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Abstract
This contribution maps the position the new European Union member states from Central, Eastern,
and South-Eastern Europe that joined in 2004/2007/2013 adopted vis-à-vis external democracy
promotion. While certain traits all eleven scrutinized countries share can be detected, the paper
argues that these states certainly do not constitute a homogeneous block qua external
democratization. To reflect the differences that exist between the new member states with regard to
how they perceive (and implement) their external democratization policies, an external
democratization matrix is put forward. Consequently, this opens up new research venues, where one
of the most important questions is the role the individual member states (and separate regional
clusters) play in the EU’s external democratization policy. In a first attempt to uncover these, this
paper’s empirical contribution focuses on the extent to which the Czech Republic was successful in
translating its domestically defined transition politics into an EU-wide approach. Emphasis is placed
on Prague’s attempt to – while holding the EU Council presidency – conclude negotiations on both a
European Consensus on Democracy and a Civil Society Forum accompanying the emerging Eastern
Partnership.
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Introduction
Having commemorated the tenth anniversary of the 2004 EU enlargement to the East on May 1,
2014, it is time to take stock of the implications the largest ever enlargement round has had on the
European Union (EU) as a whole, on the individual member states (both old and new), and on the
third countries with which the European Union established contractual relations. Prior to the
widening, EU integration scholars were concerned with the consequences the enlargement would
have on the EU’s decision-making processes (whether or not a political dead-lock seemed plausible),1
on the EU’s economic well-being,2 and on the many individual policy areas constituting the bulk of
the European Union’s daily work.3 Similarly, others took up the question of how the acceding
countries were being transformed as a result of EU conditionality (loosely referred to as
Europeanization); while some focused on the Central and Eastern European countries’ (CEECs)
changing identities and political systems,4 others looked into whether (and how) the individual
candidate countries’ policies were changing as a result of being exposed to exogenous demands
formulated in Brussels.5 In line with the growing scholarly interest in the many questions surrounding
the upcoming EU enlargement to the East, also the domain of foreign policy received academic
attention from both above-distinguished groups of scholars. The first conducted research into the
impact the individual candidate countries’ foreign policies would have on the EU foreign policy
framework (of which the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) is only one integral part).6 The
second was concerned with the question of the extent to which the national foreign policies of
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Bratislava, Budapest, Ljubljana, Prague, Riga, Tallinn, Vilnius, and Warsaw (and later also Bucharest
and Sofia)7 have changed as a result of preparing for EU accession (and the eventual accession
itself).8
Perhaps unsurprisingly, the general sentiment among scholars regarding the impact the EU’s
eastern enlargement would have on the EU’s foreign policy was one that would see the soon-to-be
new member states push for a more unified – and somewhat firmer – approach towards Russia,
Eastern Europe, and the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS). Indeed, based on their
proximity to Russia and the rest of Eastern Europe, and due to their unique historical experience, the
new member states were expected to upload their bilateral foreign policy preferences vis-à-vis their
Eastern neighbours onto the EU level, thereby causing a geopolitical shift on the EU’s foreign policy
agenda.9 Thus, if European integration scholarship before 2004 was concerned with predicting the
implications the enlargement would have on the EU’s foreign policy, it is only natural that the last
decade has been spent to confirm/disprove the many hypotheses made. As such, Juncos and
Pomorska established that the CFSP has not suffered from a deadlock as a result of the number of
member states growing to twenty-five in 2004.10 In addition, the assumption that enlargement to the
East would lead to a reinvigorated interest in Russia and the larger Eastern European space has been
proven correct as – among others – manifested in the formulation of the European Neighbourhood
Policy (ENP) in 2004.11 However, research has also shown that within the EU foreign policy domain,
the new member states would pursue also other preferences than those strictly pertaining to Russia,
often in areas not deemed strategic or salient by the others.
Consequently, it is one of these ‘unexpected results’ of the EU’s 2004 enlargement to the
East that this contribution scrutinizes. Put simply, the EU-15 was soon confronted with the desire of
some of the new member states to cause a more conceptual shift in the EU’s foreign policy, namely
7
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to inject the EU’s ailing external democratization policy with new impetus. While scholars agree that
such a claim – though generalizing – can be substantiated,12 this paper is interested in mapping out
the different positions the new Central, Eastern, and South-Eastern European countries that have
joined the EU in 2004, 2007 and 2013 respectively harbor with regard to EU-wide external
democratization policy. This should enable us to answer the main question of whether the EU’s
widening to the (South-)East can be seen as a break with the EU-15’s lackluster external
democratization work.
After a short discussion of the EU’s external democratization policy prior to the 2004 EU
enlargement, the paper identifies some of the more recent developments within this particular EU
foreign policy domain. Arguing that the EU’s external democratization policy was indeed
reinvigorated in the post-2004 period, the paper proceeds to establish a matrix of the new member
states’ position qua democracy promotion along two axes; negative/positive experience with the
Russian Federation and democracy as a goal/democracy as a mean. The subsequent section
introduces an empirical case study, assessing the role of the Czech Republic in bringing about a
conceptual change in the EU’s understanding of external democracy promotion. The concluding
section summarizes the main findings and maps out venues for further research.

The EU as an External Democratization Actor in the Post-2004 Period
The first impetus for the European Union to develop a conscious externally-geared democratization
policy came with the end of the Cold War and the subsequent political and economic transitions
unfolding in the EU’s direct neighbourhood to the East.13 Yet, while the mechanism of conditionality
vis-à-vis those European countries with a membership perspective seemed to bear fruit with regard
to their transition towards democratic polities, the EU’s external democratization policy beyond the
soon-to-be-EU-member-states remained inconsistent, incoherent, and very often dependent on
other interests the individual EU member states were pursuing with regard to the third country in
question. These shortcomings of the EU’s external democratization policy were duly noted by both
the old and the new EU member states and as such it comes as no surprise that the European Union
as a whole set out to tackle these, aiming at calling into life a more efficient and better streamlined
democracy promoting policy. The developments that have recently taken place within this specific
EU policy domain are to be discerned along three lines; (i) financial, (ii) institutional, and (iii) in-scope.
Financially, the enlarged European Union further cemented its position as the world’s largest
Official Development Assistance (ODA) donor, which – in 2012 alone – disbursed €13.6 billion
12
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through a multitude of projects.14 Still, the EU as a whole falls short of the 0.7% of the EU’s Gross
National Income (GNI) collective target it set for ODA contributions back in 2005 and to be achieved
by 2015.15 Furthermore, the picture becomes even more bleach when the individual member states’
achievements regarding this target are scrutinized. While in 2012, only four EU member states
managed to increase their ODA contributions as a percentage of their GNI (Austria, Latvia,
Luxembourg, and Poland), the remaining EU countries either maintained or even decreased their
contributions.16 This trend appears worrying to those that have harbored greater hopes for the
European Union’s development policy in general and its democratization policy more specifically,
considering that the latter forms only one – rather limited – part of the first.
On the institutional front, however, the developments with regard to strengthening the EU’s
external democratization capacity have been more positive. Among the first – albeit bilateral –
initiatives was the establishment of the European Partnership for Democracy (EPD). Initiated by the
Czech Republic together with the Netherlands and several private donors in 2008, its rationale was to
provide a supplementary organization to the European Union’s European Instrument for Democracy
& Human Rights (EIDHR), which particularly Prague regarded as too bureaucratic and cumbersome
for NGOs seeking financial contributions in support of their democracy-promoting projects abroad.17
It was modeled on the American National Endowment for Democracy and stands outside of official
EU structures, while still being located in Brussels to facilitate the individual NGOs contacts with
Brussels-based decision-makers.18 By 2011, the EPD’s rationale of providing a less bureaucratic access
point for partner organizations to European funding for democracy assistance programs has been
well understood by the European Union itself, which – together with the EU’s member states – in
2012 consequently established the European Endowment for Democracy (EED).
Finally, since the 2004 EU enlargement, the EU has – with more or less success – attempted
to position itself as an external democratization actor to be taken seriously. Whether during
Ukraine’s Orange revolution in 2004, the Russio-Georgian war in 2008, the establishment of the
Eastern Partnership, the events commonly summarized under the heading “Arab Spring,” or the
2013-2014 developments in Ukraine in general and the Crimea in particular, Brussels wanted to be
heard. This paper certainly does not make the claim of Brussels being successful in its endeavor at all
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times, but only states that, when compared to the EU’s approach to promoting democratic
development abroad during both the Cold War and the 1990s, the European Union has become
more of a visible actor.
Hence, while these developments have taken place – some enhancing and others reducing
the EU’s potential for establishing and implementing an effective external democratization policy –
the question of just which role precisely the new Central, Eastern, and South-Eastern member states
have played within this process remains. It is the mapping of the new member states’ position qua
external democratization that this paper thus now turns to.

Mapping the Position of the New EU Member States qua External Democratization
Treating the new member states of the European as one homogeneous group qua promoting
external democratization through the European Union would constitute a great simplification. Yet, as
others have argued, certain variables the eleven Central, Eastern, and South-Eastern EU countries
have in common19 – and that consequently determine their ‘idealistic attitudes towards the
normative importance of democracy promotion’20 – can be distinguished. Jonavičius identifies five
such factors that explain the new member states’ perspective on external democracy promotion; (i)
historical experience, (ii) the identity question, (iii) geopolitical reasoning, (iv) external incentives,
and (v) EU-related commitments.21 Subsequently, it is these variables that merit a closer look at the
role these eleven countries – both individually and as part of larger regional clusters – play within the
EU’s external democratization policy. First, the countries’ shared experience with political oppression
in the not-so-distant past stands behind their interest to share their own transition experience with
their neighbourhood in order to create a “ring of friends.” Second, promoting the building of
democratic institutions and the internalization of democratic values in oppressed societies helps the
new EU member states to cement their European identity, next to proving their Europeanness to
their Western European counterparts. Third, the close proximity to the Russian Federation which is in
general perceived rather negatively by the new member states’ populations – coupled with the
earlier mentioned historical experience – explains the geopolitical interest in furthering the new
neighbourhood’s democratic credentials, effectively creating a buffer between us (the EU) and them
(Russia). Fourth, due to the new member states’ perceived Atlanticism, the new EU members from
Central, Eastern, and South-Eastern Europe are likely to align their foreign policies with the United
States’ foreign policy, also in respect to its quest of democratizing the international community. This
was, among others, reflected in Central and Eastern Europe’s support for the US policy towards Iraq
19
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in the early 2000s or Ukraine in 2014. Finally, the very fact of having become full EU members has
driven the new members to adopting EU-wide commitments with regard to, for instance, official
development assistance levels next to forcing them to find their own policy niche within the very
complex system of EU foreign policy making. With all the previously stated, external democratization
was promising to become such a niche within which the new member states could profile themselves
as competent and useful.
Yet, as argued before, while we can discern common traits in the new member states’
interest vis-à-vis external democratization, they are far from constituting a homogenous group when
analyzing the specific external democratization policies they have designed over the last two and a
half decades. While some scholars analyze the member states by grouping them into several distinct
clusters based upon historical, cultural, or geographical characteristics, for instance the Visegrád
Four, the Baltic States, the Black-Sea States, or the countries North and South of the Carpathian
Mountains dividing line,22 this paper seeks to develop a categorization more sensitive to the many
differences that exist among the new EU member states. Consequently, this paper constructs a
matrix with four categories, within which each of the new member states is being placed along two
lines. As should by now be clear from the above, the relationship the individual new member states
were able to build with post-Soviet Russia to a large extent determine the countries’ position qua
external democratization. Certainly, relations between the new EU member country and Russia are
determined by many factors such as previous historical experience with the Soviet Union or the
perceived and factual economic interdependence between the two entities. Moreover, they are to
some extent contingent upon the political leadership in both the entities. Still, some long-term
trends as to the quality of the relationship between the new EU member state on the one and Russia
on the other hand can be detected. Consequently, the horizontal line of the matrix is determined by
the very nature – positive or negative – of this very relationship. Such an axis proves to be relevant
for understanding the member state’s approach towards external democratization for we can
hypothesize that the more negative the relationship between member state A and Russia is, the
more prone member state A will be to develop and implement its own democratization policy,
particularly towards the countries lying between the EU and Russia, who can be perceived as a
buffer. The vertical axis, then, is constituted by a continuum where on the one end, democracy
promotion is seen as an end in its own right, whereas on the other end, democracy promotion is
regarded as a means to the achievement of other goals (security, economic development). While it
certainly is true that all new member states benefit from the effects of successful democratization of
22
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third countries, for some countries these effects stand in the foreground of launching their external
democratization policy in the first place, while other countries regard these to only be side-effects of
their democratization policy that merits its existence on other – less strategic – grounds.
Consequently, along these two axes, the EU member states scrutinized in this paper can be
categorized in the following manner:23

External democratization as an end

Group A
Czech Republic
Lithuania

Negative

Group B

Poland

Positive

Slovakia

bilateral

bilateral

relations with

relations with

post-Soviet
Russia

Group C

Group D

Estonia

Bulgaria

Hungary

Croatia

Latvia

post-Soviet
Russia

Slovenia

Romania

External democratization as a means

Countries composing groups A and C all exhibit a more or less difficult relationship with postSoviet Russia, either as a result of their Soviet experience or as a result of continued present day
energy dependence or other trade-related matters. Yet, the four countries grouped in the upper left
quadrant all share one feature, namely a more altruistic approach towards promoting democracy in
third countries than the countries in the lower left quadrant. As a result of this, Estonia, Hungary,
Latvia, and Romania all primarily pursue overarching foreign policy goals – whether it is the support
of national minorities in the bordering countries or enhancing national security by creating a
democratic buffer against Russia – regarding external democracy promotion as only one of the
mechanisms to do so. An additional correlated difference between countries A and countries B is
that the prior extend their democratization efforts beyond their immediate neighbourhood –
whether by focusing on some African, South-East Asian, or Latin American countries – while the
latter tend to predominantly focus on their immediate neighbourhood.
23
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Interestingly, none of the eleven scrutinized new member states of the European Union falls
into the upper right quadrant, whereas three countries – Bulgaria, Croatia, and Slovenia – fall into
the lower right one. However, of these three states, Bulgaria and Slovenia have barely defined, let
alone implemented, their own external democratization policy and as such their inclusion into the
matrix is questionable.24 Nevertheless, what these three countries share is that besides lacking
openly negative attitudes towards Russia, their very limited (democratization) activities in their
neighbourhood are of a purely instrumental nature.
Once more, this categorization certainly is not absolute with the quadrants themselves
exhibiting rather important differences among the included member states, with some moving closer
to and others gravitating further away from the axes intersection. Moreover, depending on factors
such as domestic political constellation, the quality of an EU external energy policy (or the lack
thereof), or Russian leadership, countries can be expected to move both within and between
quadrants. Despite these limitations, such categorization is useful as it opens up analytical space for
further questions regarding the role of new EU member states in the EU’s external democratization
policy. As such, it becomes of interest whether and how the individual new EU members attempt to
change the EU’s ailing external democratization policy to resemble their bilateral democratization
policies to a greater extent. Furthermore, are we able to detect cooperation between the member
states both within and across the quadrants when it comes to promoting their external
democratization policies in Brussels? Taking into account both the limited space of this contribution
and the relative immaturity of this research field, the paper now turns to an empirical case
concerned with the first of these questions, namely the extent to which one of the new member
states – the Czech Republic – attempted to upload its democratization interests to the EU level.

Group A Countries – Enthusiastic Democratizers? The Case of the Czech Republic
The Czech Republic’s historical experience with an illiberal political regime was soon reflected in
Prague’s newly emerging foreign policy, of which both human rights and democracy promotion
became an inherent component. In essence, since the early 1990s, Prague began to position itself as
a human rights and democratization actor to be taken seriously, which was to a great extent aided by
the support of the likes of Václav Havel, Karel Schwarzenberg, Jiří Dienstbier, or Šimon Pánek. To give
its newly found interest in democratization policy institution form, the Czech Ministry of Foreign
Affairs (MFA) created the Department for Human Rights and Transformation Politics (LPTP), which
articulated the Czech Republic’s transition policy that would support projects abroad only if they duly
recognized the inherent duality of the problématique at hand. In terms of operationalization,

24

This is, consequently, highlighted by including them in italics, only.

8

Prague’s efforts focused on strengthening civil society in – initially – ten priority countries, spanning
the globe from Latin America (Cuba), over Europe (Belarus, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Kosovo,
Moldova, Georgia, Serbia, Ukraine) and the Middle East (Iraq), to Asia (Burma).25 Yet, over time,
Prague came to realize that it ‘can use its transition experience particularly in relations to countries
that are culturally, geographically, historically or otherwise similar [and] therefore focuses on
collaboration with partners in Eastern Europe and the Western Balkans.’26 Next to its geographic
scope, the Czech transition policy was characterized by two additional features; first, in terms of
democracy promotion, the Czech Republic was willing to brace for short periods of instability if the
long-term prospects of establishing democratic rule in the target country so required27 and second,
the bulk of the responsibility for the success of the mission was to be assumed by the many
participating non-governmental organizations (NGOs) (see Figure 1 below).
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Year
2006

Target
country
Belorussia

2006
2006

Belorussia
Georgia

2006
2007

Moldova
Belorussia

2007

Belorussia

2007

Ukraine

2007

Ukraine

2007

Belorussia,
Serbia, and
Bosnia and
Herzegovina
Belorussia

2008

Project description

Implementing NGO

“Interviews with authorities” – simulation
game
“Assistance to politically persecuted”
Training of political representatives +
experience transfer Czech Republic Georgia
Capacity building of Transnistrian NGOs
“European Radio for Belorussia” – a
multinational project to provide the local
population with objective information
Providing 10 Belorussian students with
grants to study at Czech universities
Democratization of public policy in
Southern and Eastern Ukraine – involving
the local population and media in decisionmaking processes
Transferring Czech NGO experience with
the European integration process to
Ukrainian partners
“Reporting EU” – training for journalists,
special focus on on-line journalism and
blogging

EUROPEUM

“European alternative for Belorussia” –
supporting local independent “euroclubs”
to transfer Central European transition
experience
2008
Cuba
“Supporting democratic opposition” –
direct support of civil society, independent
journalist, doctors, teachers, activists, etc.
2008
Moldova
“Transferring Czech transformation
experience to Moldova”
2009
Burma
“Burmese projects” – direct support for
political prisoners, independent journalists,
civil society organization and democracy
activists
Figure 1: List of MFA sponsored transition projects

People in Need
Training Centre for Public
Administration of the
Czech Republic (FALA)
People in Need
Civic Belarus

Caritas of the Archdiocese
of Prague
People in Need

EUROPEUM

Transitions Online

Association for
International Affairs

People in Need

Prague Security Studies
Institute
People in Need

Recognizing a certain degree of misfit between the Czech and EU-wide approach towards external
human rights and democratization promotion, it may come as no surprise that once a full EU
member, Prague would set out to have its own domestic preference translated onto the EU level.
Particularly the period prior to its 2009 EU Council Presidency saw the most activity, supporting
Tallberg’s notion of the strategic importance the individual member states attach to the rotating
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Council Presidency, seeing that it enables them to (partially) shape the EU policy agenda.28 Before
uploading one’s preference to the supranational level, the Czech MFA undertook a stock-taking
exercise on which very aspects of its transition policy should form the locus of its domestically
defined preference qua EU external human rights and democracy promotion. While previous
research has shown that the Czech Ministry of Foreign Affairs has been inconsistent when providing
access points for civil society actors interested in co-shaping the Czech national preference,29 with
regard to its transition policy, the MFA’s approach differed substantially. Put simply, the level of
cooperation between the institutional actors (the LPTP in particular) and the civil society sector was
unprecedented, at times making a differentiation of the contribution each of these made to the
national position difficult, if not outright impossible. Indicative is the MFA’s initiation (and funding) of
the establishment of the Association for Democracy Assistance and Human Rights (DEMAS), which
was founded in 2008 – initially bringing together eleven of the most prominent Czech NGOs – and
that was meant to streamline LPTP’s communication with the NGO sector. Besides nongovernmental organizations, also prominent individuals – mostly united under the banner of the
former dissent – made their voices heard either directly in the MFA or through the many seminars,
workshops, conferences, and media appearances.
In a joint effort of these three actor groups – the MFA represented by the LPTP, the nongovernmental sector, and the Czech moral authorities – the Czech national preference qua the
European Union’s future human rights and democratization policy was beginning to take shape.
Among others, the Czech bureaucracy was urged (i) to recognize the potential the Czech Republic
(and other CEECs) may play in bringing about democratic change (in the near) abroad, (ii) to
restructure its own grant scheme and to initiate a refurbishment of the European Instrument for
Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR), (iii) to make use of its upcoming Council Presidency,
increasing the visibility of human rights and democracy promotion, and (iv) to streamline and
strengthen institutional cooperation with and within such groupings as the Visegrád Four, the EU and
its institutions, the OSCE, and the United Nations.30 Moreover, the Czech Republic was urged to
28
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‘support only activities with a clear democracy assistance component.’31 Consequently, the Czech
MFA decided that it would pursue the inclusion of a dedicated democratization dimension into the
EU’s foreign policy.
To successfully upload its national preference onto the EU level, the Czech Republic devised
three intertwined, yet separate, strategies, of which the first largely remained outside of EU
structures, with the remaining two seeing Prague making use of the European Union’s institutional
web. The first strategy centered on the idea that Prague would raise its international visibility with
regard to promoting democracy abroad, hence lead by example, which could later be tapped for
establishing best practice during an inventory of mechanisms to form the new EU approach. To this
end, the MFA would continue cooperating with local NGOs when implementing democratization
projects abroad. Moreover, to voice its discontent with the EIDHR’s bureaucratic character, the
Czech Republic, together with the Netherlands Institute for Multiparty Democracy and several
private donors, initiated the establishment of the European Partnership for Democracy (EPD) in
2008. The EPD – created outside official EU structures – was modeled on the American National
Endowment for Democracy organization and was to facilitate the increased need for financial
support for democracy-promoting projects in a less cumbersome way.32 The remaining two
strategies, then, were to be pursued from within EU structures. As such, Prague would pursue a shift
in the EU’s conceptual understanding of assisting democratic efforts in third countries, by introducing
– and during its Presidency negotiating – a European Consensus on Democracy. Modeled on the
European Consensus on Development adopted in 2005,33 the document was to comprehensively
define the constitutive elements of democracy, institutionalize active democracy promotion within
EU structures, and operationalize this by defining an exhaustive list of policy instruments to be
employed. The final – third – strategy, focused on the European Union’s democratization policy on
the ground. Specifically – and in line with Prague’s democratization policy’s geographic scope – the
intended Eastern Partnership (also negotiated during Prague’s Council Presidency34) was seen as an
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appropriate testing ground for the Union’s reinvigorated approach to democracy building abroad. As
such, besides its own bilateral efforts to further democratic development in Belarus, Georgia,
Moldova, and Ukraine, Prague would also seek to launch a multilateral dimension on behalf of
Brussels. This strategy was, ultimately, to find its anchoring in the proposed Civil Society Forum (CSF),
which was to become an inseparable dimension of the Eastern Partnership and was intended to
significantly strengthen the civil society in the respective partner countries.
The Czech Republic’s uploading efforts primarily consisted of raising awareness and
familiarizing the other EU capitals with the dire state of democracy in countries such as Belarus,
Ukraine, Russia, or Burma. Yet, rather than emphasizing the normative legitimacy of its preference by
invoking everyone’s right to live in a democratic society only, Prague also made references to more
materialist arguments, highlighting enhanced internal security stemming from being surrounded by
friendly democratic regimes. Preference uploading then took place along both a governmental and
non-governmental track, where the first can further be distinguished into formal and informal norm
diffusion. Formally, the Permanent Representation of the Czech Republic to the European Union
coordinated Prague’s efforts in Brussels. This task was by no means an easy one, taking into account
the horizontal coordination difficulties that exist with regard to external democratization both within
the Council of the European Union and between the Council and other EU institutions (the
Commission first and foremost). Indeed, due to democracy policy’s relevance to such policy areas as
international trade, human rights, development, and others, Prague’s representatives to the many
involved working groups faced the difficult task of conveying one message only. This was further
aggravated by the fact that the two working groups most concerned – the Working Party on Human
Rights (COHOM) and the Working Party on Eastern Europe and Central Asia (COEST) – operated
differently. While the Czech Republic has a permanent representative to COEST which meets at least
on a weekly basis, at COHOM meetings – taking place only once a month – Prague is represented by
MFA staff from the Prague headquarters, mostly by the LPTP director him/herself. To remedy for the
resulting limited socialization opportunities, Czech representatives to the relevant working groups
were instructed to at all times make use of their right to outline Prague’s position, despite this not
always being embraced by the other state’s representatives present for ‘unnecessarily’ prolonging
the discussion. While some European partners began to label their Czech counterparts as “activist,”35
following a consistent line served the purpose of increasing Prague’s visibility vis-à-vis external
democratization. In addition, the Czech Republic distributed human rights and democracy reports
compiled directly by kindred NGOs from Belarus through Coreu, establishing a precedent in terms of

35
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its employability.36 Besides these formal venues, the Czech administration also made use of the more
informal ones to diffuse its position qua external democratization among its European partners. The
most striking of these was then Czech Ambassador to the EU Milena Vicenová’s initiative to invite the
entire Committee of Permanent Representatives II (COREPER II) for a four-day visit to the Czech
Republic, which was – in its entirety – marked by the spirit of globally strengthening the protection of
human rights and democratic development conveyed in multiple seminars, workshops, and
cinematic screenings.37
The non-governmental track was dominated by DEMAS, closely cooperating with the MFA. As
such, the Czech Republic’s Permanent Representation to the EU scheduled meetings between
DEMAS representatives and relevant EU officials, during which the first highlighted the saliency of
adopting a reinvigorated EU-wide approach to democracy promotion in line with the Czech
preference.38 Most importantly, though, DEMAS, together with the MFA and the European
Partnership for Democracy, organized the most visible norm uploading event, namely the ‘Building
Consensus about EU Policies on Democracy Support’ conference organized in Prague in early 2009. It
was here where the fundamental principles of the Consensus-to-be were outlined: (i) ownership, (ii)
partnership, (iii) dialogue and inclusiveness, (iv) long-term commitment to democracy support, (v)
complementarity of existing policies and instruments, (vi) technical as well as political assistance, and
(vii) multiple-track approach.39
Yet, the question of the extent to which the Czech Republic’s uploading efforts were
successful still remains. Prague was able to garner support for its national preference among its
kindred democratization allies – mainly the Baltic countries, the Netherlands, Poland, Sweden, and
the United Kingdom – but encountered opposition in other EU capitals. Such opposition was
grounded in both a debate on whether to first promote democracy or (economic) development
(France) and a more fundamental debate on whether or not to promote democracy at all, with some
member states (France and Italy) regarding the CEECs’ interest in external democratization as a sign
of revived Atlanticism.40 Despite such disagreements, the EU as a whole could agree on the saliency
of supporting democracy promotion in its relations with third countries, thereby establishing grounds
36
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for future negotiations. On the one hand, then, the Czech Republic’s proposal for a Civil Society
Forum received backing in the form of the 2008 EC communication on the Eastern Partnership with
two of the proposed thematic platforms taking up the matter of democracy building; Democracy,
good governance and stability and Contacts between people.41 On the other hand, however, the
Czech Republic secured preliminary support for its European Consensus on Democracy proposal only
in early 2009, at which time Prague agreed with Stockholm that they would proceed jointly. After
circulating a joint non-paper among the other member states, the matter was picked up by the
European Commission, which then circulated its own concept paper largely based on the CzechSwedish proposal in July 2009 only,42 thereby after the end of Prague’s Council Presidency.43
Consequently, regarding the external democratization agenda, the remainder of the Czech
Council Presidency was spent negotiating the details of the one Czech proposal that has received
sufficient initial support from the other member states – the Civil Society Forum. Being negotiated
together with the proposal for an Eastern Partnership, the CSF had to overcome the same difficulties
that have shaped the negotiation arena at the beginning of 2009. More specifically, in a time when
the Presidency was faced with bringing the 2008/2009 Gaza War to an end, finding a solution to the
2009 Russia-Ukraine gas dispute, and preventing the erection of protectionist measures by the
individual member states as a response to the global economic crisis, the more normative aspects of
Prague’s Presidency program were at first somewhat pushed to the sidelines. Despite this – and
having secured the Commission’s support on both the Partnership and the Forum – Prague
proceeded with negotiating the details of the six Eastern European countries’ civil societies’
involvement. As such, in COHOM, it set out (i) to gain the support of the other twenty-six member
states to launch the Forum together with the Eastern Partnership, (ii) to empower the CSF by
structuring it as the Partnership’s mirror image, and (iii) to equip the CSF with direct access to the
Partnership platform.44 Hence, Prague proposed to structure the Forum along the same four
thematic platforms on which the Eastern Partnership was to be build, ensuring comparable agendas
at both governmental and non-governmental level. Each of the four Forum’s thematic platforms was
to produce recommendations pertinent to its policy area, present these at annual Civil Society Forum
41
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conferences, with selected representatives then briefing and participating in the Partnership
platforms and ministerial meetings. To achieve the transposition of these goals into the Forum’s
founding statute, Prague attempted to strengthen its position within COHOM by pointing out its
expertise in the democratization domain in Eastern Europe. With COHOM meetings being chaired by
LPTP director Dlouhá, the Czech Republic seemed to make use of what Haverland terms ‘expert
strategy,’45 namely the mobilization of content expertise by the government to increase its leverage
in Brussels, which may explain policy making beyond the lowest common denominator. As such,
Dlouhá pointed out Prague’s long-standing experience with supporting non-governmental
organizations in the EU’s Eastern neighbourhood. Moreover, if Prague’s uploading efforts witnessed
the precedent of the MFA using Coreu to disseminate non-governmental organizations’ policy
outputs among EU member states, Prague also resorted to extraordinary negotiation tactics by
inviting NGO representatives to COHOM meetings. Indeed, the Czech Presidency provided
Belorussian and Burmese representatives of their respective civil society sectors with the possibility
to brief the twenty-seven EU members about the state of human rights and democracy in their
country directly on Council soil. As an MFA official maintains, the rationale behind this precedent was
that the Czech Republic thought this indispensable ‘when we constantly declare our commitment to
civil society and most COHOM officials never met a representative of an NGO.’46
While the Czech Republic’s unorthodox methods of establishing its authority within COHOM
bore fruit in the form of the other EU member states signing off on the Forum as such,47 the other
two aspects Prague proposed were to cause more controversy. Whereas once again the group of the
usual suspects prone to push the democratization agenda – Austria, the Baltic and the Nordic states,
the Visegrád Four, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom – jointly promoted the empowerment of
the Forum vis-à-vis the Eastern Partnership, the Southern European “bloc” once again turned out to
be the stumbling block. Specifically, France voiced its discomfort with the proposition of civil society
representatives accessing the Partnership’s multilateral platform. The Czechs realized that the French
position on the CSF was guided by a fear that if the Forum – and the Eastern Partnership writ large –
turned out to be a success, the then ailing and French-favored Union for the Mediterranean could
see its funding reduced in favor of the ENP’s Eastern dimension. Ultimately, then, despite COHOM
discussions being generally open to mutual persuasion based on best practices and best arguments,48
the final agreement between the two opposing coalitions took the form of a political compromise;
45
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while the Forum would be structured along the Partnership’s thematic platforms, which it would
monitor, its representatives would be able to access the Eastern Partnership only upon invitation and
on an ad-hoc basis. Hence, while civil society organizations would perform the role of shadow
governments to the individual Eastern Partnership thematic platforms, drafting their
recommendations, these would not be disseminated among relevant Partnership delegates through
official channels, thereby significantly limiting the potency of the Civil Society Forum as envisaged by
Prague.

Conclusion
The value added of this contribution is twofold. First, it feeds into the discussion of whether the new
member states that have joined the European Union in 2004/2007/2013 form a unitary block that
not only shares interest in many of the EU’s policy areas, but that also pursues this interest jointly.
This paper looks closer at the positions the new EU member states hold qua external
democratization and – concerning the above asked – argues that while certain common traits that all
eleven scrutinized countries exhibit can be detected, they do not form a homogeneous block.
Building upon previous work of scholars concerned with the European Union’s external
democratization policy and the role the new member states play within this, this study proceeds by
constructing a matrix by grouping the new EU members into four categories qua external
democratization. The horizontal axis is determined by the countries’ bilateral relationship with postSoviet Russia (positive/negative) as this is argued to largely determine the country’s interest in
democratizing its near (and further) abroad. The vertical axis then places the respective countries
along a continuum defined by the motives the country harbors when constructing and implementing
its external democratization policy (democracy promotion as an end/democracy promotion as a
means). While two of the new member states – Bulgaria and Slovenia – are hardly preoccupied with
external democratization at all, interestingly enough, the vast majority of the other countries regard
democratization as an integral aspect of their foreign policy orientation.
Such a categorization of the European Union’s Central, Eastern, and South-Eastern members
subsequently opens an entirely new research agenda revolving around a new set of questions. What
precisely is the role the separate new member states play within the EU’s external democratization
policy, which continues to suffer from numerous shortcomings, among which the lack of
determination and consistency on Brussels’ side figures prominently? Do the new member states
form regional clusters – based not on their geographic proximity, but shared preferences – and if
they do, do they promote their interests at the EU level jointly? Moreover, are those new member
states successful in translating their domestic preferences qua external democratization into an EUwide approach? With these questions in mind, this study makes a first attempt at assessing the role
17

of one of the new member states – namely the Czech Republic – in causing a change in the EU’s
external democratization policy. Focus on the Czech Republic can be substantiated for two
fundamental reasons. First, Prague has long attempted to position itself as an external
democratization actor internationally, predominantly by means of conducting its own bilateral
transition policy. As such, it should come as no surprise that once an EU member, it would attempt to
translate its domestic preference onto the EU level. Second, its ability to do so may have been vastly
enhanced as a result of holding the EU Council presidency in the first half of 2009. Consequently,
through process-tracing, this study analyzes the extent to which the Czech Republic was successful in
(i) garnering support for the adoption of a European Consensus on Democracy and (ii) establishing an
effective Civil Society Forum accompanying the emerging Eastern Partnership. With regard to both,
the findings were sobering; while the EU member states failed to agree even on the basic features of
a European Consensus on Democracy, the Civil Society Forum – while established – fell short of
Prague’s ambitions qua autonomy.
Notwithstanding these empirical results, the mere fact that Prague mobilized its entire
foreign policy administration to bring about a change in the EU’s external democracy promotion
policy goes to show that the new member states cannot be expected to stand idle while their
national positions qua external democratization remain un-reflected in the EU framework. As such,
more research into both the role of the individual new member states and potential regional
groupings in reinvigorating the EU’s external democratization policy would be of merit. Only then will
we be able to stipulate whether the 2004/2007/2013 EU enlargement truly constituted a break with
the European Union’s pre-2004 lackluster approach to promoting democracy abroad.
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