than expected in the time since that note was drafted. The EU’s expansion has almost come to a stop (only Bulgaria and Romania are likely maybe to get through in the foreseeable future), and the hazard of overstretch is taking priority over stability export. This is not the preference of all the member states, but the unanimity rule for enlargement means that the preference apparently revealed in two referenda becomes binding. Interestingly the ‘pause’ word seems to echo also on both sides of the EU-Russia relationship too, which has to be more than a coincidence.     

But will concern for the possible negative impact on the aspiring neighbours reach high enough up the agenda of EU leaders for the risks to be addressed? One must be doubtful as of now, until we receive information to the contrary. The primary rifts in EU politics today are multiple and deep: between the left and right on social and market policies, between those favouring more or less Europe institutionally, between those of more Atlanticist versus Gaullist priorities in foreign policy, between those wanting to continue or stop the enlargement process, and not to forget the current unholy row over money. These cleavages are themselves quite reasonable, they are the normal stuff of politics. But the sharpness of the debates brought about by the referenda campaign seems to be consuming all energies. Could Prodi’s ‘everything but the institutions’ be an option to mitigate the disappointment of would-be accession candidates? Actually yes, and this becomes rather obvious to see, as long as eyes are opened to look beyond the EU’s frontier.  

In summary, the EU governments reaffirm their commitments to Bulgaria and Romania, whose Treaties of Accession have been signed, yet ratification by the French parliament cannot be taken for granted. For other candidates or would-be candidates the general message is ‘pause’. The EU will not renounce its political declarations envisaging that all the Balkans will become full members in the long-run, but the time perspective will be beyond the political horizon. For Turkey negotiations may still open in October, but they are already framed with alternative outcomes. For the Western CIS states, some of whom have been looking for political declarations about their membership perspectives, such language will be out of the question for the time being. 

New tendencies in the Black Sea region 

The paradox is that this has been happening at a time when the states of the region have begun to get their act together. In February 2005 four new EU member states (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Poland) joined with Bulgaria and Romania to found a ‘new friends of Georgia’ club, which they even called the Baltic-Black Sea axis. Saakashvili and Yushchenko have been concerting together as if blood brothers. The GUAM summit of May 2005 in Chisinau saw the beginnings of a new regional politics and diplomacy. They decided that a GUAM Mark II should be reconstituted to comprise only states of the region that were seriously interested in democracy. Uzbekistan did not attend. The successor organization shall have a new name along the lines Democracy and Development Organisation. Ukraine was mandated to make a proposal (but about which we have not yet heard more since). Ukraine begins to assert itself a key centre of diplomatic initiative, seeking to complete a huge set of circles of regional cooperation in which it is always present: old BSEC, new Guam, ‘4+1’ with the Visegrad countries, trilaterals with Ukraine-Moldova-Romania and Ukraine-Poland-Lithuania, not to forget old CIS and the newer Single Economic Space with Russia, Belarus and Kazakhstan.

Romania too, with Captain Basescu as its new president, with its NATO membership achieved and EU membership in sight, seems attracted to promoting more assertively the idea of Black Sea cooperation. The role model of Finland in relation to its Northern Dimension initiative of the 1990s seems to have rung a bell in Bucharest. This has been only one of several examples of the familiar process whereby with EU expansion the new member state transposes its own regional foreign policy preferences into EU policy. 

Could it be that the newly revolutionary states of the region will now exhibit together a democratic momentum sufficient not to be undermined by the receding lure of EU membership? It seems possible to sketch a new phase in the post-communist democratic transition. In the period 1991 to 2004 there was a sharp differentiation between the EU accession candidates of central and eastern Europe and the European CIS states. The EU candidates got deeply engaged in the EU conditionality process. The conditionality was real and became credible. For example Slovakia fell behind so seriously with the Meciar regime that it almost lost its place in the first accession train. Bulgaria and Romania were relegated to the second accession train, and even now face the prospect of a further year’s penalty delay for accession. The message got home. There is a recognizable standard for real democracy, while there is also a recognizable category of phoney democracies. This became the neat distinction between the accession candidates and the non-candidates of the European CIS region. In the last year, however, the new real democracies acceded to the EU and also became the EU’s new frontier states, and with Ukraine in particular. At about that time Georgia decided that it had had enough of phoney democracy and the new revolutionary episode began: Georgia, Ukraine, and then even Kyrghizstan, and then tragically the Andijan massacre in Uzbekistan. Maybe we witnessing another one of those pan-European revolutionary episodes with manifest contagion: 1789, 1848, 1989-91, and now 2004-05. Maybe the democratic transformation of the EU’s new member states has already served as diffuse inspiration for democratic reform in the wider neighbourhood, even without the mechanics of EU candidature. 

What are the strategic questions now posed?
What are the risks of eroding or reversing the convergence of these states on European values, first of all democracy? While the new situation will cause disappointment and bitterness in Turkey, its democracy is probably no longer at risk. Turkey seems to have ratcheted itself up to a higher quality and maturity of its democracy these last years, with the important leverage of EU political conditionality. Turkish society has taken over. It is democratic, and does not want to stop being so. This view may be plausible, but it is not rock solid. One may point to the still fragile monetary/public debt situation, and speculate that a new financial crisis could lead to renewed political instability. For the Western Balkans there are continuing pleas coming from politicians experienced in the region that dangerous scenarios should be expected in a regional ghetto of semi-failed states. For the Western CIS states also the Orange and Rose revolutions are still fragile and incomplete, even if there seem to have been in these countries decisive breaks in the mindsets, expectations and demands of the population. Something of ratchet effect seems to have happened there too. It is certainly the case that the Orange and Rose revolutions were driven by domestic politics. Armenia, Azerbaijan and Moldova are candidates for following in the manner of the Rose and Orange revolutions, and Moldova and Armenian societies are especially sensitive to the idea of ‘joining Europe’. EU did nothing to encourage the Rose and Orange revolutions, except for the fundamental point that it had moved its frontiers massively to the East, but this movement is now on ‘pause’. To this one can add the likelihood that Russia will feel newly emboldened in its near abroad policy, just as it had begun to concede that they had lost their periphery. 

Overall it is difficult to judge where the balance is most likely to fall in the spectrum between two polar views: that the region’s democratic transition is put at renewed risk, versus the view that it has recently acquired a renewed and irreversible (ratchet effect) momentum. This very fluidity is of course an invitation to action.

Could the EU upgrade its neighbourhood policies to compensate for the receding accession perspectives? One consequence of the referenda earthquake is that the air should be cleared of illusions disseminated by some leaders in the neighbourhood. But could the EU upgrade its neighbourhood policy now to mitigate disappointment, and increase its policy conditionality leverage compared to the policy so far, even if this has to remain lower powered than the leverage of accession prospects? The answer to this could be affirmative, if the Commission and member states put their minds to it. The instruments of a powerful policy exist, since they are basically the instruments of the EU’s existing internal policies. The EU has already opened up a set of association models, some of which have strong content, notably the EEA + Schengen model for Norway, with the more selective Swiss variant also of interest
. What is needed now is that the Commission prepare a comprehensive set of White (or Green) Papers detailing the range of options for the partner states to associate with EU policies. Romano Prodi’s slogan everything but the institutions’ may be a starting reference.  The Annex to this paper sketches in some detail what this could mean, proposing seven common European policy spaces, grouped under three major heading
:

Political and human

1. Democracy

2. Education

Economic

3. Macro

4. Markets

5. Networks

Security  

6. Justice and home affairs

7. External security

The neighbourhood Action Plans set out huge agendas for convergence on EU norms and standards. But the Commission has so far neglected to present even the sketch of a cost-benefit analysis of which parts of its stock of laws and policies (‘acquis’) warrant priority application by associate states, and which parts they can better set aside. The Commission should now produce a set of White or Green Papers to explain for each of the relevant policy domains what the possibilities are, analysing their potential costs and benefits for application for different categories of partner state, depending on their economic structures and level of advance.  

The essence would be for the EU to make an open-ended offer of ‘functional membership’ as and when the partner state is ready. This would mean going as far as inclusion in various policies and is some cases almost all policies, but without a vote in the legislative and decision-making institutions of the EU.  Actually the EU is already saying this in general terms, but the headlong plunge by the Commission into producing bilateral Action Plans for individual partner states has left the policy side of the matrix underspecified. Full ‘political membership’ would be deferred until the EU’s political and institutional absorptive capacity was ready for it. Norway offers the model of a non-member state’s full inclusion in a most EU policies, together with a fully democratic preference to remain outside the institutions. That most other neighbours are not at Norway’s level of development is obvious, but not the point, which is rather to note that the EU retains an extremely elastic continuum of degrees of functional inclusion in its policies - even as the full membership issue becomes increasingly difficult.  

If the content of the policy were seriously reinforced the EU should in the new situation go an important symbolic step further, and change the name. The term Neighbourhood Policy, would never have been adopted if the partner states has been consulted. As a choice of brand name it has proved to be a categorical mistake, since the partner states read it as being exclusionary, cold and condescending. What might be the alternative? One obvious candidate could be  ‘European Integration Policy’, since that corresponds to the terms widely used in the administrations partner states themselves. It conveys an inclusive, dynamic and forward-looking message
. 

What could be the role of a renewed Black Sea regionalism? 

Regionalism in the present context means the organisation of cooperative activity in a natural geographic-historic region of states that find themselves on different sides of some important political divides. This is the regionalism of the European neighbourhood, which attempts to bridge the primary divides with the states of the CIS states to the north and east, and of the Arab world to the south.  This regionalism has both low politics and high politics. The low politics concern the technicalities of, for example, common transport and environmental concerns, and questions of border crossings and local government cooperation, of organising youth and sport activities, of combating cross-border crime etc. The high politics of this regionalism have been described as a unique blend of security and integration strategies, in which partial integration across the natural region – notwithstanding the primary political divides – fosters a common sense of regional trust, values and identity, and so allows soft security models to displace hard security concerns
. 

The EU has invested heavily in this regionalism in the Baltic and Mediterranean Seas, with the Northern Dimension initiative and the Barcelona process. Lip service is given to regionalism in the EU’s new neighbourhood policy, but the accent there is nonetheless on bilateralism. The Black Sea has so far been the only natural region of the EU’s periphery to have been ignored
. This begins to change now, with the imminence of Bulgarian and Romanian accession.  The current Greek presidency of the BSEC organization has wanted to push for a Black Sea Dimension initiative, but this does not seem to have taken off. However an additional impetus seems to emerge in Romania, which begins to contemplate a Black Sea role the draws inspiration from Finland’s role in the Northern Dimension, and Bulgaria would surely want to join in this (with just a hint of brotherly competition as seen between Finland and Sweden). The Commission is of course aware of this normal post-enlargement EU dynamic, and begins to inscribe the words Black Sea into its neighbourhood policy documents more freely. The new neighbourhood financial instrument is explicitly designed to serve the purposes of neighbourhood regionalism, to facilitate cross-regional initiatives with a single instrument. 

If the moment for a new impetus for Black Sea regionalism seems to have come, it remains to be determined who will take the diplomatic initiative, and which organizational route might be taken as between several options: (a) re-animate the semi-dormant BSEC with an infusion of resources from the EU, (b) back the emerging GUAM Mark II, for which Kiev has not yet delivered its promised proposal, and which would be for ‘democracies only’, excluding Russia for the time being, (c) an EU Black Sea Dimension, (d) a NATO Black Sea Dimension, or (e) some new developments built on  all or several of the preceding four options. 

While the presumption in favour of enhanced Black Sea cooperation is now strong, it is far from obvious how a fresh initiative might most plausibly be initiated. There is a complex set of political jealousies inhibiting too much leadership from any of the big players – Turkey, Russia, Ukraine, EU, NATO or US. Even Ukraine, which has no negatives to its historical balance sheet, cannot be too pushy without upsetting Turkey, which is not in GUAM.

Some years ago BSEC invited the EU to become an observer, which it declined. However more recently Russia has been saying to BSEC high officials that active EU involvement would not be welcome. BSEC has also recently declined the offer by the US to become an observer of BSEC, presumably blocked by Russia. 

Maybe the line of least resistance would for Bulgaria and Romania as new member states (and here we jump over the remaining uncertainties over their accession) to propose to the EU to co-sponsor a fresh initiative that might be called the Black Sea Forum. This would draw on the experiences of Finland’s Northern Dimension initiative and the Balkan Stability Pact. Bulgaria and Romania would first form a determined alliance to be the initiators. They might seek to co-opt as part of the initiating lobby Greece as the only pre-existing EU member state in BSEC, and Turkey as founder state of BSEC and EU candidate state. Following the Finnish Northern Dimension model they would seek to get the EU to join in the initiative. The first act would be a conference of a Black Sea Forum, to which the Bulgaria and Romania with the EU would invite all BSEC member states, the BSEC secretary general and the United States. The EU would make an up-front offer of financial resources from the New Neighbourhood Financial Instrument, which is currently being finalised in Brussels, and which is being designed explicitly to solve the procedural-bureaucratic problems of supporting projects that cut across regions with states falling into different political categories for the EU (member states, accession candidates, neighbours etc.). The EU would thus not be proposing to become a member of BSEC, but would be offering a Forum in which BSEC and its member states could submit ideas and projects of regional interest that could make use of extra resources from the EU or US. In this respect also it would draw on Northern Dimension experience, which did not take over or displace the pre-existing Baltic or Barents Sea organizations, but offered them an enhanced political framework for their activities. It would draw on the Balkan Stability act model in including the US. Following a first meeting of the Black Sea Forum the EU Commission would draw up a Black Sea Action Plan in the framework of its neighbourhood policy. The Black Sea Forum might meet with some regularity, without becoming institutionalised. Technical work on various sectors of policy or projects would be followed up in groups of most interested parties or other network arrangements. 

A final political question is whether Russia would join in such an initiative. According to past experience Russia will express initially its skepticism or hostility. However when the invitations go out for the  first meeting of the Black Sea Forum it might become apparent that all the invitees except Russia were accepting, and then Russia would come along too. 

D. What about US and NATO?  President’s Bush’s visit to Tbilisi in May 2005 was an eloquent testimony to the effectiveness of US diplomacy as morale boost for democratic spirits in the region - whatever one’s views are about his leadership on other accounts. Already in Turkey voices can be heard saying that the US should be looked to again as a primary source of political support, whereas a year ago the EU had been moving into the primary position. The same argument may be valid for Ukraine, although here there is still ample room for upgrade in the EU relationship.

The same logic applies for NATO, which however is anxiously looking for its role in the northern suburbs of Brussels. In the new situation with diminished EU emlargement perpectives NATO has an opportunity to do something of great political value,  namely to help anchor the most interested neighbourhood states - Ukraine, Moldova and Georgia for the time being - into the Euro-Atlantic community. The range of cooperative activities between NATO and its neighbours has been developing abundantly
. Even in the Black Sea there are now going to be cooperative naval operations under the ‘Active Endeavour’ initiative, which was initially just a Mediterranean affair. More fundamental of course is the NATO accession question. Article 10 of the North Atlantic Treaty says: “No European democratic country whose admission would fulfill the objectives of the Treaty will be excluded from consideration [for an accession invitation by the Allies]”. Full accession has to be prepared by Membership Action Plans (MAP). NATO accession is certainly subject to conditions, but these are much simpler and less demanding than with the EU. Is there a risk that NATO would like the EU run the risk of over-expansion, making itself dysfunctional? To a degree yes, and many member states are concerned to digest the last NATO enlargements still, but the risks are less forbidding than for the EU. On the strictly operational military side, the US has already amply demonstrated that it can easily, and even prefers to, undertake military actions on a ‘coalition of the willing’ basis. On the other hand the political value of NATO in eastern Europe can be very vivid.   

Conclusions


1. The EU’s referendum crisis has worrying implications for all Black Sea littoral state that have either short or long term aspirations to join the EU, which means the whole of the Black Sea region except Russia. 

2. It may be speculated whether, where or how far there may as a result be an undermining of the Europeanising transformation of some states of the region. Such risks should not be exaggerated, nor dismissed.  

3. But in any case the EU could and should upgrade its neighbourhood policy to reduce these risks. The strengthening of its content should go with a re-branding of the  policy, scrapping the condescending ‘neighbourhood’ name, to become instead ‘European Integration Policy’.

4. Moreover the time has come for some new Black Sea regional initiative. The issue not so much whether, but how, given well known political sensitivities. A line of least resistance might be for Bulgaria and Romania as newly acceding EU member states to co-sponsor with the EU an invitation to all Black Sea states, the BSEC chair in office and secretary general, and the US to a Black Sea Forum. 

5. US bilateral activity in the region will doubtless be vigorous. NATO membership perspectives for Ukraine, Georgia and Moldova could and should be advanced. 
6. Russian Dimensions

6.1. The Elephant and the Bear

The image of the Russian bear has been long established in the European mind, as 19th century newspaper cartoons remind us. The 20th century experience of the Soviet Union sustained the idea of a huge, threatening and wild presence in the north. 

On the other hand a corresponding image of contemporary Western Europe hardly exists, beyond the old collection of lions, cocks and eagles, which represented the 19th century great powers. For the new Europe the elephant might now to be promoted into this noble role, representing the European Union (EU) in particular. The image can be plausibly explained. It is even bigger than the bear, but is readily domesticated and has a placid character. It moves slowly but with great weight. It sometimes unintentionally tramples on smaller objects.

This animal imagery may help focus on the biggest uncertainty on the European landscape at the beginning of the 21st century: the cohabitation of the European elephant and the Russian bear.

More precisely, the objective here is to set out the concepts, paradigms and to some extent the ideologies that are at play in the evolution of the Wider Europe. This subject deserves prime attention alongside the EU's debate, officially launched at the Nice summit of December 2000, about the Future of Europe. The EU has in its own possessive way given this all-embracing name to the debate about the future of just the EU, which is indeed suggestive of the present EU mind-set. 

Discussion of these concepts is not just a theoretical exercise. There are huge divergences in the ways of thinking about the rules of the game on the large European playing field as between the EU and Russia. And these divergent ideas drive real political strategies. 

At the level of international relations theory, the primary divide is between those of realist and idealist persuasions (Chapter 2). This divide is seen in practice, with Russia obviously more in the former category and the EU in the latter, with the US oscillating somewhere in between depending on the president in office. This divide is also found in the distinction between the modern and post-modern state, with Russia and the US in the former category and the EU more in the latter. It is seen again in the EU’s preference for milieu goals, versus Russia’s preference for possession goals, in relation to their respective near abroads. 

The ideological cleavages are accompanied by huge structural asymmetries between the EU and Russia. Their respective strengths and weaknesses are complete opposites. The EU, already 376 million people, will reach 585 million with its 13 applicants for accession, compared to Russia of 145 million, or the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) of 280 million. This difference becomes multiplied in the size of the economies, with the present EU economy around 20 times larger than that of Russia. Similarly, the quality of legal order, civil society and political reputation is hugely different. 

Russia’s nuclear ballistic missile arsenal, however, is about ten times that of France and the UK combined. This nuclear weaponry may be largely irrelevant and therefore useless in the context of any foreseeable European scenario, except that it appears to continue to exercise some psychological influence on foreign policy-makers. In particular, it sustains Russia’s self-image and ambitions as a great power. More usefully, Russia is a huge energy exporter, whereas the EU is the importer; at least this seems to be a stable equilibrium of mutual dependence.

The EU has not yet become a full actor in international relations at a level commensurate with its economic and political strengths. It lacks strategic agility, or actorness, in the sense of the ability to project its underlying strengths swiftly and effectively. Its diplomacy is limited by a still embryonic military back-up, and a high degree of intergovernmentalism and sluggish committee processes in foreign policy-making.
 Russia on the other hand has the qualities of actorness – as a permanent UN Security Council member, with an ability to order rapid deployment of its troops (for example, the dash to the Pristina airport in 1999) – and demonstrates a will to play its energy, military and political cards together, at least in its near abroad.  

These discrepancies – between the EU’s economic and political strengths on the one hand and its limited actorness in foreign policy on the other – are likely to diminish over time. Fundamentals will prevail in the end. The EU will gradually learn to project its strengths in international relations, and Russia's ambitions will move into line with its diminished strengths. 

In evaluating actual trends in the evolving map of Europe, two opposing paradigms may be contrasted, the common European home versus a Europe of two empires (Chapter 3). At one stage after the fall of the Berlin Wall, the idea of the common European home attracted a lot of support in political speeches, with many international organisations willing to act as the implementing agencies. However it has become apparent at the level of actual political trends that the Europe of two empires has more energy in it, even if the EU shows itself to be a reluctant empire. 

Ideological cleavages have also emerged in Borderland Europe, meaning the territories that lie between the enlarging EU and Russia, or of their overlapping peripheries (Chapter 4). At the level of political paradigms, for these regions riddled with ethno-political tensions and conflicts, the opposition is between the nationalising state and fuzzy statehood.  In its mildest form, the nationalising state means the assimilation of minorities, and, in its most extreme and aggressive form, ethnic cleansing. The alternative is for multi-ethnic communities to fit into complex, multi-tiered political structures, such as are typically found in West European resolutions of ethnic tensions or conflicts. This means compromises under the heading fuzzy statehood. 

The regions of Borderland Europe fall into several categories:

· integrating peripheries: states that aspire to integrate with one or the other of the two empires;

· divided peripheries: states that are divided between Western and Eastern orientations and are looking towards both empires at the same time; and

· overlapping peripheries: entities where communities from one of the empires finds itself marooned or enclaved within the other empire.

Each of these situations calls for a distinct political strategy (Chapter 5). Several model actions may now be discerned, and become trends shaping the evolving map of the wider Europe. 

For the integrating peripheries, in the short run partial or virtual membership of one or other of the empires may be possible. This means a substantial application of the empire's policies in the peripheral entity, falling short however of full political membership, at least for some time.

For the regions beset by conflict, the stability pact approach has been developed, meaning a comprehensive action by the international community to support conflict resolution and regional cooperation.

For regions that have a natural geographical and historical identity, but find themselves divided between EU members, EU candidates and non-EU candidates, the cooperative regionalism approach seems to be gaining ground. 

Finally, as between the two empires, strategic partnership becomes the name of the game. Given their asymmetries and ideological differences, it is not yet easy to give this strong content. It will take time. But time supplies events that reshape the context. 11 September 2001 is one such epoch-making event, immediately raising anti-terrorist cooperation to the top of the US-EU-Russia agenda, becoming a major new component of strategic partnership. As this agenda develops there should be a convergence of ideologies, a learning-by-doing process. Part of the content of the strategic partnership may be found in cooperative strategies adopted in relation to the divided and overlapping peripheries of their near abroads. In this way the idea of the common European home may be reconstructed and rehabilitated.

6.2 ‘Russia first’ strategy – its Rise and Fall?

While the EU’s relations with Russia and its CIS partners are less developed than with the EU’s other neighbours, relations with Russia have arguably developed faster and become more substantial than EU relations with the other countries of the CIS. This ‘Russia first’-strategy has been criticised by some analysts and CIS diplomats as being based more on old-fashioned realpolitik than a sober assessment of the relative progress of the transition process in Russia and other CIS states and their respective aspirations vis-à-vis the EU. Relations with CIS countries other than Russia are thus seen as a function of policy towards Russia, rather than being developed on their own merit.
 

Differentiation between the countries of the CIS was initiated in the early 1990s, evident initially in the scope and timing of the bilateral Partnership and Co-operation Agreements negotiated with all the former Soviet Republics. The PCA’s with Russia, Ukraine and Moldova were in particular being more extensive than the PCA’s with the countries of the South Caucasus and Central Asia.
 The PCA with Russia was in December 1997 the first PCA to enter into force, followed by similar agreements with Ukraine and Moldova in 1998. 

The process of differentiation in EU policy towards the CIS members continued in the second half of the 1990s, with relations with Russia developing faster and more extensively than with countries like Ukraine and Moldova. Russia was the subject of the first Common Strategy in June 1999, followed by Ukraine later in 1999. No Common Strategies were developed for the other CIS countries. As part of the Northern Dimension initiative, Russia became in 2001 the first CIS country in which the European Investment Bank was allowed to operate. In 2002, Russia was accorded so-called market economy status, which as of 2005 has not yet been accorded to Ukraine. Russia was among the first countries in the world with an agreement with Europol, with which no other CIS countries currently have contractual arrangements for co-operation. In November 2003, Russia became the first country of the CIS to join the Bologna process on higher education.
 In Autumn 2004, Russia was the first CIS country with which the EU initiated negotiations on visa facilitation, following the successful conclusion of bilateral agreements with certain EU member states.
 The institutionalised political dialogue is also more extensive with Russia, notably at the highest level. Biannual summits take place between the EU and Russia, yearly summits with Ukraine, while the other CIS states do not meet with the EU at the highest political level. 

There are some exceptions to this ‘Russia first’-strategy. In the field of justice and home affairs, for instance, relations have arguably been developed further with Ukraine, with which the EU has an extensive Action Plan on co-operation in the field of justice and home affairs, than with Russia, with which the EU has an Action Plan limited to combatting Organised Crime. Furthermore, Russia does not participate in EU initiatives in energy and transport such as the INOGATE and TRACECA programmes created in the early to mid-1990s, both of which include most other CIS states. This was however due to Russian unwillingness to join, and does not detract substantially from the overall assessment that whereas relations with Russia and the CIS is the least developed relations in EU neighbourhood policy, Russia has so far been the privileged partner of the EU in the CIS. 

The Decoupling of Russia: the European Neighbourhood Policy

EU policy towards the ‘post-Soviet space’ has undergone an overhaul in recent years through the creation of the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP). First known as the ‘New Neighbours’ initiative in early 2002, it was primarily focused on Ukraine, Moldova and Belarus. Its geographic scope was broadened in late 2002 to cover also Russia and the Southern Mediterranean and renamed the ‘Wider Europe’ initiative. The first detailed proposals from the Commission were released in March 2003, followed by consultations on future bilateral Action Plans – the principal instrument of the ENP –initiated in late 2003. Negotiations on the first seven Action Plans were concluded in Autumn 2004, and became operational from early 2005.

Russia is the only country invited to participate in the new initiative that has declined to take part. Russia was early on sceptical to the ENP, preferring instead to develop bilaterally the four common spaces.
 According to Special Representative of Russia to the EU Sergei Yastremshembsky, the ENP was inappropriate for EU-Russia relations since “no other EU neighbour had relations as intense as Russia.”
 
This decoupling of EU policy towards Russia from its policy towards the Western members of the CIS has been accompanied by a growing EU engagement with the CIS members now covered by the ENP. Over the last few years, the EU has launched a series of initiatives in Moldova, particularly related to the frozen conflict in Transnistria.
 EU engagement with the ENP partners in the South Caucasus has also grown in recent times, although perhaps less conspicuously than in Moldova, most significantly through the inclusion of the three countries of the region in the ENP in June 2004. Most recently, the EU looks set to get further engaged also in Belarus, providing support for independent radio broadcast from autumn 2005.

The End of the ‘Russia first’ strategy? The Action Plans and the Road Maps

EU neighbourhood policy currently consists of three main strategies: the enlargement process, the European Neighbourhood Policy and the four ‘common spaces’ with Russia. The EU’s principal priority in its neighbourhood policy remains enlargement even after the accession of ten new members in May 2004. There are now eight acknowledged candidates for EU membership at different stages in the process. As in previous EU enlargements, the pre-accession phase will include the gradual integration of the candidates with the EU as these countries adopt EU rules and policies. 
The second EU neighbourhood strategy - the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) – is also likely to receive considerable attention and resources in the coming years. The process is already well underway. The first seven bilateral Action Plans  - the principal instrument of the ENP – were adopted in the first half of 2005, while preparations for Action Plans with a further five ENP partners, including the three countries of South Caucasus was initiated in the second half of 2005. Five of the first seven Action Plans are with Southern Mediterranean partners.
 More importantly for Russia, the ENP is also progressing with the Eastern CIS neighbours. The first ENP Action Plans to be adopted in February 2005 were the ones with Ukraine and Moldova. The EU showed in early 2005 its readiness to continue to accelerate EU engagement with these countries, through a 10-point plan of “additional measures to further develop and enrich” the Action Plan with Ukraine following the Orange Revolution,
 and the decision to appoint an EU Special Representative to Moldova as well as to establish a Commission delegation in Moldova.

The ENP Action Plans are similar in structure and in many cases also substance to the Road Maps for the four common spaces. There are however, important differences, a prominent one of which is the relative absence of political conditionality in the Road Maps. The ENP Action Plans contain long detailed lists of political criteria on issues such as democracy, rule of law and human rights, to be fulfilled in order to move “from co-operation to integration” and further deepen bilateral relations. Apart from the brief preamble in the Road Map on the Common Space of Freedom, Security and Justice there are only scattered references to ‘common values’ in the other Road Maps. In contrast with the ENP Action Plans, where there are numerous references to upcoming elections in Moldova and Ukraine, upcoming parliamentary and presidential elections in Russia in late 2007 and early 2008 are not mentioned in the Road Maps.  

The Action Plans and the Road Maps also differ on economic issues. First, the PCAs with all of these three states call for eventual free trade. This goal is reiterated in the Action Plans, but is not mentioned in the Road Maps. Implementation of PCA provisions feature prominently in the economic sections in the Action Plans with Moldova and Ukraine. There are only two references to the PCA in the entire 18 page Road Map for the Common Economic Space.
 Legislative approximation and regulatory convergence feature prominently in both the Action Plans and the Road Maps. But whereas it is explicitly stated that this entails convergence towards EU rules and standards and/ or international standards in the Action Plans, the Road Maps are not clear on this. While there are a few references to international standards and agreements, EU rules and standards are not mentioned at all. Thus is the notion of a partnership “on the basis of equality” maintained, as repeatedly called for by Russian officials and experts.

The question of the fate of the three PCA’s upon their expiry in 2007-2008 is addressed in the Action Plans with Ukraine and Moldova, reinforced in the former by the ‘additional measures’ adopted in February 2005, which call for a new upgraded agreement to replace the PCA in 2008. The Action Plans are also peppered with references to the PCA. The PCA between the EU and Russia is sparsely noted in the Road Maps, and the question of its expiry in December 2007 is not mentioned at all. While experts have noted the question for some time, the two parties did not seem to have raised the issue at the highest level until the May 2005 summit.
 

In sum, the Road Maps for the four common spaces are indeed a “weaker and fuzzier” derivative of the ENP Action Plans.

The changes in EU priorities vis-à-vis the former Soviet Union implied by the differences between the Road Maps and the Action Plans – away from a ‘Russia first’ strategy towards equidistance in the short term followed by closer relations between the EU and Europeanising states such as Ukraine, Moldova and Georgia in the medium term – have been apparent in the allocation of EU economic assistance for some time. Russia’s share of Tacis funding has been gradually reduced during the Putin presidency, to a large extent due to increased aid to Ukraine and other Western NIS (see table below). 
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It is also seen in the EU Council decision in February to allocate up to 50% of the total loans made available from the European Investment Bank (EIB) to the CIS to Ukraine, as one of the “additional measures” adopted together with the EU-Ukraine Action Plan in response to the Orange Revolution. Until now, Russia has been the only CIS country to which the EIB was allowed to provide loans. 

This is a reflection of what appears to be a more fundamental change in EU policy towards the entire ‘post-Soviet space’. EU policy is gradually shifting in line with domestic changes in the CIS, developing closer relations with those CIS countries that are Europeanising through political and economic reform than with those moving in towards more authoritarian systems. There is a notable correlation between the state of political and economic freedom and amounts of EU aid in per capita terms to the CIS. The most ‘free’ countries such as Moldova, Ukraine and Armenia received significantly greater amounts than more authoritarian regimes such as in Central Asia and Belarus (see charts below and Annex for the precise numbers). The latter were indeed the only countries to receive less EU assistance than Russia during 1995-2002.
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This trend is likely to continue as the EU member states (eventually) agree on the next EU budget, the Financial Perspective for 2007-2013. The EU has promised significant increases in economic assistance under the ENP, and the Commission initially proposed that the assistance provided to the ENP partners be doubled over the term of the financial perspective.
 A fierce battle among the member states – between net contributors and net recipients, and between new and old member states – over the budget is underway. In the initial proposals from the Commission, the overall spending on external action would remain roughly stable over the period, a figure that was subsequently reduced significantly during the aborted negotiations among the member states in June 2005. Unless the EU is to considerably reduce its assistance to developing countries and to the enlargement process, both of which seem unlikely, this makes it highly likely that Russia will receive less assistance from the EU for the foreseeable future, surely in relative terms as a share of the total EU external action budget, but most likely also in absolute terms.
 
6.3. Four Common Spaces and the Proliferation of the Fuzzy

On the 10th May the EU and Russian signed at Summit level in Moscow four ‘roadmap’ documents on the for the Common Economic Space, the Common Space of Freedom, Security and Justice, the Common Space of External Security, and the Common Space on Research, Education and Culture. This was the culmination of a year’s work since the May 2003 Summit that decided in principle to create the four spaces as a long-term project. It was intended also to give new momentum to the relationship, after seeing that the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement of 1994 had not become a motor for anything very substantial, while the subsequent phase in [2000] of swapping Common Strategy documents also led nowhere in particular. 

Does this new attempt to give structure and momentum to the relationship do something more substantial? Does it mark a new era in the relationship? Does it bear any relationship to the massive symbolism on display in Moscow the day before, as world leaders joined in the celebration of the 60th anniversary of the end of World War II?

Maybe not so many people will read the 49 pages of the official texts defining the four common spaces. Some may set out with good intentions, but discover that the first objective reads:

“Development of harmonized and compatible standards, regulations and conformity assessment procedures, where appropriate, including through enhanced regulatory dialogue and cooperation between responsible institutions and a reinforcement of the institutional capacities”.

The normal citizen will close the book at this point. However the really determined scholar will march on through the texts, searching for the essence with unfailing discipline. He discovers that it goes on and on like this, with almost 400 bulleted action points, where the action is mostly phrased in terms of ‘cooperation’ or ‘dialogue’, the becoming the ultimate Euro-Russki diplomatic-bureaucratic borsch. Some among the 400 are precisely operational - to say there were none would be to go too far. But the main message is this: the EU and Russia are still in a state of profound mutual ambiguity. They know that they have to try to make the best of living together in the same European home, but do not yet know how to do it. The partners seem to parody the old Soviet joke from the workplace in the factory: “We pretend to work, and they pretend to pay us”. The Euro-Russki variant it seems to go like this: “We pretend to be converging on common European values, and they pretend to be helping us do so”.

But let us do our homework seriously. After all the two parties spent two years in allegedly tough negotiations. For the EU Presidency prime minister Junker said: “Today we have reached agreement on the 4 spaces, including the most difficult elements”. President Putin said: “I want to emphasize that this result was achieved through hard work together and an ability to reach mutually beneficial compromises. This work was not easy. Our European partners displayed their best qualities as negotiators and as people who had their sights firmly on getting results”. 

The Common Economic Space is the longest. It proceeds through the standard agenda of all EU negotiations with its accession candidates and other neighbours and association partners: industrial standards, competition and public procurement policies, investment climate and enterprise policy, cross-border cooperation, financial services, accounting standards and statistics, agriculture and forestry, customs procedures, transport and telecommunications networks, energy, space, environment. There is to be cooperation and dialogue everywhere. But there is not a single mention of the words ‘free trade’, even as a long-term objective. Since EU imports from Russia are mainly tariff-free oil and gas, the implication is that Russia is not ready to discuss free trade. Russian industrial lobbies are fiercely protectionist, and EU lobbies are the same in the few industries where Russia has competitive strength, such as metallurgy and chemicals. While there is a liberal use of the terms harmonization and convergence, the texts are evasive on who is harmonising or converging on who. Russia’s proud insistence on the principle of’ being ‘equal partners’ seems to have made it impossible to use explicit references to EU law, which leaves the substance on the long catalogue of technical standards and regulatory norms hanging in the air. 

The Common Space of Freedom, Security and Justice is also subject of a long and detailed text. The common commitments made towards combating international crime, drug trafficking and terrorism have a more vivid content. This second space is sprinkled with quite numerous points for concrete cooperation between Russian security agencies and the growing number of EU agencies, such as Europol, Eurojust and the Anti-Terrorism special representative. Here the EU and Russia face common threats, and so the search for useful cooperation can proceed.   

Special mention has to be made of the preamble, which contains a brief symbolic reference to adherence to common values of democracy, rule of law and human rights. A main point about the four common spaces is they are lacking precisely what for the EU should be the most fundamental space of all – that for democracy. The contrast has to be made with the new Action Plans of the European Neighbourhood Policy, all of which give pride of place to democracy, the rule of law and human rights, with comprehensive and detailed action points is this sector. The de-democratising Russia of President Putin manifestly could not embark on negotiations on a common space of democracy. Yet the EU could not ignore the subject. Result: token inclusion of a few lines in this Common Space for Freedom, Security and Justice. 

Russia was a demandeur under this second space for facilitating the movement of peoples, aiming in the long run at visa-free travel with the EU. This led to substantial negotiations, with the EU demanding for its part a strengthening of Russia’s border management, starting with its proper demarcation, which is not yet done with Latvia. The EU’s second demand is for a re-admission agreement, according to which Russia should agree to accept back on its territory any person who had illegally entered the EU from Russia. This presents a serious problem for Russia, given its vast and porous Asian frontiers. There was no conclusion yet to these negotiations, so the texts had to stay with remarks about continuing parallel negotiations on visa facilitation and re-admission. There were frank remarks by President Putin at the press conference in this context: “The Russian Federation has to do a lot. We cannot make excessive requirements to our partners until our neighbours and we have resolved border problems and until we have handled all readmission issues raised by our European partners”. 

The Common Space of External Security was potentially the most interesting innovation. The agendas for cooperation over terrorism and non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction are quite rich. 

However in the field of crisis management it is disappointing. There is a reference to ‘dialogue and cooperation in the settlement of regional conflicts, inter alia in regions adjacent to EU and Russian borders’. This language had been the subject of long and sensitive negotiations, the EU initially advancing the language of ‘common neighbourhood’, which was too much for Russia’s proprietary attitudes towards its ‘near abroad’. The EU presidency’s press release talks explicitly about the frozen conflicts of Transniestria, Abkhazia, South Ossetia and Nagorno Karabakh, but the official text could not go beyond the ‘adjacent regions’ in general. It had been inferred in the press from remarks by President Putin and Foreign Minister Lavrov in the weeks before the summit that Russia might be moving in some real sense towards cooperation over these frozen conflicts. But here easy diplomatic language has to be sorted out from harsh realities. The harsh realities are that Russia is militarily and politically protecting these secessionist regimes of Transnistria, Abkhazia and South Ossetia, whose leaderships are notoriously undemocratic and deeply engaged in illegal business activity. If Russia wanted to help resolve these conflicts it could, for example, welcome the apparent intentions now of Ukraine and Moldova to control illegal traffic across the Transnistrian frontier, and in the case of South Ossetia cooperate with Georgia over control of the single tunnel route from Russian Northern Ossetia into Georgian Southern Ossetia. But it does not do so, because its foreign policy remains dictated be old-fashioned conceptions of national interest (military presence dominates values such as the rule of law). In these circumstances the third common space about external security is with respect to crisis management is empty. Russia’s ruling elite appear not to have digested how costly this is for its political reputation - and therefore influence - in the whole of the wider European space.  

The fourth Common Space of Research, Education and Culture is seemingly the least political and most practical. It is all about two broad activities, first the inclusion of Russian students and researchers in a variety of EU programmes, and secondly alignment of Russia on common European norms for educational standards. It can be argued, given the political inhibitions over really deeper integration between the EU and Russia for the time being, that this ‘academic space’ is even the most important. At least its time horizon is sound. It will doubtless take a generation or two for Russia and the EU to get really converge in terms of mindsets and political values perceived across society as a whole. The negotiators might have gone further in deciding a significant redeployment of EU Tacis resources in favour of educational initiatives such as scholarship, versus expensive technical assistance projects that have been extremely difficult to execute effectively. The document lists a plethora of education initiatives, yet it is not transparent what resources they are to profit from, or whether they amount to something important.           

The 400 unanswered questions actually boil down to just two. When and how may Russia really converge on modern European values? When and how is the EU going to make up its mind on the definition of its outer geographic and political contours?

Europe surely now enters a new episode in the post-Communist transition politics of virtually all of the European states of the former Soviet Union, except Russia. They all now have, or are being drawn towards a second attempt at true democratization, and withdrawal from Russia’s sphere of political domination. Russia tried in the last few years to make re-consolidation of the CIS space its foreign policy priority. Its clumsy methods were a big failure, even to the point of being counterproductive. Political Russia is not normatively attractive to its neighbours, and will not become so again until it is seen to embrace true democracy. The EU did less than nothing to organize this as a conspiracy. Even today the EU’s policies towards Ukraine and Georgia have traces of deference to Russia, at least on the part of some old member states. Will Ukraine’s Orange revolution actually succeed? This is not yet quite clear at the level of government policy, but it does seem that civil society has made the big break. If Ukraine succeeds, one can wonder whether this might help lead Russian society and its political elite to conclude that the time has come for it too to resume the long march towards the modern world of advanced democracies. 

For the EU body politik there is also some sorting out to do, as illustrated in a recent article in Le Monde by a French philosopher
: 

 “ … the constitutional treaty … turns its back on a history, which it seems, was just a painful experience, and remains indefinitively extensible for its geography and its competences. This proliferation of the fuzzy is a manner of being for the European Union, and something which the Constitution … did not want to end … and which authorizes a ‘no’ vote [in the forthcoming French referendum over ratification of the Consitution]”. 

The European Union has manifestly not made up its mind between two visions: the ideal of an entirely democratic Europe, with a continuing process of enlargement for the accession of all European democracies, including notably in due course Turkey and Ukraine if they meet the standards, versus the consolidation of a more politically compact Europe - a Europe-puissance, and one maybe with a closer cultural Christian identity too. 

The four common spaces are indeed a manifestation of the ‘proliferation of the fuzzy’. They represent the outermost extension of the EU’s internal logic. The European Neighbourhood Policy, which Russia does not want to be covered by, is itself a weak and fuzzy derivative of the EU’s enlargement process. This neighbourhood policy is embracing the same comprehensive agenda of the EU’s internal policy competences and political values, but without the mega-incentive of accession. The four common spaces are now a weaker and fuzzier still derivative of the neighbourhood policy, giving only token attention to democracy and excluding explicit reference to EU norms as the reference for Russian-EU convergence. As a result the roadmaps are not really informing us where the EU and Russia are heading.    

An overall assessment might be as follows:

· The two sides were keen to have a positive outcome, in particular to stop the slide towards increasing mutual irritation of the recent period. So there was a set of agreed papers that could be given a spin of strategic content. One can agree there could have been worse outcomes. 

· However it is manifestly not true that the two parties reached agreement on the most difficult elements, and some press conference declarations (particularly those of the ephemeral EU presidency) are debased political discourse. 

· President Putin seems to have acknowledged that the EU had succeeded in setting the terms of engagement, with the four spaces negotiations effectively testing how far Russia could be brought into convergence with EU norms and values. But the answer to the ‘how far?’ question is an ambiguous ‘thus far, not far’. 

· Yet the EU is itself ambiguous. It has worked out for itself a well identified corpus of law, norms and values. But it does not have a well-defined model for exporting these beyond suggesting weak and fuzzy derivatives of the enlargement process, while it cannot afford to overextend the real enlargement process for vital, even existential reasons.    

· These two ambiguities look like dominating the EU-Russia relationship still for the foreseeable future. The four spaces are another exercise in a reasonably courteous management of ambiguity.  

6.4  A Russian View

Russia’s long-term strategy towards the EU and European integration. The participants of the workshop unanimously agreed that the main problem of Russia’s EU policy is the absence of a strategic vision concerning Russia’s place in the pan-European context.

The main conclusion and recommendation of the experts was as follows: Russia’s political class and society must choose a model for the country’s development and define a strategic goal for its relations with the EU.

The experts argue there are only two possible models:

1) Russia’s strategic integration with the EU which may result in its eventual accession to a new European Union; or

2) cooperation between two independent centres of power (each belonging to the community of developed democratic nations) that does not imply elements of formal integration, such as harmonisation of respective legislations, etc. (The community of developed nations can be defined as a ‘democratic community’, ‘Euro-Atlantic community’, or the ‘world centre’, etc.)

The experts did not discuss a model that Russia-EU relations may assume if Russia takes the path of stagnation, political degradation and disintegration.

The experts emphasised that, when choosing between the two variants, one must take into consideration that, if the present tendencies persist, including in Russia’s internal development, most (if not all) of the former Soviet republics in the western part of the ex-Soviet Union will integrate into the Euro-Atlantic military and political system within the next few years and will seek EU membership.

An overwhelming majority of the experts concluded that the process of the European Union’s continuing extension into the post-Soviet space cannot be stopped and should be viewed as an objective reality. In the future, the civilisational, military, political and economic divide may lie along the boundaries of Russia’s western areas. It must also be taken into account that a European Union of 2015 or, especially, 2030 will differ greatly, if not essentially, from the present Union. Russia must orient itself to the future, not present, EU.

A more acceptable scenario for the development of Russia’s relations with the EU. An overwhelming majority of the workshop participants agreed that maintaining the status quo in Russian-European relations – preserving the present model of cooperation and trying to overcome the latent crisis by letting things run their natural course – would be unacceptable.

The experts disagreed over what scenario for the further development would be advantageous to Russia. They agreed, however, that the choice of a specific model of interaction (a decision not to integrate into the EU; a decrease in the level and format of Russia-EU relations; or an upgrade to a higher level of integration) will depend on Russia’s strategic goal. If Russia builds its relations with the EU without having such a goal in mind, it will have to make ever-new unilateral concessions and its role will be reduced to merely reacting to the EU’s proposals.

Considering the possibility of the EU evolving toward a ‘common market plus’ model (instead of a quasi-federative state) and the interests of Russia’s modernisation, and provided Russia identifies itself as a European state, some of the experts recommended raising (theoretically) the issue of EU membership for Russia, thus elevating Russia-EU relations to a higher level of integration. They also proposed that Moscow enter into negotiations with Brussels for the replacement of the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement with an Association Agreement.

There are several reasons for this proposal. First, Russia is economically dependent on the European Union. Second, among Russia’s foreign-policy partners and neighbours, the European Union is the most predictable, civilised and attractive. Third, Russia’s acute demographic crisis, together with its increasing lag behind the advanced countries in terms of technological progress, will inevitably reduce its role as an independent global centre of power. Therefore, according to some of the experts, Russia’s most rational, pragmatic and successful decision would be to end its unrealistic claims of being an absolutely independent ‘pole’ and assume a steady rapprochement with the European Union.

However, a majority of the experts who share the view that the most advantageous policy for Russia would be to nurture its relations with the EU, believe that drafting a Treaty of Association at this point in time would be premature. Russia should waive the present format of its relations with the EU and proceed to deeper integration in two stages.

Russia-EU relations have been hit by a crisis of confidence and systemic differences, which prevents raising these relations to a higher integration level at once. Besides, such a decision would be ineffective considering the peculiarities of the present political regime in Russia, as well as the need for the European Union to ‘digest’ its 10 new members (plus Bulgaria and Romania) and to carry out an institutional reform. Now when the EU’s Russia policy is aimed at wresting economic and political concessions from Russia and at extending European (not international) legislation to Russian soil, attempts to raise the issue of upgrading Russia-EU relations would not be taken seriously and may result in increased pressure from Brussels.

Therefore, as an intermediate measure, Russia could revise its relations with the EU, removing any elements that does not meet Russia’s objective interests.

First, any reference to integration must be temporarily removed from Russia-EU relations, in particular those references that demand the extrapolation of EU legislation to Russian soil. Russia’s priority must be its adaptation to international, as opposed to European, legislation through accession to the World Trade Organisation. Once Russia’s legal norms are brought into line with international standards, Russia will be able to bring its relations with the EU to a higher integration level.

Second, Russia and the EU should draft and sign a new treaty that would provide for close economic and political relations between the two mutually independent economic and political actors on the world stage.

Third, relations with the European Union, which now dominate Russia’s foreign policy agenda, should be temporarily given a less significant place in the hierarchy of Russia’s foreign-policy priorities. The experts believe this move will help Russia and the European Union to achieve a higher level of integration in the future, as they will proceed not from the present negative state of affairs in their mutual relations but from a relatively clean sheet. Besides, it will be in line with the EU’s rhetoric with regard to Russia, which Brussels describes as its ‘strategic partner’ along with the United States, Japan, China and India.

Some of the workshop participants insisted that lessening the significance of Russia-EU relations, together with the removal of integration references, must mark a final, rather than intermediate format and model of these relations. These experts argued that proceeding to a higher level of integration would make sense only if it results in full-scale EU membership, whereas intermediate stages would actually repeat the present format of Russia-EU relations, with its shortcomings. Following their logic, full-scale EU membership (even if it evolves into a ‘common market plus’ model) would damage the long-term interests of Russia as a global player. Besides, Russia and the EU are rivals in some areas of global politics, such as the future of the post-Soviet space and relations with the United States. Finally, Russia’s mentality and political culture prevent it from accepting the idea of becoming ‘one of numerous leaders’ inside the European Union.

However, the experts expressing this point of view were in the minority; the majority of the experts believe that in the medium term and, particularly, in the long term, Russia will not be able to handle the task of becoming an independent centre of power in the global system, while siding with other centres of power (for example, China) would be either unrealistic or simply dangerous.

A ‘Russian Model’ of relations with the EU. The experts unanimously concluded that none of the present models of the EU’s relations with external partners (EU-US, ‘New Neighbourhood’, ‘Swiss’ or ‘Norwegian’ model, etc.) can be fully borrowed by Russia. Each of these models is based on a unique historical, economic, political and cultural platform and cannot mechanically be applied to Russia.

Of the various models of relations which the EU builds with its external partners, the least advantageous for Russia would be ‘integration without membership’. Such a model (used, for example, in the EU-Norway relations) would provide for the harmonisation of Russian and EU legislation, but would deny Russia the right to participate in the drafting process of EU legislation. The ‘Swiss’ model may be somewhat more acceptable, as it provides for borrowing only those EU norms and standards that the recipient country finds advantageous.

The participants in the workshop recommended studying thoroughly all existing models and borrowing only those that would meet Russia’s interests. The same relates to EU legislation – only those elements that are advantageous for Russia can be transferred onto Russian soil, including both those advantageous in themselves, and those advantageous for the development of relations with the EU.

An overwhelming majority of the experts agreed that any integration efforts on the part of Russia with regard to the EU will be successful only if it seeks to adopt a model of democracy that would be similar to that of the EU. But given the conditions of the present situation, when the elites of Russia and the European Union have different values and views, attempts to borrow individual elements of integration can only serve to aggravate the negative atmosphere.

The experts unanimously agreed that the main criterion for choosing positive elements of other models of the EU’s relations with external partners must be clarity with the final goal of Russia-EU relations – membership in the EU or intensive cooperation between two different actors.

The experts believe that, when choosing advantageous elements of cooperation with the EU, Moscow must take into account objective and subjective limitations imposed on the possible format of Russia-EU relations by the nature of the European Union and the logic of its functioning and interaction with external partners. When building a ‘Russian model’, Moscow must not only be guided by what is advantageous to it, but also by what the EU will really permit.

These limitations are as follows:

· the internal agenda of the European Union, which implies the need to adapt its new 10 members (plus Bulgaria and Romania);

· the European Union’s constant striving to enforce its own legislation and standards on third countries as a condition for cooperation; and

· the integrationist nature of the EU, which does not allow it to depart from the set of common standards and rules for fear of its own disintegration.

Russia can soften the effect of these limiting factors if it adapts to international (not European) legislation and standards in the economic, judicial and other spheres first.

The legal base of Russia-EU relations and the ‘Four Common Spaces’. The experts concluded that the concept of ‘four common spaces’ cannot be viewed as an adequate replacement for the Russia-EU Partnership and Cooperation Agreement of 1994. At the same time, there is a serious threat that these ‘spaces’, rather than a new treaty, will serve as the basis of Russia-EU relations in the future. From a legal point of view, the concept of ‘four common spaces’ is beyond the juridical conceptual vocabulary. From the point of view of political relations, the content of Russia’s and the European Union’s joint ‘road maps’ does not bring Moscow any serious additional dividends.

Therefore, a majority of the experts proposed that official Russian bodies should not hurry with the drafting of joint Russia-EU documents on the ‘common spaces’. They agreed that the main driving force behind the continued efforts in this field is the administrative and negotiating inertia on both parts, as well as the fear that a pause in the dialogue would increase the atmosphere of mutual mistrust. There are serious apprehensions that introducing additional irritating factors into Russia-EU relations would threaten the impermissibly small positive agenda of the parties.

A majority of the experts (80%) believe that the incompletion of the work on joint documents concerning the ‘four common spaces’ would not be an obstacle to continued cooperation with the European Union in individual areas or for the conclusion of a new major treaty with the EU. Moreover, the work on the ‘four spaces’ would only create a false impression of progress in bilateral relations and would thus undermine stimuli for creating and implementing specific projects.

In the opinion of an overwhelming majority of the experts, Russia should refrain from signing any binding agreements with the European Union for the next two to three years. Russia should explain to its European partners that, given the present circumstances and taking into consideration the need to draft a new Russia-EU treaty, the parties should not hurry to conclude individual agreements – and even less so a ‘package’ of documents – on the ‘four spaces’.

Besides, the European Commission will, most likely, try to fix Moscow’s unilateral concessions through formal agreements. If, however, Russia does decide to sign documents with the EU, these should be limited to ‘agreements on strategic intent’. Further concessions would hit Russian society with the ‘Gorbachev-Kozyrev syndrome’ of the late 1980s-early 1990s when Moscow’s ‘at-your-service’ policy towards the West engendered resentment within the society. This resentment is still complicating development of constructive Russia-West relations.

The negotiations on the ‘common spaces’ should be re-directed towards the preparation of a new ‘major’ treaty between Russia and the EU, which must replace the 1994 PCA. Already now Russia should build an internal mechanism to draft its own variant of a new fundamental document.

This is particularly important as it will help increase Moscow’s initiative in its contacts with the European Union; until now, Moscow has only reacted to Commission-prepared projects. Russia should draft and propose its own variant of a new ‘major’ treaty with the EU for the period after 2007, as well as drafts of agreements on individual areas of cooperation and specific projects.

The experts repeatedly emphasised that the content and nature of a new treaty must be determined not by the need for ‘rapprochement’ or as a result of administrative inertia, but by Russia’s final goal in its relations with the EU. The formulation of a clear goal must precede the drafting of the treaty, and not vice versa. Russia’s goal with regard to the EU will determine whether the new treaty will be, say, a Treaty of Association or a less significant agreement that will not provide for any serious integration.

Russia’s trade and economic relations with the EU and Russia’s accession to the WTO. A majority of the experts agreed that Russia should diversify its exports and seek new markets. The growth of Russia’s aggregate exports must not depend solely on the situation in the EU market, which is already saturated with goods and services. At the same time, the EU is the most probable source of foreign direct investment in the Russian economy, which is required to develop new industries, improve ecological and technological culture and enter promising export markets.

Russia can increase its competitiveness by developing a transcontinental transport infrastructure. In this respect, Russia must revise its approach to transportation issues, which are now linked to the problems of national security only. The construction of new railroads, air navigation and air traffic control systems and the modernisation of existing ones, the construction of modern transit airports and the preservation of compensatory payments for non-stop flights along the promising trans-Siberian route are important steps in this direction.

Some of the experts recommended considering the ecological aspect of Russia’s trade with the EU. In the near future, environmental protection requirements will become a mighty weapon in the hands of the European Union, and Russia must be ready for that. It must forestall possible accusations against itself of ecological/social dumping.

Russia should take advantage of the completion of the WTO negotiations to address specific problems, such as relations in the post-Soviet space; the Kaliningrad issue; the drafting of a new Russia-EU treaty; and the future of the concept of ‘four common spaces’. Earlier, the need to sign the WTO protocol forced Russia to make concessions to the EU which occasionally linked one issue or another to the WTO accession issue. Now that this ‘sword of Damocles’ has been removed, Russian negotiators have gained more freedom of action. Besides, if the negotiations on the ‘common spaces’ are re-directed into the context of the preparation of a new Russia-EU treaty, the new agenda will have to be filled with specific projects instead of mere declarations.

Addressing problems associated with the Kaliningrad issue. According to an overwhelming majority of the experts (95%), the solution of the problem of transit and free travel between Kaliningrad and the rest of Russia is impossible without solving the problem of free travel between Russia and the European Union as a whole. The conclusion of a special treaty that would make special exceptions to the Schengen Agreement and abolish transit visa is ruled out.

Improving the performance of Russian official bodies interacting with the EU. In the unanimous opinion of the workshop participants, Russian official bodies engaged in routine interaction with the EU need to seriously improve the quality of their work. This can be done by increasing their personnel and funds, improving the personnel’s professional skills, implementing structural changes and better coordinating Russia’s EU policy.
Several experts proposed consolidating negotiation resources in one of the existing agencies or – in the long term – within the framework of a special agency on EU affairs. This move would help remove many of the problems caused by the lack of coordination of Russia’s position. Also, it would deny the Commission the possibility to push through its own decisions due to the lack of coordination among various Russian agencies.

The experts proposed that Russia’s Foreign Ministry should act as the coordinating agency for the transition period; this ministry boasts highly skilled negotiators and has rich experience in conducting multilateral negotiations. At the same time, other Russian ministries that are now engaged in dialogue with the EU must play their roles too. Their representatives must be involved in the coordination of positions within the framework of interdepartmental committees and in ad hoc working groups.

The establishment of ad hoc working groups was mentioned as a possible intermediate form of interaction. The experts spoke highly of the US experience in this field, which implies strict subordination of such a group to a higher governmental official with a sufficient scope of powers. The experts expressed doubts, however, that this system would work in Russia, given the present lack of efficiency and problematic administrative culture of the state apparatus.

If none of the existing government agencies is assigned the role of coordinator with the EU, priority must be given to the establishment of a special agency that would coordinate efforts to work out and advance a single Russian position on all aspects of relations with the European Union. This agency should actively pool the expertise of the Russian expert community. In particular, the experts put forward the idea of creating a broad public Council on Russia-EU relations, which would assess their current relationship and propose new initiatives for furthering rapprochement with the European Union.

Taking into account the increasing role of the European Parliament, it is important that Russia strengthen ties with it at the level of inter-parliamentary structures, public organisations and business associations. It is time for Russia to go beyond the framework of the existing inter-parliamentary dialogue and proceed to direct representation of Russian interests in the European Parliament. The experts also proposed establishing ad hoc committees (subcommittees) on Russia-EU relations at Russia’s Federal Assembly, as is done in many other countries.

Considering the acute shortage of specialists in EU affairs, which threatens the key interests of Russia and its national security, the experts spoke in favour of introducing special bonuses to encourage such specialists to work for government agencies.

On the whole, the experts expressed their dissatisfaction with the existing system of managing relations with the EU but failed to reach agreement on ways to improve this situation. The experts pointed out differences among government agencies.

Increasing the role of private businesses. The participants in the workshop unanimously favoured strengthening the participation of Russia’s business circles in implementing practical moves with regard to the European Union and in protecting Russia’s economic interests in Brussels. To this end, clear-cut ‘rules of the game’ (distribution of powers) must be established in cooperation between Russian official bodies and private businesses.

New modern mechanisms for advancing Russia’s economic interests in relations with the EU must be created on the basis of coordination and mutual support of private and state structures. This can be achieved through more active interaction of the business community with Russia’s official representation at the European Union, more active involvement of EU legal structures, and creation of its own infrastructure for influencing the decision-making process in the European Union. Also, Russian businesses and government agencies must use the Russian expert community in this field on a larger scale and promote its consolidation. To this end, the workshop participants proposed that Russian businesses invest in efforts to improve knowledge about the European Union in Russia.

The Russian business community must intensify efforts to establish its representation with a powerful analytical and legal potential in Brussels. Also, requests for analytical research should be submitted to Russian scientific and educational centres that still have groups of specialists in EU affairs.

Improving the knowledge about the EU. The participants in the workshop unanimously agreed that Russia must urgently adopt a state programme for studying the European Union. Emphasis in these efforts must be placed not on purely theoretical studies, as is done in Russian academic institutes or institutions of higher education (the description of the European Union’s institutions and its history), but on the study of all practical EU mechanisms – most importantly, European law – and on the training of experts in EU affairs, both in Russia and abroad. Applied knowledge of this kind will help Russian representatives to defend and promote Russia’s interests and positions in a competent way.
The experts supported the idea of establishing a European College at the Moscow State Institute of International Relations, but agreed that this proposal is insufficient for achieving the above goals. More important is the mass education of Russian students and young specialists at European colleges and universities, as well as the establishment of specialised courses in Russia, involving Russian professors. The programme of training young specialists in EU affairs could become the subject of a special agreement 

with the European Union. Russia and the EU might jointly allocate funds for this purpose.

In the opinion of all the participants in the workshop, training of Russian specialists at educational institutions and government agencies of the European Union would provide them with unique knowledge and experience. It would give them an opportunity to understand how it feels to be in the shoes of a European bureaucrat, while enabling them to establish personal contacts with officials of the European Commission and other European institutions. Besides, it would help establish network ties between young Russian elites and elites of other European countries. 

Public and civil society organisations that are establishing personal, professional and political ties with Europe are to be resolutely encouraged and supported.
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� 	The difference between Association Agreements and Trade and Co-operation agreements is mainly one of internal EU procedures, and not the scope of commitments made. Association agreements are based on Article 310 of the Treaty of Nice and require unanimity in the Council. Trade and co-operation agreements are based on Article 133 and require only a qualified majority in the Council. In spite of the connotations of closer relations in the term ‘association’, there is not necessarily a difference in substance between agreements concluded in accordance with Article 310 and those concluded on the basis of Article 133.


� This section is taken from Michael Emerson, The Black Sea as Epicentre of the After-Shocks of the EU’s Earthquake, CEPS Policy Brief No. 79, July 2005.


� Serbia-Montenegro is a member state of the Black Sea Economic Cooperation organization (BSEC).  


� Alexei Makarin, Centre for Political Technologies, Moscow, RIA Novosti, 7 June. 


� “Russia-EU Relations: The present situation and prospects”, report of a group of experts chaired by Sergei Karaganov.


� Michael Emerson, “EU-Russia – Four Common Spaces and the Proliferation of the Fuzzy”, CEPS Policy Brief No 71, May 2005.


� Norway through its membership of the European Economic Area (EEA) is fully compliant with EU internal market law, and has full market access; it is also member of the Schengen area for the movement of persons and visa policies. Switzerland is largely but not fully member of the EU internal market, and has in June decided by referendum to join the Schengen area.  


� For a detailed presentation see M. Emerson, ‘The Wider Europe Matrix”, CEPS, 2004; and for an updated account, ‘European Neighbourhood Policy – Strategy of Placebo’, CEPS Working Paper No 215, November 2004, available at www.ceps.be. 


� This would be used especially for the European partner states, whereas the southern partner states already have the heavily branded Euro-Mediterranean Partnership (or Barcelona process). For the Mediterranean the current neighbourhood policy is only adding a bilateral dimension to this pre-existing policy. Yet much confusion is created, and time taken in explaining that the neighbourhood policy is an additional layer of Barcelona policy not a replacement. 


� Fabrizio Tassinari, “Mare Europaeum: Baltic Sea Region Security and Cooperation from post-Wall to post-Enlargement Europe”, Institute of Political Science, University of Copenhagen, 2004. 


� A comprehensive account of Black Sea cooperative initiatives to date is given by Mustafa Aydin in “Europe’s New Region: The Black Sea in the Wider Europe Neighbourhood”, Southeast European and Black Sea Studies, Vol 5, Issue 2, May 2005. 


� A thorough report on “NATO’s Role in the NIS Area” has recently been published by the Centre for Eastern Studies, Warsaw, May 2005.  





� This section is taken from Michael Emerson et al, The Elephant and the Bear – The European Union, Russia and their ‘Near Abroads, CEPS paperback, 2001. 


� As an illustration of the huge task of endowing the EU's external policies with the quality of ‘actorness’, see European Council [2001]. 


� This section is taken from Marius Vahl, A Privileged Partnership? EU-Russian Relations in a Comparative Perspective, DIIS Working Paper, forthcoming.


� Sherr, 2002,  pp. 68-70; Pidluska, 2002,  p. 196; Vahl, 2002. 


� Only the PCA’s in the former group includes the prospect of a free trade agreement. See Tirr, 1997.


� The Bologna process was initiated in 1999, and now includes 40 countries (25 EU member states, the 8 current and prospective EU candidates in South East Europe, 6 EFTA and very small European states, and Russia).


� Agreements on simplified visa procedures for selected groups for longer-term stays were signed with German in December 2003, with Italy and France in June 2004, and with Cyprus in 2005. The Commission was authorised by the Council to negotiate simplified visa procedures with Russia in July 2004. 


� European Commission, 2003; European Commission, 2004. The latter accompanied by a set of Country Reports providing more detailed information on each ENP partner country.  


� See e.g. statement by Russian Deputy Foreign Minister Chizov, Mission of RF to the EU Press Release No 32/03, November 11, 2003.


� Quoted in International Herald Tribune, 10 November 2004.


� Vahl, 2005. 


� Israel, Jordan, Morocco, the Palestinian Authority and Tunisia. Action Plans with Egypt and Lebanon are to be developed in 2005. 


� Annex to the conclusions of the EU- Ukraine Cooperation Council of 21 February 2005. See also Marius Vahl, “Is Ukraine En Route to the Union?”, European Voice, 10 March 2004.


� The first reference calls for harmonisation of competition legislation and refers to the relevant PCA Article (53.2.2.), see section 1.4, p. 5 of the first Road Map. The second reference calls for the establishment of a mechanism for cooperation on space issues “in the framework of the PCA institutions,” see ibid. section 5, p. 17.


� See e.g. Vahl, 2004, Emerson, 2004,  Karaganov, 2005a, 2005b.


�  Emerson, 2005. 


� Emerson, 2004, Strategy or Placebo?, p. 5.


� Russia is set however to benefit from the ENP economic assistance through the new European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument. See European Commission, 2004b. 


� This section is taken from Michael Emerson, EU-Russia – Four common spaces and the Proliferation of the Fuzzy, CEPS Policy Brief No. 71, May 2005.


� Paul Thibaud, “Qui sont et ou sont les bons europeens?”, Le Monde, 11 May 2005. “ … le traité constitutionel … tourne le dos à une histoire qui ne fut, parait-il, qu’une expérience douloureuse, et reste indéfinement extensible, quant à sa géographie et ses competences. Cette prolifération du flou est une manière d’être de l’Union européenne, à quoi la Convention … n’a pas voulu mettre fin. … ce que permettrait un vote non ».   





� This extract if the concluding part of a report drawn up by a group of Russian experts: S. Karaganov, T. Bordachev, V. Guseinov, F. Lukyanov and D. Suslov, “Russia-EU Relations – the Present Situation and Prospects”, English translation published as CEPS Working Document N0 225, July 2005. 


� These are the publications from which the above texts are extracted. All can be freely down-loaded from � HYPERLINK "http://www.ceps.be" ��www.ceps.be�. Texts marked* exist in Russian language.





�This description is not altogether consistent with  the Contents pg.


�Some words are  missing here? 
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