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The impact on timing

How will the reaction to the events of 11 September affect the tempo of EU enlargement? Günter Verheugen, the European Commissioner for enlargement, declared shortly after the 11th that it would have a positive effect, and most candidate country politicians have stuck to that line. The terrorist attack draws more attention to the security and stability motivations for enlargement, the argument goes. That might be expected to increase the momentum for EU enlargement, particularly if countries that look prone to instability could be brought in more quickly. 

But during a crisis – especially one dubbed a ‘war’ – people are more cautious about grand projects. Enlargement has been moved far down the list of immediate priorities for EU-15 governments, in terms of political attention, communication with the public, and allocation of resources. Moreover, this crisis has engendered fears among the public of a faster economic downturn and a suspicion of foreigners. These factors increase wariness about enlargement. A different psychological effect thus runs in the opposite direction from the security arguments.

The most important danger is economic: slowing growth and rising unemployment in Western Europe will rapidly diminish the EU-15’s willingness to allocate more funds to enlargement. The danger is more of a change in psychology than a concrete hurdle. The EU has already imposed blocks on the movement of central European workers to the EU-15, and the candidates were never likely to gain access to the expensive parts of the Common Agricultural Policy or regional aid funds. But many in the EU will be more reluctant to commit themselves to what looks like an open-ended liability to poorer prospective member-states.

The net effect on enlargement will probably not be great. The main reason is that it is difficult either to speed up the process, or to let countries in for political reasons alone. The EU’s enlargement is a complex process of negotiations, and there are stringent conditions to be met before a country can join. There is a timetable for working on each of the 31 negotiating ‘chapters’ in turn, and the chapters contain highly technical issues which have to be discussed in detail. It is difficult for a candidate country to hasten progress significantly in meeting the EU’s demands, because they involve great expense and a long process of institution-building. A political imperative can help in resolving many issues and unblocking key areas, but it cannot eliminate months of negotiations.

This is one of the reasons why the EU has moved more slowly towards enlargement than has NATO. The accession requirements for the EU are much more detailed than those for NATO, whose membership criteria are very general and malleable. The EU also has a relatively transparent monitoring process for checking when countries are ready to join, and the conditions are quite onerous. If a country has not managed to implement at least most of the 80,000 pages of the acquis communautaire to the Commission’s satisfaction, its lack of readiness to join will be fairly apparent to all. 

But although the process is hard to speed up, the current crisis is unlikely to slow down the process significantly either, at least over the next year. That is because the enlargement process is highly technocratic. There is a clear timetable for negotiations that does not depend on the constant attention of national politicians. Over the next year, the negotiators and officials will carry on as before in opening and closing chapters, trying to resolve technical difficulties, and following the existing plan for concluding negotiations by the end of 2002. The process will not require a high level of political attention until mid-2002, when the member-states have to decide on a deal on agriculture for the enlarged EU. 

Governments will take centre-stage again in 2003, once an accession treaty has been signed that needs ratification by national parliaments. After the conclusion of negotiations after end-2002, the timetable will become much more unpredictable. But by then the fall-out from 11 September will have settled. If the military and diplomatic responses from the US and its allies have been successful, enlargement will not feel so urgent for security reasons. The main impact will be in heightening concern about securing the external borders of the Union. That will mean more conditions for the applicants, but also more concern to integrate them as the first line of defence.

Additional conditions?

Although the crisis probably will not change the tempo of enlargement immediately, it will undoubtedly cause the EU to tighten the technical conditions for accession. New priorities are already being added to the list of tasks that candidates have to undertake in the field of justice and home affairs. The EU’s Extraordinary European Council on 21 September led to some fast decisions on long-blocked internal security issues. The EU-wide search and arrest warrant, new extradition procedures, agreement on more cooperation and data-sharing, and a larger role for Europol will all make more demands on the candidates. The acquis on internal security is developing very fast, and adopting it will be a major challenge for the candidates’ already stretched police and judicial systems. The EU will have to help in developing institutional capacity and providing practical assistance, both human and financial.

The US search for ways to track terrorist funding channels has brought much greater political attention to money laundering and banking secrecy, which will lead to closer scrutiny of Malta and Cyprus’s financial sectors. The two Mediterranean islands have so far been regarded as two of the best-prepared candidates, and received positive annual reports from the European Commission. Now there will be much more attention, particularly to financial flows directed through Cyprus, which will result in additional demands from the EU. If the Greek Cypriot government is unable to respond quickly, progress towards membership could be blocked until it has complied. That would spell disaster for the EU’s tight timetable for the first accessions, for the Greek government has signalled its intention to veto eastward enlargement if Cyprus is not among the first group to join. The Greek position will be that all the candidates have to wait for Cyprus, causing a blockage to the whole process. 

These European efforts will be reinforced by US pressure. Washington is already demanding assistance from European allies in police and judicial cooperation, particularly areas like extradition, protecting modes of transport, and police surveillance. Expansion of the Schengen Information System is very likely, and the US might be offered more direct access to it. Interpol and Europol could be integrated and made more effective. For the applicants, this will mean increasing pressure to control their borders, share intelligence and information, increase state capacity to track movement of persons, and to expose and destroy any terrorist cells operating in their countries. Already, the State Department and CIA are very interested in how to use conditionality as a ‘transformative vehicle’ for to make central and south-east European countries into useful allies in its crusade against terrorism. Washington also has specific concerns about terrorist cells that its intelligence agents believe to be operating in Bulgaria, Romania, Albania and other countries. 

Stabilising vs. securitising the borderlands

The EU’s hyper-activity in strengthening internal security in recent weeks has created even greater pressure on the candidates who will form the new external border of the Union to control their frontiers with non-applicants like Ukraine, Belarus, Turkey and south-eastern Europe. There is a danger of over-reaction, with the EU concentrating on border control as the primary means of monitoring and controlling movement of persons (including terrorists and criminals) through central and eastern Europe. The immediate pressure is for yet more defences against migration, asylum-seekers and traffic of goods and persons.

There are two problems with this approach, which is already evident in the EU’s border policies for central Europe:

· Border controls are not on their own an effective way of tackling crime. Land borders cannot be fully controlled, which is partly why the Schengen area was created. Practitioners (law enforcement officials and customs) often argue that intelligence-led policing is essential to tracking movements of criminals, rather than relying primarily on document-checking at borders. Travel documents like visas and passports can be forged (although the common technical standards developed under Schengen help), and border checks can give a false sense of security.

· A ‘Fortress Europe’ approach to internal security cuts off neighbouring populations in poor and politically unstable countries on the periphery of the enlarging EU. Many Ukrainian and Balkan people’s livelihoods depend directly on being able to trade with and work in richer neighbouring countries. It would not enhance the EU’s long-term security if securitisation of its new borders created more instability in the neighbouring countries. 

The EU needs a parallel policy to lessen the impact of more border controls on surrounding countries. Particularly important for the Union is to intensify cooperation with its new periphery, seeking the assistance of the populations in the borderlands surrounding the applicant countries in fighting crime. That is not easy: it means dealing with difficult political leaders in Belarus, Moldova and Kaliningrad. It means formulating a more sophisticated, multi-faceted and expensive policy than has so far ever been developed by the EU as an external actor. For example, such a policy would have to include police cooperation, regional dimensions, substantial economic and political benefits, perhaps EU outposts in some regions to issue visas and administer development programmes. These are untested waters for the EU, and the scale of the response needed will be shocking to many in Brussels. But inclusiveness is the only long-run security on the new borders of the EU, because exclusion breeds poverty and instability. And most new threats cannot be contained behind borders.

The US is also forcing the EU towards taking full responsibility for its neighbourhood. The United States is re-ordering its security and foreign policy priorities, and the subsequent re-allocation of resources will move the Balkans and other areas of instability in Europe much further down the list. The EU will have to take more direct and exclusive responsibility for countries like Bosnia, particularly if the nature of the NATO alliance changes to become more of a political club and less of a military alliance. 

NATO enlargement

NATO is a much better candidate for rapid enlargement in the wake of the terrorist attacks. The inclusion of more countries into the Atlantic alliance could more easily be speeded up for security reasons than EU enlargement, given the vast difference in the scope of the membership criteria for each organisation. Moreover, NATO’s second enlargement depends in large part on the US position, so if the Bush administration decides to prioritise expansion as a means of including new partners securely in its war on terrorism, the inclusion of new members could be achieved remarkably quickly.

But there are doubts within the US administration. Uncertainties over the September 2002 Slovak elections – which are likely to bring former prime minister Vladimir Meciar back into power – make Washington reluctant to write a definitive list of new members from central Europe. Even more problematic is the Russian dimension. Russian Prime Minister Vladimir Putin stated on 3 October that if NATO became a political club rather than a military alliance, he would have no objection to the Baltic states joining. Central Europeans remain cautious, suspecting a secret deal between Putin and Bush in which the Baltic states will be left out as part of the reward for Putin’s support of the US attack on targets in Afghanistan. However, even if such a deal has been struck, it may not endure until December 2002, when NATO members will decide on enlargement at the Prague summit. 

Even if the Baltic states were finally able to join, there remains the question of Russia’s own relationship with NATO. Should Russia be allowed to join? One of the principal objections to Russian membership has long been that Russia would change NATO completely, transforming it into an aggrandised OSCE. But now that security is being redefined to include many new threats and requiring many new policies (including parts of the OSCE’s mandate), that objection carries less weight. If Article 5 has been stripped of its meaning, and NATO’s central role becomes being the central forum for determining joint security policies, Russian membership starts to look like a benefit.

The EU’s relations with Turkey will receive renewed interest from the US as well. For the Bush administration, Turkey is a key ally that must be rewarded for its assistance in Middle East policy, and there is much less interest in Washington in Ankara’s human rights record following 11 September. But the EU remains wary of offering Turkey a closer relationship, and has refused to open negotiations for membership until its political conditions (including respect for and protection of minorities, and human rights) are met. These conditions cannot easily be swept out of the way. But in the warmth of renewed US attention, Turkey could become even more awkward about Cyprus, European Security and Defence Policy, and its own membership aspirations. 

Conclusion

The events of 11 September are unlikely to slow down or speed up the enlargement process significantly. But repercussions are evident in the re-ordering of priorities set for the candidates and an intensification of the contradictions between EU internal and external security policies. The political impetus for enlargement as a means of stabilising countries to the east has been strengthened, but new requirements for membership are being added as well. 

The security interdependence of western and eastern European has been highlighted by 11 September. The EU will use its conditionality for membership to enforce its expanding internal security agenda in central Europe. But the Union is also finding that the central and east Europeans are essential partners in fighting the new security threats of terrorism and disorder.

� This article was also dedicated by the author to the conference "Europe's Continuing Enlargement: Implications for the Transatlantic Partnership", organized by the Center for Applied Policy Research, Munich, the Center for Transatlantic Relations at Johns Hopkins University, Washington D.C., and the Institute for Public Affairs, Bratislava, on October 22nd /23rd, 2001 in Washington, D.C





SEITE  
5

