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Preface


I. New tasks for team presidencies


ATTILA ÁGH:
Prospects and risks for the EU27 in the early 21st century: Outlines of a new agenda for team presidencies





INTRODUCTION: FUTURE ORIENTED DEFINITION OF THE EU



Europe is NOT in crisis. Europe is in a moment of redefinition. It is time to decide who we are, who we want to be, and where we want to go.{1}



This non-crisis has been, in fact, part of the long process of unifying Europe in order to improving its institutional and decision-making capacity that has tested the political will of the EU27 to further deepening. Instead of engaging into detailed analysis of the Irish crisis this introductory chapter tries to outline a new agenda for the incoming team presidencies focusing on the redefinition of the EU27. The implementation of the Lisbon Treaty, when and if it will be finally ratified, will be serious tasks for the team presidencies. However, the prospects and risks for the EU27 in the early 21st century are much wider issues and the incoming team presidencies have to cope with for them anyway.{2}



The definition of Europe is a social construction that has been transformed historically several times and nowadays it has been in the midst of hot debates. The ESPON 2007 publication Europe in the World when it provides a vision about the future of the EU in a global overview, it raises also the question about the definition of Europe in the following way: The division of the World into continents is not an objective scientific reality but a social and historical production, established by Europe and for Europe when it was a dominating power in the World. (…) The analysis of continentality does not provide a clear delineation of the Europe continent (…) Objective scientific methods can therefore support different definitions of Europe (…) But they can not decide which one is the best from a political point of view. (ESPON, 2007:4). Similarly, the definition of the EU has been even more a social construction that has changed radically after each wave of enlargement. After the Eastern enlargement from the EU15 to the EU27, however, this definition has changed beyond recognition. At the earlier enlargements the subsequent redefinitions of the EU were present-oriented as conceptual frameworks for the existing Union. With the Eastern enlargement the EU seems to have reached its internal and external limits for a long time, neither widening nor deepening cannot continue as before. Nowadays the EU needs a new, future oriented definition. The EU is not given, it has be reinvented or redefined, and this new definition as a social construct depends on our decision or on our vision where to go.



Thus, the need for the future oriented definition of the EU has generated a process of the reassessment in both deepening and widening, giving them radically new meanings. Nowadays deepening is high on the European agenda and the team presidencies were introduced, well before the Lisbon Treaty ratification process, as part of the deepening but they have not been fitted to the main institutional reforms in the EUs main decision-making bodies. The present situation of non-crisis in fact gives a chance in this respect to prepare a good match between the already introduced team presidencies and the envisaged reform of the top EU institutions. In general, team presidencies are institutional innovations themselves that have to manage also the current policy innovations, since they are supposed to be dynamic structures and representations of policy continuity at the same time. But with the original timing of the implementation of Lisbon Treaty  1st January 2009  a new contradiction has come to the fore between their short and long perspectives. Whereas the road map of team presidencies has been elaborated that can be well coordinated with the main tasks for the next decade in the long run, the competences of the team presidencies have not yet been harmonized with the Lisbon Treaty in the short run. There are no clear ideas about the roles of the President of the European Council, the High Representative and in general, and on the consequences of these changes for the team presidencies in particular. Moreover, the time horizon for team presidencies has been fixed only until 2020, and the Lisbon Treaty has more or less the same time span. Hence, after 2020 a new institutional design is needed for EU34, in which even the present structure of team presidencies may not survive, but a new vision about the future EU is still missing.{3} However, as to widening, the new situation has brought three new vital issues to the fore. The first issue is what Europe is and where the future borders of the EU within Europe should be. The second vital question asks whether all further enlargements will take the form of full membership or certain other forms of strategic partnership might have to be elaborated. Moreover, even if a full membership were granted in some cases, what its timing might be and what kinds of transitional stages will be necessary. Finally, the third question is what the impact of any sort of further enlargement or widening on the institutional structure, budgeting and policies of the EU might be. Thus, widening has to be given a new meaning for various reasons. First of all beyond the West Balkan region it has lost its former function of transformative linkage politics as successive enlargements of the EU to its European neighbouring states taking them as full members through conditionalities. This new meaning may be the special, privileged partnership that presupposes no full membership but just a partial integration in a coherent system of strong relationship relations. In a word, privileged partnership has to be more than associated status and less than membership. Here a distinction is needed between genetic and structural approaches. The genetic approach means that this new status of privileged partnership leads to full membership after a long, protracted process with a European perspective, while the structural approach induces widening without enlargement, i.e. without European perspective. At the first glance, it distinguishes between the European and the non-European neighbours, in fact, in the foreseeable future the genetic approach to widening may only be applied directly to the West Balkans (WB).



Actually, partial integration is not new at all because some well developed West European states (Norway, Iceland and Switzerland) have partially been integrated to the EU and, after solving some tough issues, but their full legal membership would not cause any trouble. Similarly, Croatia (as EU28) has been welcomed into the accession process. The problems with the future of the EU28 begin beyond this area, with the West Balkan states (EU34) that can be granted a special privileged partnership in the pre-accession process as a partial integration. Moreover, Turkey is a special case, in which the privileged partnership as a long term solution has usually been discussed.



The new situation has emerged because the synergy between widening and deepening has ceased to work. Earlier, the EU continuously reformed itself under the pressure of widening, thus one can even argue that widening has also promoted deepening. But with the EU27 this type of development with positive feedbacks seems to have reached its limits. Thus, the redefinition of widening seems to be easier than that of deepening because the relationship between deepening and widening has turned to the opposite, instead of synergy to the dis-synergy or negative feedback. The basic fact regarding the redefinition of deepening is that  unlike the Amsterdam and Nice Treaties  the Lisbon Treaty has not been conceived in the spirit of preparing the next wave of enlargement with a system of institutions for the EU34 but to facilitate the workings of the EU27 and making it globally competitive. Whereas these two former Treaties were at the same time about widening and deepening, the Lisbon Treaty is exclusively about deepening. The big advantage of the Lisbon Treaty is its focus on deepening, although its limitation is that it has not given any orientation on widening. But it makes clear in the present situation that deepening is high on the agenda based on the Lisbon design for the next decade, while the next design for widening will only be prepared in the coming years.{4}



After the latest, Eastern enlargement two new questions have caused panicking in the EU: (1) will the EU27 properly, i.e. effectively and efficiently working inside and (2) can the EU27 improve its competitiveness globally versus the US and the newly emerging global powers outside. The short answers to these questions are the basic institutional reforms in the Lisbon Treaty and the revised Lisbon Strategy (even more after 2010), coupled with a budgeting reform. These basic institutional reforms will be introduced and tested, if and when the Lisbon Treaty will be ratified. The revised Lisbon Strategy since 2005 has been promising, but its real success is still questionable, therefore it needs a profound revision in 2010. But a third question, will the new neighbours cooperate or conflict with the EU27 has largely been neglected and it has not raised so far deep concern in the EU. In fact, it covers three issues to be addressed urgently about (1) the integration of the West Balkans, (2) an enlarged ENP as an integrated and complex policy, and (3) about the EU as global actor. However, two scandals can be identified in the regional-global democratization process. The carrot scandal is that there is no sufficient motivation for the WB countries as well as for the Eastern neighbours to accept conditionalities. Moreover, the stick scandal has also entered into the US type of external action, since there can be no promotion of democracy with violent means in the post-Iraq period either, therefore an alternative EU approach has to be elaborated for the Lisbon external action or for the EU as global actor.



Obviously, the future oriented definition of deepening and widening will also be the primary task of the incoming team presidencies that have to play a special role in this conceptual innovation and its agenda setting. In fact, team presidencies are a new case for the fusion of member states into a transnational unit, in order to overcome the old-new member states deepening-widening divide. Whereas the deepening as improving the internal and external European governance will be the priority on the agenda for the coming period, at the same time also the widening needs a new vision with a new agenda as well.



If we presuppose that the task of institutional design on deepening has been completed by the Lisbon Treaty, a new task of institutional design on widening will immediately emerge that will need, again, a full decade to meet.{5}



Regarding the widening of the EU two different jobs are waiting for the incoming team presidencies, managing the West Balkan enlargement and facilitating the integrated and extended complex ENP. The special difficulty is that, despite some Western prejudices, whereas the Eastern enlargement has been a symmetrical, mutually advantageous process, the further widening in both cases will largely be asymmetrical. Namely both the WB enlargement and the activation of an enlarged ENP will exclusively be an asymmetrical process of investment into the future that will bring high returns only after a long process, while the immediate advantages like the increased security and/or deep trade will be relatively smaller. At the same time, the WB area will test the EUs transformative power much before their entry, in the long and multi-stage pre-accession process. So does the ENP by testing the EUs capacity to elaborate complex and integrated policies.{6}



The main problem of team presidencies is, however, the meeting and the match with the Lisbon Treaty, when and if it will be ratified. The halt of the ratification process has made the French angry, the Czech happy and Sweden sitting in the waiting room. If the Lisbon Treaty had to be implemented from January 2009, then the French presidency would have had a unique role to make all the necessary preparations for its introduction. Instead, the French presidency has been left with some kind of crisis management role and with the role of managing the business as usual in the rolling policies. The Czech were unhappy with the implementation of the Lisbon Treaty in 2009, during their presidency, which would have deprived them from the traditional role of presiding at the highest level, since the Lisbon Treaty would have made their prime minister unemployed. Even in this case, the Czech presidency will be overloaded by the last period of the present five-year cycle in the European Parliament and European Commission, not so easy to manage. Equally, the Swedish presidency will see the election of the new Parliament and Commission with the alternatives either solving the Irish case until the June 2009 elections, or with the continued stalemate that presupposes electing the Parliament and Commission as before. Finally, if the implementation of the Lisbon Treaty is left for the next team presidency in 2010, then the question arises again, how to match the timing of the new posts to the five-year cycle of the Parliament and Commission, which would be desirable for the normal workings of the EU institutions as a whole.{7}





1 NARROW NATIONAL VISIONS OR COMMON EU PERSPECTIVES?



1.1 The long story of the post-accession crisis



The Irish crisis has shown that the EU member states have their own domestic problems that have often been projected to the EU level. The ratification process has also demonstrated that the main cleavage line in the EU has not been between the old and new member states but between the pro-integration and status quo oriented countries. The present non-crisis, however, has pushed the real difficulties of the new member states to the background, although without overcoming them it would be impossible to outline the new vision for Europe. Therefore here I focus first on the relationship between the old and the new members. Above all one has to realize that the present post-accession crisis in the new member states is not completely new. Its milder and creative forms have gone through the EU history as a result of the subsequent enlargements. The first round of enlargement has already created a rather sharp form of the differentiated membership with the permanent opting out of the UK and the partial divergence of Denmark, while Ireland represented the very first poor member state with the very first bright success story in catching up thirty years later. The membership diversity deepened significantly in the second round of enlargement with some permanent features and with mixed successes in catching up: Greece having a very long journey waiting for arrival, whereas Spain has full success and Portugal only very partial success. The third round of enlargement produced another strange and durable diversity with social and political overdevelopment of the Nordic states and with a deeply embedded superiority complex of their populations, mostly in Sweden but increasingly also in Finland, while Austria was discovering the advantages of the Eastern enlargement in the nineties. Thus, there was already large membership diversity much before the Eastern enlargement and its further increase has usually been exaggerated after the Eastern enlargement. Actually, some softer transitory forms of post-accession crisis may also be noticed at each enlargement, so it is indeed not completely new in the EU27. No doubt, however that the membership diversity with a post-accession crisis has acquired a special character in the Eastern enlargement, since it has been both much deeper and longer than in the earlier cases.{8}



In the recent post-accession crisis a distinction has to be made between the direct and indirect impact of the EU membership that can be conceptualized through the relative and absolute institution deficits. The membership needs a new system of institutions at the same time it has sharpened the contradictions of the long lasting, historical inherited problems of institutions like the weakness of meso-governments (the missing middle) or that of judiciary, etc. The parallel conceptual framework is the external and internal Europeanization, or the external and internal governance, which indicates that the new member states have been asymmetrically Europeanized, since they have developed some institutions for the contacts with the EU institutions but their corresponding domestic international structure is weak or missing. Although the mainstream analyses have focused on the economic and political effects of membership, the mental effects of the post-accession crisis are at least equally important. Not just the mass disappointment after the entry due to the high expectations of the populations but also the reform fatigue, which has been the new member states side of the enlargement fatigue that has been felt in the West. Moreover, although the changes in the everyday life of the new member states have mostly been positive as for instance the EU transfers and free border crossing, yet the missing social consolidation and weak competitiveness has mobilized anti-European feelings among the relative and absolute losers of the EU membership, and activated them into anti-EU movements and parties.{9}



In fact, the fourth round of enlargement in 2004 has to be distinguished from the fifth round in 2007, since the two groups of countries differ substantially. The ECE states had developed the EU compatibility, with the remaining task of completing their membership as a transition from the EU compatibility to the EU conformity. The East Balkan states, however, had no formal institutional compatibility before the enlargement, and because of their weak institutional capacity inside the EU a new type pre-accession process was designed for them. In the case of Bulgaria and Romania, characterized by Alina Mungiu-Pippidi as semiconsolidated democracies (2007:14), there were some preventive EU actions to make them more compatible. Moreover, because of their premature membership one more formal test was needed inside the EU as safeguard clauses. Nowadays the situation in Bulgaria and Romania can be described as the quiet before the storm as the July 2008 Commission Report indicates. Altogether, one has to realize that the ECE and East Balkan states will have very different timings in the catch up process according to the Commission estimates, even considering only the 75 per cent level of the EU average. Indeed, Bulgaria and Romania have proven the laggards of the Central and Eastern European (CEE) group whose transition to democracy and market economy has turned out more difficult and lengthier. It has been marked by weak institutions and sluggish modernization (Noutcheva and Bechev, 2008:115, see also Andreev, 2008; Bideleux and Jeffries, 2007; Cholova, 2008). If one continues this historical sequence, as I will describe later, the WB states will need some more pre-stages before membership in order to create the national framework for accession.{10}



Altogether, the post-accession crisis has produced the golden age of populism in ECE, and even more so in Bulgaria and Romania, although Jacques Rupnik warns us not to overdramatizing the populist backlash (Rupnik, 2007:24). There has been demand side populism as a pressure from below that can be distinguished from the supply side populism from above offered by some parties that have realized the comparative advantage in domestic politics, first of all in the electoral competition, of dissipating anti-EU populist ideas and slogans. In the ECE states the interest conflicts have dominated in the everyday life, although at the elections there has been no real issue voting as an aggregation of the interest related conflicts but the historical-cultural themes or values have decided, since they offer a historically articulated conceptual framework even for the major interest conflicts. Everyday populism in ECE thus refers to the victimization myth of Central European countries, allegedly always abandoned and neglected by the West, not for the last time after the WWII by the Yalta Agreement. It allows explaining the present situation as subjected or subdued again to the Western interests, as the demonization of Brussels contrasted to the national salvation myth of Poles, Hungarians and Czechs. Yet, the spontaneous movements of social and national populisms from below are transitory as having been only the birth pangs of the new era. However, the emerging national radicalisms or extreme right movements are rather well organized and as the Western cases show, these xenophobic and anti-semitic racist movements will stay with us for a long time. At the formal level they may represent a return to the past in their building blocks of slogans and ideological uniforms, but in fact they are new phenomena even in conceptual frames of the radical anti-European movements. The basic difference between the former member states and the ECE states is that in the West the centre right parties turn against the extreme right, but their ECE partners  Law and Justice Party (PiS) and Fidesz  embrace them in direct-indirect ways having a common denominator with them or simply using populist means for electoral purposes to widen their electorate.{11}






{1}This short and quick reaction to the Irish crisis has appeared in the weekly New Europe (16th year No. 786, June 1521 2008) on its front page. There has been a large literature on the Irish crisis, but I do not want to overview them, since I try to concentrate on the major issues to be decided.

{2}This chapter follows my former paper on presidencies (Ágh, 2008b). In this paper I try to summarize my views on the future tendencies in the EU that I developed first in my book (Ágh, 2006) and in the following publications (Ágh and Ferencz, 2006, 2007). Thus, this paper tries to offer a contribution to the conceptualization of enlargement (Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier, 2006) or to the problematization of widening and deepening, seen from the prospects of the incoming team presidencies. In this paper I calculate with six West Balkan states, so the result of the West Balkan enlargement would be EU34.

{3}See some new literature on team presidencies, e.g. Schout and Schaik, 2008; Hierlemann, 2008a; Kietz and Perthes, 2008; and Werts, 2008. I will return to this issue later in this chapter. It is interesting to note that Bulgaria and Romania will have their presidencies at the end of the 2010s when the pre-accession of the WB states is in a critical stage. Obviously, Bulgaria has a clear interest in the WB enlargement, while Romania may have more interest in the ENP arrangements. I calculate with six West Balkan states, so the result of the West Balkan enlargement would be EU34.

{4}Interestingly enough, one of the possible scenarios of the partial or full recovery of the Lisbon Treaty has been outlined as the inclusion of its main reforms into the Accession Treaty with Croatia, see e.g. Hierlemann, 2008b.

{5}The fusion thesis of Wolfgang Wessels from 1992 was reproduced at length in 1998 (see Wessels, 1998). Anne Faber and Wolfgang Wessels have described the widening-deepening duality, namely some authors consider enlargement as the crucial driving force behind constitutionalization and some others in direct contrast to this view state that as the EU becomes more diverse, its sense of common identity and thus its capacity to deepen will weaken (Faber and Wessels, 2006:7).

{6}After the May 2004 Enlargement the Commission published a Communication 20 Myths and Facts about Enlargement (europa.eu.int/comm./enlargement/gaq/ myths_en.htm) in which has dissipated  among others  also the myth that this enlargement was advantageous only for the new member states and it has pointed out that it was advantageous also for the old member states, even financially-economically.

{7}The chapters of this book deal with all these issues in great detail, it has special chapters dealing with the old and new newcomers in ECE and East Balkans, and with the WB and ENP policies. I will quote these chapters as the other publications.

{8}I offer a comprehensive analysis of the ECE states in my second chapter Democratization and Europeanization of East-Central Europe in this volume. The Annual Report of the Commission (December 2007) has given the following figures about the catching up situation in the EU27 in PPS per capita terms, in the percentage of the EU27 average: Mediterranean Group  Spain (102.4), Greece (96.9) and Portugal (74.4), ECE Group  Slovenia (88.8), Czechia (79.3), Hungary (65.3), Slovakia (62.7) and Poland (52.9), Baltic Group  Estonia (67.9), Lithuania (57.7) and Latvia (55.8), East Balkan Group  Romania (37.6) and Bulgaria (37.1). In the ECE Group the biggest difference is in the percentage of the active population: Czechia (65.3), Slovakia (59.4), Hungary (57.3) and Poland (54.5).

{9}As Tony Atkinson notes: The juxtaposition of social cohesion with the ambition of becoming a competitive economy marked the revival of the European social agenda. Moreover, the timing was undoubtedly related to enlargement. As has been stated by Frank Vandenbroucke, Belgian Minister of Social Affairs and Pensions, the social inclusion process sends a clear signal to prospective Member States that this is an achieved model, that is part and parcel of European civilisation that it must be endorsed as an ambition by all those applying for membership (Atkinson, 2004:143). See also Giddens et al, 2007.

{10}In 2005, in three of the new Member States (Cyprus, Slovenia and the Czech Republic) GDP per head had risen above 75% of the EU-27 average. If recent trends in relative growth rates continue, projections suggest that by 2016 six more of the countries might reach this level  the three Baltic States, Hungary, Malta and Slovakia. Poland, and, most especially, Bulgaria and Romania, could take considerably longer to do so. (Commission, 2007:17). Actually, as it has been indicated, it will take place well after 2024 (2007:18).

{11}I have described the post-accession crisis at length (see e.g. Ágh, 2006). Without using the term, Béla Greskovits describes the post-accession crisis properly: Although the EU-accession did contribute to the democratic stability in candidate states, EU pressures for macroeconomic convergence have helped to cause political imbalances in many CEE countries. (…) these countries were urged to reform by reducing the size of their public workforces and welfare states. (Greskovits, 2007:41).
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