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Abstract

This article compares the foreign policies of Feaand Germany, in the 1990s, towards
the EU’s special relationships with the countriegica, the Caribbean and the Pacific
(ACP) on the one hand and the Central and EastgmopEan countries (CEEC) on the
other. Whereas France advocated support for A@eesiis, Germany supported those of
the CEEC. | argue that French and German priatitisa cannot sufficiently be explained
by rationalist, interest-based approaches (i.eraaiem, economic liberalism and
institutionalism) and offer a constructivist suppkent to fill in the gaps. This approach is
based on the concept of solidarity. First, | depatoy theoretical concept and identify
three principles of solidarity action (i.e. tiegea and effort). | then apply the concept of
solidarity to show how French and German policoeegards the Cotonou Agreement
concluded in 2000 with the ACP and the EU’s Easéglargement process were shaped
by different social constructions of solidaritysudting in strong preferential support for
either the ACP (France) or the CEEC (Germany).



Introduction

La priorité allemande c’est 'Europe du Centre et d
I'Est, celle de la France reste au Sud (Rupnik 1998
215).

Although emotions play an important role in intaéromal affairs they have received little
attention by international relations and foreigtiggoscholars. Numerous authors have
emphasised this shortcoming for several years eogv Moisi 2009; Mercer 2006;
Lebow 2006, Marcus 2000; Crawford 2000), but tlaeestill only very little systematic
study into emotions and even fewer related to doglistudies. This is also true for
emotion such as solidarity, which is a definingdadn how nations and people address
the challenges they face as well as how they rédab@e another. The article examines
the power of solidarity in EU external relationsoid specifically, this paper compares
France’s and Germany’s policies towards the Eunoféaon’s (EU) external relations
with the countries of Africa, the Caribbean and Baeific (ACP) as well as the Central
and Eastern European Countries (CEEC) during t86s'9Although the EU's relations
with both regional groups differ considerably ieittrelated conditions and in their
intended goals — the group of 78 ACP countriess®eiated with the EU, while the
CEEC at that time were candidates for EU membershieretare several reasons why
comparing the positions of the two most importadtigember states on ACP and CEEC
relations is meaningful.

First, development and enlargement are two of tanpolicy areas of the EU’s
external relations, and they are closely relatediits2008: 33-38). Thus, many of the
EU’s policy tools for Eastern enlargement policgyueh as cooperation agreements,
financial instruments, political dialogue and cdrality — were inspired by the
agreements with the ACP countries and adaptecetsithation in Central Eastern Europe
(Borzel and Risse 2009). Second, the significarficbkeoEU’s relations with the East and
the South changed after the collapse of commums@entral and Eastern Europe
(Holland 2005: 256; Bretherton and Vogler 2006:)13Vhile the ACP states were
unqguestionably at the top of the ‘pyramid of pegés’ during the 1980s (Grilli 1993:
150), the EU started to shift its priorities fronetACP countries to the CEEC in the

! The author is particularly grateful to Hanns W.WMaSebastian Harnisch, Ole Elgstrém and
Michael Smith for helpful comments. | gratefullykaowledge the excellent help | received from my
research assistance Rachel Folz and Simon Musekamgarlier version of this article was presented a
the UACES conference ‘Exchanging Ideas on Eurof82Rethinking the European Union’, Edinburgh,
September 2008. The German Research Foundations@euorschungsgemeinschaft — DFG) and the
Robert Schuman Centre for Advanced Studies (RS@AB)e European University Institute in Florence
supported research and writing.

2 This group contains Bulgaria, the Czech RepuBlatpnia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland,
Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia.



1990s. According to many observers, the two regoamspeted for the same scarce
resources and political attention, since the nagoti of the Cotonou Agreement (2000)
coincided with the Eastern enlargement processtiBrmn and Vogler 2006: 125;
Elgstrém 2005: 186).Third, France and Germany prioritise their pokdiewards the
ACP and CEEC quite differently. Whereas France e sustain the special EU-ACP
partnership in the Cotonou Agreement, Germany aatedcthe ‘normalisation’ of these
relations. On the other side, Germany was much meteed to the CEEC and
supported exclusive enlargements, including fingt Boremost the Visegrad neighbours,
whilst it at times excluded Bulgaria and Romanibgeveas France called for a laggard
and inclusive enlargement with Bulgaria and Romé&Gebone 2007: 37, 42;
Zaborowski 2007: 42). As Pilegaard (2003: 15) aataly sums up, “France had been
lobbying intensively to secure larger allocatioos ACP, while especially Germany
seemed more inclined to redirect financial asstgdrom South to East, i.e. to the
aspiring candidate countries in Central and Eadteinope”.

Given this perspective on development and enlarggrtiee article addresses the
basic question why France and Germany prioritisecHastern enlargement and the EU’s
development policy with the ACP countries quitdetigéntly. How can we explain that
France has tried to secure more political and trersupport for ACP countries, whilst
the German government was more inclined to sugher€CEEC? | deal with this
question by advancing two linked arguments. Firgtgue that solidarity — which refers
to a special form of togetherness and mutual otiiga- matters in international relations
and foreign policy. Second, France and Germanyaoge degree construct their
privileged relations towards the ACP or the CEEGrwpking solidarity. The different
social constructions of solidarity provide an imjant key to understanding France’s and
Germany’s position on Eastern enlargement and tis &evelopment policy with the
ACP. | do not argue that material incentives at&eg absent in France’s and
Germany'’s policies towards the two regional grokssJileva (2004: 12-18) has
demonstrated for Eastern enlargement, rationagiraptions have some advantage in
explaining substantive policy issues and outcorHesvever, since | am interested in
explaining why France and Germany prioritise tipeiicies towards the ACP and CEEC
differently, the main claim in this paper is thia¢ir positions cannot be sufficiently
explained without reference to solidarity. Giver thfferent goals (association vs. future
membership) prevalent in the EU’s development targement policy, respectively, the
analysis is a good case for exploring whether tiveiples of solidarity brought forward

® Although there is a different legal basis for stsice to countries in ‘transition’ (CEEC) and
developing countries (ACP), both groups of cousthiave obtained aid (Smith 2008: 58). Developmieht a
has to be conducted by the official agencies, teesthe promotion of economic development and wejfa
and to have a grant element of at least 25%. Iimfubloth Official Aid (OA) to transition countried
Official Development Assistance (ODA) “also accovdth the way politicians and decision makers i ai
giving countries tend to regard aid — funding fottbof these purpose is typically included in taene
budgets and same legislation and usually considegether” (Lancaster 2007: 10).



by French and German decision makers really haapeshtheir positions towards EU
relations with the South and the East.

To examine the specific social construction ofdanity, | focus on the arguments
actors provide for their actions. Hence, the atislprimarily based on national
parliamentary debates and speeches of a rangentirand German members of
government on Eastern enlargement as well as onpuGéy in the 19904.Since words
do not always match deeds, | examine not onlyhléoric of policy-makers but also
their actual behaviour in negotiations and allarabtf aid by evaluating secondary
literature, documents and aid data. The potenéipllgetween what policy-makers say and
what they actually mean can be controlled for bgneixing the consistency of the
arguments presented, i.e. consistency across poleders, across audiences and with a
particular eye to key decisions on EU enlargemadt@otonou. Most importantly,
however, this article does not seek to investigdtat might be called the ‘true’ motives
of the actors involved, since it is impossiblegach into the hearts of policy-makers and
thus to uncover their real beliefs and convictidrtse method suggested here is
‘explanation through interpretation’ in the Webersense (Weber 1978, see also Sjursen
2007).

My argument refers to several strands of the liteea The basis is formed by
constructivism. As Houghton (2007) has pointed satial constructivism provides the
most logical approach to the study of foreign pplithe article draws also on recent
research about norms and values in the EU memédeisstoreign policies (cf. Lucarelli
and Manners 2006). | address, finally, the thecaétiterature dealing with EU
development policy (e.g. Holland 2002; Elgstrom 200arbone 2007; Schieder et al.
2008) and Eastern enlargement (Sjursen 2007; Sablifenmig and Sedelmeier 2005;
Sedelmeier 2005; Jileva 2004; Wiener and Diez 268@Bjmmelfennig 2001). Although
there is a sizeable body of empirical literatureoboth policy areas, its theoretical
examination in terms of the role of norms and valmeACP and enlargement policy was
long neglected. There are only a few theoretiaaliss comparing EU member states’
Eastern enlargement or development policies, réispéc(Holland 2002: 234-244;
Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier 2005: 2-5). Hencth this article | aim to offer a
constructivist explanation for the French and Germpasitions on Eastern enlargement
and ACP development policy. In doing so, | attetoill in the theoretical gaps by
providing a new analytical concept based on sdtiglar

* | systematically evaluate national parliamentapates before and during the ratification of the
Cotonou Agreement in 2000 and during the Eastelargement process from 1990 until 2004. Breuning
(1995: 235; see also Hilsse 2006; Sjursen 2008rebs, “that arguments put forward during
parliamentary debates are a more reliable indidatdnehaviour than campaign speeches since theefor
include arguments for or against actions proposettid government”. Additionally, | analyse speechgs
French and German members of government and, iRrdrech case, by the President of the Republic due
to his important role in the French foreign and jdlicy. | evaluate these sources by applying caiaie
content analysis.



In the first section, | develop my constructivisncept of solidarity, outlining three
principles of solidarity action (i.e. ties, needlaffort). Before turning to the empirical
analysis, | review, in the second section, thrésr@étive rationalist approaches (i.e.
neorealism, economic liberalism and institutiorma)i@and briefly discuss what | see as
their crucial shortcomings. The third section présehe empirical cases, i.e. France’s
and Germany'’s positions on EU-ACP and EU-CEEC imiat respectively. In a final
section, | compare the cases and draw generalusionk.

Solidarity as a neglected factor in IR and foreigrpolicy

Since the 1990s, social constructivism has turnemla buzzword of international
relations (cf. Katzenstein et al. 1996; Wendt 19@Bristiansen et al. 2001; Adler 2002)
and foreign policy analysis (for an overview seaigfton 2007), and the notion of a
“sociological” or “constructivist turn” has in thisay became widely accepted in the IR
community. Although there is a strong focus onrtile of norms and values in
constructivist literature, the research has thupdéad little attention to the fact that
differences in types of norms are significant foderstanding and explaining political
processes and decisions. In contrast to univagdabkrbased principles, normative value-
based principles such as solidarity have been wideglected in constructivist foreign
policy analysis (Jileva 2004; Riddervold and Sjar&807; Coicaud and Wheeler 2008;
Schieder 2009).This neglect has not only been due to the ambigiithe term

solidarity itself (Outhwaite 2007: 87; Stjerng 2085unkhorst 2005). The reason was,
rather, that solidarity as a moral phenomenon igdivectly observable and, most notably,
not directly measurable (Durkheim 1965: 64). Themef Durkheim added, “we must
substitute for this internal fact which escapeamgxternal index which symbolizes it
and study the former in the light of the latterufRheim chose the law as an observable
symbol and assumed that the more the membersaafietys maintained individual or
societal relationships, the more solidarity wouwgstebetween them. Another possibility
to observe solidarity that | adopt for the anabftigserspectives taken in this article is to
investigate principles of solidarity action. Dragion the sociological and
anthropological literature about emotion, socididswity and the giff | define solidarity
as a state of relations between individuals, sag@lips or states that is characterized by
a special form of togetherness and mutual obligafidau 2007: 130). As regards the
latter, Bayertz (1999: 3) emphasises three normd&atures.

® For international relations, the concept of saltyehas been framed mainly in the context of the
English School (Bergman 2007) and in the wider ragive discourse about critical theory (Weber 2007;
Jabri 2007).

® As Mary Douglas said in her foreword to Marcel Msiu‘The Gift” (Mauss 1990: x), “the theory
of the gift is a theory of human solidarity”. Irsamilar vein Hattori (2003: 232-237, see also Ké&aagis
2007) conceptualises foreign aid as a social mrlaif giving. Despite different scientific discipéis both
social solidarity and the gift are clearly relag@mter 2005).



First, “solidarity is a social construct that ismtiagent on its social and cultural
context rather than a fixed or given value” (Bergn2@07: 80; Schieder 2009: 18-22).
Accordingly, the concept of solidarity is relatedcommunities that exist when people
share a common identity as members of a relatstalyle group with a common ethos
(Miller 1999: 26). Unlike comparable, universallynbding principles such as justice or
equality, solidarity usually only includes “partlanobligations” (Bayertz 1999: 4). This
means that people show solidarity first and forenmsembers of their own community.
Second, the particular obligation character typiocathe concept of solidarity finds
expression in forms of unilateral or mutual assistathat imply stable expectational
horizons. This may, on the one hand, assume thactea of a material transfer, with a
party being allocated concrete resources withoungoebliged to return other resources
of equivalent value. On the other hand, thoughstsie and support may also have
impacts on the behavioural constraints of actoreemed. Third, it is assumed that both
the respective community as well as the assistarmaded are legitimate. Hence,
assistance is always provided with the awarenedgthb legitimate concerns of group
members need to be protected. As such, solidatyd to the subordination of self-
interests to collective action and implies a “wdllinstitutionalise that collective action
through the establishment of rights and citizersterng 2005: 2; see also Offe 2007:
119). But only those actors that feel ‘special’dtiggrness or closeness to each other will
develop institutional arrangements of solidaritya@M2007: 130-131).

Three core assumptions of international solidarity

Extending the concept of solidarity to internatioreations is difficult. In order to
demonstrate its relevance, | first formulate troere assumptions and then go on to
develop, based on them, our theoretical argumehtlé/Voutline the first two
assumptions briefly, | scrutinise the evidencetliarthird based on the empirical cases.

(1) Nation states are institutionalised solidarity coomities: Whereas solidarity
was originally found in traditional relationshipstiin the family or kinship group,
institutional forms of solidarity have long beercepted as legitimate expressions of the
common social feeling of togetherness: the natiatess the most obvious example of
modern solidarity (Renan 1882; Anderson 1983). dwesitates not only include territorial
and administrative components but also entail thee $aking over functions for
collective and individual welfare (Rokkan 2000).cacdingly, the welfare state is not
merely a description of a more or less complexesystf social services and financial
transactions. Rather, the welfare state reflectsig@ant societal values and principles of
solidarity (see Marshall 1950; Rothstein 1998).

" On the tension between solidarity as a sentimeatmtion and solidarity as an institutionalised
practice, see Outhwaite (2007: 81-87). Even insitasociological texts (i.e. Durkheim, Ténnies, and
Weber) the tension within the conception of soliyas apparent.



(2) Domestic foundations of international solidarityistorically, three factors have
promoted the widening and deepening of solidaniilygiples at the national level and,
subsequently, beyond national borders. First, demticozalues and rights developed in
Western welfare states provided the basic proagsdéntification and engagement
between people (Coicaud and Wheeler 2008: 4). [Edissecond, to a sense of obligation
and responsibility. Lumsdaine (1993: 63) argues ‘tth@amestic values influence the
values states adopted in international politicsd aites evidence that the borders of states
no longer mark the “natural” boundaries of humalidsoity (Noél and Thérien 1995). As
“distant suffering” has gradually become evideniiestern societies, certain policies,
such as development policy, have emerged thatuewble ‘politics of pity’ (Boltanski
1999; Linklater 2007). In other words, the routresponse to distant suffering is an
expression of the extension and institutionalisatibinternational solidarity (Karagiannis
2004). Third, the spread of democratic values &jius, in recognizing individuals in
their variety as members of one world, “providel$ao build a case for the rights of all
and, consequently, to fight for improved inclusig@bicaud and Wheeler 2008: 4).

However, the values and rights that trigger inteomal solidarity are also part of
what accounts for its limitations at the internatiblevel. Modern democratic solidarity —
though wider than traditional solidarity — tendsthinner (Brunkhorst 2005; Olesen
2008). In other words, as solidarity widens, thesgeof mutual responsibility and
obligation becomes attenuated and contingent. Euntbre, states are not only defenders
of values and rights of universality. Rather, tiay a selective, and therefore restrictive,
role in the projection of international solidari#ys such, international solidarity relations
tend to give a renewed importance to traditionaldsoof proximity, including special ties
(Coicaud and Wheeler 2008: 5). As Rorty (1989: I8ijhtly pointed out, the sense of
solidarity is “strongest when those with whom satitl is expressed are thought of as
‘one of us’, where ‘us’ means something smallerrande local than human race”.

(3) Solidarity structure andegitimacy:l do not assume that principles of solidarity
at the national level have any direct causal impaatational foreign policy but rather
that the social construction of solidarity framlesrh in particular ways. As there are
different expectations involved in foreign policgaision-making, solidarity is in
competition with other motivating factors such astgity or economic wealth. Since
manifestations of international solidarity are hotding, acts of solidarity have also to be
justified in the political debate (Eriksen 1999uiSen and Smith 2004). The
appropriateness of solidarity-based action dependbe legitimacy of the respective
principles within the political debafein order to operationalise international solidarit
relations, | distinguish between three principléaaion (see Schieder 2009):

(a) The first principle of solidarity action ises’. Accordingly, ties arising from a
sense of community have a particular impact orettient of responsibility for others.

8 Besides the weight of solidarity, public opinianailso crucial. In this article, | neglect thistfac
because | assume that the distress of the ACPfamdgl) CEEC is sufficiently known.



Thus, donors feel greater pressure to providetasss to those countries for which they
have feelings of closeness and togetherness. @rebeindicated by references to
historical or colonial relations, to cultural clogss with those that are seen as ‘one of us’
as well as to feelings like guilt, gratitude oefrdship (Brysk et al. 2002; Riddervold and
Sjursen 2007).

(b) The second principle of solidarity action igé&u’. Within communities, for
example, distribution conflicts will be decided amting to the principle of need (Miller
1999: 27; Bergman 2007). Accordingly, interdeperaen solidarity depends on how
great the recipient’s need for support or assigt@ascndicators of this principle are the
financial and geographical allocation of assistandhose recipients that are the most
impoverished.

(c) A third principle of solidarity action is ‘effd. As social practice of giving and
receiving, solidarity is always conditional (Kom&005). According to this principle, the
degree to which assistance and support resulsiblgisuccess and the transfer of
resources actually reduces the gap between dodaeaipient is important for the
consistency and growth of solidarity. The smaller tecipient’s efforts and the less likely
the prospects of success, the more difficult ibisdonor governments to legitimise
solidarity (Oorschot 2007: 8; Jabri 2007: 727).

The principles of ties, need and effort encomplasssolidarity structure of the
problem field and define the space of solidaritiyaac These principles may be weighted
differently in national foreign policy debates, uktgg in different social constructions of
solidarity. Since | assume solidarity to be a kagtdr for describing and explaining
France’s and Germany’s divergent positions tow&idsACP and EU-CEEC relations, |
suspect the two countries to weight the three jpies of solidarity differently.

Alternative theoretical explanations

Other theoretical perspectives might offer quitéedent solutions to the empirical
puzzle. Before applying the solidarity concept emplly, | present some important
alternative theoretical approaches that recurenitarature and demonstrate why they
have serious shortcomings in explaining Francets@armany’s positions towards the
ACP and CEEC.

Thefirst alternativeto our solidarity concept is neorealism. Neor¢slassume that

development policy serves primarily as an instruni@nthe donor to pursue national
interests, both political and economic (Lancas@)72 3; Schraeder et al 1998: 304,

° This list of theoretical approaches is not conggléut | have selected the most relevant approaches
alongside constructivism. For an overview of alaive theoretical explanations on Eastern enlargg¢me
see Wiener and Diez (2003); Schimmelfennig and I&eser (2005); on foreign aid, see Ravenhill (1985)
Olsen (2005); Schraeder et al. (1998).
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Morgenthau 1962). Empirical research reveals thakwess of the neorealist explanation
regarding France’s and Germany’s ACP policies. WagiGermany — until the late 1990s
— seemed to lack any special interest towards e group (Mair 2006; Molt 2002),
French preferential engagement for EU-ACP relatisrtdten described in terms of
power and national interests. But as Schlichtepa@isted out, French policy towards the
ACP group appears “rather as a historic lag thamrasionally controlled strategy to
serve the own position within the internationalteys and to increase the own interests
and powers” (Schlichte 1998: 313; see also Cumr88$). In a similar manner, Brysk
et al. (2002: 275) argue that the ‘special partmpir$ormed by France with its former
colonies in Sub-Saharan Africa has shaped the pigooeof material interest, and not
vice versa. As the ACP group “diminished in terrhge@opolitical and security
importance to the EU after the end of the Cold WBilal and Grynberg 2007: 6), and
the Cotonou Agreement (2000) was concluded forrgamacedented 20-year period,
French and German ACP policies do not fit in witpitally realist perceptions of
rationality (Forwood 2001: 438; Holland 2005).

Neorealism has also deficits in explaining Franegid Germany’s different
prioritisations regarding Eastern enlargement. @Gmmon interpretation of France’s
position is that Paris is usually thought to hagerbagainst enlargement to the CEEC due
to the expectation that the move would tip thetmali balance in the EU in Germany’s
favour (Skalnes 2005: 221; see also Grabbe and é$ut®98; Schimmelfenning 2003).
However, there is little empirical evidence to soippphis neorealist assumption of actors
as power maximisers. As Sjursen and Romsloe (2D82-150) sum the matter up,
“security or (geo-) political arguments were ordyet limited extent used to justify the
French position on enlargement”. If we take selipttss standard interpretation of
French reluctance towards enlargement, we wouleéxpéct France to accept EU
enlargement at all. However, neorealism seems tapélexplaining Germany’s
enlargement positions, and its selection of preteoandidates (particularly including the
Visegrad countries whilst rejecting the inclusidrile Baltic states) appears to promote
security and political stability in its regionalrsoundings (e.g. uncertainty over Russia’s
reaction). But if the decision to provide stronggiincial support and to advocate rapid
enlargement was principally motivated by securitgeopolitical issues (Grabbe and
Hughes 1998: 5), why did the German governmengptefenter into accession
negotiations with those countries that were alrestdiple and democratically advanced
(the Visegrad countries) while refusing to consigere support for the less stable ones
(i.e. Romania or Bulgaria)? In other words, whalsturity benefits of enlargement are
clear form a German point of view, it appears thaitrictly material interpretation of this
policy is oversimplified”, because Germany’s entargnt policy also contains a “strong
normative dimension” (Zaborowski 2007: 117).

Thesecond alternativapproach is economic liberalism, which assumes tha
development policy is primarily motivated by economelf-interest (McKinlay and
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Little 1979: 236-250; Schraeder et al. 1998: 304lesina and Dollar 2000: 33).
Although the standard political economy argumevits,that national foreign policy
behaviour reflects the interest of the dominant éstia sectors, seem plausible (Milner
and Keohane 1996), Table 1 shows that the matetiains from ACP states to the EU
member states have been meagre, declining from B13%80 to only 2.8% in 2000.
This applies not only to German firms (Mair 200&; Martinez-Zaroso et al. 2009: 15)
but also to the French business sector, which fsubthe most important European
trading partner for the ACP (Hugon 2007). Bryskle{2002: 267) argue that “it is
insufficient to point simply to the narrow sectoiratierest of French mining concerns to
explain the broad patterns of state-to-state meiatilt is the government that makes use
of domestic groups, not vice versa”. Furthermos&ce 1990, the ‘preferred’ partners in
Africa have become rather marginalized in EU treadations, while North America and
Asia have retained and gained importance, respgtiBabarinde/Faber 2004: 29-30;
Stevens 2000: 223-24). As Grilli (1994: 345) argugghe African continent remains a
priority in EC development, it is more for histal@and humanitarian reason than for the
protection of European economic interests consttigrde vital”.

As far as Eastern enlargement is concerned, ecanayst and benefit calculations
seem at first capable of explaining German anddfr@ositions (Mayhew 1998;
Moravcsik and Vachudova 2003). EU members bordehedCEEC, such as Germany,
particularly benefit from the opening of Easterrrkess and had an interest in their
accession, whereas countries situated farther &weaythe CEEC, such as France, have
been among the laggards in the enlargement pradesgver, again, economic
interpretation has several weaknesses. SjurseRamsloe (2007: 150) show that the
foot-dragging French position on enlargement wdg twna limited extent determined by
economic interestS. According Deloche-Gaudez (1998), insisting oncavaknlargement
process and institutional reforms was detrimemt&rench economic interest. Even for
Germany, the strongest proponent of Eastern emfeege trade with the CEEC was
nowhere near as important as trade relations witlp&tners (Lippert et al. 2001: 18ff.).
Hence, Germany could not credibly threaten relugtantners like France with attractive
alternatives outside the EU framework (Schimmelfgr2®03: 87-89). Although
enlargement undoubtedly facilitates many opporiemifor German business, it is also
apparent that no other country is exposed to ks imand cost of the policy to the same
extent (i.e. its impact on the German labour maaket the social security system as well
as the fear that German business would reloca@&BC). Thus, arguing for strong
support for enlargement despite its immediate bimgts for Germany does not fit in well

19 paradoxically, there are more references to anfiateeconomic gains for France than the
opposite. A report form the French Senate in 199¢éhe economic consequences of enlargement to the
CEEC concluded that the costs were acceptablest&ith and that the prospects for French agricultura
exports in this part of Europe were good.
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with a material, utility-based explanation (Zabaséw2007: 108-113; Schimmelfennig
and Sedelmeier 2005: 20-24; Jileva 2004: 4; Snii%2180)*

A third alternativeto our solidarity concept is institutionalisilthough scholars
have emphasized that the European Commission isrteng in setting the EU
development agenda, EU member states are the glfimioes shaping ACP policy
(Holland 2002: 234f.; Hoebink and Stokke 2005: @8rbone 2007: 39). Institutionalist
scholars closer to constructivism stress the rbleans and values as major
determinants of the EU-ACP partnership. But theyufoexclusively on the outcome of
Cotonou, using a negotiation perspective (Elgstt®®5), and are less interested in
explaining why single member states have played or less assertive role in the ACP
policy. Neither rational-choice theory nor histalicnstitutionalism has devoted greater
attention to the question why EU member states tifldrent positions on Eastern
enlargement (Pollack 2003: 151-153). Many schaagsie that the decision for
enlargement is only comprehensible when it is $se@tcount for pan-European values
such as liberal democracy and market economy (8edel 2005; Sjursen 2002; Fierke
and Wiener 1999). Taking up this line of argum&uhimmelfennig (2001) seeks to
combine a sociological-institutionalist or constrvst approach with a rational-choice
approach to solve the puzzle of enlargement, stiggetat it is the outcome of
‘rhetorical entrapment’ dshaming’. Accordingly, those EU member states stipyp
enlargement (such as Germany) must be assumedéastrategically applied normative
arguments to shame reluctant EU members (suchaasé)rinto accepting enlargement.
Yet, theoretical puzzles remain.

First, as sociological institutionalism assumes Ela member states will have
largely “homogeneous enlargement preferences” (Glelfennig and Sedelmeier 2005:
15), it can hardly explain the degree of variati@tween the French and German
positions on enlargement. Second, norms basedloasvmatter not only because it is
costly not to comply with them but because theyesrd@s in themselves and accepted by
all, including French policy-makers (see Sjurse@7)00therwise the idea of
‘entrapment’ andshaming’ would not work. Pointing to norms stratadly manipulated
by rhetoric neglects the fact that moral dutiesengarticularly important in the EU’s
enlargement policy and prevailed over materialrege Thus, universal rights-based
considerations such as democracy cannot entirghaiexthe contrarious priorities in
French and German policies towards the CEEC. ierageems that special forms of
togetherness and mutual obligation were relevarhi® arguments and positions in
single EU member states (see Riddervold and Sji28en).

In the end, however, the costs of Eastern enlaegetmave proven much lower over the longer
term than the “brakemen” initially expected (Moraicand Vachudova 2003: 10).
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France and Germany in the EU’'s ACP and Eastern enlgement policy

Before showing the extent to which France’s andh@ery’'s divergent positions on EU-
ACP and EU-CEEC relations can be explained by apglgur three principles of
solidarity action, | will briefly illustrate the delopment of the ACP policy as well as the
process of Eastern enlargement. Moreover, | witbithuce the essential dimensions used
to investigate both special relations.

EU-ACP partnership and the Cotonou Agreement

For many years, the EU-ACP partnership was consibitre ‘flagship’ of the EU’s
external policy (Carbone 2007: 30-39). Althougiv#ts formalized in the 1970s, the
privileged and treaty-based relationship betweered and the ACP group goes back to
1957, when in particular France insisted on intiiggats colonies into the Common
Market with preferential trade status (Grilli 19225). This has been enshrined in the
two Yaoundé Agreements (1963-1975), followed byfthee Lomé Conventions (1975-
2000), under which the EU has granted, on a noipn@zal economic basis, preferential
(near-free-market) access for ACP exports, accormagdy financial aid from the
European Development Fund (EDF) and political djat The EDF, which consists of
national contributions, is the main instrumentgooviding Community aid to the ACP, a
large proportion of which consists of non-repayajyents.

The Cotonou Agreement, signed on 23 June 20007%@itACP states (including 48
African, 15 Caribbean and 15 Pacific states), suild the legacy of the Lomé Conven-
tions. As such, Cotonou covers only two thirdslbflaveloping countries and excludes
someleast developed countri¢sDCs) (e.g. Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Yemen, Cam-
bodia, Laos, and Myanmar). The negotiations stasiditithe Green Paper issued by the
European Commission in 1996, but were formally tnad on 30 September 1998 and
concluded in February 2000. The fundamental priasipf the EU-ACP partnership,
such as equality between parties, respect for sguely and ownership, were relatively
uncontroversial issues. However, the future oftthde regime, which was linked to the
differentiation and identity of the ACP group, thational contribution to the EDF, and
the idea of inserting political conditions, prouadre contentious (Babarinde and Faber
2004; Elgstrom 2005).

Differentiation and identity of the ACP grouphe EU member states disagreed
over whether the group identity of the ACP showdtmue to be retained (Holland 2005:
258; Arts and Dickson 2004; Stevens 2000: 225)pS8tiprs of dissolution argued that
the EU-ACP special relationship discriminates agfaifdCs with no colonial ties to EU
countries and that the economic principle of natipm®city contravenes agreements of
the World Trade Organization (WTO). They notedicaily that the EU constantly
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needed to ask the WTO for new waivers. This linargliment was spurred in part by the
Commission’s Green Paper proposing the concludico called Regional Economic
Partnership Agreements (EPAS) to support stroregional integration as “a key instru-
ment in the integration of ACP countries in the M@conomy” (Article 35.2). While the
ACP feared the abandonment of their special reiatigp with the EU in favour of

distinct regional agreements (Agence Europe 29/8@,J1998), the member states finally
broadly embraced this solution as a compromisevailgp for both the maintenance of the
ACP group identity as well as compliance with WTi@es (Holland 2005: 264). To
compensate supporters of group dissolution, thegged to improve market access for
all LDCs which were not yet ready for the estabtisit of free-trade zonés.

Contributions to thé&eDF: Even though the Agreements of Lomé and Cotonou are
trade agreements, financial transfers have alwags bignificant (Table 2The increase
in financial resources to € 13.8 billion for th& BDF, which ran from 2000 to 2007, plus
another € 1.7 billion in loans from the Europeavestment Bank (EIB) was slightly
larger than the previouéhﬁEDF.13 The financial strength of the EDF and national
contributions were heavily debated amongst the Ehbers.

Political dialogue and conditionalitywith Cotonou the EU strengthened the political
dimension of development with the ACP states (AetR). A linkage between aid and
human rights was introduced already in Lomé IV {GtD93: 101). In the Mid-Term
Review of 1995 (Lomé IVb) the EU defined respectifoman rights, democracy, and the
rule of law as “essential elements” for the cooperawith the ACP (Crawford 2000: 90-
127). A violation of these principles could leadhe suspendsion of assistance.
Additionally, the EU wanted to include ‘good govante’ as a fourth “essential element”.
After protracted negotiations, good governance iwesided only as a “fundamental
element”, which limits the risk of sanctions (Zang800). Hence, in cases of violation
against “essential elements” (Art. 9) of the Agreamthe EU may initiate a consultation
procedure (Art. 96), and if it fails, measures lskespension of aid or imposition of sanctions
may be taken. While the ACP protested against ¢éhnepolitical conditionality (Elgstrom
2005: 190), good governance as such was undispatedg the EU membet$The latter,
rather, debated whether and when harsh sanctieusgdshe imposed.

France and ACP: The “familial” character of the mionship

The bedrock of the French position was to maintaénidentity of the ACP group and
thus to continue the special relationship with ¢hesuntries, not least its former colonies

120n 28 February 2001, the EU adopted the “EvergtBint Arms” initiative, which offers LDCs
tariff- and quota-free access for all productsemt@rms and ammunition.

¥ The 9" Fund held another € 9.9 billion in unused rescsifoem former EDFs; thus total resources
amounted to over € 25 billion.

14 Adamou Salao, the Nigerian Minister in charge ®efelopment issues, said: “None of the ACP
countries want to see good governance become antedslement, which if violated would trigger the
non-execution clause and potentially lead to sansti(The Courier (October-November 1999).
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(Forwood 2001: 428; Bretherton and Vogler 2006:f)2Africa remains for France “the
partner closest historically, closest geographycatid culturally, surest sentimentally and
— last but not least — in the medium term, the mestul economically” (Brysk et al.
2002: 282). In its position on the Green Papehef@ommission, the government
emphasized the necessity of preserving the “origénet integrité de la convention de
Lomé” (Agence Europe 29/30 June, 1998). In theexdnif the beginning Cotonou
negotiations in June 1998, Charles Josselin, teedfrMinister for Cooperation, stated

“the maintenance of a specific convention betwéerBuropean Union and the ACP
states is an essential element of the inalienalbigasity between Europe and Africa”
(quoted in FAZ (8 February, 1999): 15).

The French government was not prepared to “let Ldi@&(Bretherton and Vogler 2006:
122) and considered itself the moral advocate @GP, defending their interests
vehemently among its EU partners (Josselin 199): 21

The reference tepecial tiedbetween France and the ACP, and especially the
former French colonies, were the ‘leitmotif’ in tharliamentary debate on the ratification
of the Cotonou Agreement (Debrat et al. 2005: 281daster 2007: 148ff.).

“Plusieurs de nos nouveaux partenaires, qui n'ol# méme passé, ni les mémes
obligations que la France, s'interrogeaient sutd’iét de distinguer les pays ACP des
autres pays en développement. La pérennité desimmés avec les pays ACP a été
réaffirmée, et notre pays, dont l'initiative a seavété déterminante dans la négociation,
peut s'en féliciter” (Brisepierre, Sénat (6 Febyy&002): 5)*°

Marie-Jo Zimmermann, Member of the National Assgmétiated as among the main
goals of France’s ACP policy the need “to defendiagt any banalisation of the EU-
ACP special relationship” as well as confirmatidnt® privileged and specific character
(Zimmermann, AN (21 February, 2002): 1667f.; EIgstr2005: 191). The dominance of
the principle of ties is exhibited again in Frarscedbmmitment to an adequate funding of
the EDF. Since the beginning of EU-ACP relatiormrsniee has paid a disproportionately
high share (8 EDF: 24.3% vs. 18.3% of the EU budget, 1999-28@8,also Table 2). In
the beginning of the negotiations on tHeEDF, Paris tried to lower its contribution and
to share the costs of its relations with Sub-Sahafeaca (Gabas 2005: 260). Pierre
Moscovici, Minister for European Affairs, said: “N® ne représentons pas 24% du
budget communautaire, nous ne devons donc passesped 24% du financement du
FED".*® Finally, the French government renounced its neabidemand for a more even

!5 Quotations and references to statements in tHpents are identified by the speaker's name,
BT for the German Bundestag (http://www.bundestapid/plenarprotokolle/index.html), Sénat for the
French Senate (http://www.senat.fr/seances/sedmicgsor AN for the French National Assembly
(http://lwww.assemblee-nationale.fr), date and pafgrence for the official minutes.

18 Moscovici, Pierre (1999) Conférence de Presseuaeies le 15 novembre 1999,
http://discours.vie-publique.fr/notices/9930032281W20 May, 2009).
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distribution of payments among the EU members depoto avoid putting the total level
of the Fund’s resources at risk.

Theprinciple of needvas of secondary importance in the French debate.
French government opposed the enlargement of tHe gxGup in favour of LDCs
excluded from the privileged partnershigzrance’s insistence on the exclusivity of aid is
an expression of its own priority in giving precede to the principle of special ties over
the principle of need in foreign aid (Zanger 20808; Schraeder et al. 1998: 317f.). This
hierarchy is also reflected by the geographicatitistion of French ODA (Table 3),
which is, in general, focused on African countmeth historical ties rooted in
colonialism and countries considered part of thenEln-speaking communitia(
francophoniég:

“A non-democratic [...] former colony politically findly to its former colonizer,
receives more foreign aid than another country withimilar level of poverty, a superior
policy stance, but without a past as a colony” ¢ikia and Dollar 2000: 33).

As regards the introduction of a political dimemsin Cotonou, France was one of those
countries that insisted on more flexibility on iesues of corruption, and it favoured
political dialogue rather than sanctions (Forwo602 429)® Minister Josselin
emphasized in the French Senate that the poldioa¢nsion of the agreement was
strengthened by making dialogue the rule and samgthe exception. He described the
introduction of “soft” action as progress dependamgthe particular infringement
situation, because it would allow for the mainteseaaof dialogue (Josselin, Sénat (6
February, 2002): 2; Cerisier-ben-Guiga, Sénat (@daay, 2002): 8f.). Once again, this
attitude underlines the close ties between Franddte ACP. Although France accepted
the introduction of political conditions based b principle of effort it resolutely “made
efforts to protect [...] former colonies from harsnctions” (Hazelzet 2005: 16; see also
Posthumus 1998: 9).

Germany and ACP: Overcoming the colonial heritage
Germany’s attitude concerning the privileged EU-A@#Ptnership has always been
sceptical (Engel and Kappel 2002; Deutscher Buades®98). Already in the 1950s,
German Chancellor Konrad Adenauer attempted taipdesthe French government to
forgo association with its colonies in Sub-Sahagk#ica by offering payments as

17 Josselin, Charles (1997) Conférence de Pressgsiléao0 juillet 1997, http://discours.vie-
publique.fr/notices/973144874.html (20 May, 2009).

'8 This position corresponds to French bilateral tigwment cooperation practice (Lancaster 2007:
156). Political conditionality became apparent iarieh aid when President Mitterrand argued, in his
famous ‘La Baule speech’ in 1990, in favour of likaid to political conditions. However, while $ome
cases France actively assisted democratic refonchsaspended aid to non-democratic regimes, irr othe
cases Paris did not react to human right abusefa#ad to impose sanctions to non-reformers (Cungmi
1995: 390, 391).
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compensation (Molt 2002). Germany'’s traditionaéogijon of exclusive relations with a
colonial background also became apparent in ther@ot negotiations and received
support across all political parties:

“The burdens of the colonial past must no longeallmved to prevent objective
decisions. The European Union has changed [...] thi#hEastern enlargement. Now we
need principles that will no longer be led by ttidonial thinking from the 1950s”
(Laschet, BT (29 April, 1998): 21304; see also Bd,(15 November, 2002): 19839ff.).

Special tiesare irrelevant in the conception of German ACRgyoBoth the government
and the Bundestag preferred a ‘normalisation’ ef iC's post-colonial special
relationships, i.e. the inclusion of further LD@e{utscher Bundestag 1997: 10f,;
Forwood 2001: 428; FAZ (9 February, 1999): 7). #snalso due to this lack of ties that
the German government attempted several timest alllg with partial success, to
reduce its contributions to the EDF (Table 2). Bgrihe negotiations on th& €DF,
Germany argued against a massive increase (Mof: Z®). It instead proposed to keep
funds at the level of thé"8EDF, arguing that the recipient states lackedaiafft
absorption capacity and that the EDF system wasufétiently flexible (FAZ 9
December, 1999).

According to OECD figures (Table 3), Germany awaasuch smaller proportion
of ODA to states in Sub-Saharan Africa than otleraids do. “Middle income countries”
in Latin America and East Asia are regions withr@agng share of German ODA,
reinforcing the assumption that recipients’ needfiw priority (Ashoff 2005: 288).
Admittedly, this assumption is somewhat contradidig the fact that speakers in the
Bundestag want to see the ACP group extended lwd@durther LDCs on grounds of
fighting world poverty (Laschet, BT (29 April, 199&1305; Wieczorek-Zeul, BT (19
May, 2000): 9921ff.; see also Forwood 2001: 428ix. 8nce the pursuit of this goal is
not reflected in decision makers’ behaviour, we rmssume that therinciple of needs
not an outstanding consideration when it comestistbns on the allocation of ACP aid
funding®®

Whereas recipient need is of low priority in Gern#dDP policy, the principle of
effortis often applied in the German debate.

“It is of fundamental importance for the successfubperation with the ACP states that
they take over more individual responsibility. Rk=si the neediness of recipients, future
aid allocation should consider recipients’ willirggs to undertake efforts” (Kolb, BT (29
April, 1998): 21310; see also Brauksiepe, BT (1é&mber, 2001): 19836).

9 Some inconsistencies in the German argument rbigintore readily understood in the light of
Franco-German friendship in European politics (A6B005: 290). Haftendorn (2006: 74) explains thoat
Germany, “which did not have former colonies toectar, these agreements represented an act oasblid
both with its [EU] partners and with the stateshaf Third World".
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Armin Laschet’'s demand is “to increasingly link béts to the recipients’ willingness for
self-help, efforts and reforms” (Laschet, BT (29riyd998): 21305; Eid, BT (19 May,
2000): 9940f.). In 1991, Carl-Dieter Spranger, thMinister for Economic Cooperation
and Development, identified five political criteffize. respect for human rights, political
participation, adherence to the rule of law, mafkendly approaches, and the recipient
government’s commitment to development) on whiaretis still a high degree of
consensus in current German development policy (B9II8: 29). Hence, the German
government wanted both stricter political aid coiodiality and the option to impose
sanctions (Forwood 2001: 429; Deutscher Bunde98d@:15-10). Heidemarie
Wieczorek-Zeul, former Minister for Economic Coogtgon and Development,
emphasised that

“we led the negotiations that adopted good goveraamthe Cotonou Agreement. This
makes it clear to every ACP country that the Euampdnion has the means of
withholding financial aid in cases of serious cetron within the country itself. | think
this is a good thing, because | support the usgpfopriate sanctions in such cases [...]"
(Wieczorek-Zeul, BT (19 May, 2000): 9939).

Our analysis of France’s and Germany’s policiesatas the ACP shows that the
principle of special ties is clearly dominant ir thrench debate on the Cotonou
Agreement. The close ties between France andritsefocolonies explain the low-level
significance of the principle of effort and the $ighed application of the principle of need,
which is used only as a justification for givingl@o the ACP but is not applied to the
entire group of LDCs. It is quite the contrary liretGerman debate on EU-ACP relations
where the principles of effort and need are dontinahile the principle of special ties is
irrelevant.

Eastern enlargement politics

Immediately after the fall of the Iron Curtain, tB& strongly supported the CEEC’s
political and economic transformation via variohsuiecnels such as humanitarian aid,
technical assistance, provision of investment ehpitd macro-financial assistance
(Mayhew 1998: 132-158; Smith 2004: 66-82). Alread§989, the Commission
launched the PHARE Programme (Poland Hungary Assistfor the Reconstruction of
the Economy), which was extended subsequentlyl ©EEC. The European Bank for
Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) was estadadish spring 1991 (Smith 2004
80-82). The EU first concluded Europe Agreementsclvoffered trade facilitation and
broad-based cooperation in economic and cultuelddi supplemented by “political
dialogue” on general foreign policy issues. Thespext of membership was then given at
the European Council in Copenhagen in June 1993/tista 1998: 23-29). Between 1994
and 1996, all CEEC applied for EU membership. 18719he Commission published the
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‘Agenda 2000’, an action programme assessing eamsaion request (European
Commission 1997). The path for EU membership wasdtly paved when the financial
plan for the years 2000-2006 was adopted in 1986.necessary institutional reforms
were adopted at the European Summit in Nice in Bxeee 200G° Basically, there were
three difficult subjects in the negotiation proceke fundamental decision on
enlargement and the selection of candidates, tiaadial assistance to CEEC, and the
conditions set for EU membership.

Decision on accession and selection of candiddtesarch 1998, the EU first
decided to open accession negotiations only WwkKICEEC; this decision was withdrawn
in December 1999, when, at the Council meetingetsifdki, the member states agreed to
start accession talks with all 12 applicants. N#hadess, within the EU, members were
divided between those who favoured early enlargéreet others who, if they could not
prevent it, at least hoped to slow it down. Theszernconsiderable debates over “how fast
enlargement should proceed and how far eastwaftiild go” (Grabbe and Hughes
1998: 4f.). Some member states were lobbying faneisive enlargement of all CEEC,
whereas others argued for an exclusive enlargeraratconsidering only those showing
rapid success with their political and economiasfarmation (Andriessen 2000: 108-
111).

Financing enlargemenifhe accession of the CEEC meant much more thanynere
enlarging the EU (Smith 2004: 66-82). Table 4 illates the assistance provided to all
CEEC from 1990 to 1996. The EU and its member st@ateounted for 53.7% of
assistance, while EU programmes (including PHARE& raacro-financial assistance),
EIB loans and ECSC account for 16.3%. PHARE the largest single source of grant
financing and had a total funding volume of € 1fidy between 1989 and 2061EU
members debated whether to increase the in-payrbgrnte members or to re-distribute
funds away from existing beneficiaries (Kohler-Kaethal. 2004: 309).

Conditions of membershipVhile Article 237 of the Rome Treaty states that an
European country may apply for membership, latsaties and enlargement practices
established more precise accession criteria (Bamraad Pistor 2004; Jileva 2004: 13).
First, future members must be democratic, governed byulleeof law, and recognise

% poland, Hungary, Slovenia, Slovakia, the CzechuREg Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Cyprus and
Malta joined the EU in May 2004, Bulgaria and Romacceded in January 2007.

% From 1990 to 1993, 47% of PHARE funds were alledab Poland (ECU 802.8 million),
Hungary (ECU 405.8 million) and the former Czecbwakia (ECU 333.0 million) (Lequesne 1994: 58).

% Since 2000 PHARE, IPSA, and SAPARD were the EUimassistance programmes for the
CEEC, whereas TACIS had the same role for the Néwdgpendent States (NIC). Parallel to these
multilateral measures, the EU member states eshagulitheir own bilateral assistance programm@esrall
pre-accession assistance to CEEC was € 3 billioygser (1997) during 2000-2006, half of which was
allocated via PHARE. For more details, sdip://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/financial_assis
tance/phare/phare_ispa_sapard_en(pdfMay, 2009).
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human right$® Second, they must undertake to work “on the ppilecdf an open market
economy” with freedom of competition (Article 3 TEC hird, they must adopt the
acquis communautaird hese “Copenhagen Criteria” sufficed in the eathges to
exclude the CEEC from membership and providedehetant EU members with a
“pocket veto’ over accession” (Grabbe 2002: 291e EU member states were broadly
divided into two groups. Whereas some advocatéct sind detailed conditions for
membership, others supported more flexible condeptsepare the CEEC for accession.
But due to the efforts the CEEC were willing to artdke for accession, those members
that wanted to apply conditions to slow down thecpss had less and less room to
manoeuvre (Smith 2004: 134).

France and CEEC: A laggard and inclusive enlargetnen

France is generally perceived to have been oneedfiggards in the enlargement process
(Sjursen and Romsloe 2007). After the collapseoaimunism in Central and Eastern
Europe, with various initiatives such as Preside@ancois Mitterand’s New Year’'s
address calling for the establishment of a “Europsanfederation” as well as Prime
Minister Balladur’s later idea of an internatiocahference on stability in Europe, France
actually lobbied for a slowdown of the enlargemenuticess (La Serre 1994: 28-33)n
1991 Mitterrand still saw an EU enlargement toHast “des dizaines et des dizaines
d’années” away” At the core of French arguments prior to the lesgale Eastern
enlargement of 2004 was the insistence that ther@omty needed institutional reforms
before Eastern enlargement could take place (S20id: 131; see also Deloche-Gaudez
1998). Moreover, France pushed the other EU mesthg&gs not to focus exclusively on
the East but also to establish closer bonds waltibuth, i.e. the Mediterranean region
(Lippert 2002: 363).

Over the course of time, specific changes can Berobd in the use of theinciple
of ties,inasmuch as ties to some countries are highligintéte debate. At the Helsinki
European Council in 1999, Paris called for inclesamlargement embracing all countries
aspiring to membership, especially Bulgaria and Ram (La Serre 2004: 508; Maijza
2002: 455; Smith 2004: 114). President Chirac ersigkd, during a visit to Bucharest:
“La position de la France a été claire et elleéafielalement adoptée: Tous les pays
candidats doivent étre placés sur un pied d'égdiftalready in 1991, the Minister for

% The issue of minority rights was a special caseesthe EU did not have any such standards for
itself and had therefore to refer to the CounciEafope's Charter of Human Rights.

24 A third French initiative was that of the EBRDf s@ in 1991 in order to support the economic
transitions in Eastern Europe. However, apart fioenEBRD, the reception of the initiatives was kwkem
and “they were mainly interpreted as devices aiata@placing enlargement” (Sjursen and Romsloe 2007
146).

% Mitterrand, Francois (1991) Conférence de pres@arss le 10 avril 1991, http://discours.vie-
publique.fr/notices/917005200.html (12 May, 2009).

%6 Chirac, Jacques (1997) Discours & Bucarest |@&lef 1997, http://discours.vie-
publique.fr/notices/977007800.html (12 May, 2009).
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European Affairs, Elisabeth Guigou, warned agdwsihg sight of Bulgaria and Romania
(Guigou 1991). The special relationship with the wountries is constructed through
historical ties and a family metaphor. In the delmat the Europe Agreement with
Romania, the Minister-Delegate for ParliamentariaRens, Pascal Clément, described
the country as France’s “sceur latine des Balka@kngent, AN (20 April, 1994):

1016)?’ President Chirac later assured the RomanianskFtaace veut étre votre avocat,
votre amical avocat*®

The CEEC’s neediness plays a secondary role ikrérech debate. The principle of
needis applied to reject the differentiation betwelsa two groups of candidates
established in Luxembourg in 1997 (Assemblée Nat®ot997: 94, 127). In the debate
on the Europe Agreement with Romania, Jean-Claudadnh, a Member of the National
Assembly, complained that although the country’sysation accounted for 24% of the
CEEC, it received only 11% of the aid provided (Nog, AN (20 April, 1994): 1018).
The narrow limits of the application of the prinef need are clearly apparent,
especially in the negotiations on the Europe Age@s It was here in particular that
France pushed through protection clauses for its @onomy and farming sector that
constituted obstacles for exporting firms in theRCHGuerrieri 1994: 292f.; Lequesne
1994: 68). France also did not accord high pridwt§{zastern Europe in financial terms,
which is demonstrated by its bilateral OA (TablelB)April 1990, France established its
MICECO bilateral assistance programme (Missionrintristérielle pour la coopération
avec I'Europe centrale et orientad@Yulmets (2003a: 123) observes that French aid
explicitly privileged “les pays traditionnellemees plus francophones” (see also
Mesmin, AN (4 July, 1994): 3993).

In the French Eastern enlargement discussfiartswere first of all required of the
EU itself. The more real the prospect of accesbarame, the more emphatically did the
French government insist that neither the congtital architecture nor the “finalité
politique” of the Union was negotiable (Kohler-Ko2004: 212; see also Deloche-
Gaudez 1998: 2; Smith 2004: 131). Already in 1994terrand articulated concerns
related to a possible enlargement prior to comedif institutional reform, and Foreign
Minister Alain Juppé stressed France’s role agjtterdian of théidea of Europe’ when
he said:

“Europe is [...] an entity in matters of foreignlioy and external security, and thus it
must be enlarged. However, one has to enlargeKiyg@recaution that the acquis

2" Mesmin, in a speech on the Europe Agreement willy@ia, highlights the country's role as an
anchor of stability in the region, because it supgmbthe sanctions against Serbia, even thoughrtéant
economic losses. It deserved, Mesmin said, eqeairtrent with other states in Eastern Europe (Mesmin
AN (4 July, 1994): 3994; see also Trigano, AN (#/,Ju994): 3995).

% Chirac, Jacques (1997) Discours a Bucarest l&&lef 1997, http://discours.vie-
publique.fr/notices/977007800.html (12 May, 2009).

% |n 1993, MICECO was replaced by COCOP (Comité idi@ation de Coordination et de Projet).
For data on the sectoral and geographic allocatidilCECO, see Tulmets (2003a: 149).
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communautaire will not be gradually dispersed” fgdan Sjursen and Romsloe 2007:
157).

In September 1997, France stated in a declaratidheAmsterdam Treaty that further
institutional reinforcement of the EU was “an inpkssable pre-requisite for
enlargement” (Agence Europe 15/16 September, 189@sident Chirac declared in

1996: “Pour pouvoir s’élargir, I'Union doit d’abosdapprofondir. C'est I'intérét des pays
candidats [...] d’entrer dans une Union forte etogitie, une Europe-puissance qui ne soit
pas une simple zone de libre échantje”.

But France also demanded efforts on the CEEC Bide993, French Prime
Minister Edouard Balladur issued his proposal fpaa-European ‘stability pact’ (also
known as ‘Balladur plan’), in which he demandedsbtlement of minority conflicts in
the CEEC as a precondition for membership (Schirfeneig et al. 2005: 33). The EU’s
- quite contested - conditionality practices weng@aortant later on for President Chirac,
when he noted that “les pays ont a faire un certambre d’efforts pour remplir les
critéres permettant sur le plan économique I'adimést Alain Lamassoure, Minister for
European Affairs, said upon conclusion of the Agsitan Agreements with the Czech
Republic, Slovakia and Bulgaria:

“La France a toujours rappelé [...] que cette aidinésxigerait du temps, des conditions et
gue nous devions nous y préparer dés maintenane#iant en quelque sorte, la maison
européenne en ordre, tant de coté de I'Union eempgelle-méme [...], que de celui des
pays candidats” (Lamassoure, AN (4 April, 19941930

Nevertheless, French reactions to human rightatrais in Romania at the beginning of
the 1990s again highlighted the importance of tiecyple of special ties. On the one
hand, France’s willingness to ratify the Europe éegment with Romania was generally
approved in the debate on it in the Assemblée Nat@éas a means of putting Romania
under obligation to safeguard human rights, anal ‘gmrantie utile pour le peuple
roumain” against their government (Minister Clémexitl (20 April, 1994): 1018; also
Smith 2004: 63; Lequesne 1994: 51). One the otaed hthe representatives in the
National Assembly emphasised that need and hisidrés reduce the relevance of
political and economic efforts on the part of tispieants. A quote from rapporteur Jean-
Claude Mignon demonstrates this in the case of Rdana

“Certains pensent que ce pays n'est pas encorgauiirétre traité par 'Union
européenne comme d’autres pays d’Europe centraléegitale, plus ,exemplaires’, a
leurs yeux [...]. D’autres, comme moi, pensent@utraire qu'’il ne faut pas laisser la
Roumanie de coté et qu'une politique discriminaain’égard du peuple roumain

%0 Chirac, Jacques (1996) Discours a Varsovie leepfesnbre 1996, http://discours.vie-
publique.fr/notices/967012600.html (12 May, 2009).

31 Chirac, Jacques (1997) Dialogue & Bucarest l&@2ef 1997, http://discours.vie-
publique.fr/notices/977007600.html (12 May, 2009).
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francophone et francophile ne peut conduire quacesber son ressentiment et aggraver
son appauvrissement” (Mignon, AN (20 April, 1992017).

Germany and CEEC: A pioneer and exclusive enlargéme

Germany was undoubtedly the keenest supportersieEaenlargement and was seen to
be the “natural advocate” of the CEEC (Ecker-Ehnth@007; Hulsse 2006; Tewes 1998:
124). At the same time, German decision makersmlksie@rred an exclusive and rapid
enlargement (Lippert et al. 2001: 17; Grabbe 2@®}; and favoured first Poland, the
Czech Republic, Hungary and (to a lesser extentjekia before the Baltic states and
lastly Bulgaria und Romania, which were consideetber backward countries to which
it owed nothing (Lippert 2002: 368f.). Germany’'daggement policy was not only driven
by political and economical concerns. Rather, thesnormative value-based argument
that figured most strongly in Berlin’s justificatiof the policy (Zaborowski 2007: 117).

References teolidarity with the countries in Eastern Eur@ve found across all
parties in the Bundestag, highlighting particulaHgspecial tiedbetween Germany and
its preferred protégés in the East. These ties GiEC have different sources. First,
decision makers highlight Germany’s unique pasiratterised by the guilt of starting
two world wars and implying “historical responsityit for the future of the CEEC
(Lamers, BT (6 November, 1991): 2076; Scharping,(8T January, 1997): 13814,
Lippert et al. 2001: 14f.). Above all, Chancellool, by pointing to Germany’s
culpability, justified Eastern enlargement as anofceparation for crimes committed
during the Second World War:

“My visit to Poland took place fifty years aftertistart of the Second World War, which
brought such infinite suffering on humanity, fiestd foremost to the people of Poland”
(Kohl, BT (16 November, 1989): 13326).

Second, the principle of ties predominant in thieadle on enlargement is expressed in
Germany’s gratitude towards Poland and Hungarpasdarerunners of European
unification (Kohl, BT (8 November, 1995): 5764, (3@nuary, 1997): 13810; Kinkel, BT
(30 January, 1995): 13826). Both countries playkdyarole in the democratisation of
Eastern Europe and contributed to the success mh&ere-unification (Grabbe and
Hughes 1998: 5). In the sense of “pro-social redipy, gratitude is an essential motive
in the debate on Eastern enlargement”, namelylthgation, when receiving assistance,
to return the favour (Ecker-Ehrhardt 2007: 235)irdlspecific responsibility is described
in the sense of moral duty arising from a sensautitiral kinship or friendship with
CEEC. Especially the term “friendship” occurs pautarly often in the relationship
between Germany and Poland and stands for a protessonciliation (Smith 2004:
190). Kohl stated that “the process of Europeaggration could not have started without
the Franco-German reconciliation, equally, it cabhbe completed without Germany’s
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rapprochement with Poland” (quoted in ZaborowsKi2®%4; see also Kinkel, BT (22
June, 1995): 3543; limer, BT (6 September, 1992873 Hllsse 2006: 407).

Alongside the principle of ties, the referencehltegrinciple of effortwas
significant in the German debate on Eastern entaegée Until the mid-1990s, this
principle was rarely invoked in connection with thesmand that political and economic
conditions be set for the CEE€even though Germany was the largest single dasat,
provided 17.7% of total aid from 1990 to 199&ble 4).Explicit references to the
maturity of the accession candidates began to agledenfrom about the second half of
the 1990s, and were linked to the argument thdidaaty is not a one-way street”
(Seiters, BT (8 November, 1995): 5735; Merz, BT §ptember, 1995): 4797,
Verheugen, BT (8 November, 1995): 5728). In 199@H&Commission attested the
candidate countries serious shortcomings in impigimg theacquiscommunautaire
(Grabbe 2006: 52). Thus, Foreign Minister KinkeViadd the CEEC that accession
negotiations would start “as soon as a country sniet standards and criteria that are the
same for all” (Kinkel, BT (11 December, 1997): 1211The shift in emphasis from a
normative, value-related argumentation to a moreausal rights-based and effort-based
argumentation became even more pronounced aftehdngge of government in 1998
(Zaborowski 2007: 118; Lippert 2002: 389). Compaweds predecessor, the Red-Green
Coalition argued more assertively for what it cdlée‘fairer’ allocation of EU resources,
for lowering Germany’s payments to the EU, andoierden sharing for Eastern
enlargement® The last demand was also due to the fact@eamany had found its
public finances under unprecedented pressure hasl ito bear the financial burden and
economic impact of the re-unification since 1994 ¢hat more and more Germans were
questioning their country’s “solidarity with poorearts of the Union” (Grabbe 2006: 43).

From 1996 onGermany’s annual foreign assistance to the CEES&tidadly
decreased (Table 5), and bilateral assistance \aagyntransferred through Transform,
one of the most important national assistance progres in Europe, although this aid
decreased from DM 300 million in 1995 to DM 90 rinifl in 2001 (Tulmets 2003b: 73
However, his decrease in bilateral payments was also daestmnger financial
engagement via European channels. Germany wasmerly engaged in the so-called
“twinning element” of PHARE, introduced in 19984dssist applicants, with concrete

%2 The guarantee of minority rights to Germans liMin@CEEC had been repeatedly discussed in
parliamentary debates and was passionately demédrydsaime circles within CDU and CSU. However,
both Kohl and Schréder refrained from linking miityprights to EU enlargement (Ecker-Ehrhardt 2007:
123, 128-131; FAZ 30 May, 1998).

% Even more important, the new government diredtlydd demands for budgetary reform to
enlargement (FAZ 3 December, 1998) and asked itp&thers to share the burdens of Eastern
enlargement. This caused some scepticism in CEE& camment by the Polish Foreign Minister
exemplifies: “Kohl, we knew that [he] was our frigrbut the new government, we are not sure” (quisted
Zaborowski 2008: 112).

¥ Transform was conceived “pour compenser la fgialeicipation des acteurs allemand aux
programme PHARE et TACIS de I'Union européenne”lfiets 2003a: 86).
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projects, to adopt their administrations to #eguis(Lippert et al. 2001: 22). Germany
garnered about one fifth of these projects (221032 projects), France only 151
(Tulmets 2003a: 85).

Theprinciple of needloes not play an important role in the Germanudisions on
Eastern enlargement, despite the fact that ateéganbing of the 1990s German decision
makers quite often referred to the recipients’ n@estifying the assistance to the CEEC
as humanitarian act to help people in precariqusons (Ecker-Ehrhardt 2007: 227-
229). “We will help wherever we can, both mategiahd morally” (Menzel, BT (28
February, 1991): 552). But in the course of timenked argument lost some of its
relevance. This was mainly due to the fact thatri@ay concentrated its assistance on
the ‘Visegrad’ countries”, which rapidly and sucsfedly transformed themselves and
thus swiftly joined the “wealthier” CEEC (Mayhew9& 135; IEP/TEPSA 1998: 18).

In sum, the principle of special ties is the deieant factor in the German debate
on enlargement whereas in the French debate dtidominant, except concerning
Bulgaria and Romania. The moral obligation to haghe grounds of Germany’s
particular history is a recurrent parallel argumémicordingly, in the German debate the
principle of effort is addressed less to the rexifs in the East than to the “old” EU
members in the sense of burden sharing. In contresprinciple of effort has a high
significance in the French debate. Whereas the iséneed serves France to strengthen
the argumentation based on special ties with Roanamd Bulgaria, it is not relevant in
the German enlargement debate.

Conclusion

In this article | have examined the French and Gerpositions towards EU-ACP and
EU-CEEC relations during the 1990s. The main clgithat a constructivist approach
based on the concept of solidarity is able tariilhe gaps rationalist approaches leave
open in attempting to explain French and Germaitipos. Therefore, | developed an
analytical concept based on three principles aflaaty action (i.e. ties, need and effort)
and demonstrated that French and German decisikarmeeferred to these three
principles in constructing their positions towatlds ACP and CEEC, but that they did so
quite differently

First, | showed that the principle of ties deteresirthe priority attached to each of
the other two principles, and was dominant in trenEh ACP debate and the German
enlargement debate. While France defended theestteof the ACP states among its EU
partners, Germany — due to a lack of such ties Mitlta — advocated a ‘normalisation’

% National assistance programmes such as Transfiermspecially focused on Russia (26%),
Ukraine (11%), Poland (9%) and the Czech Repulgh6)( see Tulmets (2003a: 72).
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of EU-ACP relations. On the other hand, Germanummssl the role of advocate for
Eastern Europe in the context of EU enlargemenigking its ties with that region.
France initially resisted, and once it was no lorajge to prevent Eastern enlargement
altogether, it called for the inclusion of Romaarad Bulgaria, to which Paris has close
cultural ties. In the French ACP debate, the ppilecof ties was grounded on close
historical and cultural relations to Sub-Sahararncaf whereas in the German debate on
Eastern enlargement, ties were instead construttedms of guilt, gratitude and
friendship.

Second, the analysis showed that the principleeetircan be found in the French
and German debates. However, we could see tieaagplied ‘lopsidedly’ either to
support or reject the principle of ties. Whereasghnciple of need plays only a minor
role in the French ACP discussion, it serves tengfthen the principle of ties in the
debate on Eastern enlargement. France justifieglitecacy of inclusive enlargement
with Romania and Bulgaria by referring to the tvamigtries’ poverty as compared to the
Visegrad group. In the German ACP debate, decisiakers claim that need has to be
more relevant and thus that assistance shouldbenprovided if recipients are really
needy.

Third, the principle of effort is also applied imetpolitical debate. It seems to be
linked to the principle of ties. The stronger tlestthe more hesitant donors are to
demand efforts on the part of recipients. The Hratebate on the ACP is remarkably
reticent on the issue of conditional aid, whereas€e insisted on strict compliance with
the ‘acquis by the CEEC as a precondition before joining B¢ Conversely, Germany
held that aid to the ACP should be made conditionajood governance, but its position
on enlargement was (at least until the mid-19908gmenerous in terms of the efforts
Germany expected from the CEEC.

What are the broader theoretical and empiricaliwapibns of the findings for the
study of international relations and foreign polichheoretically, the article represents an
attempt to insert solidarity as a kind of emotiotoithe reading of international relations
and foreign policy analysis. It is perhaps not gsipg that the notion of solidarity
remains poorly conceptualised in a discipline tied long seen international relations as
an anarchical setting where political actors ptigei ‘self-help’ and material interests
over moral norms as well as state goals are tygieawed as dispassionate an objective.
Even though the constructivist research programayms and values entered the realm
of IR, there is still little attention paid to déifent moral phenomenon. So far
constructivism has mainly been focused on univeights-based principles, whilst it has
widely neglected normative value-based principleshsas solidarity. In this article, |
provided not only evidence how the latter consitexclusive and privileged relations
and responsibilities between states and as sugie giwditical processes and decisions, |
also demonstrated how solidarity becomes maniteghe empirical analysis.
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Empirically, the article prepared the ground fag tarther application of our three
principles of solidarity action, e.g. to other El@émbers’ national foreign policies or
similar areas of the EU’s external relations, saslthe emerging ‘Euro-Mediterranean
Union’ and the ‘Eastern Partnership’ of the EU.Ufatresearch could fruitfully compare
this study with the impact solidarity has in thstjfication of ESDP operations in single
EU member states as well as with ‘special relah@ss — a term which is broadly used to
describe relations between states and societieaatkased by close diplomatic, military,
economic or cultural ties. Existing special relai@f different member states towards
states and regions outside the EU (e.g. “la Framzoie”, “Commonwealth of Nations”,
“Ibero-American Hispanidad”) have not only beenfukpolitical and economic means
for understanding national foreign policy withireteU, they also have been a driving
force in the development of the EU as an intermatiactor. At the same time, the
tendency of member states to develop their owniapedationships with third countries
or regions hampers the development of a consisdrforeign policy approach based on
the same principles, norms and interests that doeilapplied to all external partnerships.
It could be worthwhile to extend research on thgins and dynamics of different types
of international solidarity relations in Europee(iGermany and France, Germany and
Poland) and beyond (Germany and Israel, Francébyatia, the USA and West African
states) to transcend the misleading dichotomy betviaterest’ and ‘norms’ and shed
light upon different aspects of international satity relationships.






Table 1
EU exports/imports to/from developing regions aseetage shares of extra-EU exports/imports, 190052

Regions 1975 1980 1990 1995 2000
Exports Imports Exports Imports Exports Imports p&ns Imports Exports Imports
ACP 6.6 8.0 8.5 8.1 4.4 4.3 3.1 3.6 2.8 2.7
Latin America 5.2 6.7 5.1 3.6 5.5 5.7 56 5.8 4.7
Mediterranean 11.8 7.6 12.0 12.1 10.9 9.1 11.3 85 11.6 8.6
East Asia NICs/Asear)( 3.8 4.5 4.2 5.3 9.7 11,0 13.1 14.8 11.4 17.4
France to/from ACP 114 9.6 12.1 9.9 7.9 6.8 6.6 26. 77 5.5
All Africa - — 7.5 4.6 3.2 4.7 5.8 3.9 5.2 3.6
Germany to/from ACP 3.4 5.7 3.7 6.2 1.8 2.6 1.3 1.8 26 2.3
All Africa — — 2.6 2.5 2.0 2.3 1.8 1.8 1.4 1.6

Sources Calculated from: Eurostat 2003, Statistical Yeamk on external and intra-EU trade, 1958-2002.
Note(Y): Newly Industrializing Countries and China/Asstion of South East Asian Nations.
Table 2
French and German contributions to EDF, 1957-2000
EDF 1 EDF 4 EDF 7 EDF 8 EDF 9 Share of EC budget
Rome Treaty Lomé | Lomé IV Lomé IVb Cotonou 1999-2006
1957 1975-1980 1990-1995 1995-2000 2000-2007
EDF Total (Mio) 569,4 € 3.053,30 € 10.940,0 € 1084 13.801,0 €
EIB Budget 390,0 € 1.200,0 € 1.658,0 € 1.700,0 €
Germany{ EDF Mio. € 241 8 € 088,2 € 2.840,0 € 3.000,0 € 3GE 29.5
EDF % 34.4% 25.9% 25.9% 23.40% 23.4%
France | EDF Mio. € 2418 € 988,2 € 2.666,0 € 3.120,0 3.353,4 € 18.3
EDF % 34.4% 25.9% 24.3% 24.3% 24.3%

Source:The ACP-EC Courier, Special Issues, January-Feypriairopean Commission, own calculations.



Table 3

ODA Flowing to Specified Regions and Countriesa &ercentage of Total ODA, 1975-2000

1975 1980 1990 1992-94 1995-97 1998-2000
France to Sub-Sahara Africa 50.3 48.2 55.6 48.7 .2 43 37.8
France to LDCs 30.8 30.0 33.0 24.2 23.3 24.3
Germany to Sub-Sahara Africa 25.2 27.8 31.1 27.3 6.2 2 28.4
Germany to LDCs 24.2 30.8 25.8 24.5 23.0 24.5
OECD average to Sub-Sahara Africa  24.6 26.7 9.82 26.9 25.7 22.6
OECD average to LDCs 25.1 27.8 25.5 23.0 22.3 20.9

Source OEDC.Stat.



Table 4
G-24 Assistance, 1990-96 (ECU million)

Total Of which Donors’ percentage
assistance grants of total aid
France 6.565 2.312 6.7
Germany 17.437 4.115 17.7
Total EU Member States 36.733 10.543 37.4
EU Programmes/EIB/ECSC  16.012 8.288 16.3
EU Total 52.745 18.831 53.7
EBRD 5.017 51
USA 11.126 6.422 11.3
IMF/ World Bank 19.679 20.1
Other Countries 9.451 3.280 9.7
Grand Total 98.109 28.534 100

Source European Commission.






Table 5
Net disbursement of Official Aid (OA) to individuegcipients (USD million), 1990-2004

1990-91 1992-93 1994-95 1996-97 1998-99 2000-01 0023 Total
BG Germany 12,5 23,5 34,9 47,7 58,8 66,2 139,0 382,6
France 2,1 9,5 11,5 16,2 69,4 21,2 34,7 164,6
Ccz Germany 11,2 38,4 41,9 56,0 26,4 19,6 34,8 228,3
France 51 18,7 12,6 17,3 28,2 12,2 18,0 112,1
EE Germany 1,8 16,3 12,8 12,5 9,1 53 6,1 63,9
France -- 15 1,1 2,1 2,7 2,2 2,7 12,3
HU Germany 72,0 51,2 45,1 73,9 46,8 42,9 33,6 365,5
France 10,3 22,5 20,2 23,2 53,3 12,2 17,1 158,8
LV Germany 1,4 18,6 20,7 19,6 13,0 10,3 9,6 93,2
France -- 0,7 1,2 1,6 4,1 2,0 4,9 14,5
LT Germany 1,7 19,7 76,7 19,7 15,7 10,8 16,7 161,0
France -- 2,3 4.5 4,3 8,1 2,8 4.7 26,7
PL Germany 513,5 445,0 2769,0 169,0 127,7 83,7 101,0 4208,9
France 22,6 310,0 558,9 537,0 285,2 380,0 364,0 24577
RO Germany 177,9 50,6 35,9 53,5 62,7 49,5 76,2 506,3
France 7,7 23,6 25,3 32,2 120,4 41,5 54,5 305,2
SK Germany 5,6 17,0 14,0 23,7 13,0 11,8 16,1 101,2
France 2,3 5,0 4.4 7,3 14,3 6,6 9,0 48,9
Sl Germany -- -- -- -- -- -- -2,4 -2,4
France -- -- -- -- -- 1,4 1,4
Total Germany 797,5 679,8 3051,2 477,3 372,8 299,5 4279 6.106,0
France 50 394,1 639,8 641,2 585,6 480,8 510,4 13230

Source OECD.Stat.






References

Adler, Emanuel (2002) 'Constructivism in InternabRelations’, in Walter Carlsnaes,
Beth A. Simmons and Thomas Risse, eds. Handbobkerhational Relations, 95-
118, London et al.: Sage.

Alesina, Alberto and David Dollar (2000) 'Who Givesreign Aid to Whom and Why?',
Journal of Economic Growth 5: 33-63.

Anderson, Benedict (1983) Imagined Communitiesldgébns on the Origin and Spread
of Nationalism, London: Verso.

Andriessen, Frans (2000) 'Enlargement of the Etégiration and Fragmentation’, in
Pitou van Dijck and Gerrit Faber, eds. The ExteBE@nomic Dimension of the
European Union, 95-113, The Hague/London/Bostonower.

Arts, Karin and Anna K. Dickson (2004) EU Developm€ooperation: From Model to
Symbol, Manchester/New York: Manchester UP.

Ashoff, Guido (2005) 'Germany’s Development Co-atien Policy since the Early
1990s', in Paul Hoebink and Olav Stokke, eds. Eeanevelopment Co-
operation, 267-302, London, New York: Routledge.

Assemblée Nationale (1997) Documents parlementdR&sport d'information No. 425
sur la communication de la Commission européenrgeila 2000”, Paris.

Babarinde, Olufemi and Gerrit Faber (2004) 'Frormedo Cotonou: Business as
Usual?', European Foreign Affairs Review 9: 27-47.

Bayertz, Kurt (1999) 'Four Uses of Solidarity', Kurt Bayertz, ed. Solidarity, 3-28,
Dordrecht et al: Kluwer.

Bergman, Annika (2007) 'Co-Constitution of Domestind International Welfare
Obligations. The Case of Sweden’s Social Demoetdatitnspired
Internationalism’, Cooperation and Conflict 42(23:99.

Berman, George and Katharina Pistor (2004) eds. dravGovernance in an Enlarged
Europe, Oxford: Hart.

Bilal, Sanoussi and Roman Grynberg (2007) 'EPAsen&dnse Only if They Foster
Development: A Broad Overview', in Sanoussi Biladl&Roman Grynberg, eds.
Navigating New Waters. A Reader on ACP-EU Traddu¥e 1, 3-24, London:
Commonwealth Secretariat.

Boltanski, Luc (1999) Distant Suffering: Moralityledia and Politics, Cambridge:
Cambridge UP.

Bretherton, Charlotte and John Vogler (2006) Theogean Union as a Global Actor,
2nd ed., London: Routledge.



Breuning, Marijke and John T. Ishiyama (1999) 'Aglthe (former) enemy: Testing
explanations for foreign assistance to Easternfigiemd the FSU', International
Politics 36: 357-371.

Brune, Stefan (1995) Die franz6sische Afrikapolitiegemonialinteressen und
Entwicklungsanspruch, Baden-Baden: Nomos.

Brunkhorst, Hauke (2005) From Civic Friendship t@labal Legal Community,
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Brysk, Alison, Craig Parsons and Wayne Sandholip22 'After Empire: National
Identities and Post-Colonial Families of Natiolislyopean Journal of International
Relations 8(2): 267-305.

Bundesministerium fur wirtschaftliche Zusammenarbad Entwicklung (1998) BMZ-
Jahresbericht 1997, Bonn: BMZ.

Carbone, Maurizio (2007) The European Union anerirdtional Development. The
politics of foreign aid, London/New York: Routledge

Christiansen, Thomas, Knud E. Jgrgensen and Aniga&¥ (2001) The Social
Construction of Europe, London: Sage.

Coicaud, Jean-Marc and Nicholas J. Wheeler (2008pduction: The changing ethics of
power beyond borders', in Jean-Marc Coicaud antdd¥és J. Wheeler, ed.
National interest and international solidarity,4,-Rlew York et al.: United Nations
UP.

Crawford, Gordon (2000) 'European Union Developnt@&moperation and the Promotion
of Democracy', in Peter Burnell, ed. Democracy stssice. International Co-
operation for Democracy, London: Routledge.

Crawford, Neta C. (2000) 'The Passion of World tRdli, International Securit®4(4):
116-156.

Cumming, Gordon (1995) 'French Development Asscsda Africa: Towards a New
Agenda?’, African Affairs 94: 383-398.

Debrat, Jean-Michel, Jean-Jacques Gabas and Rhitipgon (2005) 'La politique
francaise d aide au développement (1957-2004)eam-Jacques Gabas, ed. L'aide
publique francaise au développement, 21-54, Plasifocumentation Francaise.

Deloche-Gaudez, Florence (1998) 'La France etrjE@aement a I'Est de I'Union
européenne’, Paris: CERI, Les Etudes du CERI, Blohidp://www.ceri-
sciencespo.com/publica/etude/etude46.pdf (25 Oct@666).

Deutscher Bundestag (1997) Zur Politik der Bundgerang der Lomé-Abkommen.
Drucksache 13/8628, Berlin.

Deutscher Bundestag (1998) Die Zukunft der EU-AKRvEcklungszusammenarbeit im
neuen Jahrtausend. Drucksache 13/10302, Berlin.



Doty, Roxanne L. (1996) Imperial Encounters: Thétiée of Representation in North-
South Relations, MinneapolisIN: University of Minnesota Press.

Durkheim, Emile (1965) The Division of Labor in $ety, New York: The Free Press.

Ecker-Ehrhardt, Matthias (2007) Rhetorik der Os@t@rung. Politisches Argumentieren
mit Normen, Kausalitdten, Gemeinschatftlichkeitead&n-Baden: Nomos.

Elgstrom, Ole (2005) 'The Cotonou Agreement. Asymnimé&legotiations and the Impact
of Norms', in Ole Elgstrom and Michael Smith, elsropean Union Negotiations,
183-199, London/New York: Routledge.

Engel, UIf and Robert Kappel, eds. (2002) GermaAyiga policy Revisited, Minster:
LIT-Verlag.

Eriksen, Erik O. (1999) 'Towards a logic of justétion. On the possibility of post-
national solidarity', in Morten Egeberg and Per kel eds. Organizing Political
Institutions, 215-244, Oslo: Scandinavian UP.

European Commission (1996) Green Paper on relalietvgeen the EU and the ACP
countries on the even of the 21st century, COM B®), Brussels.

European Commission (1997) 'Agenda 2000. For agéoand wider Europe’, Bulletin
EU 5/97, Luxembourg.

Fierke, Karin M. and Antje Wiener (1999) 'Constingtinstitutional Interests: EU and
NATO Enlargement’, Journal of European Public Bofi(5): 721-42.

Forwood, Geneva (2001) 'The road to Cotonou. Neting a successor to Lomé', Journal
of Common Market Studies 39(3): 423-442.

Gabas, Jean-Jacques (2005) 'French Developmenp&atmn’, in Paul Hoebink and
Olav Stokke, eds. European Development Co-operdadolicy and performance of
individual donor countries and the EU, 241-266, dom'New York: Routledge.

Grabbe, Heather (2004) 'How enlargement will chahgeEU’s political dynamics and
its foreign policies’, Slovak Foreign Policy Affail: 63-74.

Grabbe, Heather and Kirsty Hughes (1998) 'EnlartiiegeU Eastwards', London: The
Royal Institute of International Affairs, Chathanolite Paper.

Grilli, Enzo R. (1993) The European Community ane Developing Countries,
Cambridge: CUP.

Guerrieri, Sandro (1994) 'La France et I'élargissetdle la Communauté européenne
(1989-1993)", in Mario Telo, ed. L’'Union Européeretdes défis de
I'élargissement, 289-304, Bruxelles: UniversitéBtaxelles.

Guigou, Elisabeth (1991) ‘Les réponses francaisedasoins des pays d’Europe central’,
Revue Politique et Parlementaire 956: 8-11.

Haftendorn, Helga (2006) Comimg age. German foreign policy since 1945, Lanham,
MD: Rowman & Littlefield.



Hattori, Tomohisa (2003) 'The moral politics ofd@n aid’', Review of International
Studies 29: 229-247.

Hazelzet, Hadewych (2005) 'Suspension of Developi@enperation: An Instrument to
Promote Human Rights and Democracy?' MaastrichDiE@, ECDPM Discussion
Paper 64B.

Hoebink, Paul and Olav Stokke (2005) 'IntroductiBaropean Development Co-
operation at the Beginning of a New Millennium'Raul Hoebink and Olav
Stokke, eds. European Development Co-operatiod, 1-éhdon/New York:
Routledge.

Holland, Martin (2002) The European Union and tihed World, Hampshire: Palgrave.

Holland, Martin (2005) "Imagined” regionalism: Eyoe’s relations with Africa,
Caribbean and Pacific States (ACP)', in Jurgenmiijlad. Interregionalism and
International Politics, 254-271, London: Routledge.

Houghton, David P. (2007) 'Reinvigorating the StoflfForeign Policy Decision Making:
Toward a Constructivist Approach’, Foreign Poliayadysis 3: 24-45.

Hugon, Philippe (2007) 'La politique économiqudal&rance en Afrique. La fin des
rentes coloniales?’, Politique africaine 105: 54-69

Hulsse, Rainer (2006) 'Imagine the EU: The MetagghbConstruction of European
Identity’, Journal of International Relations anevBlopment 9(4): 396-421.

Institut fir Europaische Politik (in cooperationtlwvthe Trans European Policy Studies
Association) (1998) Enlargement/Agenda 2000 — WeRdbt Issue,
http://www.tepsa.de (12 December, 2008).

Institut fir Europaische Politik (in cooperationtlwthe Trans European Policy Studies
Association) (1999) Enlargement/Agenda 2000 — Watich 1/1999,
http://www.tepsa.de (12 December, 2008).

Jabri, Vivienne (2007) 'Solidarity and spheresufwre: The cosmopolitan and the
postcolonial', Review of International Studies 3B85-728.

Jileva, Elena (2004) 'Do norms matter? The prigcgdlsolidarity and the EU’s eastern
enlargement’, Journal of International Relationd Bevelopment 7(1): 3-23.

Josselin, Charles (1997) 'Audition du secrétaiggad’chargé de la coopération devant la
commission des affaires étrangeres de I'assembléenale, Paris, 3.7.1997', in La
Politique étrangere de la France. Textes et doctsn@i/1997, 20-23, Paris: La
Documentation Francaise.

Karagiannis, Nathalie (2007) 'European Solidaritthwhe Rest of the World”, in
Nathalie Karagiannis, ed. European Solidarity, 288, Liverpool: Liverpool UP.

Karagiannis, Nathalie (2004) Avoiding Responsipilithe Politics and Discourses of
European Development Policy, London: Pluto.



Katzenstein, Peter J., ed. (1996) The Culture dioNal Security. Norms and Identity in
World Politics, New York/Chichester: Columbia UP.

Kesteloot-Aguidissou, Héléne (2003) 'Les transfdeegompétence Est-Ouest et la
redéfinition du politique en Europe’, Allemagneujtaurd’hui 166: 54-67.

Kohler-Koch, Beate (2004) 'Die Interessen der Aaden der internationalen Politik ', in
Matthias Albert, Bernhard Moltmann and Bruno Schaats. Die Entgrenzung der
Politik, 191-220, Frankfurt a. M.: Campus.

Kohler-Koch, Beate, Thomas Conzelmann and Miché&ledf (2004) Européaische
Integration - Europaisches Regieren, WiesbadenV¥$ag

Komter, E. Afke (2005) Social Solidarity and thdtGCambridge: Cambridge UP.

La Serre, Francoise de (2004) 'La France et I'&daegnent a I'Est de I'Union
européenne’, in Annuaire francais de relationsnat@nales 5, 506-517, Bruxelles:
Bruylant.

LancasterCarol (2007) Foreigiid. Diplomacy, Development, Domestic Politics,
Chicago/London: The University of Chicago Press.

Lebow, Richard N. (2006) 'Fear, Interest and HonQutlines of a Theory of
International Relations’, International Affairs 82(431-448.

Lequesne, Christian (1994) 'Commerce et aide écapumnles instruments d'une
politique’, in Francoise de la Serre, Christianuesne and Jacques Rupnik, eds.
L'Union européenne: ouverture a I'Est?, 43-79,sPRriesses Universitaires de
France.

Linklater, Andrew (2007) 'Distant Suffering and @Guazpolitan Obligations', International
Politics 44(1): 19-36.

Lippert, Barbara, Kirsty Hughes, Heather Grabbe Reier Becker (2001) British and
German Interests in EU Enlargement. Conflict andggoation, London: RIIA.

Lippert, Barbara (2002) 'Die EU-Erweiterungspoliti&kch 1989 - Konzeptionen und
Praxis der Regierungen Kohl und Schréder’, in HeinBchneider, Mathias Jopp
and Uwe Schmalz, eds. Eine neue deutsche Europlkpdtiahmenbedingunen -
Problemfelder - Optionen, 349-392, Bonn: Europaddriierlag.

Lister, Marjorie (1997) The European Union and $lmeith. Relations with developing
countries, London: Routledge.

Lucarelli, Sonia and lan Manners (2006) Values Rndciples in European Union
Foreign Policy, London/New York: Routledge.

Lumsdaine, David H. (1993) Moral Vision in Interizgtal Politics: The Foreign Aid
Regime, 1949-89, Princeton, NJ: Princeton UP.

Mair, Stefan (2006) 'German Interests and Germaicai policy', in Ulf Engel and
Robert Kappel, eds. Germany’s Africa Policy Reedit2nd Edition, 9-17,
Munster: Lit.



Majza, Beatrice (2002) 'La France et I'élargissengenl’Union européenne a I'Europe
meédiane, balkanique et du Sud-Est', in Annuainecties de relations
internationales 2002. Vol. 3, 447-460, Bruxellesayant.

Marcus, George E. (2000) 'Emotions in Politiéginual Review of Political Scien8e
221-250.

Marshall, Thomas H. (1950) Citizenship and Sociak€, Cambridge, MA: Cambridge
UP.

Mau, Steffen (2007) 'Forms and Prospects of Eumoedidarity’, in Nathalie
Karagiannis, ed. European Solidarity, 129-146, tpweel: Liverpool UP.

Mauss, Marcel (1990) The Gift. The Form and Redsoixchange in Archaic Societies,
New York/ London: Routledge.

Mayhew, Alan (1998) Recreating Europe. The Europgsaion’s Policy Towards Central
and Eastern Europe, Cambridge: Cambridge UP.

McKinlay, R. D. and R. Little (1979) 'The US Aid R&onship: A Test of the Recipient
Need and the Donor Interest Models', Political &s1@7(2): 236-250.

Mercer, Jonathan (2006) 'Human Nature and the Fragje: Emotion in International
Politics',Journal of International Relations and Developm@f#t): 288-303.

Miller, David (1999) Principles of Social Justic@&ambridge, MA.: Harvard UP.

Milner, Helen V. and Robert O. Keohane (1996) inéionalization and Domestic
Politics: An Introduction’, in Robert O. Keohanelatielen V. Milner, eds.
Internationalization and Domestic Politics, 3-24nthridge: Cambridge UP.

Molt, Peter (2002) 'Africa - a political challenfgg Europe’, in: UIf Engel and Robert
Kappel, eds. Germany’s Africa policy revisited.drgsts, images and
incrementalism, 63-78, Munster: Lit.

Moravcsik, Andrew and Milada Vachudova (2003) 'Na#l Interests, State Power and
EU Enlargement’, East European Politics and Sesidir(1): 42-57.

Morgenthau, Hans (1962) 'A Political Theory of FgreAid', American Political Science
Review 56: 301-309.

Noél, Alain and Jean-Philippe Thérien (1995) 'Frdomestic to international justice: the
welfare state and foreign aid’, International Orgaiion 49(3): 523-553.

Moisi, Dominique (2009) The Geopolitics of Emotidtow Cultures of Fear,
Humiliation, and Hope are Reshaping the World, Newk: Random House.

Offe, Claus (2007) 'Obligation Versus Costs: Tyaed Context of Solidarity Action’, in
Nathalie Karagiannis, ed. European Solidarity, 128; Liverpool: Liverpool UP.

Olesen, Thomas (2008) 'The Institutionalizatiorsofidarity and Globalization: The
Case of Darfur', Globalizations 5(3): 467-481.



Olsen, Gorm R. (2005) 'The European Union’s Devalept policy: Shifting Priorities in
a Rapidly Changing World', in Paul Hoebink and Cwgkke, eds. European
Development Co-operation, 573-608, London/New Y &&utledge.

Oorschot, Wim van (2007) 'Social Legitimacy of theropean Welfare State’, Aalborg:
Centre for Comparative Welfare Studies, CCWS Walrapers, 46-2007.

Outhwaite, William (2007) 'Who need Solidarity?Nathalie Karagiannis ed. European
Solidarity, 75-93, Liverpool: Liverpool UP.

Pilegaard, Jess (2003) 'Relations between trade)amment policy, and the CFSP’,
London: London School of Economics, Working papepgared for the FORNET
Seminar, 7th-8th November 2003.

Pollack Mark (2003) The New Institutionalisms and Europ&degration, in Antje
Wiener and Thomas Diez, eds., European Integrdti@ory, 137-156, Oxford:
Oxford UP.

Posthumus, Bram (1998) '‘Beyond Lomé IV: Prelimindigws of European
Governments on Future EU-ACP Relations', Maastrieatopean Centre for
Development Policy Management, ECDPM Working PaNer,53.

Ravenhill, John (1985) Collective Clientelism: Titmmé Conventions and North—-South
Relations, New York: Columbia UP.

Rorty, Richard (1989) Contigency, Irony and SoligaiCambridge: Cambridge UP.

Rothstein, Bo (1998) Just Institutions Matter. Meral and Political Logic of the
Universal Welfare State, Cambridge: Cambridge UP.

Rupnik Jacques (1998) 'La France de Mitterrandsphlys de I'Europe du Centre-Est’, in
Samy Cohen, ed. Mitterrand et la sortie de la gueaide, 189-222, Paris: PUF.

Rupnik, Jacques (1995) 'Paris et l'autre Europ#iti§ue Internationale 67, 227-235.

Schimmelfennig, Frank (2001) 'The Community Trajelral Norms, Rhetorical Action,
and the Eastern Enlargement of the European Unidalnational Organization
55(1): 47-80.

Schimmelfennig, Frank (2003) 'Liberal Intergovermtadism', in Antje Wiener and
Thomas Diez, eds. European Integration Theory,432%ford: Oxford UP.

Schimmelfenning, Frank and Ulrich Sedelmeier, €2805) The Politics of European
Union Enlargement: Theoretical Approaches, LondRoutledge.

Schieder, Siegfried (2009): 'Zur Theorie der Saltdaund internationalen
Gemeinschaftsbildung', in Siegfried Schieder, Sedrasiarnisch and Hanns W.
Maull, eds. Solidaritat und internationale Gemeadtsbildung. Beitrage zur
Soziologie der internationalen Beziehungen, 11&8mpus: Frankfurt am
Main/New York.

Schieder, Siegfried, Rachel Folz and Simon Musekg@f8): 'Solidaritat und
internationale Gemeinschaftsbildung’, Aus Politikl Zeitgeschichte B 21: 14-23.



Schlichte, Klaus (1998) 'La Francafrique — Postka@ter Habitus und Klientelismus in
der franzdsischen Afrikapolitik', Zeitschrift finternationale Beziehungen 5(2):
309-343.

Schraeder, Peter J., Steven W. Hook and Bruce Té&y®8) 'Clarifying the Foreign Aid
Puzzle. A Comparison of American, Japanese, FrandiSwedish Aid Flows',
World Politics 50: 294-323.

Sedelmeier, Ulrich (2005) Constructing the patE&stern enlargement: the uneven
policy impact of EU identity, Manchester: Manchesi®.

Sedelmeier, Ulrich and Helen Wallace (2000) 'Peidowards Central and Eastern
Europe in Policy-making in the EU', in Helen Wa#aand William Wallace, eds.
European Policy-Making, 357-87, Oxford: Oxford UP.

Sjursen, Helen, ed. (2007) Questioning EU Enlargenteurope in Search of Identity,
London: Routledge.

Sjursen, Helen (2002) 'Why expand? The questidegifimacy and justification in the
EU’s enlargement policy', Journal of Common Maigaidies 40(3): 491-513.

Sjursen, Helen and Bgrge Romsloe (2007) 'Protethiagdea of Europe. France and
enlargement’, in Helen Sjursen, ed. Questioningalargement. Europe in Search
of Identity, 142-163, London: Routledge.

Sjursen, Helen and Karen E. Smith (2004) 'Justfjit) foreign policy: the logic
underpinning EU enlargement’, in Ben Tonra and Td®@hristiansen, eds.
Rethinking European Union Foreign Policy, 126-1Manchester/New York:
Manchester UP.

Skalnes, Lars S. (2005) 'Geopolitics and the Ea$fatargement of the European Union’,
in Frank Schimmelfennig and Ulrich Sedelmeier, dd® Politics of European
Union Enlargement. Theoretical Approaches, 213-288don: Routledge.

Smith, Karen E. (2004) The Making of EU Foreignigpl The Case of Eastern Europe,
Houndmills: Palgrave.

Smith, Karen E. (2008) European Union Foreign Ralhca Changing World, London:
Polity.

Stevens, Christopher (2000) 'The EU-ACP Relatignsiter Lomé’, in Pitou van Dijck
and Gerrit Faber, eds. The External Economic Dinoensf the European Union,
223-243, The Hague/London/Boston: Kluwer.

Stjerng, Steinar (2005) Solidarity in Europe: Thstéty of an Idea, Oxford: Oxford UP.

Tewes, Henning (1998) 'Between Deepening and Wideitole Conflict in Germany’s
Enlargement Policy’', West European politics 21{2)7-133.

Tulmets, Elsa (2003a) 'L'impact de I'élargissemaai’Union européenne sur la
coopération francaise et allemande & I'Est: qumievernance?', Revue d’Etudes
Comparatives Est-Ouest 34(3): 111-156.



Tulmets, Elsa (2003b): 'La coopération allemande fal'élargissement de I'Union
européenne: de Transform a Phare/Twinning’, Allereatjaujourd’'hui 166, pp. 68-
94.

Waltz, Kenneth (1979) Theory of International Ro$if Reading: Addison-Wesley.

Weber, Martin (2007) 'The Concept of solidaritythe study of world politics’, Review of
International Studies 33: 693-713.

Wiener, Antje and Thomas Diez eds. (2003) Europegagration Theory, Oxford:
Oxford UP.

Wendt, Alexander (1999) Social Theory of InternaéibPolitics, Cambridge: Cambridge
UP.

Zaborowski, Marcin (2006) 'More than simply expargdmarkets: Germany and EU
enlargement' in Helen Sjursen, Helen, ed. QuestgpBilJ Enlargement. Europe in
Search of Identity, 104-120, London: Routledge.

Zanger, Sabine C. (2000) 'Good Governance and Earopid. The Impact of Political
Conditionality’, European Union Politics 1(3): 2937.



