
Introduction  

 
 
 
 
What this book is about 
 
A reluctant leader 
 
‘Reluctant’: by definition, ‘not very willing to do something and therefore 
slow to do it’ (Cambridge Dictionary, 1999). Why choose the adjective 
‘reluctant’ to describe the European Union’s role in Central Eastern Europe 
between 1989 and 1993? 
 Since the Berlin Wall came down in 1989, the processes of 
political and economic reform in Central and Eastern Europe and Western 
efforts to support these processes have attracted considerable attention from 
scholars. In the wake of the fall of the Wall, the withdrawal of Soviet 
troops, the celebration of democratic elections, and the introduction of 
market reforms spelt the end of Yalta and made it possible to imagine a 
free, safe, united and prosperous Europe.1 
 The goal of extending the West’s liberal democratic order to this 
region has not only been fully coherent with the West’s and, speciall y, the 
EU’s (EU) own political, economic, and security interests, but also with the 
sense of moral duty and historic responsibility acquired during fifty years 
of division and Soviet occupation. To bring these countries back to the 
Europe which they have always belonged and to integrate them into those 
Western institutions which best reflect the West’s commitment to a liberal 
democratic order has, therefore, been one of the main challenges facing 
Western policy-makers in the 1990s.2  
 This process is the key concern of this book, which rather than a 
study of the way reformers in Central and Eastern Europe have attempted 
to pilot the return to the West, is concerned with Western efforts, and more 
precisely, the European Union’s efforts to bring these countries back to 
Europe or, as Mayhew (1998) described it, to ‘recreate’ Europe.3 
 
A policy gap 
 
Scholarly interest in this field has not, however, only responded, to the 
desire to describe what the West or the EU have done to support these 
processes of change and to facilitate these countries’ return to Europe. In 



2   The Reuniting of Europe 
 
fact, numerous scholars have been attracted by the need to explain the 
rather evident gap between the EU’s rhetoric and ultimate goal with respect 
to bringing these countries back in, and the practical actions and policies 
which it has designed and implemented in order to achieve this goal.4 
 Why, academics have attempted to explain, has there been a gap 
between ‘Sunday speeches and daily actions’, as Jacques Delors put it, 
between ‘deeds and words’, in the words of Jacques Santer, or between 
‘rhetoric and reality’, as Polish Prime Minister, Krysztofsz Bielecki, would 
have it, in EU policies towards Central and Eastern Europe? Why have  
observers noted a gap in both parties ‘sense of urgency’ (Haggard, 
Moravcsik and NicolaVdis, 1993), criticised ‘the collapse of the West’ 
(Harries, 1991), warned against a new ‘East-West divide’ (Cameron, 1992), 
accused the West of ‘shortsighted reticence’ (Havel, 1994), condemned 
how ‘One Wall Replaces Another’ (The Economist, 13 March 1993), 
spoken about a mirror that cracks ( Time Magazine, 23 September 1991), or 
ironically come up with headlines such as ‘With Friends like these ...’ 
(Financial Times , 9 September 1991) to refer the EU’s treatment of Central 
and Eastern Europe.5 
 It is surely paradoxical that such a broad unanimity concerning 
what should be done could not be translated into policies capable of 
matching those ambitions. If the original aim of the EU was to assure the 
success of the economic and political reforms in Central and Eastern 
Europe and to guarantee the stability of the region and hence, its own 
security, should not the EU have immediately offered significant financial 
and technical aid, rapid, far-reaching and unilateral trade liberalisation, and 
conditional EU membership on the establishment of open, market 
economies and democratic, political systems based on the rule of law and 
respect for minorities?  
 Why did instead the EU muddled through half-hearted trade 
liberalisation and aid policies, fiercely resisted the mere idea of an Eastern 
enlargement for four years, always give the impression of being 
overwhelmed by events, and do nothing to throw off doubts about its 
underlying reluctance to engage in the region? 
 The explanation this book gives of such a policy gap points to the 
intermingling of national preferences, transnational coalitions, and 
overlapping policy games as well as the interaction between constitutional 
decisions and day-to-day politics in the EU’s policy-making system. The 
study of EU policies towards Central Eastern Europe makes evident, I will 
show, the need to adopt a ‘governance’ approach to study the management 
of the EU’s external relations. The ‘governance’ literature emerged from 
the study of EC structural policy, whereas foreign policy or external 
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relations have traditionally been the exclusive domain of intergovernmental 
approaches. Wrongly so, the reader will confirm after examining in detail 
the European Union’s policies towards Central Eastern Europe. 
 What are the implications of this? If, as Gary Marks has put it, the 
EU can be characterised as ‘an emerging political disorder’ where ‘instead 
of a neat two-sided process involving member states and the Community 
institutions, one finds a complex, multilayered, decision-making process 
stretching beneath the state as well as above it’ (Marks, 1992, p.221), this 
poses an enormous challenge to the management of EU’s external relations. 
As it will be showed in this book, the EU’s decentralised decision-making 
system is structurally biased to satisfy sectorial interests at the expense of 
collective ones. The result is that the EU’s governance of its external 
relations is dominated by a tendency to sacrifice its principles and follow 
its immediate instrumental interests. If the EU is likely to suffer ‘weakness 
of will’ and to be excessively reluctant, rigid and overcautious, does it 
mean that it is ill-equipped for the pursuit of long-term foreign policy 
goals? How can the EU then gain legitimacy in the eyes of Europeans and 
help shape a collective European identity in international affairs if its 
external relations undermine rather than reinforce its norms and 
principles?6 
 
Taking issue with the literature  
 
Over the last few years, EU policies towards Central and Eastern Europe 
have attracted the attention of a number of scholars. Friis, Murphy, 
Sedelmeier, Smith, and myself chose this topic as the subject for our 
dissertations and have later or during this process published papers, articles, 
or chapters presenting some of our main findings (Friis, 1998a, 1998b; Friis 
and Murphy, 1999; Schmitter and Torreblanca, 1997, 1999; Sedelmeier, 
1994, 1999; Sedelmeier and Wallace, 1996, 2000; Torreblanca, 1998). 
Other particularly interesting contributions to the theoretical debate are 
those of Fierke and Wiener (1999) and Schimmelfenning (1999).7 
 Two monographs (Mayhew, 1998; Smith, 1999) have to a large 
extent focused on the same period analysed in this book. I consider that 
they complement my own study (above all in the case of Mayhew Chapters 
Two to Five and Smith Chapters Two to Six) in that they offer a 
comprehensive and clear description of events and EU policies. Mayhew 
recognises the EU’s cautious approach to the region and the feelings of 
rejection this create d in Central Eastern Europe, but plays down the 
divisions and conflicts within the EU, vindicates the importance of the 
association agreements in bringing economic convergence between the two 
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parties, and hence in creating a positive atmosphere supportive of 
enlargement. His book is, therefore, a continuation of his activism as the 
Commission’s main adviser for Central and Eastern Europe between 1993 
and 1995. Precisely because of his position as an insider, and in light of the 
material I present here, his testimony on how the policy process worked 
could have been extremely illuminating. In any case, his book still provides 
a wealth of interesting and useful information, and I largely agree with his 
basic analysis and conclusions. 
 Karen Smith’s book offers, however, a completely different picture 
from the one I develop in this book. In Smith’s book, EU policies towards 
Central Eastern Europe show the EU planning and implementing a bold act 
of leadership. In her account, the EU foreign ministers , united by a 
common identity and under the leadership of the European Commission, 
put aside their differences, overcame the pressures of interest groups 
opposed to trade concessions, developed a coherent strategy to support 
reforms in Central Eastern Europe, ensured the stability of Europe as a 
whole, and were relatively soon in a position to offer membership to 
Eastern Europe. Hence, Smith’s book offers exactly the reverse image of 
the one I present here. 
 Though the reader has the final say and is encouraged to examine 
and judge both works, the different level of analysis developed in the two 
books in fact make them complementary. Smith adopts a foreign policy 
approach, focuses on the macro policy-making level (EU foreign ministers 
and the External Relations Commissioners), covers a longer period of time 
(1988-1998), and examines a larger number of policies (cooperation, 
association, and integration), issues (trade, aid, and conflict prevention), 
and countries (all of Central and Eastern Europe). This book, in contrast, 
opts for depth while sacrificing width. I adopt a governance approach and 
look at the micro policy-making level, I cover a shorter period of time 
(1989-1993), concentrate on two issues (the decision to offer EU 
membership and trade liberalisation), and only deal with three countries 
(Poland, Hungary and Czechoslovakia). The main difference, however, is 
that this is a book on processes, whereas Smith’s book deals with 
outcomes . Our differences of analysis and interpretation notwithstanding, 
we have seen this topic as offering an opportunity to engage in a discussion 
of the interaction between norms and interests, which is the subject I will 
turn to next.8 
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Norms and interests 
 
Many scholars consider that the EU accommodated Central Eastern 
European preferences to a greater extent than its own interests dictated or 
than the balance of power between the parties would have suggested. They 
see EU policies towards Central and Eastern Europe, and specially the 
EU’s decision to enlarge, as hardly instrumental for the EU, and therefore 
argue that norms played a major role in producing this outcome. Given that 
the costs of enlargement are overwhelmingly greater than the benefits, they 
doubt that this process can be explained from rationalist approaches. 
Instead, they propose alternative ways of explaining an outcome which 
they see as being mainly determined by values, principles, norms, 
collective identity, and beliefs (Fierke and Wiener, 1999; Friis, 1998a; Friis 
and Murphy, 1999; Schimmelfennig, 1999; Sedelmeier, 1999; Smith, 
1999). 
 In this case, ‘principles’ were expressed or embedded in norms or 
rhetoric and were closely related to EU’s identity (what the EU is and what 
the EU is about). These were the founding treaties, more precisely, the 
preamble to the Treaty of Rome, which included among the founding goals 
of the EEC the aim of ‘overcoming the division of Europe and establishing 
an ever closer union among the peoples of Europe’, but also in Articles F 
and O of the Treaty on the European Union’s (TEU) (Articles 6 and 49 of 
the Treaty of Amsterdam, Article 237 of the Treaty of Rome) laying down 
the political conditions of membership (being a democracy respectful of the 
rule of law and minority rights). Other more diffuse principles, such as the 
West’s duty, interest in, and commitment to promoting a liberal-democratic 
order, the collective feeling of historic responsibility, and a deep sense of 
solidarity combined to create an irresistible drive to, first, support reforms 
in Central and Eastern Europe, then, associate these countries to the 
Community as reforms progressed in the right direction, and later, to decide 
to enlarge the Union to bring these countries back into Europe.9  
 ‘Interests’, however, pushed the EU in the opposite direction and 
undermined the EU’s capacity to act in accordance to its principles and 
deliver its promises. Liberalising trade with Eastern Europe would hurt the 
EU’s agricultural, steel, coal, and textile sectors and could have electoral 
consequences, foreign direct investment flows could be diverted to Central 
Eastern Europe, and European firms might be tempted to move eastward to 
benefit from low salaries and low taxes. At the same time, the elimination 
of immigration barriers would put pressure on the salaries of EU workers 
and might, therefore, be opposed by trade unions, and either EU assistance 
funds to the region would have to be di verted from other areas or 
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contributions to the EU budget would have to be raised. If the EU moved 
from association to integration and doubled its membership by 
incorporating countries well below the EU’s average wealth, costs would 
dramatically increase: net-recipients of EU funds would become net-
contributors to the budget or, alternatively, contributions would have to be 
raised, the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) or the EU structural 
policies would have to be thoroughly reformed and their costs cut, so me 
EU member states would see their political weight reduced or marginalised, 
and they might have to agree to surrender more sovereignty and move on to 
generalised majority voting. It was true that the long-term benefits, in terms 
of both security and wealth, seemed to outweigh the costs. But security 
could be provided by NATO, and the EU had instruments (such as the 
association agreements or the ‘structured relationship’) to defer 
enlargement and guarantee selective trade liberalisation. Why, then, 
enlarge , when the EU had enough ways of extending its governance 
boundaries at a lower cost to itself? (Friis and Murphy, 1999; 
Schimmelfennig, 1999). 
 The EU and the member states had, therefore, two options: they 
could sacrifice their interests and enjoy the satisfaction of having done 
what was right or, alternatively, they could choose to do only those things 
which did not run counter to their interests and risk embarrassing 
accusations of that they were not doing enough. What did the EU do to try 
and balance its principles and collective identity, which were pushing it in 
one direction, and its instrumental interests, which were pushing it in quite 
another? If norms and identity were leading the policy process, how was it 
that, as I show in this book, both association and enlargement have been so 
widely contested by a majority of member states? Alternatively, if 
instrumental interests have dominated the process, how could they produce 
such a highly normative-oriented outcome as asymmetric trade 
liberalisation and a promise of membership? Hence, neither theories based 
on instrumental preferences (such as liberal intergovernmentalism) nor 
theories based on the power of norms and institutions (such as sociological 
or historical institutionalism) appear to explain this case. This is what has 
been called the ‘double puzzle of enlargement’ (Schimmelfenning, 1999). 
 
Grand bargains and day-to-day politics  
 
As noted above, I have chosen to concentrate on explaining processes 
rather than outcomes. Accordingly, I look at the puzzle from a new 
theoretical and empirical angle. By focusing on outcomes, the literature has 
stressed how norms led the EU to do more than its material interests 
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dictated. By focusing on processes, I show how the EU did less than its 
principles suggested. How have I done this?  
 Though the book has been structured chronologically, I have 
focused on two main themes and, more specifically, on the interrelation 
between them. The first theme is enlargement, that is, the membership 
question. Thus, this book examines the discussions held within the EU on 
an eventual Eastern enlargement and how enlargement was first rejected 
and later accepted. Attention is paid to the role played by the different 
actors, how the process developed, and identifying the most salient issues. 
As I will show, the debate on membership and the shadow of enlargement 
were pervasive from the very beginning of EU engagement in Central 
Eastern Europe after the Wall fell.  
 The second core theme of this book is the problematic governance 
of EU foreign relations when these involve trade and financial instruments, 
affect densely institutionalised sectorial policies or policy domains (the 
CAP, the CCP, the ECSC, competition regulations or single market 
principles) and have anticipated or suspected constitutional implications. 
As I will show, the EU had great difficulty in pushing through the trade 
liberalisation package contained in the association agreements.10 
 Over the course of the book I hope to show how these two themes 
related to each other, played a key role in generating the policy gap or 
slippage on which I focus, hence making both decision-making process and 
outcomes impossible to understand without reference to each the other.  
 The examination of the two core themes of this book (enlargement 
and trade liberalisation) clearly confirms that grand bargains affect day-to-
day politics and that day-to-day politics are needed in order to explain 
grand bargains. In the case studied here, readers will see how the shadow of 
eventual Eastern enlargement always conditioned day-to-day policies, and 
particularly the positions adopted by some member states with respect to 
the association agreements and trade liberalisation issues. Too generous 
Europe agreements, including fast trade liberalisation, were seen by some 
member states (such as France or Spain) as a factor which would accelerate 
the process of Eastern enlargement which they were not yet ready to accept. 
Hence, they opposed trade liberalisation more strongly than their trade 
interests may have required. Day-to-day policies also conditioned the 
perspective of Eastern enlargement because the association agreements 
were much more than mere international treaties: one consequence of their 
negotiation and implementation would be to extend the boundaries of the 
EU’s system of governance eastward, thus permitting the subsequent 
extension of its institutional boundaries (Friis and Murphy, 1999).  
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Hence the policy gap and the lack of correspondence between 
principles, which dictated generosity, and interests, which suggested the 
minimisation of losses and the slow down of the pre-enlargement process. 
Norms did not act as causes, as Fierke and Wiener (1999) concede, but nor 
did instrumental interests prevail either, as liberal intergovernmentalism 
would have us believe (Moravscik, 1993, 1995, 1999). Diverging 
preferences were slowly and costly accommodated within the template 
provided by norms, shared beliefs, and collective identity. Actors adapted 
their strategies rather than changed their preferences. Those who most 
actively favoured enlargement strategically employed rhetoric to put 
pressure on their more reluctant partners to accommodate 
(Schimmelfennig, 1999), while those most reluctant with respect to 
enlargement resisted the association agreements in a bid to buy time, make 
their costs visible, and signal the need to obtain compensations.11  
 Constructivists and liberal intergovernmentalists have recently 
exchanged views on the best ways to theorise about the EU (Risse and 
Wiener, 1999; Moravcsik, 1999). In my view, the debate between these two 
approaches threatens to develop the same vices that turned the debate 
between neofunctionalism and intergovernmentalism into such a sterile one 
(Anderson, 1995; Caporaso and Keeler, 1995; Schmidt, 1997). Focusing 
simultaneously on grand bargains and day-to-day politics in empirically-
rich studies, I argue, offers a good way to avoid this. Attention has to be 
paid to outcomes, but processes must also be examined carefully. What do 
we learn from placing the emphasis on processes? 
 First, that foreign policy gaps cannot be explained through 
reference to the existence of one pillar deciding on policies (the more 
intergovernmental EPC/CSFP foreign policy framework) and another 
(supranational) pillar implementing those policies. That way of looking at 
the ‘consistency’ of EC/EU foreign policy actions tells us nothing new and 
may even be counterproductive. Policy gaps may alternatively be explained 
by looking at the interrelation between grand bargains and day-to-day 
politics and stressing the impossibility of a system of governance lacking a 
centralised authority, such as the EU, successfully handling complex policy 
packages involving multiple actors at multiple levels.12 
 Second, that one need not invoke changes in the preferences of 
actors in order to try to explain outcomes which are not based hundred per 
cent on the instrumental interests of these actors. Principles can be 
internalised ex-ante, not only ex-post, may shape the behaviour of actors 
from the outset and still allow us to speak of strategic behaviour to 
accommodate principles and interests when they do not coincide (Elster, 
1989). Individual actors may face conflicts between their principles and 
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their actual behaviour, and collective actors may also do so (Scharpf, 
1990). What research should focus on instead is on the mechanisms which 
facilitate or hinder consistent behaviour, i.e. the accommodation of 
principles and actions.13 
 The third implication of this focus on processes concerns 
institutions. It is possible to believe that instrumental rationality does not 
exhaust the entire range of actors’ behaviour while also maintaining that 
individuals, and not institutions, are the relevant actors (Elster, 1989). 
Institutions can help individuals behave according to their principles, but 
may also incentive them to abandon their principles and satisfy their 
material interests. As the reader will see, some EU norms, institutions and 
mechanisms favour consistent behaviour, while others provide multiple 
opportunities to succumb to the temptation to go against one’s principles. 
The visibility of the European Council meetings sharply contrasts with the 
opacity of the negotiations in the Council’s Group. Also, there is an evident 
tension between the expanding and inclusive logic of the process of 
European integration and the need for unanimity on the acceptance of new 
members.14 
 Hence, research on the role of norms and interests should help 
identify some middle ground between liberal intergovernmentalism and 
constructivism rather than contribute to strengthening their 
incommunication. Whether constructivism can deliver its promise to offer 
an alternative theory is still to be seen, but attempting to integrate principle- 
and instrumentally-oriented behaviour in the same explanatory framework 
could be a good starting point. 
 
 
The plan of the book 
 
The sources  
 
Why do I expect to be able to improve both the existing empirical and 
theoretical knowledge of this subject? Until now, analyses of this topic 
have essentially been based on a limited number of primary sources, mostly 
EU public documents covering European Council statements, European 
Political Cooperation activities, Commission’s communications to the 
Council, press releases from various Community institutions, as well as 
other official and legislative acts such as those contained in the EC Bulletin 
and the Official Journal. Other sources usually employed by researchers on 
this topic have consisted of personal interviews with relevant actors 
involved in the policy process and news sources. While these sources have 
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also been used in this book, the bulk of the empirical material presented 
here has its origin in the Community archives, and more precisely, the 
archives of the former Division for Eastern Europe (DG I-L) in the 
Commission’s Directorate for External Affairs (DG I). As a result, almost a 
majority of the documents have not been revealed before, cover most of the 
written history of EU policies towards Central Eastern Europe between 
1991 and 1993, and allow for a detailed and rich reconstruction and 
analysis of the EU’s policy-making process concerning this region.15 
 This book does not, it is true, claim to say the last word on the 
topic, because much research stills needs to be done at the member state 
level. Nonetheless, I am convinced that the empirical material presented 
here will go a long way to definitively establishing the facts concerning the 
policy-making and negotiating activities of both the inner policy core 
formed by the Directorate for External Relations in the European 
Commission (DG I), and the Council’s Group on Eastern Europe (GEO), as 
well as the outer policy core, consisting of the EU foreign ministers at the 
Council for General Affairs (CAG), the member states’ permanent 
representatives at the COREPER, the College of Commissioners, and the 
Commission’s relevant DGs (Industry, Competition, and Agriculture).16 
 
The structure of the book 
 
The book is divided into three parts. The first, comprising Chapters One t o 
Three, deals with the Community’s initial reaction to the events in Central 
and Eastern Europe in 1989, its subsequent decision to offer associate 
status to those countries where political and economic reforms were most 
advanced (Poland, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia), and the Community’s 
internal negotiations on the scope and content of the future association 
agreements, also called ‘Europe’ agreements to stress their political 
relevance. 
 Chapter One briefly examines how, despite the West’s Cold War 
rhetoric on the ‘captive nations of Eastern Europe’, it did little to support 
Eastern Europe’s struggle for freedom. Scared of provoking the Soviet 
Union and loosing the economic and security benefits provided by detente, 
the Community was never able to come up with a common and consistent 
policy towards Central Eastern Europe, and its objectives in the region 
were never clear. Attempts to devise and implement a common EC’s 
Ostpolitik proved divisive, slowed the process of European integration, 
undermined the EC’s foreign policy credibility, weakened the cohesion of 
NATO, and apparently strengthened the Soviet Union’ grip on the region. 
By the mid eighties, Eastern Europe had become a marginal, when not 



 Introduction   11 
 

 

irritating, topic on the EC’s agenda. Though Gorbachev’s rise to power in 
the Soviet Union briefly inspired a common EC Ostpolitik in which the 
Community effectively promoted economic and political reform in Central 
Eastern Europe, the fall of the Berlin Wall, the ensuing process of German 
reunification, and the collapse of the Eastern European multilateral 
framework (the CMEA and the Warsaw Pact), led to reemergence of the 
divisions within the Community on how much it should do and how fast it 
should do it. 
 Chapter Two concentrates on the design of the EC’s association 
policy. It shows how, due to German reunification, the Community’s real 
response to the changes in the East was to strengthen itself first, and leave 
the decision to enlarge eastward to the distant future, once it had seen 
whether the reforms had been successful. However, because the success of 
the reforms was crucially dependent on EC actions and policies, the 
decision to first ‘deepen’ and only later ‘widen’ created a fundamental 
dilemma from which the Community would never be able to escape. If 
reforms were successful, membership pressures would be irresistible, but 
for reforms to be successful, a membership perspective was vital. Hence, 
the agreement among the Twelve on the need to support reforms in the 
region was only apparent, and the policy of association fundamentally 
ambiguous. For that reason, those member states that were most reticent 
with respect to an eventual Eastern enlargement were also those most 
reluctant to financial aid and trade concessions, or to help design any 
flexible institutional arrangement which might speed up the integration of 
Central Eastern Europe into the Community.  
 Chapter Three shows how the combination of a defective 
consensus to decide on scope and a fragmented decision-making to decide 
on content produced a narrow and rigid negotiation mandate in which 
member states gave in to almost all each other’s demands on the limitation 
of free trade in the so-called ‘sensitive sectors’ (agriculture, textile, steel, 
and coal). Therefore, the resulting mandate reflected the EC’s internal logic 
of balances between policy areas, sectorial interests, Commission services, 
and reluctant and engaged member states rather than a logic of coherence 
between the wish to support reforms in Central Eastern Europe and the 
means chosen to put that wish into practice. Throughout the mandate 
negotiations, the Community proved over-cautious, inward-looking, and 
focused strictly on national interests rather than on the European challenges 
ahead of it. 
 The second part of the book, Chapters Four to Seven, examines the 
negotiation of the association agreements between the Community and 
Poland, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia. Hence it covers the period from 
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December 1990, when the negotiations formally started, to December 1991, 
when the EC’s Council of Ministers signed the association agreements.  
 Chapter Four shows how the 1989-1990 EC’s enthusiasm turned 
over the course of 1991 into growing anxiety as the EC’s international 
agenda overloaded, economic and political reforms in Central Eastern 
Europe slowed down, and it became increasingly difficult to achieve 
agreement between member states concerning the European integration 
process. EC association negotiations with Poland, Hungary, and 
Czechoslovakia evolved in parallel with the two intergovernmental 
conferences on economic, monetary, and political union (IGCs) which 
started in December 1990 and concluded in December 1991. Inevitably, the 
IGCs and the association agreements negotiations became entangled and 
pressure mounted for these IGCs to prepare the Community for its eventual 
enlargement. The Community, feeling threatened politically by these calls 
for flexibility and economically by the increase of Eastern European 
imports, went defensive and decided to give the minimum political and 
economic concessions to get the agreements signed. 
 Chapters Five, Six, and Seven analyse the association negotiations 
between the Community and Poland, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia. This 
analysis shows how member states, Commission services, and interest 
groups manoeuvred and allied in various ways to deprive the Commission’s 
negotiators of the authority and flexibility needed to close the wide gap 
between the associates’ demands and the EC’s offer. The EC’s decision-
making system first collapsed, as EC foreign ministers also lost control of 
the policy package, and then broke down, as sectorial interests penetrated 
the system. Two incidents, the French veto to meat concessions in 
September 1991 (Chapter Six) and the Spanish threat of veto on steel trade 
of December 1991  (Chapter Seven) epitomised the governance problems 
being faced by a decision-making system overexposed to sectorial interests, 
overlapping policy games, and transnational cross-cutting coalitions which, 
at the same, lacked intelligible institutional principles to resolve conflicting 
rationales. 
 The third part, Chapters Eight to Nine, covers the period starting in 
January 1992 and ending in June 1993. It shows that the asymmetry in the 
bargaining power between the Community and Central Eastern Europe 
made it possible to conclude the agreements, therefore satisfying the 
requirements of internal consensus more than the original goal of 
supporting reforms. 
 Chapter Eight explains how in 1992 the increasing concern about 
European stability and the onset of an economic recession led EC member 
states to translate their disagreements over the association agreements into 
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a rather narrow-minded implementation of the trade provisions in the 
association agreements. It also resulted into a political dialogue with the 
associate countries of Central Eastern Europe which was largely void of 
content. As the enlargement question ran into the morass of Maastricht 
ratification, the fragility of monetary union, and the sense of collective 
failure e ngendered by the Yugoslav conflict, the revision of the association 
agreements was deprived of political impulse and stalled as well. 
 Finally, Chapter Nine analyses the Copenhagen process, which led 
to the acceptance in June 1993 of the associates’ wish to become EU 
members. It shows how as late as 1993 the association policy and the 
agreements were still divisive, controversial, and ambiguous. It also 
demonstrates that the decision to enlarge eastward was taken very 
hesitantly and reluctantly, mainly thanks to a joint German-British push 
and to the deteriorating political, economic and security situation in Central 
Eastern Europe, and was surrounded by elements which proved that the 
commitment to enforce that decision still did not exist. 
 
 
Notes 
 
 
                                                 
1 ‘Central and Eastern Europe’ is used to refer to the ten 

countries in the region that have signed Europe association 
agreements and have been accepted by the EU as accession 
candidates. These are: Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Estonia, 
Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, 
Slovenia, and can be alternatively referred to as CEECs (Central 
and Eastern European Countries), or PECOs (‘Pays d’Europe 
Central et Orientale ’, in the French terminology). ‘Central Eastern 
Europe’ is used here to refer only to Poland, Hungary, and the 
former Czechoslovakia. As the question of the terminology is 
problematic and highly political (some considering these three, 
later four, countries ‘Central European’, others considering this 
a German or Germanic label), I have used the more aseptic 
terminology which the European Commission used at the time, 
which referred to the three countries as ‘Central Eastern 
Europe’. Please note, however, that during 1991 and 1992 
these countries used the label of ‘Visegrad Three’, and later of 
‘Visegrad Four’. 

2 For an examination of these challenges see: Andersen and Skak 
(1993), CEPR (1990), Elles (1991), Nötzold (1993), Rhein 
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(1992), Rollo (1991), Ungerer (1990), Wettig (1992). 
3 I have therefore limited my analysis to the three countries of 

Central and Eastern Europe which were best prepared and for 
which the association policy was originally designed, and 
confined my analysis to the period starting in 1989, when the 
Wall came down and the EU began to speculate as to what it 
should do and how; and ending with the European Council 
meeting in Copenhagen in June 1993, when the membership 
promise was given to the CEECs that had signed association 
agreements with the EU. I deliberately use the term EU in this 
introduction to emphasise the validity of the governance 
approach I adopt despite the fact that the Maastricht Treaty 
entered came into force in November 1993, some months after 
the Copenhagen Council and hence, the correct term to use for 
policies between 1989 and 1993 was EC. I adopt the official 
term in the following chapters. Ending in 1993 has two 
justifications, one analytic, since Copenhagen marked the end 
of association and the beginning of enlargement, and other 
practical, since extending the period would have required 
extending the length of the book, or shifting the level of analysis 
away from the detailed study of the empirical material I had 
gathered. 

4 Despite the different perspectives, theories, and tools chosen to 
approach the topic, unanimity on Western, and specially the 
European Union’s overcautious approach to Central and Eastern 
Europe has been strikingly complete in academia (Allen, 1992; 
Biedeleux, 1996; Bleaney, 1990; Bomsdorf et al, 1992; 
Boncivini et al, 1991; CEPR, 1990; Eichengreen and Uzan, 
1992; Faini and Portes, 1995; Haggard and Moravcsik, 1993; 
Ham, 1991; Hamilton and Winters, 1992; Harries, 1991; 
Ireland, 1991; Kennedy and Webb, 1993; Kramer and Müller, 
1991; Kramer, 1992, 1993; Linden, 1991, 1994; Lippert and 
Schneider, 1995; Maresceau, 1993; Ners, 1993; Rollo and 
Smith, 1993; Rollo and Wallace, 1991; Smith and Wallace, 
1994; Smith et al, 1996; Van Ham, 1993; Wallace, 1992; 
Winters and Kun Wang, 1994), among the political class across 
both East and West (Andriessen, 1991a, 1991b; Biedenkopf, 
1994a; Colombo, 1992; Geremek, 1990; Giscard d’Estaing, 
Kissinger and Nakasone, 1989; Havel, 1994; North Atlantic 
Assembly, 1995; Jaks, 1993; Jeszensky, 1992, 1993a; Jezek, 
1995a; Juhász, 1994; Major, 1992, Martonyi, 1992; Mulewicz, 
1995; Raacz, 1995a) and in the media (a recurrent topic in the 
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Financial Times and The Economist). 

5 The statements by Attali, Bielecki, Delors, Elleman-Jensen, 
Major, Ruggiero, and Santer can be found by using the index at 
the end of the book. 

6 Tocqueville once spoke of the passions which were likely to 
dominate foreign policy-making in democratic systems. See 
Joffe (1988) for a discussion of Tocqueville’s arguments, but 
also Doyle (1986) for the argument that some features of 
democracy are inherently at odds with the sacrifices required 
for achievement of long-term foreign policy goals. For analyses 
which highlight how domestic factors and, particularly, decision-
making institutions and arrangements are fundamental for the 
credibility of states’ international commitments, see: Cowhey, 
1983; Gourevitch, 1986; Katzenstein, 1978; Putnam, 1988; 
Risse-Kappen, 1996;  Scharpf, 1988, 1990; Stein and Henkin, 
1986. See also Wright (1996) for an argument on how the EU 
makes it specially difficult for member states to coordinate their 
views and behave as unitary actors and Peters (1992, 1994) for 
a bureaucratic politics vision of the EU and, specially the 
European Commission. 

7 Also, as enlargement has become a topic subject, a number of 
mostly descriptive books have been published on the subject 
(Avery and Cameron, 1998; Grabbe and Hughes, 1998; Laurent 
and Maresceau, 1998; Preston, 1995; Senior Nello and Smith, 
1998; Tebbe, 1994; Wessels, 1993 and 1995). For a 
description of the Europe (assoc iation) agreements see: Bempt, 
1993; CEC-DG III, 1993; CEC-DG III, 1994a, 1994b; Dehousse, 
Ghemar, and Nyssen, 1993; Hedri, 1993; Inotai, 1993; Jaks, 
1993; Jezek, 1995a; Kiss, 1995; Lirola, 1995; Maillet, 1993; 
Maresceau, 1992; Murphy and Wilke, 1992; Palankai, 1994; 
Schneider, 1995; Szymkiewicz , 1993; Tebbe, 1994; 
Wysokinska, 1994. 

8 I use Christiansen’s (1997, p. 75) notion that ‘governance refers 
to non-hierarchical systems of political negotiation, regulation, 
and administration which have moved beyond the traditional 
understanding of the hierarchical and sovereign state as the 
ultimate arena for decision-making and conflict’. For a 
discussion of governance, see also Fuchs, 1994; Jachtenfuchs, 
1997; and Joergensen, 1997a. 

9 By ‘principles’, I refer to norms which actors share. Compliance 
is, therefore, not based on coercion, but on internalisation. 
Acting against one’s principles produces shame and guilt 
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irrespective of whether others observe it or not (Elster, 1989). 
10 I have deliberately left aside the politics of financial and 

technical aid so as to keep the complexity of the analysis at a 
manageable level. Fortunately, there are alternative accounts of 
these policies (Haggard and Moravscik, 1993; Mayhew, 1998; 
Smith 1999). 

11 Steel trade liberalisation measures to Eastern Europe were 
traded for a relaxation of state aids to some member states’ 
industries, and textiles against a regional modernisation 
programme (RETEX). In contrast, because no pay-offs could be 
found for agricultural trade, trade liberalisation negotiations 
took place on a strict quid pro quo basis. Also, the less wealthier 
EU member states obtained a more than twofold increase in 
structural funds for the 1993-1999 period (Edinburgh Council), 
and PHARE aid to Eastern Europe was given in exchange for an 
increase in Euro-Mediterranean funds together with the offer of 
association agreements for the Mediterranean countries (Essen 
and Cannes Councils). Hence, as Germany offered a credible 
commitment to further institutionalisation, a credible 
commitment to redistributive policies, and a credible 
commitment to respect other member states’ foreign policy 
interests and priorities, the more reticent countries, such as 
France, Spain, Portugal, or Belgium had to abandon their 
opposition to enlargement and adopt another strategy 
(consisting of minimising the impact of enlargement).  

12 Unfortunately, the problem of consistency has traditionally been 
explained by the by the apparent inability of the Community 
pillar to deal with high politics. However, I will show that those 
allegedly dealing with high politics, such as the EU foreign 
ministers, played a decisive role in generating inconsistency. In 
my view, the ‘consistency’ argument reflects the 
interdisciplinary boundaries between international relations and 
comparative politics more than real existing boundaries. A 
sample of arguments on the consistency problem can be seen 
in: Coignez, 1992;  Farrands, 1983; Feld, 1976; Hamlet, 1992; 
Haus, 1991; Morgan, 1994; Pijpers, 1988;  and Rhein, 1992. A 
version of this explanation (‘the capability-expectations gap’) 
has concluded that the Community does not have the 
instruments that traditional foreign policy actors, such as 
states, have to support both their ‘actorness’ and ‘presence’ 
and can therefore not be blamed for poor performance in 
international affairs (Hill, 1991). As attempts to theorise about 
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the EU’s external policies (comprising both pillar’s I ‘external 
relations’ and pillar’s II ‘foreign policy’) have born little fruit 
when departing from the high-low politics assumption, 
alternative explanations have tended to predominate. These 
have highlighted how EPC was already before the Single 
European Act (SEA) a foreign policy system dominated by a 
fluid exchange between pillars which made it impossible to 
distinguish between policy sequences or decision-making styles 
(Bulmer, 1991; Dehousse and Weiler, 1991; Holland, 1995; 
Joergensen, 1993, 1997b; Weiler and Wessels, 1988; Wessels, 
1991a).  

13 I particularly like Schimmelfennig’s (1999) ideas about 
‘rhetorical entrapments’. He concludes, however, that he cannot 
definitively prove that the countries most reluctant to 
enlargement were convinced because he lacks primary sources. 
My sources, however, prove that the reluctant member states 
accepted the principle of enlargement only once they had 
emptied this of any threatening content and made sure 
implementation would give them sufficient time to adjust, 
obtain compensations, and design pay-offs as well as sufficient 
authority and veto points to control the satisfactory outcome of 
the process (see Chapter 9). Reluctant countries might have 
been persuaded to shift their strategy (to discussing the 
conditions, rather than the principle of enlargement), but they 
bargained their way into this strategy hard and assured 
themselves sufficient pay-offs and compensations to justify their 
decision. Norms, shared beliefs, collective identity, and mutual 
trust may have facilitated that this change was consensual and 
not imposed, but did not necessarily require or imply a change 
of preferences. Hence, there may not be a puzzle at all in the 
fact that a process dominated by instrumental interests 
resulted in a highly normative outcome. 

14 See the analysis by Hayes-Renshaw and Wallace (1995, p. 566, 
570) on how norms such as ‘inclusive behaviour’ (defined as the 
effort to accommodate all members into agreement no matter 
whether minimal winning coalitions already exist), or the 
segmentation of the Council working groups, hinder the 
definition of clear strategic goals, foster incoherent decision-
making, and impede a consistent treatment of subject. 
According to Wessels (1991b), the Council of Ministers does not 
examine issues focusing on their goals, but on their 
distributional implications. According to Lewis (2000), the five 
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main features of the COREPER’s decision-making style are: 
diffuse reciprocity, thick trust, mutual responsiveness, a 
consensus-reflex, and a culture of compromise. Quite clearly, 
these factors are crucial to any explanation of why policies may 
represent more than the instrumental interests of member 
states and at the same time fall short of the principles they 
were proclaiming. As Lindberg (1966, p.211) noted when 
examining the EU’s external negotiation pattern: ‘if the system 
is functional as a device for maximizing consensus and 
awareness of interdependence, it is frequently dysfunctional for 
the external relations of the Community because internal 
accommodations and self-awareness are often achieved, and 
unavoidably so, at the expense of non-members’. 

15 Besides the public documents of the European Council (SN 
documents), the European Commission (COM and SEC), the 
official press releases (IP documents), the EC’s and EPC’s 
Bulletins, and the Official Journal, I have consulted numerous 
other sources. At the Council of Ministers, the minutes of the 
meetings of the foreign ministers in the Council of General 
Affairs (CAG) and the permanent representatives in the 
COREPER (SI documents), the Council’s Group for Eastern 
Europe, or GEO (Seánce or EST documents), the European 
Political Cooperation Eastern Europe Working Group (EEWG) 
and the Political Correspondents’ COREUs telex documents 
(CPE documents), as well as the successive versions of the 
directives for negotiation of the Europe agreements and the 
Europe agreements themselves as they circulated through the 
Group. As for the European Commission, the documents 
consulted have allowed me to track the changes in DG I’s 
proposals (SEC documents) as they passed through the 
Commission’s inter-service consultation procedure and the 
Council’s Group on Eastern Europe (often under the ‘non-paper’ 
format) as well as in the Europe agreements as they were being 
negotiated with the CEECs. The documentation consulted 
included also the minutes of the meetings of the College of 
Commissioners and their heads of cabinet (PV documents), the 
internal correspondence between the Commissioners’ cabinets, 
DG directors, and DG heads of division and units, as well as the 
‘notes for the file’ drafted by Commission officials either 
summarising the Council, COREPER or Group meetings which 
they attended, or expressing their particular reading of the 
situation of a dossier or initiative. I have also examined the 
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correspondence with the Polish, Hungarian, and Czechoslovak 
governments, the reports of EC delegations in Budapest, 
Prague, and Warsaw, and the minutes of the meetings with 
Polish, Hungarian, and Czechoslovak representatives under 
whatever format they took place, whether EPC Troika plus 
Commission meetings (CIEM or PESC documents), Joint 
Committees, correspondence with DG I etc. To complement this 
written history, I conducted twenty-one interviews with senior 
and junior officials who had been, or still were, closely involved 
in the issue under research. Besides diplomats at the Czech, 
Hungarian, and Polish Missions in Brussels, my interviewees 
had been or still were senior or junior officials in DG I 
(Directorate General for External Economic Relations). Some 
worked in the geographical units responsible for the 
negotiations of the association agreements (Eastern Europe), 
others in the horizontal units (textile, agriculture, steel and 
coal), and other still at the senior levels of DG I. Four officials 
interviewed held positions outside DG I: in a Commissioner’s 
Cabinet, in the Forward Studies Unit, in the Directorate General 
for External Political Relations (DG IA) set up in 1993; and in 
the division responsible for relations with Eastern Europe in DG 
VI (Agriculture). In October 1996, I conducted a further two 
interviews in the Spanish Ministry of Industry on the Spanish 
threat of veto in December 1991. In all the cases, interviews 
were conducted under conditions of confidentiality so as to 
assure that interviewees would be able to depart from the 
‘official’ version and express their personal views and feelings 
concerning the policy process and the crises and incidents 
which dominated it. I have quoted interviewees’s statements 
whenever I believed that their particular vision of a problem or a 
process was in itself revealing, but interviewees have mainly 
provided both contextual information as well as good leads to 
interpret particular pieces of documentary evidence. Concerning 
news sources, the reader will see the result of my intensive use 
of journalistic sources (mainly The Financial Times, The 
Economist, Reuters, Le Monde, El País, Agence Europe, and 
Europolitique). These are cited including the title rather than the 
page, because that makes their location easier through the 
existing CD-ROM or on-line retrieval systems which I have used. 

16 The European Parliament played practically no role in the policy 
process (Lippert, 1995a), so I have not included it as a main 
actor in the policy core. 


