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POLITICAL AND SECURITY COOPERATION IN EUROPE'S FOUR SEA BASINS 

IAI, Rome, Italy: 3-4 April 2009 

SESSION 3: Sub-regional Perspectives on Transformation of political System: 
Democracy, Good Governance and Human Rights in Europe's Four Sea basins 

The Role of Sub-Regional Context, Actors and Organisations 
in Promoting Democracy, Human Rights and Good Governance 

in the Black Sea and Caspian Basins 

G. Tarkhan-Mouravi 

The Black Sea - Caspian region plays an increasingly important role in global politics, and 
it is more and more frequently mentioned in geopolitical discourse. Although there is no single 
opinion as to where the borders to this region pass, speaking about I will refer to the littoral states 
around these two seas (Bulgaria, Romania, Ukraine, Russia, Georgia, Turkey, Azerbaijan, Iran, 
Turkmenistan, Kazakhstan) along with two small land-locked countries totally encircled by these 
littoral state (Armenia and Moldova). The core area of the region is actually one between the two 
seas, i.e. the three states of the South Caucasus, and the Russian North Caucasus. 

While defining of this region in purely geographic terms, located along the dividing line 
between Europe and Asia (Russia due to its extensive size is of course an exception here), is not too 
difficult, one should realise what a great diversity the states of the region present, whether in terms 
of size, cultural tradition, political system, economic wealth, or geopolitical orientation. At the same 
time, this region of Eurasia still has certain unifYing elements from European perspective, as it is 
associated with such issues of concern or interest as political instability and conflicts, geostrategic 
importance (e.g. from the viewpoint of land access to Afghanistan and Iraq, Russia's nuclear status 
or Iran's Nuclear ambitions), and access to huge energy resources. 

Countries of the region: an attempt of classification 

One way to understand the complex nature and the essential diversity of the Black Sea -
Caspian region is to try to categorise or group the countries on the basis of various markers or 
criteria. 

Even in our post-Huntington era we can see that there is certain correlation between the 
civilisational type and the geopolitical position, though there is no simple coupling with confession 
or cultural tradition. Rather, one may observe stronger correlation with geography- the states of the 
Black Sea basin tend to demonstrate more pro-Western orientation and more political pluralism, 
while those located around the Caspian Sea tend towards more authoritarianism. To some extent 
this is related to another factor - the "oil curse" - i.e. more energy resources in a country positively 
correlate with more centralised and concentrated power system. · 

Not only geographic location mentioned at the beginning, but the pure size of the countries 
under consideration plays a very important role in determining the political trajectories of these 
states. Some of these states are really big. Russia is a giant among these, being the biggest country 
in the world. Kazakhstan is 9 times bigger than Italy, and Iran roughly equals that of the aggregated 
areas of United Kingdom, France, Spain, and Germany. Turkey and Ukraine too are among the 
biggest countries of Europe, either from the viewpoint of territory or the population, and even 
Turkmenistan with its miniscule 5 million of population is significantly bigger than Italy or 
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Germany. At the other end, after the medium sized Romania and Bulgaria, lie the tiny former soviet 
republics - Azerbaijan, Georgia, Moldova and Armenia. 

Table 11 

Russia Kaza- Iran Turkey Ukraine Turkmen Romania Bu1- Azerbai- Geor- Mol- Arm-
khstan is tan garia jan gia dova enia 

17,045 2.725 1,648 0.784 0.604 0.488 0.238 0.111 0.087 0.697 0034 0,030 

Popu- 142.0 16.5 70.5 71,5 46,2 5,1 21.5 7.6 8.2 4.7 4.1 3.2 
lation 
(mln) 

Closely correlated with size is the economic power of our states (with the exception of 
small but oil-rich Azebaijan), and this is one more interesting way of grouping the states - in 
accordance with they economic profile, and in particular the role of energy resources in their 
economy: 

• All the littoral states of the Caspian Sea (Russia, Azerbaijan, Iran, Turkmenistan and 
Kazakhstan) are extremely rich in oil and gas, controlling among these four a huge portion of 
the world energy resources, gas in particular2

. 

• On the other hand all other states of the region are strongly dependent on the energy imports and 
in some cases on the transit of energy resources (Turkey, Georgia, Ukraine). 

• Landlocked Moldova and Armenia do not possess any significant amount of natural resources, 
but also do not play any role as energy transit countries. 

Size and economy are important characteristics, but still there are several other ways to 
group the countries. One of such categorisations is based on confessional and cultural tradition. 

• Romania, Bulgaria, Russia (though Northern Caucasus is mostly Sunni Muslims, with only a 
majority of Ossetians and Slavic inhabitants such as Cossacks, Russians and Ukrainians being 
Orthodox Christians), Moldova, Ukraine and Georgia are all predominantly Eastern Orthodox, 
and all have experience of belonging to socialist world, all but Romania and Bolgaria - the 
former republics of USSR. 

• Turkey, as well as former Soviet republics - Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan are mainly Sunni 
Muslims (though formally secular states) , while in Iran and Azerbaijan Shiya Islam is the 
dominant confession (though about one third of the Azerbaijan's population is reportedly Sunni, 
and Azerbaijan since Soviet times is also basically a s~cular state) 

Another interesting dimension is the geopolitical orientation of the countries in the region: 

• Obviously EU and NATO members- Bulgaria and Romania, but also NATO member Turkey, 
as well Georgia, Moldova, and Ukraine try their best to further integrate into the West. It is 
interesting to note that all these are countries with limited energy resources. 

• Russia, in its turn, has an ambition to play its own game, and return its status of a global power, 
in the world which it would like to see as 'multi-polar' -i.e. no more dominated by the USA. 
On this route it often cooperates with China, whose rapid rise as a regional and global political 
and economic power has significant implications for the Black Sea - Caspian region, and 
particularly to its Eastern periphery- Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan. 

• Iran, on its part, has an ambition do become the leader of the Islamic world, and at the same 
time the regional superpower, a feasible option after the weakening of its arch-rival, Iraq. 
Notwithstanding religious ideological being the backbone of its political system, in external 
affairs Iran reveals calculated pragmatism. So, e.g. Iran would rather support Christian Armenia 
but not Muslim Azerbaijan, as the latter poses a certain threat to its integrity, due to great 
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proportion of Turkic speaking Azerbaijanis in Iran itself who may be inspired by irredentist 
passion. Equally, Iran would closely cooperate with much disliked Russia, on which it depends 
for arms and nuclear technologies, and keep silence against abuse of its Muslim brethren in 
Chechnya. 

• Armenia, landlocked and sandwiched between Azerbaijan and Turkey, is formally Russia's 
strategic partner, depends on the latter for its security, and houses a Russian military base in 
Gyumri. While strongly dependent on Russia in addition to great extent controlling its economy, 
and the hostage to the victory in the Karabagh conflict with Azerbaijan, Y erevan tries to 
develop its relations with the EU and US, but with Turkey. 

• The three remaining states - Azerbaijan, Turkmenistan and Kazakhstan, are all trying to pursue 
a complex policy of balancing the influence of Russia, the West, and in the case of the latter two 
-China. 

Why such categorization is important? All the above factors seem to influence the political 
profiles of the states, and in particular such issues as political stability, democracy vs. 
authoritarianism situation, and ethno-territorial conflicts in which they are involved. 

It is amazing to observe that all the states of the region rich in energy resources (resource 
curse) tend to enjoy authoritarian regimes, with Iran governed by Islamic autocracy, others being 
more secular states; In contrast, those states with limited natural resources tend to be moderately 
democratic, if located to the West, and with shorter or no experience of Communist rule- Bulgaria, 
Romania, and Turkey, or demonstrate hybrid regimes with soft authoritarianism mixed with non
consolidated democracy - Georgia, Ukraine, Moldova, Armenia. 

These latter countries (apart of Ukraine, which was able to cope to date with its regional 
tensions, but with very important addition of Russia) also demonstrate heavy involvement in ethno
territorial conflicts, the absolute majority of which is located exactly between the Black and the 
Caspian seas - in the Caucasus (Karabagh, Abkhazia, South Ossetia, Chechnya, Ossetia
Ingushetia). This area is characterised among other things by extreme diversity of ethnic 
composition. 

Events 

As it would be difficult to list all the important events that have formed the current overall 
political and security related situation in the region, let us consider just a few most important 
current trends and recent events that may play decisive role in influencing further developments 
within the region. 

It is interesting to observe that the change of millennium has indeed been a watershed, 
marking the beginning of what could be characterised of post-post-cold war era, but also post-post
Communist transition for many of the regional states, but also in equally metaphorical way could be 
called the end of the end of history. The most important event of global significance that has to 
great extent modified the post cold war reality is obviously the terrorist act of9/11. 

However, for the region there were also other events that played important roles. Russia in 
1999 started coming out of its deep economic crisis, and started the second Chechen war. 
"Botanical" revolutions in Georgia and Ukraine demonstrated another interesting trend, when soft 
authoritarian regimes can be replaced as a result of peaceful mass protests. However, farther to the 
East the changes were more modest and even more peculiar - the death president Heydar Aliev and 
the establishment of hereditary rule in Azerbaijan (October 2003), the death of Saparmurat Niyazov 
(Turkmenbashi) in 2006 and the slight humanisation of the authoritarian regime in Turkmenistan, 
and the withdrawal of the 'reformist' wing in Iran as president Ahmedinejad chose a more 
confrontational mode in Iran's relations with the West. 
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Nuclear programme in Iran became one of the most controversial development in the region, 
and along with EU/NA TO expansion and Russian resurgence became one of the most important 
developments in the region. 

Quite important was the emergence in Turkey of moderately Islamist Justice and 
Development party led by Recep Tayyip Erdogan, striving to integrate into the West. After several 
years of phenomenal reforms in Turkey, they pace significantly slowed down, and along with 
deteriorated relations with US, there is certain convergence of interests with previous arch-rival in 
the Caucasus - Russia, and even with Iran. 

In its turn, Kazakbstan remains to some extent the same post-Communist state where 
Nursultan Nazarbayev- the former First Secretary of the Kazakh Communist party in 1989-1991, 
still rules as a president of this vast and rich state, and there are rumours he may use the Azerbaijan 
experience and try to bring to power his daughter as a hereditary ruler. 

However, the last year has seen new developments that may have great impact on the future 
of the region. One of these is the global economic crisis that tends to modify political and economic 
behaviour of many states of the region, but especially of the exporters of fossil energy resources 
(Russia) or metallurgy (Ukraine). ' 

Another most important recent event appears to be the Georgian Russian war of August 
2008. This was the first case since the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan when the Russian soldiers 
fought abroad. While there are numerous explanations why Russia fought this war, and went even 
further in neglecting international code of behaviour by unilaterally recognising South Ossetia and 
Abkhazia, one thing is clear- while the immediate aftershock has somehow been mitigated, this has 
had very serious influence on the future of the region, the security situation here and geopolitical 
disposition. Creation of the Russian military bases in these two secessionist territories, and 
particularly creation of a naval base in Ochamchire, will further shift the geostrategic balance in the 
Black Sea basin and may lead to unpredictable developments. 

Actors 

Russia is not the only big player in the region. A number of other external actors get 
increasingly involved here for a number of reasons, mainly having to do with energy and security, 
but also for certain ideological or value-based considerations. 

The region, as was mentioned above, is strategically located, and simultaneously belongs, at 
least partially, to a number of other geopolitical areas, such as Greater Middle East, European 
Neighbourhood, or the Wider Black Sea region. At the same time a significant number of 
international organisations would involve at least some of the countries of the region: OSCE, 
Council of Europe, NATO, Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS), Collective Security 
Treaty Organisation (CSTO), The Shanghai Cooperation Organisation (SCO), The Organization of 

· the Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC), Georgia-Ukraine-Azerbaijan-Moldova (GUAM); 
Organisation of the Islamic Conference (OIC), and some others. 

However, the sheer number of organisations involved would rather suggest that none of 
them play any crucial role here. Indeed, the most influential external actors seem to be the US and 
EU. 

EU seems to be the most predictable big player in the region, ready to allocate certain 
financial resources to assist the countries in the region both economically, but also in their 
democratic state-building. However, apart of the two member states - Romania and Bulgaria, the 
political influence of EU and that also means ability to promote democracy, human rights and good 
governance is rather limited. Stalled accession negotiations with Turkey is just one issue illustrating 
the difficulties on the way forward. As EU continuously stresses is unwillingness to expand further 
to the East (though admits such a possibility, unlike the case of the Southern Partnership\ its main 
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incentive for effective cooperation - prospect of accession - is lacking. European "soft power" is 
slow power, and in the situation of rapid changes and the lack of ability of the local political to 
think and plan strategically, in longer term perspective, to great extent many of the EU goals in the 
region remain difficult to achieve. The fact that on average every year EU would propose new 
approaches for dealing with its Eastern Neighbourhood (ENP; ENPI; Sectoral agreements and ENP 
Plus; Black Sea Synergy; EaP) is in itself a sign of certain weakness of both planning and 
implementation of respective policies. 

However, the EaP seems to be a radical step forward, essentially enhancing the EU 
involvement in the Eastern Partnership countries, through association agreements and other 
instruments. 

Another area where EU has demonstrated a new, much more active approach was the August 
war in Georgia when President Sarcozy was never too slow in negotiating a peace agreement to stop 
the bloodshed. Opinions have been expressed that this success was exactly due the speed with 
which Sarcozy acted, so that there was no time for long debates and different opinions to take place, 
but member countries appeared to encounter a fait acomp/it. Nevertheless, EU actions a re a sign of 
much more consolidated action than previously. Arranging and sending hundreds of unarmed 
observers to Georgia in just a couple of weeks, while avoiding any confrontational situation that 
may seriously irritate Russia, may be another successful motion demonstrated by EU. Still, 
currently, it appears that much of the Western Europe has accepted the new disposition of forces in 
the Caucasus. As an observer described the EU-Russia summit in Nice on 14th November 2008: 
"Georgia was relegated to the status of a largely ritual sideshow at the summit. Sarkozy reiterated 
the EU's condemnation of Russia's decision to recognize the independence of South Ossetia and 
Abkhazia, and its support for Georgia's territorial integrity. Medvedev for his part said Moscow will 
not reverse its decision, and that it recognizes Georgia's territorial integrity without Abkhazia and 
South Ossetia, which are now 'subjects ofinternationallaw."'4 

Divergent interests of EU member states vis-a-vis Russia, and in addressing energy security 
issues make EU policies in the region often inconsistent, while decision making slow and 
inefficient. In particular, this is revealed by controversies with regard to a number of gas pipeline 
projects (Northern Stream, Southern Stream, Whgite Stream, Nabucco ). However, as again a new 
and positive sign, the recent EU-Ukraine joint declaration on gas transportation system in Ukraine 
demonstrates more decisiveness in actions. 

However, in many other cases European influence (or rather, commitment) appears 
insufficient for overcoming difficulties in such areas as conflict resolution, most probably due to 
Russia's counteraction. Even in the case of Transdnistrie, which seems to be relatively easy to 
solve, Russia uses its proxies (Smirnov, in this case) to squeeze out RU involvement in negotiations 
and hinder progress. 

Another important regional player is of course the United States. August events appeared to be 
a serious blow to its policies in the region, and to its image a reliable defender of its political allies. 
While it is yet unclear what will be the position of the new US leadership in the face of the 
challenges posed by Russia both globally and in the Caucasus, there are a few hints to the possible 
developments. While the US are seeking Russian cooperation in a few areas such as Afghanistan, 
Iran and North Korea, at the same time they do not seem to accept the changing status quo and the 
geostrategic balance in the region. With regards to Georgia, US will definitely help the country to 
reconstruct its heavily bruised economy and military potential. Still, this will hardly make Russia 
withdraw from the occupied parts of the Georgian territory, or agree to civilised terms of conflict 
resolution in South Ossetia and Abkhazia. Nor will this in short term prevent Russia to use any 
artificial pretext to further hurt Georgia. However, the only logical, though to some extent risky 
move that may change the current deadlock will be the permanent deployment of US or/and NATO 
bases in Georgia and the Black Sea. Notably, already in the beginning of March 2007, an official 
representative of the US Department of Defence declared the intention of the US to consider the 
possibility of deployment of anti-ballistic missile (ABM) radar in the Caucasus region, in the 
framework of development of the ABM defence system in Eastern Europe. In the light of current 
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events, a radar and anti-missile capacity based in the Causasus as a part of the broader system 
involving Poland and Czech Republic seems to be an option considered by military planners, and 
may be indeed an only way to avoid further frustration in the South Caucasus. The recent demand 
by Kyrgyz government to withdraw the US air base in Manas serving as a transportation hub on the 
route to Afghanistan, obviously happening under Russian pressure, may be another reason to look 
for alternative air bases in the region, and prompt considering Caucasian airfields as a worthy 
alternative. 

However, the main two problems for the US policies in the Black Sea- Caspian region to less 
extent relate to Russian actions in the Caucasus, but to main headaches -nuclear ambitions of Iran, 
and the much more urgent need to stabilise the situation in Afghanistan and Pakistan, but also 
successfully withdraw from Iraq. In all of these issues, US on one hand seeks the cooperation of 
Russia, on the other - Turkey, Caucasian and Central Asian states. Against such background and 
extremely complex geopolitical objectives, it seems that US will appear more tolerant toward 
failures in the areas of good governance and human rights protection. 

Future 

Current situation in the Black Sea - Caspian region is characterised by high volatility and the 
unprecedented level of unpredictability. One of the main factors of such unpredictability is of 
course the global economic crisis, which pushes the world to undertake some radical changes in 
how global and national economies are run. At the same time, the crisis has moderated some 
ambitions among richer and bigger states, once again having demonstrated the interdependence of 
the national economies and the need to calculate carefully policies and actions. 

Another important event - the Russian-Georgian war was a relatively small-scale event on the 
global geo-strategic scene that has hardly changed the actual balance of power. However, its 
symbolic importance is significant. The events have indicated toward the emerging dynamics in the 
geo-strategic configuration, and the limited capacity of Western powers to stop Russia from abusing 
the norms of international law. At the same time, the ability of Russia to amass support to its 
recognition of South Ossetia and Abkhazia was circumscribed by its lack of sufficient leverage, and 
the fears even among its immediate CIS clientele. At the same time, the gas crisis of January 2009 
became one more illustration of the dangers of too much dependency of Europe on Russian energy 
supplies, and the limited ability of EU states to act decisively and in concert in crisis. 

Another important event - the Russian-Georgian war was a relatively small-scale event on the 
global geo-strategic scene that has hardly changed the actual balance of power. However, its 
symbolic importance is significant. The events have indicated toward the emerging dynamics in the 
geo-strategic configuration, and the limited capacity of Western powers to stop Russia from abusing 
the norms of international law. At the same time, the ability of Russia to amass support to its 
recognition of South Ossetia and Abkhazia was circumscribed by its lack of sufficient leverage, and 
the fears even among its immediate CIS clientele. At the same time, the gas crisis of January 2009 
became one more illustration of the dangers of too much dependency of Europe on Russian energy 
supplies, and the limited ability ofEU states to act decisively and in concert in crisis. 

On the other hand, the war has revealed not only the fragility of Georgia's statehood, but also 
the essential unpredictability of even softer authoritarian regimes such as in Georgia, to say nothing 
of Russia. Indeed, unpredictability is the key word to describe the situation in and around Georgia 
in the short and medium term. 

One important aspect of volatility of Georgia's future stems from the weakening legitimacy 
and eroding popularity of its incumbent government. Georgia still needs to experience a peaceful 
and normal change of leadership, a challenge also for some other post-Soviet states. The bitterness 
of military defeat, the full loss of control over the secessionist entities, economic hardship and 
disillusionment with social policies of the government and its authoritarian qualities, which seemed 
acceptable against the background of previous optimism, stability and economic growth, - all these 
may lead to a social explosion involving impatient masses that have been more than once successful 
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in ousting leaders who have lost popularity. Under such condition, the government may either 
further strengthen repressive and authoritarian tendencies in an attempt to suppress dissent, 
therefore losing western support, or moving toward more democracy and pluralism - in both cases 
putting under serious threat its grip on power as well as political stability within the country. 

Equally unpredictable is the geopolitical environment in which Georgia finds itself. Russia 
may for whatever reason (e.g. in order to divert public attention from economic difficulties, or in 
order to appease military elite, or maybe just as a part of a power game in Kremlin) find it useful to 
further destabilise the situation in Georgia, notwithstanding longer term risks for stability along its 
southern borders and spoiled relations with the West. Russia retains a very dangerous weapon in its 
hands -an ability to restart military action in Georgia any time it finds it convenient. The threshold 
for such action has much lowered with August events, but also current disposition along the borders 
of Abkhazia and South Ossetia allows easy provocation. Russia seems to love any action that may 
cause irritation in Washington, and would against all odds try to at least symbolically stress its 
global significance and military rise. 

One more issue of concern in this regard is the decision by the Russian leadership to establish 
a naval base for its Black Sea fleet (Ochamchire port), an air base (Gudauta, Bombora airfield), and 
one more base in South Ossetia (Java). This in addition to generally changing the balance of 
military power in the Black Sea region (if previously NATO was moving closer to Russian borders, 
now this has reversed) may prompt certain strategic response from other players (including Turkey -
which on the one hand finds common interest with Russia, apart of existing energy dependence, not 
to allow external powers into the Black Sea, on the other - is extremely worried by Russia's 
military expansion to the South). 

Not only South Caucasus demonstrates high level of volatility. In Russia's Northern Caucasus 
events are developing along extremely dangerous lines, particularly in Ingushetia and Daghestan. 
According to the latest UNHCR figures, there are 20,500 asylum seekers in 2008, in the third place 
after Somali (40,000) and Iraq (22,000t The majority of these people originate from the Northern 
Caucasus, indicating to the seriousness of the situation there. 

Another key element of unpredictability in the region originates from Iran's nuclear and 
political ambitions. While it seems there is little possibility that Iran develops nuclear weapons in 
the nearest future, the issue would not get away, prompting nuclear arms race in the broader region, 
elevated insecurity, and unpredictable response from such actors as US and Israel. In their turn, US 
policies vis-a-vis Iran and Russia are not yet clearly formulated, adding to overall unpredictability 
of the situation. 

Under such conditions, EU has a special responsibility to act prudently, but decisively, in 
order to diffuse tensions. While reducing its energy through looking for alternative routes for 
transporting fossil fuel bypassing Russia, but also by restructuring its reliance on such fuel through 
radically turning toward alternative and renewable energy sources, EU could use its huge economic 
power for mitigating tensions, prompting Russia to be more cooperative in crucial areas related to 
security. At the same time, coordinated efforts, not only within the EU, but also with the US, is a 
key to positively influencing conflict resolution and democracy promotion in the region under 
consideration. EaP may appear a very useful instrument for such a process, but it should be 
strengthened by clearer prospects accession as well as by combining soft power with more of the 
hard power. 
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The role of the EU in Promoting Democracy in Europe's 4 Sea Basins: 

One Size Fits All or Different Strategies of Democracy Promotion? 

Elena Baracani 

Second draft 

Introduction 

The European Union (EU) activity of democracy promotion is part of the 'international dimension' 
of democratization, which refers to all those external factors that can have an int1uence on 
democratic changes of domestic political regimes, such as transnational phenomena, regional 
aspects, NGOs, states and other international actors. Initially, democratization studies gave no 
importance to external factors in explaining the causes of the democratic transitions which occurred 
in Southern Europe and Latin America between 1974 and 1989 1

• It was only with the fall of the 
Berlin wall, the breakdown of the Soviet Union, and the end of the cold war that international 
actors, as states, international organizations, NGOs, and independent foundations engaged more 
actively and systematically in activities of democracy promotion. As a consequence, democracy 
promotion has become 'a norm of practice within the international system', 2 and several authors 
have started to affirm that the international dimension, together with domestic variables, should be 
taken into consideration to explain democratization processes, as an intervening factor? In this new 
international context, there is no doubt that democracy promotion is at the centre of EU foreign 
policy, at least rhetorically. 

This essay explains, first all, what are the key features of the EU activity of democracy promotion 
in Europe's four sea basins, trying to evaluate whether the EU adopts or not a 'one size fits all' 
approach (Boerzel and Risse 2004). In addition, it answers the following questions: I) what is the 
relationship between the EU's activities of democracy promotion and its objective of maintaining 
stability and security; and 2) what is the relationship between the EU's activities of democracy 
promotion policy and its activities for cont1ict settlement? 

The first two sections of this work show that the EU has become a democracy promoter only in 
recent decades after the end of the Cold War, and explain what is a strategy of democracy 
promotion that can be adopted by an external actor. The third section analyses what are the main 
strategies of democracy promotion adopted by the EU in the four sea basins, and evaluates what is 
the relationship between the EU's activities of democracy promotion and its objective of 
maintaining stability and security. 

1 O'Donnell, Schmitter and Whitehead (1986); Linz and Stepan (1986); Diamond, Li~z and Lipset (1989); Morlino 
(1998, p. 166). 
2 Gershman and Alien (2006, p. 36). 
3 Schmitter (1996, pp. 27-28); Whitehead (1996, p. 23); Pridham (1997, p. 7); Huntington (2001). 
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1. EU and Democracy Promotion: an Historical Perspective 

In the original founding treaties of the EU there was no mention of 'democracy' 4 It was only in 
January I 962, when the European Parliament approved the Birkelbach report, that the necessary 
political conditions were established, for the first time, for membership and also association status 
of the European Economic Community (EEC). In particular, it stated that ' [ o ]nly states which 
guarantee on their territories truly democratic practices and respect for fundamental rights and 
freedoms can become members of the Community'. 5 On this basis, the February 1962 application 
by Franco's Spain for association status with the EEC was dropped for political reasons and only a 
commercial agreement was reached in 1970.6 Then, after the 1967 Colonels' coup, which 
established a military dictatorship in Greece, the EEC decided to freeze its association with Greece.7 

The last years of the 1970s and the first part of the 19 80s were characterized by the accession 
processes of Greece, Spain and Portugal and by the Declaration on Democracy at the Copenhagen 
summit in April 1978, which stated that respect for and maintenance of parliamentary democracy 
and human rights in all member states are 'essential elements of their membership in the EC 
[European Community]' 8 On the whole, the literature has shown that the role played by the 
European Community in the democratic consolidation of Greece, Spain and Portugal during the 
1980s was only an indirect one,9 as its strategy of democracy promotion 'was marked by a distinct 
lack of procedure and its operation by ad hoc approaches and a continuing tendency to react to 
events rather than trying to determine their outcome' .10 

In the 1990s, with the creation of the EU at Maastricht in 1992, the 'development and consolidation 
of democracy' became one of the objectives of its Common Foreign and Security Policy, and the 
EU started to play a direct role in the democratization process of accession candidate countries from 
central and eastern Europe that joined the Union in 2004. The main turning points in the EU 
relationship with central and eastern European applicants are the 1993 Copenhagen European 
Council, and the 1997 Luxemburg European Council. In 1993 the heads of state and government of 
the EU agreed that those associated countries of central and eastern Europe desiring membership 
could become members of the EU, even though, for the first time, the promise of membership was 
accompanied by a statement of formal membership conditions, among which was 'democracy'. 
Then, in 1997, the Luxemburg European Council launched the enhanced pre-accession strategy to 
be applied to all central and eastern European applicants, which made it possible for the EU to 
implement its political conditionality, and move from indirect influence to direct leverage. This was 
first of all because the Copenhagen political conditions started to be translated by the EU into the 
demand for specific political reforms from each candidate. Moreover, the progress of each 

4 Indeed, the 1951 Treaty of Paris was more concerned with preventing the reoccurrence of war. However, the Rome 
Treaty of 1957 noted in the preamble that member states 'resolved by thus pooling their resources to preserve and 
strengthen peace and liberty and calling upon the other peoples of Europe who share their ideal to join their efforts', see 
Pridham (2005, p. 29). 
5 Quoted in Pridham (2005, p. 30). 
6 See Crespo (2000). 
7 See Coufoudakis (1977). 
8 Quoted in Pridham 2005, note 27, p. 33. 
9 See Whitehead (1996, p. 261); Morlino (1998, p. 166); and Kubicek (2003, p. 9). 
10 Pridham (2005, p. 35). 
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candidate in complying with these demands began to be monitored annually by the European 

Commission in specific reports. Finally, the EU started to reward, in terms of institutional links 

(such as the start of accession negotiations) and economic assistance, those candidates that 

complied with its requests. 11 

At the beginning of the 21"' century, the EU is seeking to replicate this successful strategy of 

'democracy promotion through integration', 12 not only with the current candidate countries 

(Turkey, Croatia and the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia), and with the remaining 

potential candidate countries of the western Balkans (Albania, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Serbia, 

Montenegro, and Kosovo ), but also with those countries of eastern Europe, the south Mediterranean 

and the south Caucasus that fall under the European Neighbourhood Po !icy (ENP) launched in 

2003, and that do not have the perspective of membership of the Union. Indeed, according to the 

European Security Strategy, ' [ o ]ur task is to promote a ring of well-governed countries to the East 

of the European Union and on the borders of the Mediterranean' .13 However, it can be stated that 
democracy promotion in the neighbourhood, rather than being an objective in itself of EU foreign policy, is 
an instrument to achieve the Union's primary foreign policy goals, which are its security and economic 
prosperity. For instance, according to the same document '[t]he best protection for our security is a world of 
well-governed democratic states' .14 Therefore, it can be expected that in the case of conflict between 
democracy promotion and national security interests in the neighbourhood, the EU will give priority to the 
defence of its security interests, even if it means tolerating or even supporting authoritarian regimes. 

2. Strategies of Democracy Promotion: external leverage and models of democracy 
promotion 

Strategies of external democracy promotion, defined as approaches that donors take to promoting 
democracy, 15 can vary on two main dimensions: the 'degree of leverage' or the model of democracy 
promotion, and the model of democracy that is promoted. 16 By 'leverage' I mean external pressure for 
democratization, and not 'governments' vulnerability to external pressure'. 17 Thus, my definition ofleverage 
is very close to what Larry Diamond calls 'peaceful forms of pressure ... to advance human rights and 
democracy oi

8 The second dimension of variation of strategies of democracy promotion - the model of 
democracy promoted - refers to the fact that different external actors can promote different models of 
democracy, as formal or substantial democracy, or as electoral or liberal democracy. 

11 See Baracani (2009). 
12 On this concept see Pridharn and Dimitrova (2004). 
13 European Council (2003). 
14 European Council (2003). 
15 Carothers (1997, p. Ill). . 
16 Anvther relevant dimension of variation may be the time span, which refers to the fact that external actors' activities 
to promote democracy can be short-tenn, as in the case of election monitoring missions, or long-tenn when the activity 
of democracy promotion lasts several years, as is usual in the case of state building missions. 
17 See Levitsky and Way (2005, p. 21 and 2006, p. 382). 
18 (2008, p. Ill). 
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2.1 The degree of leverage or the model of democracy promotion 

External leverage for democratization may be viewed as a continuum that describes different degrees of 

leverage depending on the strategies adopted by the international actors (see Figure 1). This continuum has 

two extreme poles. One in which there is no active external leverage, but what has been called 'diffusion', 19 

'contagion',20 or 'example' 21 to describe a situation in which ideas and models of democratic change come 

from outside, but without any direct activity by external actors. The other extreme pole represents the end of 

peaceful forms of pressure,. 'democratization by force', 22 'military intervention',23 or what has been called 

'control',24 to describe a situation in which an external actor promotes democracy through the use or threat of 

force. 

Between these extreme poles there are different modalities of democracy promotion that involve different 

degrees of external leverage on democratization. The most important of these modalities are: (I) political 

dialogue, (2) democracy assistance, (3) positive conditionality, and ( 4) negative conditionality or sanctions. 

Of course, there may be overlap between these modalities of democracy promotion. 

'Political dialogue' refers to all bilateral political contacts between the external actor and a third country, and 

varies according to the frequency and intensity of these contacts. Political dialogue can become more 

structured through the establishment of specific institutions to conduct this dialogue." Democracy assistance 

comprises 'all aid for which the primary purpose, not the secondary or indirect purpose, is to foster 

democracy in the recipient country'.26 It is both economic and technical: '[t]he provision of advice and 

instruction, training programmes, equipment and other forms of material support to institutional capacity 

building are typical examples, as are financial subventions to pro-democracy bodies and subsides to cover 

the costs of certain democratizing processes' .27 

'Positive conditionality' refers to the fact that the target country has to satisfY the democratic conditions 

required by the external actor in order to be granted additional benefits or 'carrots' ,28 as additional economic 

assistance or closer bilateral relations. Negative conditionality or sanctions, means that an international 

actor may penalize ·or sanction a country that does not respect the required democratic conditions by 

suspending, for example, economic assistance,19 or 'freezing' their bilateral relations. 

19 See, for example, Starr (1991); Kopstein and Reilly (2001); and Diamond (2008, p. 107). 
20 See Whitehead (1996, pp. 5-8); and Kubicek (2003, pp. 4-7). 
21 See Nau (2000, p. 147); and Morlino and Magen (2008). 
22 See Diamond (2008, p. 133). 
23 See Carothers (2000, p. 186). 
24 See Whitehead (1996, p. 8); Kubicek (2003, pp. 4-7); and Morlino and Magen (2008). 
25 In the case of the EU examples of institutions created to make political dialogue become more structured are the 
Councils of Association (established in the framework of Association Agreements), Association Councils and 
Association Committees (established by the Euro-Mediterranean Association Agreements), and Cooperation Councils, 
Cooperation Committees, and Parliamentary Cooperation Committees (established by the Partnership and Cooperation 
Agreements). 
26 Carothers (2000, pp. 187-188). 
27 Burnell (2000, p. 9). 
28 Carothers (2000, p. 187). 
29 Carothers calls this democracy policy tool 'economic pressure' (2000, p. 186). 
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The EU has made an active use of all the methods indicated in Figure 1 to promote democracy, with the only 
exception of coercion. But what is the model of democracy promotion that has characterized the EU 
activities in that area? Democratization 'through integration' seems to be the characteristic or preferred 
model of democracy promotion of the EU.30 However, it can only be applied to a specific category of third 
countries, that of accession candidate country. This means that it is not the most common model used by the 
Union to promote democracy. Indeed, the EU can only offer integration only to the accession candidate 
countries - in exchange for the respect of its democratic principles - in addition to its economic assistance. 
This means that the most commonly used model of democracy promotion for the EU is democracy 
assistance. F orrnally, this assistance is usually positively or negatively conditioned to the achievement of 
some democratic objectives, however the decision to implement this conditionality is a political one, which 
is very rarely taken. 

OECD statistics on development shows an overall perspective of all official development assistance (ODA) 
for government and civil society provided by the European Commission (it means multilateral aid and not 
also bilateral aid from the member states) to all recipients (197 countries) between 1990 and 2006 (see 
Figure 2). First of all, it can be observed that European Commission government and civil society ODA 
steadily increased: from $19 million (at 2005 prices) in 1990 to $2213 million (at 2005 prices) in 2006. 

30 See Pridham and Dimitrova (2004). 
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Source: data come from OECD Aid acti,·ity (author's calculations). 

However, in spite of this increase in government and civil society ODA, it remained a small percentage of 
the total ODA provided by the EC between 1990 and 2006: 9.71% for the EC (see Table 2). In addition, data 
presented in Table 2 show that ODA for 'Support to NGOs', in the same period, was 0.03% of total ODA. 

Table 1: Sectors ofEurope<~n Conun.ission ODA to all recipienrs in the period 1990-2006 
(Couunitmeut::. - million const<1nt USD 2005 ~and percent<~ge of tot3l ODA) 

Education Health 
Population Water Supply & Government ;md Conflict, Peace 

Programmes Sanitation civil society and Security 

5715 4295 1106 4202 10735 867 
(5, 17~t~j (3,88%) (1%1 (3.8-%") (971%1 10,78%) 

Economic Production 
cOnunod1'ty Aid 1 

Action Relating 
Emergency 

1nfrastructure Sectors Multisector General Prog. 
to Debt 

Assistance & 
Assistance Reconstruction 

17178 11094 11773 2083[} 197 15'186 
{15,54%1 (10,03%} /10,55o/o) {18.B4%1 (0 18%) (13,73'~) 

Support to Refugees in Unallocatedf Other Social Administrative 
NGO's 

Donor 
Unspecified 

Infrastructure & costs of donors Countries Services 

29 9 823 
3921 

2611 
(0,03%) (0.01%) {0,74%.) (3,55%) 

(2,36%) 

Source: data come fi:om OECD Aid activity (author's cakulatiotl~). 

Figures 3 shows the regional distribution of government and civil society ODA for the European 
Commission in the period 1990-2006. The region that received the largest amount of government and civil 
society ODA, in the period under study, was the South of Sahara (with 30%), followed by Europe (with 
22%), and Central Asia (7%). 
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Figure 3: Gcwemment and Civil Society European Conm1ission ODA to all recipients by 
region in the period 1990-2006 

(Commitments in millions of constant USD 2005. and percentage of total ODA) 
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2.2. The model of democracy promoted 

The model of democracy promoted by the EU is the western liberal democratic one, which has the following 

basic features: (I) regular, rree and fair elections, (2) a constitution that enshrines democracy and a full set of 

human rights, (3) a governmental system based on the separation of powers with an accountable executive, a 

representative legislature, and an independent judiciary, (4) local government structures, and (5) political 

parties that aggregate citizens' interests. In addition, in the last two decades, the EU has moved from the 

promotion of a formal democracy model (with a liberal-democratic constitution, and free elections) to the 

promotion of a more substantive model of democracy 31 In the case of the EU, this substantive model of 

democracy, has been developed by the European Commission during the accession process of the central and 

eastern European countries that joined the Union in 2004, and include the strengthening of institutional and 

administrative capacity, judicial independence and efficiency, the fight against corruption, civil control of the 

military, and a vast array of human and minority rights, not only civil and political rights but also social, 
economic and cultura1.32 But is this model of democracy promoted also towards those third countries that 

won't join the Union? 

31 See also Pridham (2005, p. 25). 
32 See Dimitrova and Pridham (2004, p. 97); and also Baracani (2009, p. 70). 
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3. EU and Democracy Promotion in Europe's 4 Sea Basins 

Countries in Europe's four sea basins could be divided into two main categories: southern and 

eastern countries, with Turkey in between these two categories. However, in order to assess what 

are EU's activities of democracy promotion, it's useful to divide these countries according to their 

relationship with the EU. According to this criteria, table 2 shows that there are five categories of 

countries: 1) an accession candidate country (Turkey), 2) southern and eastern partners of the ENP, 3) 

Russia, 4) Iran, and 5) two former soviet republics that are not partners of the ENP (Kazakhstan and 

Turkrnenistan). 

Table 2: What categories of third countries? 

MEDITERRANEAN BALTIC BLACK CASPIAN 

ENLARGEMENT Turkey 

North African and 
ENP Middle East Ukraine, Georgia Azerbaijan 

countries 

EU- Russia 
Russia Russia Russia relationship 

EU- Iran 
Iran 

relationship 

EU- Former 
Kazakbstan and 

Soviet Republics 
Turkmenistan 

relationship 

3.1. Turkey: what EU's strategy of democracy promotion? 

Model of democracy promotion: 

Political dialogue (high level of intensity in the framework of the pre-accession policy) 

Democracy assistance: EU economic assistance for the political criteria was very low in 2002 (about 
2 million euros ), but it increased in 2003 and 2004, and in 2005 reached the peak of about 48 million 
euros. 

Both negative and positive conditionality are present, and have been used (strong conditionality). 
Example of negative conditionality: Turkey has been sanctioned in terms of institutional links, with 
the decision not to open accession negotiations on some specific chapters with Turkey in December 
2006, because of the lack of implementation by Ankara of the Additional Protocol to the Ankara 
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Agreement. Example of positive conditionality: Turkey's progress in satisfying the requested 

conditions was rewarded in 1 999 with the decision to grante the country candidate status and also in 
October 2005 with the decision to open accession negotiations. Moreover, the decision to open 

accession negotiations with Turkey was accompanied by the decision to allocate this country 500 
million euros of economic assistance for 2006 (the same assistance allocated for 2005 had been 300 

million euros ). 

Not democracy promotion through integration: it is true that until now the final objective of the 

process of enlargement has been membership, but Turkey might turn into an exception. 

Model of democracy promoted: 

a substantial model of democracy 

3.2. ENP partners: what EU's strategy of democracy promotion? 

Model of democracy promotion: 

Political dialogue (in the framework of the institutions created by the Euro-Mediterranean 
Association Agreements and the Partnership and Cooperation Agreements) 

Democracy assistance (in the framework of the European Neighbourhood Policy Instrument, ENPI) 

Positive conditionality has been added to negative conditionality, so both are present, but have been 
used rarely: it is a weaker conditionality (because the carrot of membership is not offered) that can 
work only when the neighbor is really interested in developing a closer relationship with the Union 

- Not democracy promotion through integration 

Model of democracy promoted: 

it depends on the neighbor, and in particular on its will to democratize or not (see the differences for 
instance in the ENP Action Plans for Morocco and Ukraine) 

and it depends on the EU as whereas democratization might threaten stability of the country and 
region, the Union prefers the status quo - the maintenance of an authoritarian or hybrid regime -
rather than promoting a genuine democratization. 

3.3. Russia: what EU's strategy of democracy promotion? 

Model of democracy promotion: 

- Political dialogue 

Democracy assistance: very low level 

Conditionality 

Stable political and economic relations are more important for the EU rather than promoting 

democracy 
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Model of democracy promoted: 

Formal: 

3.4. Iran: what EU's strategy of democracy promotion? 

Model of democracy promotion 

Model of democracy promoted 

3.5. Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan: what EU's strategy of democracy promotion? 

Model of democracy promotion 

Model of democracy promoted 

Table 3: EU and Democracy Promotion in Europe's 4 Sea Basins 

MODEL of DEMOCRACY MODEL OF DEMOCRACY 
PROMOTION PROMOTED 

PD DA +C -c FORMAL SUBSTANTIAL 

TURKEY X X X X X 

ENP PARTNERS X X X X X X 

RUSSIA X 

IRAN . 
X 

KAZAKHSTAN and 
X 

TURKMENISTAN 

Conclusion: One Size Fits All or Different Strategies of Democracy Promotion? 
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Enlargement's impact 

After the end of the Cold War, the two most important Western Alliances have expanded to 
Central-eastern Europe and Eastern Balkans. While NATO will continue to include members in 
Europe, EU has drawn a line across Europe and the Mediterranean between countries having still a 
chance to become EU members and countries enjoying a special relationship with the EU in the 
framework of the European Neighbourhood Policy-ENP, yet having no chances to become 
members. 

So, NATO and the EU have two different neighbourhood strategies, that ofNATO being, at least in 
principle, more inclusive than EU strategy. 

The impact of NATO enlargement, and its open perspective to further enlargements in Europe, has 
no significant impact on non-EU Mediterranean countries and sub-regional relations between the 
latter and Western Alliances. EU enlargement, in contrast, has had and continues to have an impact 
on sub-regional relations across the Mediterranean Sea, first, because the enlargement, by including 
mo'te European countries, changed the balance of EU external relations and related Mediterranean 
perceptions, and , second, because the Mediterranean countries were included in the ENP, along the 
European countries excluded from the enlargement, thus becoming stakeholder in the new EU 
policy stemming from enlargement. 

In general, the impact of enlargement and related neighbourhood strategies is less significant for the 
Mediterranean countries than for European countries. This is due to a number of political reasons. 
Most European countries included in the ENP and most of those having the status of Partners 
countries in NATO would like to become full members in both organisations. On the other hand, 
this trend creates problems for the Russian Federation. In the Mediterranean, no countries- except 
for some voices in Israel- are wishing to become members of the EU and NATO. Furthermore, in 
the Mediterranean area there is no counterpart to such an actor like Russia with its "near abroad. 

In the Mediterranean sub-region, the impact which is worth considering is on current frameworks of 
cooperation: the ENP, the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership-EMP and the Union for the 
Mediterranean-UFM, which has just replaced the EMP, as well as NATO Mediterranean Dialogue
MD: are enlargement and neighbourhood improving or worsening these frameworks of 
cooperation? As said, this question is less significant for NATO MD than EO-initiated policies. 

For the non-EU Mediterranean countries that were included so far in the cooperation framework 
initiated by the EU and NATO, in particular the Arab countries, the EU enlargement has been 
perceived as a sidelining factor on both political and economic-financial ground. It was not 
perceived, though, as a factor impacting on national security; more in general, it was seen as a 
factor rather neutral with regard to other regional and strategic security dimensions. This may be 
less true for the Maghreb countries, which may have been concerned because of the greater political 
and economic significance EU is representing for them with respect to Near East countries. At the 
outset, there were concerns for the ENP, mostly from the economic point of view. However, once 
the new policy began to work and by the time they understood its working, the ENP has been 
generally welcome because of the differentiation it allows. Relations tailored on willingness and 
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ability are definitely preferred over the regional homogeneity prescribed by the former EMP. For 
the countries now looking for an advanced status within the ENP, as Morocco, Egypt, Tunisia and 
Jordan, the new EU framework is proving better than the previous one. 

There are negative political aspects, such as the reinforcement the ENP has fostered in EU relations 
with Israel. On the other hand, the Arab EU partners are relieved by the loosening of their relations 
with Israel permitted by ENP bilateral pattern. All in all, as already said, political aspects are 
marginal. 

The ENP coupled with the unchanged NATO' strategy for Mediterranean neighbourhood is, maybe, 
a quasi-optimal policy framework of relations for the Arab countries and Israel. There is little regret 
for the EMP, while NATO's support to Southern Mediterranean countries' armed forces is strongly 
appreciated. The replacement of the EMP by the UFM has been willingly accepted. On this point an 
evaluation is premature. However, some reflections are devoted to the UFM future later on [in the 

final paper]. Whether this evolution is also meeting NATO's and, most of all, EU's requirements and 
expectations remains to be seen, though. This point is evaluated by the paper in the fourth section. 

In the following, the paper considers these points: the institutional architecture of sub-regional 
policy frameworks as of today; the evolution of security perceptions until today; an evaluation of 
the post-enlargement situation in the Mediterranean from the point of view of EU and NATO 
security objectives (related to the main question posed by the EU4Seas project) [to be completed]. 

Architecture: bilateral and multilateral relations in the Euro-Med area 

Both EU and NATO are distinctively present in the Mediterranean and operate across the basin by 
means of significant and complex policy frameworks of cooperation. 

NATO initiated its Mediterranean Dialogue-MD in 1994. Its architecture is relatively simple: the 
MD consists of a web of bilateral relations between NATO and each partner country plus several 
common activities and gatherings that constitute a kind of multilateral dimension inside the MD 
policy framework. After September 11, there were attempts at upgrading this multilateral dimension 
without any significant result, though. 

EU's model is by far more ancient and complex; furthermore, it went across a not negligible 
number of alterations. The EU initiated in 1972 by running a policy framework based on a uniform 
format of bilateral policies towards part of the coastal Mediterranean countries. This policy was 
dubbed "Politique Mediterraneenne Globale". This denomination was alluding to the 
comprehensive character of the policy, in the sense that it was intended to addressing the whole 
region as well as including different dimensions in the same policy format - a political-institutional 
dimension beside an economic and financial one. This format was bound to last until the beginning 
of the 1990s, when it was reshaped by the inclusion of a human-social dimension in keeping with 
the experience of the CSCE (Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe). 

The subsequent step was the Barcelona Declaration with its three pillars (the political, economic, 
and social-human pillars) which set in motion the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership-EMP. 

EU Mediterranean policy frameworks had always included elements of regional multilateralism, 
essentially in the form of support and incentives to economic cooperation and integration among its 
Mediterranean partners. In the EMP, while bilateral relations kept on holding their significance 
thanks to the setting up of bilateral Association Agreements with each separate partner (agreements 
that were the heirs of previous EU Mediterranean policy), existing elements of multilateralism 
resulted upgraded and expanded to the political realm, thanks respectively to the introduction of the 
objective of a free trade area at 20 I 0 and the institution of a political dialogue. 
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In 2004, the EMP has been partly replaced by the European Neighbourhood Policy-ENP as a 
consequence of EU enlargement to Central-eastern European countries. With this development, the 
EU came to run two distinct tiers of policy frameworks: one for the whole neighbourhood, i.e. the 
arc stretching from its north-eastern to its south-western boundaries, that is the ENP, and another 
one for single inter-regional contexts encompassed by neighbourhood, namely the EMP and the 
Synergy in the Black Sea region. 

As a result, when it comes to EU inter-regional relations with neighbouring areas, we have a rather 
complex architecture. This architecture consists of a set of distinct institutional inter-regional 
frameworks (in the Mediterranean and the Black Sea) with the ENP getting across all of them. 

In 2008, the EMP has been replaced by the Union for the Mediterranean-UFM. This has upgraded 
both EU and non-EU governments' role in the Euro-Mediterranean framework. At the same time, it 
has altered the balance between EU governments and the European Commission-EC. The role of 
the latter, historically dominant in EU Mediterranean policy is somehow downgraded as a deeper 
separation has been made between communitarian roles in the area - which are owned essentially 
by the EU and the EC -and inter-governmental ones- owned to EU member states. 

In today's Euro-Mediterranean relations the ENP represents the realm of the EU, whereas the UFM 
that of governments. By the same token, the ENP is essentially managed by the EC and reflects EU 
competences and what we can call a model of community-like relations, whereas the UFM is 
essentially run by governments and reflect a conventional model of international relations. 

It must be pointed out that, in fact, much of the EMP has been left out of the UFM without 
belonging to the UFM, for instance the Euro-Med free trade area as well as conflict prevention 
policies such as elections 'watch, and so on. These relevant policy fragments resulting from the big 
bang in the EMP galaxy are waiting for being now arranged as a multilateral dimension in the 
Mediterranean sector of the EMP. This endeavour is parallel to the more advanced one being 
carried out in the framework of the Eastern European sector of the ENP, that is the so called 
"Eastern Partnership". Therefore, a "Mediterranean Partnership"-MP will have to be structured. 

To summarized, the architecture of Euro-Mediterranean relations is shaped, as of today, by an 
overall EU bilateral policy regarding the whole neighbourhood. This bilateral policy includes, 
though, two distinct multilateral dimensions for each one of the two sub-inter-regional sectors of the 
ENP (the Black Sea and the Mediterranean). Both the ENP and its sub-inter-regional dimension are 
run by the EC and the EU according to a model of community-like relations. On the other hand, the 
two sub-inter-regional dimensions are framed by inter-governmental multilateral organisations, 
respectively the UFM and the BSEC (Black Sea Economic Cooperation) that act according to a 
conventional model of international relations. 

Security perceptions in the Mediterranean 

Perceptions related to security are very different on the two sides of the Mediterranean. So are 
responses and objectives. Furthermore, the two sides are far from being or acting as monolithic 
blocs and, as a consequence, there are differences within the two halves of the Mediterranean basin 
which constitute the Euro-Mediterranean framework. So, Turkey is broadly close to the EU, but has 
-more and more - its nuances and differences. On the other hand, security perceptions towards the 
Mediterranean area are different in Southern, Northern and Eastern Europe. There is a long standing 
difference between Southern and Northern Europe. These difference has been attenuated over time 
by many factors, to the point that one German author could speak of Germany as a Mediterranean 
country [Volker Perthes in EuroMeSCo Papers]. There is as of today a considerable difference between 
Western and Eastern parts of the EU, though. The same is true for the Southern part of the basin, 
where, beyond obvious differences between Israel and the Arab countries, the latter have 
substantive different views in the Maghreb and the Near East. The inclusion of Western Balkan 
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countries in the UFM is definitely bound to bring about other differences and multiply possible 
alignments in the area. 

Having pointed out differences, in this paper we consider the northern and southern part of the basin 
in broad terms. In these terms, one cannot doubt about security perceptions being different, if not at 
odds, and linked to quite different factors of threat. Furthermore, we consider first, basic 
perceptions and, then, changes occurred in basic perceptions as a result of September 11 events and 
their consequences. 

In the South, security concerns use to focus on regimes' stability and, therefore, on opposition to 
regimes, in particular the strong and effective opposition stemming from religious political 
movements (other opposition's wings being either too weak, as the liberals, or under the hegemony 
of islamists, as the nationalists. Obviously, security concerns regard most of all the violent wing of 
Islamism, which employs terrorism and violence, but political Islam - whether violent or not - is a 
concern anyway. Israel is regarded as a direct military threat to national security by much of 
Lebanon, the Palestinians and Syria. For Egypt and Jordan, having a peace treaty with Israel, and 
for Maghreb nations any military threat from Israel is not excluded, yet such threat looks as an 
objectively distant development. All Arab countries, though, see Israel and its unwillingness or 
inability to come to terms with the Palestinian problem as a factor of internal threat. For the lack of 
solution to the Palestinian-Israeli conflict strengthens domestic opposition, in particular the 
Islamists, and weakens and discredits the regimes instead. 

In the EU, security perceptions did not contemplate any military threat but a large set of spill over 
effects, stemming first of all from migration, regional conflict, economic stagnation, environmental 
degradation and terrorism and other domestic political conflict in Southern nations. More in 
general, at the beginning of the 1990s, the EU realised that instabilities stemming from the end of 
the Cold War could threaten democratic order and welfare societies reigning in its territory. To 
counter these threat the EU initiated a programme of inclusion for the Central-eastern European 
countries contingent to the implementation on their part of deep political and economic reforms. 
The Southern Mediterranean countries were not offered inclusion but a form of strict association, 
again contingent on political reforms and economic integration, though. 

When EMP partners began negotiate on security, very soon they discovered that their security 
agendas were at odds. From the southern point of view, the EMP was not really regarding the most 
important threat to their security, i.e. the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Furthermore, it asked for 
domestic political reforms that, in regimes' eyes, would only multiply problems with Islamist 
opposition and eventually bring about their ousting. In this perspective, the EMP partners 
negotiated for four years a Chart intended to establish the principles of their indivisible security and 
the platform for their security and political cooperation. These negotiations were doomed. In fact, 
they failed at the Marseille conference of 2000. 

September 11, 2001 has less altered the basic structure of both sides' security perceptions than 
added new dimensions to them. This has had an impact on policies, though. What happened with 
September 11 was that an unusual terrorist attack inspired by a civilisational and culturalist 
approach got a response based, unfortunately, on the same approach, thus giving way to a clash-of
civilisations self-fulfilling vicious circle. Since then relations between the West and the Middle 
East, rightly or wrongly, have been permeated by stronger tensions in a clash-of-civilizations mood; 
Until September 11, perceptions in Euro-Mediterrancan relations reflected heterogeneous concerns 
rather than reciprocal threats. Significant cooperation in both the political and security realms 
resulted prevented from heterogeneity rather than opposition and mutual fears. The clash-of -
civilization mood that came to dominate relations between Western and Middle Eastern countries 
after September 11 has introduced, in contrast a sense of reciprocal threat which just did not existed 
before. In the North, fears of spill-over effects from the South have turned into fears of more direct 
threats and generated policy responses in terms of securitisation of terrorism and migration. In the 
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South, regimes have become more intransigent and assertive and whatever European intentions to 
have a reformist dialogue with them in the framework of a community-like framework of relations 
is definitely gone. Their rationale to resist reforms continues to stem from concerns for their own 
durability and stability. After September 11, however, resistance to reform is construed as a 
national-cultural platform against Western gross interference and coercion, which provides them 
more legitimacy in front of domestic opposition (reforms have to come only from inside and be 
based on "our" culture and "our" religion). 

Is the emerging sub-regional cooperation in tune with EU and NATO objectives 

In the first section we have illustrated the web of policy frameworks that shape inter-regional 
relations across the Mediterranean Sea. The question now is how this web of policy frameworks 
meet problems deriving from the security dynamics pointed out in previous section. To respond to 
this question we have to look into the security dimension of NATO and Euro-Med policy 
frameworks. 

These policy frameworks and their security dimension have a cooperative rationale. They are based 
on a set of security concepts that emerged with the end of the East-West confrontation. Military 
threats to Western Alliances having ceased to exist, security is affected by an array of political, 
economic, environmental and social risks with no or low military components. To counter or 
contain such risks, the Alliances have to shape the environment by introducing an effective 
multilateralism in international relations and political reforms domestically. All this has to be done 
by means of cooperative instruments and frameworks whereby security is attained by cooperation, 
i.e. by instruments and frameworks based on cooperative security concepts. 

Both the MD and the EU frameworks for inter-regional cooperation in its neighbourhood are 
cooperative security frameworks intended first of all to establish internationally normative relations 
among their members. The frameworks are also regarded as channels to promote political reform 
domestically. The MD has the prominent task of promoting security governance and the 
democratisation of armed forces. The former EMP and the ENP aim at fostering political and social 
reform in more general terms. In this sense, one could say that the EU and NATO pursue security 
by pursuing "milieu goals" [Wolfers]. 

The EU has pointed out very clearly its aims, and the instruments to achieve them, in its 2003 
European Security Strategy. In this Strategy, effective multilateralism and economic reforms 
(economic cooperation and integration in the Washington consensus conceptual framework) are 
seen as world-wide objectives; political reform is mostly related to neighbourhood (in which EU 
policies are supposed to promote a ring of friendly and well-governed countries). 

In inter-regional Mediterranean relations, the success of the frameworks of cooperative security 
initiated by the Western Alliances has been uneven and, in broad terms, not very satisfactory. The 
frameworks failed to affect and change security perceptions in the South of the Mediterranean. 
Most of all, it emerged clearly that security perceptions are heterogeneous: Arab security 
perceptions regard the Israeli-Palestinian conflict - where the EMP proved impotent - whereas EU 
security perceptions regard the lack of reforms, whose introduction is , in turn, perceived by 
regimes as a threat to their stability. The framework failed to start a dynamics of horizontal political 
and economic integration and cooperation among Southern partners. 

All this has prevented the frameworks to evolve towards effective inuliilateralism. Bilateral 
relations have developed quite favourably both in the MD - which for true has never attempted at 
really going multilateral - and in the EMP. The latter, while hesitated to develop its multilateral 
dimensions, namely the political dialogue among the Senior Officials, has quite well developed 
bilaterally the Association Agreements. In 2004, the bilateral dimension has been subsumed, 
expanded and strengthen by the ENP. All in all the hub-and-spokes model of relations which was 
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supposed to be only transitional in the EMP, has gained the upper hand with respect to 
multilateralism. Furthermore, attempts at transposing EU models failed as well, so that the EMP 
rather than a community-like model of inter-regional relations is today is patterned on a 
conventional model of international relations. The UFM has confirmed this trend by establishing an 
inter-governmental organisation to deal with political inter-regional relations and a set of inter
regional economic and social projects, leaving the EU and the EC with the problematic task of 
reconstructing a multilateral dimension in the UFM-ENP international-bilateral framework which 
has in fact emerged where community-like and multilateral framework was expected. 
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Beyond Enlargement and Neighbourhood Policies: EU's Central Asia Strategy 

Nargis Kassenova 

The New EU Strategy for Central Asia 

Until recently Central Asia did not attract European attention, being too remote and 
unfamiliar. For most of its modern history the region was hidden in the obscurity of the vast 
Russian and then Soviet empires. Once the USSR collapsed, five Central Asian states 
(Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan) appeared on the political 
map of the world. Like other post-Soviet states they benefited from the EU assistance 
programme TACIS and could join the OSCE, formally becoming part of the European security 
space. However, their status was peripheral compared to the western ex-Soviet republics, 
including those of the Caucasus. 

Around 2000, this situation started to change. The 9/11 events triggered the beginning of a 
military campaign in Afghanistan. Central Asian states found themselves amidst the "war on 
terror". Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan agreed to host US/NATO military bases, and 
Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan gave overflight rights to the coalition planes. As a result, the 
region has been increasingly seen from the southern angle, as part of the "stan" area.l The 
attention commanded by Afghanistan spilled over to Central Asia. 

The EU enlargement waves of 2004 and 2007 brought the region closer to European borders. 
Central Asian states became "neighbours of neighbours", and therefore, increasingly within 
the scope of the growing geopolitical ambitions and influence of the EU around its perimeter. 
Finally, the 2006 gas crisis between Russia and Ukraine and the subsequent search for 
alternative to Russia suppliers of gas to Europe threw light on Central Asia as a potential 
source. 

These developments fed the perception among European policy makers that there is a need 
for a new approach to Central Asia. The effort was spearheaded by Germany during its 
presidency of the EU in the first half of 2007. In June 2007, "The im and Central Asia: Strategy 
for a New Partnership" was adopted. It was announced as the first political strategy 
developed for Central Asia. 

High on symbolic value, the Strategy contains ideas, guidelines and policies with a good 
potential to make the European engagement in the region more coherent and effective. 
Among the most important are: intensification of political ties through regular dialogues at 
the top political level; indication of a number of areas for focused assistance (such as good 
governance, education, environment, etc.), supported by the doubling of the assistance budget 
(from 350 million euro for 2001-6 to 750 million euro for 2007-13); and the new emphasis on 
the bilateral approach that acknowledges diversification among Central Asian states and slow 
pace of regional integration.2 

The adoption of the Strategy is a very significant development, marking a breakthrough in the 
relations between European and Central Asian states. However, it cannot be considered a full-

1 The US State Department moved Central Asian states from its European Bureau to the newly created Central and 
South Asia Bureau. 
2 It was decided to maintain regional approach for issues that need regional solutions (orga~ized crime, drugs 
trafficking, water management, etc.) and to develop more tailored policies and cooperation programmes to deal with 
issues better solved on a bilateral basis, taking into account ·different needs and conditions in Central Asian states. 



fledged political strategy. It departs from the level of an assistance programme but does not 
achieve that of a document with clear political goals. 

The Strategy contains some elements of a strategy. It draws the links between European and 
Central Asian security indicating the common threats and challenges. The EU approach is that 
of comprehensive security upheld by the OSCE. It will continue to provide direct assistance to 
the military-political security sector: helping to combat human, drugs and arms trafficking, 
proliferation, organized crime, and international terrorism. 

The EU will also help to address the causes of instability, such as poor governance, lack of rule 
of law, poverty, and violation of human rights, through various aid programmes. The Strategy 
envisions special Rule of Law initiative, European education initiative, and a regular dialogue 
on human rights. It is hoped that these efforts will contribute to the creation of "a peaceful, 
democratic and economically prosperous Central Asia", which would make the region a better 
neighbour and partner for Europe. 

The Strategy makes another link between European and Central Asian security- in the energy 
sphere. European countries would like to have access to Central Asia oil and gas resources to 
provide for the security of supply, and the resource-rich states of the region are interested in 
the security of demand and geopolitical benefits that can be provided by the diversification of 
oil and gas export routes. The parties are trying to reduce their dependence on Russian 
supplies and pipelines. 

The interest in transition and reforms in Central Asia is more abstract and long-term, while 
the interest in hydrocarbons, particularly gas, is tangible and short-term. They create a 
dilemma and grounds for accusations that the EU is using "double standards" and chooses 
interests over values. It is clear that governments of resource-rich states would be criticized 
with less enthusiasm. 

Although it is noted in the Strategy that "the intensity of cooperation will reflect the 
commitment to transition and reform in each country", it is unlikely that the EU would cut 
assistance in cases of "lack of commitment to transition and reform" in the country, relying 
more on the soft power of ideas and examples rather than the "carrots and sticks" mechanism. 
Central Asia is perceived to be a difficult terrain for democratisation, therefore there is an 
understanding that engagement is valuable in itself. This serves as a counter-argument to the 
"double standards" accusations. It is a very valuable argument. Nevertheless, the dilemma 
remains, and it would be necessary to develop some clarity as to what can be achieved in the 
sphere of political transformation and what are the best ways to achieve this. 

The Missing Geopolitical Context 

The intensified dialogues and more focused assistance are good steps. However, it is 
impossible to be an effective actor in Central Asia without taking into consideration the 
complex geopolitical context of the region. The Strategy does not dwell on it. The only element 
that has a geopolitical meaning is the reference to building the energy corridor Caspian Sea
Black Sea-EU energy transport corridor, which implies bringing Caspian oil and gas to Europe 
bypassing Russia. 

The lack of geopolitical context is understandable. The Strategy is a document that has to be 
agreed by all 27 member-states who have different interests and relations with the key actors 
in Central Asia: Russia and the US. There is no consensus on what should be done in the 
relationship with China - another competitor for Central Asian resources and political 



influence. The European approach at the moment is soft and cooperative, which is 
simultaneously a source of strength (for it allows to avoid unnecessary antagonism and 
rivalry), but at the same time a source of weakness (for it does not allow an effective common 
foreign policy, coveted by the promoters of European integration). 

With regard to Russia in Central Asia, the important questions to answer would be in what 
areas cooperation and partnership between Russia and the EU /European countries are 
possible, and in what areas a certain rivalry is unavoidable. At present, both parties are 
competing for the resources of the region and, in a less obvious manner, for political influence 
over it. Russia is traditionally entrenched in Central Asia and has a myriad of connections with 
it, but it does not have enough resources and inspirational power to serve as the ultimate 
magnet for the countries of the region. The EU is a remote and not so familiar actor, but it is 
increasing its presence and has the reputation of a successful political community the citizens 
of which enjoy the highest standards of living. 

With regard to China, the issues to consider would be the implications of China's growing 
influence for the region and European interests in it; what forms of cooperation and in what 
institutional formats are possible and could yield the best results (for example, would it be 
beneficial for the EU to develop ties with the Shanghai Cooperation Organization?). 

As for the traditional ally of the EU -the United States, the objective would be to define 
European interests against American ones in the region and find out the areas of compatibility 
or lack of such. One issue to consider would be what are the implications of the ongoing 
development of transport infrastructure between Central Asia and Afghanistan, what are the 
potential benefits, costs and risks. 

It would be natural for the EU to carry out policies in the region that are driven by European 
interests. The key challenge is to formulate these interests. In this sense, Central Asia puts the 
EU and its ability to carry out a CFSP to the test. 
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