Widening without Enlarging
The European Neighbourhood Policy and the South Caucasus

Common definitions of “Europe” locate the South Caucasus just outside. Although it has only
recently been included in the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP), the South Caucasus is
of particular interest because of its geographic location and its energy resources. Since the
ENP can be understood as a geopolitical policy intended to create a semi-periphery between
the EU and its periphery, the policy seems designed to widen the scope of the EU yet at the
same time excluding further enlargement. The South Caucasus fits well into this concept,
however — especially with concrete Georgian membership aspirations — the approach needs
to be clarified and incentives enhanced in order not to lead to frustration.
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The ideas of “Europe” have been constantly evolving just as collective identities develop.'
Whereas a unique European identity is far from attained, the geographical concept of
“Europe” underlying the European Union (EU) seems to be increasingly consolidating. The
borders of the Union in the North, West and South are drawn by the Arctic Ocean, the
Atlantic Ocean and the Mediterranean, respectively, leaving little doubt about the outer
extensions. In the East, however, where the European peninsula meets Asia, an exact
assessment is far less evident. In contrast to the sea borders that are generally accepted as
marking the boundaries of the EU, * there are ongoing debates on the continental limits of
Europe, bearing significant implications for EU enlargement. In geographical terms, the line
separating Europe from Asia is considered to run from the Aegean through the Dardanelles,
the Marmara Sea and the Bosphorus, to cross the Black Sea, to mount the Caucasus and to
drop back to the Caspian Sea to finally follow the Ural up to the North. The course of
particular sections of that line is quite disputed, implying specific challenges to the European
aspirations of Turkey on the one hand and — admittedly to very different extents — to those of
the South Caucasian countries.

Even though Turkey has been granted a membership perspective as early as 1963 and
accession negotiations were launched in October 2005, it is still far from clear if the country
will eventually join the EU. Current discussions focus particularly on the question of Turkey’s
“Europeanness” with regard to politics, history, culture, religious traditions as well as
geography: Thrace, the European part of Turkey, merely constitutes three percent of Turkey’s
overall land, whereas Anatolia, the Asian part, accounts for 97 percent. Nonetheless, Turkey
has been admitted to the circle of countries regarded eligible for EU-membership.

In contrast, Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia, to a large extent geographically South of the
Caucasian watershed, have not been granted concrete EU-membership perspectives. In
addition, it seems more and more unlikely that such perspectives will be offered.
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Nevertheless, the EU tries to establish closer ties with these three countries by means of the
European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP).

When the ENP was developed in 2002, it was designed to govern relations with the “new
neighbors” Belarus, Ukraine and Moldova as well as with the Southern Mediterranean. The
South Caucasus only became included in 2004 owed to the fact that the EU realized that it had
particular interests in the region,’ necessitating special attention and a concise policy
approach.

EU Interests and Regional Challenges

A major factor generating international attention to the South Caucasus is natural resources,
namely gas and oil, exploited first and foremost by Azerbaijan in the Caspian Sea. As the EU
is largely dependant on energy supplies from a very limited number of countries — with the
perspective of European energy needs to significantly increase in the future — the energy
resources of the South Caucasus are of particular interest to the EU.* Closely associated with
the energy needs is the function of the South Caucasus as passageway, especially for the
transport of gas and oil from the Caspian, as the region constitutes a natural connection
between Europe and Asia. Moreover, the South Caucasus is also of utmost strategic
importance for “connecting NATO territory and military operations in Afghanistan and

staging areas in Central Asia”.

However, the particular assets of the South Caucasus are closely linked with the region’s
problems and challenges. The South Caucasus’ environment is charged with tensions and
conflicts. To the North lies Russia with Chechnya where normalization is far from reached, to
the East the demarcation of the Caspian Sea border is not yet determined, in the South the
region borders Iran, and to the West Armenia-Turkey relations are far from cordial. In
addition, even within the South Caucasus, there are several unsolved or — as it is often put —
“frozen conflicts”: Georgia is occupied with territorial disputes in Abkhazia on the one hand
and South Ossetia on the other, while the dispute between Armenia and Azerbaijan over
Nagorno-Karabakh remains unresolved. Despite the commonly used terminology, none of
these conflicts can be considered “frozen” since they facilitate corruption and crime,
maintaining a structural instability throughout the South Caucasus.’

The economic and strategic importance of the region, combined with its various challenges,
attracts major international attention. However, with various outside engagements, the “South
Caucasus [...] is already crowded by the presence of the UN, the OSCE, and other major
powers. This leaves little room to claim, and complicates thinking about a reinforced EU
role.”” Closely correlated with the general security environment and situation of the South
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Caucasus is the diversity of the three countries’ orientations in political, cultural and religious
terms. The national choices in security policy illustrate the differing approaches very clearly:

Armenia, perceiving threats from Turkey and Azerbaijan, has sought security through
ties with Russia; Azerbaijan, perceiving threats from Iran, Armenia and to a
decreasing extent from Russia, has sought western and Turkish support; while
Georgia, mainly perceiving threats from Russia and internal challenges with links to
Russia, mainly seeks American protection.®

Accordingly, the importance attributed to ties with the EU diverges considerably in each
country, resulting in different intensities of official EU membership aspirations. Whereas
Georgian aspirations are explicit, inter alia manifest in a draft integration strategy,’ they are
much less present in Azerbaijan and currently not on the political agenda in Armenia. Ethno-
linguistically, however, Armenia is closest to today’s EU as Armenian is Indo-European,
whereas Georgian is Caucasian and Azeri Altaic. Looking at religious affiliations in the three
countries, most Georgians belong to the Georgian Orthodox Church and a vast majority of
Armenians to the Armenian Apostolic Church, whereas the Azerbaijani population is mainly
Shiite Muslim. All this combined gives an ambiguous picture of different layers of identities
and orientations in which the three countries seem to be thoroughly intertwined. Eventually, a
concerned observer will find the region to sum up to a virtual “Caucasian knot,”'® a knot the
EU evidently tries to dissolve by the means of the ENP — and not by offering EU-
membership.

The ENP as policy framework to govern relations with neighbors

The first official initiatives for the formulation of the ENP date back to 2001."" It was finally
realized as policy to cover the relations with Belarus, Ukraine and Moldova as well as with
the Southern Mediterranean.'? With the inclusion of Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia in June
2004, the ENP now encompasses most of the EU’s neighboring countries either sharing a land
border or a sea border with the EU."> As an exception, relations between Russia and the EU
continue to be managed bilaterally.

The structural principles of the ENP are laid down in the European Neighbourhood Policy
Strategy Paper (ENPSP), issued by the Commission just a few days after enlarging the EU to
25 member states in May 2004. It emphasizes that relations with neighboring countries are
based on bilateral contractual agreements. As the ENP builds on older schemes of partnership,
these agreements are either Partnership and Cooperation Agreements with Eastern partners or
Association Agreements with Mediterranean partners. On their basis, the European
Commission drafts individual Country Reports in order to assess the state of relations as well
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as the political, social and economic developments and to identify specific issues to be
addressed. Accordingly, the reports serve as points of reference for individual Action Plans,
worked out in cooperation with the respective partners.'*

Table 1: State of relations of the EU with the South Caucasus and the other ENP countries. "

Country Contractual basis Country Report Action Plan

type agreed in force Agreed in force
Armenia PCA 04/1996 07/1999 03/2005 - -
Azerbaijan PCA 04/1996 07/1999 03/2005 - -
Georgia PCA 04/1996 07/1999 03/2005 - -
Algeria AA 12/2001 03/2005 - - -
Belarus PCA 03/1995 - - - -
Egypt AA 06/2001 06/2004 03/2005 - -
Israel AA 11/1995 06/2000 05/2004 12/2004 03/2005
Jordan AA 11/1997 05/2002 05/2004 12/2004 06/2005
Lebanon AA 06/2002 03/2003* 03/2005 - -
Libya - - - - - -
Moldova PCA 11/1994 07/1998 05/2004 12/2004 02/2005
Morocco AA 02/1996 03/2000 05/2004 12/2004 07/2005
Palestinian AA* 02/1997* 07/1997* 05/2004 12/2004 05/2005
Authority
Syria AA 10/2004 - - - -
Tunisia AA 07/1995 03/1998 05/2004 12/2004 07/2005
Ukraine PCA 06/1994 03/1998 05/2004 12/2004 02/2005

AA - Association Agreement; PCA - Partnership and Cooperation Agreement.
* Interim Agreement.

One of the major innovations is the establishment of a unique financial instrument for the
whole neighborhood. The European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI) will
replace the TACIS and MEDA programmes in 2007.'® This incorporation of former
“neighborhood instruments” into the ENP-framework takes place in the overall context of
harmonizing the EU’s foreign policy: The Union will eventually reduce the foreign policy
instruments at its disposal from more than thirty to six."”

The harmonization of the Union’s foreign policy is one major but only very general motive
underlying the ENP. Certainly, there also exists a variety of motives specifically attached to it.
These motives cover two main intentions: With new threats surfacing, the EU intends to better
protect itself and with the challenges of globalization increasing, the EU aims at maintaining —
or even gaining — influence in its vicinity. This explains to a large extent the increased
importance attributed to the Union’s neighbors, reflected in four different aspects of the ENP:

1. The legal foundation envisaged for the ENP is more exclusive than for its predecessors.
Relations with Russia and countries formerly part of the Soviet Union as well as with
Mediterranean partners are based on the general provisions for the Common Foreign and
Security Policy as laid down in Title V of the Treaty on European Union. This title is also at
the basis of the Union’s relations to other third countries. In the Constitution for Europe,
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however, the neighboring states have been granted special mention: Art I-57 explicitly
addresses the “Union and its neighbours.”

2. Even though the conclusion of the constitutional process has been postponed, the special
commitment to neighbors manifests itself in already introduced denominations. The official
title of the Commissioner for External Relations, Benita Ferrero-Waldner, has already been
changed to “Commissioner for External Relations and European Neighbourhood Policy”.

3. The growing interest in the neighborhood is also evident in the significant rise in funds
made available to assist partners. The TACIS and MEDA programs combined had a volume
of approximately 8.5 billion euros in the period 2000-2006. For the ENPI, almost 15 billion
euros are foreseen for 2007-2013."®

4. Development perspectives of the ENP go well beyond the prospects so far formulated in
Partnership and Cooperation Agreements or Association Agreements. The Union now not
only offers preferential trade or the participation in a customs union, but also “the prospect of
a stake in its Internal Market and of further economic integration.”" These perspectives and
the increase in funds made available constitute the strongest incentives the EU offers to
neighbors so far.*’

Even though it can surely be argued that the incentives are not sufficient, they signify quite far
reaching measures on behalf of the EU. They are offered because of the fundamental changes
in the international environment over the past 15 years, as assessed in the European Security
Strategy (ESS). The awareness of an increased interdependence is clearly visible throughout
the document. Albeit large-scale aggression against any EU-member state can be estimated
less likely today, the ESS identifies new, increasingly asymmetric threats.!

Comparing the ESS to unique ENP-documents, the EU’s assessment remains consistent,
nonetheless there exists a difference in rhetoric. In general, the ESS is less partner-oriented
and more focused on the EU’s own interests. At least partially, it even seems to regard
neighboring states as problematic themselves, whereas the ENPSP prefers to emphasize the
interests of partners. Some examples might be fit to illustrate this difference: Whereas the
ESS stresses the potential “problems for Europe™ if it comes to the neighborhood, the
ENPSP rather highlights the “common interests™. What appears primarily as threats to the
EU in the ESS like “violent conflict, [...] organized crime [...], dysfunctional societies or
exploding population growth™*, is also included but rephrased in the ENPSP as “increased
challenges” that “partners are facing™®; the threats are addressed just as if the ones named
would not be among the major concerns of the EU as well. Regarding the neighbors as
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political entities themselves, the ESS stresses the need of a “ring of well governed countries to
the East of the European Union and on the borders of the Mediterranean™®. The repeated
emphasis on the need to be surrounded by “well-governed” countries implies a clear concept
of how the EU expects partners to act and to organize themselves internally®’. In contrast to
this quite demanding conception of the neighborhood in the ESS, most ENP-statements
clearly prefer terms like “ring of friends™® to describe the aspired relationship with ENP-
partners, implying that the EU and partners are on equal footing. However, as the ENP is
funded by the EU and distribution of funds depends on EU-satisfaction with the process, the
equality rather exists on a rhetorical basis. Accordingly, even the Wider Europe
Communication clearly states that benefits and EU-engagement are “conditional on meeting
agreed targets for reform.”” This appears to be in contrast to the ENPSP that emphasizes that
the “EU does not seek to impose priorities or conditions on its partners”.*” This seeming
contradiction highlights that however co-operative and well-meant the ENP is designed, it
certainly is far from altruistic. The EU’s growing commitment towards its neighbors rather
seems to follow a concise geopolitical logic,”' fit to explain the inclusion of some countries
and the exclusion of others, which otherwise appears to be arbitrary: As potential EU-
candidates, the Western Balkan countries are not included, whereas Georgia, Moldova or
Ukraine — with comparable aspirations — are treated as neighbors; in addition, Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan, to date taking part in TACIS, have not
been transferred to the ENP scheme but shifted to development policy.

The Logic of the ENP and how the South Caucasus fits in

Taking a closer look at the geopolitical implications of the ENP, the EU constitutes a regional
center’” that seems determined to create — or maintain — a functioning semi-periphery (i.e. the
neighbors) in order to keep the periphery (i.e. the neighbors’ neighbors and beyond) at a
certain distance.”® The relations between center and periphery can be regarded as
interdependent and asymmetric. They are interdependent because of reciprocal influences
exercised’® and asymmetric because of the different levels of development — politically as
well as economically. The function of the semi-periphery is therefore to extenuate these
differences. Under the conditions of interdependency and asymmetry the ENP might
eventually create a win-win-situation for both sides, as the EU’s policy considerably
strengthens the semi-periphery and enables it to gain additional options for action and
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development.® This might even apply to the periphery in the long-run since more stable semi-
peripheral zones will be likely to try to stabilize their neighborhood.

The addressee of the ENP is a clearly identifiable ring of countries around the EU, obviously
inspired by the line characterized as dividing Europe and Asia. The ENP-countries form a
continuous band*® from the Maghreb to the Mashrek, via Turkey’’ and the South Caucasus
over the Black Sea to the Western CIS-countries to finally touch back on today’s EU in the
East. Consequently, the ENP-countries indeed seem to form a European semi-periphery.

This assessment is supported by the fact that certain countries, although neighboring the EU
are not included in the ENP:*® Western European non-EU-members have already established
special relations to the EU and — more importantly — do not fulfill functions of a semi-
periphery, neither socio-economically, nor geographically. Economically, they are better off
than most EU-members and geographically, they do not touch on the periphery.
Consequently, they do not take part in the ENP. The same holds true for the countries that are
currently candidates or at least potentially considered as such. Their acknowledged eligibility
for membership makes them unfit to serve as semi-periphery in the meantime. Therefore, the
semi-periphery is already designed around them. This certainly implies that the EU, by
making clear distinctions between those regarded as future members and those considered
neighbors, has somehow already pre-decided the ins and outs, i.e. the finalité géographique of
the EU.

The picture is completed by the fact that none of the Central Asian CIS countries — sharing no
border with the EU — are included in the ENP. EU-assistance to these countries will be
transferred from TACIS — and thereby from the ENP — to Development Cooperation and
Economic Cooperation.” By doing so, it is clearly expressed that they are now considered
peripheral, in clear contrast to Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia. Just a few years ago, there
was still good reason to consider them peripheral as well,*’ albeit the appointment of Heikki
Talvitie as EU Special Representative for the South Caucasus already hinted at the particular
importance the EU attributes to the region. The final inclusion of the three countries into the
ENP framework in 2004 has finally proven that they are indeed no longer regarded as
periphery in geographical as well as political terms. In fact, they constitute an integral part of
the semi-periphery as their inclusion facilitated the closure of the ring around the EU.
However, just in the vicinity of the South Caucasus lie two significant exceptions to this
scheme.

Exceptions to the Logic of the ENP

Russia does not take part in the ENP, obviously because it does not fit into the concept of
semi-periphery. Some ENP-partners were formerly part of the Soviet Union and have
explicitly oriented themselves towards the EU since. Including Russia as well as former
Soviet states in one policy scheme such as the ENP could endanger the effectiveness of the
policy. In addition, due to its political and economic weight, Russia needs to be considered as
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a regional center itself, as it displays more features of a center than any other semi-peripheral
country even though it also serves as a semi-periphery for the EU in ways. It therefore makes
perfect sense that Russia is not included in the ENP.

Turkey is not included in the ENP either since it has already started accession negotiations
with the EU. However, the semi-periphery logic as the organizing principle of the ENP
becomes evident ex negativo in ongoing discussions on Turkey’s potential accession: One of
the frequently used arguments against Turkish membership is that with Turkey joining, the
EU would have a common border with Iran and Iraq. One of the obstacles to Turkey’s
aspirations therefore is that its membership would thwart the concept of a continuous semi-
periphery, designed to “protect” the EU from “problematic countries”. Critics therefore try to
prevent the “ring of friends” from being “interrupted” by the breaking up of the semi-
peripheral cordon.”’

Implications for EU-South Caucasus Relations

Just as the Central Asian CIS countries are degraded from neighbors to development
countries, the logic of the ENP puts the South Caucasus in an arbitrary position as well,
especially Georgia which has explicit aspirations for EU membership. The Wider Europe
Communication™, as well as the ENPSP*, do not grant ENP-partners an EU membership
perspective and exclude them from the provisions of Art. 49 TEU governing accession — at
least in the medium-term.** However, in the long-run, Georgia might have a chance to join,
because, geographically speaking, its membership would not destroy the concept of a semi-
periphery since Armenia and Azerbaijan are located to its South. However, a Georgian EU
membership would still be quite delicate because of the described features of the South
Caucasus region. Besides, a concrete membership perspective could possibly a) foster similar
aspirations in Armenia and Azerbaijan and thereby run counter to the logic of the ENP, b)
weaken the semi-periphery in the Caucasus as Armenia and Azerbaijan may not be regarded
sufficient to effectively exercise the functions attributed to it and c) be considered too far
reaching since Georgia is not geographically linked to the EU.*

Evidence that the EU does not consider to offer such a perspective lies in the fact that up to
now progress in EU-South Caucasus relations has always been accomplished simultaneously
with all three countries (see Table 1). In addition, Mediterranean countries, generally not
regarded eligible for EU membership,*® are also included in the ENP. This is perceived as a
problem by countries that regard their relationship with the EU through the ENP as a first step
towards their EU membership. From their standpoint, the transfer of the “open-ended” TACIS
into the ENP already created disillusionment.*’ It is unfortunate for the EU that this problem
seems to have developed because of the EU’s own conduct. Even though official documents
do not mention an accession perspective for ENP partners, the rhetoric used in dealing with
partners does not clearly close the door for membership either.*® This has led to an important
gap between European intentions and partners’ demands.
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Nonetheless, the EU recognizes the South Caucasus as an important part of its new foreign
policy approach. The Union — explicitly intending “to prevent the emergence of new dividing
lines between the enlarged EU and its neighbours™ — needs to offer substantial and
sustainable positive effects to the semi-periphery. Accordingly, the EU must find a way to
balance its efforts to maintain or increase security and prosperity by exc/usion and to maintain
or increase them by inclusion. The only way to accomplish this is to clearly articulate how far
the EU is willing to go in order not to generate frustration among partners, especially Georgia
at this point in time. At the same time, the EU needs to stress the positive aspects for the
entire South Caucasus and maybe develop even stronger incentives in order to convince
partners of the utility of participating in the ENP and of continuing to strengthen their ties to
Europe.”® After all, the further development and implementation of the ENP is in the vital
interest of both sides: It increases the EU’s prospects to acquire security and gain influence
and should enable the South Caucasus to stabilize and develop, profiting from its geographic
proximity to the European Union.
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