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Provisional Text

This paper aims at showing how a link has been progressively established
between the economic external relations of the European Communities and the
decisions taken by the member States in the European political cooperation (EPC)
process. EPC has been now transformed into 2 common foreign and security policy
(CFSP) by the treaty on European Union (TEU).

The linkage between economics and politics in the international action of the
EC and its member States took time before being effective. But, since the eighties,
such a linkage has given rise to the use of economic tools in support of foreign policy
goals. At the beginning, it was mainly a reactive process. Economic sanctions were
imposed against third States whose behavior had been condemned by the member
States. Afterwards, little by little, positive economic measures decided for political
reasons have also appeared (e.g. to foster a peace and/or democratic process) as well
as preventive and proactive measures (e.g. democratic conditionality of economic
aid and trade agreements). And today it is scarcely possible to open a newspaper
without finding some new example of this linkage issue. It is sometimes a tricky
problem which gives rise, for instance, to the following questions : could the
European Union interrupt its so-called critical dialogue with Iran without reducing
its economic relations with the mollah’s republic ? How effective the economic aid
of the EU can be in stabilizing the Balkans ? Why did the preventive EU action

obviously fail in Albania ? Why do Europe impose democratic criteria in its



relations with the ACP-countries while its relations with Asian countries only

correspond to economic interests ?

However, before discussing the efficiency or the consistency of political
conditionality in EC economic external relations, the purpose of this paper is to
investigate the political and legal aspects of the building of a link between EC and
EPC/CFSP in the international arena. Therefore one has to make some preliminary
remarks to recall the origin of CFSP and to grasp the nature of such a « common »
policy. We will then move on to the most striking aspect of the EC-EPC/CFSP
linkage : the economic sanctions issue. Afterwards, we will point out some
consequences of the EC economic sanctions practice (positive economic measures or
regulation concerning the export of dual-use goods), and finally, we will try to assess
the recurring presence of a kind of democratic conditionality in the economic

external relations of the EU.

1. From EPC to CFSP : New Words but Same Intergovernmentalism

¢ CFSP is coming from the EPC process which had been launched in 1970. EPC
was an ad hoc process parallel to the Community framework. It was based on
political agreements organizing an intergovernmental cooperation in the field of
foreign policy’. Provisions concerning EPC have been introduced in the Single
European Act (SEA) in 1986 but their legal form did not mean a binding nature of
EPC. Today, the TEU framework is comparable to a Greek temple with three
pillars and a fronton. CFSP constitutes the second pillar, next to the Communities
ptllar which is the most important one including the three existing Communities.
The cooperation on justice and home affairs forms the third pillar and the single
institutional framework can be considered as the fronton. The distinction
between the Community pillar and the intergovernmental second and third pillars

is made to illustrate different types of procedures in the EU decision-making

1 Successively, the Luxembourg or Davignon Report of 1970, the Copenhagen Report of 1973, the
London Report of 1981 and the Solemn Declaration of Stuttgart of 1983.



process. The first pillar can be described as an integration process while the two
others lay on a cooperation between the governments of the member States
(intergovernmental process). The integrative features of the first pillar
(monopolistic legislative initiative for the Commission, majority voting rule in the
Council, co-decision of the European Parliament (EP), legal control of the Court
of justice, ...) are not (yet ?) extended to the second pillar (the role of the Council

of Ministers remains central and the unanimity is the general rule to decide).

The appellation « CFSP » could be source of confusion. In the Communities
matters, common policies refer to exclusive competencies devoted to the
Communities (common agricultural policy, common commercial policy, for
instance). This is not the case for CFSP. « Common » doesn’t mean « single »
foreign and security policy. What « common» will be is the result of a
cooperation between member States. This cooperation is uncertain. It can lead to
common actions and common position on specific issues but it can also fail. In
providing a CFSP in the TEU, the member States meant to show their ambition in
the long run because, except the words used, CFSP was nothing more than a new
enhancing of the existing EPC process. The term « security » is also ambiguous.
In a first way, security means the aspiration of a peaceful international
environment, which is a classical purpose of any foreign policy. Besides, security
policy could pertain to the organization of a defense policy which is not the case
concerning CFSP. The TEU only evokes a common defense policy and a

common defense in prospective terms.

Despite the limits underlined above (intergovernmentalism and too optimistic
appellation), CFSP remains a thoroughly original process in the history of
international relations. There is no other example of such an attempt made by
sovereign States to harmonize their points of view in the field of foreign affairs.
One has to realize that when the (then) six member States launched the EPC

process in 1970, they were not at all convinced of the success of their efforts’.

See article J4 § 1 of the TEU : « The common foreign and security policy shall include all
questions related to the security of the Union, including the evenmal framing of a common
defense policy, which might in time lead to a common defense » (we underline).

In this respect, Walter Scheel, West German Foreign Minister at that time, confess : « Though we
all shared the view that EPC should be designed to give Werstern Europe a greater say in
international politics, nobody could be certain about the success of such an undertaking given the



Nevertheless, the pragmatic process inaugurated by the Luxembourg Report on 27
October 1970 was the first step of a still evolving dynamic. The EC Foreign
Ministries tried at first to develop between them a kind of « information
community » and a consultation or even coordination «reflex» to lay the
foundations of a « community of view » preparing a « community of action »”.
The initial function of EPC was to reduce the differences between the member
States in order to enable them to talk with one voice vis-a-vis the world. As it
was demonstrated by the Middle-East issue’, this rather modest purpose was far
from being simple in the seventies. However, in the early eighties, it was possible
to consider that EPC was generally able to produce common declarations from the
member States on international tricky issues. The efficiency of such a declaratory
diplomacy most of the time remained symbolic or, at least, limited. Some EPC
declarations were very significant because they expressed the European position
on critical issues, but Ithe implementation of principles put forward by these
declarations appeared to be difficult. EPC could only propose a solution,
condemn a situation, hope a change, etc. The Council presidency could also try to
make démarches to explain the European point of view or even offer its good
offices. However, in general there was a lack of persuasion or coercion
instruments that EPC could use to convince third States that its numerous
declarations were worth more than the paper they were written on. Hence the
relevance for EPC to use EC economic instruments to go beyond a declaratory
diplomacy and to suit the action to the word. Therefore the interaction between
EPC and EC became an important challenge to guarantee a coﬁsistency in the
international action of the Community and its member States. It was firstly
facilitated by the London Report of 1981 which fully associated the Commission
with the work carried out by the EPC process. Afterwards, the seek for

priorities and the traditional conduct of foreign policy among the governments involved »
(Foreword of A. Pijpers, E. Regelsberger, W. Wessels and G. Edwards (eds.), Furopean Political
Cooperation in the 1980's : a Common Foreign Policy for Western Europe ?, Dordrecht,
Nijhoff, 1988, p. XI)

On this « trilogy », see Ph. de Schoutheete, La Coopération politique enropéenne, 2éme édition,
Bruxelles, Labor, 1986.

See, e.g., D. Allen and A. Pijpers (eds), Furopean Foreign Policy-Making and the Arab-Israeli
Conflict, The Hague, Nijhoff, 1984 and P. Hestos, European Political Cooperation : Towards a
Framework of Supranational Diplomacy ?, Avebury, Aldershot, 1987.



consistency in the European external action has been inscribed in the SEA and the

TEUS.

2. Economic Sanctions : Paradigm of the Interaction between EC and
EPC/CFSP

Economic sanctions can be defined as a political act which uses economic
tools to exert a pressure on a third State in order to obtain a change of its behavior.
In this case, economic measures are entirely decided in support of a foreign policy
goal. In the Community framework, this issue lays precisely at the intersection
between EC and EPC/CFSP. This situation gave rise to some legal hesitations
concerning the way of acting to impose sanctions. Because the sanctions embodied
the link between politics and economics in the external relations of the Community
and its member States, it was difficult to determine the competent institution to
impose the restrictive measures. According to a teleological interpretation, the
purpose of economic sanctions was political, not commercial, and therefore the
measures decided by the EPC had to be implemented by each member State
individually. But another approach, the instrumental one, considered that the very
nature of sanctions was commercial, irrespective to their objective. In consequence,
a EC regulation could implement measures dealing with the common commercial
poh'cy7. Beyond the strictly legal aspect of the question, what was at stake was the
nature of the link between EC and EPC. In this respect, there was a « theological »
debate between the member States. Some of them, the so-called dogmatic States,

were in favor of a strict distinction between EPC and the Communities. They

6  Article C of the TEU provides (§2) - « The Union shall in particular ensure the consistency of its
external activities as a whole in the context of its external relations, security and development
policies. The Council and the Commission shall be responsible for ensuring such consistency.
They shall ensure the implementation of these policies, each in accordance with its respective
powers ».

7 On this controversy, see the answers given by the Commission and the Council to questions asked
by European MP’s, Official Journal of the European Communities (O), n° L 199, 25 January
1966, n® C 57, 17 July 1973 and n° C 89, 16 April 1976. The legal aspect of the EC economic
sanctions is discussed, among others, by P.-J. Kuyper, « European Economic Community » in K.



refused to link political decisions taken in the intergovernmental framework of EPC
and matters dealing with the integrative economic process. In contrast with more
pragmatist member States, the dogmatic ones refused to implement economic
sanctions through community binding acts®. A compromise was thus to be found
and, since 1982, a practice has been progressively developed according to the
following scheme : the decision to impose sanctions belongs to EPC/CFSP while the
implementation of the restrictive measures takes the form of a (E)EC regulation or
ECSC decision. This procedure has been codified in the TEU®. It illustrates the
incrementalist evolution of EPC/CFSP and the legal transformation of political
solutions convened by the member States. The distinction between decision and
implementation of the sanctions has the advantage of preserving the prerogatives of
EPC/CFSP and, at the same time, the Community implementation offers a guarantee

of uniformity and efficiency.

Since the entry into force of the TEU on 1 November 1993, the interaction
between EC and CFSP as regards economic sanctions is thus legally established and
no longer likely to be contested. Only one twisting point remains. It concerns the
arms and military equipment embargoes. Despite the advice of some legal experts

who consider that such a measure do have to be implemented by a Community act',

M. Meesen (ed), International Law of Export Control. Jurisdictional Issues, London, Graham
and Trotman, 1992,

8  In 1980, for instance, during the hostages crisis at the US embassy in Teheran, Denmark and
France were opposed to use the EC framework to implement economic sanctions against Iran.

9  Article 228A EC now provides : « Where it is provided, in a common position or in a joint action
adopted according to the provisions of the Treaty on European Union relating to the common
foreign and security policy, for an action by the Community to interrupt or to reduce, in part or
compietely, economic relations with one or more third countries, the Council shall take the
necessary urgent measures. The Council shall act by a qualified majority on a proposal from the
Commission ». See also article 73G EC.

10 P-J. Kuyper, (« Trade Sanctions, Security and Human Rights and Commercial Policy in M.
Maresceau (ed.), The Ewropean Community's Commercial Policy after 1992 : the Legal
Dimension, Dordrecht, Nijhoff, 1993, pp. 404-405) asserts in this respect : « Although the
Member States, because of Article 223, remain in a position where they can take individual and
disparate measures, it would seem that as soon as they take a joint action or a common position
(within the meaning of the treaty on a common foreign and security policy) on arms export
controls, they will have to carry that out by Community act ; a coordinated intergovernmental
implementation is excluded. The ferms of Article 2284 do not leave any margin of interpretation
here. Moreover, implementation of intergovernmental policies by intergovernmental measures in
cases where such a clear link with Community mechanisms has been established as in Article
228A, would constitute the beginning of a very dangerous undermining of the Community pillar
of the European Union by the intergovernmental pillar » (we underline).



the member States still consider that arms related measures, even decided by a CFSP

common position, remain a matter whose implementation has to be national'’.

This brief overview of the legal aspect of economic sanctions within the
EC/EU framework had as sole purpose to bring out the technical difficulties against
which the linkage between EPC objectives and EC instruments has come up.
Meanwhile, however, the opposition between dogmatic and pragmatist States seems

to have been solved by the creation of the EU and the CFSP.

From 1982 to 1997, it is possible to identify eight significant EC sanctions
episodes against third States where Community trade instruments have been used to
implement EPC declarations or CFSP common positions : sanctions against the
Soviet Union after the imposition of the martial law in Poland (1982) ; sanctions
against Argentina during the Falkland/Malvinas conflict (1982); sanctions against
South Africa to condemn the apartheid regime(1986) ; sanctions against Iraq after
the invasion of Kuwait (1990) ; sanctions against (ex)-Yugoslavia (1991) to put an
end to civil wars in Croatia and Bosnia ; sanctions against Libya because of the
supposed support of Tripoli to air terrorism (1992) ; sanctions against Haiti to force
the military junta to give the power back to elected President Aristide (1993);
sanctions concerning Angola to force the UNITA to accept a peace and

democratization process (1993)".

From a political point of view, it is interesting to compare these different
cases and to underline the evolution of the EC sanctions practice according to the
following criteria : the reaction time of EPC/CFSP and the content of the restrictive
measures (quickness and intensity of the sanctions) ; the relevance of economic
sanctions in the international context ; the objectives followed by the member States.
To determine these objectives, it is useful, as suggested by J. Barber'®, to make a
distinction between the primary objective, the secondary objective and the tertiary
objective. The primary objective concerns « the actions and behavior of the state or

regime against whom the sanctions are directed ». This purpose is generally easy to

11 See, for instance the common position 94/165/CFSP on 15 March 1994, O. J. n° L 75, 17 March
1994 setting up an arms and military equipment embargo against Sudan.
12 For further details on each sanctions episode, see the selective bibliography below.



grasp. However it is scarcely achieved. But even if economic « statecraft » often

“fails’!*

, economic sanctions can follow secondary objectives « relating to the status,
behavior and expectations of the government(s) imposing the sanctions ». In the
European case, the secondary objective is related to the strengthening of the
EPC/CFSP process. The tertiary objective concerns «broader international

considerations (...) which are regarded as important by the imposing States ».

In this respect, one can identify three stages in the development of the EC

economic sanctions policy :

1. the formative years in the bipolarity context of international relations :

sanctions against the Soviet Union, Argentina and South Africa ;
2. the turning point : the Gulf crisis and the Yugoslav disintegration ;

3. the implementation of UN resolutions in the post-cold war era : sanctions

against Libya, Haiti and Angola.

2.1. The Formative Years

During the eighties, economic sanctions have been used autonomously by the
EC, namely without obligations coming from the UN Security Council. Three cases
occurred : the first one corresponds to the East-West tension and turbulence of the
period ; the second one appears as a solidarity reflex in favor of a member State
which has been victim of an aggression while the last one came at a time where it
was no longer possible not to do something together against the apartheid in South

Africa.

¢ Sanctions against the Soviet Union took relative long time to be implemented
(three months after the Warsaw coup) and were rather symbolic (only an import
reduction on luxury goods coming from USSR). The objective of the sanctions
was no evident beyond the punitive aspect of the measures {condemnation of the
presumed influence of Moscow in the Polish crisis). One can suppose that the

message sent to the Kremlin aimed to deter the Soviets to intervene directly in

13« Economic Sanctions as a Policy Instrument », Jmternational Affairs, 1979, pp. 367-384.
14 D. Baldwin (Economic Statecraft, Princeton University Press, 1985, p. 130) asserts : « According
to conventional wisdom econontic statecraft often ‘fails’ ».



Poland. The secondary objective was clearer. EPC had to prove that it was
possible for the Ten to go further despite the sudden reluctance of Greece to
impose any sanctions to the Soviet Union. Hence the adoption of two EEC
regulations. The first one imposed measures directed to USSR. The second one
provided an exemption for Greece under a economic pretext which was made up
from start to finish. Finally, the tertiary objective was twofold : EPC wanted to
show only a minimal solidarity to the strong sanctions policy issued by the United
States and, at the same time, to shape vis-a-vis Moscow an attitude which was not

the conform copy of the American one.

During the Falkland crisis, the EC reaction was faster (sanctions implemented 14
days after the Argentinean invasion) and stronger (ban on all imports coming from
Argentina) than previously. There was in fact more at stake : EPC had to show to
the world that the use of force to settle a territorial dispute was unacceptable and
that a solidarity existed between the member States to defend such a principle.
Nevertheless, when it became obvious that the EC sanctions would not be able to
prevent war, the initial solidarity weakened and blew even up. Italy and Ireland
were no longer ready to implement measures that could have appeared as a
support of the British military effort. Despite this internal dissent appeared after a
month, the impact of EC sanctions caused a real shock wave in Latin America. It
was also remarkable that after the withdrawal from the sanctions of Italy and

Ireland, a solidarity remained between eight member States.

The EC sanctions against South Africa came into force in September-October
1986. The measures were limited to a ban of some imports (steel materials and
gold coins) and a prohibition of new direct investments in South Africa. These
sanctions were the result of a difficult compromise between the minimalist
member States and the maximalist member States. The first ones wanted to limit
the EC action to positive measures in favor of anti-apartheid organizations in
South Africa while the second ones asked the imposition of sanctions on a larger
scale. The success of EPC consisted thus in achieving a common policy that went
beyond the smallest common denominator of the member States positions.
Furthermore, the EC sanctions corresponded to an expectation of the European

public opinion and of a large fringe of the international community, even if the
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limited substance of the measures did not satisfy the black community of South
Aftica.

2.2. The Turning Point

The EC reaction to the Iraqgi invasion of Kuwait appeared as a turning point
because, for the first time, EPC could react immediately and strongly. Only two days
after the beginning of the crisis, all the members States convened to exert a pressure
on Baghdad through economic measures, mainly a ban of the Iragi and Kuwaiti oil
imports. This action was decided even before the UN resolution establishing a
general embargo against Iraq. EPC had demonstrated that the Twelve were able to
act autonomously and to influence, partly at least, the reaction of the international
community. Several weaknesses featuring the EPC action in the former sanctions
episodes were no longer present during the Gulf crisis : slow reaction, rather
symbolic measures, disagreement between the member States, isolated action in the
international community, ... A top had been reached at this opportunity : the
economic coercion (general embargo on a universal scale reinforced by a military
blockade) could not be stronger. However, for EPC as for the international
community, the lesson to draw from the Gulf crisis was the inevitable limits of the
economic sanctions to get a withdrawal of Iraq from Kuwait. Besides, the necessity
to use the military force underlined the lack of European defense policy. While
economic sanctions had been previously always considered as a success of EPC
(more than traditional declaratory diplomacy), the Gulf crisis showed for the first
time that they could be envisaged as a limit (insufficient tool to achieve a foreign

policy goal in the post-cold war era).

The Yugoslav crisis was another turning point for EPC. The Twelve saw
directly that they could no longer react only by reducing their economic ties with the -
conflicting Yugoslav republics. At a time where the discussions concerning CFSP
were still in process, EPC ambition was larger. The Community and its member
States wanted to demonstrate that, before the entry into force of the provisions
establishing a common foreign and security policy, they were already able to play the

role of a peace-butlder on the Continent. Besides, the passive attitude of the rest of
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the world regarding the Yugoslav disintegration reinforced the EPC feeling that,
volens nolens, it had to grasp this historical opportunity to develop a first significant
foreign policy action. Therefore, the imposition of economic sanctions was not a
priority. The Twelve tried at first to convince the Yugoslav bodies to settle their
disputes by negotiation. To give some weight to its propositions, EPC only waved
the threat of restrictive measures. Some minimal measures were also taken in July
1991. At the beginning of the Yugoslav crisis, this combination of diplomatic
activism and discrete economic pressure seemed to be successful. The civil war
ended in Slovenia. But the Croatian issue remained unsolved, despite several
attempts of EPC. When it became obvious for the Twelve, on the one hand, that
diplomatic efforts were vanish and, on the other hand, that any European military
intervention remained excluded because of the opposition of some member States,
economic sanctions were used to force the Serbian side to accept a negotiated
solution. This occurred in November 1991. In this context, economic sanctions
appeared as a confession of powerlessness from EPC or, at least, as a desperate
attempt to solve a conflict where diplomatic negotiation had become useless and
military tools could not be considered. When the Bosnian conflict blew up in Spring
1992, the time of Europe was over and the Community and its member States had
only to comply with the UN Security Council resolutions and, in consequence, to

implement the international economic sanctions.

2.3. The Post-Cold War era

The revitalization of UN Security Council radically changed the economic
sanctions issue as far- as EPC/CFSP is concerned. On the one hand, this evolution
gave the opportunity to the United Kingdom and France, the member States seating
as permanent representative at the UN Security Council, to directly promote
economic restrictive measures at the UN level with the permissive consensus of the
other EC member States (selective sanctions against Libya). On the other hand, the
EC has become a simple regional body in charge of uniformly implementing the
sanctions decided by the UN Security Council (sanctions against Haiti and Angola,

limited to territories controlled by UNITA and its leader J. Savimbi).
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When sanctions are not decided by the UN, the EU remains reluctant to
impose them, either because economic interests are prevalent (sanctions against
Nigeria in 1995 after the execution of nine opponents were limited to diplomatic
ones), or because the EU doesn’t accept any « diktat » from Washington. Hence the
strong opposition of the European Communities to any /ex Americana concerning
economic sanctions against third States (Helms-Burton Act concerning Cuba ;

d’Amato Act concerning Iran and Libya)

3. From sanctions to positive and preventive measures

Step by step, the practice of economic sanctions has shown to the
Communities and their member States that economic instruments could also be used
in support of foreign policy goals beyond a reactive and negative way of acting
against a sole target State. One can even argue that during the eighties the sanctions
practice decisively contributed to shape the link between economics and politics in
the external relations of the EC. Paralle] to the restrictive measures, positive
measures, economic aid or advantageous agreements were obviously decided for

political reasons. Three examples can illustrate this process :

- the support given to the anti-apartheid organizations and the South African
black community was the positive side of the EC policy towards South
Afnca ; it aimed at testifying the EC willingness to struggle apartheid by

other means than light economic sanctions ;

-in 1986, the aid to the Palestinians from Gaza and the West Bank of the
Jordan river was a way to deny the sovereignty of Israel on the occupied

territories

- as for the EC central American policy initiated in 1985, it was mainly a
political moving closer to the region. The EC and its member States wanted
to support the Contadora peace process through the building of economic

ties with the countries of the Isthmus ;
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After the fall of the Berlin wall and the collapse of USSR, the whole EC
policy towards central and oriental Europe can be summarized as an economic
support aiming to stabilize the new democratic order in Europe. In this respect, F.
Mitterrand wrote that the informal meeting of the European Council from 18
November 1989 was entirely devoted to « la victoire de la démocratie, et (...) la

. s , . . , . . . 15
nécessité de consolider cette victoire par des aides économiques massives » .

Furthermore, the use of economic sanctions has had more general
consequences on the EC external relations. Preventive measures such as the control
on the export of so-called dual-use goods (which can be used for both civil and
military purposes) or democratic conditionality featuring the more recent external

agreements of the EC can be considered as inspired by the sanctions practice.

As regards the dual-use goods, the link between EC and CFSP is as evident as
regarding the economic sanctions : CFSP determines the list of the dual-use goods
(security issue) while EC implements the control on the exports. The origin of the
dual-use goods regulations goes back to the Iran-Iraq war (sometimes called first
Gulf war). EPC was then worried about the use of chemical weapons in the conflict.
But in 1984, the member States only decided to coordinate their national legislation
to control the export of chemical products likely to be used to produce chemical
weapons. Nonetheless, at that time, the Commission had already proposed an EC
regulation to organize erga omnes (Iran and Iraq were not quoted in the text) a
control on chemical products exports. The purpose was to ban the supply of
chemical products to the warring countries and, in any case, to control the export of
such a dual-use good. It took five years before this proposition was accepted by the
Council. In 1989, the member States were concemed by the so-called Imhausen
scandal : a West German firm was then suspected to have sold chemical products to
a mysterious pharmaceutical factory in Libya. Therefore, the adoption of the EC
regulation on chemical products did no longer trigger opposition among the member
States. Afterwards, this first regulation will be extended to a long list of other dual-

use goods by a CFSP joint action implemented by a EC regulation. This evolution

15 F. Mitterrand, De ['Allemagne, De la France, Paris, Odile Jacob, 1996, p. 75 (« The victory of
the democracy and (...) the need to reinforce this victory by massive economic aid »).
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can be considered as the best example of a reactive policy shifted, ten years

afterwards, in a preventive one.

The setting-up of a democratic conditionality within the EU external
agreements is also a sign of a preventive policy. More and more, the economic
relations between the EU and non member States are linked to the respect by the
latter of the rule of law, the parliamentary and pluralist democracy, human rights,
etc. The question is whether such clauses are cosmetic or not. How effective could
they be 7 It is sure that the insert of a democratic conditionality clause in the
external agreements presents some advantages. [t gives the EU a legal argument to
suspend or to denounce an agreemént without delay if the situation command so.
Democratic conditionality can be a useful threat to prevent any backlash in new
democracies. Besides, during the negotiation of their agreement with the EC/EU,
some third States asked themselves the inclusion of such a democratic clause. Their
purpose was to strengthen the still frail democratic process in their country'.
However, some countries could denounce the two sets of rule of the EU concerning
democratic conditionality. It is true that the principle does not apply to the whole
external action of the EU. ACP-countries, for instance, are invited to respect human
rights to benefit from the Lomé Convention, Asian States or some Arab countries are
accepted as commercial partners without any condition because of prevalent

economic interests.

Beyond this double standard of acting, the question of the efficiency of
democratic conditionality remains. In fact, democratic conditionality seems only to
be determinant for accession to EU. It is absolutely certain that accession to EU
cannot be envisaged if the applicant country is not a truly democratic State. In other
cases, democratic conditionality only indicates the value that the EU wanted to
promote outside. It doesn’t seem to be likely to trigger automatically a revision of
the relations with the third countries. Furthermore, the persuasion force of any
political conditionality of economic agreements remains weak to guarantee stability,

peace and democracy everywhere. The situation in Albania, Zaire or Nigeria put

16  This was namely the case for Argentina and Bulgaria according to Argentinean and Bulgarian
diplomats we have interviewed in Brussels and in Sofia.
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forward the limits of a political conditionality of the economic external relations of
the EU ...
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