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Chapter 12
EU Enlargement and security in the Mediterranean region

Roderick Pace

The EU's fifth enlargement, comprising eight CERicties and the two Mediterranean
island states of Cyprus and Malta, extended theotJsifrontiers southwards towards
North Africa and further eastwards towards Rus@iaile, in theory, an enlarged Union
has more resources at its disposal to deal witlsatsurity challenges, in practice, the
larger number of member states makes consensusdifibcalt. Member states also tend
to prioritise issues closer to them geographicallyich, in turn, influences the manner in
which they view the Union’s security challenges. #sch, it produced an increased
preponderance of CEE states in the EU, thus spittie Union’s internal balance and
raising the possibility of the EU becoming moreused on the problems of Eastern
Europe, at the expense of the Mediterranean region.

However, there is no compelling evidence that thd I neglecting the
Mediterranean region. In fact, it is practicallypassible for the EU to do so. Firstly, the
EU has a long Mediterranean coastline. Seven ofuhent EU member states — Cyprus,
France, Greece, Italy, Malta, Spain and Sloveniare-situated on the Mediterranean
Littoral. Portugal, whose coastline lies entirety the Atlantic seaboard, is included, due
to its cultural affinities with and geographic ltica in the Iberian Peninsula. Secondly,
since the region is an important source of petroleund gas supplies, it is of strategic
importance to the EU and helps the EU counter tbssipility of becoming overly
dependent on Russian supplies. Thirdly, unresoprelems in the region, particularly
the Middle East question, raise tensions that tBreghe EU’s own stability and its
policies in the region. Last but not least, thresafsh as illegal immigration, terrorism and
WMD proliferation, evident in the wider Mediterraare area, constitute direct and
immediate challenges, which the EU has no optidridtace up to.

The EU’s main policy instrument in the Mediterranegegion is the Euro-
Mediterranean Partnership (EMP), launched in Bargelin 1995. In fact, enlargement
also changed the internal equilibrium within the EMBefore enlargement, the EMP
consisted of fifteen EU states and twelve Meditegemn partners. Now it consists of
twenty-five EU states and ten partners, elevenbia eventually accepts the full EMP
acquis® Cast into the ‘EU Civilian Power’ mode, it aimsdreate a Euro-Mediterranean
area of shared prosperity by establishing a Eurdifdeanean Free Trade Area
(EMFTA) by 2010, by establishing a common areaedqg and security, by developing
human resources, by enhancing the understandimgebetcultures
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and by promoting exchanges between civil socieflé& original aim was to achieve
parallel progress in all three baskets — econopalitical and cultural — which would be
mutually reinforcing.

It is worth exploring these baskets in a little endepth. In the economic area, the
establishment of the EMFTA requires bilateral ftesde accords between the EU and
each of the Mediterranean states and free tradirmpngements amongst the non-EU
Mediterranean states. These should be accompagig¢debuniform application of the
Community’s competition rules, a common systemubés of origin and the application
of the principle of cumulative rules of origin tadilitate trade and encourage further
south—south integration. The bilateral EU accongs almost complete, with only the
Association Agreement with Syria outstanding. Thgadir Free Trade Area (AFTA),
involving Egypt, Morocco, Tunisia and Jordan, hed to a limited amount of south—
south economic integration. However, its implemgotain practice, including the
removal of tariff and non-tariff barriers to trade,difficult to assess, as the information
on implemented measures is limited. In additiorereéhare no visible signs that this
initiative can be extended to the remaining EMP-Bbthpartners before 2010, when the
EMTFA is supposed to be completed.

The political and security goals in the Barcelonacration included
strengthening the rule of law and democracy, rasfechuman rights and fundamental
freedoms, the right to self-determination, non+ifgeence in internal affairs, the peaceful
settlement of disputes, the preventing and com@atinterrorism and thefight against
organised crime. The ‘hard’ security issues idedifwere WMD proliferation, arms
control and disarmament, accompanied by verificatitethods to ensure compliance.
The EU and its partners agreed to establish weépen-zones, particularly an
‘effectively verifiable Middle East Zone free of WM. Finally, Euro-Mediterranean
partners agreed to consider any confidence andigebuilding measures to create a
Mediterranean area of peace and stability. The EMRird basket focused on social,
cultural and human affairs. A central component wakural and religious dialogue,
incorporating elements of civil society. Social amgyratory issues also fell under this
heading, as did the Euro-Mediterranean Parliamgrfiarum. In 2005, this developed
into a Euro-Mediterranean Parliamentary Assemlaynmosed of national parliamentary
representatives from the EU member states and Meiliterranean partners, as well as
the European Parliament.

The EMP is connected to the ENP, launched in M&@03 on the initiative of then
Commission President, Romano Prodhe ENP is a global strategy framework, offering
advantages in the longer term to Russia, the westBtJ and the states of the southern
Mediterranean following enlargement. Its objectiae ‘to share the benefits of an
enlarged EU with neighbouring countries in orderctmtribute to increased stability,
security and prosperity of the EU and its neighbband to offer the EU’s neighbours
‘the prospect of an increasing close relationship. involving a significant degree of
economic integration and a deepening of politicaiperation® It is based on the ‘shared
values’ of liberty, democracy, respect for humaght$ and fundamental freedoms and
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the rule of law’ The EU has also created a single Neighbourhocan€ial Instrument to
replace the existing financial instrumenextending aid to the neighbouring states.
However, was the ENP subsuming the EMPeality, the EMP is still operational but,
for the more ambitious Mediterranean partnetsre is the prospect of a deeper bilateral
relationship with the EU on the bas@f Action Plans, negotiated bilaterally under the
ENP. These Action Plans, tailor-made each partner’'s particular needs, can lead to
increased access to the Single Markeid to wider economic benefits, should the partner
achieve all its agree aims. Thuthe ENP can act as a driving force for the EMP.

The manner in which the ENP and the EMP help theaE&ln its security aimsin
the Mediterranean region are analysed further i ¢hapter. In addition, it isworth
keeping in mind that the EU is not the only majotoa in the Mediterraneanegion. It
should be remembered that the US, the Union’s Madihean partners ansome of the
larger EU member states themselves pursue theirmatianal objectivesin this region,
while NATO established its Mediterranean Dialognel®94. This chapter will address
the main security challenges faced by the EU in tediterranean region and the
effectiveness of EU policies in dealing with themindful of the array of threats the EU
faces in the region, this chapter narrows floeus to a select few. These are security of
energy supplies, illegal immigration, terrorisemd the Middle East conflict and WMD
proliferation. It also deals with th@advantages and pitfalls of the Union’s soft or iiciv
power approach. The EU has traditionallygehaved as a ‘civilian power’ in the
Mediterranean region, but its policidsave tended to suffer from the divided attention of
the EU member states, their oftezonflicting interests, the weak involvement of the
EU’s Mediterranean partners in theecision-making structures, their reluctance topado
a self-help mentality and theitack of enthusiasm to fully implement agreed measur
However, to begin with, it isnecessary to briefly sketch out some of the maousty
concerns facing the EU imhis area, as noted above.

EU energy dependence

The EU’s priorities in the region have changedne Wwith changing geo-political
situations but, in recent years, it is terrorisnd aime security of energy supplies which
have become the dominant issues. In the energy; tie¢ EU is heavily dependent upon
fossil fuels, over half of which are imported. Abd6 per cent of oil imports originate in
Russia and Norway, while slightly less than a thimie from the Arab World.
According to the 2000 Green Paper, ‘Towards a Eemogstrategy for security of energy
supply’, the EU imports 30 per cent of its gas frAfgeria and a quarter from Norw4y.
Relations with the Gulf States and the wider Mediteean are thus as crucial as the
EU’s relations with Russia and the oil rich repablaround the Caspian Sea. The Arab
states’ importance is expected to grow as the EtXw®rnal dependence on energy
supplies increases. The Green Paper estimatesifthay 2030, no marked shift to
alternative energy sources occurs, the EU’s extaetependence will reach 90 per cent
for oil and 80 per cent for gas. The geo-politicaplications
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of these developments explain the Union’s eagentesgintain strong relations with the
Arab world and secure a lasting solution to the diedEast conflict, given its stabilizing

effect on the wider region. Algeria’s gas suppkes also crucial in lessening the EU’s
dependence on Russia, as demonstrated in the yaR0@6 gas crisis. Gas and oil
exports constitute more than 90 per cent of Algerexports to the EU. Algerian low

sulphur oil is also crucially important to Europeafineries eager to observe strict EU
environmental ruleS.

lllegal immigration

Another major security challenge is that posed bggal immigration. The
phenomenon comprises different categories of peageairing responses that straddle
traditional security policy divisions. It involvesconomic refugees and genuine political
refugees fleeing instability, mostly from sub-SamarAfrica. Europol claims that
organised crime organisations have taken over mmgralows in the Mediterranean
region, raising the possibility that such netwocksild combine with traditional criminal
activities, such as illicit arms and drug trafficli or terrorist penetration of the EU.1°
Europol stresses that many of the traditional itaswintries that joined the EU in 2004
are now, more than before, targeted as destinabontries by the facilitators of illegal
immigrants. These facilitators, already well egsdigd in those states, utilise the fact that
the new control systems in the enlarged EU areyabtunning smoothly. Furthermore,
the EU’s borders are now closer to many key soancktransit countries.

The complexity of moving large volumes of peopleoas long distances requires
a degree of organisation, specialisation and sophai®n that can only be met by
organised crime groups.!* A number of examples dsitnated the scale of the potential
problem. For example, the EU’s southern membeestgtarticularly Spain, Portugal,
France, Italy, Malta, Greece and Cyprus, are infohefront of the ‘Mediterranean Boat
People’ crisis.’?2 This raises a number of issuash sas the humanitarian treatment of
migrants, the maintenance costs incurred until #weyre-settled or repatriated and the
level of co-operation, or lack of it, shown by tbeuntries of origin, which have little
incentive to stop the illegal flows or to readniiegal immigrants. In addition, in the
wake of incidents in Cueta and Mellila in SeptemB605, when dozens of illegal
immigrants were killed or injured as they triedstorm the barriers separating the two
Spanish enclaves from Moroccan territory, Spaitedafor a Euro-African Summit, a
call endorsed by France at the 2005 Franco-Spasigmmit.’3 In the central
Mediterranean, Libya has become a destination cpudat illegal immigrants, mostly
from sub-Saharan Africa, and a transit point todper The EU mission to Libya
estimated that there were between 0.75 and 1.zmalllimmigrants in Libyd® Libya
shares some 4,400km of border with six statesudtiey three poor and unstable sub-
Saharan states, namely Sudan, Chad and Niger eldstéddranean coast is 1,770 km long,
which adds to the difficulty of
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precluding clandestine boats from embarking orrttngi to Malta and Italy, particularly
to the islands of Sicily, Pantelleria and Lampedusa

Terrible twins: terrorism and the Middle East conflict

The end of the Cold War has not led to signifigaositive shifts in the region’s
main conflicts. The rise in terrorist activity, paularly since September 11, is a
significant problem. Excluding casualties in Irafe total number of deaths from
terrorism in the Near East was 726 in 2004, contpaiieh 636 in Europe and Euro-Asia
combined®® Terrorism is often linked with the Mediterraneaegion, because of
associations — accurate or otherwise — with Iskthpugh Muslim leaders rightly insist
that the association is false. The other destamliproblem is the Middle East conflict,
which affects relations in the entire region and el to increased terrorist activity. The
EU rightly insists on the need for north—south pemtion in countering terrorism,
although such co-operation is not easy. Major whffiees have emerged regarding
acceptable definitions, with certain Arab statdsatant to designate organizations such
as Hamas or Lebanese Hezbollah as terrorist grawpke the EU includes both in its list
of terrorist organisation€. Hamas won the local elections in the Palestin@ritories
held in December 2005 and has overtaken Fataheasi#iin Palestinian political force,
following the 2006 parliamentary elections. Thisuk makes it considerably more
difficult for the EU to argue that it would not redirect contact with Hamas, who now
possess a democratic mandate to govern. The fgss s- in terms of continued aid,
while still insisting on a Hamas commitment to alldviolence — suggest that the EU’s
preference would be to find some way to engageaetibrs in the wider conflict. In
addition, it should be remembered that, despiteetimmity of the definitional gap that
exists between the EU and its Middle Eastern copatés, such difficulties have not
been permitted to fully obstruct practical antirbeist co-operation in many areas.

However, the lack of a common definitional basisni the only concern in
operationalising counter-terrorist co-operationhivitthe wider region. As part of the
‘Waron Terror’, certain governments have been peeckas being prone to restricting
civil liberties, often disregarding internationalurhan rights conventions and the
obligations they impose on them. This is despite fitt that such repressive action is
often blamed for encouraging extremism and temori€ertain states, in effect, ‘took
advantage’ of their anti-terror laws to strengthieeir hold on power. For example, in
Tunisia, a 2003 anti-terror law contains a broafinden of terrorism, which could be
misused to prosecute persons for the peaceful isgeof their right to dissent, and
outlines harsh penalties, including the referrakcivilian suspects to military courts.
Human rights activists have also been harassediisiB'® Human rights NGOs report
similar developments in other Middle Eastern andtiNéfrican states. In 2004, back
sliding on human rights, resulting from counterdest actions, also became evident in
Morocco, which had previously been considered toobe of the more advanced
promoters of such rights.Given the EU’s high-profile advocacy of
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human rights and the civil liberties agenda, suehetbpments are potentially troubling
for developing co-operation.

The Middle East problem injects political and eomi uncertainty throughout
the Mediterranean region. The diplomatic efforts‘Diie Quartet’ (the US, the EU,
Russia and the UN) are focused on finding a lassimigtion, while Palestinian reform
and the Israeli withdrawal from Gaza and possibdytp of the West Bank offer a
glimmer of hope. However, at the time of writingetregion was plunged into a further
bout of political uncertainty, following the rapigstablishment of Kadima, the tragic
stroke that debilitated Israeli Prime Minister, ériSharon, and the aforementioned
Hamas victory. As a result, the ‘road map’ to peaceut of sync. That said, on 20
December 2005, UN Under-Secretary-General for iealitAffairs, Ibrahim Gambari,
informed the UNSC that the plan is still the agréathework for reaching lasting peace
in the Middle East® Apart from its involvement in ‘The Quartet’, thé&JEhas shown its
readiness to become involved in a practical mammédrelping solidify peace. On 14
November 2005, the Council established an EU Poltssion in the Palestinian
Territories (EUPOL COPPS), which aims to providéarced support to the Palestinian
Authority in establishing sustainable and effectpaicing arrangements. A day later,
Israel and the Palestinian Authority concluded/Agréement on Movement and Access’,
establishing agreed principles on the Rafah crgspminting. This enabled the EU to
undertake the third party role proposed in the Agrent and to launch the EU Border
Assistance Mission at the Rafah crossing pointrofesm and the Middle East conflict
are also the two most potent obstacles to mucheteeeform in the region. The 2003
Arab Human Development Report observes that reigeeggvernments in the Arab
world ‘have found a new justification (terrorisngrftheir ongoing warnings about the
perils of freedom?®? It also noted that ‘the occupation of Palestirdad other Arab lands
exerts a direct and continuous burden on the ecmsoof affected countries and diverts
resources from development to military and secwotijective’® Furthermore, although
the Middle East problem does not fall directly unttee EMP’s purview, it has, in effect,
obstructed the development of a security dialodgemding to the abandonment of The
Charter for Peace and Stability, which was suppasdak the main achievement in the
political basket. In addition, while the Middle Eanflict continues to dominate the
agenda, lesser long-standing conflicts and tenscamnot be ignored. These include
tensions over Cyprus, traditional Greek—Turkishalry in the Aegean and intra-Arab
tensions, such as those between Morocco and Algegaathe Spanish Sahara. This has
poisoned efforts towards the realisation of an tAMaghreb Union’, which would have
contributed significantly towards realising the EM¥by 2010.

Weapons of mass destruction

In a 1996 RAND study, Lesser and Tellis paintedealopicture of the scale and likely
development of WMD proliferation in the Mediterrameregion. They concluded that
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nowhere was the prospect of the spread of WMD\ikelhave a more pronounced effect
on strategic perceptions than around the Mediteemangiven that many of the world’s
leading WMD proliferators are arrayed along Eurspeouthern periphery. They
observed that key states south and east of thetdexhean either possessed or were in
the process of acquiring WMD, along with the meémrsdelivering them across the
Mediterranean. At the time, they singled out Egygain and Irag as having the capability
of developing long-range missile technology, claighithat Egypt also had active
chemical-weapons and long-range missile developmegrammes. The report claimed
that Libya and Syria possessed chemical weaponbydLialso had a biological
capability), and that Algeria had been pushing dhe#&h development of a nuclear
infrastructure. One important conclusion was tkathin ten years, it was possible that
every southern European capital would be withingeanf ballistic missiles based in
North Africa or the Levant, with Turkish populati@entres already exposed to missiles
based in Syria and Iran (and, at the time, 1faq).

Since the publication of the RAND report, the ditoia has improved marginally
in some cases and regressed in others. The militecupation of Irag and Libya’s
decision to dismantle its WMD programmes effecivekeutralised’ two states known to
be pursuing or which had the potential to pursugh qurogrammes. Significantly, these
developments did not result from the EU’s Mediteean policies, but from the Anglo-
American intervention in Irag. As Michele Dunne &g, Libya’s change of heart on
WMD was influenced by the US led ‘War on Terrordattie looming war in Iraqg, which
raised fears in Tripoli that ‘it was in the sight$ influential neoconservatives in
Washington? That said, in fairness, mention must be made afi¢e, Germany and the
UK’s efforts, supported by the rest of the EU, iregsurizing Iran to dismantle its
programme to produce nuclear weapons grade mateaaiamatter of continuing
controversy at the time of writing. Iran’s militagrogrammes are a threat not only to
stability in the strategically important Gulf andiddle Eastern regions, but also,
potentially, to the EU. According to Guy Bechoariris developing the Shihab-4 missile,
successor to the Shihab-3, while Syria, aided bstiNKorea and Iran, is reported to be
sharpening the accuracy of its SCUD D missileshvditange of 650 km, these can reach
most of Turkey and Cyprus, the outer fringes ofé8ee as well as neighbouring stafes.

Part of the problem in this area is that the tetdmo is not difficult to
attain.States may acquire it independently or lycyring it from other states, as the
2004 Abdul Qadeer Khan affair showed. Many statas supply nuclear reactors and
technology initially for peaceful uses, which isisaered to be the first step in building a
military programme, as has been seen in the debage Iran’s longer-term intentions.
Argentina has built a nuclear reactor in Egypt,ahhtould enable it to build one bomb a
year?’ Egypt has not yet acquired nuclear weapons, assgdé#ar been largely compliant
with IAEA requirements. However, it has failed onamber of occasions to report some
nuclear activities (albeit involving only small quaies of nuclear material), in
accordance with its obligations under the NPT Sadeds Agreemerff In 2002, it was
reported to be considering developing a uraniumcknrent plant with the help of
China? Egypt and Israel have not ratified the Nuclear
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Test Ban Treaty: Egypt claims that it would ratifyonly if Israel accepted the NPT.
Most Muslim countries in the Middle Eastern regidaim to support the creation of a
WMD-free Middle East zone and are ready to halirtben WMD programmes, on

condition that Israel removes its atomic weapons & rule, compliance with

international conventions in the Mediterraneanaoreds generally weak: Iraq and Libya
are known to have violated the NPT; Egypt, Lebaaod Syria have not signed the
Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC); Israel signed GhWC, but has not ratified it

and has not signed the 1972 Biological Weapons €uon.

The struggle for resources

Very serious tensions, possibly leading to conflmay arise as a result of the
struggle for resources, involving water and fisegrias well as offshore rights to prospect
for oil and gas. Due to the narrowness of the Medihean Sea, only Cyprus has
declared a 200 nautical mile exclusive economiezZ®&EZ). Spain, France and Morocco
apply such zones on their Atlantic coastlines, hot in the Mediterranean. Lack of
agreement over the delineation of the continentalfsinvolves nearly all the
Mediterranean countries, particularly Italy, Franc®pain, Libya, Tunisia, Malta,
Morocco, Greece and Turkéy. This presents serious obstacles to gas and oil
explorations in contested regions. As world demémdenergy resources rises and
economic growth in the Mediterranean shore stateeases, impacting further on their
consumption of fossil fuels, these territorial ®subecome more crucial. Another
contributory factor has been the development ofpeéssa drilling, which brought
potentially oil and gas rich, but hitherto inacekkes areas within reach. Water resources
present another problem. Roberto Aliboni observedt,tin the early 1990s, several
Mediterranean leaders referred to the scarcityaitbwas a potential trigger for war in the
region®! Economic growth and the demographic explosiomaaking the problem even
more acute. Aliboni summarises the situation arokeg rivers in the Mediterranean
region thus: disputes over the Nile involve eigbtirtries, notably Egypt and the Sudan;
the Jordan river dispute involves Israel, Jordad 8mria; the Tigris—Euphrates river
system involves Turkey, Syria and Iraq. Aliboni cludes that, while water may not be
regarded as a direct cause of conflict, water despand the lack of solutions to the
problem could worsen already tense relations.

In the case of fishing resources, it is notewottst, in 2005, both Tunisia and
Libya extended their ‘exclusive fishing conservatmone’ beyond their territorial seas,
bringing to five the number of states that claincls@a zone.3? The others are Algeria
(1994), Malta (1978) and Spain (1997).3 The Libyame starts above a straight line
drawn from Misratah in the west to Benghazi in ¢last, effectively designating the Gulf
of Sidra as internal Libyan waters. This pushegaibcontrol over an area considered to
be international water$. The extended Tunisian fishing zone engulfs thellstadian
isles of Pantelleria and Lampedusa, stopping affifteen nautical miles from their
coastlines® The declaration of these fishing zones gives
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their respective states control only over fishexgources. However, tensions arise when
fishermen of other nationalities are deprived dditthiraditional fishing grounds. Lesser
Mediterranean tensions have also erupted suddeoind tiny rocks and atolls. These
mostly uninhabited rocks are pivotal in the delir@aof both EEZs and the continental
shelf. Nearly all the states of the Mediterraneagian, with the exception of Malta and
Tunisia, have unresolved land border issues wiglr tieighbours. The best-known ones
are those involving Spain and the UK over Gibralt@nich finds its replica in Spanish
Moroccan relations over Spain’s North African enels of Cueta and Mellila. In July
2002, Spain sent troops to the disputed and delsdradf-a-mile-long island of Perejil (or
Leila, as it is known in Morocco), after Moroccasidiers had landed on3t.The island,
situated around 200 meters from Morocco’s shoré, mat been formally claimed by
Spain until then. This incident was reminiscentre 1996 Imia (Turkish Kardak) affair
that forced the US to broker a Greek and Turkishtany withdrawal from a group of
uninhabited islands in the Aegean that were claimeboth®’

Responding to the security challenges in the Mediterranean

The security challenges the EU faces in the Meaditeyan region require a
combination of responses, embracing economic,igaliand military options. Lacking
the necessary military means, the EU has tradifipnaied on its economic strength and
market size, acting as a ‘civilian power’. Befornsidering the development of EC/EU
political involvement in the region, there are anner of general concerns to be noted.
For example, the EU and the US concur on the premobf democracy in the
Mediterranean region, though both are occasionathbivalent as to the levels of
pressure to be applied, depending on their differitierests. The EU and the US garb
their foreign policy objectives in idealistic tern@stensibly to encourage more peaceful
inter-state relations, but, in doing this, theyoalpromote substantive interest&’.
Citizens in the Arab world are also aware that \W@sigovernments support existing
authoritarian regimes, while pressing for democregforms, a case of double standards.
In addition, the EU’s Mediterranean partners pere@&emocracy in terms of its impact
on their regime’s survival and can therefore beuatint to promote far-reaching
democratic reforms.

Additionally, EU policy has often suffered from ack of agreement among its
own member states. For example, French suppothéAlgerian government during the
civil war, which started in 1992, obstructed theeegence of a coherent EU respotise.
US policies in the region often have a similar effeFor example, Washington’s
rapprochement with Libya appears not to includeingént conditions on the
improvement of democracy and human rights. As ithia central EMP requirement, it
may help explain why Libya has been slow to comitaélf as a fully fledged partner as
yet. Furthermore, the US is pursuing the ‘Greateddi¢ East Initiative’ in the
Mediterranean region and beyond, concluding fregetragreements with a number of
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the littoral state&® The latter agreements do not pose real econdmeats to the EU. In
fact, they could be helpful if they catalyse ecormogrowth in these states. However,
they may also dilute the EU’s leverage over its Mecanean partners.

Before assessing the detail of the EMP, it is witkting the developments in
some form of historical context. The EC’s engagdmes a ‘civilian power’ in the
Mediterranean region began when it concluded Assioti Agreements with Greece and
Turkey (1961-63), a process it has continued witistrof the other Mediterranean states.
In 1972, the EC launched a more streamlined Gldbaditerranean Policy (GMP) and
proceeded to extend formal preferential tradingragements with all the Mediterranean
states. However, the GMP and other EC/EU initiagtiveave had to adjust to new
challenges emanating from the region, often leadinghe impression that it is more
spectator than participant in the events of theewrégion. While the GMP was useful in
consolidating the traditional regional trade pai$erthus strengthening interdependence
between the two shores of the Mediterranean regmotine political domain the EC fared
less well. For example, the Euro-Arab Dialogue, alihihe EC had helped establish in
1975, despite Washington’s objections, died premsstufollowing the 1979 Egypt—
Israel Camp David Accord and the internal divisidhis provoked in the Arab world.
The EC'’s perceived leanings towards the Arab Wanld its 1980 Venice Declaration on
the Middle East led to a deterioration of its rielas with Israef:*

As a result, the member states tended to ventuffertiter than to issue periodic
declarations on their major concerns, often witkagjdifficulty and after a lot of internal
wrangling. To use Ambassador Ischinger’s distingti@mpplied in the context of the EU’s
current policy dilemmas, it developed a ‘declamtivas distinguished from an
‘operational’, foreign policy, earning it the fregptly applied epithet of being ‘an
economic giant but a political pygm$f.The EU has found it difficult since to shake off
this derogatory image. In fact, various non-EUiatives, such as the ‘Five plus Five’
arrangement in the Western Mediterranean, the Meditean Forum and NATO’s
Mediterranean Dialogue, had already made a modadtiefore the EU even launched
EMP in November 1995. Kagan has likened the EUtsetu foreign policy to the chorus
in a classical Greek tragedy: ‘It comments on tti®oa. It reacts with horror and praise.
It interacts in various ways with the protagonigat the singers themselves play no part
in the plot.** The conclusion to be drawn is that a ‘civilian msvapproach on its own
was often insufficient to handle the security otradles it faced. Lacking the unified
military capabilities, the strength and diplomairestige of the US, and relying primarily
on its soft power approach, the EU could not assankeading diplomatic role in the
region. These developments help expose the lirhifseo'civilian power’ approach.

The success and failures of the EMP

When the EMP was launched in 1995, the Middle gestlem was purposely left out of
its purview because of its disruptive potentiahaiigh it was thought that the
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EMP would help strengthen the broader conditionsafdasting peace in the region.
However, it made the security dialogue within tivetfbasket of the Barcelona process
more difficult. Symptomatic of this was the facaththe proposed Euro-Mediterranean
Charter for Peace and Stability had to be abandaiftent years of almost complete
stalemate. Senior officials of the EMP had begurditaft the Charter after the 1995
Barcelona meeting. In 1997, the Ministers agreeat thork on the Charter should
continue ‘in order to submit as soon as possiblagneed text for approval at a future
Ministerial Meeting when political circumstances alléw (emphasis added].
Representatives of the Arab states had decidedhbatwould not approve the Charter
before the Middle East problem had finally beerohesd. Human rights, democracy and
the rule of law are emblematic of the EU’s ovemgdbroach. They are stressed in all
EMP Ministerial declarations, are regularly citeg the European Parliament in its
resolution§® and emphasised by the Commission, which notedhtpertance of ‘main-
streaming’ human rights in the EU’s external relasi’® Such issues also play a pivotal
role in the Commission’s EMP work programme, sukeditin April 2005 Human
rights clauses have been inserted in EC/EU agresmetihh non-member countries since
1989. Consistent with this policy, a ‘political abtionality’ or ‘essential element clause’
became a basic feature of all EMP Association Ageds. Such clauses were intended
to help the EU pursue a positive engagement ommefath Mediterranean non-member
states. This noncoercive approach, together with Eb)’'s self-imposed limitation of
issuing demarches, in preference to suspendingdgkeciation Agreements’ provisions,
has prompted criticism that the EU’s human rightdicy in the Mediterranean is
ineffective®® Such criticism has wider implications, as the potion of democracy and
human rights is also important to the EU’s ‘ciuilipower’ approach.

As Youngs argues, the EU’s ‘non-coercive’ approach deliberate one, because
the EU prefers ‘positive engagement’ and ‘partriptstiHe describes European
approaches, at both the regional and national ,eva$ ‘socio-economic,
technogovernance [in] character, combining rel&tivenocuous grassroots initiatives
with top—down cooperation purporting to “nudge” hneiateningly the outlooks of
theentrenched elite3”The European Council claims that the EU aims ta &envincing
rather than ammposingpower, with engagement and dialogue as the prefeneansof
interaction with third countries. The EU:

has to seek a balance between persuasion andalcatton. Promoting human
rights involves building relations of trust, haviaggenuine exchange of views,
setting conditions for fruitful cooperation and efhg assistance to meet them, but
being willing to indicate clearly when red linesveabeen crossed.

Indeed, in contrast to the criticism of the EU asemtially passive (noted earlier in the
chapter), Madeleine Bunting has praised this naraee approach, claiming that the
costs in changing Iraqg seem to be swaying opinigainst the use of force as an
instrument of change, towards the peaceful Europgsproach? Yet, how can EU
policy effectiveness be increased? Youngs strebst¢she EU’s highly formalised and
institutionalised partnerships tend to work to tleevn internal momentum, isolated
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from outside events. EU policies must, therefoeemore alert to grasp the opportunities
that present themselves for promoting human rights.

Mainstreaming human rights in the EU’s externatiehs has led to calls for the
involvement of Euro-Mediterranean civil society asttier initiatives, such as a dialogue
of civilisations and the Euro-Mediterranean Parkatary Assembly. A modest financial
outlay to support NGOs and the promotion of demmecrand human rights was
established in 1999, when, on the insistence ofEilm®pean Parliament, the European
Initiative for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHRasvcreated. Currently, it has an
annual outlay of approximately €100m, to supponnho rights, democratisation and
conflict prevention activities. The supported pwogmes are to be carried out in
partnership with NGOs and international organiseioln contrast to the task it
confronts, which may have worsened in the era ef\War on Terror’ (as noted eatrlier),
such a figure is not extensive, though neverthebegsful. The magnitude of the task of
effectively promoting human rights and democracyhie Mediterranean region is such
that it can only be accomplished if supported greier policy instruments, such as a
democracy clause, accompanied by an EU readinéisgdke it appropriately.

The promotion of civil society projects and its etidnvolvement in the EMP
raises a number of other issues. Civil societyhm rnajority of the EU’s Mediterranean
partners mainly consists of NGOs that have emergatiin the framework of
semirestrictive laws on freedom of association. WMari these NGOs are not only
permitted but also encouraged by their respectiweeguiments, in order to confront
social problems that the states are unable to woihe As Brumberg observes, many of
these NGOs in the Arab World are the result of ldbdeate policy of ‘partial inclusion’,
whereby regimes extend recognition to a large nurab8lGOs, allowing the opposition
to ‘blow off steam’, while withholding the freedomo more broadly based, popular
movements that could seriously challenge their @itih>® Brumberg adds, ‘for wily
“reformists” such as Egypt's Mubarak, it is better have 5,000 small civil society
organisations than five big ones, since many competGOs impede social activists’
cooperation®* More poignantly, Ottaway observes:

Political parties (in the Arab World) embracing demracy remain weak, their
leaders isolated in downtown offices, while Islamigrganisations set up
headquarters in lowerclass sections of town. Proeseacy intellectuals in general
shun political parties and prefer to set up NGQs..These organisations can
generate quickly visible activities, such as comfiees and receive attention
abroad. But these groups are not generally abkpéak to the general public in
their own countries . . . Ideologically, the Aralpegt belongs much more to the
Islamist preachers than to democracy activists.

Thus, a more productive civil society dialogue coohly be achieved if non-official
Islamist NGOs are successfully targeted. Howevesé are difficult to locate or engage,
both because little is known about them and becaush contacts are certainly to be
obstructed by the government in question.

It seems that the EU’s best chance of success en¢ourage a ‘top—bottom’
reform process. The kind of democratic reforms thatEU wishes to encourage in
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the Mediterranean region are outlined in a RegioBahtegy Paper and Regional
Indicative Programm& Following this, a Country Strategy Paper and asoeisted
National Indicative Programme (NIP) was negotiangth each partner state, detailing
the reforms that each had to achieve. However(Od 28port, evaluating the effect of the
MEDA programme in Egypt found that the Union’s sy makes little explicit mention
of other EU objectives, namely stability, based democratization and conflict
prevention. The same report states that the reaali'eved have been mixed, with the
overall impact of such programmes limited by thewspace of reform within Egypt.
Such failures may help explain the European Padrdis request to be involved in the
evaluation of the human rights assessments caoigdy the Commission within the
ambit of the ENP® The Commission has already set up human rightscsmomittees,
with a view to ensuring more commitment to reform.

Other potential improvements include improving thiediterranean partners’
joint ownership of the Partnership, in which the BUstill the main agenda setter. In
addition, conflicting goals have often obstructed policy making and these must be
ironed out. For example, securing the co-operatbrihne Mediterranean partners in
implementing free trade seems to have diminished E)'s leverage to coax them
towards deeper political reforms. The effectivengfsthe EU can also be strengthened if
the partners’ economic dependence on the EU istautbee enough to make
noncompliance costly. Increased financial aid soNtediterranean partners, to help them
overcome the problems of restructuring, particylad the agricultural sector, may
increase the attractiveness of compliance — anddbkeof non-compliance. Effectiveness
also requires coherence on the part of the EU mestiaées and a willingness to act
decisively. However, the resurgence of a petrodasllaplus in the Mediterranean region
blunts the EU’s economic instruments for induciafprm.

Conclusion: EU security options in the Mediterranean region

This chapter has focused on the main security ehgdls that the EU faces in the
Mediterranean region. Enlargement has providedth more assets to confront the ‘arc
of instability’ that surrounds it, from the bordews Russia in the north to its southern
frontiers in the Mediterranean region. Although #doeession of Cyprus and Malta does
not add, in a substantive way, to the assets asourees needed to confront these
challenges, both states contribute towards inangasie EU’s sensitivities in the region.
Since both Cyprus and Malta are small island stdtesy tend to focus more on their
immediate regional environment than on wider glgietspectives. For this reason, and
particularly if Cyprus manages to free itself frdoctusing almost exclusively on its
internal problems, the two EU Mediterranean sta@s stimulate a stronger focus on
Mediterranean issues within the main EU institution

The ENP is a welcome development, which, if propenhplemented, could
improve the functioning of the EMP, while increagithe EU’s effectiveness in the
Mediterranean region in a number of areas. Howevaiyilian power’ approach on
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its own may not be sufficient and the EU needseieetbp ESDP further, in order to offer
a suitable response across the range of possitieimnents at its disposal. At the same
time, it is worth emphasising that the main chajlen that the EU faces in the
Mediterranean region cannot be solved by militagans alone — if at all. Under the
ENP, the Commission has prepared a number of gpoueports and, on this basis,
Action Plans were negotiated with Israel, Jordawyddco, Tunisia and the Palestinian
Authority, aiming to promote political and econom&form, as well as modernisation
and development On 21 February 2005, the European Council reaciyedement on
the positions to be adopted by the EU within thesossation Councils and the EU-
Palestinian Authority Joint Committee to implem#mse Plans. Action Plans are also to
be negotiated with Algeria and Egypt, as well abdmn once the situation improves.
These Plans are careful to take into account tbeidual needs of each partner. The
ENP offers rewards to all of the Union’s partndrattcarry out the agreed measures, in
terms of increased access to the internal mark®tCammunity programmes. Hence the
effectiveness of this policy hinges on the cormaluation of the Plans’ implementation
and the ability of the EU to take timely decisiobe European Parliament wishes to be
involved — together with the Commission — in evih@mthese Action Plans, while the
Commission has appealed for continued and compseheisupport from the member
states.

The purview of the ENP and the EMP is being extdntinclude other matters,
such as energy security, migration and WMD prddifien. However, it is short sighted to
rely solely on this policy instrument. There is rhuo be developed on the EU side,
which, in turn, will help reduce the Union’s riskBor example, increased energy
efficiency and the development of alternative epaggsources helps to lessen the EU’s
external dependence and reduce risks in this sdt@so provides innovations that can
be useful to the southern riparian states, in otolesatisfy their increasing energy needs
as they move up the development ladder. The pramo#&ind implementation of
democracy programmes attacks not only some ofdbiecauses of terrorism, but also of
illegal immigration. The promotion of the dialogu# civilisations, through such
institutions as the Alexandria-based Anna Lindhrieation, is useful, but its limitations
must be equally recognised. The dialogue priman¥yplves elites, but civil society in
the region cannot be ignored, for such a dialogare e fully effective only if it filters
down to the grass roots in the societies it is meamfluence.

Immigration is a good example of how internal amtemal EU policies need to
be co-ordinated. It requires policy instruments drel the ENP and EMP, securing
compliance from the southern littoral states tcetaktion to curb this phenomenon. It
requires co-operation and co-ordination, as weltaserence, at an EU level and the
sharing of information among EU member states enbsis of solidarity. Additionally,
it depends on the readiness of the member statasribine their military assets, in order
to safeguard security in their territorial watdtgough adequate patrolling and help and
rescue missions, and to prevent organised crimeonk$ from carrying out their
activities with impunity. Last but not least, it llsafor a properly designed and
implemented EU emigration policy.
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In the case of terrorism, tightening the networkcoliaboration and intelligence
sharing amongst the EU member states and their tttegihean partners is important.
More useful will be the resolution of the older fimts that fuel this phenomenon,
primarily the Middle East problem and authoritaisam in key Mediterranean partners.
Anti-terrorist measures in the EU’s Mediterraneartqers should not be allowed to
strangle NGOs and individuals struggling for deraggr At the same time, terrorism
must not be viewed as a threat to the EU, but @mamon threat faced by all states. In
combating terrorism, military means, under the seatfi the ESDP, can also become
useful in failed states, in order to restore ow®d open the way to humanitarian efforts.
As the EU itself recognises, regional conflictsaheelitical solutions, but military assets
and effective policing may be needed in the posflmb phase, such as the EU is doing
in Gaza. Civilian crisis management helps restongl government. The EU is
particularly well equipped to respond to such miateted situations.

Finally, in terms of WMD proliferation, the EU callfor the strengthening of
multilateral non-proliferation regimes and verificam methods, to ensure compliari€e,
as well as the mainstreaming of non-proliferatiatiqees into the EU’s wider relations
with third countries. This could be done by intromhg a non-proliferation clause into
agreements with these states. This proposal foltbepath of the ‘democracy’ clause in
the Association Agreements. Deeper scrutiny asote this new conditionality will be
implemented is required, in the light of the pidaih the implementation of the human
rights and democracy conditionality identified imstchapter.
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