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8 The neighbourhood

US foreign policy is analysed in Cameron (2005), Kupchan (2002), and
Christiansen and Tonra (2004). For the impact of the Iraq war on transatlantic
relations, see Gordon and Shapiro (2004). For the Mars v. Venus thesis, see
Kagan (2003). Philippart and Winand (2001), and Peterson and Pollack (2003),
provide good overviews of transatlantic relations, while Hamilton and Quinlan
(2004) concentrate on the economic side. The website of the German Marshall
Fund contains contemporary analysis and comments.

Summary

The EU pays considerable attention and devotes considerable resources to the
states in its immediate neighbourhood. It has established various types of contrac-
tual relations (European Economic Area [EEA], association agreements, partner-
ship and cooperation agreements, stabilisation agreements, etc.) with its
neighbours, and since 2004 the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP). The
ENP is now the flagship policy of the EU towards its neighbours, with individual
action plans a central element. But the ENP does not offer the enticement of EU
membership, and it is consequently much more difficult to promote change in
these countries. The neighbourhood policy was widely criticised in the spring
of 2011 as favouring the status quo rather than promoting democratic reforms.
A revised neighbourhood policy was agreed in May 2011, which sought to place
the accent on conditionality — the more political and economic reforms each
' country makes the greater the amount of EU assistance. The ENP embraces the
countries to the south of the EU, most of which are also involved in the Barcelona
Process, and to the east and southeast, excluding Russia and the Balkans. Russia
and the EU have a so-called strategic partnership, but there is little content to
the relationship. The Western Balkans have their own roadmap towards EU
accession. The EEA is the most advanced EU relationship, but the model is not
relevant to the majority of the EU’s neighbours.

Introduction

The EU has struggled to find the appropriate policies towards its neighbours
in the east and south. The fundamental difference between the east and south is
that the eastern neighbours are eligible to join the EU, subject to meeting the
Copenhagen criteria, while the southern neighbours are deemed not to be part of
Europe and therefore not eligible for accession. Neither group of countries has
been an easy target for the EU’s soft power approach. It seems clear that unless
the EU holds out a clear prospect of membership then there are few levers
available to the EU to encourage and promote reforms in neighbouring countries.
The traditional approach of the EU came under heavy fire as a result of the




214D spring in 2011, when it became clear that the EU had been caught on the
wrong side of history, supporting autocratic leaders who appeared to promige
stability, instead of the democratic forces in both regions,

Wider Europe

The launch of the Wider Europe initiative in 2003, precursor to the ENP, was.
designed to offer those Countries that had zero or very distant prospects of Joining

their initial exclusjon from the initiative,
The Wider Europe concept wags designed to deal with the consequences of the
2004 enlargement of the Union from 15 to 27 member states, Given the number

of accession countries, it was inevitable that fundamenta] questions were asked
about the nature of the Union and its limits, What were the final borders of the

Union? It is impossible to &ive a definitive answer to this question, one that is
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The start of accession negotiations was delayed until 201 1, however, because of

ilure to agree how to compensate savers, mainly from the UK and the
Netherlands, who had lost money in Icelandic banks. To the west Ireland and
Portugal are the border states facing the Atlantic. To the south, the position is
equally clear. Morocco once applied for membership but was politely told it was

not European. North African states are thus slated to be good neighbours but

but unsure of its identity (Ukraine) and five States with significant problems —
Belarus, Moldova, Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia.

Russia is stil] suffering from the loss of its empire and the loss of its super-
power status. President Putin (2000-08) and Pre sident Medvedeyv (2008-12) have
restored some order after the Klondike years under Yeltsin; but there are worry-
ing indications that the Kremlin js steadily eroding the democratic gains of the
1990s. There is no rule of law and corruption is rampant. Moscow is also unsure

regards the Caucasus, a strong lobbying campaign ensured that they are part

The European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP)

When it was launched in 2004 the ENP was seen to cover the immediate neigh-
bours of the enlarged EU but not countries with ap accession perspective
(Bulgaria, Romania, Turkey, Western Balkans). The ENP covers Israel, Jordan,
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Moldova, Morocco, the Palestinian Authority, Tunisia, Ukraine, Armenia,
Azerbaijan, Egypt, Georgia, Lebanon and Algeria. There are no agreements
yet with Syria, Libya and Belarus because ENP status requires a contractual
agreement such as a partnership and cooperation agreement or an association.
agreement and none exists with these three countries. As the responsible former

Commissioner Benita F errero-Waldner explained:

The aim of the ENP is to avoid new dividing lines on the continent and
deepen relations between the EU and its neighbours. The ENP is not about
enlargement but it is about mutual interest in supporting reforms and

modernisation. Each country has its own agreed action plan that refiects its
needs and priorities.

The ENP is supposed to be based on common values and interests including
democracy, a market economy and responding to challenges such as crime,
migration, health, the environment and terrorism. The ENP offers progressive
integration into the EU’s internal market and deepened political cooperation,
The main drawback is the lack of substantial finance to support reforms.

The ENP action plans are similar in outline, but the content is specific to each
country. They include: political dialogue; economic and social cooperation;
trade-related issues, market and regulatory reform; cooperation in justice and
home affairs; sectoral issues such as transport, energy, information society, envi-
ronment, research and development; the human dimension, including people-
to-people contacts, civil society, education and public health. The ENP builds on
existing legal and institutional arrangements to implement and monitor the
policy. From 2007, the ENP financial instrument (ENPI) replaced Phare, Tacis
and MEDA, and allowed for more flexibility in terms of funding priority
programmes. The Commission proposed a budget of nearly €15 billion for ENPJ,
but this figure was reduced to just over €13 million as a result of the compromise
over the budget at the December 2005 European Council. While the laudable aim
of the ENP is to reward those states that help themselves, the ENP does not
provide a framework for those states such as Belarus that show no signs of self:
help. The lack of major new funding and the reluctance of the EU to open its
markets fully also weaken the policy. Arguably the EU needs the cooperation of
most of its neighbours to tackle problems of illegal migration, terrorism and
cross-border crime as much as they need access to partial EU programmes,
Without offering more than is currently on the table the EU may be facing a ring
of states in distress rather than a ring of friends.

To bolster the neighbourhood policy and recognise the differences between the
east and south, two new policies were established by the EU during 2008-09. For
the east, an Eastern Partnership was agreed, which had remarkably similar aims
to the ENP. According to the EU’s website: ‘It will seek to support political and
socio-economic reforms of the partner countries, facilitating approximation
towards the European Union. This serves the shared commitment to stability,
security and prosperity of the European Union, the partner countries and indeed
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fhe entire Furopean continent’. The second approach was the Union for the

Mediterranean, proposed by President Sarkozy during the French .md presidency
of 2008. This latter initiative was undertaken against the advice of the EU

institutions and essentially for domestic political reasons. With the outbreak of

the Arab spring in 2011 it became quite clear that the traditional EU approach
based on the ENP was over.

The southern neighbours

The Mediterranean and the entire Middle East region (defined here as HmmoE.nm
from Morocco to the Gulf) are of crucial importance to the EU. Together with

Russia, the region is the most important source of energy to the EU, and the

EU is the main trading partner of all countries in the region. The Mediterranean
countries send 50 per cent of their exports to the EU, and Europe is the Hmammmﬁ
foreign investor in its southern neighbours (55 per cent of total FDI). The EU is

the largest provider of financial assistance and funding for most Mediterranean

countries, with nearly €3 billion per vear in loans and grants flowing to the
region. In addition, the member states of the EU also provide substantial amounts
of bilateral development assistance. The EU is also the main source of tourism.
At the same time, it is the first destination for migrants, legal and illegal, who
form sizeable diasporas (almost ten million people altogether, mostly from the
Maghreb) in countries like France, the Netherlands or Belgium. .

The geopolitical situation of the Mediterranean and the Middle East has
changed significantly since the Barcelona Process began in late 1995. The terror-
ist attacks of September 2001 and the war in Iraq gave the region a new centrality
in global affairs. But it was the Jasmine Revolution of spring 2011 that propelled

 the region to the top of the EU’s agenda. The EU is rightly concerned about the

situation of its southern neighbours. European leaders worry that the south may
not be able to cope with the challenges ahead (rising unemployment, mo.nﬁ_
unrest, rapid urbanisation, globalisation, population growth, fundamentalism,
water scarcity, etc.). Many European leaders play on populist fears that the
number of illegal immigrants into Europe will continue to swell and H._m.é a
profound effect on the European labour market and its society. d.a Smpou.m
precarious political, social and economic systems constitute a potential security
threat. The southern shores of the Mediterranean thus pose huge challenges for
the EU. The economies of the region are stagnating with their share of world
trade declining. Unemployment is around 25 per cent with even higher rates .mop,
young people. Per capita income is around 10 per cent of the EU average, E.Eor
leads to a continuing flow of legal and illegal migrants to Europe. The environ-
ment is under huge strain as a result of massive population increases and ill-
considered development strategies. The leaders in the region also feel under
threat, partly by EU/US demands for more democracy and partly w.w md. attempts
to impose conditionality. Many view the EU-Mediterranean relationship less as
apartnership of equals, as stated in the Barcelona Process, than as a teacher—pupil
relationship.



The Barcelona Process

At the Barcelona summit in November 2005, held to celebrate ten years of coop-
eration, very few Arab leaders actually showed up. Nevertheless, the summit was
a useful occasion to take stock of achievements and shortcomings. The Barcelona
Process was ambitious. Its goal was to convert the Mediterranean Sea into a zone
of peace, stability and prosperity. To that end, the EU proposed: to establish a vast
Euro-Mediterranean free trade area to be completed by 2010; to increase its devel-
opment assistance substantially; to conclude association agreements with each of
the neighbouring countries in the Mediterranean; to establish a political dialogue
with all the countries around the Mediterranean including Israel. The EU consid-
ered that there had been some significant achievements in the first decade:

¢ All Mediterranean countries have negotiated association agreements provid-
ing for reciprocal free trade with the EU. Agreements are in force with
Algeria, Morocco, Tunisia, Egypt, Jordan, Israel, the Palestinian Authority
and Lebanon. An agreement has been negotiated but not yet signed
with Syria. Libya is not formally part of the Barcelona Process and has
therefore not entered into negotiations for an association agreement. But
only Israel has lifted all obstacles to trade with the EU. The other neigh-
bouring countries, with the exception of Syria and Libya, are in the process
of completing free trade with the EU, but only Tunisia and Morocco have
abolished all tariff barriers on manufactured products and imports from the
EU. The completion of the Euro-Mediterranean free trade area will therefore
be delayed beyond 2015.

® Morocco, Tunisia, Egypt and Jordan signed a free trade agreement
(Agadir Agreement) in 2004. This agreement has considerable potential
In encouraging more intense trade relations between Mediterranean and
EU countries, provided all parties apply the identical ‘generous’ rules of
origin (the so-called pan-European rules of origin). Other Mediterranean
.oo:.B:.mw are free to join the agreement — Lebanon has already expressed
its intention to do so, and other Arab countries in the Gulf might join in the
future. Economic cooperation among the southern Mediterranean countries
still remains in its infancy, owing to a lack of political will, low economig
complementarity, inadequate transport links and high trade barriers. That
may change in the future, as the level of development is bound to rise and
trade obstacles will be progressively removed, including a more efficient
handling of merchandise in ports.

* Both sides have undertaken specific trade liberalisation measures on key
mmaoc_eaa products. Essentially, the EU grants tariff-free access for the
main products coming from the south — potatoes, tomatoes, citrus products
olive oil, beans, etc. — during the winter season, but within rather Boaawﬁ.
Sa.mm.mda quotas. These arrangements are reviewed periodically. However
agricultural products amount to less than 10 per cent of bilateral n.m%,
between the EU and its Mediterranean neighbours. Its potential remains
relatively modest whatever the protection applied by either side.
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s There has been a timid expansion of regional arrangements including a Euro-

Mediterranean parliamentary assembly, a cultural dialogue and a cultural
foundation in Alexandria.

» The two sides have held a multitude of meetings, seminars and workshops.

They meet every six months at foreign minister level and several times per
year at the level of high officials to discuss such issues as terrorism, weapons
of mass destruction, illegal immigration, liberalisation of services, etc. Trade
ministers have also met occasionally. This flurry of meetings and recipro-
cal visits certainly has had a useful socialisation effect, even if there have
been only modest results. It has also been a useful opportunity for Arabs and
Israelis to sit together.

Since 1995 the Barcelona parties have established numerous ministerial and
official bodies to oversee the process but have failed to secure visibility and popu-
lar support. Not one person in a thousand in the EU, and even less on the other
side of the Mediterranean, has any idea of what the Barcelona Process is about,
though official documents remain widely optimistic. A Commission communica-
tion of April 2004 spoke of a ‘strong partnership driven by a common political
will to build together a space of dialogue, peace, security and shared prosperity’.
Among the reasons why progress has been so slow are the political difficulties
caused by continuing conflicts in the region (most notably the Arab—Israeli
conflict), a reluctance to implement agreements, and the impact of the consensus

. prnciple. For pragmatic reasons, the EU has preferred to attempt to stimulate

economic reforms — free trade, customs administration, protection of intellectual
property rights, competition policies, macroeconomic stability — rather than to
address politically sensitive issues relating to democracy or the rule of law.
Progress has been greatest in such countries as Tunisia, Morocco and Jordan,
which concluded association agreements in the mid-1990s. The most regrettable
shortcoming of the past ten years has been the slow pace of socio-economic
development. Per capita income has gone up 1-2 per cent per year, compared to
4 per cent in Eastern Europe or even more in Asia. The Mediterranean region has
thus fallen behind wider global developments. Their combined efforts towards
reform have been insufficient in light of the huge challenges each country is
confronted with, in particular rising unemployment and environmental hazards.
These failures were a prime factor in the unrest that developed in early 2011. The
EU failed to see the revolutions in North Africa coming and it was widely
criticised for having emphasised for too long stability over democracy. It was
also criticised for failing to apply the conditionality principles, especially as
regards human rights, that it had insisted be included in all agreements with its
neighbours. Indeed, in 1992 the EU sat back and did nothing when the army
intervened after the first round of voting in Algeria heralded the prospect of an
Islamic party taking power. The EU also did nothing when the Israelis built a
security wall on Palestinian territory.

One of the difficult questions for the EU is whether or not to cooperate visibly
with the US in the region. The US is still tarnished with the Iraq war and support
for Israel. President Bush launched a Broader Middle East and North Africa
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Initiative but it failed to produce any results in terms of democracy or human
rights. Given the dismal public image of the US in the region, albeit improved
under Obama, it is questionable whether the EU would gain anything from too
open an association with the US. The EU has had a common position on the
Middle East peace process for many years and enjoys a single seat in the quartst
(US, Russia, UN, EU) that attempts to promote peace talks between the Israelis

and the Palestinians. It also has a special representative who shuttles between

Brussels and the region in an effort to encourage dialogue. The EU is also the
principal funder of the Palestinian Authority.

Case study 8.1: The EU and the Egyptian Crisis

The EU was widely criticised for taking too long to find a common position
when the crisis in Egypt erupted in spring 2011. The contrast in initial EU
positions was startling. While the Nordic countries called for free and fair
elections, Italian Prime Minister Silvio Berlusconi called Hosni Mukarek ‘a
wise man’ and counselled against any quick elections. France initially i
offered to send police to Tunisia to help in riot control. It also transpired
that French Prime Minister Frangois Fillon had accepted free lodging and
transportation for his family from the Egyptian government during a
Christmas vacation. Foreign Minister Michéle Alliot-Marie also admitted
that she had accepted two free flights from a Tunisian businessman close to
Tunisia’s former first family. She was forced to resign.There was also a
proliferation of statements by different actors. On 29 January, Cameron,
Sarkozy and Merkel issued a joint statement without any reference to other
EU leaders including Herman van Rompuy and Catherine Ashton. In the
following days there were separate statements from von Rompuy, Barrosos,
Ashton and EP President Buzek. Angela Merkel, in an interview, seemed
to acknowledge a problem. ‘Lady Ashton has been in the job a year’. she
said, ‘We all like our own foreign policies. But we need to have a visible
face that represents us. And it’s up to us to strengthen her position’. The
differing voices were criticised not only by the media and think tanks but
also by MEPs. The head of the socialist bloc, Martin Schulz, compared
Europeans to the Statler and Waldorf characters in the children’s television
programme ‘The Muppet Show’. From a theatre balcony, the two cantan-
kerous old men comment on everything but nobody takes them seriously.
On 11 February, the European Council finally issued an agreed
statement in which it said it was committed to a new partnership ‘involving
more effective support in the future to those countries which are pursuing
political and economic reforms including through the European
Neighbourhood Policy and the Union for the Mediterranean’. This was an
implicit self-criticism that the EU policy in the region had failed despite

The Barcelona Process H.N:

.~ considerable expense of effort and resources, coﬂw.gﬁ.&u and mnu&_oﬁ.
How could Europe get this so wrong? A key reason is that the EU (like the
US) ultimately valued stability higher ﬁmn am.ﬂoﬁmo%. : L
But Europe did not recognise that this stability was precarious. ﬂ relie
' on working with regimes that were bent on controlling their populations Ww
force if necessary. Thus, the EU’s Country Strategy w.%m_. 2007-13 for
' Egypt, while identifying much of what was wrong sﬁ.a Egypt, recom-
mended addressing all those problems by So.agm with the mmﬁuﬁ_mb
" authorities — including improving the human dmrﬂ record, overcoming
£ corruption, as well as making progress with democratic reforms, rule of _.mé
: and good governance. Speaking in Brussels on 23 February 201 .r Catherine
~ Ashton appeared to understand that the EU needed a new start:

The situation is in flux across the region. We cannot know for sure how
things will unfold. But we do know several things that ooEa guide our
collective response: First, we know that we need the Um.E blend of
democratic and economic reforms to build sustainable .mSE:Q. .m<mu$
in the region show that the ‘old stability’ wasn’t S.Sﬁdm. .E_m.ﬁ is why
we need to build a new ‘sustainable stability’. HEM will require us to
tackle the political and economic aspects in an Eﬂmmm_ﬁoa manner.
What these last few weeks have shown us is that political and economic
reforms must go hand-in-hand.

Jn May 2011 the EU brought out a revised neighbourhood policy with a number
of key elements.

Supporting progress towards ‘deep democracy’

Free and fair elections need to be accompanied E\ Hm.%ooﬁ for E.m rule of FWM“
human rights and fundamental freedoms. All this will be done in partners cn
with the whole of society, not just the moﬁBE.mE. The EU will do .m:m mm
establishing partnerships within each smmm:co.cnﬂm country and _.szMm .m‘H
support more accessible to civil society organisations through a ME:# oﬂ@. y
Facility. A European Endowment for UoBoSmQ will also help political parties
and non-registered NGOs and trade unions.

Intensifying political and security cooperation

Supporting sustainable economic and mﬁ&& Qoﬁ..EﬁEoﬁﬁ the ww Mo mamﬁ:%
jobs, boosting growth and improving social ?oﬁ.mnzos is ﬁ.nmam. 2:. this in mind,
the EU has various plans to improve the _uﬁwEo.mm m:_SBH..BoH.; in the region.
These include bringing investors together, extending the operational area of the



European Investment Fund (EIF) and negotiating ‘deep and comprehensive fig

trade areas’ with willing and able partners.

Establishing mobility partnerships

Mobility partnerships are comprehensive frameworks for the EU, its member

states and the partner country, which aim to facilitate well-managed access f
legal migration channels, and to strengthen capacities for border management
combating irregular migration. A major goal is to enhance the mobility of citiz
between partner countries and the EU, in particular for students, researchers
businesspeople.

Strengthening the Eastern Partnership and building a Partnership for
Democracy and Shared Prosperity in the southern Mediterranean

Working with Eastern neighbours, the EU commits to implementing association.
agreements, pursuing democratisation and visa liberalisation, enhancing sectors]
cooperation, particularly in rural development, and working more with civil

building
d launch

society. With Southern countries, the EU would launch institution-
programmes, collaborate closely on migration, mobility and security an
pilot programmes to support agricultural and rural development.

Providing additional funding with clearer priorities

The additional €1,240 million will be used to support growth and fund new
ty and rural and regional

initiatives, particularly collaboration with civil socie
development.

The new proposals followed a review of the existing ENP, which concluded that
‘recent events and the results of the review have shown that EU support to
political reforms in neighbouring countries has met with limited results’. The

ENP was effectively split in two in 2008 with the launch of the French-backed

Union for the Mediterranean (UfM) and the Polish-Swedish-backed Eastem
Partnership (EaP). The new ENP devoted Just one paragraph to the half-dead
UfM, saying it needs to be ‘revitalised’ and to focus on ‘pragmatic’ projects
such as job creation instead of big-ticket items like the Arab-Israeli conflict. Jt
also made no mention of post-Soviet countries’ aspirations to enter the EU,
saying only that Article 49 of the EU treaty on eligibility to join is based on
democracy and rule of law. Differentiation and conditionality have been part of
the EU policy since the start of the ENP. The 201 1 proposals give more clarity
by outlining the five key elements of ‘deep and sustainable democracy’. For this
change to be implemented, the EU will have to enhance its monitoring and
progress reports. The proposed Civil Society Facility (CSF) and the European
Endowment for Democracy (EED) are welcome new developments. Between
2007-11 less than 2 per cent of EU assistance to ENP countries went fo
support civil society. The funding for EED should cover support to political
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ties and trades unions, which is a break from previous EU H..o_:oﬁmbow to

ome involved in these areas. Such support will require very mmmmwﬁﬁ handling.

It will also be important to ensure that the CSF and EED E.,n. flexible instruments

d not subject to the usual cumbersome EU bureaucratic procedures. More

precise benchmarking for the action plans is also to be éﬂongm. In 2010 .ﬂrm

Jkrainian government implemented only eight out o.». 70 HunonQ. areas E.E..DEm

the ambiguity of EU demands as a reason for nob.:.%_mamﬁmcon. Additional
resources to the east and south will help boost the ﬁo:nw.. The current system of
country allocations within a seven-year framework is Emm.wa:mﬁw.. H.ﬂ. aom.m not
allow enough flexibility in using conditionality and maamﬁma &m.mnou.smsoﬂ linked
progress. The funding allocations should allow its use as an incentive and
reward for best performers. The communications says nothing m_uoE. Article 49
of the Lisbon Treaty concerning the right of the mqm mE.omomB neighbours to
.w%@ for membership. Although accession to the Union is currently off the table,
this should not deter the EU from making more regular references to enlargement
so that they can be used by political elites to secure greater public m:EuoH..ﬁ for
reforms. The proposal in the communication to noma.o.nom :.5. human rights
E&omﬁ_mm with a follow up mechanism on commitments H.m.ﬁoﬂﬂed.. But human
rights concerns should feature on the agenda of every political meeting between
the EU institutions or member-states with partner governments, and the results of
hose discussions should be communicated to the public.

The Gulf

‘The nine Gulf countries — from Iran to Yemen — are m_EOm.H as important to the
‘EU as the Arab countries around the Mediterranean. It is Enaw. that half of
the world’s oil reserves and a third of the known gas reserves are situated. Also,
the prospects for economic growth for the coming w.o. to wo. years appear much
brighter than in the Mediterranean, thanks to mﬁrm.ﬁ rising prices of fossil energy.
The intensity of economic, cultural and political links with the QEH, countries is
substantially lower than for the Mediterranean neighbours, owing to greater
geographic, historic and cultural distance, but above all to .npm wmoﬁ Emﬁ. En O:ﬁ.
countries look beyond Europe for their economic and ﬁ.o:mo& zo.w. Asia is Eo:.
: future export outlet; and the US is the provider of ‘security’ and higher education
for them, with the notable exception of Iran. The EU has therefore Bmam. efforts
o engage in a productive dialogue. Cooperation agreements have been in force
with the six Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) countries for more than 15 years
and with Yemen for almost ten years. The EU has been trying to establish
contractual links with Iran for more than 15 years, without success so mm_... The
EU and GCC foreign ministers meet once a year for a broad oxormnmo.ow views.
But the overall level of contacts is much lower than with any of .Ea Mediterranean
countries. Until 2004, the EU Commission had not a single full-fledged
ation anywhere in the region. .

%Mwén the mw.mwonmuom of energy for Europe, the EU is seeking to Eﬁs&.@ rela-
tions with the GCC and is considering plans for a more frequent energy dialogue

1



and assistance for their WTO aspirations. Plans are also in hand for an EU-GCC

free trade area. Some EU diplomats also believe that the EU should try o
convince the three principal powers — the GCC, Iran and Iraq — of the need fora
comprehensive security relationship among themselves. This would indeed be
a difficult venture when Iran seems bent on acquiring nuclear power status, Irag
is busy restoring its sovereignty and the GCC shows signs of weakness. But the
EU might be the only credible power to undertake such a task. What is clear is
that the region will remain of critical importance to the EU for decades to come.
The EU has no choice but to become deeply and permanently involved in the
reform process, as a failure to reform could seriously affect the EU’s security
and future energy supplies. Saudi Arabia is the most important country in the
region but it has not been willing to change its undemocratic internal structures,
It helped put down unrest in neighbouring Bahrein in March 2011 and has

looked on askance at the street revolutions in Egypt and elsewhere in the wider
Middle East.

Russia

Russia signalled at an early stage that it did not see itself as part of the ENP, [t
held that its status required a special relationship with the EU. But despite soaring
energy prices Russia remains a weak state with numerous political, social and
economic problems. The authoritarian trends in Russia pose a problem for the
EU, which is seeking to develop a values-based foreign policy. On the surface
there is increasing cooperation between the EU and Russia on security affairs,
Russia is a permanent member of the UNSC and the largest neighbour of the ET,
In some areas, such as non-proliferation, there has been more in common between
the EU and Russia than between the EU and the US. There has also been
good cooperation on the Middle East, Iran, terrorism and the reform of the UN,
But there are also differences in terms of how to deal with the neighbours,
For example, the EU (critical) reacted very differently from Russia (uncritical) to
the Orange Revolution in Ukraine and the death of many demonstrators in
Uzbekistan in 2005.

Moscow has also struggled to assert itself against rebellious provinces and
regions such as Chechnya. It has an ageing population, an absence of a strong
legal culture, and rising social problems, including an HIV/AIDS epidemic. Jts
leaders are also struggling to cope with a changed global system, a system that
seemed very predictable until the collapse of communism in 1989-91. Many
regret the loss of superpower status, and Vladimir Putin is on record as stating
that the break-up of the Soviet Union was one of the worst calamities of the
twentieth century. Russia has no desire to Join the EU (or NATO) as it would be
very uncomfortable with the constant interference and loss of sovereignty. It
prefers to align its policies when convenient with the West and welcomes oppor-
tunities to play on the stage with G8 and G20 partners. The terrorist attack on the
Beslan school in 2004 was a traumatic affair for Russia as it displayed Russia’s
weakness. There were swift fears of an international conspiracy to undermine

Russia and a consequent determination not to oo.Bﬁ.S:amo with the mm@mﬂ.:ma
or terrorists. Russia also tends to view foreign .HE:S\ in zero-sum terms, a throw-
back to the Cold War mentality. Given Russia’s Eamgomwﬂ it tends to be <mHQ
defensive in foreign and security policy. It has proved very nE.,m.EF for examp W
10 secure any movement by Moscow in the frozen conflict of Transdnies

va ). . )
EMWMJmMWH basis for EU relations with Russia is the Partnership msa.o.o.owﬁmﬁ.ow
Agreement (PCA) that came into force in December qu. for an :WE.N Eﬁo\h :
of ten years. It establishes the institutional Wm_dmd.«on.w for U:mﬁma& :w.mnommu mwmﬂ
the principal common objectives, and calls for activities and dialogue in a num

of policy areas. It covers:

trade and economic co-operation: :vwﬁmmmmnou. ow :mam based on most-
favoured-nation (MFN) treatment and the m_.:_.gEm.:ou of n:ﬁ.ﬁ:mﬂé
restrictions; legislative harmonisation; and provision on the establishment
and operation of companies, services, current payments and the movement
of capital, competition and intellectual property; . )
s co-operation in science and technology, energy, environment, transport,
nd a range of other civil sectors; .

wwwwwnw_ &Eom%ﬂ on international issues, amBoo.EQ and Enw_mn rights; .
justice and home affairs: co-operation to Eﬁwmﬁ illegal activities, ﬁmmmnﬁbm
in drugs, money laundering and organised crime — an action plan on combat-
ing organised crime was signed in June 2000.

Bilateral institutional contacts are to a large extent amﬁm:&noa by Em wn> ,:H.SM
include two summits each year, a permanent vmﬂuﬂ.mw% council A.B.HEMEH.E
level) and a cooperation committee (senior o.mmoﬁ level). .H: ma&cnu, H_.EH
subcommittees (working level) deal with ﬁmog_om_ issues i.r;a E.mwm is also M
regular ministerial and official dialogue on foreign and mmmE._J\ policy Hmwcww.
parliamentary cooperation committee :mm. also been established, where mem .wmmw
of the European Parliament and the Russian Duma meet on a ﬁmEmanmG. .
PCA expired in 2007 but it has been prolonged on an mEE& basis pending Mouom
tiations on a new EU-Russia agreement. A protocol was signed by the E . Mm
Russia in April 2004 to extend the PCA to the ten new Bm.B_uQ states. Russia .mw
found it difficult to come to terms with the quﬁ.; that ﬂm.rﬁ. former noH.Ed:z.H_m
countries, including three former Soviet Hmwcgnm“ have joined Ew EU. dﬁ: e
Moscow has tended to ignore its former satellites in Central Europe, ;. has oon.n?
ued to press the Baltic states for alleged EmE.mEBmH of the QEOWW:MEMB
living there. For several years Russia has refused to sign and ._.mn@ the border
agreements that were agreed with Estonia and hmv.:m, EE% using the issue as M
hammer to beat Baltic heads. One of the most difficult issues for the EU mna
Russia to resolve was transit to the Kaliningrad cEnm.m. A relic of the wmoobm
World War, Kaliningrad suffered severe moawo-moonon:m v.aoEmEm asa result o.ﬁ
the break-up of the Soviet Union. After lengthy smmoﬂwﬁo:m a mwmo&_o MMMM
regime, based on.facilitated travel documents, came into effect in July :



&

The EU has also offered substantial financial assistance to support the
socio-economic development of Kaliningrad.

Russia was also the subject of a 1999 EU common strategy that was supposed
to inject greater coherence between the EU and member states in their policies
towards Russia. Most observers agree that it has been a failure. EU member states
have been unwilling to align their bilateral agendas and programmes with those
of the EU. France, Germany and Italy in particular have all sought to establish
close bilateral and personal ties to Russia, sometimes at the expense of agreed
EU policy. For example, in 2004, the Italian prime minister, while holding the
rotating EU Presidency, was not even willing to defend EU policy on Chechnya
when hosting Mr Putin for the six-monthly EU-Russia summit. Germany and
Russia also agreed on a new pipeline route that bypassed Poland and the Baltic
states. The current tendency simply makes it easy for Moscow to play off one
member state against another, and the result is a weakened EU approach to
one of its most important neighbours.

Four common spaces

Partly in recognition of the limitations of the PCA, and in the context of the
EU-Russia strategic partnership, both sides agreed at the St Petersburg summit
of May 2003 to start working on four ‘common spaces’. It was decided to create
a common economic space; a common space of freedom, security and justice, 2
space of cooperation in the field of external security, as well as a space of
research and education, including cultural aspects. As far as the common
economic space is concerned, the priority issues were identified as the energy
dialogue, transport, the environment and steps to improve the investment climate
and pursue regulatory convergence.Regarding the common space of freedom,
security and justice, the priorities were to be border management and migration
issues. The EU was unable to agree to Russian demands for visa-free travel but
did agree to set up a working party to examine the issues, including the better use
of existing flexibilities under the Schengen Agreement that provides for a pass-
port-free area. Both sides also stressed the importance of working together in
crisis management, and welcomed practical cooperation in ESDP operations.
Negotiations on a new, ambitious bilateral treaty were launched in 2008 and
have since made progress on a wide array of economic, political and sectoral
matters. But the negotiations cannot be concluded before Russia joins the
WTO, the EU and Russia also have agreed a Partnership for Modernisation. The
partnership builds on the four Common Spaces and complements the bilateral
partnerships for modernisation that exist between several EU member states and
Russia. Economic ties between Russia and the EU have grown substantially over
the last years. Russia is the EU’s third most important trading partner in goods
(after the US and China), with 66 billion EUR in exports to Russia (6 per cent of
all EU exports, fourth place) and 115 billion EUR in imports in 2009 (9.6 per cent
of all EU imports, third place after China and US, mostly natural resources).
The EU is thus the largest market for Russian goods. In 2009 both imports and

exports fell by a third due to the global economic crisis. EH moém. from the .m_C
to Russia reached 25.5 billion EUR in 2008 _umono.&ovﬂ:._m during the crisis.
- gtill, Europe clearly remains the largest investor m Wcmﬂ.m..F 2009
investment flows from Russia to the EU amounted to 3.3 billion EUR. mbwﬂm«
represents 65 per cent of total EU imports from Russia, nearly &.o per cent of mm.”m
imports, 27 per cent of crude oil imports and 24 per cent of coal imports originate
in Russia. At the same time raw material

inverse

sales to the EU represents 40 per cent
of the Russian budget and around 70 per cent o.w Ew. revenue of .QmNEoB. .mc
companies hold 75 per cent of cumulative .mon_ms E<.omﬁﬂma.m in the Wcm.wms
Federation, backed by a dense network of oil and gas pipeline interconnections.
The EU-Russia energy dialogue is the most anﬁ.?ﬁma energy moEB between
the EU and any other country in the world. Russia has been a arm&_m energy
supplier to the EU, and it is only in the last decade there E.Zo been Eﬁﬂ:ﬂpomm
From the Russian point of view, these problems are not E.BE% ,uag.mos the

and the Russian Federation; they are also created by the adjustments _Ewm.m to the
formation of new transit states. Ukraine, Belarus, Moldova, m.: oowmse.ﬁ an
issue of security of supply and demand. There are fundamental Eﬂmﬂmnoaw in Fm
way Russia and the EU have organised their Bﬁwﬁmu ..cE the Russian m&ﬂmﬁ%b
has taken considerable steps to open up its electricity market. There are a WO
domestic suppliers of gas in Russia who owaﬁmﬁm successfully. However, the
activity and influence of Russian companies ﬂ:o.md Bm.m.a challenges vmnmwmmu
contrary to the Russian centralisation model, the Eoﬂmmmamq mbﬂmw-amﬁgemﬂ
EU’s open, integrated and competitive BE.WQ model is open to suppliers
throughout the world. That has been the basis of reforms mﬁosaa. the mnm._a.w@
markets in Europe, ending up with the Third Energy Package (TEP) in 2009. Mq
energy sector is one of the most regulated in the world, because the ocuacmﬁ.o
companies alone cannot be relied on to move towards an open and competitive
awmm.wwﬂﬂmﬂmmamomﬁ recent improvements in %m. Russian ﬁmaﬁmmoz,w fiscal
position, the need for large volumes of financial assistance cmm declined. In fact,
Russia herself has become a donor. Financial cooperation 15 now mﬁoo_mom:.w
targeted to meet the objectives defined in the Hom&s%m to the mGchm.m_w
Common Spaces. Cooperation is now carried 9.: on the ﬁﬂbﬁm_@ of oo-mummn%u
by the EU and Russia. Most notably, Russia 1s nc-mb.mnoam OSm,.m Bor .mﬁ
Cooperation programmes. Emphasis is on Emsm.ﬂ. education cooperation, E.:
Erasmus Mundus and Tempus supporting mobility of students and teaching
staff. Furthermore, funding for Russia also came from the Zco_mma Safety
Instrument (€500 million since 1991) and a number of other thematic ?omEBEnM
The European Democracy and Human Rights Instrument mmHU.m.E mumsnm
14 human rights projects in Russia in 2010 for nearly m.m HEH_._.BP and M e
Institution Building Partnership Programme supported 16 projects with NGOs for

million. .

s HMWM MMMM bilateral agenda will likely continue to be clouded by Em m_..::oﬁﬁ.ma-
ian trends in Russia. At the same time, the EU is aware ﬂ_um‘.n Russia isa vital
partner in terms of energy supply (mainly natural gas) and in resolving some



sensitive international situations, ranging from the Middle East to Belarus and the
southern Caucasus. Russia has shown that it takes the EU seriously when it js
confronted with a united voice. For example, it basically had to accept EU
proposals for transit between the Russian mainland and Kaliningrad. The EU will
need to remain firm and united in future if it is to develop its strategic partnership
with Russia according to its own democratic principles and values.

Although some progress has been made in EU-Russia relations, there remains
considerable mutual distrust, partly through ignorance of the other side’s motives,
What is needed is a frank dialogue covering all sensitive issues including values,
multilateralism and minority rights. Russia is still driven by a great-power
mentality that tends to view developments as a zero-sum game. It will be impor-
tant to engage with the coming generation of Russian leaders to explain the
importance of ‘soft power’ in international relations. The EU needs to do more to

attract Russian students and facilitate travel for genuine business and tourist tray-

ellers. For its part, Moscow should accept the EU as a serious negotiating partner
and not try to undermine it by seeking special deals with member states or
bypassing PCA structures. Both sides are condemned to live with each other and
will increasingly rub up against each other as a result of enlargement. But a genu-
ine strategic partnership can only be developed if there is acceptance of common
values. Russia will inevitably be confronted with its internal problems for many
years. It has come to recognise the growing influence of the EU in certain areas
but it does not see any need to make major concessions to achieve a rather neby-
lous ‘strategic partnership’ with the EU. The same holds true for Brussels. It
knows that it is heavily dependent on Russian energy but it also recognises that
the energy card is not a strong one — after all, Russia has to sell its oil and gas to
live. Overall, therefore, there is no major underpinning of the relationship.

Ukraine

The EU has found it difficult to establish a normal relationship with Ukraine,
partly because of the lack of reform in that country and partly because it does not
want to encourage Ukrainian ambitions of Joining the EU. When President
Kuchma was in power there was considerable EU reticence to go beyond the
PCA that Ukraine enjoyed, like other ex-Soviet republics. In December 2004
there was a political earthquake in Ukraine following the ‘Orange Revolution’
when the pro-Western leader Viktor Yushchenko came to power, largely as a
result of grassroots pressure for reform. The EU, in the guise of Solana plus the
presidents of Poland and Latvia, played an important mediation role in ensuring
the peaceful outcome of the Orange Revolution. But the new government in Kiey
also failed to make much headway with political and economic reforms, and this
led to further EU doubts about Ukraine’s ability to change as rapidly as it had
planned. In March 2006, Yushchenko’s party came third in national elections,
forcing it into a coalition with the party led by Julia Timoshenko, his former
prime minister whom he had dismissed in 2005. She in turn resigned after
less than a year in office and was later replaced by Viktor Yanukovych,

e soutrnern Laduncksus 17

Ukraine joined the ENP but continued to ﬁimm on a signal from the EU that it
ine as an eventual member state. .

éﬂﬂwﬂww MMM MWM:Q Ukraine began negotiations on a deep and oonamrmnwim
free trade agreement (DCFTA). This was meant to be w,.z.wwﬁ case for mzcnozs nmnm
in the Eastern Partnership. As of HE.Q-NoC E.m remaining issues EH e Wm”rm
included energy, agriculture and geographical indicators of origin (G wu. a

same time Russia has been wooing Ukraine H._oﬂ to move too close HM t M. . w,m
offering it various inducements including subsidised energy and mem Q,cm ipo .
customs union with Belarus and Kazhakstan. A free trade agreement oﬂ&ﬂd
Russia-led customs union and Ukraine SQ:E not be a problem for the : .
However, if Ukraine joined such a ocmﬁoam.:éon it would de facto rwm& HN a muw.qd
its trade policy with that customs union, which would cause problems for the EU.

The southern Caucasus

The EU’s interest in the three countries in the ﬂmcomm:m has been m.mm:mmﬁm.é.
Its main interest is in ensuring the secure m:%:wm.ow energy m.oﬁ me Wm%hwm
region to the EU. The region is also crucial for H.&.m:onm ,.S_& w&mwmmw . E.u ey nd
Iran. The EU hopes to play a constructive 8_@.5 H.wm frozen con :Mm HM i
region but is aware of its limitations. These conflicts Eo:.am meonmo-._ mﬂm mmc om
South Ossetia and Abkhazia (both EE@.S& by Russia in 2008). In July il
the EU appointed a special representative to the ma&w.ma Caucasus MEn 2
wide-ranging mandate to assist the process of Hmooco.EmsoF SM ﬁﬂo.ﬂoéw e
democracy and human rights, and Hmm_ﬂnm_ ooovwm:_on. A final poini s to
enhance EU effectiveness and visibility in E.a region. Of the ﬁanrmoEy. nmm "
the region Azerbaijan is the EU’s largest qm&bm umnsnw.“ m:ro:.mw t ,caﬁvdB _&M
relates to cotton, oil and gas, and occupies a strategic location e MQQWH e
EU and Central Asia. A high-level dialogue on energy m.ba J#E.._m.unn. in the 2 M_m
Sea and Caspian Sea was launched at the Commission’s initiative wi ! the
November 2004 Baku ministerials aimed .m: En amﬁ_owua.ma ommﬂ Emzm.:”
energy and transport market and its progressive Sﬁmm.nm:om with E.m UBH..“.\ MHh
The EU has also been supportive of attempts to improve relations betwe

Turkey and Armenia.

The European Economic Area (EEA)

Many critics of the ENP have suggested that the EEA might be a more. _mcnwcmm
alternative. But this would not be an Oﬁncw_ as the EEA agreement is mm% ohm :o
the requirements of advanced industrial neighbours of the EU. dﬁam. G%% wm
origins in the European Free Trade Area Amﬂ,ﬁ& %.a.. was created in 8 EM
seven countries then less keen to go down the EﬁwmamuoEmﬂ path ?osmmaa mw e
original six founding members of the EU. Relations ,coimg the EU m% .

were cordial, with the focus being on the gradual establishment of S Rmaqw Hm
area for industrial products. Following the announcement that the m.c.. inten M Eo
establish an Internal Market by 1992, Jacques Delors, then President of the
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Switzerland voted against EEA membership in December 1992, and has since
maintained and developed its relationship with the EU through bilateral agree-
ments. Following the accession of Finland, Austria and Sweden to the EU in
1995, the EEA was composed of just three countries — Norway, Iceland and
Liechtenstein — that nevertheless wished to maintain the arrangements in o.ﬁma to
participate in the internal market, while not assuming the full responsibilities ﬁ.uw
EU membership. All new Community legislation in areas noﬁw& by E.o.mm> is
integrated into the agreement through an EEA Joint Committee decision and
subsequently becomes part of the national legislation of the mm> states. The
agreement gives them the right to be consulted by the OoBEme.Eu.acnum .ma
formulation of Community legislation, but not the right to a voice in decision
making, which is reserved exclusively for member states. ..H,E.osmr .&m. double
impact of the participation in the decision shaping and the high level of integra-
tion of Community acquis into their national legislation, the EEA states are, of all
the countries associated with the Union, technically the most closely linked to the
EU. The EEA Agreement is concerned principally with the four wzzgmmﬁm_
freedoms of the internal market, i.e. freedom of movement of goods (excluding
agriculture and fisheries, which are included in the mmamnaﬂ.:.o:_w to a very
limited extent), persons, services and capital. Horizontal provisions Hm_@ﬁﬁﬁ to
these four freedoms in the areas of social policy, consumer protection, environ-
ment, company law and statistics complete the areas that the EEA states take over
Community legislation. As one of the primary obligations under the agreement is
to ensure equal conditions of competition, the substantive competition rules of the
agreement correspond to the Community acquis in this area. This covers the a&mm
concerning cartels, abuse of dominant positions, merger control, state Bonomo_ﬁm
and state aid. In addition to the obligation to accept the Community acquis in the
fields of the four freedoms, the agreement contains provisions to allow coopera-
tion between the Community and the EEA states in a range of Community
activities: research and technological development, information services, the
environment, education, social policy, consumer protection, small and medium-
sized enterprises, tourism, the audiovisual sector and civil protection. Where the
EEA states are admitted to participate in these programmes, they contribute to the
budgets of the programmes in question and participate in the committees Emﬂ
manage them, but with no right to vote. The EEA states also make a financial
contribution towards the reduction of economic and social disparities in the EU.
The EEA Agreement is made up of 129 articles as well as 22 annexes and 49
protocols. The annexes refer to the acquis communautaire applicable in Sw mm.».
The protocols include provisions on specific areas such as rules on the origin of
goods, transition periods for the EEA states in certain fields and Eﬂv:mmn_
customs procedures. The EEA Agreement does not cover the following EU
policy areas: common agriculture and fisheries policies (although the agreement
contains provisions on various aspects of trade in agricultural and fish products);
a customs union; a common trade policy; a common foreign and security policy;
justice and home affairs (even though Iceland and Norway are part of the
Schengen network) and the Monetary Union (EMU). The EEA states have not

‘Box 8.1 The frozen conflicts

In 1992 the mainly Russian- and Cwa_.zmm:-mvmmﬁnm region of Transnistria
sought to secede from woamams-mvmmﬁmm Moldova. The Moldovan
government in Chisinau was unable to enforce its sovereignty over the
whole country as thousands of Russian troops remained in Transnistria.
The OSCE, together with Russia and Ukraine, has been trying to broker a
political settlement. In early 2006 the EU sent a border mission to help
monitor and train customs officials on the Moldova—Ukraine shared
border.

Abkhazia broke away from the Republic of Georgia when the Soviet
Union disintegrated in 1991-92. The Georgian government in Thilisi used
force in an attempt to regain control over the region but was defeated in
1993 by Abkhaz forces, backed by Russian units. Subsequently, thousands
of ethnic Georgians were expelled from the region. An uneasy truce has
been in place since 1994, policed by Russian peace-keepers.

There was a similar situation in South Ossetia, which did not support
Georgia’s quest for independence in 1991, Attempts by the government
in Thilisi to regain control failed, and a fragile truce was maintained unti
August 2008 when a shooting war broke out, which resulted in the de facto
Russian annexation of both South Ossietia and Abkhazia. Each side blamed
the other for starting the conflict, which ended following mediation by
President Sarkozy, then holding the EU Presidency. Some critics speculated
whether the EU could have played this mediation role if the Presidency had
been held by one of the smaller member states.

Conflicts between ethnic Armenians and Azerbaijanis broke out in the
late 1980s, with the most extensive fighting taking place in Nagorno-Kara-
bakh, a region that was part of Soviet Azerbaijan but whose population is
largely Armenian. A 1994 ceasefire established de-facto Armenian contro]
over the region. OSCE talks to resolve the problem have not met with suc-
cess. Both Azerbaijan and Turkey keep their borders with Armenia closed,

European Commission, proposed a new and more structured form of partnership,
which was to become the EEA Agreement. The EFTA states at that time —
Austria, Finland, Iceland, Liechtenstein, Norway, Sweden and Switzerland -
welcomed the idea, and formal negotiations with the EU (then the European
Community) began in June 1990. The Agreement for a European Economic Area
was signed on 2 May 1992 in Oporto and came into force on 1 January 1994. The
objective of the EEA Agreement, as laid down in Article 1, is ‘to promote a
continuous and balanced strengthening of trade and economic relations between

the Contracting Parties...with the view to creating a homogenous European
Economic Area’.



transferred any legislative competences to the EEA institutions, and all decisions
on the EEA side are therefore taken by unanimity.

The EEA Agreement is implemented through a set of special institutional
arrangements. The EEA Joint Committee is responsible for the ongoing manage-
ment of the EEA Agreement. It is a forum in which views are exchanged and
decisions are taken by consensus to incorporate Community legislation in the
EEA Agreement. The Joint Committee is made up of ambassadors to the EU from
the EEA states, representatives of the European Commission and EU member
states. The Joint Committee may set up subcommittees, which prepare the deci-
sions of the Joint Committee and where discussion of different aspects of the
Joint Committee’s work can take place. There are currently five such subcommit.
tees. The EEA Council, composed of the foreign ministers of the EU and EEA
states, provides political impetus for the development of the agreement and
guidelines for the Joint Committee. It meets twice a year, usually briefly and on
the margins of an EU F oreign Affairs Council, and it is chaired for six months on
a rotating basis. The EEA Joint Parliamentary Committee comprises members of
the national parliaments of the EEA states and Members of the European
Parliament (MEPs). The Committee is supposed to contribute, through dialogue
and debate, to a better understanding between the Community and the EEA states
of the fields covered by the agreement.’

The EEA is the most advanced arrangement that the EU has with any group of
countries and reflects both their proximity to and long-standing ties with the EU;
and also the high levels of their political and economic development. Globally,
the EEA machinery runs smoothly after ten years of operation. The updating of
the agreement through the incorporation of new relevant Community legislation
has become a day-to-day business, and some 4,000 EU legal acts are applicable
across the EEA. The basic deal of the EEA is that the three states have access to
the EU’s internal market, pay substantial amounts for the privilege and yet have
no real say in the legislation that they must accept in this area. It is true that EEA
states can request consultations on matters of concern and they can also negotiate
adaptations to Community legislation when this is called for by special circum-
stances and agreed on by both sides; but the reality is that the prevailing EU
attitude is ‘take it or leave it’. Compromises painfully negotiated among 27 EU
member states are not going to be unravelled at the EEA stage. The EEA states,
of course, do have the opportunity to influence the shaping of EEA-relevant legis-
lation, i.e. proposals at the preparatory or pre-pipeline stage by the EU. This
opportunity is enshrined in the EEA Agreement as a right for representatives of
the EEA states to participate in expert groups of the European Commission, and
to submit EEA comments on upcoming legislation. While the EEA states use
these opportunities to shape legislation actively, they have little influence on the
final decision on the legislation on the EU side. They can neither sit nor vote in
the European Parliament or the European Council of Ministers (co-legislators
on the EU side for most EEA-relevant legislation) and hence have to incorporate
into the EEA Agreement what has ultimately been decided, if not necessarily
shaped, by others.

Conclusion 1235

Following the collapse of its banking system in 2008, Iceland Qmo&.ﬁ to apply
for EU membership. The European Commission gave a wm<oﬁm_u_m. opinion of the
application in 2010 noting the likely difficult areas of fisheries, mmnoE.Em.mm finan-
cial services and regional policy. Whilst the elite were in mm<o.ﬁ. of joining ﬂ.ro
EU, much of the population was hostile because of tough conditions .E.n British
and Dutch governments demanded for repayment of money lost to their investors
in Icelandic banks. Negotiations only started in mid-2011.

Conclusion

The EU devotes more time, energy and resources to its immediate s&mgoﬁ.ro.oa
than to any other part of the world. Its various contractual mﬂm:mmnmaﬁw with its
neighbours reflect the level of political and economic development in each coun-
try. The more advanced the neighbour (e.g. Norway), the closer the arrangement.
The EU has never gone out to solicit countries to join the EU but rather mao_uﬁa
criteria for membership. The carrot of membership has been very mcn.nmmmma in
promoting the reform process in those countries eligible for membership. Where
membership is not on offer the Union has considerably less leverage. The ENP
was launched to deal with the challenges resulting from enlargement. The Eastern
neighbours may be eligible for EU membership at some date in the w.:.EHm.u but the
Southern neighbours do not have this option. The Jasmine Revolutions in ZQ”E
Africa in the spring of 2011 prompted a rethink of the mG,.m entire approach to mm
neighbours with more money going to support democratic change. EU-Russia
relations will remain difficult for some time to come. The roadmaps for the four
common spaces are rather vague and contain neither ammnEunm nor Ewﬁm for
specific projects. But with more than 50 per cent of Russia’s trade going to
the EU and the number of Russians visiting the EU growing at 20 per cent a year
the relationship is bound to become closer. Although the EU has little appetite
for further enlargements, the EU will have little alternative but to become even
more active with its neighbours in future.

Key questions

1. Why did the EU launch the ENP? .

2. How would you assess the Barcelona Process and the Union for the
Mediterranean? . .

3. How did the EU respond to the waves of unrest in North >?n.%

4. What are the main EU interests in Russia? What does Russia want from
the EU? . .

5. How have the new member states tried to influence EU policy Eéw&m Russia?

6. Could the EEA be a model for other countries in the EU’s neighbourhood?

7. The ENP is doomed to failure, as it does not hold out the prospect of EU
membership. Discuss. .

8. Should the EU attempt to define the final borders of the Union? If so where
should they be?
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9 The Balkans and Turkey

Summary

In the early 1990s the EU failed to deal effectively .E:r Em break-up of _.&o
former Yugoslavia. It had to rely on the US intervening twice to stop mﬂgmn
aggression. The EU’s early failures and the Kosovo war spurred the EU into a
more coherent and strategic policy towards the wmznmﬂ_w.. ﬂamacm:w the EU devel-
oped a roadmap for membership agreed in ,:ummm&ou;n in 2003. The EU EBR&
an important role in the downfall of MiloSevi¢ NE.Q U.Howﬂma agreements in
Bosnia, Kosovo and Macedonia. The Balkans remains :E.uonma as instability
there, whether political, economic or social, affects the mﬁmc_:a\.om member states.
The next enlargement of the EU could well include the countries of the Western
Balkans and Turkey. Given the Union’s internal problems and the E.m<am.5no of
‘enlargement fatigue’, no one can predict when the next osjma.mmam& will take
place. Croatia is due to join the EU in 2013 while the negotiations with Turkey
have scarcely moved in years. Turkey is a major neighbour of the EU, and
its accession would be of a very different order of magnitude wH.oB. any Balkan
country. It is also predominantly Muslim, and this causes hesitation in some
European circles.

Introduction

The Balkans has been a major testing ground of the EU’s developing 5\.85?
tional role and in particular of the CFSP and the ESDP. Few could gﬁ._:,_mm-
ined, when the CFSP was agreed in 1991, that it would have such a baptism of
fire. In the summer of 1999, Southeastern Europe emerged m.oﬂ yet msoﬁ_.uma
violent conflict in the region. NATO forces had just ended a bombing campaign
against the former Yugoslavia and had taken control of Kosovo. Yugoslavia was
still under international sanctions, with detrimental mm.mn.uw on the s&o_..w region,
especially from organised crime. Albania and Macedonia were recovering m.omﬁ
the refugee influx due to the Kosovo crisis, which aggravated the situation in
Macedonia to a degree that led to ethnic violence in the summer of M.oof While
fighting had ceased in Bosnia and Croatia with the Dayton agreement in Gom._ the
situation resembled more an uneasy truce than good-neighbourly relations.



