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Walter Benjamin ‘Theses on the Philosophy of History’, Thesis I1

,,QWURGXFWLRQ
Ideally, to assure that the candidate countries join the Union ‘on the basis of the same
criteria and […] on an equal footing’,2 in the course of the pre-accession process3 preceding
the Eastern enlargement4 the European Union (EU) monitored virtually all the aspects of
the candidate countries’ development, including the level of democratisation, the Rule of
Law and the protection of human rights. All these elements of assessment are not only part
of the Copenhagen political criteria of democracy, the Rule of Law and human rights,5 they
are also rooted in the legal system of the EU, most notably in Articles 6 and 7 TEU (as well
as 49 TEU, making a reference to 6(1) TEU, talking about ‘liberty, democracy, respect for
human rights and fundamental freedoms…’) and in important case-law of the European
*
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Court of Justice (ECJ) which incorporates both certain democratic principles6 and the
protection of human rights.7
Following the path of Regular Reporting, the Commission assessed a number of elements
of democracy and the Rule of Law, as well as human rights protection, whether those
happened to be the elements of the DFTXLV or not. However, the Commission’ s yearly
Reports (together with other Copenhagen-related documents)8 reveal a picture which is
quite different from that which was initially planned.
An analysis of the Copenhagen-related documents demonstrates that the Commission
tended to more strictly scrutinize the elements of the Copenhagen political criteria that
make up part of the DFTXLV, while some vital drawbacks, inherent in the candidate
countries’ legal systems which fell outside the scope of the DFTXLV, passed virtually
unnoticed and did not influence the pre-accession process at all. Based on all the body of
the Copenhagen-related documents, it is possible to see what is more important for the
Commission: democracy, the Rule of Law and protection of human rights in general, or
those elements of the three, which make part of the DFTXLV and which will have to be
enforced as part of European law after accession.
The importance of any given development can be judged not only by its inclusion in the
Regular Reports by the Commission, but also by the use of the mechanisms of enforcement,
built in the pre-accession strategy, such as the inclusion of the issues among the priorities of
the Accession Partnerships (APs).9 Failure to meet them can have serious consequences for
the countries’ progress towards accession – from financial consequences up to the
interruption of negotiations.
This article argues that the Regular Reporting, as applied during the course of the
preparation of the Fifth enlargement of the EU,10 appears not to be the general analysis of
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the state of democracy, human rights and the Rule of Law in the candidate countries (as
was announced by the Union), but, almost exclusively, the analysis of the adaptation to the
DFTXLV of the candidate country in question. At the same time, the DFTXLV, although
including all the body of European Law as well as the case-law of the ECJ,11 seems to be
clearly insufficient of an instrument as far as the analysis of democracy and human rights is
concerned – the introduction of the posts of ombudsmen, the equal rights for
homosexuals,12 the principle of fairness in restitution regulation, democratic lustration
procedures – these are just a few examples of the issues which are not (or were not, when
the pre-accession reporting commenced) part of the DFTXLV and thus, although included in
the Reports, were only partly assessed by the European Commission in the course of the
pre-accession process).
There exist numerous contributions discussing the EU democratic deficit13 – and the DFTXLV,
as the whole body of law of an entity criticised for the lack of democratic legitimation
inherent in its design,14 reflects this deficit better than anything else. The EU itself has
recognised that something should be done in this field, as follows from the Laeken
Declaration.15 It is striking that, during the pre-accession process, the Union was assessing
the level of democracy in the candidate countries based on the elements of the Union
DFTXLV, which is, by itself a great example of the lack of democracy.
Since the Copenhagen criteria are here to stay – and will be an instrument of the regulation
of enlargements to come (and certainly of the one to see the accession of the present
candidate countries, LHCroatia, Macedonia (FYROM) and Turkey to the EU16) it is vital
separate round since it was regulated by German law, not by the EU enlargement instruments: Bothe, Michael,
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at this stage to see how the existing lack of objective analysis of the development of
democracy, the Rule of Law and human rights in the candidate countries can be remedied
in the EU. In this respect, the unfortunate Treaty Establishing a Constitution for Europe
(TCE)17 has clearly missed a unique opportunity, since it does not contain any important
enlargement regulation reform.18
The analysis of democracy, human rights and the Rule of Law and not the analysis of their
elements to be found in the DFTXLV FRPPXQDXWDLUH should become a priority in the preaccession process both on paper and as applied.

,,6WUXFWXUHRIWKHDUJXPHQW
The article will proceed as follows. It will clarify why the promotion of the DFTXLVis not the
same as the promotion of democracy, human rights, minority protection and the Rule of
Law (,,,.). Based on the substantive and structural analyses of the Copenhagen-related
documents, it will assess the actual role played by the DFTXLVin the pre-accession process,
demonstrating that the scope of the Copenhagen political criteria is much broader than that
of the DFTXLVFRPPXQDXWDLUH(,9). Although the components of the Copenhagen political
criteria were not initially meant to constitute a hierarchical structure and had to be applied
equally YLVjYLV both other elements of the Copenhagen criteria and all the candidate
countries alike, the Copenhagen-related documents demonstrate that not all the elements of
the criteria are promoted by the Commission in the same way. To illustrate the difference in
the ways diverse elements of the Copenhagen political criteria are promoted by the EU, the
article will proceed by formulating the notion of ‘pre-accession influence tools’ , L H the
tools employed by the Union to influence the democratic reforms in the candidate
countries.19 Placing these tools in a hierarchical order based on the expected effect of their
application on the reforms going on in the candidate countries allows drafting a hierarchy
of the elements of the Copenhagen-related documents. The comparison between different
levels of this hierarchy and the scope of the DFTXLV FRPPXQDXWDLUH reveals that the
application by the Commission of certain pre-accession influence tools might be dependent
LQWHUDOLD on the fact whether the issue in question lies within the scope of the DFTXLVor not
(9). Lastly, the article briefly discusses the actual influence of the application of different
pre-accession influence tools on the reform in the candidate countries and, what might
appear surprising to some, largely finds no correlation between the results of the reforms
promoted and the pre-accession tools applied. However, those elements of the Copenhagen
political criteria which also happen to lie within the scope of the DFTXLVgenerally seem to
be promoted more effectively (9,). Since any complete overview of all these issues does
not seem feasible in a short note like this, the article does not aim at producing an
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exhaustive analysis of these issues, focusing on the most important trends and building on
the most telling examples.
The article will conclude stating that the DFTXLVplayed a much more important role in the
pre-accession process and in the promotion of the Copenhagen political criteria than could
reasonably be expected. Thus, a certain reform of the EU enlargement law is needed in
order to reaffirm the importance of those elements of the Copenhagen political criteria
which fall RXWVLGH the scope of the DFTXLV FRPPXQDXWDLUH, since the issues they raise are
often crucial for the success of the democratisation process and thus cannot be ignored in
the course of pre-accession. This becomes especially acute in the light of the present
candidate countries’ limited achievements in the fields of democracy, the Rule of Law and
human rights protection.

,,,:K\WKHSURPRWLRQRIWKHDFTXLVLVQRWWKHVDPHDVWKHSURPRWLRQ
RIGHPRFUDF\KXPDQULJKWVPLQRULW\SURWHFWLRQDQGWKH5XOHRI/DZ
To some, it might appear surprising that over 80.000 pages of the DFTXLVFRPPXQDXWDLUH do
not cover all the possible spheres of regulation. However blurred its competence, the Union
is still a body built on the principle of enumerated powers. The Union is generally
characterised as a polity VXLJHQHULV20 embarking on a journey to an unknown destination.21
There is one thing, however, everybody agrees on: the limited scope of the Union powers.22
The nature of these powers is another issue not to enjoy popular scholarly agreement and
will not be discussed here, to avoid summarising an old debate.23 Does this limitation of
powers apply to the promotion of democracy, human rights and the Rule of Law in the
context of enlargement?
‘Limitation’ is always a key word while talking about the competences of the EU and the
nature and scope of the DFTXLV FRPPXQDXWDLUH.24 Apart from being simply set in the
Treaties,25 the discussion of such limitation entered the legal doctrine and the case-law of
the ECJ26 at the very early stages of the development of the Communities.
So what exactly does ‘limitation’ mean in the context of EU law? Simply put, it reflects the
nature of the Union and helps realise that the DFTXLV, although composed of thousands of
<  ) %)
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documents, does not cover everything. Of course there are exceptions from this principle.
What is a policy VXLJHQHULVwithout such exceptions?
A very important exception and the one which is vital for the understanding of the nature of
the enlargement process is that GH MXUH the demands that the Union can put forward are
virtually unlimited once it deals with the third countries (especially if those 3rd countries
have applied for the membership of the Union). Not being the signatories of the Treaties,
the 3rd countries’ status YLVjYLVthe Union is not governed by the EU law principles, which
is a normal practice in international law: the third countries are not bound by the Treaties
they did not sign. The EU, in turn, is not generally bound by the limitations of competences
built in the Treaties as long as it respects the powers of the Member States. In other words,
the external competences of the Union are potentially (and practically also) much broader
than the internal ones.27 Certainly being two sides of one coin, to agree with Alston and
Weiler, the gap between external and internal competences (especially in the field of
democracy and human rights protection) has far-reaching consequences and is felt both in
the Union and in the 3rd countries alike.28
This gap becomes especially obvious from the wording of the ECJ ruling in *UDQWcase, in
which the Court asserted (concerning internal competences of the Community) that ‘human
rights cannot in themselves have the effect of extending the scope of the Treaty provisions
beyond the competences of the Community’ .29 In contrast, as far as the external dimension
of human rights protection is concerned, the ECJ approved the legality of the human rights
clauses in the external agreements concluded with the third countries.30 In other words,
while the limitation of the scope of the internal Community powers seems to be very strict
(even though it has been unable to block the development of the ‘creeping competences’ of
the Community31), the situation with the external powers provides a contrasting picture.
A special case in which the issue of the (lack of) limitation of powers plays an extremely
important role is EU enlargement and, particularly, the pre-accession process.32 Much has
been written about the Union enlargements recently; scholarly literature explores almost all
the aspects of its legal regulation.33 Without going into detail, it is instrumental to outline
the essence of the enlargement law as applied in the course of the Fifth enlargement.34
27
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In addition to Articles 49 and 6(1) TEU, the Fifth enlargement of the Union was regulated
by a large number of the Copenhagen-related documents adopted by the Commission and
the Council in the course of a so-called pre-accession process and implementing the
principle of conditionality. A QRXYDXWp in enlargement law of the EU introduced in the
course of the 5th enlargement, the principle of conditionality made the reception of
Community funding35 and, ultimately, the accession to the Union by the candidate countries
dependant of the fulfillment of certain conditions elaborated by the EU and aimed at
boosting the economic, legal and political reforms in the candidate countries, to help these
states step over the negative consequences of the totalitarian Communist past.36 The
essence of the principle was formulated more than ten years ago by the Copenhagen
European Council (1993) and first found its way into enlargement law in the form of the
famous Copenhagen criteria. Starting as a mostly ‘soft law’ instrument of regulation, the
nature of the criteria changed considerably after the introduction of the ‘enhanced preaccession strategy’ by the Luxembourg European Council (1997), which recommended
implementing conditionality VWULFWR VHQVX, involving the monitoring of the candidate
countries’ progress and making their future membership of the Union dependant on the
meeting of concrete priorities outlined in the APs and rooted in the Copenhagen criteria.37
This development made the criteria an important legal instrument of EU enlargement law.
The Copenhagen criteria include the following elements:
 Stability of institutions guaranteeing democracy, the Rule of Law, human
rights and respect for and protection of minorities;
 The existence of a functioning market economy as well as the capacity to cope
with competitive pressure and market forces of the Union;
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For an overview
Kochenov [2005] EIoP.
Mainly PHARE programme (applying to Poland, Hungary (Council Regulation 3906/89 [1989] OJ L 375/11),
GDR, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, Romania, Yugoslavia (Council Regulation 2698/89 [1990] OJ L 257/1), Albania,
Estonia, Lithuania, Latvia (Council Regulation 3800/91 [1991] OJ L 357/10), Slovenia (Council Regulation
2334/92 [1992] L 227/1), Croatia (Council Regulation 1366/95 [1995] OJ L 133/1, suspended in 1995) and
FYROM (Council Regulation 463/96 [1996] L 65/3)); SAPARD programme, providing assistance in the
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161/68.
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 The ability to take on the obligations of membership including adherence to
the aims of political, economic and monetary union.
Mostly the first – ‘political’ – block of the Copenhagen criteria is of interest for this paper.
It is clear from the text of the criteria that they have much broader a scope than that of the
DFTXLV FRPPXQDXWDLUH. Moreover, the requirement to transpose the DFTXLV proper can be
derived from the third, not the first, block of the Copenhagen criteria. In other words, the
Copenhagen political criteria are not limited to the DFTXLV and presuppose a much more
inclusive approach to pre-accession monitoring, compared to what the DFTXLVmay offer.
The mere fact that criteria of such broad and all-encompassing nature were adopted as a
tool to be used in the course of the enlargement process is in itself a good example of an
immense difference that exists between the internal and external competences of the Union.
While the Copenhagen political criteria were applied to the candidate countries, its
application to the Member States is impossible; moreover, it is absolutely clear that the
majority of the ‘old’ Member States as well as the Union itself, in case asked to meet the
criteria, might certainly have difficulties trying to do so.
By stating that the Copenhagen political criteria are broader than the DFTXLV, one does not
make any discovery. The discrepancy between the scope of the Copenhagen criteria and
that of the DFTXLV is reflected in the structure of the Copenhagen-related documents.
Moreover, this structure reveals that the Commission itself was not aiming at creating any
strict link between the DFTXLVand the promotion of democracy, the Rule of Law and human
rights.
The Commission’ s Opinions and Regular Reports, as well as the APs are structured in a
way that allows for a strict separation between the criteria. As a consequence, a number of
issues are mentioned in these documents several times. This especially concerns the issues
making part of the DFTXLV included into the Copenhagen political criteria. Discussing
equality between women and men, for example, the Reports address this issue both among
the questions related to the first (political) and the third (DFTXLV) Copenhagen criteria. A
similar picture can be observed regarding the structuring of the APs. In other words, the
very structure of the Copenhagen criteria (separating political criteria from DFTXLVrelated
criteria) as well as the reflection of this structure in the Copenhagen-related documents, are
reasons to believe that the EU understood very well what the limitations of the DFTXLVare,
when applied to monitor the candidates’ progress related to the Copenhagen political
criteria.
Thus, officially, the DFTXLVwas QRWthe most important guideline for the fulfillment of the
Copenhagen political criteria.
While, theoretically speaking, the promotion of democracy, the Rule of Law and human
rights in the course of the pre-accession was not exclusively guided by the DFTXLV and had a
very inclusive application, in practice the implementation of the Copenhagen criteria
appears to be somewhat different from what is officially stated. It is more DFTXLVoriented
than could reasonably be expected given the wording of the Criteria and the general
structure of the Copenhagen-related documents.
Three important issues should be considered in order to assess the way the Copenhagen
political criteria were implemented in the course of the pre-accession and examine the role
played by the DFTXLVFRPPXQDXWDLUHin their implementation.
Firstly, it is worth looking into the structure of the criteria and the Copenhagen-related
documents in order to be able to compare the array of issues discussed in the context of
implementation of the Copenhagen political criterion with the scope of the DFTXLV.
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Secondly, since the accents put by the Commission on the importance of the
implementation of different elements of the Copenhagen criteria may vary, it is necessary
to assess the role played by certain elements of the Copenhagen political criteria in the
course of the pre-accession. Comparing those elements of the Copenhagen political criteria
that played the most important role in the pre-accession those of the DFTXLVmight likely be
even more instrumental for the understanding of the role played by the DFTXLV in the preaccession, than outlining the line of issues both falling within the scope of the DFTXLVand
playing a role in the pre-accession as elements of the Copenhagen political criteria.
Thirdly, it is necessary to compare the results of the promotion of the different elements of
the Copenhagen political criteria. Both the information contained in the Copenhagenrelated documents and in the independent assessments can shed some light on what was
more a success: the promotion of the DFTXLV-related or the promotion of non-DFTXLV-related
issues.
Of course, while dealing with democracy, human rights, the Rule of Law and minority
protection, one walks on a somewhat unstable terrain of blurred definitions and somewhat
vague notions. It does not, however, make the quest for the real role played by the DFTXLVin
the promotion of the Copenhagen political criterion by the Commission impossible. To
avoid the negative consequences of the vagueness and variation in views on democracy, the
Rule of Law and other elements of the Copenhagen political criteria it is instrumental to
adopt the terminology and the method of assessment used by the European Commission
itself as they appear in the Copenhagen-related documents, thus introducing some
consistency and clarity into the assessment that follows.

,96WUXFWXUHRIWKH&RSHQKDJHQSROLWLFDOFULWHULD$UHWKHFULWHULD
EURDGHUWKDQWKHDFTXLVFRPPXQDXWDLUH"
Already from the text of the Copenhagen criteria alone (even when considered without the
Copenhagen-related documents) it is clear that the scope of the Copenhagen political
criteria is broader than that of the DFTXLV FRPPXQDXWDLUH. First of all, this is due to the
absence of minority protection requirements from EU law.38 While the Rule of Law, the
protection of human rights and democracy (to a certain extent) are all included in the Treaty
text by way of of Article 6 TEU, minority protection is nowhere to be found in the Treaties.
An entire body of literature deals with the relation between EU law and minority protection
as a criterion used in the pre-accession.39 When Article 49 TEU was amended at
38
Discrimination on the grounds of ethnic origin is, however, prohibited in EC law: Council Directive 2000/43/EC
[2000] OJ L 180/22 (the ‘Race
Directive’ ) adopted on the basis of Art. 13 EC.
=) %)
39
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the recent ones
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Share or a New Part? The Union’ s
 @ S @  
UT9'&' 91
:
Role :
Minorities after the Enlargement Decade’ , [2006] 
, Law No. 2006/15, available
at <http://cadmus.iue.it/dspace/bitstream/1814/4428/1/LAW+2006.15.pdf> (accessed on 10 December 2006);
Hillion, Christophe, ‘Enlargement of the European Union: The Discrepancy between Membership
Obligations and
)
Accession Conditions as Regards the Protection of Minorities’ , [2004] 27 Fordham Int’ l L.J 2, 715; Wiener, Antje
and Schwellnus, Guido, ‘Contested Norms in the Process of EU Enlargement: Non-Discrimination and Minority
Rights’ , [2004] ConWEB, No. 2/2004, available at <http://les1.man.ac.uk/conweb/> (accessed on 10 December
2006); von Toggenburg, Gabriel, ‘Minorities (… ) The European Union: MIsthe
Missing Link
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?’ , [2003]
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, Nederlands Instituut voor Internationale
Betrekkingen ‘Clingendael’ , The Hague, 2003; Hughes, James and Sasse, Gwendolyn, ‘Monitoring the Monitors.
EU Enlargement Conditionality and Minority Protection in the CEECs’ , [2003] JEMIE, 1, available at
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Amsterdam it was expected that all the Copenhagen criteria would be incorporated into the
primary law of the Union, but this was only partly done by way of reference from Article
49 TEU to Article 6(1) TEU, which does not contain minority protection requirements.
Moreover, the role of ‘special significance’ 40 played in the EU law by the European
Convention on Human Rights (ECHR), which serves, when interpreted in conjunction with
the Treaties and Community legislation, as a source of principles of European Law,41 does
not list minority rights among its provisions,42 living all the issues of minority protection to
the Framework Convention on the Protection of Minorities.43 The later document, apart
from playing no special role comparable to that played by the ECHR in the European law
system, is ratified by the EU Member States with reservations undermining its very
essence.44 Strikingly, this did not prevent the Union from requiring the candidate countries
in the context of pre-accession to ratify the Convention,45 being one of the signs of the
growing cooperation between the EU and the CoE in this particular field.46 In other words,
the issue of minority protection lies absolutely outside the scope of the DFTXLV
FRPPXQDXWDLUH.
Other issues appearing in the criterion include democracy, the Rule of Law and protection
of human rights. Lying (at least partly) within the scope of the system of European law, all
these issues, allowing for multiple contradictory interpretations, were clarified in the
Copenhagen-related documents. It was mostly done in the Commission’ s Opinions on the
Eastern European Countries’ applications for the membership of the Union, Regular
Reports on the CEECs progress annually drafted by the Commission, Composite and
Strategy Papers drafted by the Commission and summarizing the main findings of the

<http://www.ecmi.de/jemie/> (accessed on 10 December 2006); Vermeersch, Peter, ‘EU Enlargement and
Minority Rights Policies in Central Europe: Explaining Policy Shifts in the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland’ ,
[2003] JEMIE, available at <http://www.ecmi.de/jemie/> (accessed on 10 December 2006); von Toggenburg,
Gabriel, ‘A Rough Orientation through a Delicate Relationship: The European Union’ s Endeavours for (Its)
Minorities’ , [2000] 4 EIoP 16, 1, available at <http://eiop.or.at/eiop/texte/2000-016.htm> (accessed on 10
December 2006). L==B\
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territory.
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The document was included on the list of documents to be ratified by the candidate countries. See European
Commission’ s 1999 Composite Paper, Annex 3 ‘Human Rights Conventions Ratified by the Candidate Countries’ ;
2000 Strategy Paper, Annex 3; 2001 Paper, Annex 4, 2002 Paper, Annex 3 and 2003 Paper, Annex 3.
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Reports and a number of other documents, including, APs and Comprehensive Monitoring
Reports.
No literature outlining the scope and structure of the Copenhagen political criteria in full
exists to date.47 At the same time, the set of issues included by the Commission among the
components of the criteria is quite specific and does not usually coincide with the
theoretical approaches to democracy, human rights and the Rule of Law.48
First of all, the number of elements included into the Copenhagen political criteria by the
Copenhagen European Council (1993) and the number of main subject-lines the
Copenhagen-related documents address do not perfectly coincide. The Commission has
united the assessment of democracy and the Rule of Law (included separately among the
Copenhagen political criteria) into one block of assessment49 and placed a strong emphasis
on the assessment of the issues related to the establishment of the Rule of Law in the
candidate countries. The main structure of the Copenhagen political criteria stemming from
the texts of the Copenhagen-related documents is thus three-fold, including democracy and
the Rule of Law; human rights protection and respect for and protection of minorities.
The internal structure of each of the elements of the Copenhagen political criteria
demonstrates that the scope of analysis exercised by the Commission in the course of the
pre-accession is much broader than that of the DFTXLV.
%DVHGRQWKH&RSHQKDJHQUHODWHGGRFXPHQWVWKH&RSHQKDJHQSROLWLFDO
FULWHULDLQFOXGHWKHIROORZLQJHOHPHQWV
I. Democracy and the Rule of Law

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Free and fair elections
Functioning of the judiciary, including the assessment of the level of independence of
the judiciary, training of judges, filling in the judicial vacancies, access to justice,
handling of cases and effective and timely enforcement of court decisions;
Functioning of the executive, including its decentralisation and structural reform,
effective consultation with the interested parties, the creation of the unified system of
civil service, accountability of the administration;
Functioning of the legislature, including the satisfactory operation of parliament,
respecting the powers of parliament, the role played by the opposition in the parliament
and the role played by the minorities;
Assessment of effectiveness of anti-corruption measures;

II. Human rights protection
a. Ratification of necessary international instruments
b. Civil and political rights, including, most importantly, freedom of expression and
independence of the media; combating police violence; combating trafficking in
human beings; problems related to pre-trial detention and situation in prisons; access to
a lawyer; asylum and refugees; discrimination on the grounds of sexual orientation; the
establishment and effective functioning of an ombudsman’ s office; the assessment of
the role played by the NGOs.

47
For the structure of the Copenhagen political criterion of democracy and the Rule of Law see Kochenov [2004]
EIoP.
48
Kochenov [2004] EIoP.
49 # )
, 23.
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c.

Economic, social and cultural rights, including gender equality; trade unions; right to
strike; integration of the disabled and socially vulnerable people’ s rights; child
protection; social security rights;

III. Minority protection50

Because of the scope of this article, it seems unreasonable to provide detailed analysis of
the Copenhagen-related documents’ structures used as a foundation for this list. Suffice it to
say that the list was created based on a combination of structural and textual analyses of the
Copenhagen-related documents following the methodology and general approach tried out
elsewhere.51 An emphasis was made on the Regular Reports of the Commission, since they
provide the most inclusive structure of issues acute in the context of democratic reforms
going on in the candidate countries.
Considering the structure of the elements of the Copenhagen political criteria, it is
necessary to take into account that the structure of the relevant Copenhagen-related
documents is not always consistent and the derogations from it are plenty. To provide some
examples, the Commission demonstrated a degree of hesitation regarding where to include
the assessment of the freedom of religion: among civil and political or among economic
social and cultural rights. As a result, based on the classification of the assessment of this
right, all the reports can be divided into two more or less equal parts. Similar derogations
from the main framework of assessment can also be found LQWHU DOLD among citizenship
rights (the assessment of the deprivation of some former Czechoslovak citizens living in the
Czech Republic of their Czech citizenship was included in the civil and political rights
section and the same issue concerning the deprivation of former Soviet Union citizens
living in Estonia and Latvia of their citizenship of these Baltic states was assessed in the
minority rights sections of the Reports52). An analogous situation can be observed with
regard to children’ s rights: in the context of the Romanian application for the membership
of the Union, children’ s rights were assessed among civil and political rights, while the
Reports concerning all other countries’ progress towards accession contain the assessment
of this issue in the economic, social and cultural rights sections.
As the list of the elements of the Copenhagen political criteria outlined above suggests,
notwithstanding certain structural irregularities, the assessment of the Copenhagen political
criteria contained in the Copenhagen-related documents represents a complex picture of
monitoring, including both the elements included in the DFTXLV, (like the equality between
women and men and asylum rights) and falling outside the scope of the DFTXLV (like, for
example, the promotion of the posts of Ombudsmen, minority protection or the promotion
of a right to restitution of properties seized by the Communist and Nazi régimes).
In other words, as the structure and the scope of the Copenhagen-related documents
demonstrate, the Commission was trying to use the Copenhagen criteria as a tool of
effective preparation of the candidate countries for their membership of the EU. While
outlining the number of issues for analysis, the Commission was not constrained by the
50
The structure
of the Minority protection criterion is not included since the criterion lies completely outside the
3(W % 
scope
of the
.
51 < 
Kochenov
[2004] EIoP.





52
For details
Kochenov, Dimitry, ‘Pre-accession, Naturalization, and “ Due regard to Community Law” : The
European Union’ s “ Steering” of National Citizenship Policies in Candidate Countries during the Fifth
Enlargement’ , [2004] 4 Romanian J. Pol. Sci 2, 71, also available at SSRN: <http://ssrn.com/abstract=926851>
(accessed on 10 December 2006).
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limited scope of the DFTXLV FRPPXQDXWDLUH. In drafting the structure of the Copenhagenrelated documents the Commission acted in line with the concept of the pre-accession and
thus reinforced the division between internal and external competences of the Union.

97KHSUHDFFHVVLRQLQIOXHQFHWRROVDSSOLHGE\WKH(XURSHDQ8QLRQ
7KHKLHUDUFKLFDORUGHURIWKHHOHPHQWVRIWKH&RSHQKDJHQSROLWLFDO
FULWHULD
In what order are the elements of the Copenhagen political criteria placed YLVjYLV each
other? Are they all of equal importance? Considering that each of the Copenhagen criteria
seem to have a different effect on the pre-accession it would be reasonable to suppose that
among the elements of each block of criteria a certain hierarchy might also exist. It is
notable that no indication of any hierarchy of the Copenhagen criteria was given in the
1993 Copenhagen European Council Presidency Conclusions.
Indeed, meeting only one set of criteria, namely the Copenhagen political criteria, is
enough, for example, for the opening of the accession negotiations, which puts this block of
criteria in a preferable position compared to two other blocks, outlined by the Copenhagen
European Council (1993). This hierarchical order of the Copenhagen criteria was
introduced by the Luxembourg European Council (12-13 December 1997), which held that
‘compliance with the Copenhagen political criteria is a prerequisite for opening of any
accession negotiations’ ,53 and the 1999 Commission Composite Paper, which made an
important step towards ‘striking the right balance of keeping up speed [of enlargement]
without sacrificing quality’ .54 In the Paper, the Commission followed the European Council
in GHIDFWR altering the conditionality principle based on the Copenhagen criteria. From that
time on it was recommended to open negotiations with all the countries, satisfying only the
Copenhagen political criteria, thus giving them priority over two other groups of criteria
adopted by the 1993 Copenhagen European Council.55 The Commission recommended
stressing ‘the absolute priority of the Copenhagen political criteria before beginning and
continuing the accession negotiations with any candidate country’ .56
A similar hierarchy, although less formally articulated, seems to exist also among the
elements of the particular Copenhagen criteria. This makes it clear that just looking at the
number of issues assessed in the course of pre-accession and their relationship to the DFTXLV
FRPPXQDXWDLUHis not sufficient in order to understand the role played by the DFTXLVin the
implementation of the Copenhagen criteria. The elements of the Copenhagen political
criteria included in the Copenhagen-related documents and assessed by the Commission in
the course of the pre-accession process were not promoted by the European Commission
equally. While some of them were just occasionally mentioned among the areas of concern,
others were included in the Copenhagen-related documents on a constant basis and their
implementation certainly enjoyed more attention of the Commission compared to the first
group. Moreover, another set of issues in the course of the analysis of the Copenhagenrelated documents is composed of those matters which are not only constantly included in
53

Presidency Conclusions of the Luxembourg European Council, 12–13 December1997, § 25.
European Commission, 1999 Composite Paper, 4. All the pre-accession Copenhagen-related documents are
available on-line at <http://europa.eu/pol/enlarg/index_en.htm> (accessed on 10 December 2006).
55
At the same time the actual accession was stated to be only possible upon meeting of the whole set of criteria.
56
European Commission, 1999 Composite Paper, 30.
54
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the Regular Reports, but also made their way to the APs, thus gaining unprecedented
importance in the course of the pre-accession. In case the priorities set in the APs are not
met, the whole accession process can potentially come to an end, thus disqualifying a
country from the accession race, although in practice the Commission usually confined
itself to stating in the Regular Reports that the priorities set out in the APs were not met
without demanding to stop negotiations or strip a country in question of its candidate status.
To summarise, the EU had several tools to influence the candidate countries’ reforms and to
push the candidates to meet the Copenhagen political criteria during the course of preaccession process (pre-accession influence tools).57 These varied from an absolute
imperative to perform, when the need to deliver was articulated at the highest political level
and the progress of the country on the way to accession was made directly dependant on
this country’ s performance; the inclusion of the same issue into all the types of the
Copenhagen-related documents and recognition in these documents that a failure to perform
might have consequences for the prospects of accession for the country in question;
articulation that a reform is of importance in the Regular Reports and listing the issue in
question among the short term priorities of the Accession Partnership with the candidate
country in question; including the issue into the Reports and among the mid-term priorities
of the accession partnership; including the issue into the Regular Reports on a constant
basis without, however, placing it among the priorities of the Accession Partnership with
the country in question; occasionally mention the issue in the Regular Reports. These tools
are placed in a hierarchical order of diminishing importance. All of them were employed
during the Fifth enlargement.
Following the hierarchy of the Copenhagen pre-accession tools applied by the Union, it is
possible to make a relative assessment of importance of the elements of the Copenhagen
political criteria that appear in the Copenhagen-related documents. Hypothetically, the fact
that the tools of ‘higher order’ are applied to pressure the candidate countries to conduct
reform in a certain sphere can be taken as a proof of this issue’ s higher importance,
compared to other elements of the Copenhagen political criteria assessed in the course of
the pre-accession with regard to which the influence tools of ‘lower order’ were applied.
7KHSUHDFFHVVLRQLQIOXHQFHWRROVXVHGE\WKH(8
,QWKHRUGHURIWKHULVLQJOHYHORILQIOXHQFH 
6.
5.
4.
3.
2.
1.

Demand to conduct reform stemming from the European Council, on which the
accession prospect if directly dependent;
The inclusion of the issue into the Regular Reports, Composite/ Progress Papers and
APs and making it clear in these documents that a failure to perform might have
consequences on the future progress towards accession of the country in question;
The inclusion of the issue into the Regular Reports and among the short term priorities
of the Accession Partnership with the candidate country in question;
The inclusion of the issue into the Regular Reports and among the mid-term priorities
of the accession partnership;
The inclusion of the issue into the Regular Reports on a constant basis without,
however, placing it among the priorities of the Accession Partnership with the country
in question;
Occasional mentioning of the issue in the Reports.

57
Using such wording probably does not reflect the realities of pre-accession, where all the applicants
were 
+')
announced to have met the Copenhagen political criteria during the first year of Regular Reporting.
VI,

184



.

2006]

European Law / Europarecht

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Of course, the choice of the tool of influence by the EU cannot be explained solely by the
principle importance of the issue in question in the course of the pre-accession process.
There are certainly other factors, influencing the choice made by the Commission and other
institutions, such as, for example, the need to resolve specific problems of the country in
question. This is not to say, however that these other factors prevail over the main preaccession priorities.
For example, the choice of tool 5 in the promotion of the reform of orphanages and pushing
Romania to improve the situation of orphaned children in state care can be linked to the
speFLILFLW\RIWKH&HDXúHVFX¶VKHULWDJHLQWKHVSKHUHRIZRPHQ¶VULJKWVDQGIDPLO\ODZ58 In
RQH RI KLV  VSHHFKHV 1LFRODH &HDXúHVFX GHFODUHG WKDW HYHU\ I°WXV LV µWKH VRFLDOLVW
property of the whole society, [that] giving birth is a patriotic duty [and that] those who
refuse to have children are deserters, escaping the law of natural continuity’ .59 Hence
Romania was the only candidate country where such importance was given to the rights of
the child not due to the relatively higher placement of the rights of orphaned children on the
Union’ s agenda compared to other elements of the Copenhagen political criteria, but mostly
due to the specificity of the overthrown Romanian dictatorship, aimed, literally, at
multiplying the quantity of communists, a policy, which had terrible consequences.
Theoretically, a chart can be created, grouping all the issues discussed by the Commission
in the course of pre-accession according to the type of influence the Union chose to
exercise. This paper will not focus on it further, however, leaving it open for further
research. While such chart would certainly be interesting to discuss, upon reading the
Copenhagen documents it is clear that it would not be really diversified. The majority of the
components of the Copenhagen political criteria would be places next to tool 2 applied by
the Commission – regular mentioning in the Regular Reports.
In the case of the majority of the new Member States, the Regular Reporting lasted six
years (if one starts counting with the Commission’ s Opinions on the application for the
membership of the EU filed by these countries60). Thus the influence exercised by the EU
explainably varies not only depending on the choice of a particular tool by the Commission
while dealing with a certain group of issues, but also increasing or softening the influence,
by applying different tools to the promotion of the same element of the Copenhagen
political criteria through time. In other words, the application of the pre-accession tools is a
dynamic process and should be analysed as such. The varying use of the tools can lead to
the increase or lowering the pressure on the candidate countries throughout the years of
reporting.
In some instances the varying use of the pre-accession influence tools by the EU is related
to the evolution of the DFTXLV. A telling example of how the Commission’ s attitude to one
issue might change is the treatment by the Commission of the discrimination on the
grounds of sexual orientation that existed in several candidate countries.61 First barely
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mentioning the issue in the Opinions and Regular Reports dealing with a very limited
number of candidate countries and thus applying tool 1,62 the Commission switched to tool
2 in the Reports released in the years 2000 – 2001, making discrimination on the grounds of
sexual orientation an important element of pre-accession.63 The principle position taken by
the Commission on this issue can also be illustrated by the view of Commissioner
Verheugen, who stated that ‘the Commission is fully committed to ensuring that this
condition for accession is respected’ .64
The link between the change of the Commission’ s attitude and the development of EU law
is evident. This issue was largely lying outside the scope of the DFTXLV before Amsterdam,65
when the Community was granted powers to combat discrimination on this ground by
Article 13 EC. Council Directive 2000/78/EC,66 adopted in implementation of this Article
expressly prohibits any discrimination based LQWHUDOLDon sexual orientation,67 recognising
that ‘discrimination based on [… ] sexual orientation may undermine the achievement of the
objectives of the Treaty’ .68 Later, sexual orientation also became one of the grounds on
which discrimination is prohibited by Article 21 of the Union Charter of Fundamental
Rights.69
In other words, the scope of the DFTXLV has expanded during the pre-accession process.
Accordingly, the Commission changed its attitude to the level of importance of this issue in
the pre-accession XQLVRQwith the reform of the EU law and the growth of the scope of the
DFTXLV. The Commission’ s attitude towards the promotion of the fight against
discrimination on the ground of sexual orientation can certainly suggest that the question
whether a certain element of the Copenhagen political criteria is part of the DFTXLV is of
62

Initially, the accent was put by the Commission on the situation with the rights of the homosexuals in Romania,
where the issue appears in the first Regular Reports released by the Commission. At the same time, as the
assessment done by the European Parliament shows, such an approach by the Commission was not consistent,
since discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation, mostly in the form of the difference in the minimal age of
consent in the Criminal Codes of the candidate countries, existed also in Bulgaria, Estonia,
Hungary and
+)
European Parliament,
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importance for the Commission, and has implications on the application of the preaccession influence tools, although officially this is nowhere recognised.
To illustrate the application of different pre-accession influence tools in the course of the
preparation of the Fifth enlargement and the enlargement to come, some examples should
be given.
Tool 6 has been used extremely rarely. The use of this tool is fully dependant on the
European Council and thus represents the highest instance of the political decision-making
in the conditionality process. For the last time the tool has been used by the Brussels
summit (2005), when the EU decided that the accession negotiations with Croatia,70 that
were supposed to begin on March 17, 2005 could not be opened before this country made
decisive steps to find the alleged Yugoslav war criminal general Ante Gotovina and assure
his surrender to the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY).71
While surrendering the alleged war criminal is certainly a noble goal, the method chosen by
the EU to assure that Croatia co-operates with ICTY seems to be quite an unbalanced one.
Making the whole country’ s accession prospects dependant on the destiny of one man,
however symbolic his capture might be, appears to be an exaggerated response from the
part of the Union and has already provoked negative reactions.72 The negotiations were
only opened after the general traveling on a French passport was caught in Spain.
The previous use of the same tool allows a speculation that it has probably not been
employed in a reasonable and balanced way. The decision taken by the Luxembourg
European Council (1997) to divide the 12 candidate countries into ‘two waves’ of accession
(which can also be considered as an application of tool 6 to the ‘second wave’ countries,
theoretically sending a message to those left in the ‘second wave’ that their preparation for
the membership of the Union should be stepped up), in practice only caused a wave of
outrage in those candidate countries, which was more than understandable with a view that
neither the Commission nor the European Council provided any more or less convincing
arguments regarding the fundamental differences existing between the countries of the first
and of the second wave, that would be able to justify such a division. Marc Maresceau, the
leading expert in the field stated that ‘the true and complete story of this unexpected choice
[… ] will probably never be fully known’ .73 Moreover, scholarly research demonstrated that
the decision taken in Luxembourg had little to do with the fulfillment by the candidate
countries (belonging to either group) of the Copenhagen criteria.74
Ultimately, the formal division into ‘waves’ was abolished by the Helsinki European
Council (December 1999), proving the arbitrary character of the previously introduced
70
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divide. Moreover, the fact that three countries of the former ‘second wave’ (Slovakia,
Lithuania and Latvia) have already become EU Member States hints that tool 6 was
misused by the Commission. Thus, this tool, enjoying absolute priority over all the other
means of pre-accession steering, as far as its potential effectiveness is concerned, has not
been applied by the European Council consistently and its employment has not brought any
positive consequences so far.
Tool 5 has been used on several occasions in the course of the Fifth and the preparation of
the Sixth enlargement. Most notably, it has been applied to Slovakia during the rule of Mr.
0HþLDUDQGWR5RPDQLD:KLOHWKHIRUPHUZDVVDLGWRKDYHIDLOHGWRPHHWWKH&RSHQKDJHQ
political criteria,75 in the latter, the protection of the rights of children in the
institutionalized care has been made a precondition for the continuation of the preaccession process. The narrow application of the tool, including applying it to a specific
number of issues within Copenhagen political criteria and restricting its application to a
single given country seems to suggest that the application of it is mostly triggered by the
necessity to deal with the most urgent problems arising in a particular candidate country,
and is rooted in the specificity and extent of the local problems more than it is rooted in the
general EU’ s pre-accession priorities. Thus the narrow application of the tool makes it less
instrumental in the context of the assessment of the DFTXLV’ influence on the Commission’ s
position regarding certain elements of the Copenhagen political criteria in the course of preaccession.
Tools 3 and 4 have been used by the Commission very frequently. The issues of concern
outlined by the Commission usually shifted between the short and medium term priorities
of the APs. Different aspects of the same issue were often included into both the short term
and the medium term priorities of the APs, making the two tools closely interconnected.
This connection can be illustrated by the Commission’ s promotion of non-discrimination
on the basis of ethnic origin, especially concerning the Roma (in the countries where this
minority is present). The requirement to take concrete steps to address the situation, such as
drafting of the governmental programme of Roma inclusion, for example, or demands to
adopt a clear schedule for its implementation, were usually included among the short term
priorities of the APs,76 while more general issues, such as the ‘continuation of the
application of the programme’ , were included among medium-term priorities of the APs.77
These tools applied to a huge array of issues, including (but not limited to) fostering
equality, employment opportunities, desegregation of schooling, regulation of the status of
civil servants, and adoption of the public service reform packages, improving consultation
procedures between the ministries, increasing the involvement of the interested parties in
the discussion of the proposed legislation, implementation of the measures to support the
local government and increase their effectiveness, the issues related to the independence of
the judiciary, people’ s access to legal aid. Unlike the application of tool 5, which mostly
concerned individual candidate countries, the application of tools 3 and 4 demonstrated
high levels of uniformity of application to different candidates and was used by the
Commission in the context of numerous candidate countries’ pre-accession reforms.
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The application of tool 2 usually involved issues falling outside of the scope of the DFTXLV.
Mentioning the problem in the Regular Reports did not create the incentives for the
candidate countries to seriously address the problem, since the Reports, taken alone without
the APs, represent a very soft tool of steering the candidates’ reform process in the course
of the pre-accession. Promotion of reform with the help of tool 2 leaves it entirely up to the
candidate country to do anything to meet the Union’ s requests or not: the country’ s
progress towards accession does not depend on whether it tackles the issues outlined by the
Union with the help of tool 2 or not. Supposedly, the issues promoted with the help of such
a soft instrument should have been of marginal importance for the establishment of
democracy and the Rule of Law in the candidate countries. The experience of the
preparation of the Fifth enlargement demonstrates, however, that it was not the case. Tool 2
was applied to the issues such as the promotion of the creation of the post of Ombudsman,
freedom of speech, establishing a legal regime allowing for effective work of the NGOs in
the candidate countries, and so forth. While it is difficult to agree on their marginality, it is
clear that what is common to all of them is the fact that they lie outside the scope of the
DFTXLV.
Tool 1 has been reserved for the issues of minor importance, also lying outside the scope of
the DFTXLV. Consider for example, the importance within the general framework of preaccession involving 12 States of the protection of the rights of the Romanian Csango
minority to be provided with the possibility to learn Hungarian.
Sometimes, however, the Commission actively promoted some reform in several candidate
countries, ignoring the fact that similar problems existed in other candidate countries as
well. To provide an example, by including the requirement to amend criminal law in order
to abolish discrimination on the grounds of sexual orientation (in the form of different
minimal ages of consent for homosexual and heterosexual relations) into numerous Regular
Reports regarding Bulgaria’ s and Romania’ s progress towards accession the Commission
ignored that the same drawback existed in Estonian legislation as well. When Estonia
amended its Criminal Code without any demand from the Commission, the fact that the
amendment abolished discrimination was included by the Commission into the relevant
Regular Report.78 Thus the readers of the Copenhagen-related documents regarding
Estonia’ s accession had the impression that the Commission was applying tool 1 (simply
mentioning national reform in the area of minor importance). Such unequal promotion of
the same reform by the European Commission certainly sends a wrong message and is
contrary to the Luxembourg European Council (1997) statement that all the candidate
countries’ applications will be judged on their merits based on the same criteria. Hence,
once an issue is only occasionally mentioned in one of the Reports, it is necessary to
consult the Copenhagen-related documents related to other countries’ pre-accession in
order to be sure that tool 1 and not a different pre-accession influence tool was used.
The assessment of the use of different tools of influence available to the Commission in the
course of the pre-accession process allows drawing some important conclusions concerning
the link existing between the mode of influence the Commission is likely to choose in the
course of the pre-accession and the relation of the issue in question to the DFTXLV. With the
exceptions of specific issues, bearing on a limited number of candidate countries and of the
issues of marginal importance, all the elements of the Copenhagen political criteria were
mostly promoted by the Commission unequally. Whether a certain issue was part of the
78
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189

HANSE LAW REVIEW (HanseLR)

[Vol. 2 No. 2

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

DFTXLV or not made a difference in the choice of the tool of influence. Moreover, as the
example with the abolition of discrimination based on sexual orientation demonstrates,
when the issue moves into the scope of the DFTXLV, the Union is likely to apply a stricter
pre-accession tool.
All this allows talking about the hierarchy among the elements of the particular blocks of
the Copenhagen political criteria. While the use of tools 5 and 6 is too country-specific and
narrow to lead to a conclusion that the fact that these tools are used reflects the larger
priorities of the EU which can be applied to all the candidate countries (just as, to use some
examples, the capture of general Gotovina or the protection of a disproportionably high
numbers of orphaned children in Romania have no parallels in the context of the majority
of other candidate countries’ applications); the choice of issues 3 and 4, or 2 can be really
telling as far as the importance of the issue is concerned. And this is where the relationship
between the elements of the Copenhagen political criteria and the DFTXLV FRPPXQDXWDLUH
comes into play.
In other words, based on the texts of the Copenhagen-related documents, it is clear that a
certain hierarchy exists between the promotion by the EU of different elements of the
Copenhagen political criteria and the scope of the DFTXLV. Thus not only the Copenhagen
criteria themselves, but also their elements are in hierarchical relation to each other.
It is not quite clear whether such a hierarchy is contrary to the idea behind the Copenhagen
political criteria. On the one hand, since their main function is to enable impartial
assessment whether a country qualifies to join the EU, the Union should be free to choose
which elements of the criteria are more important in the course of the pre-accession
process. On the other hand, it seems that by introducing such a hierarchy and, consequently,
disregarding certain important elements of the criteria (by applying less demanding preaccession influence tools to those elements), the Union narrows down the meaning of the
criteria to a degree which is not at all acceptable – democracy, the Rule of Law and human
rights protection acquire a connection with the DFTXLV FRPPXQDXWDLUH, misusing both the
DFTXLV(which was not created to check the level of democracy, the Rule of Law and human
rights protection in the third countries and can hardly be useful in such a role) and the idea
of impartial assessment of democracy, the Rule of Law and human rights protection in the
candidate countries. The very introduction of the criteria can thus be viewed as somewhat
halfhearted, aimed at the substitution of the criteria proper, equally important and justly
applied, by the DFTXLVoriented bias.
Once it is established that a certain pattern exists in the application of different preaccession influence tools to different elements of the Copenhagen political criteria, the next
step would be to assess whether the actual results of the application of different preaccession influence tools by the Commission were different. One might suggest that the
application of different pre-accession influence tools influences the overall success in the
promotion of a particular element of the Copenhagen political criteria. It is thus necessary
to compare the influence of the application of different pre-accession influence tools by the
Commission on the overall success of the Rule of Law, democracy and human rights
promotion in the candidate countries in the course of the pre-accession.
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9,&RPSDULQJVXFFHVVHVRIDSSOLFDWLRQRIGLIIHUHQWSUHDFFHVVLRQ
LQIOXHQFHWRROVLQWKHFRXUVHRIHQODUJHPHQWSUHSDUDWLRQ
While, theoretically speaking, it can be suggested that the hierarchy of the elements of the
Copenhagen political criteria which is apparent from the use by the EU of specific preaccession influence tools would influence the results of the promotion of democracy, the
Rule of Law and human rights, empirical research, surprisingly, does QRWsupport this view.
Moreover, the general lack of precedents of strict application of conditionality79 sent the
wrong signal to the candidate countries, resulting in a situation when different preaccession influence tools applied by the Commission did not usually generate different
responses from the candidate countries to which they were addressed. The first division of
the candidates into two groups at Luxembourg was GHIDFWRunjustified (being not rooted in
the actual findings of the Commission at all) and so biased that the candidate countries of
the Fifth enlargement as well as Romania and Bulgaria can be said to have lost their belief
in the pre-accession monitoring. And so did the Commission, to a certain degree, since the
choice of the ‘first wave’ candidates by the European Council has clearly demonstrated that
the Regular Reporting – however superficially conducted, was done by the Commission
largely for nothing and basically represented a nice cover-up for the political decisions on
inclusion-exclusion taken by the Member States.
The most crucial problem arising from the whole Regular Reporting exercise and the
application of the Copenhagen criteria during the pre-accession is, however, not the
political character of all the crucial choices taken in the course of the pre-accession (which
should, following the logic of the pre-accession process, be based on the principle of
measuring the progress achieved by the candidate countries solely on the basis of the same
equally applied criteria). It is the approach taken by the Union to the implementation of
conditionality, which is very difficult to call constructive. Instead of using the promise of
accession as an effective tool to promote democratic reform, the EU announced from the
outset that the Copenhagen criteria had been met by the majority of the candidates by the
WLPH RI WKH UHOHDVH RI WKH  2SLQLRQV 7KH VROH H[FHSWLRQ ZDV WKH WKHQ 0HþLDU¶V
Slovakia, which very soon joined the club. Once the Copenhagen political criteria were
deemed by the Commission to be met, the candidate countries received a convincing
message that they will become Member States of the EU even without some crucial
reforms. Indeed, the assessment that a country has met the Copenhagen political criteria has
never been reversed.80 In other words, by recognising already in the Opinions of the
CEECs’ applications for membership (1997) that the Copenhagen criteria are met, the
Commission publicly refused to use the most important conditionality tool in the course of
the pre-accession. The introduction of the enhanced pre-accession strategy with its APs and
increased financial assistance to the candidates did not change the situation at all: The main
tool that the Commission could use for the promotion of democracy, the Rule of Law and
human rights protection in the candidate countries had already been given up.
79
The first albeit purely political and not related to the Copenhagen criteria example is the decision not to open
accession negotiations with Croatia taken by the Brussels European Council (2005). However, the application of
conditionality to Turkey might provide another example of how effective it can be.
80
Although the European Parliament tried to make the Commission seriously consider the possibility of such
reversals. This was especially acute in the context of Romania’ s application and stemmed form the active position
of the EP’ s Rapporteur on Romania Baroness Nicholson.
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Ironically, the Regular Reports were becoming more and more detailed with every
reporting year, bringing more and more irregularities to light and, at the same time,
constantly stating that the Copenhagen political criteria were met by the candidate
countries. As a result, a dubious picture of the pre-accession was created – while the
Commission itself was recognising in the Regular Reports that the candidate countries
lacked some basic elements absolutely necessary for the effective exercise of democracy,
the Rule of Law and protection of human rights, in the same documents the Commission
also stated that the Copenhagen political criteria were met. In the Reports the Commission
recognised LQWHUDOLD that some candidate countries meeting the Copenhagen criteria lacked
a system of civil service,81 were criminalising homosexuality,82 suppressing minority
cultures and the use of minority languages,83 lacking ombudsmen posts;84 allowing
segregated schooling85 HWF.
In other words, the initial threshold of meeting the criteria was placed so low that the idea
of effective implementation of the conditionality principle itself was downgraded and,
consequently, resulted in almost non-operational conditionality.
This is probably why the application of different pre-accession influence tools to the
candidate countries usually did not result in any differences as far as the results of their
application are concerned. The whole pre-accession conditionality boiled down to one
thing: in case a candidate country was unwilling to implement reforms falling outside of the
DFTXLV recommended by the European Commission, it was joining the Union anyway,
whatever pre-accession influence tool was applied to it. Thus, compared to the
consequences which really effective application of the conditionality principle in the pre81
In its 2002 Report on the Czech Republic’ s progress towards accession the Union the Commission noted that ‘an
acceleration of the timetable for implementation
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accession process, could bring, the results achieved in the course of the pre-accession were
nearly marginal.
Some examples can be given, to illustrate the successfulness of the pre-accession influence
tools’ application. Assessing the success of the application of tool 1 makes no sense – even
the Commission itself does not return to the assessment of the progress in the problem
fields of minor importance unsystematically mentioned in the Reports. The tools
theoretically employed to bring clear results in the form of new legislation, administrative
and legal reforms, training of civil servants and judges HWF. were mostly tools 2, 3 and 4. As
was discussed above, tool 5 was mostly applied to remedy peculiarities of some candidate
countries and thus, although deemed to be effective (at least by the Commission), it lacked
in generality due to its limited scope, just as did tool 6, only applied on extremely rare
occasions.
Thus the assessment of the effectiveness of the application of the pre-accession influence
tools should mainly be built around the success in the application of tools 2, 3 and 4, which
were applied by the EU to the main bulk of problems arising in the candidate countries in
the course of the pre-accession process.
Generally speaking, all the three chosen tools, although they were of help to reforms in
some candidate countries, can hardly be characterised as truly effective. Several countries
were somehow not only to ignore the Union demands which came in the form of the
application of these tools, but even managed to join the Union without accomplishing some
crucial reforms.
Bulgaria, for example, has been ignoring the application of tool 2 which was used for the
promotion of the creation of a post of ombudsman for eight years in a row. Notwithstanding
some minor improvements, such as the creation of local ombudsmen,86 the Bulgarian
ombudsman had not been appointed by the time 2005 Accession Treaty was signed. An
example of the not so successful application of tool 3 is the promotion of the introduction
of a unified system of professional civil service in the Czech Republic. Although the
Commission made it quite clear that it is a necessary step to building democracy and the
Rule of Law, the Czech Republic entered the Union in 2004 GHIDFWRwithout meeting the
Commission’ s requirements, since its Civil Service Law was only 4 months old. The
Application of a combination of tools 3 and 4 can be illustrated by the promotion by the
Commission of the abolition of segregation in the schools of several candidate countries,
including Bulgaria and the Czech Republic, where the majority of Roma children were
automatically sent to schools for mentally retarded based solely on their ethnicity. As the
Commission recognised in the 2002 Report on the Czech Republic’ s progress towards
accession to the Union, all the efforts taken by that state to combat school segregation
‘appear[ed] DG KRF and of low impact’ .87 Notwithstanding the fact that the issue was
included among both the short- and medium-term priorities of the APs, the Czech Republic
joined the Union without conducting a badly needed reform.
These examples demonstrate that the EU made clear that enlargement is possible even if
reforms conducted in the candidate countries bring absolutely no results. They also show
that the choice of a specific tool by the Commission does not guarantee the candidate
countries’ compliance with the Copenhagen political criteria.
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The fact that a certain issue falls within the scope of the DFTXLV increases the willingness of
the candidate countries to act in order to conduct necessary reforms, since once the DFTXLV
comes into force after accession (and expiry of the transitional periods in some cases), the
new Member State is expected to act in accordance with the DFTXLVand can be liable for the
failure to comply.

9,,'HPRFUDF\DFTXLVDQGSUHDFFHVVLRQ±FRQFOXGLQJUHPDUNV
This article has examined the role played by the DFTXLVFRPPXQDXWDLUHin the pre-accession
process during the preparation of the Fifth enlargement and the imminent Sixth
enlargement. Working with the whole body of the Copenhagen-related documents allowed
it to demonstrate, using concrete examples from the pre-accession that the DFTXLV was
always playing an important role in the pre-accession. The scope of the DFTXLV being
narrower than that of the Copenhagen political criteria, the DFTXLV still managed to
influence the choice of the tools used by the EU to promote reform in some concrete fields.
Based on the example of the promotion of non-discrimination on the basis of sexual
orientation the paper demonstrated that the inclusion of a certain issue into the scope of the
DFTXLV is likely to cause a shift in the Commission’ s perception of the issue in question,
resulting in the application of a more ‘strict’ pre-accession influence tool in the course of
enlargement preparation.
Surprisingly, the choice of a particular pre-accession influence tool by the Commission
does not at all guarantee that the reforms promoted by the EU will be accepted by the
candidate countries and, ultimately, bring any results. The example of the Fifth
enlargement, when a number of countries joined the Union without conducting crucial
reforms in the spheres outlined by the Commission as important in the course of preaccession, demonstrates that the regulation of enlargements still remains highly flexible and
allows for a number of serious deviations from the Copenhagen criteria ideal. Possible
dangers of the application of such approach to the future acceding States such as Turkey,
Albania or Bosnia i Herzegovina, for instance, are evident.
The situation in which, GH MXUH, equal elements of the Copenhagen political criteria are
given a hierarchical order of priority in practice is not acceptable at all. The idea behind the
Copenhagen political criteria was not to check the way the elements of democracy, the Rule
of Law and human rights protection to be found in the DFTXLV are implemented in the
candidate countries, but to give the pre-accession a more general outlook of the problems
and concerns of the candidate countries. Moreover, this outlook, theoretically, could
legitimately be expected to have some practical implementation via the application by the
EU of the conditionality principle. In practice, the reform of the issues falling outside the
scope of the DFTXLV, although constantly mentioned by the Union in the Copenhagen-related
documents as a necessity, appears to be more of a mutual game played both by the
Commission (imitating a strict reformer) and the candidate countries (imitating that they are
conducting reforms). In order to change this, the whole approach of the EU to the meaning
and implementation of the principle of conditionality should be revised. In a way, some
glimpses of such revision are already apparent for those following the Turkish progress
towards accession.
Thus, returning to Walter Benjamin’ s 7KHVHV, it seems that, in the end, the well-made
stuffed dummy of conditionality could not play enlargement independently of an expert
hunchback of DFTXLVFRPPXQDXWDLUHpulling the strings from under the chess-table, where
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it is hidden by a system of mirrors. This discovery did not come as a surprise – only the
most naïve believed that the puppet could live by itself.
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