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The European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) is oftestified by
references to its unprecedented emphasis on thenffutment to
shared values” in future EU relations with its \dy. Few attempts
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ciently justified on the basis of the political we$ it embodies: It
explores the extent to which the declared commititemalues in
the ENP is based on a wider consensus at the Ebl:lthe chang-
ing emphasis on “shared values” in the policy otene; and the
degree to which the ENP adds to institutionalispaditical values
in future EU relations with its neighbours.
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1. Introduction

“We are also committed to developing ever deepey dind bridges of co-
operation with our neighbours and to share theréutdi this community of
values with others beyond our shores” (Europeam€ib2003)

In 2002 the EU began to develop a policy towarsis)@ighbouring
countries in order to avoid new lines of division the European
continent following the 2004 Eastward enlargememnt i order to
meet the challenges arising from the newly creatdlers. Initial
proposals for the European Neighbourhood Poliagsstthe impor-
tance of ‘shared European values’ as the basifutare enhanced
relations with all neighbouring partner states.

Much of the existing literature examines the rofeslbared Euro-
pean values inside the EU (Christianséal. 2001, Merlingeret al.
2001, Leconte 2005) or in the context of the ema&rgeof an insti-
tutionalised system of EU Foreign Policy, includiagcommon
European foreign policy identity based on shareginsoand values
(Smith M. E. 2004). The development and signifi@ot political
values in the ENP has not been addressed. Thiofasdholarly at-
tention surprises, not only because of the majgromance attrib-
uted to ‘shared values’ by policy-makers on the EMMBoO fre-
qguently refer to the value dimension of the ENPaasajor im-
provement on existing EU policy (Ferrero-WaldnelO&0 Very
few studies have placed the ENP in the contexkistiag EU pol-
icy and examined the extent to which the ENP dodagt signifi-
cantly increase the importance of political valugselations with
neighbouring states. The following article therefaims to analyse
the values dimension of the ENP in more detail: Diveeflect po-
litical rhetoric only or is it an expression of kear and improved
‘values-based’ policy towards neighbouring states?

As there is no standard definition of ‘shared Eewopvalues’, the
enquiry here looks at those values commonly astutiaith the
Copenhagen political criteria developed by the Blhe context of
the 2004 Eastward enlargement. They include: staddiécal insti-

tutions, guarantees for democracy, the rule of lespect for hu-
man rights and fundamental freedoms and minorigts (Euro-
pean Council 1993). An EU interpretation of its owalues was
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chosen because it is highly likely that EU policgkars draw on a
similar understanding of values also in the ENPth&t same time,
the emphasis here is placedpmiitical values rather thamconomic
values related to ‘market economy’, which have baisnussed suf-
ficiently elsewhere (Milcheet al. 2006, Denysyuk 2005).

In order to judge the extent to which the ENP ‘imm@s’ existing

policies towards neighbouring states, the articlk dvaw on ap-

proaches developed to better understand the Umolitscal iden-

tity based on values (Weiler 1997, Lucarelli 20B&etham, Lord
1998 33-58). These approaches place an emphasiegolitical

and civic values upon which the EU is based, anc lteeveloped
criteria through which to judge the ability of thimion to justify its

policies on the basis of these values. These ierigee highly rele-
vant for analysing the ENP, which is above all éiggobased on
(and justified by) ‘shared values’. The criterialude (i) the coher-
ence and consistency of the policy discourse omsitjréficance and
substance of ‘shared values’, (ii) a wider consermu the content
of values, rather than select member state inte@stechnocratic
EU institutional interests and (iii) the existenoé appropriate
measures to institutionalise the relevance andreaddility of val-

ues.

In the first part, the article analyses the siguaifice of shared politi-
cal values in existing EU external relations withasnENP partner
states. The second part then takes a closer lothkedbrmulation
process of the ENP in order to identify if, ovend, the discourse
on and role of political values in the ENP has beamsistent, and if
the substance of ‘shared values’ in the policyetfl a broader con-
sensus on the EU level or not. The third part fesusn ENP in-
struments and the extent to which they allow fa phactical im-
plementation and institutionalisation of ‘sharedues’ through the

policy.

2. Political values in EU relations with neighbouring states
prior tothe ENP

In order to analyse if and how the ENP improvesvalele dimen-
sion of EU relations with its neighbourhood, itinsportant to ex-
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amine the role of political values in existing EWlipies. These
policies followed a predominantly regional appraadtations with
the Western Newly Independent States (NIS), the itdednean
(EuroMed Partnership) and the South Caucasus.

2.1 EU reationswith the Western NIS

Following the end of the Cold War, the EU’s relasowith
neighbouring states in the East went through séwtages, from
the Partnership and Cooperation Agreements (PCAgladed with
Moldova, Ukraine and Belarus between 1994 and 189% the
2003 European Neighbourhood Polfcy.

The PCAs mainly focus on trade matters and corigainreferences
to European values (Missiroli 2004). Values are ustially in-
cluded as part of agreement provisions but ratfghlighted in the
preambles or introductory articles. Most provisiafsthe PCAs,
however, do not explicitly refer to ‘shared valuasd instead focus
on trade relations.

During the early post-cold war period, few distions were made
between the quality of democracy, the rule of laad human rights
between the Western NIS. If there were disagreesnamiong the
member states on EU policy towards these counttiesy were
predominantly based on geography and differenagrdeng the al-
location of EU resources to the ‘north’, ‘south’ ‘east’ (Emerson
et al.2005).

However, Vladimir Putin’s domestic policy makingcreasingly
worried some of the member states, and the 200Ager&kevolu-
tion in Ukraine led to calls for prioritising theoentry over and
above Russia in EU policy towards the East ancetew the em-
phasis on shared values. In autumn 2004 the Nandimber states,
Austria and seven new member states from CEE chiled greater

! For the PCAs with Ukraine and Moldova, see ComimissWebsite:
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/external_relations/ceeedifpiex.htm The PCA with
Belarus was negotiated in 1995 but never camefart® because of the deterio-
rating political situation and President Lukashésknoves towards authoritarian
rule.
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engagement with Ukraine and less support for erdshimoopera-
tion with Russia (Emersaet al.2005: 17).

Several of the old member states, however, remaiiggdy critical
of this new approach and did not shy away from agisagreement
with their counterparts in the Union. Italian exApe minister Silvio
Berlusconi, for example, misused his position assigent of the
European Council in 2003 to declare his willingnessolunteer as
Putin’s advocate over Chechnia and support to FRwtn the Yukos
affair. For France, Russia is a key building blatkhe creation of a
global multi-polar order and it is crucial as a gligr of oil and
natural gas. Germany under Chancellor Schroedereghwith
France the priority placed on Russia in terms af-geonomic in-
terests (Emersoet al.2005: 18-19).

At the same time, the UK (together with Sweden) a@athe fore-

front in supporting the development of enhancedti@hs with

Ukraine, Moldova and Belarus and the inclusionhef tommitment
to shared values as the basis of theses relafldnis.approach was
supported by the Commission and, to an even greatent by the
European Parliament which has been very consistdtg calls for

a greater role of democracy and the rule of lallihexternal rela-
tions (European Parliament 2006).

In other words and to summarise, political valuagehnot always
ranked high on the political agenda of EU relationgh its
neighbours in the East. The question thus arideshether or not
the ENP can improve the standing of and agreemenh® role of
‘shared values’ in relations with its ‘new’ neighlye in the East, or
if indeed the ENP falls within or deepens currenisibns among
the member states and EU institutions.

2.2 EU reations with the South Caucasus

PCAs with Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan werecalicluded in
1999 and references to values and democratic phasciare the
same in all three agreements. The preambles ensght® links
between the Community, its member states and gpEeotive part-
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ner state and “the common values they shafiéiey all foresee co-
operation on the observance of principles of deamcand the re-
spect for and promotion of human rights as papaddtical dialogue.
Most surprisingly, however, all agreements contaititle VIl on

“Cooperation on matters relating to democracy amehdn rights”,

including the establishment of democratic instdnsg, the strength-
ening of the rule of law and the protection of hamights and fun-
damental freedoms (PCA Georgia, PCA Azerbaijan, AD#Aenia).

The inclusion of the human rights clauses into Ri@As with the

South Caucasus does, however, not reflect an agréesn the EU

level on the content and importance of shared galoerelations

with the respective states. Title VIII can be ticdmck to pressure
from the EP which threatened to block or at leadtl lup the con-
clusion of the PCAs. Rather than ‘agreeing’ with #P, the Coun-
cil at the time decided to strategically appeaseinistitution by in-

cluding Title VIII (European Parliament 2005).

In general, the South Caucasus has not received ratiention
from the member states amongst whom only Swedepussed for
a more coherent EU strategy towards the region.Eittrepean Par-
liament on the other hand has gone through gréaitefto lobby
for the inclusion of Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijato the ENP,
mainly on the grounds of supporting political amdm®omic reforms
in the countries and for greater EU involvementamflict resolu-
tion and post-conflict reconstruction (Crisis Groaprope 2006).
The ENP is usually seen as a major stepping storteJi engage-
ment with the region: But is this new enhancedti@iahip based
on commitments to democracy, the rule of law, humghts and
fundamental freedoms?

2.3 EU relationswith the Mediterranean

The Union concluded several Association AgreeméAss) with

partner states in the Mediterranean within the Hvedliterranean
Partnership between 1997 and 2004. Referencesatedskalues in
the Association Agreements with Tunisia (1998)aé$(2000), Mo-

2 For the PCAs with Georgia, Azerbaijan and Armes&e Commission Website:
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/external_relations/ceeadifdex.htm
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rocco (2000), Jordan (2002), Egypt (2004), Lebaf2®®2) and the
Palestinian Authority (1997 on an interim basi® #aw and all fol-
low the same templafeThe preambles state the consideration by
all parties of the ‘proximity and interdependenchich historic
links and values have established’ between the Qamtgy its
Member states and the Mediterranean partner stateestiorf. Ar-
ticle 2 in almost all AAs refers to the respect di@mocratic princi-
ples and fundamental human rights which “shall iresghe domes-
tic and international policies of the parties”. Temphasis of the
Euro-Mediterranean Association Agreements is odetraegional
cooperation and cooperation in the field of Justiod Home Af-
fairs, rather than political values.

The 1995 Barcelona Declaration itself enshrinesfdmmal com-
mitment to the promotion of human rights and deraticrvalues.
However, the discourse on “shared values” in thee@ana Decla-
ration and the Association Agreements does nateedl broad con-
sensus at the EU level on the importance and cowtefshared
values”. Southern member states in particular nhekr their em-
phasis on “stability” in the region, and reluctanagush for greater
political reforms. References to “shared normsthie context of the
Barcelona Process emerged out of complex bargaainge EU
level and a tactical trade-off between the Southerd Northern
member states. Still, as part as a response t8/i{e attacks, the
EU begun to develop new guidelines to enhanceuppart for de-

3 Association Agreements with Tunisia, Israel, M@mcJordan, Egypt, Lebanon
and the Palestinian Authority, see Commission Websi
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/external_relations/eurddoeohtny Negotiations of
the AA with Syria were finalised in 2004 but thgrature of the AA by the
Council is pending Syria’s co-operation with regaodregional stability in the
light of Syrian responses to the independent UNesgtigation Commission and
associated UNSC Resolutions, the AA with Algeriatif in the process of ratifi-
cation and negotiations with Libya on the AA haw# started because the coun-
try has yet to accept the Barcelaauis These ENP partner states are therefore
not subject to the discussion here. EU relationth \W8rael and the Palestinian
Authority and the role of values have been disaisdsewhere and cannot be
analysed in detail within the limited framework tfe article here due to the
complexity of the relationship.

* Association Agreements with Tunisia, Israel, Mamclordan, Egypt, Lebanon;
see Commission Website:
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/external_relations/eurddoedhtm
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mocracy, human rights and the rule of law in thetBern Mediter-
ranean. This development is generally seen as ateteards a
shared understanding on human rights and demogeftiems as
well as the notion of “positive conditionality” (E8rsonet al. 2005:
21).

But significant differences remain over the crititane in official

EU values discourse to human rights abuses indsgective part-
ner states, gradual versus conditional politickdrma and divergent
funding priorities among southern and northern mamstates.
Apart from the differences between southern andheon EU

member states, EU institutions have not addredseddmmitment
to shared values in a coherent manner, in ternodficfal discourse
as well as policy implementation. DG Trade has beductant to
embrace conditionality in EU policies towards thad¥ireb. Geo-
graphical desk officers try not to jeopardise s@residiplomatic re-
lations through democracy and human rights initesi Commis-
sion officials dealing with the Middle East peaceqgess in particu-
lar feared that the emphasis on human rights inBRE> under-
mined the primacy of peace process initiativesrgbtiations.

The disagreement between member states and withinng&itu-

tions on the nature and purpose of ‘shared valbas’also prohib-
ited the enforcement of provisions on democracy landan rights
contained in the Association Agreements. ArticlevRich provides
the legal base for appropriate measures in theteMen serious
breach of international human rights standards, heaslly been
used to date (Emerson, Noutcheva 2005: 6). Theeinghtation of
the Mediterranean AAs is supported by the MEDA ficial in-

strument. Similar to provisions in the TACIS instrent, however,
MEDA does contain few references to shared democvaiues,
human rights or fundamental freedoms. In additiormechanisms
exist in MEDA to effectively monitor the human righperformance
in Mediterranean partner states (Emerson, NoutcB60&: 6).

The discourse on ‘shared values’ in existing EUigyotowards
neighbouring states in the Mediterranean doesfitreraot reflect a
broad agreement on the EU level. The few referetceemocratic

® Interview, Commission Official, 1 August 2006, Bsels.
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principles, human rights and fundamental freeddms do exist are
mainly the outcome of strategic intergovernmentaighining, re-
main insufficiently institutionalised in the respiee financial in-

struments and are rarely enforced in practice.

2.4 Sanctionstowards ENP partner states

Another means for the Union to institutionalise &sfd values” in
its relations with neighbouring states is the usgaoctions. In prac-
tice, these can range from embargoes on EU prodaidtan on the
import of products from the targeted country, testriction of dip-
lomatic contacts and restrictions on the admissibmdividuals in
EU territory (Council of the EU 2003, 2004). The EBds applied
sanctions on a number of third states that are panvof the ENP.
Libya and Syria had to face arms embargos as partumion-wide
effort to fight terrorism. Azerbaijan and Armeniantinue to be
subject to arms embargoes imposed by the Unionfallaving
OSCE efforts to resolve the Nagorno Karabach otnfielarus has
been targeted by the EU for its treatment of EUf stad interna-
tional observers and has seen various restricbonthe movement
of government officials over the years. Restricsiaof admission
continue to be imposed on Moldova, in support effibace process
in Transdniestria (Kreutz 2005). Still, the EU hagoked no sanc-
tions explicitly to protect democracy and humarhtsgin its imme-
diate neighbourhood. On the one hand, this is =ing; not least
because around 56% of EU sanctions worldwide aieedi to de-
mocracy and human rights (Kreutz 2005: 20). Yethenother hand,
it is a clear indication of the lack of agreemenbperational coher-
ence at the EU level in respect to invoking samdtiois-a-vis
neighbouring states.

One of the reasons behind the focus on terrorisinrarastate con-
flict of EU sanctions towards its immediate neighitfmod is linked
to direct security-based considerations and felacermsequences on
EU territory (Kreutz 2005: 20). EU sanctions poliywards the
rest of the world is more ‘values-based’, as geésred towards the
protection of democracy and human rights. In otherds, the Un-
ion has so far not institutionalised the promotidrishared values”
in its neighbourhood: The lack of democracy or homahts
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abuses have not led EU decision makers to impasetisas on
ENP partner states.

The role and significance of political values instixg relations be-
tween the Union and its neighbours has by no mbaes coherent.
Community financial instruments have not sufficlgmstitutional-
ised the commitment to democratic reforms and samcehecha-
nisms have rarely been used to reinforce humairsrighfundamen-
tal freedoms in neighbouring states. In other wofslsared values”
are not elaborated in a coherent discourse at thée#el, member
state interests have largely precluded the devedoprof a general
consensus on the content and importance of “shalegs” in EU
relations with its neighbours and the commitmenthiose values
has not been enforced. The following chapter tloeeeéxamines to
what extent and in what ways the European Neighitzmd Policy
changes the discourse and practical implementafiqolitical val-
ues in EU relations with its neighbourhood.

3. Values vs. interests: Changing emphases on values in the
ENP

Early drafts of the ENP map out a very ambitiousrata in respect
to the values upon which the enhanced relations igtneighbours
should be based. In its Communication on the ENBX&}y Paper,
the Commission enumerates the following aspectsuobpean val-
ues, this time under the explicit heading of th@r@nitment to

Shared Values’:

» strengthening of democracy and rule of law, refafnthe judi-
ciary and fight against corruption and organizecher

» respect of human rights and fundamental freedon@uding
freedom of media and expression, rights of minesitand chil-
dren, gender equality, trade union rights and otleee labour
standards, fight against the practice of tortureé prevention of
ill-treatment

» support for the development of civil society

» cooperation with the ICC
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* commitments required to essential aspects of E&reat action,
such as fight against terrorism and proliferatiérweapons of
mass destruction, as well as abidance by intemmatiaw and
efforts to achieve conflict resolution (Commissikii04a).

3.1 ENP Country Reports

The ENP Strategy Paper was accompanied by thesétsaf Coun-
try Reports (Commission 2004a). The Country Repaoutiine and

summarise the current state of relations betweerUtion and the
respective ENP partner state. All reports takeftinen of internal

unilateral Commission working documents. DG ExteRelations

was in charge of drafting the general sectionshef €ountry Re-
ports, which were then forwarded to the respecteeintry desks
which would further elaborate and add specific iketander each
heading® The major emphasis in the Country Reports is ersthte

of legislative reform and liberalisation in ENP {per states, pre-
dominantly in the economic sector and criminal igestsystem.
However, the Country Reports do also contain tvwdyfaxtensive

sections on democracy and the rule of law as vgelaman rights
and fundamental freedoms.

In its ENP Country Report on Moldova, for examyles European
Commission broadly examines the current state eéeéhcommit-
ments in application to the Republic. Interestinghe report starts
with a reinterpretation of the significance of “wats” within the
former PCA, and then underlines the importanceevietbpment of
political institutions based on these values — dgaxy, the rule of
law and human rights (Commission 2004b).

The Commission Report also highlights various deficies in the
commitment to shared values by Moldova. “Democrany the rule
of law” require improvements, specifically with &w on democ-
ratic elections, laws on political parties and sepblitical organiza-
tions, powers of local government, an independedicjal system
and criminal procedure codes to fight corruptionorf@nission
2004b: 6-8). The human rights situation in Tranestmia is high-

% Interview, Commission Official, 21 June 2006, Brels.
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lighted and heavily criticized by the Commissiono{@nission
2004b: 10-11).

The Country Reports are almost all critical of themocratic con-
duct of elections, inefficient or partial judicigystems, corruption,
limits to the freedom of the media, the freedomexgression and
association, the protection of women'’s rights, artaih’s rights and
minority rights, alongside shortcomings in detemtamnditions, ill-
treatment and tortureThe evaluation of the state of democracy and
human rights in the two Eastern neighbour statesldba and
Ukraine, as well as the South Caucasus, appedy fiinect and
concrete, whereas the Country Reports for Jordah Marocco
seem more diplomatic in the choice of language ueedxpress
shortcomings of the respective governments. Then@pWReport
on Jordan emphasises that the Jordanian governnasntrecog-
nised the need’ for further measures to guaraiteendependence
and efficiency of the judiciary; rather than pongfito the partiality
of the judicial system directly. Egypt and Tunisa, the other hand,
are harshly criticised for their lack of respecthofman rights and
fundamental freedom$.

The ENP therefore establishes an extensive frameworthe na-
ture and the content of “shared values” largelyirdef as political
values, such as fundamental rights and freedomeetisas democ-
racy and the rule of law. This particular interptain of values,
however, does primarily reflect an agreement withiea European
Commission and the Wider Europe Task Force, ratraar the EU
level as a wholé.

On concluding the PCAs, the EU had only just betgudiscuss the
meaning of Europe and its common values. With tbésElecision
to offer membership to some Central and East Eamom®untries
(CEECS) in 1993, the European Commission and itsEMarge-
ment in particular, developed a set of membershiigra which
would condition eventual accession. The Copenhageteria

! ENP Country Reports, see Commission Website:
http://ec.europa.eu/world/enp/documents_en.htm#5
8 .

Ibid.

% Interview, Commission Official, 21 June 2006, Brels.
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clearly defined political criteria or “values” su@s stable institu-
tions, guarantee for democracy, the rule of lawpeet for human
rights and minority rights as prerequisites for Ewembership
(European Council 1993).

Commission personnel was directly transferred fio@ Enlarge-
ment to the newly established Wider Europe Taslcé&oas were
the policy frameworks of transition and the metHodg from the
process of enlargemetft.

The emphasis on “shared values” in the Country Repe there-
fore not necessarily a sign or outcome of an ineduand values-
based policy-making process, but rather a Comnnissémtric and
heavily path-dependent mode of policy formulatiseq also: Kel-
ley 2006).

3.2 ENP Action Plans

This impression is reinforced by the closer analysithe signifi-
cance and content of values in the ENP Action P{&#) which
followed the Strategy Paper and Country ReportsAation Plans
concluded to date do commence by stating that M i based on
a commitment to shared values by all parties ankieniarther pro-
gress in the relationship dependent on the padtate’s achieve-
ments in meeting these commitmeHt8ut most Action Plans miss
the rigour and detail in which values gaps weratified in the ini-
tial Country Reports.

The APs with Ukraine and Moldova do contain a reddy lengthy
section on demaocracy, the rule of law, human rigims fundamen-
tal freedoms but the actions to be taken underhbatling remain
vague or subordinate in respect to other headifgs.Action Plan
on Moldova, for example, shifts the emphasis frdra ttcommit-
ment to shared values’ and values gaps to cooperatn Justice

9 Interview, Commission Official, 21 June 2006, Breis.
M ENP Action Plans have been agreed with Moldovaalsie, Morocco, Jordan
and Tunisia. APs also exist for Israel and the ®@lian Authority although but
will not be discussed here. All Action Plans arailable online, Commission
Website:_http://ec.europa.eu/world/enp/documentfiten
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and Home Affairs, such as border management ocdh#at of ter-
rorism (ENP AP Moldova 2004). With regards to thrarisdniestria
conflict, the human rights situation is not menédnexcept for a
brief elaboration on ‘efforts towards a settlement guaranteeing
respect for democracy, the rule of law and humghtsi’ (Action
Plan Moldova 2004) The provisions in the ENP Actilan with
Ukraine probably offer the most detailed list ofiaegs to be taken
under the “democracy” heading (ENP AP Ukraine 20@4) the
same time, they now appear highly insufficientdeling the 2004
Orange revolution and subsequent change in regidevelopments
that occurred after the negotiations of the Actdan with Ukraine.

The sections on democracy, the rule of law and dorehtal free-
doms are kept even shorter and vague in the A&tlans with part-
ner states in the Mediterranean. The AP with Jgréanexample,
offers no precise definition of the steps to beetatowards political
reform, specifically in respect to the freedom gpeession, the in-
dependence of the media, development of civil $p@ad imple-
mentation of international law (ENP AP Jordan). tNei ill-
treatment and torture, nor the treatment of NG@s,n@entioned in
the AP, despite the pronounced criticism earliethmn Country Re-
ports on the treatment of political detainees amt$ to political
activities by NGOs. The AP with Morocco appeargttly longer,
but again, it fails to address some of the keyoatsins raised in the
Country report, such as the freedom of the pressnem’s rights
and the protection of minorities (ENP AP Moroccdhe Country
Report on Tunisia was probably the least diplomatid most criti-
cal of all ENP Country Reports to date, yet theisas on human
rights and fundamental freedoms in the Action Rlemshorter than
in any other. Respect for the freedom of associagapression and
media pluralism are all grouped together and toalddressed
through “liberalising the information industry” dexchanges and
cooperation between Tunisian and EU voluntary sst{@NP AP
Tunisia, Art. 4). Neither the strict press coder tiee control over
private means of communication, nor the practicwdfire is men-
tioned in the Action Plan.

In other words, the importance of ‘shared valuaghie ENP varies
not only from neighbouring state to neighbouringtestbut also
from initial Commission proposals and Country Répdoo the final



52 European Political Economy Review

ENP Action Plans. Thus the discourse on value$; doatents and
significance is not coherent. And neither doegfiect an EU-level
wide agreement on ‘shared values’.

Due to the intergovernmental character of the nagohs, the

Southern member states quickly reemphasised tlaglitibnal secu-
rity interests in the region: Regime stability, maigon control as
well as the fight against terroristhThis led to the inclusion of
measures in the Action Plans which potentially h&stmared val-

ues”, and basic human rights in particular. Thevigions in the Ac-

tion Plans on combating terrorism, for example, enadeagre refer-
ence to ensuring the respect for human rightstlamgections on il-
legal migration or the fight against organised &imake no refer-
ence to human rights at afl.

The Mediterranean ENP partner states themselves appeared to
view the policy as aiming at political reform batthier a means to
receive more financial assistance from the UribAlmost all
Mediterranean ENP partners do not have the ambitiojoin the
EU and therefore the opportunities for the Unioendorce political
reforms were limited from the start. According teeoCommission
official involved in the drafting of the ENP ActidPlans with Medi-
terranean partners, the negotiations of the APfch constituted
“proper” negotiations, rather than mere consultetichat the
Commission had conducted with Accession candidates.other
words, also the Commission recognised its limitewforcing po-
litical values.

In addition, the intergovernmental nature of thgatmtions of the
Action Plans also implies the absence of input th® APs on part
of wider civil society and NGOs. The exclusion ofna

governmental actors from the negotiations wascesegd heavily in-
side and outside the Union. Many governments in iMe@dnean
ENP partner states are accused of lacking commitmoedemoc-

2 |nterview, Commission Official, 5 July 2006, Bre&s

13 with exception of EU-Jordan AP, Article 47 on diegenent of adequate
prison conditions, including enhancement of detenfacilities, having regard to
the protection of fundamental human rights.

1 Interview, Mission to the EU of Morocco, 19 Jur@8g, Brussels.

1% Interview, Commission Official, 21 June 2006, Brels.
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ratic values, precisely because they restrict ttiwities of civil so-

ciety, NGOs and the freedom of expression in geénéifae inter-

governmentalism of the negotiations of the APsédfee poten-
tially reinforces the lack of democratic valueglie Mediterranean
by providing yet another space for the respectiweegments to
exclude non-governmental actors from decision-ntgakim their

general scrutiny function.

The situation was slightly different in respectth@ negotiation of
Action Plans of Ukraine and Moldova. Although thecdments
also lack clear and extensive measures to implettentommit-
ments to ‘shared’ democratic values, the Commissian able to
include a greater number of references to valudshaman rights
in particular. The Eastern Europe country deskdm$)G External
Relations had lobbied the coordination unit of B® to be able to
insert references to political values (human rightéo sections
other than those linked to democracy and fundarhéegdoms™®
The AP for Moldova, for example, is one of the feacontain ref-
erences to human rights in the section on JustideHome Affairs
and the fight against organised crime. Despitectirecerted efforts
of the Eastern Europe country desk in DG RELEXeioforce po-
litical values in the Action Plans, the extent ttieh the then
Ukrainian and Moldovan governments actually comeuitto these
values also remains questionable. Very often, éspeactive politi-
cal elites rhetorically committed to “shared valugsnegotiations
with Commission officials but reversed the commitiiz domes-
tic politics (Bogutscai&t al.2006).

In other words, degree of coherence in the ENFhersignificance
and content of political values towards Ukraine andldova, at

least at the level of official discourse in CounRgports and Ac-
tions Plans. Still, the content of these valuesdeélect the interest
of some sections within DG RELEX, rather than aewidgreement
on the EU level.

Negotiations of the Action Plans with the thregtegan the South
Caucasus have just been concluded. The respecigeafe more
focused in respect to the ‘new partnership perspt but the

18 Interview, Commission Official, 6 July 2006, Bre&s
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emphasis on political values does not significadiffjer from the
other Action Plans’ Member states agreed on the inclusion of the
region into the ENP following the development o tauropean Se-
curity Strategy and its emphasis on “building ségum our
neighbourhood” (European Security Strategy 2003 3hort term
interests in energy security, crisis managementtla@dight against
international crime and corruption therefore dorteseEU engage-
ment with the region. Political values such as demawy and the
rule of law rank secondary in the ENP towardslaké¢ states. The
draft Action Plan with Egypt has also been crigcidor its weak-
ness in respect to provisions concerning humartsighd funda-
mental freedoms. At the same time as the Egypt@aremment
“committed” itself to eradicating the practice afrture as part of
the ENP Action Plan, for example, it effectivelyciaased the use
of torture domestically (Daunay, Al-Asmar 2006: .18)

The examination of the role of “shared values”hie tlevelopment
of the ENP, its first drafts, Country Reports anctién Plans has
clearly demonstrated that the EU has not been st@msiin its dis-
course on political values. The interests behiredAltion Plans in
particular, appear to give priority to either ttamhal security inter-
ests of Southern member states or general shortitéerests of the
member states in the fight against immigration tmbrism.

Only some sections within the Commission appedratee actively

lobbied for the inclusion of detailed measures olitipal values in

the ENP Action Plans, such as officials from DGaegément in the
early Wider Europe Task Force or the Eastern EurGpantry

Desks in DG RELEX. Civil society or other non-gowverental in-

terests were largely excluded from the negotiatiohghe APs.

Moreover, many ENP partner state governments aoyngitted to

“shared values” on the level of rhetoric, if suckanmitment was
expressed at all. In other words, there was noeageat on the con-
tent and importance of “shared values” among acabrthe EU

level, among the member states or among and WENR partner
states.

" ENP Action Plans with Armenia, Azerbaijan and Gpar see Commission
website:_http://ec.europa.eu/world/enp/documentsitie#3
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Finally, intergovernmental negotiations dominategision-making
on the Action Plans and traditional member stater@sts came to
define the priorities of the ENP: Regime stabilitythe South and
the fight against international crime and terrorisretead of long
term commitments to democracy, the rule of law, &Gamghts and
fundamental freedoms.

3.3 ENP Instruments and | mplementation

From 2007 the European Neighbourhood and Partmedsisiru-

ment (ENPI) will replace the existing EU financadsistance to all
neighbouring states participating in the ENP, idelg Russia. The
new instrument will thus succeed TACIS for both Slasand East-
ern ENP partner states as well as the MEDA instninfier the

Mediterranean. According to current proposals ley@ommission,
the objectives of the ENPI will be based on exgstagreements,
Commission Communications and Council Conclusiatsrg out

the overall strategy of the Union vis-a-vis neightiog countries,
including the ENP action plans, where they applpri@ission

2004c: 3-4). In the case of Russia, priorities w#él defined in the
light of roadmaps on the four common spaces (Cosions2004c:
4).

Overall, the ENPI aims to support the partner coesit commit-
ment to common values and principles (Commissiof420 12).
More specifically, the Commission proposes a walege of objec-
tives covering most aspects of the ENP: The pramotf social
development and gender equality, employment anidigootection,
core labour standards; the protection of humantsigimd funda-
mental freedoms and support for democratizatiod; fastering the
development of civil society (Commission 2004c:.1bpe ENPI
thus places a fairly equal emphasis on the ‘shaakdes’ dimension
of the ENP, in addition to, for example, measum@snected to the
promotion of a market economy or secure border geamant. Still,
the exact allocation of funds for the ENPI is dtiding decided, and
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it is not certain how much money will be earmarkedthe imple-
mentation of democracy and human rights relatedsorea™®

Apart from ENPI financial assistance, could thedigd values”
dimension of the ENP be better institutionaliseatigh the use of
sanctions? This is unlikely. First and foremose #NP does not
create a new legal base for relations between thenJand
neighbouring partner countries. Therefore the mioms of the As-
sociation or Partnership and Cooperation Agreemeaisinue to
apply. This means that enhanced relations witmpagtates cannot
be suspended on the basis of a breach of the comemitto shared
values as set out in the ENP Action Plans. Relatican only be
withdrawn on the basis of a breach of equivalemroitments en-
shrined in existing agreements, which contain (astraned earlier)
even less concrete provisions on “shared valuese member
states have made clear on numerous occasions pa#itéhat Arti-
cle 2 (on the commitment to shared values) of tlesogiation
Agreements concluded within the framework of thediesranean,
for example, cannot be considered applicable (DguAkAsmar
2006: 18).

Moreover, the ENP is designed as a “positive pdlibgsed on in-
centives, rather than sanctions of various kindsngison,
Noutcheva 2005: 15). This approach can almost iogrthe con-
sidered as a desirable alternative to the use lafanyiforce to im-
pose democratic values, but it still remains unciietne Union can
effectively institutionalise or embed the valuesndnsion of the
ENP in practice. Even on a very basic level, thePESill lacks
concrete timetables for the implementation of “slavalues”, the
Action Plans do not identify financial and humasaerces needed
to implement respective measures and, most impbriahe Union
lacks adequate monitoring mechanisms to follow-upcommit-
ments to democratic reforms (Daunay, Al-Asmar 20D&). Once
again, the main reason behind the lack of ‘benckimgr and
monitoring in the ENP lies with the Southern memseates, who
refused to take a firm stance on pushing for malitreform (as they

18 The Commission had envisaged an amount close&®@a million, but the fi-
nal budget allocations for the financial period 2d®13 commit only €12,000
million to the ENP.
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have done in the past and within the frameworlhefEMP) (Emer-
son et al.: 23). Sanctions in particular requiranimity among the
foreign ministers of the member states, which destrates that the
institutionalisation of political values throughetiENP is not only
severely limited by deep seated member state stterbut also the
institutional set-up of the Union.

Political values such as the rule of law, humahtsgnd fundamen-
tal freedoms therefore remain fairly loosely ingitinalised, even
under the ENP which originally set out to placedisd values” at
the heart of EU relations with neighbouring stalide ENPI places
greater emphasis on the commitment to common vandgrinci-
ples than either MEDA or TACIS in the past. Yet tiheestion re-
mains of which kind of measures and how many wellsoipported
once the ENPI is actually running. Other meanshédreing the po-
litical values dimension of EU relations with iteighbours, such as
effective benchmarking, monitoring or even sandjoare neither
supplemented nor enhanced by the ENP. The ENP rdmeseate
new instruments to institutionalise ‘shared valuast without a
new legal base, the policy is unlikely to change enforceability of
political values.

4. Conclusion

The analysis of the role and importance of shanewfiean values
in the EU’s policies towards neighbouring stategha East, the
South Caucasus and the Mediterranean has led tdolloging
conclusions. Relations between the Union and iight@urs in the
past did not prioritise the role of political vatusuch as democracy,
the rule of law, human rights and fundamental fozesl The few
provisions that exist in Partnership or Associathkgreements are
vague and remain loosely institutionalized in thepective finan-
cial instruments. Very often, the geopolitical @oromic interests
of member states prevail in EU relations, for ex@mp respect to
the Southern member states which favour regimeilisyalm the
Mediterranean, over a clearer emphasis on politigigrms. Sanc-
tions have rarely been applied to ENP partner stateenforce the
commitment to shared values. If a values dimensians included
into existing policies towards neighbouring statesjas because of
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strategic bargaining and trade-offs between the Ineenstates or
between member states and EU institutions, rattzer & wider EU-
level agreement on a set of shared political values

The article then analysed the extent to which an@hat ways the
ENP changes the role of values in EU relations wameighbours.
The first focus was on the relevance and coherehdbe values
discourse in the policy. Early ENP policy draftsda@ountry Re-
ports suggest a greater emphasis on ‘shared vadgesell as signs
of the development of a clearer and more consigtefihition of

these values along the lines of the Copenhagetigabicriteria. But

could that move be interpreted as a step towardsnproved val-

ues-based policy towards neighbouring states? Xami@ation of

the ENP Action Plans suggests otherwise. Most ABls the rigour
and precision with which political values were defil in the Coun-
try Reports.

Secondly, the question was whether or not the (fewyisions in
the ENP on “shared values” derived from a widersemsus on the
role and content of values at the EU-level. Thensnsvas again
fairly disappointing. The negotiations of the ENEtidn Plans were
conducted in an intergovernmental setting and steonh interests
of the member states in stability (fight againstrgption, organised
crime and terrorism) clearly dominated concerng ¢wmeg term po-
litical reforms. Besides, civil society in neighlvmg states was
rarely involved in the negotiations of the APs &NIP partner state
governments do not seem to endorse or agree ompoetance and
significance of ‘shared values’ either.

The third and final question related to the degremstitutionalisa-
tion of political values in the ENP. Here the nemahcial instru-
ment, the ENPI, seems to at least suggest a fagqiyal emphasis
placed on support for measures related to democratorm and
human rights if compared to measures on cooperatidastice and
Home affairs. Clear benchmarks and monitoring meisias, how-
ever, do not exist in respect to political reforamsl the use of sanc-
tions remains tied to provisions in the Partnersmgd Cooperation
or Association Agreements (which were never enfiy.ce
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The lack of a coherent and consistent discoursgatitical values,
the lack of a wider EU-level agreement on the catstand signifi-
cance of these values as well as the limited degfr@estitutionali-
sation of values in the ENP all suggest that the pelicy does not
significantly improve existing EU policies towaraeighbouring
states. The policy appears to continue to appferdint sets of val-
ues to different neighbouring states and often nezrshates’ short
term interests dominate the Union’s agenda vissdtsineighbours.
Furthermore, the gap between political rhetoric*simared values”
and the capability to enforce these values is vadeaather than re-
duced through the ENP — at least in its currerallegt-up™® Finally,
progress in ENP implementation to date has beerewsih pre-
dominantly in respect to short term economic refamd liberalisa-
tion as well as cooperation on visa-facilitatiord a@admissior’
The implementation of the commitment to sharedtjgali values
and long term political reform remains the key tdraje for the
ENP.

“The EU should refrain from supporting totalitariaegimes (...). This

used to take place for such regimes to protecEim®pean gates against
terrorism and immigration with methods that do seitve peoples’ inter-

ests and nourish terrorism” (Cairo Institute forrn Rights Studies

20086).

¥ The legal base of the AAs or PCAs upon which th®Eurrently draws may
change with the negotiation of ‘enhanced agreermeértgse are currently envis-
aged for both Ukraine and Russia. The new agreemgitit be comprehensive
agreements covering all areas of EU relations Wwdth states, including provi-
sions on common values. See for example: Commig&8i@06) or Emerson, Tas-
sinari, Vahl (2006).

2 0n the current state of the implementation ofAbgon Plan with Ukraine, see
for example Commission Website:
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/external_relations/ukvaitr@/index.htm.
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