Georg Vobruba

Expansion without Enlargement

Europe’s Dynamism and the
EU’s Neighbourhood Policy

“Accession is not the only game in towh.”

Even before the completion of the EU’s easternrgela
ment in 2004, the Commission had begun to think eabou
what should happen next. It was clear that thisrge-
ment would bring with it new relations of proximignd
hence new problems for and new expectations oEthe

It was also clear, however, that dealing with thissees
as they had been dealt with up to then, stabilizimg
periphery by means of enlargement and promiseslaf-e
gement, was no longer an option.

The EU had reached the limits of its previous dyisam
of development, in which integration and enlargentema
functioned in such a way as to mutually reinforeete
other. By the time of the 2004 eastern enlargenstrtte
latest, the number and heterogeneity of the mersitades
had increased to such an extent that they wereanplac
excessive demands on the EU’s potential for cultura
organizational, and financial integratidithis overstretch
made the contradiction between the deepening aed th
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enlargement of the EU sharper, and this is thenessef

the European Union’s enlargement crisiEhis view that
enlargement and the deepening of European integrati
openly contradict one another led to the widelyrastia
conviction that the automatism of further enlargetaef

the EU had to be stoppédut it was also clear that it
could not be in the EU’s interest to bring its exgian
dynamism to an abrupt end, since this implied thate
was a danger of a sharp clash of interests betteeEU

and its periphery. What was needed, therefore, avas
concept that made it possible for the EU to comtinol
expand without necessitating further enlargemeniw lis

it possible to have expansion without enlargem@&his is

the core problem around which the EU’s neighboudhoo
policy revolves.

The short history (since 2002) of the EU’s develeptrof

its programme for expansion without enlargement &as
characteristic feature: With the passing of timerenand
more countries on the periphery of the EU have been
incorporated into the programme. This began inyearl
2003 with the Commission’s Wider Europe concept,
which covered Belarus, Russia, Moldova, and Ukraine.
The next step was the Council's December 2003 Copen-
hagen decision, which adopted the Wider Europe einc
and extended it to incorporate the countries inedlin the
Barcelona Process. In 2004, the expansion without
enlargement programme was formulated anew in the
European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) strategy paper
extended to Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Georgia. Aspnt,

the European Neighbourhood Policy covers 16 caestri
on the periphery of the EU.

The ENP concepts that were developed to stop the EU
automatic enlargement momentum are themselvesciubje
to an analogous dynamism. Driven partly by the réesf
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individual countries on the periphery to be allowed
participate and partly by the interest of indivilgeoups
of member states in questions relating to stabiihd
security, the circle of countries towards which tresgh-
bourhood policy is directed has grown, as has xiene of
the potential “ring of friends” around the EU thiite
neighbourhood policy is designed to bring into lgein
One way of looking at this idiosyncratic tendenoyeix-
pansion in the programmatic development of the ENB
see it quite simply as the ironic return of an Eodel of
development that has evidently not been overconosv-H
ever, one can also ask: What are the reasons ifoexi
pansion dynamism, which has clearly persisted beyoea
Union’s rounds of enlargement? The relationshipveen
the prosperous core of the EU and its periphery lman
understood as a political deal. The terms of tkial dbe-
tween the EU and its periphery have changed, thoagh
enlargement policy has turned into neighbourhodityo
This affects what this policy is able to achieve.

Europe’s dynamism

The interdependencies between the centre and tighpe
ery of the European Union give rise to specifieerat-
tions that are the source of Europe’s dynanfisiihe
central factor is the interest of the core of thé iB safe-
guarding its own existence as a politically statbee of
economic prosperity. The consequence of this damina
interest is that the core perceives its peripherytwo
different ways: on the one hand, as a source dbwsar
economic and political problems that damage theseU’
extensive interest in stability and, on the othendy as a
protective zone that can serve to keep at bay enabl
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arising in the more distant periphery. This amizwnal
perception of the periphery — as both a sourceaflpms
and a solution to these problems — leads to theactegis-
tic combination of exclusion and inclusion in th&’&
policy towards its periphery.

The goal of an exclusion policy is to keep croseibo
problems at a distance by closing borders. Of e&yutss
kind of policy has only limited prospects of suceBor
one, there are technical reasons why attempts dsecl
borders are ineffective against numerous kindsrofs:
border processes. This applies particularly tosstmsder
environmental pollution, transmitted through theaivia
water. Second, the effective closure of borderg&ponse
to certain cross-border processes can only be \athibey
paying disproportionately high financial, politicadnd
humanitarian costs. This applies in particularh® immi-
gration controls put in place by states governeduby of
law and subject to immigration flows.

Third, attempts to implement exclusion policies @&m
counter difficulties in the stable zone of econopricsper-
ity because the costs and benefits are unequalitdited
across this zone and associated with a range fafreift
interests. This applies particularly to the regolatof
mobile transnational production factors, labour naiipn,
and foreign direct investment. All in all, theredor policy
of exclusion with the goal of safeguarding the psysus
core of the EU has no great prospect of successugh-
out the history of the EU, this has led repeateadlythe
addition of a policy of calculated inclusion to @xclusion
policy or to the replacement of exclusion by inadns As
a result, inclusion has dominated EU policy towatfus
periphery’.

Calculated inclusion follows the logic of self-intsted
aid® In the transnational context, self-interested &id
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motivated by the interest of the country providiasgis-
tance in finding ways to solve problems that spreaass
borders in the foreign locations where they firsde This
might mean subsidizing the environmental policy eof
poorer neighbour, for example, by modernizing otgda
nuclear reactors. Self-interested aid can also ttagdorm
of assistance to the reform countries’ economicomec
struction and political stabilization. This sertesreduce
the incentive to emigrate. All in all, the policy calcu-
lated inclusion dictated by the logic of self-irgsted help
amounts to letting the poorer periphery share tiosper-
ity of the core of the EU to a certain degree. Tikishe
systemic reason why, when new members join the EU,
they stress publicly that their contribution to icegl
stability benefits the whole of the EU. “Romanialwibt
make any trouble or create any unrest,” emphasized
Romanian prime minister in autumn 2006. “It will eon
tribute a zone of stability and security for the obeh of
southeast Europé.”

Admittedly, there are limits to the policy of calated
inclusion. For one, this policy is associated vetimsider-
able financial outlays, which can affect its pragpeof
acceptance in the prosperous core. This problemaide
worse by the fact that the policy of calculatedlusmon
costs money immediately, but its positive effecit anly
be seen later. Second, if a policy of calculatexdusion is
to be successful, the countries of the periphergtne
prepared to share responsibility for it. This islecisive
difference between an exclusion and an inclusidicyio
An exclusion policy is a unilateral action taken the
prosperous core in relation to its periphery, whsran
inclusion policy can only function as co-operatibe-
tween prosperous core and periphery.



Expansion without Enlargement 109

This leads us to the question of how, and undertwha
circumstances, the periphery is prepared to coabper
with the prosperous core in order to pursue a podit
calculated inclusion. This question is of decisingor-
tance for the European Neighbourhood Policy.

The periphery’s preparedness to co-operate

One certainly cannot assume in advance that thphsey
will automatically be prepared to co-operate. Tikide-
cause the EU pursues a combined policy of excluaiah
inclusion towards its periphery. First and foremasghat
the EU’s policy of calculated inclusion means fie t
countries of the periphery is comprehensive ecooomi
modernization and political democratization. Thidigy
may be very much in the interests of the countoiethe
periphery in the long term, but in the short teihgives
rise to costs that have to be paid by specific pgoespe-
cially in terms of higher unemployment and in thed of
previously privileged political positions.

We therefore have to address the question of tinelico
tions under which a country on the periphery walill-
ing and able to co-operate with the prosperous cbthe
EU in pursuing a policy of calculated inclusion.eThues-
tion of who bears the costs is made even more @nadtic
by the fact that EU policy amounts to a systemesimbi-
nation of exclusionary measures taken by the Etlfigsd
the transfer of exclusionary tasks to countriesated in
the less distant regions of the periph€r@@ne area where
this is particularly noticeable is immigration pmyli Eco-
nomic support for neighbouring countries is madedso
tional on their preparedness to co-operate in pinere of
border control, to agree to shift defensive measuie-
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signed to deter immigrants onto their own territ@gd to
participate in deportation chains for illegal immaigts. In
effect, then, one component of the EU’s policy afca-
lated inclusion is that neighbouring countries eguired
to take on responsibility for exclusionary measudés
rected against third parties. These exclusionasksta
change the relationship between the prosperousofdhe
EU and its neighbours in a striking way. Performang
clusionary tasks for the EU presupposes a highegegf
preparedness to co-operate on the part of the leiging
country and will bring with it considerable cosis:mate-
rial terms, because technical measures will haveetput
in place at the borders and to deal with the réegtain of
immigrants, and in political terms, because tradgi
relations with that country’s neighbours will beipted.
This means that for countries bordering the EUtscasse
both as a result of the policy of economic and tiali
modernization and as a result of assuming exclasjon
tasks on behalf of the EU. There is therefore amewore
urgent need for an answer to the question thatbleas
posed: What motivates the EU’s neighbours to caaipe
with the Union within the framework of a policy oélcu-
lated inclusion, part of which is the requiremerdttthey
take on exclusionary tasks?

Up until the moment of eastern enlargement in 2004,
problem of the periphery’'s preparedness to co-dpera
with the prosperous core was repeatedly solvedhén t
following way: The prosperous core intervened ia it
periphery by pursuing a policy of calculated inabms
The first step was to offer limited participationprosper-
ity in return for preparedness to modernize angay the
price of modernization. At the same time, the nbalr-
ing countries were expected to take responsibiliy
exclusionary measures, in other words to act asféerb
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zone between the EU and the even poorer, polifiealen
more unstable and more distant periphery. Readiteess
accept the costs of this policy was rewarded with t
prospect of EU membership at a later date as a afay
strengthening the neighbouring countries’ accetaoic
the policy of calculated inclusion. This was alssidned
to make it easier for the neighbouring countriegustify
the costs of co-operation in the eyes of their @opula-
tions. Co-operation between the EU and its neighdbaur
therefore based on a political exchange: The neiglibhg
countries accept the burdens of modernization dned t
costs of the exclusionary tasks now in exchangdirior
ited participation in prosperity now, and they aféered
the prospect of EU membership together with fuiégna-
tion into the prosperous core later. It was onlis the-
guencing of costs and smaller and larger gainset@X}
pected from co-operation which ensured that theufaep
tions of the neighbouring countries would be prepato
play their part over the long term.

From enlargement to the neighbourhood policy

The basis of the European Union’s current polioyails
its periphery is the strategy paper “European Nmigin-
hood Policy”** The point of reference of this document is
the 2004 eastern enlargement, which means

that the external borders of the Union have
changed. We have acquired new
neighbours and have come closer to old
ones. These circumstances have created
both opportunities and challeng@s.. The
European Neighbourhood Policy’s vision
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involves a ring of countries, sharing the
EU’'s fundamental values and objectives,
drawn into an increasingly close relation-
ship, going beyond co-operation to involve
a significant measure of economic and po-
litical integration®®

This is an abundantly clear expression of the afemncen-
tric circles as the classical model of EU expanskmin the
past, the periphery’s task is to develop econoiyicahd
stabilize itself politically, which should (a) rdsin fewer
cross-border problems landing on the EU’s dooratep(b)
provide a buffer zone between the EU and its maamt
periphery. Emphasis is placed repeatedly on thmiian to
ensure that no sharp borders between the enlardeah&
its “new neighbourhood” come into being. At the sam
time, though, it is clear that the relaxation ofd®y regimes
between the EU and its neighbours must lead toild-bp
of border controls between the neighbours and tiexiph-
ery. The EU’s exclusion policy is thus shifted fnt out-
wards and continues beyond successive enlargeriéete
is an implicit admission that this in turn leadstémsions
between the countries that now form the outer ah&U
members and their neighbours:

A Commission proposal for Regulations on
the establishment of a local border traffic
regime is currently under consideration by
the Council and will, if adopted, make it
possible for border area populations to
maintain traditional contacts without en-
countering excessive administrative obsta-
cles. The European Union may also con-
sider possibilities for visa facilitatiofi.
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The dominant consideration, though, is the EU'eriest

in setting up a buffer zone and giving the coustoé the
periphery the task of implementing exclusionary saea
ures: “Facilitation by one side will need to be afesd by
effective actions by the othe¥’What this means in plain
terms is that, if the EU eases the border regimerdsn
itself and a neighbouring country, that country tnus
tighten up the controls in place on its bordershwitird
states. Therefore:

the objective of the ENP is to share the be-
nefits of the EU’s 2004 enlargement with
neighbouring countries in strengthening
stability, security and well-being for all
concerned®

It is impossible to overlook the structural simities
between enlargement policy and the European Neighbo
hood Policy. In both cases, it is a question ofdrig
successive peripheries up to the standards of thedte,

and in both cases, more intensive economic rekstion
aligning the legal and economic orders with onetlzeQ

and the intensification of all kinds of social tédas are

the methods used to bring this about and the esipresf

the fact that it is happening. The reasons foretsailari-

ties can be found at two levels. The first set adftdrs
relates to continuities in the personnel involv&dumber

of the main actors concerned with the 2004 eastern
enlargement were also among those centrally ingdolae
developing the concept of the European Neighbouthoo
Policy. Supply and demand factors are likely toehbeen

the cause here. On the one hand, once the eastern
enlargement had been completed the relevant actors
wanted to advance their careers further; in oraelot this,
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they had to open up new problem areas in which they
could offer a proven competence. On the other htre,
structural similarities in the problem constellatimeant
there was a high level of demand for the relevaipee
tise. “The top task force officials thus all havéaegement
backgrounds! These continuities in personnel form the
basis of the transfer of ideas and rhetorical fdatnns
from enlargement policy to the European Neighboadho
Policy® Needless to say, individual career interests and
the transfer of ideas alone cannot explain the l[dpweent

of the European Neighbourhood Policy adequatelgsé&h
factors are embedded in an organizational momentum
driven by the Commission’s interest in accumulating
competences at the cost of the nation states.

The second set of causes of the similarities betwee
enlargement and the neighbourhood policy resutisnfr
the position of the European Commission in theitinst
tional competition between the European and naitate
levels. The decisive factor here is that the Comioniss
now has extensive and undisputed responsibilitieEU
internal policy, but in foreign policy it has to gaa con-
stant struggle for recognition of its competendee EU’s
enlargement and neighbourhood policies are chaistite
cally situated between internal and foreign polioyterms

of the initial situation, enlargement policy andgidour-
hood policy refer to problems outside the territofythe
European Union, i.e. they are in the first instanters

of foreign policy. From this point on, though, theaths
diverge. Classical enlargement policy transposedhjsct
from the sphere of EU foreign policy to that ofemtal
policy. This suited the Commission, which had aernest

in accumulating additional competences. With thepgie-
tion of the rounds of enlargement, this mechanigm b
which issues are transposed from the externaleaniier-
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nal sphere is no longer available to the Commisdsurt.
the Commission is still interested in accumulatingter
competences, and the development of the neighbodrho
policy is an attempt to extend the life of thisnsposition
mechanism beyond the end of the enlargement p8lity.
admit that many of the elements which come to mgdmi
are taken from the enlargement process.”

The prospect that the Commission might be able tenelx
its competence in foreign policy results from thelettic

of integration and enlargement. The dismantlingner-
nal borders and the funds that are made availabte a
administered at the community level mean that theoE
pean Union has reached a level of integration ahd o
shared interests that makes it impossible for iddia
member states to continue to conduct a distincicyol
towards their respective non-EU neighbours. Neetets,
there are significant regional differences betwigelivid-
ual members, or groups of members, in respecteofrtain
focus of their interests in relation to the EU phsry*
There is no institutional provision for individuglblicy
initiatives on the part of an EU member state talsdts
neighbours on the EU periphery, since an individual
member cannot decide on the allocation of EU assist
funds to its own periphery; if any such policy isrgued,
however, it brings with it such complications iratéon to
the interests of other member states that, in jgmcthe
individual state has very little room for manoeuvier
example, a number of member states argue that they
should have a right to be involved in decisionsirami-
gration policy taken by the southern EU memberestat
since they too are affected by these decisibns.

The southern member states, for their part, denthad
the whole community should share the costs of timeir
migration policies because, they argue, this igheinter-
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ests of all EU member states. As a result of tlteseple-
mentary positions, there is now a clear trend tdwar
greater community-level coordination of control thfe
EU’s external border8.This means that the deepening of
EU integration leads to a more close-knit netwofk o
shared interests internally, and this in turn makeapos-
sible for individual member states to pursue th@irests

in relations with non-EU neighbours and so increabe
demand for a “foreign policy towards neighbouritatass”

at the community level.

The neighbourhood policy has been designed asfen of
put forward by the Commission, a policy that coroests

to the level of integration reached by the EU and w
function as a foreign policy towards neighbouritafes. It

is in the first instance designed to be appliethttividual
neighbouring states. Enlargements are a matterhef t
complete acceptance of thequis communautairéut the
neighbourhood policy is different; it involves “spal
partnerships”, which are individually tailored td the
potential of each bilateral EU-neighbour relatidpstt
the same time, though, the European Neighbourhood
Policy concept does serve as a uniform framewotkiwi
which a diverse range of individual regulations eoto-
gether to form a consistent overall EU project,itiea of a
“ring of friends”. This project is directed by t&ommis-
sion and represents the introduction of some contgun
level elements into the sphere of foreign policy.

Overall, the European Neighbourhood Policy does two
things: It meets the need to develop a communitgtle
“foreign policy towards neighbouring states”, ahdimul-
taneously satisfies the Commission’s interest iruate
lating competence in foreign policy.
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The offer of a new political deal

| interpret the European Neighbourhood Policy here
within the framework of the theory of Europe’s dgriam

as an attempt to extend the prosperous core’sypolic
self-interested aid to the periphery. Let us recaite
again the political deal implicit in relations be®n the
prosperous core of the EU and the periphery, whigh
produced the dynamism of successive EU enlargements
The EU expects countries on its periphery to actiept
burdens of modernization and the costs of perfagmin
exclusionary tasks now and offers in exchange dichit
participation in prosperity now and the prospectbd
membership along with complete integration into the
prosperous core later.

What are the differences between the neighbourpoticy
and enlargement policy with regard to costs ancfitsrto
the centre and periphery respectively? As far agfiie to
the EU are concerned, the ENP is designed to fumati a
way that is as close as possible to enlargemeittypgqlo-
litical, economic, and cultural links to the EU étlger with
comprehensive economic and political stabilizatidrthe
periphery. In the relevant EU documents, on theratiand,

it is (unsurprisingly) the benefits to be enjoyeyd the
neighbours that are heavily emphasized:

The objective of the ENP is to share the
benefits of the EU’s 2004 enlargement with
neighbouring countries in strengthening
stability, security and well-being for all
concerned!

But what about the costs? The decisive differenabas
the EU’s costs are not as high and the benefitsyed;j by
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neighbouring countries are fewer. For the EU, thgm
bourhood policy brings with it cost advantages inum-
ber of dimensions: The partner countries do nog¢picthe
acquis communautaireThe main significance of this is
that they remain outside the system of EU funds, ihto
say they are not part of the community’s redistitu
mechanism, and the four classical EU freedoms afmply
them only in cases where specific regulations ar®ice
— unlike new members, who after enlargement cay loal
excluded from these freedoms temporarily and inrepxc
tional circumstances for which reasons must bergivae
partner countries conclude treaties with the EUjctvh
means they are excluded from all EU decision-making
processes. The neighbourhood policy thus makesstip
ble for the EU to save on all the costs that furthe
enlargement would bring in terms of intensified et
tion (especially in the labour market) and of coicgting
political decision making, be it by unanimity or byajor-
ity rule.

What is to the advantage of the EU is simultangotcs!
the disadvantage of potential participants in teoBean
Neighbourhood Policy: It is difficult for them toamn
access to significant financial support, their asce EU
markets is a privilege rather than a right, ang th&ve no
institutional right to have a say in EU affairs.dddition,
they have failed to acquire the prestige that reitimgn as
a potential EU member would have brought with it.

This weighing up of costs and benefits leads toctireclu-
sion that if the political deal offered within tframework
of enlargement policy — buffer zone function noweéturn
for membership later — was the decisive factor thadle it
possible for relations between the EU’s centre gariph-
ery to function, and if the terms of this deal wittihe
framework of the European Neighbourhood Policy have
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changed in a way that is to the disadvantage opémigph-
ery, then it is an open question whether the buffare
and stabilization function can still operate insthew
framework. In other words: Will the neighbouringuce
tries be prepared to make the same contributiothas
framework of enlargement policy required while lgtey
much less from the EU in return?

Of course, this question can only be posed in tterses if
the core problem of the neighbourhood policy, laave laid
it out here, rests on an accurate description ef Ek)'s
relationship with its periphery. We must note the EU
itself describes this relationship in very differéarms.

The European Union as exporter of values?

In article I-2 of its constitution, the EU descrébieself as a
union based on “values”. It is therefore logicahttithis

should be followed by a statement that commitmernhé

values of Europe is an indispensable condition efntmer-

ship (Art. I-1 (2)). There is a similar formulatidn the

text that sets out the European Neighbourhood yolic

The privileged partnership with neighbours
will build on mutual commitment to com-
mon values principally within the fields of
the rule of law, good governance, the respect
for human rights, including minority rights,
the promotion of good neighbourly relations,
and the principles of market economy and
sustainable developmeit.

Let us put to one side, for the time being at |ethst ques-
tion of whether it makes sense to include *“good
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neighbourly relations” and “the principles of matrkeeon-
omy” in a list of “values”. Whatever our view ofishmay
be, the central status given to the export of “galumust
be taken seriously in social-scientific terms, fisatip say,
as a piece of empirical data. For present purpakess is
no need either to adopt this commitment to certalnes
as our own position, or to question its authentiéibm
the standpoint of some kind of superior knowledge.
Rather, we must look for the causes of the EU’s fanog
matic commitment to the export of its values. Wban
the approach employed here, the theory of Eurogg’s
namism, contribute to the investigation of this sfien?
The theory of Europe’s dynamism explains the dgwelo
ment of the EU in terms of calculations of intereside
by the different actors and groups of actors. Trenm
focus of attention is the interest of the core Bldécuring
its prosperity and stability by promoting prosperéand
stability in surrounding areas. On this basis, ae inves-
tigate the export of values as an important inséntnused
to promote prosperity and stability. This theoratiper-
spective — that of treating values as instrumertsis-the
advantage that it in no way obliges us to dispieirt
existence or acceptance (and so avoids any ridisulo
posture that insists on exposing values as fraatjlbut
it does make it possible to ask questions aboutwig
limits are placed on the export of values as alreduhe
calculations of interest within which that expartfiamed.
In this framework, one can also understand theoasri
classification of “neighbourly relations” and “pciples of
the market economy” as “values”: They are precaorafit
of political stability and economic development time
periphery and thus essential to the interests efEb’s
prosperous core. There are three empirical coratides
which strengthen the hypothesis that the EU’s expbr
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values in the framework of its neighbourhood policy
follows the logic of calculations of interest.

First, a comparison between different partner coest
reveals that they are treated differently by the &kén
though their “value deficits” are identical or vesimilar.
This is incompatible with the logic of the expoftvalues
as an end in itself and strengthens the hypotttleaisthe
varying degrees of geopolitical relevance of indial
neighbouring countries are more important thanviiees
they manifest. This could explain the EU’s relucearno
push individual North African countries to complyithv
European values, given the importance of thesetdean
in combating immigration and the competition betwee
the European Union and the United States for paliti
influence?®

Second, comparisons over longer periods of timevsho
that one and the same country on the peripheryirtan
tially be kept at a distance by the EU with theuangnt
that it has a value deficit, only to be recogniladr on as
a serious candidate for EU membership even ifdbafiit
has not been overcome. From a value perspectii®, th
behaviour is inconsistent. It suggests that a ahanghe
strategic significance of a country or region ismare
important factor in determining the EU’s actionsarnh
problems relating to its values. This could explaty the
EU’s position towards Turkey’'s endeavours to joire t
Union changed after the September 11 terroristledtan
the United State%.

Third, the EU’s relations with some countries oe fie-
riphery place it in a dilemma. The export of denadicr
values can lead to the strengthening of certairitiqell
forces in a way that will be detrimental to co-ggiem
with the EU — either because one can foresee tiicpl
forces hostile to the EU would exploit the politicpace
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opened up by democracy to establish themselves on a
permanent basis, or because democratization weattitb

a temporary destabilization of political conditiossd the
costs of this transition period will be too greadaheir
outcome considered too uncertain. “The goal oftstesm
stability therefore overshadows the goal of impngvi
long-term prospects for democrac.”

All three of these ways of looking at the relatioips
between the export of values and the interestabilétly
make it clear that the political stability of therjphery is

of primary importance for the EU’s neighbourhoodi@g
and they show that the export of values can onlyplre
sued in the framework of and as part of a policsigieed

to promote the goal of stabilify.

I am not arguing that the EU’s talk of values netxlbe
unmasked as rhetoric without any binding substanbes
would be both theoretically senseless and emplyigéte

of the mark, since the EU does indeed try hard to
strengthen the protection of human rights, demacrat
institutions, and the rule of law in its neighboook.
These efforts are a part of the means to the ehgsos-
perity and pacification, which modifies their sudste (or
may do so — this is an empirical question), butnay
means renders the export of values worthless. @n th
contrary: One can argue persuasively that the waly to
achieve long-term improvements in the countriesdéor
ing on the EU is by spreading “values” as a matter
strategic interest and by means of the interactimt&een
the improvement of democratic standards and greater
prosperity and political stability.

The result of this examination of the export ofuea hy-
pothesis is as follows: The success of the neigtiomal
policy depends very much on the readiness of thiphmry

to co-operate, and this in turn depends on whethese
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countries accept the offers made by the European
Neighbourhood Policy within the framework of thdital
deal represented by this policy. It is clear frdva compari-
son that the neighbourhood policy offers the petiphess
than enlargement policy did. Social scientists érarg this
policy have already noted: “The ENP requires muicthe
neighbours, and offers only vague incentives iarret® In
short: “The carrot is smalle??”

This does not amount to a final verdict on the Pesn
Neighbourhood Policy’s prospects of success. The- de
sive factor in relation to the neighbours’ readsé&s co-
operate is how they see and evaluate the offer rnpdiee
policy on a spectrum of political possibilities. &rk is no
reason why this spectrum must be exhausted bylthie a
natives of neighbourhood policy or full membership.

The neighbours’ calculus of co-operation

An expansion mechanism is built into the developnuoén
the European Union. This mechanism is a resulthef t
shared interests and interaction between the prospe
core of the EU and its periphery. The core of theHas
an interest in an economically prospering and igality
stable periphery, and this core has grown as dtrefu
enlargements; up to now, this has led to repeataaids of
enlargement. The prospect of EU membership hasegrov
to be a strong incentive for the peripheries, primgp
them to carry out economic and political moderndzat
and to take on functions on behalf of the core Eblar-
gement policy thus rested on a political deal betwe
centre and periphery: acceptance of the buffer Zone-
tion and the burdens of modernization now in retimn
EU membership later.
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Within the framework of the theory of Europe’s dyna
mism, it can also be shown that although the perigh
commitment to the EU’s values plays a role, this ha
instrumental character with regard to the core’midant
interest in stability, and it is this interest thegtablishes
the framework for the export of values from the #lthe
periphery. This means that the crucial question the
policy of expansion without enlargement, i.e. transition
from enlargement policy to European Neighbourhood
Policy, is whether the periphery is prepared teeptthese
burdens without having any prospect of future mambe
ship — in other words, whether the deal betweetreemd
periphery also works when the conditions are lebaa-
tageous to the periphery.

Right from the start, the relevant EU actors knewyve
well that the success of the neighbourhood poliey d
pended on whether the countries on the periphenyldvo
find the offers it made them sufficiently attraetivlhere-
fore, the decisive question is:

The goal of accession is certainly the most
powerful stimulus for reform we can think
of. But why should a less ambitious goal
not have some effect?

What constitutes an incentive that could prompesym
bouring country to co-operate with the EU on theibaf

the European Neighbourhood Policy? It would be &-mi
take to assume that the countries on the periphery
necessarily base their calculations about co-ojperatith

the EU on the comparison between the prospect ofi-me
bership and the neighbourhood policy. This asswomnpti
overlooks the possibility that these countries migave
other alternatives, or at least believe they do.
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An analysis of the prospects of co-operation betwbe
EU, and the periphery must therefore reconstruet th
calculations of (expected) costs and benefits nipdthe
countries of the periphery themselves. Reducing#heu-
lations of the countries on the periphery to a cadie-
tween membership and the neighbourhood policy would
mean assuming that they see no alternatives tdEthe
And this would mean treating the exception, depeoee
on the EU without alternatives (or an absence afifti-
tion because the EU is so attractive), as the rlles
would be analytically mistaken and politically naivThe
EU may see the situation realistically when it ditss
itself as “a pole of attraction for its neighbout&but it
should not assume when designing its neighbourhood
policy that neighbouring countries find it irredtide.

This means that the decisive factors which proadesis
for readiness to co-operate are the comparisoighbeur-
ing countries themselves make between the European
Neighbourhood Policy and the alternatives to thalicp
they themselves see.

In this regard, there are major differences betwieei
vidual countries and groups of countries on théppery.

It would be impossible to investigate each caseéaétail
here. On the basis of the analysis so far, we canulate

a two-dimensional analytical schema: It is cleat treadi-
ness to co-operate depends, on the one hand, ohavha
neighbouring country actually expects from the Etdl,a
on the other hand, on the alternatives a neighbguri
country may see to the offer represented by thghnei
bourhood policy.

It would be analytically profitable and politicalsensible

to evaluate the Country Reports that are drawn ugmén
course of the European Neighbourhood Policy, ireotd
establish their implications for the co-operaticaicala-
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tions of the EU’s neighbours. It would make sermsstart
from the following four variants:

- A country expects little from the EU and has few
alternatives. The consequence is very little irgere
in the ENP, especially because the country seal§ its
as having fundamental problems and does not think
the EU can do much to solve them. As a result, the
ENP can hardly come into play here.

- A country expects a great deal from the EU and has
few alternatives. One indication that a countryssee
its position this way is that it employs extravagan
moral rhetoric to reinforce its expressions of desi
to move closer to the EU or to join. This is most
unlikely to lead to a partnership under conditions
that the country on the periphery will find satisfa
tory. This may result in irrational reactions tlake
the country in the direction of political isolatioAs
a result, the neighbourhood policy can come into
play to a certain extent, but the resulting co-
operation is unstable because it is accompanied by
permanent political frustration.

- A country expects little from the EU and has good
alternatives available. A neighbouring country in
this situation is in a (relatively) strong positidhis
very likely that this constellation will lead to co
operative relations with the EU outside the Europea
Neighbourhood Policy.

- A country expects a lot from the EU and has good
alternatives available. This constellation leadsato
country persevering in its long-term efforts tonjoi
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the EU. The neighbourhood policy comes into play
in this constellation, but it fails to address teatral
problem of the European Union: “We cannot go on
enlarging forever® The precondition of this co-
operation calculation, which leads to stable refati

of co-operation as envisaged by the European
Neighbourhood Policy, is therefore the abandonment
of the central goal of that policy: expansieithout
enlargement.

Translated from German by Gerard Holden, Frankfurt
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