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Abstract

Scholars have widely used the enlargement processfail for as-
sessing both the nature and the potential influesicthe ENP. In
this paper, | attempt to show that the ENP-enlargeintomparison
is flawed by the fact that the two policies pursiiféerent finalité —
association and integration respectively. The paben privileges
the comparison with the Euro-Mediterranean poli€yawing on

the ENP-EMP comparison, the paper argues that tNé& Enarks
the shift away from policy-change to policy-levieko implications
are drawn from this finding. The first is substastin that it points
to a pragmatic international role for the EU. Thecend is meth-
odological in that | argue that adopting an IPE apach to the
study of the ENP bears important analytic advansage
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1. Introduction

In March 2003, the European Commission went pubith an ini-
tiative — which is now well-known as the Europeagidiibourhood
Policy (ENP) — whose aim is the creation of a ‘fide/ neighbour-
hood”. That is, the ENP aims at establishing “aeaaof shared
prosperity and values based on deeper economigratien, inten-
sified political and cultural relations, enhancedss-border coop-
eration and shared responsibility for conflict petron between the
EU and its neighbours” (Commission 2003: 9). Thgonale be-
hind the initiative is clearly rooted in the enlangent process. In-
deed, the ENP official documents spell out the ekween the ac-
cession of new members and the need to strengtbemekghbours
relationship.

The close connection between the ENP and the E&rgerhent —
whereas the former is a sort of outcome of thedatthas pushed
the most part of commentators to analyse the neigiimod policy
against the model of the enlargement policy. ThéEXlargement
comparison has led to some interesting insightsifstance, it has
allowed scholars to appreciate the decisive infteerof DG
enlargement officials in drafting the new policyglley 2006) or to
investigate the ambiguity of EU identity (Smith B)ONevertheless,
the comparison is problematic in two respects.tHine comparison
is based on a mistaken understanding offithedité of the two ini-
tiatives. Whereas the enlargement pursues the tolgeaf integrat-
ing other states into the Union, the ENP pursuesfijective of as-
sociating and stabilizing partner states (Missi2@D3). Second, not
only is the comparison with the enlargement anedyly question-
able. The policy implications drawn from the comgan are prob-
lematic either. Indeed, a number of scholars hageeal that the
new policy is unlikely to work because of the laakthe member-
ship incentive — the ‘insufficient incentives’ argant. Nevertheless,
as | show at greater length below, there is nongtrevidence to
lend support to this argument.

Moving from the ENP-enlargement comparison, in gagper, | sin-
gle out the main features of the neighbourhoodcgatiy way of
comparison with another neighbourhood policy, ngmkeé Euro-
Mediterranean Partnership (EMP). By doing so, Liarthat we can
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better appreciate the elements of continuitiesédisouities in the
relationship between the EU and its neighboursweacdtan better
assess the implications of a policy designed to@ate and not to
integrate.

Sketching the ENP-EMP comparison, | draw attentothe princi-
ple of differentiation that appears in the docureesftthe ENP but
it does not in those of the EMP. Furthermore, beimg from the
debate on international financial institutions’ I@-conditionality, |
argue that the ENP marks the shift from the lodipaicy-change
according to which EU-neighbours relationship fsiraction of pol-
icy changes implemented by the neighbour countryhé logic of
policy-leve] according to which the level of institutional apaliti-
cal capacity of the neighbour country shapes thereaf its rela-
tionship with the EU. Two implications are draworfr my argu-
ment. The first is a reassessment of the ‘ins@fitincentives’ ar-
gument. | critically engage with the argument titet ENP’s lack of
membership seriously impairs the potential inflleenof the
neighbourhood policy. Second, | suggest that adgpa political
economy approach to the study of the ENP may hap in due
consideration the complex interrelationship betwe#ernational
and domestic variables that shape the extent of i\fluence over
its partners.

The paper is organized as follows. In the nextigect review the
literature on the ENP — the way in which scholaasehused the
enlargement to identify the main features of thePEdnd to assess
its potential effectiveness. After having questibnthe ENP-
enlargement comparison, in the third section, doddce the EMP
and | proceed by comparison to the analysis oEtNe. In particu-
lar, special attention is devoted to the principfedifferentiation
and the shift fronpolicy-changeto policy-level In the fourth sec-
tion, | elaborate on the two implications that da¥ from the analy-
sis of the EMP-ENP comparison. Section five conetud

2. Studying the ENP at the shadow of enlargement

The launch of the ENP has catalysed consideralilelas’ and
practitioners’ attention. Being inscribed in thede# context of
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European Foreign Policy (EFP), the study of the BB mainly
been informed by two sets of questions. The fiestad questions
investigates the rationale behind the choice tondpéd frontiers to
cross-border flows of goods, service, capital, padple. Openness
is the dependent variable and a range of expland&ators have
been suggested to account for it. For instancen filee EU Com-
mission’s functionalist perspective, ‘interdepencknbetween the
EU and its neighbours justifies closer cooperat®cholars with a
realist bent argue that openness is a functiono@fep politics in
that the EU shapes “its ‘near abroad’ in ways arblento the long-
term strategic and economic interests of its merstees” (Hyde-
Price 2006: 226-227). Finally, constructivists eiagbke the impor-
tance of norms and role conceptions to make seinE& aelation-
ship with its neighbourhood (Del Sarto 2006).

The second set of questions investigates the velateight of fac-

tors that have contributed to shape the neighbautipolicy. Here,

the ENP policy is the dependent variable — the mut to be ex-
plained. Drawing on this governance approach, tN® Bas been
explained through factors as new member statelsiein€e in draft-

ing the policy (Lynch 2003); “perceptions of intependence and
institutional roles and capacities” (Lavenex 20681); EU institu-

tional actors and EU past experiences / policiedlég 2006). One

of the common features of this literature is thatstrof these con-
tributions implicitly or explicitly rely on the coparison with the

enlargement policy to draw conclusions both abbetrtature of the
ENP and about its potential effects. That is, thiargement process
is regarded as the reference point, the standgainst which to as-
sess the policy and its potential achievements.iisiance, “there
is clearly optimism that the better reference pdmt the new

neighbourhood policy will be enlargement and net plast plethora
of other EU democracy promotion efforts” (KelleyQ&0 41).

However, | found the comparison between the neighbmod and
the enlargement policy problematic and, in the equences de-
rived from it, even mistaken. The problem with tb@nparison lies

! For warrant of space, the literature presenteé fenecessarily selective and
simplified. In particular, it does not do justiceroore nuanced and sophisticated
accounts available in the literature
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in the fact that it overlooks a crucial differenbetween the two
policies. Whereas the enlargement’s goal is integravith the Un-

ion, the neighbourhood’s goal is association wite Union. Spe-
cifically, the latter aims at “fostering regionalaperation and broad
partnerships” while the former aims at “bringingigiourhood

countries into the EU through a bilateral approbeksed on strict
conditionality” (Missiroli 2003: 10).

That the ENP does not pursue integration has letesscholars to
label the ENP as an “exclusionary” policy (Bretbert Vogler
2006). A normative assessment of the ENP goes befenscope
of this article. What is worth stressing here, tious that a differ-
ent logic underlies the two policies thus renderiing comparison
guestionable. This is especially evident if we egwithe main im-
plication drawn from the ENP-enlargement compariabout the
potential effectiveness of the ENBpecifically, the argument that
the ENP lacks sufficient, appropriate, incentiveptomote change
in the domestic political and economic systemstsfnieighbours
(Balfour, Rotta 2005; Del Sarto, Schumacher 200&bGe 2004;
Lavenex 2004; Tocci 2008)ndeed, a closer look at the ‘insuffi-
cient incentives’ argument reveals that such scespti is vitiated
by the comparison with the enlargement policy.

For instance, Kelley's (2006) explanation of why FEMicentives
are insufficient — especially in fostering humaghts and democ-
racy — is clearly modelled on the enlargement egpee in that the
author posits that ENP countries start from lowerels as com-
pared to 1993 accession countries. In a similan,viéaren Smith
(2005) posits that the ENP is not likely to solvd groblems with
its neighbours because, among other reasons, the d&és not

2 The term “effectiveness” is problematic on its owm particular, an empirical
measure of what effectiveness implies is a mattetebate (Levy, Young, Zirn
1995). Without entering into the theoretical debatethis paper, | am going to
use terms such as EU effectiveness or influencelgito indicate the range of
domestic transformations that occur in the partmemtries and that can be asso-
ciated with EU leverage and incentives.

® The incentives offered in the ENP include: thieobf integration into the EU’s
Internal Market; an intensified political coopeoatj reduction of trade barriers
and financial support; and technical and scientifioperation.
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eliminate the “ghost” of enlargement. The upshoth&se consid-
erations is that lacking membership the ENP iskehfito work.

The problem in these arguments is that they apm@ydgic of inte-
gration that underlies the enlargement experiea@edifferent con-
text, forcing the insights drawn from the enlargatrexperience. If
it is widely recognized that “The EU’s most effeeticonditionality
tool so far has been access to candidate statuabf® 2002: 256),
this insight has been widely elaborated and te&iedountries in-
volved in accession negotiations. | mean that ihssght tells us
that, weighting different incentives offered duritige enlargement
negotiations, membership — and not “aid, trade, @hdr benefits”
(Grabbe 2002: 256) — carries the most causal eafuanvalue. Ex-
tending this insight to countries that are not i&ftethe same range
of incentives, however, may be misleading.

Hence, underestimating the differdirtalité of the two policies is
not only analytically questionable. The empiricahpiications
drawn from it — i.e. the “insufficient incentive’rgument — are
problematic either. Sticking to the comparison with enlargement,
indeed, obscures the operation of mechanisms difteirom the
“strategy of reinforcement by reward, under whisl EU provides
external incentives for a target government to dgmth its con-
ditions” (Schimmelfennig, Sedelmeier 2004: 662).omler to ap-
preciate and identify these different mechanisnsat in the ENP,
in what follows | propose to compare the neighbooth policy
with a European policy with which the ENP shares samefi-
nalité. The Euro-Mediterranean Partnership (EMP). Foguseimthe
ENP-EMP comparison, | bring into sharp relief thaavative fea-
tures of the ENP, such as the principle of difféegion, and their
bearings on the transformative influence of theiilids neighbour-
hood.

It is worth stressing at this point that the prpieiof differentiation
was not totally absent in the EU enlargement paclicy contrast, it
was incorporated into the enlargement toolkit toptement its ap-
proach based on conditionalftpevertheless, even if the principle

*| thank Laure Delcour and Elsa Tulmets for haviigwn my attention to the
influence of the enlargement legacy on the ENP.
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of differentiation is coloured by previous policgeas and instru-
ments, the salience attributed to it in the ENRsdalr moving be-
yond the theoretical and empirical insights drawont the

enlargement experience (Tulmets, 2006).

3. The Euro-Mediterranean Partnership and the European
Neighbourhood Policy

What are the main features of the European Neigitioma policy
as compared to a similar neighbourhood policy, thathe Euro-
Mediterranean Partnership? The two policies arelairm impor-
tant respects. Both policies aim at creating a zoh@eace and
prosperity that include the Union and its partn@&sth initiatives
adopt a similar set of incentives that place theatgst emphasis on
political dialogue, trade, and technical cooperatibhe EU Com-
mission’s treatment of the interaction betweentthe policies fur-
ther reveals the similarities between the two. Kegpn mind that
the ENP followed the EMP and that the latter is enlimited in
geographical scope than its ENP counterpart, th@riesion has
clearly stated that the ENP does not replace th® ER&ther, the
two policies complement each otHer.

Despite the similarities, the two initiatives diff@ an important re-
spect. The Euro-Med policy is informed by the notaf regional-
ism which is not replicated in the ENP. While thellE emphasises
“multilateralism” as the “prevalent” approach (Comssion 2000:
15), which is also reflected in the EMP multilatefara, the
neighbourhood policy emphasises the principle @edintiation —
according to which the level of cooperation andasgion with the
Union is a function of bilateral relationships beem the Union and
each neighbour. Before thoroughly investigating fbectioning
and the implication of the principle of differert@n, an exposition
of moderate length is required to bring into shaipef the features
of the EMP-ENP.

®> An analysis of the consequences for the Euro-MaxthErship that derive from
the adoption of the ENP is beyond the scope ofdtftisle. For an assessment see
Del Sarto, Schumacher 2005.
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3.1 The principle of differentiation. Shifting from Policy Change
to Policy Level

The EU and the Mediterranean

The Euro-Mediterranean Partnership was launchetlamember
1995 when the Union and 12 Mediterranean counsigsed the
Barcelona Declaration (for the origins of the EMd&e Bicchi
2003)° The aim of the initiative was to establish “anaagf dia-
logue, exchange and cooperation guaranteeing pstatslity and
prosperity” (Barcelona Declaration 1995). While tbBeclaration
details the principles and objectives of the EuredMPartnership,
the annexed work programme details the instrumentslateral,
“regional and multilateral actions” — through winithe Declaration
is going to be implemented. Furthermore, threesaoé@ooperation
are identified (1) a political and security parstep; (2) an eco-
nomic and financial partnership; (3) a partnershipocial, cultural
and human affairs.

A number of scholars have drawn attention to trstirditive fea-
tures of the EMP (see, for instance, the contrdngiin Gillespie
1997). Some scholars have drawn attention to thgpl@mentarity
among the three pillars that constitute the pastmpr (Philippart
2003). Others have focused on a specific pillah(@tacher 2005).
For the purpose of my analysis, however, | am gtengoncentrate
on a specific feature of the EMP, that is, its oegl dimension
(Adler 1998: 189; Attina 2003).

Indeed, the principles of the Barcelona Declaraptace the em-
phasis on a “multilateral framework” as the meckanihat com-
plements the bilateral relationship between theagd each Medi-
terranean partner — the Euro-Mediterranean Assoniaf\gree-
ments’ The latter are inscribed within the multilaterarhework

® Two of the original partners — Cyprus and Maltare now EU members. The
10 Mediterranean partners are Algeria, Egypt, Istardan, Lebanon, Morocco,
Palestinian Authority, Syria, Tunisia and Turkeybya has observer status since
1999.

"By October 2004, after the conclusion of the Agreat with Syria, the grid of
the Euro-Med agreements has been completed. Awvieveof these agreements
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provided by the EMP. In sum, the bilateral dimens®an integral
part of the regional dimension set forth in thed®@tona Declaration.
This is evident in the institutional configuratioh the Partnership
where specific bodies have been set as a guarahtiee initiative’s
regional dimension.

According to the official EU website, the Euro-Mtetranean Com-
mittee for the Barcelona Process was set up tesasVan overall
steering body for the regional proce8&he committee, which is
chaired by the EU Presidency, consists of the Eunblr States,
Mediterranean Partners, and European Commissioegeptatives.
Participation of a representative from each partoamtry is also
assured in the Euro-Mediterranean conferencesakatplace at the
level of Foreign Ministers, sectoral Ministers, exg, and represen-
tatives of civil society. The institutional schewiethe EMP also in-
cludes the periodical meetings among European agditbtranean
ministers, and the Euro-Mediterranean Parliamenasembly, es-
tablished in December 2003 (for a more detailedyaisaof the
EMP institutional framework, see Philippart 2003).

Turning to the analysis of the ENP, it is possiolaletect a sort of
decoupling between the regional and the bilatenaledsion that
has marked the EU Mediterranean experience. The &M not
mandate the creation of regional bodies (Smith 200%). Fur-

thermore, its logic of functioning is different. tLes turn then to the
European neighbourhood policy to substantiatepbist.

The EU and the neighbourhood: differentiation gdicy-level

The content of the ENP has been made public in M2a03 with
the release of the Communication “Wider Europe” rffdussion
2003)? In this document, the Commission provides the fieails
of a policy whose aim is “to work with the partnéosreduce pov-
erty and create an area of shared prosperity ahtevdased on

is available from:
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/external_relations/eurdmed_ass agreemnts.htm

8 http://ec.europa.eu/comm/external relations/eutdmaltilateral relations.htm
°® ENP partners are Algeria, Armenia, AzerbaijanaBas$, Egypt, Georgia, Israel,
Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, Moldova, Morocco, Paleatimhuthority, Syria, Tunisia,
and Ukraine.
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deeper economic integration, intensified politiaat cultural rela-
tions, enhanced cross-border cooperation and shaspdnsibility
for conflict prevention between the EU and its héigurs” (Com-
mission 2003: 9°

Keeping the EMP in mind, the overall goal of the EENoes not
significantly differ from the previous Mediterramedartnership.
Both initiatives privilege a complementary approabhat encom-
passes political, economic, and cultural coopemnafiarning to the
means through which these goals should be attainesignificant
difference emerge either. Political dialogue andneenic coopera-
tion constitute the building blocks of the relasbip between the
Union and its partners in both initiatives. Cougdgrare encouraged
to sign bilateral agreements with the Union (i.etidn Plans) that
specify the content and the extent of the relatignwiith the EU, in
a similar way as the Euro-Mediterranean Associafdgneements
do.

Despite the similarities, a closer inspection révaa important dif-

ference between the ENP and the EMP. This differgmertains

neither to the overall goals pursued by the twacped nor to the

means used to attain those goals. Rather, theatiife regards the
logic of functioning that lies behind the neighboowod policy. This

difference is embodied in the principle of diffetiation.™

A reading of the ENP documents shows that the EthiBission
recognizes that its neighbourhood is made up dféidint coun-
tries”. Some countries are already longstandindnpes (e.g. the
Mediterranean countries). Others enjoy less deeglaghannels of

1% Since March 2003, a considerable number of EU Cission communications,
EU Council conclusions, and Action Plans signechwieighbouring countries
have refined the content of the ENP. Among the gharintroduced over time, it
is worth mentioning the extension of the ENP to@aicuses countries (Armenia,
Azerbaijan, and Georgia) and the adjustment ofsiteof incentives offered to
the neighbours — with the drop of the offer of thee movement of people
(Commission 2004).

" For warrant of space, another interesting diffeeewill not be analysed here —
i.e. the more active role the Union claims forlitge preventing and solving con-
flicts in the neighbourhood as compared to its inlthe EMP. For the treatment
of the issue see Moschella (2004) and SchumacbBér|2
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cooperation with the Union. Furthermore, incomefetlédnces, as

well as other general economic differences, actibesneighbour-

hood are noticeably acknowledg&Drawing on these premises,
the Commission draws the logic of functioning oé theighbour-

hood policy as follows:

“While the EU should aim to ensure a more coheggqroach, offering
the same opportunities across the wider neighbaathand asking in re-
turn the same standards of behaviour from eachuofieighbours, differ-
entiation between countries would remain the basis the new
neighbourhood policy. The overall goal will be tonk with partner coun-
tries to foster the political and economic reformogess, promote closer
economic integration and sustainable developmedt@ovide political
support and assistance” (Commission 2003: 16)

What does exactly the principle of differentiatientail? The prin-
ciple of differentiation claims that each partnecidles the degree
of association with the Union based on its instal and political
capabilities. This principle will be implemented imgans of Action
Plans — i.e. political documents that detail theravching strategic
policy targets negotiated between the Union andh eaartner.
Based on hub-and-spoke relationships (Emerson 2@b68) ENP
has been redefined as “a policy for neighbours eratthan a
neighbourhood policy” (Smith 2005: 771).

The ENP documents further specify the mechaniswutir which
the process of economic association with the EUapirate.

“In return for concrete progress demonstrating etharalues and effective
implementation of political, economic and institutal reforms, including
in aligning legislation with theacquis the EU’s neighbourhood should
benefit from the prospect of closer economic iraéign with the EU”
(Commission 2003: 4).

The language here appears to point to the mecharfishe “strat-
egy of reinforcement by reward” (Schimmelfennig,d€eneier
2004). Nevertheless, a closer inspection reveasdferent mecha-
nism. Specifically, it is the mechanism of the datindality of pol-

2 This is not to say that the Union was previoushaware of these differences.
The point | am making here is that such awarenasghoduced a different logic
in the ENP.
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icy-level— aid is conditional upon the level of each padhstitu-
tional and political capacity — and not the cortdlity of policy-
change— aid is provided on the condition to change ao$elomes-
tic policies (Collier 2000). In other words, thetur@ and scope of
the relationship between the EU and its partnersotsconditional
upon the ultimate achievement of specific reforRather, the con-
tent of the relationship is made conditional upoa level of institu-
tional and political capacity of each partner thgrsuggesting “a
policy with variable geometry” (Tulmets 2006).

The words partnership and national ownership, tlaea,put front
and centre. “The EU [...] should stand ready to wiarklose part-
nership with the neighbouring countries who wisimiplement fur-
ther reforms and assist in building their capatityalign with and
implement parts of the acquis communautaire” (Cossion 2003:
10) The EU Commission (2003: 16) also carefullytidguiishes the
process of monitoring the benchmarks included enAbtion Plans
from “ ‘traditional’ conditionality [...], in orderd ensure national
ownership and commitment”. Furthermore, the strategper re-
leased in 2004 states that: “[T]he EU does not se@kpose priori-
ties or conditions on its partners” (Commission20%).

The principle of differentiation thus marks thefshway from con-
ditionality, which is the conventional feature irany instances of
EU’s external relationships (Smith 1998), to parsh@. This shift
has deepened over time. Comparing the EU Commiskionments
in 2003 and 2004, for instance, Kelley (2006: 36fes that, “while
the Commission’s ‘Wider Europe’ communication [2D03ed the
word ‘benchmark’ or ‘target’ 14 times, sometimeswid typeface,
the strategy paper [2004] uses each of these wanmlysonce, but
mentions ‘incentive’, a softer concept, more fraglyg.

4. Thepolicy implications of the ENP

Is the ENP likely to work? This is one of the mdsbated issues
about the ENP. As | said in the first section, heevethis question
is usually posed against the model of the enlargémeocess. In
other words, the complete version of the above tgqpreseads, Is
the ENP likely to work in the absence of membershgentive?
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Since | have already pointed to the flaws inhenerthe comparison
between the ENP and enlargement, | am not goimgsess the im-
plications of the lack of membership for a polioywhich member-

ship is not officially at stake. Rather, after hayiidentified the

main features of the ENP, and in order to assespdhcy for what

it is and not for what it should be, | am more iat#ed here to as-
sess the implications of the ENP’s extant featugp&cifically, | am

interested in investigating the potentials of tbgid of differentia-

tion in inducing policy changes.

4.1 Isdifferentiation likely to work?

A premise is important here. The results of the EMN® not yet
available — the ENP is a relatively new policy d@ndill take a cou-
ple of years to assess the impact of the Actiond?iia the domestic
policies of the neighbouring countries. In ordelassess the poten-
tial impact of the ENP, | find expedient to procdsdcomparison.
As a starting point, | will thereby proceed on theck of the com-
parison with the EMP.

What lessons can we draw from the experience of BEheo-

Mediterranean partnership that are relevant t&etR€? In terms of
policy changes, the record is mixed in some aréasap assess-
ment of the economic partnership Nsouli 2006; fon@e general
assessment Philippart 2003; Schumacher 2004) emtkdi in oth-

ers — the area of human rights and democracy iasa m point
(Biscop 2005; Gillespie, Youngs 2002). Karen Sn{2B05: 770)

critically notes that “around the Mediterranearg, ElJ's attempts to
influence politics seem [...] ineffectual”. Among ethfactors, she
points to the non-application of political conditadity to account
for the limited effect of EU influence in the regioNe could guess
that had conditionality been applied, EU influemezuld have been
greater. The problem, however, is that the EU leees lraditionally
reluctant to apply conditionality. Karen Smith (89%erself identi-

fies a number of reasons for EU reluctance. Fdamt®, the use of
conditionality has been prevented by the fear aicexbating the
conditions that feed terrorist acts. Alternativetpmmercial inter-
ests and historical ties with specific countriesenprevented the
use of conditionality. Algeria stands as a poweexdmple. “Even
though elections were cancelled in Algeria in Japuk092, the
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Community and Member States only expressed con@drost the
developments, and took no punitive action” (Smig9& 272). In
general, it has been acknowledged that the metbggobf the
Euro-Mediterranean conditionality in supporting isbcand eco-
nomic rights has been at best “uncertain” (Schnid43.

If the Union has been so reluctant in applying comaklity, there
are good reasons to question the argument thaitmoradity would
find application in the neighbourhood. Fears oftaledization or
commercial interests could prevent the Union frgoplgng condi-
tionality in a similar way in which these factorave prevented the
application of conditionality to its Mediterranepartners. Not only
has conditionality been problematic in its appli@aton-
application. Where applied, its results have beéxedneither. In
the case of accession countries, Heather Grabli¥(2®6) notes
that EU conditionality may not “fit” the economi@igtical condi-
tions of some applicants — i.e. EU conditionalitgyndivert national
resources from developmental objectives and thysainmg im-
plementation. Studying the effectiveness of EUged in the area
of democracy promotion, human rights, and the afllaw, Borzel
and Risse (2004: 26-28) argue that the EU seenfslltaw “one
single script”. The effectiveness of this singles however, turns
out to be highly dependent on the policy environhadrthe target
country (Vachudova 2005).

This brings us to the question of why and wheroisditionality ef-
fective? Here, the insights developed within thés Ifhay provide
some guidance. The mixed record of IMF-World Bankgpammes
have sparked considerable debate and encouragedoaingtudies
that investigate the conditions under which exteand s effective.
Despite the increasing scepticism about the capa€itMF-World
Bank adjustment programme in bringing about poldyange
(Mosley, Harrigan, Toye 1995), authoritative stgdi@ave nonethe-
less drawn attention to some factors that facditais process. Spe-
cifically, two factors — national ownership and tingality of domes-
tic policy environment — seem crucial for the impentation of
agreed policy changes.

First, ownership may be defined as “a willing asption of re-
sponsibility for an agreed program of policies”, dif§icials respon-
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sible for policy implementation (International Mdagy Fund 2001:
6). Empirical evidence shows that the likelihoodsatcess for ad-
justment programmes is strongly related to the elegf ownership
(for a review of the empirical literature: BoughiaMourmouras
2004). Second, the quality of the policy environimen.e. institu-
tional capacity of the recipient country — increasdy appears to be
a crucial variable for the implementation of IMF-WWbBank pro-
grammes. There is solid evidence showing that wihiére is no
general relationship between aid and growth anddest aid and
poverty reduction (World Bank 1997, 1998Yhere is a positive re-
lationship in countries with good policy environmeBurnside and
Dollar (1997, 1998) provide further empirical supp this posi-
tive relationship. Their main finding is that aidshno measurable
effect on growth and poverty reduction in countmath poor pol-
icy regimes. By contrast, if aid interacts with @od score of the
“economic management” index, aid results effectivachieving its
goals. What does a good “economic management” scolede? It
includes sound macroeconomic policies (economitogss, fiscal
order, and containment of inflation) and viable @stic institutions
— as legal systems able to protect property right$ combat cor-
ruption and administrative systems able to implememw policies.

The European neighbourhood policy seems havingpacated the
insight that EU incentives are effective where thetgract with

good policy environments. That is, the EU recogsitlkeat the
causal relationship between aid and domestic ch@sg®mplex

and spurious. Aid does not automatically translat® policy

changes unless the policy environment (legal, atnative, and
political capacity) of the partner country is reafdy the reform

process. As the Commission (2003: 16) put it: “Hueshould start
from the premise that the institutions of statedh&ebe capable of
delivering full transition to comply with internatal political, legal
and human rights standards and obligations”.

There is considerable merit in the recognitionhe importance of
domestic factors in promoting domestic change +ithan the rec-
ognition that policy change is mainly endogenouswelver, this

13 Growth and poverty reduction are the “targets” iagfawhich researchers
evaluate the success / effectiveness of IMF or WBdnk programmes
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recognition also poses an interesting policy cingiefor the inter-
national role of the EU. If partner countries tha¢ not committed
to policy change have incentives to renege on th@mnmitments,
and if the incentives offered by the EU are ultiehaimediated by
domestic factors, it may turn out that there igelitoom for EU in-

ternational influence. This problem does not exgklg apply to

the EU. International official donors — governmeaitsl IFls — face
the same dilemma. What should international dodorsvith coun-

tries with severely distorted policy environmentthat is, the most
part of countries in need of help? In the casédneffU this question
is even more pressing given the debate about theofdhe EU as a
“normative power” that refers to the capacity ahd mechanisms
through which the Union promotes policy change abr@Manners
2002; see contributions in Sjursen 2006).

By accepting the notion that policy change is maarl endogenous
process, the EU seems to reposition itself as mpi@r of domestic
change. Rather than advocating thorough policy gbesnthe ENP
suggests that the bulk of responsibility for thecass of the process
of policy reform lies in the neighbouring countrigfemselves (see
also Tulmets, 2006). The implications of this reposing are not
necessarily negative though. By reducing expectatmf EU’s in-
fluence — expectations on what the Union can aehiavthe rela-
tionship with third countries — the EU may finaliiarink the capa-
bility-expectations gap that has long been recaghaés a burden on
its external relationships (Hill 1993). In sum lrat than a worrying
less ambitious international role, the EU placeelitas a more
pragmatic international actor.

Beyond the implications for the role of the EU, tieeognition that
policy change is mainly endogenous suggests a netihad to

study the EU and its relationship with third cowegr— as the ENP.
Such a methodological implication calls for the ptitn of an in-

ternational political economy (IPE) approach.

4.2 An | PE approach to the ENP
Analyses of EU external relationships have beemiyna&arried out

from two different perspectives. The first privitegythe interna-
tional level and focuses on the nature of the Eldrasmternational
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actor. In this perspective, analyses have beersémteither on the
features of EU activities beyond its border (Brettwe \Vogler

2005) or on EU internal characteristics that argjgmted abroad.
“[T]he most important factor shaping the internatibrole of the
EU is not what it does or what it says, but whaisit (Manners

2002: 252)* The preponderant interest in the nature of thef@y

eign policy has led some scholars to criticallyentstat the crucial
issue of assessing the impact of EU foreign potiag been rele-
gated to a residual status (Smith 2006: 326).

Answering to this criticism, the second strandhie literature of EU
foreign policy privileges exactly the impact of EMternal relation-
ships by focusing on the domestic environment efdbuntries with
which the EU establishes a relationship. For instamrawing on
the experience of the enlargement process, schbkre under-
taken a careful investigation of the domestic cttarsstics of the
accession countries that interact with EU influemtegpromoting
policy change (Grabbe 2001; Schimmelfennig, Sedeim2004).
Using the instruments of comparative politics, dastas the level of
economic development, the structure of civil sgciahd the degree
of political competition, have been thoroughly digeegated and
investigated as factors able to account for domes$tange (Vachu-
dova 2005).

While both perspectives deserve credit, they fadirsof disentan-
gling the relative weight of international and datie variables in
explaining domestic changes. As it has been noted:

“In some countries, external and internal actorskvio tandem to institute
reforms [...]. In others, external actors serve dpush factor” in the re-
form process by either subtly “teaching” interneticas about the necessity
of creating independent institutions or by playimgnore determinative
coercive role in pressing for institutional inntiea; and in still others,
internal actors strategically use external actodegitimate or make palat-
able to the populace their own reform goal” (Gra2@03: 45)°

1 For other examples of a conceptualization of theas an actor that external-
izes its internal governance see Bicchi (2006)lannex (2004).

!> About the IR literature on the role of externataas in promoting policy
change see lkenberry and Kupchan (1990), Finne(i9&S3).
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In sum, by keeping separate the research agentdsttitiles EU ex-
ternal relationships, that is, by endorsing a diwvisof labour be-
tween IR and comparative politics, we fail to agee the com-
plex interaction between the international anddbenestic level.

| thereby suggest adopting an international pealiteconomy ap-
proach. Indeed, an IPE approach is well-placedittgb the divide
between studies that focus on EU incentives, orotieehand, and
studies that investigate domestic factors, on tinero(for an IPE
approach to bridge the divide between IR and game ap-
proaches, see Verdun 2003).

Why is an IPE approach so well-placed? The IPEarebeagenda
has long been in the forefront to investigate titeraction between
the international and the domestic level to expfmecesses of pol-
icy continuities and changé$The insights developed within this
research agenda may usefully be applied to the stiithe ENP by
bringing in sharp relief factors that mediate betw&U influence
and domestic change. For instance, a sort of censdms emerged
among comparative political economists that natiafiierences
persist despite common international pressure .—gi@balization
(Hall, Soskice 2001; Hollingsworth, Boyer 1997; ¢Gheltet al.
2000). Applying this argument to the EU integratjnocess, Erik
Jones (2003) notes that regional integration hascancelled na-
tional idiosyncrasies. The common thread of théseias is that in-
stitutions matter. Then, a detailed investigatibrwbat institutions
and what mechanisms account for divergent polidgaues have
been fully explored. Extending these insights ® BNP may open
interesting avenues for further research. Inddedgiaccept the ar-
gument that the principle of differentiation is ookethe main fea-
tures of the neighbourhood policy, we cannot byregate the im-
portance of institutional factors.

The EU has built the ENP on the assumption thaomal institu-
tions matter and that they will be crucial for pglireforms in line

' The literature is huge and every reference is sssoély selective. lllustrious
examples of IPE works that investigate policy clehy integrating international
and domestic factors are provided by Berman (1998)leiner (1994), MacNa-
mara (1998), Polanyi (1944).
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with the ENP guidelines. Therefore, keeping on tlagawhether

the incentives the EU offers to its neighbourssaricient to bring

about policy change may turn out to be a sterileatle This debate
does not offer a complete picture to understandctimaplex dy-

namic between international and domestic factorsuth which

policy change occurs. In contrast, elaboratinghmninsights devel-
oped by IPE scholars, as the insight on natiorstirditiveness, may
provide well-developed theoretical toolkits and @mopl cases to
draw on to assess the potential influence of th EN

The IPE approach supported here, then, is conceiseal substan-
tive contribution to the study of policy changeheat than a meth-
odological contribution based on the applicatiorecbnomic mod-
els to political phenomena (Lake 2006). An IPE algeto the study
of the ENP will allow to appreciate the actual teas of the policy.
Doing justice to the ENP’s sensitivity to the imfaorce of domestic
institutional factors, an IPE approach offers anfeavork in which

factors as the legacy of previous political regimmditical culture,

political competition, government-society relatibipgs and bureau-
cratic quality may finally be integrated with int@tional variables
as the nature of EU incentives.

5 Conclusions

“[T]he EU is the world’s foremost example of regibintegration, [it] has
prided itself on boosting regionalism elsewherethie world, and now
claims to be supporting effective multilateralismeg/where. Not doing so
in its own backyard seems a rather curious para¢®mxiith 2005: 772)

That the European Union as the foremost examptegbnal inte-
gration does not pursue the goal of regional idegn in its

neighbourhood may well be considered a paradoxeitlesiess, the
paradoxical argument cannot be equated with thativegargument
prevalent in the literature on the ENP. In this grap argued that
the scepticism associated with the neighbourhoditype i.e. its

ability to promote domestic change in the neighbmucountries —
is a function of a misleading comparison with thdasgement
process.
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Pointing to the flaws inherent in comparing the E&RI enlarge-
ment — because of their differefimalité — | suggested comparing
the ENP with a similar neighbourhood policy, the rdzu
Mediterranean Partnership. By doing so, we carebélentify the
elements of continuity and change in the relatigng&etween the
EU and its neighbours. Drawing on the ENP-EMP caispa, |
drew attention to the principle of differentiatias the main innova-
tion introduced by the ENP.

Putting the European Neighbourhood policy withire throader
framework of the European Foreign Policy, the argntradvanced
here has been that the ENP does not constituter@dutenary
change in EU external relationships. The ENP r&fldeuropean
traditional foreign policy objectives — the pronauti of security,
stability, and common values — and adopts EU f@uit foreign
policy instruments — promise of aid and economtegration. The
ENP is innovative neither in its goals nor in itstruments. Never-
theless, it is its emphasis on differentiation timatkes the ENP dis-
tinctive from past experiences. Shifting from tlgic of policy-
changeto policy-level the EU redefines the mechanism of interac-
tion with its neighbours by recognizing the importa of domestic
capabilities in bringing about policy change.

Such a shift bears important implications bothtfa international
role of the EU and for the method of studying EWeexal relation-
ships. On the one hand, the EU repositions itseHrainternational
actor that promotes domestic change abroad. Spalbyfi it seems
that the EU is cutting out for itself a lesser atiobis role that the
one traditionally advocated. This repositioninguddmot be read in
negative terms though. By reducing expectationsiait® capabili-
ties in influencing other states’ domestic policidse EU may fi-
nally shrink the capability- expectations gap thas long been rec-
ognised as a burden on its external relationsi@psthe other hand,
recognizing the complex interaction between inteomal (e.g. EU
incentives) and domestic (e.g. state institutioms state-society re-
lationship) factors, offers the possibility to exft on the way to
study EU external relationships. In this respedgping an IPE ap-
proach, which has long been at the forefront t@stigate the inter-
action between the domestic and the internatiomaeudsion, may
help bridge the divide in the scholarship that tetalfocus either on
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the nature of the EU foreign policy or on its paigninternational
effects.
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