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levels, to re-introduce a positive and forward-looking perspective for the next enlarge-

ments is fossilising into an attitude of immobility.

In addition to challenging circumstances within the EU, conditions inside the Union’s

(potential) candidate countries have not always been encouraging.

The pace of reforms has in fact been inadequate: in most, if not in all, of the current and
potential candidate countries, political and economic reforms have not proceeded as far as
they should. Alternatively, it may be argued that they have gone as far as they could, and

that in practice this has not been sufficient.

Furthermore, instability persists at the EU’s borders: the divided positions over
Kosovo, the relative isolation of Serbia and the fragile and dysfunctional structure of
Bosnia-Herzegovina, in addition to other economic and socio-political legacies of post-
communist and post-conflict transitions, continue to associate Southeast Europe with
regional instability. Similarly, Turkey’s borders with Syria, Iran, and whatever form Iraq
eventually develops into, obliges the EU to play a core role (and a more substantial one
than at present) in one of the world’s most volatile regions, which neighbours Europe.
Lukashenko’s regime in Belarus, Ukraine’s and Georgia’s tense relations with Russia, and
Moldova’s economic under-development mean that the EU’s eastern borders are still a

region in deep economic transition and political uncertainty.

Finally, high expectations and transition fatigue in neighbouring countries clash
with the inability or unwillingness of EU to enlarge further: the goal post of EU acces-
sion appears distant for (potential) candidate countries and therefore lacks the catalytic
capacity to push reforms forward, in pace and scope. Furthermore, the perception that
the accession process may be largely dependent upon factors that are exogenous to each
country’s objective progress (i.e., other regional, geo-political considerations) risks de-

legitimising EU conditionality.

To successfully manage the challenges related to a parallel widening and deepening,
it is necessary for the EU to proceed in well-measured, incremental steps as regard the
Union’s next rounds of enlargement. However, with enlargement stalled, the kind of car-
rots that the EU can offer is limited and the alternatives it is presenting are uninspir-
ing. The EU has still not successfully developed means to encourage reforms in countries
where the prospect of membership is either too distant (eastern European countries) or

unlikely (southern Mediterranean neighbours).
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RECOMMENDATIONS

In light of the above, the following recommendations are put forward:

B Constructive ambiguity concerning EU boundaries: An attempt to define the
borders of the EU for once and for all would be politically unwise. The possibility of join-
ing should in principle remain open to all European countries even if the prospect of EU
accession in many cases might still be very distant or even indefinite. For most countries in
the geographic vicinity of the Union, the prospect of EU membership provides an impor-
tant impetus for the initiation or continuation of political, economic and social transforma-
tion towards democracy and the market economy. To exclude the long-term perspective
of enlarging even beyond the Western Balkans would provoke negative reactions and
thus limit the potential to bind neighbouring states closer to the Union. The EU would
be less able to impose conditionality and would therefore lose much of its capacity to
influence the overall political orientation and the transformation process in its European
neighbourhood.

B Revitalise positive attitudes towards enlargement and prepare a Strategic
Enlargement Review (SER): during the French, Czech and Swedish EU Presidencies, the
Union should lay the grounds for a strategic review of the enlargement process in 2010.
By then, the Lisbon Reform Treaty will (hopefully) be ratified and mostly implemented;
the new European Parliament will be elected; the new Commission, the new High
Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy and the newly created
more permanent President of the European Council will be in office; and the Reflection
Group will have presented its final report. This SER must be bold in reiterating that further
enlargement is necessary and beneficial and it must be critical in identifying what needs
to be done by the EU to prepare for next enlargement rounds. Public opinion surveys
consistently register high expectations regarding a global role for the EU. Thus, the key
message to be communicated is that a further enlarged Union can have a more powerful,
global role on political, economic, military and environmental matters. In preparation for
this SER, the European Parliament and the Commission should in particular:

— intensify efforts to communicate the positive aspects of enlargement and where nec-
essary inform about the potential political and economic costs of non-enlargement;

— strengthen initiatives which inform citizens and specifically target schools, trade
unions, trade associations, NGOs, and population groups that are traditionally more
Eurosceptic or less informed about Europe (such as religious organizations, ethnic organi-
zations, etc.);

—inform EU citizens about the domestic situation in the states aspiring to join the
Union. The keys to success are civil society dialogue, cultural links and youth exchange
programmes aiming to overcome stereotypes, ignorance and prejudices.
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B No automatic enlargement and no additional (in-)direct accession offers: given
the widespread scepticism towards further enlargement in many EU member states, any
enlargement automatism should be avoided and further accession offers, for now, should
not be directly or indirectly granted beyond the countries that already have the status of
candidate country (Croatia, Turkey and FYROM - Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia)
or potential candidate country (Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro and Serbia
including Kosovo). Concerning the progress or the initiation of negotiation talks, the EU
needs to stick to its promises but at the same time reassure its citizens that the enlargement
criteria are strictly met on the part of the candidate countries. Pressure for reforms needs
to be maintained, and progress needs to be critically monitored and rewarded. The EU
should avoid defining concrete timetables and specific entry dates to avoid a counter-pro-
ductive impact on the pace of reforms and the motivation to implement the Union’s acquis
in practice. Finally, other neighbouring countries should be discouraged from applying,
in order not to further burden the “waiting room.” The prospect of applying in due course
should nevertheless be kept open.

B Exploit cooperation potentials: The EU and the candidate or potential candidate
countries should aim at the highest possible level of cross-border and intra-regional coop-
eration — irrespective of the final result of the accession progress. Intense political, eco-
nomic, social and cultural interaction as well as cooperation on environmental matters
can function as strong motivators in the Union and in the (potential) candidate countries
during a long and often cumbersome road to EU accession. Closer relationships improve
knowledge of each side about the other, increase the understanding of the problems the
other side is facing, reduce the level of mutual distrust, and prepare both sides for the
moment when new members actually join the Union. And in case the accession process
fails — independent of whether the reasons for the failure originate in the EU or in the
neighbouring countries — the establishment of the closest possible ties can function as a
safety net. Potential fields of cooperation should in particular include:

— the field of foreign, security and defence policy and the area of Justice and Home Affairs
(including in particular visa questions);

—economic cooperation based on concrete transnational and interregional projects in
areas which are of interest to both sides, particularly energy and infrastructure;

— the strengthening of cultural and social ties, which allow not only the elites but also
ordinary and especially young citizens to get acquainted with each other; and

— education in order to bring the younger generations closer together, around similar
values and the sense of belonging to a wider European community (i.e. through increas-
ing student exchange programmes, school twinning projects, expanding the ERASMUS,
SOCRATES and LEONARDO programmes, encouraging more trans-national university
degrees, etc).
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B Encourage candidate countries to increase their attractiveness: further EU enlarge-
ment will not be driven by a historic momentum like the one that motivated the 2004 /07
enlargement after the fall of the iron curtain. Compared to past enlargement rounds, the
countries now aspiring to join the Union will have to provide even more convincing argu-
ments that their accession is not only in their own but also in the political and economic
interest of the EU and its member states. Accession countries are competing with other
enlargement projects both individually and as part of a certain region. This increases the
pressure on every applicant to demonstrate a high level of preparedness and willingness
to join “the club.” Each country aspiring to join the EU will and should be judged on its
own merits. The individual success of internal economic, political and social reforms in
the (potential) candidate countries will be the most decisive factor for “persuading” the
Union and its member states to enlarge further. The better the political progress concern-
ing the establishment of a stable democracy under the rule of law, the more effective the
fight against corruption and organized crime, the more guarantees are given for the pro-
tection of human rights and minorities and the resolution of intra- or inter-state conflicts,
the higher the chances for joining the EU. On the economic side, the establishment of a
functioning and competitive market economy in line with the Union’s acquis, with high
growth rates and strong inflows of direct investment from foreign and especially EU com-
panies will provide compelling arguments against opponents of further enlargement and
secure the support of the business community inside the EU and in the (potential) candi-
date countries.

B Internal success — the best argument for further EU enlargement: further enlarge-
ment requires that the EU successfully does its own homework and this involves:

— successful ratification and implementation of the Treaty of Lisbon : this is a prerequisite
for further rounds of enlargement as the new primary law has the potential to enhance
the Union’s institutional efficiency and functioning as well as its democratic legitimacy. In
case of a ratification failure the EU would slip into a political crisis and further introspec-
tion, this time probably worse than the constitutional crisis following the double French
and Dutch “no” to the Constitutional Treaty in 2005;

— modernization of the EU budget: the Union’s current budgetary structure does not meet
the requirements of an EU 27+. To prepare the EU for further rounds of enlargement the
member states would have to agree to readjust the budgetary priorities. More funds need
to be shifted into more dynamic areas such as innovation policy, internal and external
security policy, environment protection and energy policy. One should also reconsider
whether the overall size of the EU budget will be sufficient to meet the needs of an EU of
27 and more members;

— definition of a new narrative based on a new grand project: the EU has in recent times failed
to provide its citizens with a new sense of direction in order to overcome public scepti-
cism concerning the future of European integration. As long as this remains the case, the
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necessity of a further enlargement is difficult to convey. Europe needs a convincing and
comprehensible answer to a simple question: What do we need the EU for in the future
—beyond the valuable achievements of the past 50 years? However, it will not be enough
to proclaim this new raison d’étre in the form of a solemn declaration replete with group
photo. Citizens and elites will only find a new interest in the European construction when
the EU is able to define a new grand project from which it can derive legitimacy. European
policymaking has always been particularly dynamic and successful whenever it set its
sights on a large-scale and ambitious goal. The most impressive examples of this have
been the single market project, “Europe ‘92", and the reunification of the continent. The
EU and its member states have yet to define an equally ambitious yet realistic and concrete
grand project for today’s era, beyond a “Europe of small projects”. Current enthusiasm
and support for the EU’s efforts to tackle climate change and to be an innovative, front-
runner on environmental issues testifies that Europeans want and expect the EU to “think
big” or “think bigger.” In short, attitude is key both for the future of the European Union
and for the future of EU enlargement.
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THE FUTURE OF THE EU ENLARGEMENT — CHALLENGES, PITFALLS
AND OPPORTUNITIES

David Krdl, Director, Europeum

Vladimir Bartovic, Research Fellow, Europeum

ENLARGEMENT PERSPECTIVES — NOT AS PALE AS IT MIGHT SEEM

The potential enlargement of the European Union seems more likely if the Treaty of
Lisbon comes into force. Many political figures in Europe argue that constitutional and
institutional issues must be resolved before any further discussions on enlargement may
be held. Concerns continue to be raised. First, the consolidation of the post-enlargement
EU, ie. the “digestion” of the 2004 and 2007 enlargements. Second, the state of public
opinion in Europe, particularly among older member states of the EU. However, both
concerns are somewhat misfounded. Many studies published since 2004 show that the
impact of enlargement on the EU economy, the exercise of EU policies and even the politi-
cal development of the EU has been rather minimal, if not in fact positive.

A more sensitive issue is public opinion. It would seem the EU population as a whole
is not against enlargement; in fact, support is on the rise (49% in favour in Eurobarometer
67 compared to 46% in EB 66; 39% opposed in EB 67 compared to 42% in EB 66). Moreover,
more detailed polls dealing with enlargement (such as Eurobarometer 255 of July 2006)
suggest that those EU citizens who are well informed about enlargement support it.
Therefore, it would seem the main issue is not the low level of support but the lack of
information and absence of effective awareness building campaigns.

PROGRESS ON ENLARGEMENT — STALEMATE AND A LACK OF POSITIVE
GROUP DYNAMICS

The current state of the enlargement agenda is unsatisfactory. The Slovene Presidency,
which has placed the issue of enlargement ( particularly as concerns the Western Balkans)
high on the agenda. However; Slovenia is blocking progress on the negotiations regarding
Croatia as a result of unsettled issues of borders and territorial waters. Similarly, Kosovo’s
recent declaration of independence has consumed much of the presidency’s energy
— which might otherwise have been devoted to a more strategic approach towards the
Western Balkans as a whole. Negotiations with Turkey remain frozen on eight chapters
relating to the internal market despite arguments from the Commission that negotiations
must proceed, with two additional negotiating chapters likely to open soon.
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Compared to previous enlargements, the one significant difference of the post-2007
enlargement process is the absence of group dynamics and positive peer pressure. Croatia
is currently the only candidate state with any real prospect of EU entry; meanwhile the
accession of Turkey is being de-coupled from the Western Balkans as a “special case”.

All countries involved in the current enlargement process are confronting different
obstacles. In Turkey the main difficulty is the apparent lack of some political freedoms.
Some countries of Western Balkans still have to deal with state- and identity-building
— and with economic problems far worse than was the case in previous accessions. This
diminishes the healthy competition among the countries which is one of the driving forces
behind the reforms required to meet the accession criteria.

Looking to the future, the upcoming Trio Presidencies of France, the Czech Republic
and Sweden may further stall progress. Two of the countries — namely the Czech Republic
and Sweden — are strong supporters of enlargement, backed up with political support and
public opinion. By contrast, France is among those EU countries with the highest levels of
scepticism, both at the political level as well as among its citizens. This combination could
complicate the exercise of the team presidency with respect to enlargement.

DISMANTLING THE CONNECTION BETWEEN THE ENLARGEMENT
AND OTHER INITIATIVES

There are two recent developments regarding enlargement which are of particular
concern, both initiated by the French President Nicolas Sarkozy. Sarkozy has floated the
idea of establishing a “group of wise men” to guide the future direction of the EU and
draw the geographical limits of how far the EU can enlarge and re-opening the issue of
the status of Turkey. Scepticism from other EU member states towards this initiative has
been seen it transform from a “group of wise men” to a “high level reflection group” with
a restricted mandate.

The final mandate for the group failed to contain any reference to the geographical
limits of Europe. Diverging opinions on this point is likely to cause conflict among the Trio
Presidencies — with the Czechs and the Swedes likely to be against the group discussing
borders. The group will publish its recommendations, but only in 2010 after the term of
the team presidency is over. Controversy on this point may therefore be avoided in the
short term.

The other initiative relates to Sarkozy’s plans to establish a Mediterranean Union; a
measure which has been coldly received in many EU capitals and particularly in Berlin.
As the Czech Republic and Sweden are also not part of this “Club Med”, their support for
such an initiative is likely to be limited. Perhaps a more serious question arises over the
connection between the Mediterranean Union and its cohesion with existing EU policies.
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As such the idea has been poorly received by the Commission, which argues that it could
hamper existing initiatives such as the Barcelona process. In relation to EU enlargement,
there is fear that the idea has been devised to keep Turkey outside the EU gates and to
offer it a different kind of partnership in a different framework.

It is important that the team presidency draws a strict line between the initiatives such
as the Mediterranean Union or the high level reflection group and the existing framework
of the EU enlargement. These initiatives should in no way undermine the enlargement
process and the existing commitments of the EU towards candidate countries.

NO FURTHER PROMISES AND NO FURTHER CONDITIONS

In the mid-term, it is not realistic to imagine enlargement will extend to any country
beyond those already in play. Both Turkey and the Western Balkans pose enormous chal-
lenges to the EU. While no EU country disputes the long-term goal of EU integration for
the Western Balkans countries, the membership of Turkey is still explicitly rejected by
some EU leaders. In any case, the success or failure of the EU to integrate both of these
entities will largely decide the future of any further EU enlargement.

The EU needs to remain committed to the promises it has already made if it wants to
remain credible in more volatile regions. It should not create any additional conditions
beyond those that were set for previous phases of enlargement, and it must keep monitor-
ing and evaluating them thoroughly.

TURKEY — NEGOTIATIONS STALLING ON THE TOPIC OF CYPRUS

Turkey has emerged with a strong government from its 2007 elections, and although
theEU was somewhat concerned by the overwhelming victory of the AKP, events so
far show Turkey is maintaining the pace of reform and fulfilling its accession criteria
(although there have been suggestions that Prime Minister Erdogan has lost some of his
reform zeal).

However, the key challenges for Turkey lie elsewhere. First, it needs negotiations over
the crucial chapters relating to economic integration to be re-launched. This could be
assisted by the election of Cyprus’ pro-unification candidate Christophias. The attention
of the presidency should be focused on re-launching the reunification plan, with a stronger
engagement of the EU now that Cyprus is a member; such attention could facilitate the
re-launch of EU-Turkey negotiations. Secondly, the issue that needs more serious attention
— primarily from the Turkish government — is the mobilization of Turkish support for EU
membership, which has declined drastically over the past few years. But a general debate
on the pitfalls and opportunities of Turkish membership should be also re-launched in
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the EU. This should engage a wide range of participants, including European institutions,
member states” institutions and civil society.

CROATIA — SWIFT CONCLUSION OF NEGOTIATIONS A PRIORITY

Of all the Western Balkan countries, Croatia’s ascension should prove the easiest.
However, while it was anticipated that that membership discussions would be speeded
up by the Slovene Presidency - this does not seem to have been the case so far. France
is not likely to push strongly for progress, and so the major breakthrough could come
under the Czech Presidency (strongly supported by Germany along with other Central
European countries).

The original hope to conclude the talks in the first half of 2009 is slowly fading. The
settlement of bilateral disputes between Croatia and Slovenia now seems to be the main
obstacle to progress. Strong peer pressure on the part of other member states should be
exerted on Slovenia so as to settle this issue and make progress on negotiations, as most
of the indicators seem to be positive (Commission report, economic growth, compliance
with the Copenhagen criteria). The conclusion of negotiations under the team presidency
would be a genuine success; it would send a positive signal to the whole region, act as a
catalyst to help the other countries to speed up their own preparations, and show that the
process of enlargement is still alive.

Reaching a consensus on the opening of membership talks with Macedonia (with
possible conditionality set on the co-operation of the political figures as envisaged in
the Constitution) would be yet another visible success of the team presidency. Likewise,
granting candidate status to Montenegro seems to be realistic in the short term. In both
these cases, a close co-operation between the team presidency and the Commission will be
necessary in terms of preparing the 2008 regular report.

THE TROUBLESOME TRIO

This leaves us with the three Western Balkan countries whose EU prospects are most
shaky. The EU has put too much effort into “compensating” Serbia for its loss of Kosovo,
showing willingness to sign an interim political agreement despite Serbia’s failure to
cooperate fully with ICTY. Such cooperation must remain the main objective of relations
between Serbia and the EU, as was the case with Croatia. Using double standards towards
a region which has still not come to terms with the legacy of its 1990s wars would be the
most dangerous strategy the EU could pursue.

As for Kosovo, regardless of whether its independence is eventually recognized by all
EU member states, the EU cannot renounce its responsibility for the future of this young
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state. By agreeing to launch one of the biggest ever EU civilian missions — EULEX — the EU
member states have already endorsed this commitment. The key challenge for the team
presidency in terms of enhancing Kosovo’s EU perspective will be to ensure that the cur-
rent framework of EU-Kosovo relations (the so-called “SAP tracking mechanism”) turns
into a standard Stabilisation and Association Process framework, as applied to the other
Western Balkan countries. The EU should quickly negotiate a visa facilitation agreement
with Kosovo. The team presidency also has to decide rapidly how to proceed if some
member states insist on not recognizing Kosovo, an eventuality which could derail the
aforesaid process (i.e., conclusion of the two agreements).

Bosnia and Herzegovina arguably represents the most difficult case in the region. The
Dayton framework is clearly outdated and is hampering the country’s progress towards
the EU: it enables the constitutive Bosnian entities to block measures required by the
EU (such as police or administration reforms). Although re-opening the question of the
Dayton framework is a sensitive issue, the status quo is not sustainable in the long term.
The team presidency should open this issue both within the EU and in relation to the
Bosnian authorities, and support the current UN/EU High Representative’s moves in this
area. It should press for constitutional reforms with the long-term goal of transforming
BiH from its current state, based on ethnicities and nationalisms, into a modern country
founded on civic principles.

An important short-term goal of the EU vis-a-vis the whole region should be an
enhanced discussion on the visa-free regime. The Commission’s initiative to launch the
visa-free dialogue with some countries of the Western Balkans (Serbia, Montenegro and
Macedonia) is a step in the right direction, but a more coherent approach is desirable.
A systematic approach should be devised whereby the EU agrees on a clear set of rules
for the visa-free regime for all the Western Balkan countries plus Turkey, similar to the
conditions set by the US for its visa waiver programme. This would be consistent with
the equal treatment of candidate states, the main principle of EU relations with these
countries.

Key recommendations for the Team Presidency:

B Keep enlargement high on the EU agenda. Initiatives such as the Mediterranean
Union or the establishment of the High Level Reflection Group should not serve as a sub-
stitute for enlargement policy and commitments already accepted.

B Promote the achievement of the 2004 and 2007 enlargements. Europe has experi-
enced economic growth and increased jobs partly thanks to enlargement. European public
opinion is not as negative as it is portrayed, but enlargement must be communicated in a
better way.
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B Progress on negotiations with Turkey is crucial. Consistent pressure on the AKP
government is necessary to ensure ongoing implementation of reforms, particularly in the
area of human and minority rights and the rule of law. On the other hand, the EU should
make the most of the positive momentum after the elections in Cyprus to re-launch talks
on reunification and take an active involvement in the process. This would lead eventually
to the full resumption of negotiations on suspended chapters.

B Make efforts to conclude the accession negotiations with Croatia during its term,
sending a positive signal to other Western Balkan countries and giving them a strong
incentive to speed up their preparations.

B Ensure that full conditionality remains the principal imperative for enlargement
and that the candidate countries will be measured by the same standards. Full co-opera-
tion of Serbia with ICTY should remain the main pre-condition for signing the Stabilisation
and Association Agreement.

B Accept the responsibility for the successful outcome of the EULEX mission in
Kosovo, and work on building the consensus over how to keep Kosovo’s EU perspective
alive. This might include granting Kosovo the standard enlargement framework applied
to other countries in the region.

B Take steps towards opening the issue of constitutional reforms in Bosnia and
Herzegovina that would strengthen the civic principle and limit the impact of ethnicity.
At the same time, it should give full support to OHR/EU Special Representative to break
the deadlock in policymaking and to fight possible separatist tendencies in Republika
Srpska.

B Support the Commission’s efforts to launch the talks on a visa-free regime with
Western Balkan countries. However, it should push for a clear set of criteria that countries
need to fulfil (like the Visa Waiver Programme in the United States), which could eventu-
ally apply to all countries with which the EU maintains a visa-free regime. It should dis-
miss the selective approach applied only to certain countries for mainly political reasons.
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WILL THE PROMISE OF “DEEP” INTEGRATION
SATISFY OUR NEIGHBOURS?

Alan Mayhew, Economic Policy Adviser, DemosEuropa

There have been four further enlargements of the European Union since the first
in 1973. Each of these has changed the nature and policies of the Union in one way or
another. It is however the most recent enlargement to the countries of Central and Eastern
Europe which has forced a fundamental reappraisal by the member states of the character,
organisation, procedures and policies of the Union.

The concept of “neighbourhood” changed radically with the end of Communism in
Eastern Europe and the growing interest of many member states in the Mediterranean
region. In the mid-1990s, European Union policy, which offers ultimate accession in
return for neighbouring states adopting European Union values and regulation, led
to the fifth enlargement to the countries of Central and Eastern Europe and to the
“promise” of enlargement being made to the countries of the Western Balkans and
Turkey.

OBSTACLES TO FURTHER ENLARGEMENT

The required changes to EU policies and, above all, the reform of the EU’s institutions,
considered vital for the fifth enlargement, were made through the Nice Treaty and now
through the new Treaty of Lisbon . Even on the basis of the existing treaties it appears
that decision-making in the Union is not less efficient with 27 member states than it was
with 15. However, the enlargement to the member states of central and eastern Europe
has changed in an important way the proceedings of the Council, the Parliament and the
Commission. Proceedings in the institutions have not ground to a halt, but the institu-
tions themselves have become more efficient, thus allowing the Union at 27 to operate
effectively. An important question is whether a similar increase in efficiency could possi-
bly cope with a new enlargement of the Union, or whether the Union’s institutions would
need further substantial reform.

Opinion polls suggest that the Union’s citizens have become somewhat disillusioned
with enlargement and a large minority is opposed to future accessions. It is difficult to
say whether this change in opinion has been produced by disappointment in the most
recent enlargement, by continuing high levels of unemployment or by a general uncer-
tainty about the impacts of globalisation. It is however a factor which politicians have to
take into consideration.
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On the other hand, we have seen that offering an external anchor, such as accession,
has had a stabilising impact on the Western Balkans, which otherwise might have erupted
into further violence. The result if the European Union were to renege on its pledge to this
region cannot be predicted. But today, countries as far afield as Ukraine and Georgia are
also looking to European integration as a guarantee of stability and the modernisation of
their economies. And a moderate and stable Turkey would be of enormous benefit to the
Union.

The member states of the European Union are split over the question of further enlarge-
ment. Those states strongly in favour argue that stabilising the neighbourhood through
the offer of full accession to the European Union would be a far more important gain than
the possible loss through institutional complexity. Those that oppose further enlargement
argue, apart from growing public scepticism, that it would render the Union’s institutions
far less efficient and would be a further roadblock to deeper Union.

ENP AS A FORM OF INTEGRATION WITHOUT ACCESSION:
OPPORTUNITIES AND LIMITS

This explains the renewed interest in the old question faced by President Delors in the
early 1990s of whether it is possible to offer neighbouring countries an integration with the
Union which excludes accession and participation in the EU institutions.

The argument that the European Economic Area Agreement (EEA), which is the deep-
est form of integration without accession, failed to satisfy the EFTA countries, and there-
fore demonstrates that there is no solution to this question, is perhaps rather facile. The
countries of eastern and south-eastern Europe, as well as Turkey, are far poorer and far
less prepared for membership than were the EFTA countries.

European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) has the aim of offering third countries in the
EU’s neighbourhood a degree of integration with the Union, which will serve the objective
of stability, but without the offer of accession. Indeed most people appear to agree that
ENP was designed specifically to avoid neighbouring countries applying for membership.
It is of course a complication that ENP includes both countries in North Africa and the
Middle East which have no prospect of accession at present, and those in eastern Europe
to which article 49 of the EU treaty applies.

ENP’s essential offering is increased stability through close political cooperation with
the Union together with a share in the internal market, in return for the adoption of the

European Union’s regulation and regulatory systems and of its fundamental values.

For countries in which deep reform of their political and, especially, their economic
systems is still necessary, this offer should be attractive. Aligning their regulatory systems
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with that of the European Union may create the framework for a deep modernisation
of their economies. The modest assistance given through the European Neighbourhood
Policy Instrument (ENPI) will also help to finance some of the regulatory changes which
are necessary.

The “deep integration” envisaged in the new “free trade area plus agreements” (FTA+),
the first of which is being offered to Ukraine, reflects the fact that after decades of tariff
reduction and trade liberalisation through the WTO, traditional free trade agreements do
not offer very great benefits to either side. Far more important than the reduction or
elimination of already low tariffs is the regulatory alignment in trade-related policy areas
such as competition policy, public procurement, intellectual property and establishment,
as well as the narrow internal-market rules concerning conformity assessment.

The question is whether the promise of such deep integration is a sufficient external
anchor for domestic reform policy.

Deep integration requires very important reforms to the way the EU’s neighbouring
countries run their economies and societies. All of these states have well-established inter-
est groups which will oppose certain parts of the required reforms. In order to be success-
ful they need governments which are fully committed to European integration and which
are able to persuade their voters that the benefits of European integration far outweigh the
costs involved. In the new member states of Central and Eastern Europe, veto players in
the pre-accession period could always be overcome by the argument that the advantages
of eventual accession to the Union were more important to society than the limited losses
that particular groups in society might suffer. In the absence of an accession perspective,
other arguments will have to be deployed.

The countries covered by the Union’s ENP are a very diverse group. The essence of any
relationship is likely to be expressed in the bilateral agreements with the European Union.
In some of the countries it is doubtful whether the fundamental values of the Union are
shared, and perhaps whether they ever can be. In others the balance of political forces
cannot guarantee in the longer term a pro-integration policy, when the benefits of integra-
tion are in doubt. In any case the adoption of EU values and regulation will be a long and
complex process.

It is probable that the Union must offer additional incentives to ENP countries if they
are to align their regulation to that of the European Union. For ENP countries in North
Africa and the Middle East, where the legal basis for accession at present does not exist in
the treaties, these incentives are likely to be in the area of additional financial assistance
and progress in the areas of migration and justice and home affairs.

For the countries of Eastern Europe which do have a perspective of accession under
the treaties, it will be necessary either to emphasise that accession is possible when the
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conditions are met or alternatively to design a more concrete institutional alternative to
accession. Several member states have introduced the concept of a privileged partnership
but no one has been able to explain exactly what that involves.

The ultimate problem of deep integration without accession is that it involves regula-
tion without representation. ENP partners will be expected to implement new internal
market regulation without realistically being able to influence its content. The situation of
Norway in the EEA is a good example of the problems which this can cause. In states more
volatile than Norway, the problems can be well imagined.

The advantages to the EU of stability in its immediate neighbourhood are immense.
The prospect of a neighbourhood in which the Union’s values prevail and which operates
on the basis of EU regulation is very attractive. The costs of opening an accession perspec-
tive, once the conditions are met, to the ENP countries in Eastern Europe lie predomi-
nantly in the area of institutional and policy reform in the Union.

There is no point in those in favour of further enlargement disputing that it would
require changes in both the institutions and the policies of the Union. Yet these will be nec-
essary even to accommodate the countries in the Western Balkans and Turkey when they
accede. There is no reason to assume that the institutions and policies which are contained
in the Treaty of Lisbon will remain forever immutable, even though we know after the
recent constitutional debate how difficult these changes can be. Quite major changes in the
institutions will certainly be necessary when the number of member states rises towards
the mid-30s and it must also be assumed that the enhanced-cooperation articles of the
Treaty of Lisbon will be used on several occasions in the future.

Peace, stability and a degree of prosperity in the EU and its neighbourhood would
however be worth the inconvenience of decades of change in its institutions and
policies.

Policy recommendations:

B ENP should not be sold as a policy alternative to accession to the Union. It is not
and it cannot render Article 49 of the Treaty redundant.

B ENP will continue to exist as a framework because it balances the interests of the
EU’s southern members with those of its northern and eastern members. But real policy
needs to be invested in the bilateral relations with each neighbouring country.

B “Deep integration” requires our neighbours to carry out costly reforms over
many years. Political systems are often not sufficiently stable to ensure that a long-term
reform strategy can be implemented consistently. The EU will need to put real meaning
into “privileged partnership” promises through institutional cooperation, greater political
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dialogue, intensifying people-to-people contacts through educational partnerships and
other means, and increased financial assistance. For eastern neighbours, covered by article
49 of the treaty, this should not be considered as an alternative to accession.
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