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THE PLACE OF THE WESTERN BALKANS
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With Kosovo’s declaration of independence on 17th February 2008, the Western
Balkans2 (WEB) has become headline news again in the media worldwide. Against
this background it is not irrelevant to examine the role the region plays in the exter-
nal relations of the European Union (EU), so that one may see the ‘bigger picture’
and become able to evaluate recent events – such as the deployment of the ‘rule of
law’ ESDP-mission called EULEX Kosovo; or signing of the Stabilisation and Asso-
ciation Agreements (SAAs) with Serbia and Bosnia-Herzegovina – in context. All
the more so, since the fate of Kosovo undoubtedly has an impact on the stability and
future of the region as a whole. The basic argument of this paper is that the WEB
region constitutes a very special case for the EU and requires unique and creative
solutions to be applied by the integration if it wishes to keep its reputation as an
exporter of stability. Thus the present study is structured as follows: first we exam-
ine what factors and specific characteristics make the WEB-region a ‘special case’,
after that we take a look at the economic and political relations between these two
‘blocks’ and finally formulate some suggestions regarding the future.
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1 The research was made possible by the support of the International Visegrad Fund, to which
the author wishes to express his gratitude. The author is also grateful for the valuable comments
made by professor Jovan Teokarevic, PhD of the Belgrade University; Gábor R. Szűcs, PhD and
Pál Majoros, PhD of the Budapest Business School. It goes without saying that for eventual
shortcomings and mistakes the author bears sole responsibility. The paper covers the period up
to 1st May, 2008.
2 Throughout this study the notion of Western Balkans refers to the republics of the former
Yugoslavia except for Slovenia (Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia –throughout the study referred to as ‘Macedonia’ –, Montenegro and Serbia, for the
time being together with Kosovo), but including Albania.
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I. THE WESTERN BALKANS AS A ‘SPECIAL CASE’

In many respects the WEB region constitutes a special case not only for Europe, but
basically for the whole international community as such. In the following pages we
will only focus on the special features the region shows in light of the EU’s enlarge-
ment. Since the recent enlargement encompasses specialities from the Union’s side as
well as from the side of the applicant states, it is useful to group these unique charac-
teristics according to their ‘place of origin’.

I.1. The ‘specialty’ of the ongoing enlargement
– a view from ‘inside’

The countries of the WEB are the only remaining states in Europe that have been
offered membership perspective and at the same time wish to join the integration1.
This sentence in itself indicates that the actual enlargement process2 to embrace these
states will be quite different than the previous ones. First of all, it implicitly means
that the ‘EU-side’ of the process is more crowded then ever before. 27 extremely di-
verse Member States need to find a common ground and articulate their common
position vis-à-vis the individual countries of the WEB, who also show significant di-
versity as regards living standards, size, number of population, etc.3. And the ‘EU-side’
becomes even more crowded, if one considers that during the whole of the enlarge-
ment process the European Commission and the European Parliament also play their
roles, which of course varies depending on which phase the enlargement process of a

1 The second part of the sentence refers to the EFTA-countries (Norway, Iceland, Switzerland
and Liechtenstein), about which there is basically consensus that they could join the integration
practically any time they wished to, and as well-functioning democracies already deeply embedded
to the common market would certainly receive a warm welcome, not least out of financial con-
siderations. Basically exactly the opposite could be said about European countries located east-
wards of the EU (Belarus, Ukraine, etc.), where part of the society wishes to see their state as an
EU-member, but the integration was reluctant to commit itself for a European perspective of these
countries. So for the time being one can say that the ‘borders of Europe’ lie in the WEB.
2 Here the notion ‘enlargement process’ refers to the process that started with the Feira summit
(2000) offering these countries the perspective of EU-membership and will come to an end if
and when the last country of the region becomes an EU-member state as well. The notion of
‘integration’ of WEB states into the EU is used in a different – although naturally intercon-
nected – meaning, referring to the ties between these countries and the EU becoming stronger.
In the economic sense of the word, it refers to the EU playing an increasingly important part in
the economies of these states (and to some extent vica versa), from a legal point of view it
means the harmonisation of national legal acts to the acquis, from a political point of view it
means the spread of values upheld by the European Union such as democracy, respect for hu-
man rights, etc. Obviously we can only talk about full integration once these states are not only
admitted to the Union, but also manage to become highly functional within that environment,
asserting their interests, mastering the rules of the game within the EU and use the opportuni-
ties offered by the membership to their full extent. In this sense ‘integration’ carries both a
‘narrower’ and a ‘broader’ meaning than that of ‘enlargement’. Naturally full integration will
only come around years after having acceded to the EU, so for the time being, when the end of
the enlargement process cannot be clearly seen, we must confine ourselves to the narrower
meaning of the word.
3 Tables summarizing the most important characteristics of the WEB-countries can be found in
Annex I.
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particular country is in1. To complicate the picture even further, we can note that since
– at least for the time being – there is a high chance that not all the WEB-countries
will join in the same time, those countries not managing to get included in the first
round of enlargement will face an even more cumbersome entry-process2 where the
actual negotiations are carried out by a Council Presidency representing 29, 30 or
even more Member States3.

Regarding the problems inherent in the size of the integration (as regards the num-
ber of Member States), we can mention another problem, namely the more and more
obvious and pressing need for the integration’s internal reform (one might even say a
‘thorough overhaul’), regarding its institutional structure and decision-making
mechanisms. Without this exercise carried out by the integration, there is not much
hope for the countries of the WEB to be let on board. But as it is widely known, it is far
from being an easy task, and what makes it even harder is that the more Member
States the integration has, the more pressing the need for institutional reform be-
comes and at the same time the harder it is to come to an agreement. In my opinion
we can only hope that the integration has not yet passed the ‘point of no return’ in the
sense that the application of the old mechanisms coupled with the increased number
of Member States makes it virtually impossible to devise new and more effective ways
of decision-making.

In this respect the Lisbon Treaty4 approved by the European Council in October
2007 offers some hope for a better functioning EU also making room for the
WEB-countries within the integration, but we need to keep in mind firstly that – as
the fate of the Constitutional Treaty showed – the approval of a treaty does not auto-
matically lead to its coming into force, and secondly that some of the most important
reforms are set to come into force only around the middle of the next decade, a delay
reflecting the political realities in the EU, but also being a potentially disadvantageous
solution. Whereas a thorough analysis of the Lisbon Treaty cannot be given here5, we

1 The roles the different institutions play are set out in the Treaty and are dealt with in detail in
– among others – (Blahó (ed.), 2004; Horváth, 2007; Leonard, 2005) Here it suffices to say
that the whole process can be extremely complex and painfully cumbersome, to which we can
only add that the growing role played by the European Parliament – while it may enhance the
democratic oversight of the process – will in all probability increase the complexity of the issue.
2 The hardships of getting the Member States to agree on the pace and geographical scope of a
given enlargement process were already obvious in the case of the ‘Eastern enlargement’ when
the then-EU15 failed to draw up a precise and clear roadmap to those countries waiting to be let
in right at the beginning of the whole process. The way the EU decided to start the accession
negotiations with Croatia in 2005 gave an even clearer indication that the inclusion of new
countries as Member States will prove to be a rough ride for both the integration and those
wishing to join.
3 Considering several rounds of enlargements, we also need to note that each round will make
the functioning of the European Commission more cumbersome as well, although in this re-
spect we need to note that provided the Lisbon (or ‘Reform’) Treaty comes into force, the num-
ber of Commissioners will fall to two-thirds of the Member States from 2015 on, which has the
potential of making this institution’s functioning smoother.
4 As hinted earlier – in footnote Nr. 3 –, the Lisbon Treaty is also known as Reform Treaty. For
the sake of simplicity, throughout this paper we refer to this document as Lisbon Treaty.
5 For a brief overview as well as for the complete text of the treaty, see the Schuman Founda-
tion’s relevant website (http://www.robert-schuman.eu/tout-comprendre-sur-le-traite-de-
lisbonne.php).
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may draw attention to the Treaty’s most important novelties regarding the enlarge-
ment process. In this respect two points merit mentioning, the first being that for the
first time in the history of the integration, reference is made (in article 49) to certain
accession criteria1. The aforementioned article is rather of political – as opposed to
practical – significance in the sense that joining the EU has never been unconditional,
and since the Copenhagen summit of 1993, the integration has a set of vaguely de-
fined, but nevertheless explicitly stated criteria.

The same article introduces another novelty into the EU’s enlargement process by
stipulating that besides officially handing in their application for membership to the
Council, would-be members need to inform the European Parliament and the na-
tional parliaments of their intention to join. Although these institutions do not yet
play a significant role regarding the acceptance of this request (the Council still
deciding unanimously), this development underlines the point made earlier, i.e. that
during the enlargement process the role of the institutions may change, making the
whole procedure more complex. Furthermore it is not hard to predict that with the
next Treaty-modification – hopefully taking place after the whole WEB-region
joined – the EP is set to obtain a veto-right regarding the applications in the frame-
work of the assent2 procedure.

There is another factor in connection with the aforementioned problem of the need
for institutional overhaul influencing the process of the enlargement in the WEB,
namely the so-called ‘enlargement fatigue’3 the EU is said to be experiencing. Re-
garding our topic and the enlargement to the WEB as a special case, we can say that
this ‘enlargement fatigue’ has serious consequences for the countries concerned, re-
garding both the time and the content, the framework of the process. Regarding the
time-dimension, the ‘enlargement fatigue’ means that the EU needs time to ‘digest’ or
– to say it in a more sophisticated way – ‘fully integrate’, or ‘accommodate’ its 12 new-
est members before it could move on and engage itself into another round of enlarge-
ment. Of course the question of what constitutes a ‘digestion’ of these members can-
not be answered by unambiguous terms and exact definitions, in this sense it only
depends on the EU itself. As far the content or the framework is concerned, we can say
that the ‘enlargement fatigue’ and the experiences of the ‘Eastern enlargements’ make
the EU employ stricter monitoring, tougher checks and controls as before, as was al-
ready seen in the case of the 2007 enlargement, where serious safeguard-clauses were
included into the accession treaties of Bulgaria and Romania (Art. 36-38 of the re-

1 Notably applicant states must respect the Union’s core values, which are set out in Article 2 of
the Treaty and are as follows: ’(...) respect for human dignity, freedom, democracy, equality, the
rule of law and respect for human rights, including the rights of persons belonging to minori-
ties. These values are common to the Member States in a society in which pluralism, non-
discrimination, tolerance, justice, solidarity and equality between women and men prevail.’
2 To be called ‘consent procedure’ after the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty.
3 In my opinion the notion ‘enlargement fatigue’ is far from suitable to describe the present
situation. Fatigue as such occurs after having done some exhausting job, whereas the problems
the EU is facing now in connection with this so-called ‘enlargement fatigue’ originate from the
precise lack of having this exhaustive job (i.e. real preparation for the enlargement, including
the reform of the institutional system and decision-making mechanisms) done. In this context I
believe the expression ‘enlargement hangover’ (referring to irresponsible behaviour that often
includes absorbing a heterogeneous set of drinks) describes the current situation better.
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spective Acts of Accession)1. The introduction of benchmarks into the accession nego-
tiations is a clear sign of stricter monitoring.

In connection with the ‘enlargement fatigue’, we can also note another important
factor that seems to hinder the WEB’s European integration, namely the lack (but at
least falling) of support among the societies of the EU regarding further enlarge-
ments2. In order to evaluate the significance of this data, it is important to note that
support for the enlargement has not been much higher in the case of the Eastern En-
largements either: taking the time between 2000 and 2003, the responding data
fluctuated between 44 and 52%, with only 47% in 2003 (Commission, 2004: 75). In
the light of these numbers, we can say that public rejection is rather a very useful tool
in the hands of those political elites throughout the Member States that wish to slow
down the integration of the WEB, than an actual obstacle. The convenience of these
figures for the politicians of EU Member States lies in the fact that they can put the
blame for opposing progress on their people, without reflecting too much upon
whether or not they should engage in public debates or organise information cam-
paigns highlighting the benefits that could be gained from deeper and more organic
integration of the WEB, a region usually associated with negative stereotypes like cor-
ruption, organised crime, aggressive nationalism, etc.3.

But the enlargement process in the WEB is not only made harder than all the previ-
ous ones by the sheer size of the integration itself and the volatile support for it within
the Member States. One needs to note that the integration is also constantly – albeit
with varying intensity – deepening, i.e. the acquis communautaire grows in size
and complexity – a fact partly also reflected in the number of negotiation-chapters
applicants need to cover4 –, giving harder times to those wishing to join the Commu-

1 In this sense of course the effect of the ‘enlargement fatigue’ on time and content cannot be
separated from each other, since tougher monitoring also contributes to the prolonged time of
the whole process. I separated these two in the main text to signalise that after including 12 new
member states into its structure, the EU would inevitably plead for some time, regardless of the
actual level of ‘integration-maturity’ of the new members. As was the case when already during
the Austrian presidency (first half of 2006) debates about the ‘absorption capacity of the EU’
and the borders of ‘Europe’ were heated up. Since the new members turned out to be not that
prepared for membership after all, the instruments of tougher monitoring came handy for
slowing down the pace of the process on the one hand and to indicate the EU’s determination
on ensuring ‘quality-level enlargements’ in the future.
2 According to the latest Eurobarometer issued in November 2007, overall support for further
enlargement was 49% in the EU27, but behind this average we see great differences between
societies. From the point of view of the WEB-countries, the most worrying data might be that
among the countries whose population is the least supportive of enlargements, one can find all
the ‘big countries’ of the EU, with support for further accession reaching 48% in Italy, 41% in
the UK, 34% in Germany and a mere 32% in France. (Commission, 2007a: 188-191)
3 In this respect the Commission’s enlargement strategy issued in 2006 does not justify high
hopes, since it emphasises many times (Commission, 2006a: 3, 5, 8, 13-14, 21) that it is basi-
cally the task of the governments in the Member States to inform their public about the advan-
tages of enlargement. The enlargement strategy that appeared a year later (Commission,
2007b) seems to reflect a more promising approach insofar as it puts slightly more emphasis on
the role of European institutions in ensuring better communication.
4 For the sake of comparison: those that joined the EU in 2004 and 2007 had 31 chapters to
cover, whereas Croatia needs to negotiate its way through 35.
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nity1. And although temporary exemptions can be asked for during the accession ne-
gotiations, knowing that these requests will need to be agreed to by all the 27 – or even
more – member states, their number will with all probability be quite limited2.

I.2. The ‘specialty’ of the ongoing enlargement – the ‘outside’ view

So far we have briefly discussed only those factors that make the WEB and its inte-
gration a ‘special case’ from the ‘internal side’ of the EU. But it is quite obvious and
well-known that the WEB region in itself shows some characteristics that justify its
unique treatment not only by the European Union, but also by the international
community as such. First and foremost the weakness of the states needs to be men-
tioned, which is apparent in the majority of the countries, although the level of such
weakness varies greatly from a stable Croatia through Bosnia-Herzegovina, a state-
like entity with questionable sustainability to Kosovo, practically an international
protectorate – and at the time of writing having an indefinable status of being not a
province any more, but neither a state yet –. To illustrate the level of state weakness
in the region, Table 1. shows the points various WEB-states gained for the year 2007
in the research carried out by the US-based think-tank Fund for Peace (2008)3. For
the sake of comparison, the countries with the highest and lowest scores also appear,
along with the data of Hungary.

Table 1
‘Failed states index’ points of the WEB-countries for the year 20074

Index point Ranking Index point Ranking

Albania 70,5 111 Serbia 81,1 66

Bosnia-Herzegovina 84,5 54 Sudan 113,7 1

Croatia 60,5 127 Norway 17,1 177

Macedonia5 74,5 95 Hungary 51,2 139

Montenegro 55,6 136

The weakness of (some of) the states’ structure obviously imposes serious chal-
lenges for both sides taking part in the enlargement process. As far as the

1 Although one may note that a change in the acquis in itself is not making the situation of the
acceding country harder. In some cases the acquis is going through simplification. In this re-
spect the Water Framework Directive can be hinted at, trying to simplify and consolidate rele-
vant EC-legislation. To a limited extent it is also possible that the acquis gets changed ‘to ac-
commodate the specific characteristics of the acceding country’ (Mayhew, 2007: 6.)
2 In this respect we need to note that the acquis not only play an important role during the ac-
tual membership-negotiations: some approximation of local laws to European ones are required
before signing an Association Agreement, so the growing complexity of the acquis may well
present problems at a very early stage of the enlargement process.
3 For further details on how these indexes are compiled, see: http://www.fundforpeace.org/
web/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=99&Itemid=140
4 Source: Fund for Peace (2008)
5 For the sake of simplicity, throughout this study the ‘Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia’
will be referred to as ‘Macedonia’.
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WEB-countries are concerned, we can note that becoming eligible for EU-membership
has never been an easy task even for those countries that had managed to put in place
well-functioning institutions and could enjoy the benefits of (relatively) stable political
situation: taking into consideration the nature and extent of the preparatory work that
must be undertaken prior to accession, one can say that these are merely the most
basic preconditions that need to be met in order to start on the road to membership
with some hope. Reforms that are often painful for the society must be carried out,
and by this we mean not only the approximation of national laws to ‘European’ ones,
but also the successful and effective implementation of the legislation passed in the
name – and for the sake – of ‘(re)joining Europe’. And – as noted above when refer-
ring to tougher monitoring and conditionality – the importance the EU attaches to
effective implementation is set to grow, in a sense making it even harder for applicants
to ‘pass the test’.

Even a reform-plan elaborated to the tiniest detail has a rather high chance of fail-
ure if the institutions that need to implement its most important elements on a daily
basis are weakened by corruption, nepotism, lack of transparency or the presence of
organised crime, just to name a few dangerous factors often mentioned by many in the
WEB-context. What we need to see here is, that although the issue of state weakness
may boil down to the question of the effective functioning of state institutions – or, to
put it another way to the ability of a given state to perform its basic functions –, it is
far from being a mere organisational problem. It involves a whole range of social,
cultural, legal, political issues, in short each and every area of life1. It is not an exag-
geration to state that previously there was no country/society from which joining the
European integration would have demanded such a radical transformation in such a
short time2.

But the challenges inherent in the presence of state weakness not only appear in the
WEB-states themselves, but they also force the EU to take on a special role vis-à-vis
these would-be members. To put it shortly, the integration needs to undertake serious
state-building activities which in many respects go well beyond the institu-

1 That is why I believe that some of the recent claims made by the EU about Serbia being in a
position to catch up with Croatia quickly contain a fundamental misunderstanding. To justify
these claims, the EU points out that the state apparatus in Serbia is by far the most advanced
and functional in the whole region and it is only a matter of Belgrade’s political decision to
speed the enlargement process up. As a Member State diplomat put it ‘if Belgrade prescribes
what kind of tie the major of Kragujevac is to wear, he will do it’. I myself believe it is a huge
oversimplification, and if the EU considers the accession process merely to be an institutional
question and a matter of political will, and forces this point of view on the applicants, the best
result it could get is the transfer of the acquis into the national law without effective implemen-
tation. (Something the EU got by some of the Member States joined in 2004/2007) But – as
pointed out previously in the main text – this road is closed in front of the WEB-states insofar
as the present enlargement process is set to put more emphasis on the implementation.
2 Should we wish to draw a parallel, we may think of post-war Germany as having been a country
where a complete restructuring of the state needed to be carried out together with reconciliation
and reintegration into the world order. But we must not forget, that this whole process took place
under significantly different circumstances: the US was in a position to invest a huge amount of
financial, material and political resources into the reconstruction of Germany; by the middle of the
20th century, Germany accumulated abundant experiences about the issue of public administra-
tion and knew how to run a state; and finally globalization was not as advanced in the field of world
economics as it is today, just to mention the most important differences.
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tion/capacity-building assistance it provided to the states in Central and Eastern
Europe, where the task was to increase the efficiency of more or less functional, but
nevertheless existing state structures and help the transformation of these coun-
tries. In contrast, the beginning of the recent enlargement can be dated back to the
Feira Summit taking place in 2000, merely a year after the NATO-intervention in
Kosovo and still before the crisis in Macedonia. At this time institutions were yet to
be built up from scratch in Kosovo and were not too functional in some other WEB-
countries either1.

The unprecedented situation is reflected in the EU’s unprecedented engagement. By
establishing the European Agency for Reconstruction (EAR), the integration devised
new ways of delivering aid2. By creating, facilitating and continuously improving a
Common Foreign and Security Policy, the EU acquired a tool with which it managed
to take part in the resolution of the region’s conflicts and mediate among the parties,
at which activity – as we will see later – the integration became more and more effec-
tive to the point that it even became seriously involved in constitution-making in con-
nection to the Ohrid Framework Agreement. Arguably the most spectacular state-
building activities the EU carried out in this region were those five ESDP-missions
that the Union deployed between 2003 and 2007 in Bosnia-Herzegovina and Mace-
donia to help these countries overcome the most important challenges they needed to
face in the field of security3.

Besides –but not independently of – the presence of state weakness in the region,
the second well-known ‘specialty’ of the region is that throughout history it was
viewed as a ‘powder keg’ in (and sometimes of) Europe, meaning a region that is prone
to wars or at least high-intensity conflicts, which carry with them the possibility of
escalation that may well end up in involvement of other powers throughout Europe, or
– as was in the case of the Kosovo crisis – the world. Needless to say, this ‘specialty’ of
the region poses serious threats to Europe’s security and calls for effective solution –
which for the time being seems to be the inclusion of these countries into the Euro-
pean Union and NATO.

Although the era of territorial wars is over by now, and thus European or global
actors do not intervene with the aim of acquiring direct control over the territories in
the WEB, that does not mean that the region ceased to be a bone of contention in
world politics. Besides the European Union, other major players of the international
arena consider following – and influencing – events in this part of the world as their
strategic interest too, notably Russia and the United States.

The Balkans being again a bone of contention between major powers means that
the EU needs to be prepared to assert its strategy vis-à-vis actors of its own size, or to
be more precise vis-à-vis actors that are in many important aspects even superior to

1 It needs to be emphasised that despite the serious level of state weakness that characterised
the region in 2000, the promise of EU-membership was not a spontaneous move from the
Union’s side lacking any serious considerations, but it fitted into the complex set of activities
the EU has been carrying out in the region ever since the break-up of the former Yugoslavia. We
will elaborate this issue in more detail when discussing political relations between the Union
and the Western Balkan countries.
2 We will discuss the EAR in more detail later on in the main text.
3 Out of these five missions three – codenamed Proxima, Concordia and EUPAT – took place in
Macedonia, and two in Bosnia-Herzegovina – EUFOR Althea and EUPM-. Whereas the former
three have been concluded, those deployed in Bosnia-Herzegovina are still ongoing.
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the EU1. And this not only presupposes a formulation of a clear and achievable strat-
egy at the EU-level, but also political will and determination to carry it through, high
level of diplomatic skills and an effective mixture of foreign policy instruments avail-
able to the integration. In short: a well-functioning EU-foreign policy, which in this
sense covers a broader area than the so-called CFSP.

One may argue that in this sense the WEB region is not a unique case, since what
has just been stated in the previous two paragraphs could be said about several other
areas of the world, the Israeli-Palestinian Peace process or the Iranian nuclear pro-
gramme being the most obvious examples. Indeed, global actors – by definition – get
involved in several conflicts throughout the world. What make the WEB special from a
European point of view is its geographical proximity and the fact that the events in the
region have an immediate and direct effect on the integration2. Therefore the stakes
for the EU are very high and maybe it is not an exaggeration to state that asserting its
interests here is to some extent more important than in other parts of the world.

Staying with the question of geography we can state that another special feature of
the WEB region stems form the fact that it is not only close to the Union, but from
2007 on, surrounded by it. Which implies – basically by definition – that several
Member States have a special interest in the region, knowing that (political, economic,
social) stability in the neighbourhood is an outstanding precondition of one’s own
security. But besides this general recognition, some Member States also have specific
agendas vis-à-vis the region as a whole, or vis-à-vis given states which may hinder or

1 As regards the terms of military might, both the US and Russia – with their military spending
around $ 623 billion and $ 50 billion respectively (www.globalsecurity.org) – are way ahead of
the European Union as an organisation. As far as the political dimension of power is concerned,
the picture is less clear: on the one hand both Russia and the US are permanent members of the
UN Security Council (UNSC), whereas the EU as such is not represented there (but we need to
note that according to Article 19, para. 1 of the TEU “Member States shall coordinate their action
in international organisations (…). They shall uphold the common positions in such forums. In
international organisations (…) where not all the Member States participate, those which do
take part shall uphold the common positions.” ), also it needs to be noted that both the US and
Russia as sovereign states are in a better position to conduct a more effective foreign policy than
the EU as an international organisation, which does not possess sovereignty per se, and where
decision-making in many cases related to foreign security is hampered by the need to reach
unanimity among 27 Member States. But it cannot be said that being an international organi-
sation by definition puts the EU in a disadvantaged position compared to Russia or the US,
since it also provides the EU a trump card the other players cannot match, namely the possibil-
ity of membership. The fact that the countries of the WEB region do wish to join the EU, greatly
strengthens the integration’s room of manoeuvre and political power. Finally as far as the field
of economy is concerned, the EU clearly enjoys advantages over Moscow and Washington: even
though regarding several macroeconomic indicators [e.g. GDP/capita on purchase power parity,
which in the US is around $ 46 000, as opposed to the EU with its figure of approximately $
32 900 (CIA; 2008)] the US is ahead of the EU, the integration is playing a much more promi-
nent role in the economies of the WEB countries and economic ties between the EU and the
WEB are stronger than those between the region and the US or Russia: for the sake of compari-
son, in 2006 WEB-countries conducted 59.7% of their trade with the EU25, making the inte-
gration their most important partner before Russia with 5.8% and well ahead of the USA, that
ranked number 9 with 1.9% – Figures include intra-WEB trade (Commission 2007c).
2 Notwithstanding of course the fact that in the age of a globalized world, geographical proxim-
ity is not always required for an event to have direct and immediate effect on a given region of
the world.
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facilitate the accession process. By this latter I am referring to issues like the Greek–
Macedonian relationship, unsettled disputes between Slovenia and Croatia or
Hungary’s policy towards Serbia, which is influenced to a great extent by the fact that
Hungarian minorities live in Vojvodina. Being surrounded by the EU also means that
the inclusion of this region to the common market (with its shared norms, more or
less standardised rules, similar market conditions, etc.) would also bring about
economic gains, that appear not only in the presence of similar regulations and an
enlarged common market, but also in the fact that the WEB-region includes important
transport routes towards Turkey and the Middle East.

When talking about transport routes between Asia and Europe in the beginning of
the 21st century, one immediately associates to the crucial question of energy. The
consolidation of the WEB-region also means safer routes for pipelines carrying oil and
gas, the presence of which grows in importance if we consider that a) the EU wishes to
weaken its dependency from Russian gas, b) the region of the Caspian sea is rich in
energy-sources and c) the Bosphorus straits have a limited capacity for tankers. Some
of the EU’s activities in the region seems to underline the importance of the role
played by the Balkans regarding the Union’s energy supply, the most significant ones
being the Energy Community Treaty, which established the Energy Community of
South East Europe (ECSEE)1, to which both the EU and the countries of the WEB-
region are members, and which allows for free movement of gas and electricity across
the states. The EU is also providing financial assistance for the establishment of pipe-
lines, one of them being carried out by the Albanian Macedonian Bulgarian Oil Corpo-
ration, expected to be operational around 2009 (BBC, 2004)2. The important role
played by the Balkans in the Union’s energy supply was recently highlighted again, as
Serbia sold its most important oil and natural gas company, Naftna Industrija Srbije
(NIS) to the Russian Gazprom on 25th January 20083.

Staying with maps, but this time looking at one which shows the ethnicity of the
population in the WEB, we see yet another specialty of the area, namely the very high
level of diversity. Although it is true that the number of homogeneous societies in to-
day’s world can be counted in tens (most of them being small islands in the middle of
an ocean), and it is also a fact that state boundaries in the wider region of Central- and
Eastern-Europe have always divided people belonging to the same ethnicity, the num-

1 The treaty came into force on 1 July, 2006. For a brief overview of the Treaty see: Friends of
Europe (2006: 27.)
2 It can be noted that some commentators attach such an importance to the energy-issue that
consider the main aim of the NATO-intervention in Kosovo to have been to secure transport
routes. (Fisher, 2001)
3 This deal – and especially its timing – neatly illustrates how intertwined issues in the WEB-
region are, and how complex and multi-levelled game the ‘West’ and Russia are playing to in-
crease their influence in the peninsula. It is not hard to see that Belgrade chose Gazprom over
bidders from the EU as a ‘reward’ for Russian support on the Kosovo-issue. To this we may add
that the ceremony that marked the signature of the deal took place between the two rounds of
the Serbian presidential election, the first round of which was won by the more pro-Russian,
nationalist Nikolic over the rather pro-European candidate and eventual winner Tadic, who was
also present in the event as President of Serbia. If we consider that the overwhelming majority
of business analysts takes the view that NIS was sold way below its market value, and that the
selling of Beopetrol to Lukoil – another Russian enterprise – in 2003 did not turn out to be as
good a deal as Serbia hoped it would, the political considerations become even clearer.
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ber of peoples living in the WEB, their distribution across the area and the extent of
diversity covering ethnicity, religion, language and indeed also the alphabets used, can
be well described as ‘unique’. Coupled with this diversity is the historical fact that
most of the peoples living in the area never (or only for brief periods of time) had the
chance of living in a ‘nation state’1 in the modern sense of the word, which is often
recognised as a legitimate desire of peoples.

Thus one could also argue that the main reason of instability in the region is this
historical lack of ‘nation states’, which leads to a sort of ‘delayed nationalism’ which
poses an obstacle to reconciliation and lasting peace2. Along this line of thought it can
be said that although nationalism seems anachronistic in today’s Europe, it is under-
standable (or even natural) in this part of the world, taking the historical events into
consideration. In connection to European integration it may also be noted that in or-
der to successfully join an EU (arguably) dominated by Member (‘nation’) States, it is
even necessary for a country to create a ‘nation state’: before trying to assert one’s
‘national’ interest, one needs not only to formulate it (which in itself is hard without a
‘nation state’ with a raison d’état), but create a certain level of national consensus, but
at least widespread acceptance regarding the issue at hand.

The problem of ‘nation states’ is an important point where desires and realities
seem to diverge, with the EU wishing to see multicultural, multiethnic societies all
around the WEB, whereas the creation of a well-functioning, inclusive and tolerant
state, where ‘multi ethnicity’ does not translate to mere ‘living peacefully next to each
other’ achieved sometimes by varying levels of segregation and characterised by the
lack of trust, seems to be impossible, at least for the time being3. In other words it is
hard – if not impossible – to create a post-Westphalian state without having a West-
phalian one first.

To sum up the factors that qualify the WEB as a ‘special case’ in the history of
European integration, we can say that the EU faces its hardest ever enlarge-
ment/integration process, because it is extremely important for the future of the
Union itself to integrate these countries, but as a precondition of this integration, the
EU needs to engage in a ‘Member State-building’ exercise – to use the witty wording
of the International Commission on the Balkans (ICB 2005: 29.), which poses chal-
lenges the EU (and indeed the countries of the WEB) did not need to face before. The
extent of the challenges is further exacerbated by the EU’s (and the international
community’s) stated aim of assisting in the building of multi-ethnic societies, not fully
realised by the Member States themselves.

It is my conviction nevertheless that it is not an impossible task, but naturally some
preconditions must be met, the most important of them being the EU managing to
keep up its credibility. That requires clear European perspectives, ‘roadmaps’ that are
acceptable to both sides and that contain clear criteria regarding when it will be possi-

1 Due to the fact mentioned in the main text (namely that the overwhelming majority of today’s
societies are heterogeneous) I prefer to refer to the notion of nation state in quotation marks.
2 I consider it important to note that the lack of a modern ‘nation state’ does not in itself neces-
sarily lead to bloody wars and more or less constant conflicts. One might just refer to the history
of Scandinavia and Finland, where the presence of an independent, sovereign ‘nation state’
could not be taken for granted in most of the countries for a long time, yet they are considered
to be one of the most peaceful regions in Europe, and indeed in the world.
3 The fact that many well-established democracies within the European Union has so far failed
to bring around such an ideal state of affairs does not justify high hopes in this regard.
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ble to a given country to take the next step on its way to joining the EU. I consider it to
be extremely important, since the loss of credibility naturally erodes the power to in-
fluence events in these countries inherent in the prospect of membership, and given
the still fragile situation in some of the WEB-states, it can have dire consequences.
And although the acceptance and popularity of the EU among the societies of the WEB
can be said to be relatively high and stable1, one cannot overlook past experiences
which show that as the date of the actual entry into the club draws closer, these figures
tend to drop. If this tendency is coupled with the (perceived) weakening of the EU’s
commitment towards the region, the integration can well find itself in a rather un-
comfortable situation with an already long-lasting enlargement process drawing even
longer and frustration growing on both sides.

Unfortunately the EU’s record of forming clear enlargement strategies is rather poor,
as could have been witnessed in connection to the process that actually led to the eastern
enlargements of 2004 and 2007, with floating of dates, ambiguous promises and confu-
sion about the number of enlargement-rounds and the countries included in these
rounds. I believe that doubts about the EU’s ability to live up to its task are perfectly legiti-
mate and justified. After all, if a Union comprised of 15 Member States failed to come up
with a clear enlargement strategy and manoeuvred itself into the cumbersome process it
actually embarked, how can it be expected that a Union of almost twice as many members,
could manage this task better, even if we assume that the coming into force of the Lisbon
Treaty may bring some improvements with it? The only hope is that the integration has
learnt its lessons, and politicians realise what is at stake if the EU fails to deliver its
promises towards the WEB. To be honest we need to add that actual developments do
not always justify high hopes regarding the current enlargement process.

II. THE RELATIONS BETWEEN THE EU AND THE WESTERN BALKANS

After having seen why the WEB-region plays a special role in the EU’s external rela-
tions and why these countries should be paid special attention to, it is worth a brief ex-
amination what kind of relations are between the two ‘blocks’, focusing on the fields of
both the economy and of politics. Let us start with the economic relations, which are
relevant for us, even if we mainly examine political issues in the present paper. First and
foremost, their relevance shows in the fact that whereas in theory economy and politics
can be more or less separated, in real life they are intertwined and measures aiming at
increasing economic growth also serve political purposes and vica versa2. Secondly, the
European integration is often viewed by many scholars as an inter-state cooperation
which is essentially economic in nature and has its most effective tools to imply compli-
ance from the part of its partners in the realm of economics. Thirdly – in connection
with the previously mentioned factors – we can say that the level and intensity of eco-
nomic relations between two entities do influence their room of manoeuvre when deal-
ing with each other and their possibilities to influence the other’s actions.

1 As an illustration, we may note that in Albania public support for EU-membership has varied
between 83.9% in 2005 and 92.5% in 2006 (AIIS; 2006), in Serbia between 64% (2005) and
72% (2003), (Teokarevic; 2007) and in Croatia between 64% in 2006 and 72% in 2007 (Com-
mission 2004; 2005a; 2005b; 2006c; 2006b; 2006c; 2007a).
2 The issue of regional cooperation among WEB-states can serve as an illustration, which for the
reason of this ‘multi-functionality’ appears both in the examination of the economic and that of
political relations.
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II.1. Economic relations between the EU and the WEB

Looking at the framework the EU is conducting its trade with the countries of the
WEB region, we see a similar pattern to the one that characterised the relationships
between the EU and the countries of Central-Eastern Europe, namely an asymmetry
regarding customs duties (i.e. first the EU unilaterally opened up its markets for the
WEB-countries, whereas the states in the Balkans are only needed to introduce a gradual
lowering of their tariffs once they have signed their respective Stabilization and Associa-
tion Agreements) and promoting regional integration amongst the WEB-states.

II.1.1 Trade in goods and FDI-flow
The most important rational of trade liberalisation from the point of view of the

economy is that trade liberalisation – both between WEB-countries and between them
and the EU – creates bigger markets for exporters, thus contributes to economic growth
and prosperity, which in turn creates more favourable environment for market economy
and democracy, which enhances the inflow of FDI that provide not only additional re-
sources for an economy to grow, but the presence of foreign firms contributes to struc-
tural change, increase in productivity, better management structures, lower unemploy-
ment, etc. In a WEB-context, where one is essentially talking about rather small domes-
tic markets, increasing the market size has a prominent significance.

This all sounds marvellous, but we must not forget that all these positive effects
are far from being automatic and these assumptions lie on several preconditions
that need to be met before one could reap all these benefits. Just to mention the
most basic ones: so that trade liberalisation could effectively translate into growing
export opportunities, producers need to know about these possibilities and need to
be aware what conditions they need to fulfil in order to be able to export their prod-
ucts to these bigger markets. If we take a look at the reports issued by Eurocham-
bres1 (2005), we get a sobering picture. These documents highlight the fact that the
majority of producers in the WEB-countries are very badly informed about their
possibilities and thus the growth-potential inherent in these agreements are not
realized in full2. But even if information flow would be better, there is still the ques-
tion of adequate infrastructure, which in this sense refers not only to ‘basic infra-
structure’ – i.e. transport, energy and telecommunication – but to the broader field
of ‘business infrastructure’, which includes among others access to capital markets,
presence of business centres, an educational system which is able to supply the
workforce required by local entrepreneurs, etc.

Obviously the EU is providing assistance to the countries in question to meet these
economic criteria, but considering the huge amount of investment needed, it can be
said that the full benefit of liberalised trade will only be possible to be reached much
later, especially if the EU is not ready to increase the assistance it provides for these
countries. In order for market liberalisation to translate into growing export, a crucial

1, The official name of Eurochambres is Association of European Chambers of Commerce and
Industry, and according to its homepage (www.eurochambres.be) it is an umbrella organisation
of 2000 regional and local chambers, representing over 18 million companies.
2 What may be interesting to note is that although Eurochambres initiated a two-year long,
CARDS-funded project called PARTNERS to remedy this problem in 2004, they admit that ‘In
[2005] there was no progress towards closer economic relations between the EU and the West-
ern Balkans.’ (Eurochambres; 2005: 1.)
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element is in some cases also missing1, namely exportable goods for which there are a
demand abroad. The role FDI can play in boosting local economy is much more com-
plex than that outlined in the previous paragraph, and it obviously cannot be taken for
granted that the inflow of foreign capital would automatically contribute to a better
functioning economy2.

As regards concrete steps and actual data on trade between the WEB and the EU,
the following can be said3. The EU granted autonomous trade measures to these
countries in 2000 with Council Regulation (EC) 2007/2000 firstly up to 2006, and
later on – with Council Regulation (EC) 1946/2005 – until 2011. Due to these
measures, approximately 95% of the exports from these countries enter the EU mar-
ket freely (SZEMLÉR, 2006: 24)4. Before the brief examination of the exact volume of
trade, it is to be emphasised that statistical data in different databases vary greatly,
partly due to the different methodology used, but also due to the fact that in some of
the WEB-countries there is still room for improvement in the field of data collection,
aggregation and evaluation5. In this regard it is important to note that – unless other-
wise indicated – I am using the same data the European Commission uses, retrieved
partly from Eurostat and partly from IMF-databases6.

Concerning the EU’s imports from the region we can note that the volume of trade
in goods increased steadily – although with varying intensity – during the period
2002–2006, reaching EUR 8.1 billion in 2006, which accounted for 0.6% of total EU-
imports. The exports show bigger fluctuations, reaching its peak in 2004 at EUR 19.5

1 Here we are referring to first and foremost Kosovo, a major export product of which is scrap
metal, undoubtedly an inadequate base to serve as a foundation for an export-driven economy.
2 For a comprehensive theoretical analysis on FDI see Szentes (1999.)
3 It needs to be noted that the aim of this paper is not to give a thorough analysis of the eco-
nomic relations between the EU and the WEB, but to highlight the most important figures to
illustrate the role played by the Union. Also it needs to be kept in mind that the economies of
the WEB-states show great diversity, which has not been taken in account in the main text.
4 The EU has not wholly opened its markets for wine, sugar and certain fisheries products for
which a preferential tariff quota applies, the export of baby beef have only become cheaper for
the WEB-countries by having been exempted from the specific import duty. Regarding quotas it
can be said that they are still applied regarding textiles originating from Montenegro and Kosovo.
(Commission, 2007d) In this regard it is worth mentioning that the only product groups where the
WEB-states managed to export over EUR 1 bn in 2006 were machinery (EUR 1,091 bn) textiles
and clothing (EUR 1.088 bn) and agricultural products (EUR 1.064 bn). Textiles, clothing and
agricultural products contributed over 49% of total WEB-exports (Commission 2007c). As far as
the textiles from Montenegro and Kosovo are considered, we can note that after the agriculture
(reaching an export value of EUR 560 million), these kinds of products were the second most
important export goods of Serbia and Montenegro in 2006, totalling EUR 246 million. Agri-
culture and the textile industry were responsible for over 62% of the federation’s exports
(Commission 2007e). Taking these figures into account, we can say that the 95% that can be
read in the main text refers to various types of products, but not to the value of exports.
5 In addition to the above mentioned reasons, we also need to know that grey or black economy
also play a varying role in the economies of the WEB. So most of the data is to be taken with a
pinch of salt.
6 Which of course might not be without mistakes either. Taking a look at the Commission’s
publication (2007c) one can read the following data about the WEB: its population is 21.7 mil-
lion, its GDP in 2006 was EUR 55 billion, and the GDP per capita in 2005 was EUR 2. If we
assume that the population was 21.7 million in 2005 as well, the correct figure would be more
than 1200 times higher.
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billion (2.03% of the total) and decreasing to EUR 17.6 billion (1.51%) by 2006. In this
context we may also note that the share of the WEB in the EU’s total import was also
the highest in 2004 with 0.76%. As can be expected, seeing from the other way round,
we encounter much higher figures, the EU being responsible for 59% of the total
WEB-imports and 61.4% on the export side in 2006. What is remarkable in this con-
text is, that looking back to the past, both numbers reflect a serious decrease com-
pared to the percentages of 2002: in the case of imports it was 71.57%, with 69.1% on
the export side. (Commission, 2007c)

These figures hint at the revival of regional trade which can be expected to increase
even further after the coming into force of the CEFTA-Treaty (July, 2007) replacing
not less than 32 bilateral free-trade agreements (Friends of Europe; 2006: 24)1. Obvi-
ously that in itself will not necessarily lead to a further decrease of the EU-share re-
garding the WEB region, since we need to keep in mind firstly that the data of 2006
reflect the trade between EU25 and the WEB, excluding trade with Bulgaria and Ro-
mania [which in 2006 accounted for 3.7% and 2.4% on the import-side respectively,
whereas the corresponding figure for exports were 2.0% and 1.5% (Commission
2007c)] and secondly that the conclusion and entry into force of further SAAs will
create different conditions for trade between the EU and the WEB-countries. Another
rather important factor influencing the trade between the partners in medium-term is
that in the case of the WEB, we are talking about countries in transition, which by
definition means that the success or failure of the reform-process will obviously have
serious consequences on the economies of these countries. Also – as noted above –
the economy does not function in isolation, but political developments may also have
serious effects on the structure of an entity’s foreign trade (see e.g. the already men-
tioned NIS-deal), both regarding its commodity pattern and the composition of the
given country’s main partners.

The data above illustrates that there is a substantial imbalance regarding the for-
eign trade in goods between the two partners, not only regarding the share and per-
centages – which is obvious taken into consideration the differences in size and eco-
nomic power of the partners – but also regarding the value of foreign trade. In 2006
the balance of trade in goods showed a deficit in all the WEB-countries, and it is worth
noting that the WEB-states were in the red not only regarding the aggregate figures,
but mostly also as far as given groups of products are concerned2.

The current account balance of the WEB as a whole showed a deficit of 7.6% com-
pared to the GDP. This deficit is financed partly by FDI (the inflow of which is distrib-
uted unevenly across the region), and partly by one-sided transfers in the form of de-
velopment aid, loans and money transferred home from guest-workers. Such one-

1 In this regard we can note that some studies consider the CEFTA as being inadequate to ex-
ploit the full potential of regional trade and suggest extending the customs union to the whole
region (Kernohan, 2006; House of Lords, 2006:53). While this approach may be right from the
point of view of an economist, I myself consider it as an oversimplification of the issue, ignoring
both the political and the technical realities and requirements regarding a creation of a customs
union. In the sense that steps taken towards the formulation of a customs union may be inter-
preted by the WEB-states as some sort of an alternative to membership, I consider this idea as
rather harmful.
2 The only exceptions being Macedonia regarding its trade in textiles and clothing, showing a
surplus of EUR 82 millions, and Serbia and Montenegro with a surplus of EUR 168 millions as
far as agricultural products are concerned. (Commission, 2007e and 2007f)
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sided transfers account for 13-25% of the GDP in these countries (NOVÁK, 2006: 10),
which points to the fact that the economies of the WEB states are not yet based on a
solid foundation and that the EU plays a prominent role in the economy, both as a
base for guest-workers and as the largest donor of development aid.

Before turning our attention to the assistance the EU is granting to the WEB-region,
we may note that to get a whole picture on the economic relations between the two
‘blocks’, the questions relating to the trade in services and the amount and intensity of
FDI-flows would also merit some consideration. Unfortunately data available at Eu-
rostat and at the statistical offices of individual WEB-countries do not make it possible
to give an aggregate number1, and – as referred to above – data of various research
institutions vary to such a great extent that it makes the formulation of a clear picture
basically impossible. For illustrative purposes and in order to get at least some sort of
approximate picture, the following table summarises the amount of FDI-inflow in
million euros to the WEB-countries for the years 2003 and 2004 according to various
institutions. Note that these data include all the FDI, not only those capital move-
ments that originate from the EU.

Table 2
FDI net inflow (in million euros)

2003 2004

EBRD* WiiW** SP*** EBRD WiiW SP

Albania 142 183.6 158 232 309.6 269

Bosnia-
Herzegovina

306 396,0 338 343 571.5 489

Croatia 1546 1813.5 1788 610 1003.5 989

Macedonia 77 82,0 84 109 124,0 126

Montenegro 35 63,0 44 44 167.3 53

Serbia 1088 626.2 1204 676 818.1 777

* European Bank for Reconstruction and Development.
** Vienna Institute for International Economic Studies (Wiener Institut für Internationale

Wirtschaftsvergleiche).
*** Stability Pact.

1 Regarding EU25-based FDI, Eurostat compiles data only for Croatia, Albania and Serbia and
Montenegro. According to these, the stock of FDI in 2005 was estimated to be around EUR 6.6
bn, EUR 0.4 bn and EUR 3.2 bn respectively (Commission 2007g; 2007h, 2007e). Data on
trade in services with the EU25 is only available for Croatia, according to which the exports of
the EU25 amounted to EUR 1.7 bn and its imports to EUR 4.4 bn (Commission 2007g).
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II.1.2 Development assistance
Data on development aid provided by the EU to the region is easier to measure and

access, so we have more precise information on this issue. Regarding EU-assistance,
we can mention that between 2000 and 2006 it was carried out mainly under the
framework of the so-called CARDS-programme (Community Assistance for Recon-
struction, Development and Stabilisation), for the implementation of which the EU
chose a rather unique way. A brief description of this mechanism is relevant in the
sense that this model was rather successful, and building on the experience gained in
the WEB, the same model could be – or considered to be – used in other parts of the
world, where post-conflict reconstruction, crisis-management activities are needed,
and thus could effectively contribute to the successes of ESDP-operations.

The core of this model is the following. Whereas the Union in the above mentioned
period financed several programmes with a regional scope (for example TACIS for the
Commonwealth of Independent States or MEDA for the Mediterranean Region), these
programmes were managed by the European Commission. As regards the Balkans,
we can observe a setting up of a special agency (the European Agency for Recon-
struction – EAR) that handled CARDS-related programmes and projects in some of
the WEB-countries, notably in Serbia and Montenegro and Macedonia1, whereas in
the other WEB-states CARDS was managed by the Commission. The reason for this
‘duality’ can be explained when examining the history of the EAR. Originally – in Feb-
ruary 2000 – EAR was set up as the reconstruction body only for Kosovo, but not
soon after (by December that year) it was mandated to manage assistance pro-
grammes in the whole territory of Serbia and Montenegro. This was made possible by
the fall of the MILOSEVIČ regime. In December 2001, following the conflict in Macedo-
nia, it was asked upon contributing to the efforts of the Union there too2. Together
with the widening of the geographical scope came around an enlargement regarding
the content of its work, i.e. moving away from post-conflict reconstruction to provid-
ing aid to facilitate the transition-process. Besides the content and space, it is worth
noting that the expansion also involved time: in the beginning, EAR was planned to be
in place only for five years, but as time went on, the Council decided to keep the
Agency twice, so in the end it operates until the end of 2008.

All these expansions are to a great extent due to the fact that the EAR can be re-
garded as a successful institution in delivering aid: by 2006 it managed to commit
85% of the budget allocated to it, and 90% of this commitment were paid3 (EAR 2007:
50.). These are much better figures than those of the Commission, which is also

1 The HQ of EAR is in Thessaloniki and it operates through four regional offices in Belgrade,
Pristina, Podgorica and Skopje. Besides an Annual Programme for the whole of the EAR, the
Agency develops different action plans for these entities.
2 The history also explains why its mandate was not extended further. By the turn of the century
violent conflicts in other parts of the WEB have passed – and in this sense there was no need for
urgent emergency intervention by the EU – and the ‘tried and tested’ mechanisms of the Com-
mission were in place.
3 It needs to be noted that evaluation of the assistance programmes is a rather challenging task
and the issue is far more complex than could be boiled down to simple numbers about appro-
priations, commitments and payments. For the sake of simplicity here we use the amount of
money spent as an indicator, notwithstanding the fact that the correlation between the amount
of money spent and the actual level of development achieved in the medium- or long-term can
be rather weak.
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proven by the fact that – as IOANNIDES (2007: 89) notes – upon setting up the EAR’s
office in Macedonia, the EU expected the Agency to deliver aid at a speed that would
enable it to deal with the backlog the Commission previously accumulated.

The EAR’s success can be attributed to its institutional set-up, both regarding its
relations with Brussels and its operational structure. As far as the EAR’s place vis-à-
vis ‘major’ European institutions is concerned, we can say that although it is providing
aid on behalf of the Commission and distributes money from CARDS, its work is over-
seen by a 28-member governing board (comprising representatives of the 27 Member
State and the Commission) and it can be said that the Agency has a large room of ma-
noeuvre when drawing up its action plans. Regarding its operational structure, the
most important advantage of the EAR is, that it is basically made up of on-the-spot
teams, who manage the whole project-cycle. This translates not only to fast delivery of
the assistance, but also into relevant projects being carried out, since people doing the
most of the planning are familiar with the situation of the beneficiaries and the spe-
cific circumstances in which projects will need to operate.

Concerning the amount of assistance under the CARDS-programme, we can say
that during the 7 years of its existence, EUR 5.3 billion was allocated to carry out vari-
ous programmes in the region. As far as the content of CARDS is concerned, it is not
surprising that it focused on facilitating the Stabilisation and Accession process (SAp)
of the WEB-countries, aiming to promote institutional, legal, social, political and eco-
nomic development and good neighbourly relations1. The distribution of the EU’s
financial contribution to the development of these countries is detailed in Table 3 on
the next page.

Coming to the programming period between 2007 and 2013, some changes need to
be mentioned. Firstly the WEB-countries (together with Turkey) became entitled to
receive assistance from the newly-established Instrument for Pre-Accession (IPA),
which streamlined EU-assistance towards the region by substituting many other fi-
nancial instruments candidate countries had been entitled to (like CARDS, SAPARD
or ISPA). Secondly, as mentioned earlier, EAR will phase out by the end of 2008 and
its tasks will be taken over by the Commission. Whereas the streamlining of the EU’s
pre-accession assistance programmes is a move that can be welcomed in so far as it
makes the management of the funds easier and the whole system more transparent, it
needs to be noted that potential candidates (which group at the time of writing in-
cludes everyone but Croatia and Macedonia) were not overjoyed upon seeing the
structure of the IPA: under the new regulation out of the five components2 of the new
financial instruments, potential candidates are only eligible for two, namely ‘Transi-
tion Assistance and Institution Building’ and ‘Cross-border Cooperation’. And al-
though in the case of Macedonia for the year 2007 these two components made up
78% of the total assistance granted, in the case of Croatia the corresponding figure is
as low as 42%, so more than half of the assistance was provided to the country in the
framework of the last three components (Commission 2007i).

1 For a more thorough and detailed description regarding the exact content of CARDS, see:
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/financial_assistance/cards/index_en.htm
2 1) Transition Assistance and Institution Building; 2) Cross-border Cooperation; 3) Regional
Development; 4) Human Resources Development and 5) Rural Development



Table 3
CARDS Programme Allocation for 2000-2006 (million EUR)1

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 Total

Albania 33.4 37.5 44.9 46.5 63.5 44.2 45.5 315.5

Bosnia and Herzegovina 90.3 105.2 71.9 63.0 72.0 49.4 51.0 502.8

Croatia (transfer to pre-accession from '05) 16.8 60.0 59.0 62.0 81.0 - - 278.8

Macedonia 13.0 56.2 41.5 43.5 59.0 45.0 40.0 298.2

Serbia and Montenegroa 650.5 385.5 351.6 324.3 307.9 282.5 257.5 2559.8

Interim Civilian Administrations 10.0 24.5 33.0 32.0 35.0 36.0 35.0 205.5

Regional 20.2 20.0 43.5 31.5 23.0 47.9 43.5 229.6

Otherb 141.5 118.0 11.0 17.0 22.5 19.7 16.1 345.8

Macro-Financial Assistance (grants)c 70.0 120.0 100.0 15.0 16.0 33.0 50.0 404.0

Total 1045.7 926.9 756.4 634.8 679.9 557.7 538.6 5130.2

Croatia, pre-accession 2005-6 105 140 245.0

Total including Croatia, 2005-6 662.7 678.6 5385.0

Note 1: Figures include assistance from Phare and Obnova where relevant in 2000, and from CARDS 2001 and onwards.

Note 2: 2005 budget implementation: Re-use of recoveries from 2004/5, i.e. above budget allocation 2005: 6m for Macedonia, 7,5m

for regional programme.

a) Includes the Republic of Serbia, the Republic of Montenegro and the province Kosovo, which is currently under UN admini-

stration. Amounts for Serbia in 2002-03 include assistance from Regional Programme for Integrated Border Management

destined for the whole of FRY/Serbia and Montenegro. In 2004, 8 Mio. EUR for that purpose is shown under the regional

programme.

b) Until 2001 (incl.): Humanitarian aid, Specific Measures, Rapid Intervention Operations, EIDHR and CFSP From 2001

(incl.): Administrative costs and the Western Balkans' contribution to the European Training Foundation.

c) For 2000-2002: disbursements and not commitments.

1 Source: European Commission; http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/financial_assistance/cards/statistics2000-2006_en.htm
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As far as the phasing out of the EAR and the transfer of its competences to the
Commission is concerned, we may note that this development has an ambiguous effect
regarding the EU-WEB relations. Partly it is a positive sign, signalising that the situa-
tion in Kosovo, Macedonia and Serbia does not justify the presence of an agency
whose main aim is to deliver aid as quickly as possible. On the other hand it remains
to be seen whether the staff of Commission Delegations is prepared to take over the
task of managing pre-accession funds and whether the rules and procedures applied
by the Commission will not slow the process down. In this respect past experiences do
not justify high hopes.

To conclude the present part of the study dealing with EU-WEB relations regarding
economy, it is worth to take a look at the amount allocated to the WEB-countries un-
der the IPA. At the time of writing, detailed data is only available up to 2011, according
to which allocations are as follows:

Table 4
IPA-Assistance to the WEB-countries, 2007-2011 (million euros)1

Country 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Albania 61.0 70.7 81.2 93.2 95.0

Bosnia-Herzegovina 62.1 74.8 89.1 106.0 108.1

Croatia 141.2 146.0 151.2 154.2 157.2

Serbia 189.7 190.9 194.8 198.7 202.7

Kosovo 68.3 124.7 66.1 67.3 68.7

Montenegro 31.4 32.6 33.3 34 34.7

Macedonia 58.5 70.2 81.8 92.3 98.7

Total 612.2 709.9 697.5 745.7 765.1

Obviously to evaluate the role such amounts can potentially play in the economies
of the WEB-states, one needs to know some basic data on these countries, such as the
size of their respective GDP or their population. For such an overview, please refer to
Annex I. Generally we can say that the EU remains to be an important donor of assis-
tance in the region, although the amount of money it is prepared to commit falls short
of the WEB-countries’ needs, especially in the cases of the potential candidates.

We also need to keep in mind that one may spend tremendous amounts of money
under the aegis of ‘pre-accession assistance’ without any substantial progress regard-
ing the living standards of the society as such, or even the size of the GDP. Ineffective
usage of funds has occurred – and in fact is occurring – within the European Union
itself and it remains to be seen whether the somewhat looser rules of the IPA com-

1 In addition to these numbers, the EU has allocated EUR 728,2 million for regional and hori-
zontal programmes between 2007 and 2011. We need to keep in mind tough that Turkey is also
eligible for these amounts. Source: European Commission (2007i).
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pared to the structural funds can offset the inefficiency that may happen as a result of
the weakness of state institutions in the Western Balkans region1.

II.2. Political relations between the WEB and the EU

Should we attempt to summarize the EU’s main political aims vis-à-vis the
WEB-countries in one word, it would definitely be ‘stabilization’. It is not only re-
flected in the name of the association agreements the integration is offering to these
states, but also in the various kinds of intensive activities the integration has been
undertaking ever since the break-up of the former Yugoslavia, both within the EU
itself and also in its relations with the region.

It is not the aim of the present paper to examine what role the EU played in the
history of the Balkan-crises, nor is it intended to provide an evaluation about the effi-
ciency of the Union’s external action from the 1990ies to present day. Nevertheless, a
brief historical overview is deemed to be important to show that the recent enlargement
process and the wider political relations the EU maintains with the countries of the re-
gion at the beginning of the 21st century form part of a wider strategy aimed to bring
peace and stability to this region. One could also say that the enlargement process is a
logical consequence of previous events, or in other words a ‘historical necessity’.

II.2.1. The Union’s reaction to the instability in the Balkans
As mentioned above, the disintegration of Yugoslavia influenced not only the EU’s

relations with the Western Balkans, but also its internal development. As far as the
integration’s own evolution is concerned, we can note that the post-Cold War turmoil,
characteristic of the whole Europe east of the EU’s borders played a crucial role in the
creation of the Common Foreign and Security Policy, and in the formulation of the
European Security and Defence Policy within its framework. And while the situation
in Eastern Europe has not called for robust and spectacular interventions under the
aegis of these new policies, the same cannot be said about the WEB, former, current
and would-be host to six ESDP-missions2. It is not an exaggeration to state that the
ESDP’s content, form, institutional set-up and decision-making mechanisms have
been largely influenced by the given situation in the Western Balkans and by the expe-
riences the EU has gained in this region3.

In this context we can also note that the WEB region offers an ideal4 training
ground for the EU to test its decision-making and operational mechanisms both in
Brussels and on the ground, try to improve the effectiveness of the instruments it has
at its disposal to tackle post-crisis situations and enhance the coherence both within
the EU (here I am referring to the so-called ‘inter-pillar’ and ‘intra-pillar’ coherence)
and regarding the EU and other members of the international community, be they

1 We will deal in more detail with the effects of the IPA’s introduction later when discussing the
EU-WEB political relations.
2 There are three missions which ended already (Concordia, Proxima and EUPAT, all of them in
Macedonia), two are ongoing (EUPM and Althea, both in Bosnia-Herzegovina) and one – in
Kosovo – being prepared.
3 The growing role of civilian crisis management within the ESDP being the most obvious and
spectacular example.
4 Considering that in the context of CFSP/ESDP one is essentially talking about crisis manage-
ment, it is quite morbid to use any positive adjective. My usage of such adjectives is obviously
not to be understood as expression of satisfaction.
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governmental or non-governmental international organisations or individual states,
both members and non-members of the integration.

To sum up the factors that qualify the WEB as an ‘ideal training ground’ for the
CFSP/ESDP, we can say the following. First of all the EU is in a position to apply its
most powerful tool in the arsenal of its instruments regarding foreign policy or exter-
nal relations, namely the perspective of membership. No other instrument of other
actors in the international scene can match the potential power of the promise of be-
ing let in to the European Union as full-fledged members. Secondly the geographical
proximity of the area has many advantages in this respect. Not only are problems re-
lated to logistics easier to overcome, but it also implies that the EU plays an important
role in basically all aspects of the economy of these countries: as a donor, as a trading
partner, as a source of FDI, etc., which also increases the EU’s potential ability to as-
sert its interests and may contribute to a more favourable environment to carry out
ESDP-missions.

As noted above, the geographical proximity of the area implies that many EU-
members have a special interest in the region. In the context of ESDP, it translates
into increasing the chance that these Member States will be ready and willing to con-
tribute to the mission (both financially and as human resources are concerned) on the
one hand, and it also means that these states may have a better knowledge, experience
and understanding regarding these countries, and the EU can draw upon this intel-
lectual base1. Thirdly, thanks to the involvement of other international actors (most
importantly the NATO and the UN), the EU can follow a step-by-step approach in the
sense that it is not required to tackle all the problems all around the region, but can
take on new responsibilities as it seems fit (like in the case of Bosnia-Herzegovina,
Macedonia or Kosovo)2. Fourthly the problems to be tackled show a great diversity
from peacekeeping and law enforcement through enhancing border control to in-
creasing the level of rule of law, just to name a few, which offer the EU a wide variety
of fields to test its ability.

Taken together, these factors have contributed to a relatively favourable environ-
ment for a launch of the ESDP, which by now became the most dynamically evolving
policy of the integration supplementing with varying efficiency3 the other tools applied
by the EU to increase the stability of the region.

At least to the outside observer, more direct and more spectacular than the EU’s
internal evolution have been actions the integration eventually carried out trying to
stabilize the region right from the fall of the Berlin Wall. As it is well known, during
the 1990ies the Union has not been particularly effective and successful in this regard

1 It needs to be emphasised though that the actual mobilization of the knowledge gathered in
these countries during the history is far from being automatic, so this advantage is rather a
potential one and its realisation depends to a great extent on the diplomatic and political skills
of these ‘experienced’ countries.
2 Obviously the picture is not that clear and simple, since the EU cannot cherry-pick from the
tasks to be done and members of the international community can also put pressure on the EU
to take over the tasks of certain missions.
3 Whereas the political situation in Bosnia-Herzegovina is still far away from what could be
termed as ‘stable’, for the time being Macedonia seems to be able to position itself as a relatively
stable country, also due to the three subsequent ESDP-missions deployed in the country.
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– we may also classify the EU’s attempts as failures1. Upon sensing that with the
change of the regimes in Eastern Europe, Yugoslavia has a potential to disintegrate,
the EU’s first reaction was that it tried to keep it together. Soon it realised that the for-
mer federation has already passed the ‘point of no return’ and its eventual dissolution
was at hand, so it tried to keep this process under control partly via an agreement be-
tween the Member States that they would take a unified stance regarding eventual decla-
rations of independence and partly via the creation of the so-called BADINTER Commis-
sion which was to examine the situation from the point of view of the international law.
As is well-known, neither of these attempts worked out as planned. As the situation
worsened and the war in Bosnia-Herzegovina broke out, the EU took part in the nego-
tiation-process leading to the Dayton Agreement, and later on it has also been active in
the interim international administration in Kosovo by being ‘Pillar IV’ of the UNMIK
established by UNSC Resolution 1244. After the 1990ies, the Union took part in the
hammering out of the Ohrid Agreement effectively ending the crisis in Macedonia.

As we take a look at the EU’s involvement in these subsequent crises – the Slove-
nian and Croatian independence; Bosnia-Herzegovina; Kosovo; Macedonia –, we can
observe that over the time the integration has become more active, more effective and
more successful in crisis management in the WEB, in short it grew to become a con-
siderable player in the international arena, especially in the Western Balkans2. This
observation underlines the point we made earlier, i.e. that the Union underwent a
significant internal evolution to a large extent due to the crises in the WEB.

The importance of the region for the EU and the integration’s will to influence
events also figures in the high number of declarations issued by the Council in the
framework of the Common Foreign and Security Policy. According to the Council’s
relevant homepage3, between 1995 and 2007 184 CFSP-statements were issued that
dealt with the region as a whole, or with specific countries, 160 of which appeared

1 To be fair, we need to add two things. Firstly that the EU tried all it could to manage the situa-
tion: it simply was not prepared to engage in such serious and instant crisis management ac-
tivities the given situation required. I believe it is also debateable whether such a preparedness
could have been expected from the integration. And secondly that in fact no other member of
the international community – be it an international organisation or an individual state – has
managed to come up with a formula that could have been called a sustainable solution, insofar
as the Dayton Accords that ended the war in Bosnia created an entity the future of which cannot
be taken for granted and even today an international special representative needs to oversee the
territory and sometimes intervene; and although the NATO’s intervention in Kosovo ended the
violence against Albanians, the subsequent international administration failed to prevent the
emergence of violence against Serbs and the whole crisis was ended without the main problem
having been solved.
2 As is well-known, the EU reached a unity in the Slovenian and Croatian case basically by the
Member States merely following the German policy line. As far as Bosnia-Herzegovina and the
Dayton peace talks are concerned, Europeans were basically sidelined by the US diplomacy and
every now and then got into rather humiliating situations [for a vivid description see: Chollett
(1997)]; regarding Kosovo, we can say that the EU-Pillar has reached mixed results, but the
Ohrid Framework Agreement so far proved to be a sustainable compromise that facilitated
Macedonia’s progress on its road to the EU.
3 http://www.consilium.europa.eu/cms3_applications/applications/newsRoom/
loadBook.asp?BID=73&LANG=1&cmsid=257
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between 1995 and 2001. Typing the word ‘Balkans’ in the search engine of JAVIER
SOLANA’s section1, our search results in 193 hits2 between 20033 and 2007.

When examining more recent events, we see that the integration’s main aim re-
mained constant, but the instruments it applies to reach its goals have obviously
changed a bit, reflecting the significant differences between the situation characteristic
of the WEB-region in its immediate post-war period and today. Since the open and
large-scale violence between the peoples and republics of the former Yugoslavia has
ended and the region became more consolidated, the EU’s emphasis has shifted from
post-crisis reconstruction to more sophisticated forms of cooperation. Nowadays the
major aim of the integration is to help the transition of these countries and assist the
creation of democratic systems that are stable and accepted by the society. Also to
enhance the region’s stability, the Union is pushing for more and more intensive re-
gional cooperation among the WEB-countries, and we may also mention that another
field enjoying priority on the EU’s agenda – in line with its own security interests – is
cooperation regarding justice and home affairs.

As far as the changes in the EU’s instruments are concerned, we can point to at
least two significant developments, namely the deployment of ESDP-missions and the
prospect of membership offered to the WEB-countries. It is well-known that the most
important tool in the hands of the integration to facilitate the transition process is the
latter one, which can serve as an incentive for the governments of the WEB-states to
implement reforms, provided the EU manages to maintain its credibility. This latter
remark merits some examination, since some point to signs of the EU’s commitment
weakening.

II.2.2. Substantial weakening of the commitments?
A number of researchers warned of the Union’s determination melting away fol-

lowing the latest rounds of enlargement which is said to have caused the complex
phenomenon of ‘enlargement fatigue’ (BROWN, ATTENBOROUGH; 2007). Following this
argumentation, the EU was sending signals of enthusiasm and optimism toward the
WEB – culminating in the Thessaloniki Summit of 2003, which also drew up the
so-called Thessaloniki Agenda – only to retreat at the European Council in Salzburg
(2006) stressing the ‘absorption capacity’4 of the integration, and with the appearance
of the Commission’s Enlargement Strategy for 2006–2007 which emphasised the im-
portance of ‘consolidating existing commitments’ (Commission 2006a). Among the de-
velopments that could have been evaluated by the WEB-countries as disappointments,
we may also mention the Berlin Declaration, which has not made too many people
within the EU raise their eyebrows, but candidates and potential candidates could not
help noticing that in the document no reference has been made on the enlargement.

1 http://www.consilium.europa.eu/cms3_applications/applications/solana/
solanaSearch.asp?cmsid=246&lang=EN&insite=1
2 Obviously not each of these 193 documents deals exclusively or even primarily with the Bal-
kans, since the results include all documents in which the word is mentioned. But we also need
to keep in mind, that from the point of view of EU-WEB relations not only those documents
may bear relevance that contain the word ‘Balkans’, but also those that mention certain states.
3 It is clear, that Solana has talked about the Balkans even before 2003. The reason for starting the
period at this year is purely technical: the research engine offers only the most recent 200 hits.
4 The notion ‘absorption capacity’ is sometimes also referred to as ‘integration capacity’.
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The evaluations of these developments vary at a wide spectrum. Some regard the
outcome of the Salzburg Summit as a ‘breach of promise’ (ICB 2006), while others call
the Commission’s updated enlargement strategy as a ‘compromise approach that is
balanced and acceptable to all sides within the Union’ (EPC; 2006). Obviously the
assessments of the different observers can be influenced by political motivations: im-
patient governments in the WEB-states may criticise these developments and in order
to push for faster advancement may float the possibility of a setback in the reform
process as a consequence of what they see as a weakening of the EU’s commitment1.
On the other hand those defending the change of stance may downplay the possibility
of such a setback, drawing attention to the fact that the notion of ‘absorption capacity’
has been present basically in all previous enlargements2 and that the focus on ‘con-
solidation’ is a lesson learnt from 2004/2007, so if the pace of the reforms slows
down, the governments in the WEB-countries are to blame.

It is my conviction that in themselves neither the notion of ‘absorption capacity’,
nor ‘consolidation’, nor ‘conditionality’ can be evaluated as a weakening of the EU’s
commitments, even tough they may be used to slow down the integration of the
WEB-states and have the potential to cause disappointment in the region. The ques-
tion is, if they actually have been used for ‘pulling the brakes’, or if they actually caused
disappointment. Assessing such developments is obviously not an easy task and there is
no indicator that could be used to prove the absence or presence of such effects in an
uncontested way. Similarly to many other issues, the question of whether or not the EU’s
commitment has weakened towards the region or not cannot be answered unambigu-
ously and in what follows we will find arguments both for and against.

One of the possible indicators for measuring commitment could be the amount of
financial aid granted to the WEB-countries, and in this respect researchers are lucky
that the Salzburg summit took place in 2006, i.e. the end of the programming period,
with negotiations about the 2007–2013 budget well under way. Since the question of
financial assistance granted to the WEB-countries are dealt with in more detail in the
present paper when discussing the economic relations between the two ‘sides’, here we
only note that the substitution of CARDS with IPA and the new framework in which IPA
operates (namely the sharp differentiation between candidates and potential candidates)
offers an argument to those who point to a weakening in the EU’s commitment.

When comparing the amount of money allocated to specific countries within the
framework of CARDS with those of IPA, we see that this amount has increased from
EUR 534.2 million in 2006 to EUR 612.2 million in 2007, but we also need to keep in
mind that contrary to 2006, in which year only the countries of the WEB-region were
eligible to the assistance available for regional and horizontal programmes and macro-
financing instruments under the CARDS – totalling EUR 93.5 million –, in 2007 as-
sistance allocated to regional and horizontal programmes – totalling EUR 109 million

1 Considering that governments usually are in a position to exert influence on the legislative
work in their country (notwithstanding the fact that Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo represent
a special case in this regard), floating this possibility may to a some extent also be considered as
a blackmail.
2 In this respect not only need we note that the Union’s readiness to accept new members is one
of the Copenhagen criteria, but questions regarding the ‘absorption capacity’ already emerged
as early as 1976, regarding the Greek application for membership. (Brown, Attenborough, 2007:
21-22.)
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– under IPA is also open to Turkey, the single larges beneficiary of IPA. To this we can
add that the share of the amount allocated to regional programmes have more than
doubled, insofar as between 2000 and 2006 it was 4%, whereas for the period be-
tween 2007 and 2011 is reaches 9%. So taking everything into consideration, we can-
not talk about a large increase of funds, but rather a worsening of the situation from
most of the WEB-states’ point of view.

Staying with budgetary questions, another issue that have had disappointing effect
in the countries waiting to be let in to the Union can be mentioned the financial per-
spective covering the period 2007–2013 does not contain a heading for enlargement,
so in this sense the earliest date for the next enlargement is 2014. This problem has
its highest relevance in the case of Croatia, which set itself the target date for joining
the club before the next EP-elections, due to be held in 2009, whereas all the other
WEB-countries are expected to join the integration around the middle of the next
decade. Whereas it would undoubtedly have been a great opportunity for the EU to
send a very strong signal towards the WEB that it is getting itself ready for the next
enlargement and prepares its budget for welcoming Croatia, I consider it an opportu-
nity missed, but not lost1. The mid-term review of the budget – due to take place in
2008–2009 – offers an opportunity to make room for one more country with 4.4 mil-
lion inhabitants and in many respects more developed economically than Bulgaria.

What many of the critics seem to stress when arguing that the EU is not whole-
heartedly supportive of its ongoing enlargement process, is the fact that so far the EU
has failed to come up with an approximate date of possible accession. I believe that for
the time being these criticisms are not justified. Firstly because even – potential or
actual – candidates (with the exception of Croatia) so far avoided mentioning any
dates. Secondly – and not independently of the silence of the candidates regarding
this issue – because there is still a high level of instability in the region, and even po-
litical declarations regarding the intentions of the EU would have the potential of
making the situation more complicated. And obviously should these dates in the end
be missed, it would only give rise to disappointment, or – as an alternative –: should
the EU turn a blind eye to the shortcomings and ignore the fact that the countries in
question are not ready for membership and accept them to avoid political turmoil, the
EU would make the same mistake it made in 2004/2007. Thirdly we need to note that
the EU’s stance regarding the eventual membership of some of the countries in Cen-
tral and Eastern Europe was much more lukewarm. For example the EU refused to
promise membership for Hungary even upon the signing of a Treaty of Association,
whereas in the case of the WEB, it was more proactive and offered a European per-
spective at the Feira Summit, as early as 2000 (nota bene without a single SAA having
been signed) and kept on reiterating its promise even in the absence of application for
membership by the majority of the WEB-countries.

Besides the questions that can be interpreted as signs of weakening commitment,
we can also refer to some events that took place since the Salzburg summit and seem
to strengthen opposite impressions. Naturally we need to restrain ourselves to the
most important ones, but these do not hint at a weakening of the EU’s commitment.

1 The fact that such a special enlargement-heading would not have meant a legal obligation by
the EU to accept any new members (a fact which should have been effectively communicated
towards Croatia had the EU chosen to include an enlargement-heading) only emphasises that it
was indeed a very good opportunity that was missed.
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Firstly it is worth noting that the Interim Agreement with Albania entered into force
on 1st December 2006 and the ratification of the Albanian SAA is under way. Similarly
Montenegro managed to sign its SAA on 15th October 2007, and the Interim Agree-
ment came into force 1st January 2008; the signature of the SAA with Serbia came
around on 29th April, and Bosnia-Herzegovina is set to sign its SAA on 26th May. Sec-
ondly the biggest political turmoil in Bosnia-Herzegovina since the Dayton Accords of
1995 came around in 2007 and was caused by contested actions taken be the interna-
tional community’s High Representative (in the same time the EU’s Special Repre-
sentative), MIROSLAV LAJCAK in order to break a deadlock about the country’s police
reform, which has been seen as a major impediment for Bosnia-Herzegovina to sign
its respective SAA1. Even tough his methods may be questionable, the aim of his inter-
vention was clearly to facilitate Bosnia’s progress on its road to the EU2.

Thirdly even after the Salzburg Summit and the Enlargement Strategy published in
2006, the EU was taking steps towards visa facilitation regarding the WEB-countries,
reacting to a long-standing – and justified – grievance of these states. Although in this
context one may also note that the EU cannot be accused of taking things hastily. Des-
pite many have criticised the EU’s visa policy towards the WEB, pointing out that it
can have contra-productive effects3, Member States were rather slow to react. The
wording of the Presidency Conclusions after the Brussels Summit in June 2006 (after
the Salzburg of March) is far from being enthusiastic:

‘The European Council is conscious that the question of visa facilitation is par-
ticularly important for the people of the countries of the region. The European Union
therefore hopes to adopt negotiation mandates for visa facilitation and readmission
agreements in the course of this year, in line with the common approach to the de-
velopment of the EU policy on visa facilitation agreed in December 2005, so that
negotiations can be concluded as soon as possible, ideally in 2007 or earlier where
possible.’ (European Council, 2006. Annex II.)

The ‘hopes’ of the EU were fulfilled, as the Council adopted the negotiation man-
dates in November 2006 (Council, 2006) and the Commission has managed to con-
clude the negotiations in the first half of 20074. The aim of these agreements is to
make the process of visa-acquisition easier, cheaper and faster5 for people living in the

1 In fact according to a Presidency Statement it has been the only obstacle blocking the way of
the SAA: ‘Concerning Bosnia and Herzegovina, once there is an agreement on the police reform,
it will be possible to initial the Stabilisation and Association Agreement’ (Council; 2007, para.
3.) This agreement came around in April 2008.
2 At this point an important remark need to be made, namely that it is highly debatable if the Un-
ion is – politically as well as professionally – right when it is promoting a unified structure for the
police at the level of Bosnia-Herzegovina as a whole. (European Stability Initiative; 2007).
3 See for example the report of the ICB (2005: 12., 28-29., 33-34.
4 With Macedonia initialing its visa facilitaion and readmission agreement on 12th April,
Albania, Bosnia-Herzegovina and Montenegro the next day and Serbia managing to get to an
agreement on 16th May.
5 Easier in a sense that – to use the wording of the Commission – from people belonging to
‘certain categories (…) e.g. businessmen, students and journalists’, less documents will be asked.
Cheaper in a sense that unlike the ‘regular’ fee of visas – EUR 60 –, people from WEB-countries
need only to pay EUR 35, and some ‘categories of persons’ will be exempted from paying this
fee. Faster in a sense that the bureaucratic process will be simplified and accelerated, together
with the possibility of obtaining multi-entry visas if justified. (Commission, 2007f: 3.)
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WEB-countries and are seen by the EU as a step towards granting visa-free travel to
the citizens of the region1.

So all in all, we cannot talk about an absolute and significant decrease regarding the
EU’s commitment towards the region, but when examining the events between 2003
and 2008, we end up with a more complex picture. But – as we have seen it above – the
complexity of the issue gives way to various interpretations and in the field of politics
feelings and perceptions do matter. How I see it, the eventual disappointment the WEB-
countries may have experienced – and to which many scholars refer to as potentially
having almost disastrous effects – is due to the fact that for a long time they thought they
have a clear way ahead of them towards the EU, since the integration would be ready to
welcome them well before their actual accession would take place. These hopes seemed
to be justified by the ‘euphoria’ within the EU surrounding the signing of the Constitu-
tional Treaty, the elaboration of which lasted for several years starting already with the
declaration regarding the future of the Union annexed to the Treaty of Nice in 2000.

The outcome of the referenda in France and the Netherlands put an end to these
‘dreams’ and forced the Member States back at the negotiating table, inevitably
prompting the EU to focus more on its ‘internal issues’, even tough – as mentioned
earlier – the overhaul of the institutional system has its external implications – i.e.
preparing for future enlargements – as well. In this respect it may have been a mistake
made by the EU not to communicate these ‘external implications’ more effectively
towards the WEB-countries stressing that the a major aim of the efforts put into solv-
ing the constitutional ‘crisis’ is to allow for further enlargements. This way the notion
of ‘absorption capacity’ could have been given a more positive interpretation, instead
of making the EU seem to become introverted.

In short, the disappointment that may have been caused around 2005/2006 has
more to do with high expectations getting crushed by sobering realities than with a
substantial weakening of the EU’s commitment. In this respect we may also note
firstly that disappointment was well felt among the EU Member States as well, and
secondly that – as GYÖRKÖS (2007) points out – as the EU started accession negotia-
tions with the ‘Luxembourg Group’2 of states, is was far from being prepared for the
enlargement: both the institutional system, as well as the budget and the operation of
common policies were yet to be adapted.

Nevertheless the question remains if the transition process in these countries
eventually slowed down recently, seeing the ‘enlargement fatigue’ within the integra-
tion, and if public support for EU-membership in the societies of WEB-states fell as a
result of a disappointment or ‘breach of promise’.

Measuring the pace of reforms is a rather challenging task and one can only use in-
direct indicators to get an approximate picture about the speed of the transition pro-
cess. Assuming that the greatest level of disappointment may have occurred in Croa-
tia, as the country being the closest to obtaining membership, let us examine some
quantitative data that more or less relate to the reform-process and the importance
attached by Croatia to European integration.

1 Regarding the issue of visas it is worth noting that visa is not required from citizens of Croatia.
2 The ‘Luxembourg group’ consists of those ‘5+1’ states (Poland, Czech Republic, Hungary, Estonia,
Slovenia, Cyprus) that started accession negotiations earlier than the rest of Central and Eastern
Europe and thus for a time could have hoped for a more diversified ‘eastern enlargement’ with
more enlargement rounds reflecting individual merits and levels of preparedness.
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One of these quantifiable data is the advancement regarding the accession negotia-
tions1, that started with the two-phased2 acquis screening, lasting from October 2005
until October 20063. As far as the first six months of the process are concerned, lasting
from October 2005 until March 2006, we can say that altogether 31 screening-meetings
took place (17 of them belonging to first phase, and 14 belonging to the second). That
means that regarding the second half of the screening process, 35 meetings were held (16
in connection to the first phase and 19 to the second). If one assumes a weakening com-
mitment from the EU-side and a growing disappointment regarding Croatia, one would
expect a slower pace in the second half of the screening following the Salzburg summit
held in March 2006. But these data seem to contradict this assumption and point to the
fact that the process has eventually accelerated.

Following the screening, the next important milestone in the course of negotiations
is the Council delivering its decision regarding Croatia’s preparedness for the opening
of negotiations or regarding the content of the opening benchmarks. This process took
place between February 2006 and May 20074. During the first nine months, between
February and November 2006, the Council managed to reach a decision regarding 15
chapters, the same amount of chapters it delivered its decision about during the
seven-month long period covering the time between December 2006 and May 2007.
So we can say that although this phase saw not only the Salzburg summit, but (in No-
vember 2006) also the publication of the Commission’s updated enlargement strategy,
progress was gaining pace. But not only the Council showed determination about
making progress: during the eight months between March and November 2006,
Croatia formulated its negotiating position about seven chapters, whereas the respec-
tive data regarding the following eight months (between December 2006 and July
2007) is eleven.

It needs to be admitted that obviously these different phases of the negotiations are
not independent of each other and the steps of the negotiation-process follow a strict
order. Hence the increase in the speed of negotiations in a given phase is partly attri-
butable to the simple fact that some acceleration was achieved in previous phases and
it was carried over to the next phase and has less to do with ‘commitment’ or ‘enthusi-
asm’. Nevertheless I consider the above mentioned indicators relevant insofar as they
do not point to a setback.

Regarding the question of public support for EU-membership, we can say that the
Salzburg Summit and the Commission’s focus on ‘consolidation’ may have resulted in
only a minor and temporary setback. According to data retrieved from relevant Euro-
barometers, support for EU-enlargement stood at 69% in October-November 2005,
from which level it fell by 5 percentage points to 64% throughout 2006, but by April-

1 The data for the following analysis is based on an overview prepared by the Mission of Croatia
to the European Communities embracing the period between October 2005 and July 2007
(2007). Since then Croatia has managed to open two new chapters on 21st April 2008, namely
those relating to energy and transport issues.
2 In the first phase of the screening the Commission presents the acquis relevant for a given ‘chap-
ter’ of community law, in the second Croatia is presenting its national legislation and the level it is
in line with the acquis. In the case of Croatia, the acquis is divided into 35 chapters, but screening
only took place regarding 33, omitting the chapters ‘Institutions’ and ‘Other issues’.
3 We may note that Community institutions take their summer holiday in August, so the whole
process took 12 months. August is ignored throughout the analysis of negotiations.
4 Regarding one chapter (Fisheries), the work was still in progress in July 2007.
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May 2007 public support reached significantly higher levels then before, standing at
72%. (Commission 2005c; 2006b; 2006c; 2007a)

But obviously political relations between the WEB and the EU cover more than just
the EU’s concept about enlargement and the progress of Croatian accession negotia-
tions. In this respect we can note that regular high-level meetings also take place be-
tween the two blocks, at multilateral level mainly under the aegis of the ‘EU – West-
ern-Balkans Forum’ established in the framework of the Thessaloniki Agenda. Bilat-
eral contacts are provided for in the SAAs of the given countries, which also cover the
field of political cooperation1. As far as the ‘EU – Western Balkans Forum’ is con-
cerned, we can note that annual meetings are held at ministerial level, basically for the
purpose of reviewing progress achieved by the WEB-states on a given field and high-
lighting remaining priorities. Because of this characteristic, the successive statements
issued by the Presidencies after the meetings show a high level of resemblance, i.e. a
few positive remarks about the progress made is almost always followed by a reference
to shortcomings and work to be done on a particular field. Nevertheless the wording of
these statements suggests the fact that progress has been and is achieved2.

One of the priority areas of political cooperation is the cooperation in the field of
Justice and Home Affairs (JHA) and in connection to that the already mentioned visa
policy of the European integration. It is not surprising that JHA-related issues appear
so high on the agenda of the integration considering that the problems and challenges
in this field cause maybe the most significant and direct threat to the Union’s security.
So obviously it is also the interest of the EU to assist these countries in their fight
against corruption, organised crime, trafficking in drugs, weapons and human beings,
etc., which it does in many levels from the ministerial level through the expert level to
the field level cooperation; facilitating a wide range of instruments it has at its dis-
posal from CARDS- and IPA-assistance aimed at capacity building of various institu-
tions or supporting the introduction of integrated border management, through joint
(Member State-candidate country) border patrols, to supporting the compilation of an
Organised Crime Threat Assessment for the region via EUROPOL.

Besides these direct contacts between the governments of EU Member States and
those of the WEB-countries, explicitly focusing on political cooperation between the
two blocks, the integration uses other tools to reach its goals in the region, which
merit a brief description. One of these tools is a financial instrument called European
Initiative for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR), which supports NGOs active in
the fields mentioned in the name of the initiative all around the world, and for which
also NGOs from the WEB-regions are eligible3.

1 It goes without saying that even countries not having an SAA in force yet (namely Serbia and
Bosnia-Herzegovina) maintain bilateral relationship with the EU in the framework of which
political issues are also covered. In the case of Serbia this forum is called ‘Enhanced Permanent
Dialogue’, whereas Bosnia-Herzegovina has a ‘Reform Process Monitoring’ in place.
2 Without going into further details we suggest comparing the Presidency Statement issued after
the 2004 JHA Ministerial meeting (Council, 2004) and the one issued after the 2007 meeting
(Council, 2007).
3 The rules regarding the operation of EIDHR between 2007 and 2013 are laid down by Regula-
tion (EC) 1889/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council.
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II.2.3. The question of regional cooperation
Another tool facilitated by the EU is the active promotion of regional coopera-

tion/integration among the WEB-states, which may serve many purposes. It is widely
assumed that enhancing the level of regional cooperation will contribute to good
neighbourly relations, more effective and durable solutions of problems having a
cross-border dimension, an increase in the living standards, a stronger democracy and
by bringing around reconciliation in the region leading to the emergence of multi-
ethnic, tolerant societies. In the same time regional cooperation can be some kind of a
training ground for these countries where they can learn how to cooperate with each
other on a bilateral or multilateral basis before actually entering the EU.

In this context we may note that these are basically merely potential benefits that
regional cooperation may bring with it: how much of these benefits will prove to be
actual gains depends to a large extent on the motivations of the participating states. If
the agreements aimed at facilitating regional cooperation are perceived by these coun-
tries as a result of external pressure and there is no real political will to implement them
and enhance the way they function, they may not ‘teach’ these states to work together on
a number of issues and advance good neighbourly relations. Their overarching aim will
be to please the EU by painting a positive picture about the region, and the agreements
will have only as much content as is required to meet this aim.

The promotion of regional cooperation among applicant states was characteristic
of the EU during the last round of enlargement as well, but it is not an exaggeration
to state that the Union lays far more emphasis on this issue than in previous en-
largements, and it also faces more challenges, at least as far as sub-regional coop-
eration by individual countries is concerned. Whereas before 2004/2007 the pros-
pect of EU-membership facilitated regional cooperation among some countries of
Central and Eastern Europe, in the WEB-context it occasionally seems to strengthen
forces of disintegration, an explanation of which lies partly in the number of candi-
dates and partly – and more importantly – in the region’s history. As far as the
numbers are concerned we can say that, prior to the latest rounds of enlargement,
there were so many countries waiting to be let in, that it perfectly made sense for
the candidates to group together and distinguish themselves as a group from the
rest of the applicants, especially since it was foreseeable that the EU will not take
these countries on board one by one1.

In the Balkans-context we see that individual countries – lacking a huge crowd to
emerge from – tend to focus on trying to distinguish themselves from the others as
such. I believe that reasons inherent in the history of the region resulting in a lack of
willingness to cooperate with each other intensively do not require a detailed descrip-
tion. Although enmity between countries in the Central-European region has not been
an unknown issue, wounds the WEB-countries have caused to each other are yet to
heal. Just to mention an example, we may note that at the time being most politicians
in Serbia would definitely face difficulties in explaining to his or her voters why Serbia
is engaging in intensive cooperation on high policy issues with Bosnia-Herzegovina in
case it is against the line taken up by the political elite in the Republika Srpska.

1 Here we are referring among others to the establishment of the Central European Free Trade
Area (CEFTA) by the Visegrád countries: besides economic considerations, a major motivation
of these states was to show the EU that they are ready and able to cooperate with each other and
thus merit ‘special attention’.
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To this we may add that the EU’s enlargement policy based on ‘individual merits’
and – at least seemingly – building to a great extent on the principle of ‘divide and
rule’ by organising a competition among the candidates in which for the most part the
score is only known in Brussels, does make it harder for the WEB-countries to choose
a suitable partner with whom they could advance faster. Just to list the most impor-
tant events that took place recently and caused some surprises in the region, we can
mention the following.

The decision of the EU not to start accession negotiations with Macedonia caused
quite a political turmoil within the country considered to be the ‘second best in the
class’ after Croatia. When Serbia was invited to initial its SAA, Bosnians – especially in
the Bosniak-Croat Federation – were perplexed, not understanding how come that the
‘guilty’ get a reward whereas the ‘victims’ fall behind1. As the Commission an-
nounced that it would start negotiations with Belgrade regarding visa-free travel,
the Montenegrin Minister of Interior was quick to assure his fellow citizens that he
is confident that Montenegrins would be the first ones to be allowed such a benefit,
since the country had done everything the EU had asked for. He might be right in the
end, but in this case it will be more due to the political problems within Serbia than
the EU’s decision based on ‘individual merits’.

All these characteristics make regional and sub-regional cooperation in the Western
Balkans harder to achieve and they also compel the EU to undertake a more active
role in this field compared to the previous enlargement, where one could also see ap-
plicants starting sub-regional integrations more or less ‘spontaneously’. In this regard
we see the EU living up to this specific task. The Union made clear right from the start
that it does expect the WEB-states to work together and bring around reconciliation.
In the Zagreb declaration of 24th November 2000, the Union2 basically made regional
cooperation a precondition of joining the integration – thus ‘upgrading’ the Copenha-
gen criteria – when it stated that

Democracy and regional reconciliation and cooperation on the one hand, and the
rapprochement of each of these countries with the European Union on the other,
form a whole.3

Later on the EU played an active role in creating an overarching framework that was
to advance regional cooperation, namely the Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe
(SP) and played a leading role in this forum throughout SP’s existence4. The SP was
headed by a Special Coordinator representing the EU – ERHARD BUSEK – and provided a

1 The situation has basically been the same very recently, as Serbia managed to sign its SAA,
whereas the signature of the Bosnian one has to be postponed allegedly due to purely technical
reasons (i.e. the EU claims not to have managed to finish the translation to all the official lan-
guages of the EU and those of Bosnia-Herzegovina).
2 Formally the Zagreb Declaration is not a unilateral move by the EU, but a political document
endorsed by the WEB-states as well.
3 Full text of the declaration is available at http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/ enlargement
_process/accession_process/how_does_a_country_join_the_eu/sap/zagreb_summit_en.htm
4 We may note that the Stability Pact for South-Eastern Europe was a second such document in
the history of European integration. Previously, on the initiative of French foreign minister
Eduard Balladour a ‘Stability Pact for Central and Eastern Europe’ was adopted in 1993
prompting the countries in Central and Eastern Europe to conclude so-called ‘good neighbourly’
agreements. (Delevic, 2007: 23) Whereas it proved to be a useful tool, the second Stability Pact
came to play a more important role in its respective region.
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forum not only for political consultations and coordination among the – over 40 – par-
ticipating states and organisations, but also for negotiating bilateral free-trade agree-
ments in the region – which (as mentioned above) have been subsequently replaced by
the single CEFTA-Treaty – and establishing an integrated energy market for South East
Europe. As of 2008, the SP has been transformed into the Regional Cooperation Council,
which puts more emphasis on local ownership, while ensuring that the international
community would keep taking part in the consultation, coordination processes.

III. THE WAY FORWARD: TIME TO CONSIDER A MINOR BIG-BANG?

As has been said many times by many people the key to the success of the Union’s
efforts in the region is to credibly upheld its promises regarding the eventual EU-
membership of these countries. Without that, it basically loses much – if not all – of
its transformative power and will fail to ensure that stability prevails in the Balkans.
In what follows in this concluding part of the present paper we reflect on a possibility
of a ‘minor big bang’ (i.e. a pattern similar to the ‘Eastern enlargement’ with a limited
number of enlargement rounds1) and its potential implications.

Although the idea of a ‘minor big bang’ has not yet appeared in any official docu-
ments of the EU, it has nevertheless been floated by some observers (e.g. SAIN LEY
BERRY; 2007). Considering that a ‘big bang’ regarding Eastern Europe emerged only
as an option around 2000, this possibility cannot be ruled out now either, and thus
merits some considerations. Even more so, since taking such a route has more advan-
tages than it had in the case of the latest enlargements. By this I am referring to the fact
that a great deal of problems these countries face, especially those regarding the good-
neighbourly relations, ethnicity, minorities, etc.2, are extremely intertwined and have a
cross-border nature. Many of them would simply disappear once the whole region is
included in the EU, but before that happens, they are a threat to stability (and thus to
security). If these states need to race for the EU-membership individually, there is a high
risk that such issues will have a prominent place on the agenda in these countries, gov-
ernments may lose sight of the bigger, overarching picture and may engage in short-
term strives, making the whole integration process even more lengthy and painful.
Therefore I believe the EU should give this option some consideration.

Such an approach could well fit into the EU’s strategy towards this region regarding
the promotion of regional cooperation: by stating explicitly that the unless some of the
countries ‘perform a miracle’ and start moving towards the EU much faster than the
rest of the WEB-states, chances are high that the region will join the integration at the
same time, the EU would give these states a truly shared vision. Such a move would
also increase the credibility of the EU more, than a practice where it emphasises that
progress on the road will depend solely on individual merits, but in the end (after
having realized that it is easier for it to keep the number of enlargement rounds as low
as possible) opting for a two-round enlargement (the first being Croatia)3.

1 According to the present situation, in the case of the WEB this ‘limited number’ could either be
two (whereby after the joining of Croatia the rest of the WEB-countries joins the EU at the same
time) or three (whereby after Croatia the remaining WEB-countries join in two waves).
2 For example the questions related to the Rebublika Srbska in Bosnia-Herzegovina, fears from
Big Albania or Big Serbia, and obviously also the question of Kosovo.
3 So also in this sense the WEB region represents a special case, because – as opposed to previ-
ous rounds of enlargements – the prospect of more countries joining at the same time may
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In this respect we may also note that the current practice of the EU seems to make
the ‘performance of miracles’ virtually impossible. A possible explanation of the deci-
sions we mentioned earlier – and described as surprising many across the region –
may be that the Union does not wish to see a very fragmented WEB insofar as the
individual countries’ level of integration is concerned, since allowing it would be equal
to opening a Pandora’s Box. If we suppose that each country’s advancement toward
the membership truly depends on the given country’s individual merits, it would defi-
nitely result in a situation where the EU would need to admit the applicants one by
one. Such a solution would not only pose technical difficulties, but could easily prove
to be politically impossible to carry out: various Member States prefer the admission
of various applicants and may exercise their veto-right in case their ‘favourite’ would
be judged to be unsuitable for membership. In this sense it is easier for the EU to keep
the WEB-states more or less together and since it is Brussels deciding if and when a
given country is ready to advance one step further, the integration can easily do it1.

Undoubtedly floating this option officially and adjust EU-policy accordingly re-
quires diplomatic skills, and carrying it through in an effective and credible way needs
deep commitment and a large amount of political will. It would obviously go against
the EU’s officially stated policy of each country advancing towards the integration
according to individual merits. But in this context the question arises if during past
enlargements the same approach was credibly upheld and carried through. Re-
garding this issue we see that the integration failed to put its stated ‘individual
merit’-approach through many times: Portugal needed to wait for Spain to come to an
agreement with the Communities regarding some issues, and the floating and actual
carrying through of the ‘big bang’ enlargement has caused disappointment in the
‘Luxembourg group’ of the Eastern enlargement. Whereas the emphasis on individual
merits and own pace tries to express a fair and just approach towards the given states,
in fact it is very hard for the integration to be put in practice.

An openly declared ‘block-based view’ may have its advantages. Right now a large
amount of financial, diplomatic and human resources are facilitated by the EU – and
indeed (although with varying levels of effectiveness) by the WEB-states themselves –
to handle problems that would simply cease to be problems (or in some cases would
lose a significant part of their importance) with the whole region joining the EU, the
most important ones being the status of Kosovo or the risk of different ethnic groups
breaking away from the countries they live in, and join their ‘mother state’. With this I
am obviously not advocating that the WEB-states should be admitted with such seri-
ous problems still unresolved. My point is rather that if these countries were offered a
perspective of joint accession to the integration, they would be more motivated to
work towards this common goal and it could facilitate the resolution of some of the
problems they face and which indeed can only be solved by working together in shap-
ing their common future.
                                                                                                                               
contribute to quicker and easier solution of some of the major problems the whole region needs
to face, instead of increasing discouragement in the applicant states.
1 In this respect the case of Croatia seems to be an odd one out. The explanation for this lies in
the fact that the method of ‘keeping WEB-states together’ cannot be applied without limits and
realities cannot be ignored. We also need to remember that the start of the accession negotia-
tions with Croatia was to a large part only due to the assertiveness of Austrian diplomacy
threatening to veto the start of membership-talks with Turkey in case Croatia would have
needed to wait for the beginning of negotiations.
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I believe that an openly declared ‘block-based view’ in the WEB-context would yield
better results than the ‘traditional’ approach, whereby progress is being promised
based on ‘individual-merits’ and the absence of possible dates is considered to be an
incentive and an important contribution to the effectiveness of ‘conditionality’, ad-
mitting that time is not yet ripe for even guesstimates about years of eventual acces-
sion. An argument in favour of the lack of dates is the assumption that certain level of
uncertainty inspires increased efforts by the candidate countries, and to point out the
disadvantages of being assured of entering the club by a specific year, attention is
drawn to Romania and Bulgaria where reforms were seen to have slowed down and
serious safety clauses needed to be inserted in the Treaties of Accession.

On the other hand I believe it was not the mere presence of a given date that caused
problems, but rather the lack of emphasis by the Union about this date being condi-
tional on progress achieved by the respective countries and the actual entry into the
integration may be postponed. In other words: a lack of credibility. Standing up with
more determination for the need to implement the acquis in these countries could
undoubtedly have caused a turmoil in the short-run, so it would have been needed to
be accompanied by detailed explanation of the decision regarding the postponement
of the accession. This way the credibility of the EU would not have suffered a blow, on
the contrary: it would have sent a strong signal to the candidates – also in the WEB-
region – that the EU is ready to help overcome problems – both politically and as far
as financial assistance is concerned –, has taken the necessary measures to prepare
itself for welcoming new countries as member states, but it is also determined to see
progress being made and committed to allow those in who show similar determination
in order to enter. Instead the actual message sent sounded more like: get yourself
close enough for the membership to make the EU promise a date, and if you do not
manage to prepare yourself by that time, it is not a huge problem, safety clauses built
into the Accession Treaty will overcome the shortfalls. I believe this way the credibility
of the EU suffered a serious blow by allowing Romania and Bulgaria in, which was
– and is – further exacerbated by the EU’s emphasis on ‘individual merits’ in a sense
that Croatia is in many respects more prepared for membership than Bulgaria.

Another point that needs to be raised is that when assessing the usefulness of the
‘individual merits’ approach and keeping the candidates in dark regarding possible
dates of accession, the ultimate indicator for success is the eventual EU-membership.
The approach was successful because the candidates became member states. But this
way we are confusing the goals with the instruments needed to reach this goal.
EU-membership is ideally not a goal in itself, but a tool to ensure successful moderni-
sation and integration into the world economy. In this sense the usefulness of the
approach based on individual merits should not be measured against the fact that a
given country managed to become an EU-member or not, but a more suitable question
to be asked is whether the given country was successful in transforming its economy
(society, political life, etc.) to be able to reap the benefits of globalisation and to be-
come highly functional within the integration. It is my conviction that viewed against
this background, the enlargement of 2004/2007 could be evaluated as a smaller
achievement compared to the situation when the only indicator for success is the
eventual membership.

Organising a race among the candidates –which the EU is actually doing now – may
well result in only formal transposition of the acquis without proper implementation
and without actually preparing the economy and society of a given country to be able
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to find effective answers to the challenges of globalisation. In addition, it may also
worsen actual enmities between the states of the Western Balkans. Another problem
of the ‘individual merits’-based approach is that it is not ‘individual merits’-based in
the first place, insofar as progress made during a given enlargement process is not
solely the result of the efforts done by the specific candidate, but can be (and is) influ-
enced by the EU itself, as far as the milestones along the road are set by the integra-
tion and decision about when a given country can enter the next stage is taken by the
EU, both in the run-up to the actual negotiations and during the negotiations them-
selves, which can be slowed down or accelerated. In this sense (over)emphasising the
role ‘individual merits’ play in the process can well be considered as misleading the
candidates, eventually a ‘breach of the promise’ and the whole process becomes less
transparent and – from the applicants’ point of view – more unpredictable.

I am not suggesting that such a change of the enlargement strategy would be an
easy task. I am only saying that it is time for the EU to start considering such an op-
tion and its advantages, since in the medium to long term it may yield greater results
than the ‘traditional’ method. Openly and explicitly switching to a block-based view is
clearly out of the question at the moment as tensions about Kosovo’s status are high
and a change of policy may cause Serbia’s further alienation from the EU insofar as
not only do they need to ‘digest’ that the integration is sending a mission to the terri-
tory – which mission is already equated with occupation on posters in Belgrade –, but
they would also need to accept that they would need to wait for Kosovo to get ready
for membership. But the time may be right to start the reflection on the possible
change of approach and influence the formation of the Regional Cooperation Council
(the successor organisation of the Stability Pact) so that later on it could become a
foundation for WEB-wide cooperation aimed at reaching EU-membership.



ANNEX I

Basic data on the WEB-countries and their status regarding the enlargement process

Albania
Bosnia-

Herzegovina
Croatia Kosovo Macedonia Montenegro Serbia

Territory (km2)1 27 398 51 129 56 542 10 887 25 333 14 026 88 361

Population
(million)1

3.6 4.5 4.5 2.5* 2.0 0.7 7.5

GDP/capita – PPP
($/% of EU27
average)1

5500/17 6600/27 15 500/47 n. a. 8400/26 3800/12 n. a.

GDP growth (in
real terms, annual
% change;
2004/2005/20063

5,7/5,8/5,0 6,3/4,3/6,2 4,3/4,3/4,8 2/-1/3,1 4,1/4,1/3,7 4,2/4,0/6,5 8,4/6,2/5,7

Status of the
enlargement2

SAA signed
12th June
2006, IA in
force since
1st Dec.
2006

SAA initialled
4th December
2007; signa-
ture foreseen
to be on 26th

May 2008

Applied for mem-
bership 21st Feb.
2003; SAA in force
since 1st Feb. 2005;
Accession negotia-
tions since 3rd Oct.
2005

-

Applied for mem-
bership 22nd

March 2004; SAA
in force since 1st

April 2004; Can-
didate since 16th

Dec. 2006

SAA signed
15th Oct.
2007; IA in
force since
1st Jan.
2008

SAA ini-
tialled 7th

Nov. 2007;
signed 29th

April, 2008

Major (over 4% of
total pop.) minori-
ties (% of total
population)2

-
Serb: 31;
Croat: 17

Serb: 4,5 Serb: 7 Albanian: 25,2;

Serb: 32;
Bosnian:
7,8; Alba-
nian: 5

-

* Lacking reliable data figures vary to a great extent. In the main text calculations were made with a population of 2 million, for the
sake of comparison the data found on the DG Enlargement’s website are used here.

Sources:
1 CIA: The World Factbook (https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/); except for Kosovo and Serbia, where

data was retrieved from the Commission’s Enlargement website (http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/index_en.htm).
2 European Commission, DG Enlargement (http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/index_en.htm).
3 Candidate and Pre-Accession Countries’ Economies Quarterly; January 2008.
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ANNEX II
Key Dates of EU Enlargement – from January 2000 to January 2008

19-20. June 2000 Feira European Council; all the WEB-countries are potential
candidates.

24. November 2000 Zagreb Summit, the SAP is officially endorsed by the EU and
the WEB-countries.

5. October 2000 Fall of the MILOSEVIC regime.
2001 First year of CARDS programme.
9. April 2001 Signature of the Stabilisation and Association Agreement

(SAA) with Macedonia.
1. June 2001 Entry into force of the Interim Agreement (IA) with Mace-

donia
29. October 2001 SAA signed Croatia
13. August 2001 Signing of the Ohrid Framework Agreement
11. March 2002 The first EU Special Representative (EUSR), Lord Paddy

Ashdown, is appointed to Bosnia and Herzegovina
1. January 2003 The European Union Police Mission (EUPM) is launched in

Bosnia-Herzegovina
31. January 2003 Launch of the negotiations for an SAA with Albania.
21. February 2003 Croatia applies for EU membership
31. March 2003 EUFOR Concordia launched in Macedonia
19-20. June 2003 Thessaloniki Summit, the Stabilisation and Accession Proc-

ess is confirmed as the EU policy for the WEB. EU perspec-
tive for these countries confirmed.

15. December 2003 EUPOL Proxima launched in Macedonia
22. March 2004 Macedonia applies for EU membership
1. April 2004 Entry into force of the SAA with Macedonia
17-18. June 2004 European Council confirms Croatia as candidate country
2 December 2004 EUFOR Althea launched in Bosnia-Herzegovina
1. February 2005 SAA with Croatia enters into force
16. March 2005 EU postpones start of accession negotiations with Croatia
3. October 2005 Accession negotiations with Croatia launched
10. October 2005 Launch of negotiations for an SAA with Serbia and Monte-

negro
20. October 2005 ‘Screening’ stage of accession negotiations with Croatia be-

gins.
24. November 2005 Mandate of EUPM in Bosnia-Herzegovina extended for two

years.
25. November 2005 SAA Negotiations with BiH are officially opened in Sarajevo
14. December 2005 EUPAT launched in Macedonia
15-16. December 2005 European Council grants candidate status to Macedonia
30. January 2006 CHRISTIAN SCHWARZ-SCHILLING appointed as new EUSR in

Bosnia-Herzegovina
10. April 2006 EU Planning Team for the Kosovo Mission established
1. May 2006 Entry into force of the EC-Albania readmission agreement
3. May 2006 Negotiations with Serbia and Montenegro called off
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3. June 2006 Declaration of independence by Montenegro
12. June 2006 Signature of the SAA with Albania
26. September 2006 SAA negotiations with Montenegro launched
18. October 2006 Croatia concludes the ’screening’ phase of the accession

negotiations
1. December 2006 IA with Albania comes into force
16. December 2006 Macedonia granted candidate status.
1. January 2007 The Instrument of Pre-Accession comes into force
15. March 2007 Montenegro initialls its SAA
18. June 2007 MIROSLAV LAJCÁK is appointed as new EUSR in Bosnia-

Herzegovina
13. June 2007 SAA negotiations with Serbia resumed
18. September 2007 Signature of a visa facilitation agreement with Albania, Bos-

nia-Herzegovina, Montenegro, Serbia and Macedonia.
15. Ocotber 2007 SAA with Montenegro signed
7. November 2007 Serbia initialls its SAA
4. December 2007 Bosnia-Herzegovina initialls its SAA
1. January 2008 Visa Facilitation and Readmission Agreements with Albania,

Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro, Serbia and Macedo-
nia enter into force; IA with Macedonia comes into force

4. February 2008 PETER FEITH is appointed as EUSR in Kosovo; the Joint Ac-
tion on EULEX Kosovo is adopted

17. February 2008 Kosovo unilaterally declares independence
29. April 2008 Serbia signs its SAA
26. May 2008 Bosnia-Herzegovina is scheduled to sign its SAA.
Source: European Commission
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