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Executive Summary

The issue of identity emerges as a central theme in the study of International Relations, and in practical policy analysis. Challenged by the forces of globalization, integration and fragmentation, nations and groups across the globe come up with different, and often clashing, identity projects. The question of identity today is almost as politically relevant as the perennial question of security and sovereignty; indeed, identity is security. What security is for the state, identity is for the society: both of them imply survival. 

In exploring the reasons of the obvious crisis in EU-Russia relations, this paper looks not so much into the political and economic factors and interests of both sides, but rather into the deep grammar of political discourses and identity structures in Russia and especially in Europe. It is precisely in this intersubjective field of communication that the images of Self and Other, Inside and Outside are produced, and that the borders of Europe are defined. In this sense, this paper seeks to answer the eternal Russian quest: what is Europe, defined not only as a historic, economic and political community, but as an ideational community of shared values, memories and identity, and whether Russia can belong in this community. 

The paper concentrates on different readings of historic time in Europe and in Russia. Founded amid the debris of World War II, the European project was to a large extent a moral enterprise. The formation of a new European identity was premised not on some specific territorial othering but rather on “othering the past”, rejecting its own belligerent history, based on national self-interest, and indeed, making a departure from history, from the European nation-state and from the Westphalian system. As a result, the EU is claiming to have arrived at some post-historic, post-sovereign and indeed a postmodern condition. 

On the contrary, having attempted to depart from its Soviet and imperial past in the early 1990s, Russia has come to re-appreciate its past and to reconcile with its own history in the 2000s. This was part of Putin’s policy of stabilization and accommodation, based on traditional Russian statist discourses. Today’s Russia sees its global position in the light of its past and the memories of (and aspirations for) the status Great Power, velikaya derzhava. Its reading of history is totally different from that of Europe’s, and is based in modern values of sovereignty and nationality. 

In the end, it is all about the discursive inconsistencies and incompatibilities between Russia and the EU. Both sides have different interpretations of sovereignty and nationality, history and memory, power and interest. This produces different normative environments and normative foundations of policy making. First and foremost, this is represented in institutions created to govern EU’s relations with the external environment, such as the European Neighborhood Policy (the ENP), the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (PCA) and the Four Common Spaces. The work of these institutions is blocked by contrasting discursive strategies and various understandings of partnership by Russia and by the EU. 

Encountering Zero-time
The character of the European Union has changed over the recent years. In fact, with time and space narrated in a new manner, an epochal threshold seems to have been crossed. The previous emphasis on the constant need of breaking away from what has been traditionally typical to Europe has recently vanished and a different spatio-temporal configuration now appears to underpin the singling out of otherness, and thereby also the Union’s own being.
Along these lines, the more recent EU-related constitutive stories are about success: The EU has finally arrived from ‘there’ (authoritarianism, militarism, rampant nationalism and power politics) to ‘here’ (democracy, human security, common identity). Europe has been liberated for good from the burden of its violent, conflict-stricken and notorious past. It is set free with the key identity-related plot now anchored in the present rather than the negativity of the past as used to be the case. It is here and now in terms of a quite positive achievement. The Union is no more to be told into being as an entity constantly threatened by the return of the shadows of the past and with integration standing out as a core remedy in the efforts of counteracting the constant dangers of fragmentation. 
In short, the polity has been transformed from something historically inferior and painfully burdened by its past into a rather exemplary moral entity. There is, though, a flip-side of the coin. 
Owing to the fulfillment of its previous aims, the EU has experienced a void: “Europe is in need of a sense of meaning and purpose” (Prodi, 2000b). It has done so in being deprived of a crucial constitutive story. It has encountered – with the demise of the initial foundational story – a kind of Stunde Null. A depletion of the narratives purporting the Union first and foremost as being premised on efforts of escaping its own past has taken place. In other words, historical time appears to have been consummated and consequently – with slogans such as ‘never again’ devalued and no longer providing a sense of direction – the compass has to be re-set. New foundational stories and representational practices are in great demand. They are needed in order for Europe to be re-rooted and solidified in temporal terms, and with time increasingly narrated as being anchored in the present and the future, also a number of key spatial departures underlying the EU have unavoidably altered. This is so as these two tend to be inherently bound.
This very need of addressing what to do next also accounts for the emergence of a European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP), a policy discussed since 2002 and implemented since 2004. The recent breach in the sphere of the foundational narratives appears to provide an answer to the question why it has, over the recent years, become important to enrich the Union’s constitutive vocabularies with concepts such as ‘friends’, ‘special partners, ‘neighbors’ and ‘neighborhood’. All of them point to widening rather than deepening – to the extent that this distinction remains relevant in the first place.
In essence, the paper aims to capture what the ENP is about. Whilst refraining from approaching the ENP as a functional policy with instrumental aims geared towards a pre-given exterior, it is approached as an aspect of Europe-speak that changes the framing of the EU-polity and Europe more generally. It is, in this light, viewed as a narrative that pushes aside and overtakes previous stories of a single and non-bordered Europe, one ‘whole and free’. The ENP stands, in this sense, for an effort to fix the meaning of the EU in a new manner. The entity gets depicted as far less malleable and countries that have in the context of previous stories stressing the need of unification been seen as potential accession countries are now approached as part of a ‘foreign’ policy. Moreover, the pivotal gaze in sorting them out is that of security.  
The ENP is thus not to be accounted for as a policy of a pre-existent community. It is not just mandated by adjustments to be carried out in regard to a qualitatively new external domain, one prompted by still another round of enlargement and the challenges that the EU is subsequently obliged to address. It rather stands out, the paper argues, as a discourse pertaining to the EU’s self. Along these lines, how has the EU gained the authority and capacity to draw the lines altering Europe in both temporal and territorial terms, does the policy work and, crucially, what does the appearance and pursuance of such authorization inform about the essence of the Union?
In one of its aspects the ENP constitutes a boundary-producing practice which re-inscribes the borders between self and others. It does so both in temporal as well as spatial terms. In its outlining of a sphere for foreign policy to be conducted, the ENP is indicatory of rather profound and non-linear changes, although these tend to unfold against the background of various constraining – but not determining – prior discourses. More generally, the outlining of a ‘neighborhood’ as a counter-identity amounts to a configuration premised on a barrier that allows for both temporal ( i.e. a zoning singling out the ‘ins’ and the more or less permanent ‘outs’, i.e. those left without a membership perspective in being hopelessly behind) and spatial (i.e. outsiders not part of Europe-proper) differentiation. In marking out what is included and what is excluded, the ENP invites for Europe’s newly acquired essence to be articulated with considerable clarity. And more generally, the moves of reducing diversity in a manner that more or less equates the EU with ‘Europe’ makes it easier to pitch the EU against other international identities (cf. Strange 1998). Furthermore, it implies in terms of geography that Europe appears as a rather hierarchical and increasingly graded configuration. It does so in being divided into Europe proper as the centre of gravity and stability, for this then to be surrounded by the ENP-space, i.e. a rather different configuration consisting of ‘neighbors’. The latter are coined into being under the firm cognitive and epistemic tutelage of the centre.
My aim here is thus one of taking issue with the argument often presented in current EU-talk – and also adhered to by main-stream research – postulating that the new neighborhood policy simply stands for something quite natural, mandatory and properly authorized. The paper aims at a rather different reading: It departs from that the new neighborhood policy is not merely to be seen as yet another indication of linear progress, i.e. a policy resting on preconceived conceptualizations of what development in the case of a reified EU must look like. Nor is it to be narrowed down to a new form of ‘governance’ or taken for a rather pragmatic outcome grounded in considerable elements of continuity in the context of a well-established structural logic. Overall, the ENP does not follow from the rules and regulations stipulated by already existing policies in view of the EU reacting to various issues created by the ‘Big Bang’.
 It has, as a concept and a spatio-temporal formation, a far broader meaning in boiling down to crucial positions taken in the battle over Europe. As a basic and sovereign act, it rather integrally relates to the EU’s very essence. It does so in testifying to efforts of re-articulating the EU’s identity in view of the depletion of some of the previous constitutive narratives. 
This is then also to argue that the EU has been profoundly touched by the turmoil in international relations during the past years. It has been compelled to probe and alter its own being. In this light – rather than accepting the usual rendition that the EU’s identity has remained the same whereas the nearby areas are changing with their unstable and insecure being then mandating new policies – the effort here is to interrogate changes in the discourse underpinning the EU’s identity. The EU is not viewed as an unmoved mover, one adapting to changes assigned in a rather uni-dimensional and singular fashion merely to its outside through discursive moves such as those represented by the ENP. Instead, a different perspective is introduced, one examining the EU’s newly gained capacity to authorize subjectivities and agencies, inclusions and exclusions, separate between the normal and the exceptional, distinguish between the legitimate and the illegitimate, and in general to draw both the temporal and the spatial lines informing what Europe is and where it is located.
In essence, I claim that the ENP stands for crucial re-articulations. The emergence of a ‘neighborhood’ does not represent change in the context of an entity which remains the same. Rather than limiting the probing to various down-to-earth type and managerial approaches, focusing on the institutionalist and instrumental aspects of the policy coined or, for that matter, exploring its geographic scope, I venture to regard the ENP as a discourse on Europe’s goal and its relational realm. It is, once viewed in this perspective, indicatory of a rupture as well as a highly visible contestation in the context of a magical instant of creation.
Constructing Europe in Time
Time, no doubt, constitutes a crucial aspect of the way in which the European Union is narrated into being. Yet it appears – as argued by Magnus Ekengren (2002: 2) – that the temporal aspects of Europe-making have largely been “left in the dark”. In his view, studies on the EU “have mainly come to deal with the spatial dimension of the transformation of politics and administrative patterns”.
  Ekengren further argues that the mainstream integration theories – reflecting a spatially dominated discipline – have their foundations in the concepts of space, extension and networks. He also notes that time is not a central factor in the treatment that Europe and the EU typically receive in standard academic literatures. Furthermore, if included in the first place, the temporal aspects are taken into account in terms of continuity rather than discontinuity, he asserts.

However, and Ekengren’s observations notwithstanding, the tales of time are also there in the case of the EU. They are there as in the case of any polity. It also appears that more recently they have become increasingly explicit, and do so in focusing above all on discontinuity. Obviously, although sometimes taken for a natural given, provided with self-evident attributions and regarded as immutable, time has to be invoked, conjured and told also in the case of the EU-Europe. The Union too evolves in time and is unavoidably underpinned by comprehensions of a temporal logic.
Time appears, at a closer inspection, crucial already in the sense that quite often the EU is thematized as something fundamentally new and historically unique. There is a distinct temporal dimension to be traced in the various constitutive stories such as the ones that take the Union for something ‘post-national’, ‘post-sovereign’ and/or ‘post-modern’. John Gerard Ruggie (1993: 140), for one, refers in his oft-quoted contribution to the debate to discontinuity in the sphere of international relations. He argues that “the [European] Community may constitute nothing less than the emergence of the first truly postmodern international political form”.
 The novelty pertains, in his view, to increased ‘fluidity’ and changes in the time-space configuration underpinning more generally the sphere of international politics.
It may, however, be asked – in tapping into some of the aspects of temporality – whether the frequent usage of ‘post’ implies that earlier experiences have lost their value in the context of the EU.
 If the Union is seen as having turned ‘post’, what was then the preceding story and what has more generally been the temporal logic at play in the context of narrating and the EU? It appears, in the case of the story told by Ruggie, that something has been left behind for good. In essence, the EU has leaped towards something better and qualitatively more advanced. 

Yet, it has to be noted that there is not just one constitutive story around but several. Moreover, they are interrelated and mostly compete with each other. In any given historical context, multiple discourses exist although limited and restraint by the structures of the discursive ‘space’ that tends to regulate the accepted meanings of that very context. As Wæver (2002: 30-1) notes, at any time the basic conceptual logic available in society is limited by the discourses pertinent at that historical juncture. Among these various discourses, some turn hegemonic whilst the contending ones remain at the margins yet offering potential for change (see also Laclau and Mouffe 1985: 41-2).
The story of the EU has, in some of its variations, been told as a gradual march towards a unified European polity. It then gets provided with features of evolutionary advancement, although the linearity is on occasions broken by leaps, interruptions and even severe backlashes (cf. Wagner 2005). It is not a circular one as there has never been a single European polity before and because the elements part of the increased uniformity have been scattered and detached from each other. It may ne noted, however, that Romano Prodi (2000: 33), for one, argues in his book “Europe as I See It” that there has been a constant search for unity. That aspiration was, he asserts, already part of Charlemagne’s great empire. Prodi also purports history, along the lines of great many other constitutive stories, as having been more divisive than unifying, and this shortcoming has then been remedied by the all-European project that the EU stands for.
 
More generally, the various themes brought up as undergirding European communality often focus on religion, enlightenment and liberal values, democracy as well as sovereignty. These key themes are usually addressed as separate stories but they may also merge, and tend in fact to do so under the umbrella of political modernity. The history of the European polity then becomes one of addressing the ambivalences and tensions between the various constitutive elements of modernity in order for a more durable, functioning and stable relationship to be found and devised.
It may also be noted in this context that the linear variation of Europe-telling has had a stronger presence in the context of the Atlantic Europe than the Continental one, thereby allowing and inviting (with America seen as being ahead) for a considerable amount of American Europe-shaping. The assumptions of linearity have also allowed a number of recent newcomers to the Union (including also some of the ‘outs’) to claim that “we have always been European”. Pending their anchorage and the way they are positioned in temporal terms, some may view themselves as returning while others have to be content with merely arriving. Time is in both cases told in an explicitly inclusive manner, albeit Europe tends to remain – for those returning – unaltered in temporal terms whereas the move of arriving also entails the option of arriving at a very different Europe compared to the one once left.
Still another and quite different invocation of where the EU is coming from, what is aspires for and where it is heading consists of re-creating a rather negative past. Notably, such an approach –– valid until the recent efforts of re-writing the story – called into question the linearity of European development. It has been premised on assumptions of a break rather than riding on linearity. In that context, the notorious past of two world wars, colonialism, the Holocaust as well as the Fascist and Stalinist variations of totalitarianism have not just been viewed as aberrations and temporary respites. Instead, they have been seen as expressions of something more profound, i.e. a ‘true’ Europe to be circumvented and escaped from. Some authors talk in his context about Europe’s “alienation from its own origins” (Boon and Delanty, 2007: 161). A return to some ‘original’ and ‘genuine’ Europe has precisely been what has in the context of such a story to be resisted and avoided. In particular the Second World War has been perceived as an expression of Europe’s self-destructing as well as divisive tendencies. Such depictions, substituting the previous talk about Europe as avant-garde and progressive due to the construction of nation-states, have then laid the ground for an aspiring for a future united Europe.
The aspirations for communality have hence, in the context of such a rendition, been provided with a quite distinct temporal logic, one of aiming at a rupture. This is to say that the rather commonly used narrative, one well equipped to claim hegemonic status as to the various ways of narrating the EU-Europe, has rested on a past/present dichotomy. As argued by Barry Buzan and Ole Wæver (2003: 353), the fears part of Europe-making have pertained to “a generalized fear of ‘back to the future’ rather than any concrete fear of a specific and spatial Other”.
Such a narrative has clearly broken with the standard differentiation and depiction of otherness. It has done so precisely in the sense that the past self has been viewed as the other. Yet the rendition has not clashed with the general ontology of danger embedded in radical difference, although it has deviated from the standard – or should one say classical – modern narrative, one premised on spatial-external difference. The basic move has consisted of the spatial-external rendition being substituted with a temporal-internal one. Such a temporally based differentiation, with the (negative) past turned into a determinant of the understanding of the present, has then been expected to provide an opening towards less antagonistic and violent articulations of identity. The EU has, in this context of such a Grand Narrative, amounted to a peace project based on trading Europe’s past identity for something quite different.
What Europe aspired to be, according to such a temporally based rendition, has amounted to something very different from “what Europe has always been”. Europe has, as a ‘security community’, been taken to be thriving towards something markedly different from its old, balance-of-power and Realpolitik being. In John Agnew’s terms, Europe has aspired to escape what he calls “the territorial trap”. 
As to the basic constitutive moves, the Union endeavoured at impacting and controlling the narratives told about itself whereas it was – owing to its quite self-centered nature – rather indifferent as to the stories told about others. Security ceased to be overwhelmingly conceptualized in territorial terms (except in terms of pointing to the inside), and the emerging Europe thus stood, in this sense, for a kind of alienation. It has done so by trying to escape its own origins. 
It then followed, with the EU viewing itself as lagging behind in temporal terms, that a rather specific spatio-temporal matrix emerged. Surely, the departure has not been conducive to claiming, with the EU seen as a ‘sinner’, a position at the center of international relations. Ontologically the EU has appeared as inferior to others, in particular the United States (and less in regard to the East and the Orient). It has boiled down to a moral space of self-critique, redemption and learning from past errors. Centrality could thus only be claimed indirectly by pointing to the EU as an epistemic vantage point in the search for new, different and previously untrodden avenues. The Union’s exceptionality has showed itself in two ways: through a will to escape its past but also in the form of searching for more sound and less confrontational departures as to international relations in general. Being a ‘sinner’, it has not had any authority to draw other than temporal lines, and merely lines outlining the EU as a learner aspiring to catch up in order to re-gain a legitimate position on the international scene.   
The move of trying to turn the EU into an anti-self, compared to the one located in the past, has been meant to facilitate a reading of otherness that has historically resided in European, i.e. the European inter-state relations of the power political era. Such a state of affairs has, however, not been viewed as anything fixed and entrenched. It has instead been approached as something to be transcended and as, in this sense, formed a kind of self-centered civilisatory intervention against the usual temporal immobility. This temporally premised and spatially inwards-oriented, although not strictly bounded construction of difference, has remained integral to the production of a collective EU-identity and within this context – with identity resting on stories pertaining to an avoidance of past errors – the question of Europe’s future could be kept open.
The temporally premised horizon of conversion as to the construction of the European identity has consequently been harvested by a critical reading of the previous ontology and the various elements part of it – whether consisting of power politics, aspirations for strict sovereignty, excessive liberalism and democracy or a problematic combination of these various elements. Operationally, integration has turned into a key remedy and a concrete political project, one aimed at facilitating self-transformation in the name of security.
Overall, the endeavor of creating communality across previous lines of radical otherness has been carried by an ontological shift, this then amounting to an explicitly self-critical stance and integration as the political manifestation of the temporal as well as spatial change and conversion aspired for.
Constructing Europe in Space
None of the quite numerous efforts to fix Europe in spatial terms in order to provide it with concreteness and some distinct permanence have succeeded in gaining a hegemonic standing. It appears, instead, that geographic understandings – premised on location and borders – have been difficult to avoid. It also seems clear at a closer inspection that Europe has been attributed, at any given moment, with deviant and competing spatial meanings. 
It may further be observed that the plurality is still there as evidenced, in one of its aspects, by that a number of countries outside Europe’s current core insist of defining themselves as European. They tend to do so despite of that their Europeanness is perhaps less obvious and self-evident to those located at the very core. In other words, Europe does not have categorical and unanimously agreed spatial limits. It is not a matter of either-or. Europeanness rather fades gradually towards the edges of the configuration. There are, within such a setting, countries that feel very European and others depicted as somewhat less or very little European. The point here is that geography and borders do not unequivocally separate Europe from non-Europe. They do not allow for the polity to be outlined in precise and uncontested spatial terms. Europe hence remains charged with various meanings synchronically as well as diachronically.

It may be noted in this context that the concept of Europe has been blurred from the very start. This is already evidenced by the various stories pertaining to Europe’s origin as they tend to testify that Europe has emerged in an outside-in fashion. As claimed by Vivienne Boon and Gerard Delanty (2007: 162), Europe has always been “outside itself’. Anthony Pagden (2002: 35) shares this view in his summarizing of the various narratives pertaining to Europe’s origins: “An abducted Asian women gave Europe her name, a vagrant Asian exile gave Europe its political and finally its cultural identity; and an Asian prophet gave Europe its religion”. Undoubtedly, Europe’s trade-mark has consisted of ambiguity already at the outset.
As to the type of spatial configuration, many of the efforts of outlining the processes relevant for the constitution of Europe and Europeanness remain of an outside-in type. Edward Said (1978), for one, stands for such an approach. According to his rendition, Europe was only able to manifest itself in face of the Muslim east as a common enemy. Conceptualizing the other was a way of constituting the self. Europe emerged and ideas as to its alleged superiority came into being, Said claims, through the encounter with an Eastern Other. In the context of this construction of difference, one premised on radical otherness, Europe was portrayed as progressive, civilized and modern, and this was done in opposition to the East, an entity depicted not only as exotic but also lazy, barbaric and backwards. 
Among the critics, Vivienne Boon and Gerard Delanty (2007: 160) find Said’s arguments too imprecise. The narratives told are rather limited and, in their view, in many cases questionable. The arguments are taken to be too confrontational and they represent “essentialist perceptions of history”. The critics do, however, not reject the outside-in approach as such. On the contrary, they use it themselves in arguing that these days Europe’s periphery and more broadly Asia tend to have a core constitutive voice as to the invocation of Europe. Boon and Delanty argue (2007: 170) that the current encounter with Asia – and more generally with Europe’s periphery – “entails a redefinition of what we understand to be European”. In the dialogue established, these peripheral or outside voices have, according to the reading that they advocate, a crucial constitutive impact. 
The outside-in type of argument has been pushed to its limit by Paul Valéry.
 In the debate on the crises of the European civilization, Valéry has expressed the fear that Europe would become “what it really is – that is, a little promontory on the continent of Asia”.
 In his rendition Europe justifiably shrinks to something rather significant once viewed against the background of Asia as the ‘grand narrative’ that also entails Europe.
Jan Ifversen (2007) spins epistemologically along somewhat similar lines, although he includes both temporal and spatial aspect in his analysis and focuses in particular on the recent impact of the United States. The US has traditionally influenced Europeanness among other things by adding to the ambivalent relationship between the internal and external otherness and has figured, since WW II, as a formidable Europe-shaper with real and immediate political clout.
Ifversen focuses in particular on the temporal distinction between the US and Europe. The latter, he asserts, has a reflexive distance to itself whereas America, as a land of future, is void of a similar negative past (as to its self-understanding). In essence, the two polities march along different temporal trajectories. This then also accounts for the recent and rather inflammatory debate concerning who is ‘old’ and who is ‘new’ or which side of the Atlantic is to be viewed as being truly sovereign and thereby entitled to influence the course of developments. America has a considerable tradition of seeing itself as being ahead. Based on such renditions, it feels entitled to projecting itself into Europe and European affairs whereas Europe, in the form of the EU, has only more recently started to depict itself as being exemplary in terms of its self-critical, transformative and interpretative capabilities. Ifversen probes the recent interventions of Donald Rumsfeld, Robert Cooper, Robert Kagan and Jürgen Habermas in this light and makes the point that American voices do significantly impact the debates on Europe. America has indeed a constitutive voice, he notes, in defining through an outside-in process what Europe is, where it is located and in which direction it should advance.
It may, however, be more generally observed that most efforts of trying to comprehend Europe’s underlying essence are ideational rather than premised on explicit temporally or spatially based departures. The list of various parameters seen as constitutive is rather long encompassing civilization, rationality, religion as well as secularly based approaches, a tradition of critique and an ability of cultural transmission.
 These have certainly been seen as playing out in terms of time and space, although the bordering tends in general to remain quite diffuse and imprecise. In some cases Europe is taken to be indigenous and constituted in an inside-out fashion whereas in some other the stress on the outside-in type of accounts with Europe skillfully drawing upon principles and departures copied, imported or imposed from elsewhere.
European integration, although primarily thematized in temporal terms, has no doubt also impacted Europe’s territorial configuration. As an institution and a bounded, membership-based arrangement, the EU (initially European Community), singled out and outlined a particular part of Europe. It did, however, in no way mark Europe’s core. The authority to perform such moves was absent. Claims for centrality were not there as the Union was merely taken to form one aspect of the western part of a divided Europe. Moreover, the EU was closely related to transatlantic unity with the United States rather than the Union figuring as the principal power and core constitutive voice in that context.

It may further be noted that the EU has been inward-looking, although not strictly bounded. It has not, in being primarily premised on fighting against excessive sovereignty and nationalism, been bent on some unified border-drawing. Nor did it have the clout to do so. European federalism rather emerged in order to eradicate (that is, in addition to doing away with the internal barriers) the borders that separated the people of Europe, and it was premised on visions of a new Europe that would not know such external borders. The question of final borders has been deferred by pushing forward with still another round of enlargement. The attempt has been one of transcending territorial divisions, particularly those associated with nation-states. Besides, there was little need to engage in border-drawing in the sense that the EU has not stood out – in focusing on critical self-reflexion rather than efforts of impacting its exterior – as something exemplary and superior vis-à-vis its environs. The core constitutive narratives have not aimed at elevating the Union above others or purporting it as something quite exemplary. Instead, they were about self-transformation in order for the members of the EU to gradually re-gain their status as legitimate actors and equals on the scene of international politics. Overall, the EU has been depicted as a learner and not a teacher.
What prevented outsiders from joining the inner core of integration consisted of spatial barriers rather than being premised on temporal distance with values as a key determinant. The EU-member countries were seen as lagging temporally behind – and not ahead – in comparison to the outsiders. In one of its aspects, this temporally based comprehension also worked against efforts of securitizing the exterior. The security-related problem to be tackled within such rendition consisted of the EU itself, not the outsiders. As noted by Thomas Diez (2004: 332): “When temporal othering takes precedence, there is an opportunity to articulate spatial cultural difference without the articulation of existential threats, because the main existential threat is related to self”.
Yet, and the aim of transcending also the external borders notwithstanding, joint administrative borders have emerged, particularly through the creation and implementation of the Schengen rules. Moreover, the deepening of integration with successive rounds of enlargement has brought about a discussion concerning the EU’s borders. The borders established have differentiated the Union from its exterior, although the constitutive narratives have nonetheless been predominantly about de-bordering. The stories have, until recently, been about a unified Europe, or as expressed particularly after the Cold War, ‘a Europe whole and free’. However, and quite paradoxically, even acts of constituting freedom and openness in terms of concrete policies have to be enacted by delimiting, fixing and establishing such departures in space. The aspired properties have therewith also gained territorial as well as border-related properties from the very start.
Towards an Altered Matrix
Now, much seems to point to that considerable – if not radical – changes have over the recent years taken place in the articulations of both time and space. In effect, the very spatio-temporal matrix underlying the EU has been altered with crucial changes as to the ways of othering and articulating difference. Due to these changes, spatially premised departures part of Europe-making seem to have become increasingly eminent.
Several authors have drawn attention to that the EU appears to be inclined to fix its meaning in quite categorical terms. In the first place, there is less tolerance for diversity and openness as to the deeper meaning of the European idea. And secondly, the temporal othering is no longer as self-reflexive as previously and it is less geared toward the self’s own past. Key constitutive moves aim at the creation of a more hierarchic configuration with the EU itself turning into an advanced and exemplary polity located on the top of the structure. As a consequence, a different hegemony comes into being. It still grounds the EU as a moral space, though now superior rather than inferior. The latter comprehension is based new tales of time premised on the assertion that the EU has reached its temporal goal. The Union has done so in having successfully dealt with its past; the transformative efforts have yielded dividend.
This then also paves the ground for temporal othering in a new, distinctly norm-based manner, and one that tends to breed spatially based exclusivity. More specially, the temporal revision of the EU’s self-understanding brings about an increasingly sharp distinction between the inside and the outside. Whilst those slotted in the category of non-us are no longer viewed as being normatively ahead but instead lagging behind, the tendency becomes one of defining them as being located more categorically outside a rather narrowly premised Europe. The previous indifference and relative openness towards those located in the EU’s vicinity declines. They are, in the new and emerging context, purported – in discourses pertaining to globalization, immigration, Islam or more generally ‘instabilities’ part of the proximity – as constituting sources of potential troubles, if not outright danger. Their asserted, normatively based inferiority is converted, owing to the now dominant discourses underpinning the EU’s own being, not just into difference but explicit and immutable otherness.
As noted by Thomas Christiansen (2005), it has over the recent years been possible to discern various moves within the EU that aspire at narrowing down notions of ambiguity. The aim has been one of providing the EU with a more firm being, and accordingly such moves detract from what used to be called ‘the ethos of pluralisation’ (Conolly, 1995). Christiansen also claims that the EU is on its way of becoming less post-Westphalian than before, i.e. the various assertions pertaining to the Union’s nature as being ‘post’, ‘ahead’ and ‘different’ are losing in strength. Along these lines, he contends, various rather statist themes, previously off-limits in the EU-debate have over the recent years come to the fore. 
One further turn to be traced consists, Christiansen argues, of rendering the EU in terms of a finalité politique. It is then increasingly viewed as being ready-made, seen as an entity aspiring for an ultimate external border and thus no longer open in the way it used to be. He finds, more generally, that the EU seems to have turned more security-aware, territorially integrated and identity-conscious. He furthermore points out that the crucial trends consist of constitutionalization and territorialization, i.e. trends embedded in quite statist logic. Establishing the post of a President of the European Council, a European Union Minister of Foreign Affairs, a European External Action service and strengthening further the status of a defense establishment all testify to this. The previous tolerance of “fuzzy” borders, lengthy transition periods, opt-out arrangements and differentiated integration is no more there. What is in train consists, in his view, of nothing less than a remaking of Europe with the EU showing signs of developing into an increasingly bounded political space. His observations imply, in a broader perspective, that the spatio-temporal matrix underpinning the Union has been altered. They also signal, in one of their aspects, that the EU has turned temporally less avant-garde and subsequently also transformed into a far more standard polity as to its spatial parameters and territorial features. 
In essence, Christiansen comes close to claiming that the EU is well on its way of gaining the status of a sovereign actor, although this is not a concept or perspective that figures, as such, in his analysis. The EU has attained a considerable dose of maturity as well as subjectivity. Owing to its sovereign authority, it also feels empowered to pursue far stronger policies of space through its increased capacity to draw crucial lines of demarcation.
Thomas Diez (2004) presents a similar analysis, although his analysis is explicitly post-structuralist in nature. He goes as far as arguing that there is a return to geopolitics to be traced as to the discourses pertaining to the EU and more broadly European identity. The Union’s trademarks of a self-reflexive and temporally based othering have grown weaker, and consequently various spatially based forms of difference have grown in eminence. European integration has, according to Diez (2004: 319-20), been undermined “as a fundamental challenge to the world of nation-states” and “to the modern territorial state”. What Diez views as a ‘geopolitization’ of the European identity constructions testifies, in his view, that there is regress to be traced in the way the EU’s identity gets constructed.
 Actually, it points to a circular kind of backlash. The more recent efforts of narrowing down the Union’s ambiguity display, he thinks, the re-appearance of some “modern traits”. In other words, features and properties supposedly overcome seem to be back on stage.
These assertions, presented by both Christiansen and Diez, pertaining to profound temporal changes in the discourses underpinning the EU’s identity have clearly been vindicated by the coining of the Union’s new security doctrine (ESS). The document was endorsed by the European Council in December 2003 and the very emergence of an explicit doctrine appears to confirm that something has indeed changed.
 This gaining of a doctrine of its own undoubtedly stands for an important discursive turn. It does so in the sense that the very theme of external security is no longer off-limits the way it used to be within the EU. As argued by Alyson Bailes (2005: 12), the ESS points to “a new and more collective presentational awareness in Brussels and the relevant capitals”. Whereas the EU previously pertained to security in a rather indirect manner and did so mainly through its structural essence by providing a unifying centre rather than appearing itself explicitly as a securitizing agent vis-à-vis the external environment, the new doctrine seems to be part of efforts that aim at bolstering the Union’s security-related actorness on the international scene. The emphasis is now increasingly on what the EU does rather than what it is. Working on itself in order to become a model is not sufficient; the achievement has also to be converted proactively into concrete policies. It is behavior and resources that count rather than just the EU’s existence as an institution.
It is, against this background, quite understandable that the doctrine has emerged in parallel to various defense-oriented issues gaining, over the recent years, increased prominence on the EU’s agenda.
 Change may also be traced in the sense that what used to be a national concern and void of a formally agreed and collective status, has now been elevated, with the doctrine, into a jointly approved posture. The doctrine implies that there now exists an EU-related and outwards-oriented ‘lexica’ in the sphere of security-talk.
The act of coining an explicit security doctrine – one replacing the previous, more tacit agreement – no doubt testifies to an upgrading of security as an argument. It may be seen, in a more general light, as a response to an ontological crisis. Security is not quelled or derailed but rather granted the position of a core constitutive departure vis-à-vis the exterior. The doctrine stands, due to its mere existence, for securitization, and does so despite the traditionally frequent efforts of toning down security as a departure.
Notably, the opening passage of the ESS-document reads that “Europe has never been so prosperous, so secure and free”. It also states that “large-scale aggression against any member state is now improbable” (ESS, 3).  The scenario of large-scale violence among the member states has vanished. Thereby a crucial temporal line is being drawn as the EU is no more purported as being constantly haunted by a return of the past and, consequently, the previous negative identity can be traded for a much more positive one. It is similarly argued that “the violence of the first half of the 20th century has given way to a period of peace and stability unprecedented in European history”. The past remains the past as the transformation of the relations between European states, with the creation of the EU as an essential aspect of it, is regarded as grounding a rather stable state of affairs. Thus, instead of being on one’s guard against a possible reversal and return of past policies, the view is that the process rolls on “making a reality of the vision of a united and peaceful continent” (ESS, 1). Notably, a crucial temporal delimitation appears to have taken place. 

In consequence, there is an end to the previous policies of transition in sight. The need for critical reflexion, efforts of transition and policies aiming at averting Europe’s notorious past is no longer there. With the threats to be encountered seen as being located in the present and the future and spatially located outside the realm of the EU, the Union is arguably well on its way of achieving a definite break. It has reached its ideal self, thereby turning into exemplary moral space. 
The ENP as a Post-historic policy
The European Neighborhood Policy, an EU-initiative developed over the recent years to manage countries belonging to the Union’s geographical vicinity, largely follows a logic similar to the ESS. The EU is rendered, in the documents grounding the initiative, as having the duty to reach out but there is an even stronger emphasis on various threat-related narratives. The latter are conducive to an image of the EU as a security-oriented actor vis-à-vis its own exterior (cf. Jeandesboz, 2007: 395). The EU comes into being, within the latter view, by acting also in the field of externally-oriented security.
 What both these arguments have in common is that they stress the importance of spatial departures and elevate, in that context, the exterior into a crucial constitutive factor. Whilst inscribing a temporal differentiation towards the environs, the ENP consequently replaces, in spatial terms, the openness and ‘fuzziness’ of the previous era.
The ENP arises in the latter, threat-oriented perspective, from ‘instabilities’, ‘troubles’ and ‘dangers’ located in the new, post-enlargement neighborhood. The initiative is hence formulated as a response to a new situation resulting from enlargement, where “(….) we will be getting nearer to zones of present or recent instability”.
 It departs – in establishing the EU as a seeing centre and a vantage point from which to gaze and administer surrounding space in a rather sovereign manner – from that the ‘past as the other’ argument no longer effectively restrains and directs various articulations of danger. With the threats no more seen as internal to the EU, the basic constitutive moves consist of their externalization. The previous inwards-oriented and self-centered constitution is, in the context of the ENP, traded for inside-out type of moves, with the latter focusing on the quality and relations with outside actors. The ‘neighbors’ are coded as being located in the past, and in lagging behind they also stand in opposition to the Union’s own progress and maturity. The new matrix thereby introduced through the ENP consists of characterizing them as different in time and fragmented in terms of space. 
It then also follows, with attention being directed towards spatial-external difference, that the boundedness of the EU turns into a major issue. Notably, the border devised through the ENP is not premised on a categorical exclusion even if membership is out of question. It is rather one of coping with ambiguity through policies of engagement. This takes place in the form of the ‘neighbors’ being invited “to share everything but institutions”.
  As noted by Ifversen and Kølvraa (2007: 18), the Europeannes of the ‘neighbors’ is neither denied nor confirmed: “it is continually postponed”. As such, they are bound to remain outside, although at the same time assumed to be longing to become part of the EU-family. The time’s arrow concerning the ‘neighbors’ is drawn and settled rather one-sidedly by the EU itself. They are positioned outside Europe-proper in temporal terms – with the Union now having the authority to define what Europe is and where it is located – in a quite abrupt and authoritative manner.
The Union’s gaze in the context of the ENP has thus been geared towards borders and focused on border-drawing from its very inception.
 The initiative has been designed to address some of the challenges posed for the EU by the 2004 enlargement, in particular those generated by the new eastern neighbors. Worries have been expressed about their alienation. However, at stake has first and foremost been the issue of how to promote reform when the EU’s primary carrot of future membership is no longer available. In the latter context, a key concern has been how to avoid that the EU’s external border becomes a line of exclusion and negative othering.

All these issues now high on the EU’s agenda tend to relate to the coining of an increasingly clear-cut outside. Importantly, they link to the emergence of a ‘foreign’ sphere calling for the devising of specific policies. New lines have to be drawn as the break with the past – which used to be seen as partial with the EU engaged in a constant fight against the threat of relapse – is now viewed as something completed and definite. 
Importantly, though, such a normalization does not signal any effort of returning to balancing and power politics. It seems, instead, that a ‘will to centre’ (Wæver 1996; Buzan and Wæver 2003) prevails. In fact, aspiring for centredness appears to have become in some sense even more pronounced than previously. It is there, arguably, in order for Europe to guard its normative essence, to underpin the transformation of the EU into a ‘community of values’ and to allow for the spreading of such an exemplary normativity into the Union’s exterior.

In general, the ENP is premised on the idea that the Union constitutes a model for others. The EU is taken to be ahead in temporal terms in having won the battle against its own past. It has matured, owing to its transformative and interpretative capabilities, into an entity markedly different from its environs. Romano Prodi, then heading the Commission, viewed the EU as something for others to emulate. He did so while announcing, in his first speech to the European Parliament in February 2000, a shift in focus towards external relations. There is a need for the EU, he declared, “to project its model of society into the wider world” (Prodi 2000a). The model which Prodi spoke about, one rooted in the sometimes bitter lessons of the past and Europe’s civilizational values, provided in his view the basis for action in the world. He argued that Europe has an obligation “to project its model”, an obligation grounded in experience and departures as well as processes of learning that have proved their worth in Europe (cf. Ifversen, 2007: 184).
Clearly, then, the main arguments underpinning the new constitutive moves are about success. They are about achievement rather than regress as claimed by Thomas Diez. Arguably, the EU-Europe has in this sense turned even increasingly post, be it post-national, post-Westphalian or more generally post-modern. It has done so by stepping beyond its previous being. Or as stated by Prodi (2003): “We have learnt to our cost the madness of war, of racism and the rejection of the other and diversity. Peace, rejection of abuse of power, conflict and war are the underlying and unifying values of the European project”. The EU is in this regard taken to be more advanced – and therefore also of model-value – than actors on the international scene in general. Owing to learning, the outcome premised on moves in time has cumulatively added – so it is frequently claimed in the constitutive discourse – to the EU’s potential and authority to figure as a rather exemplary entity on the international scene. 
What follows, then, is that the temporal elevation is taken – in the context of the more recent constitutive discourse – to provide the Union with the right to show the way. It may – in being exemplary and increasingly sovereign – place demands on others, although reaching such a status is also connected to some problematic aspects and issues. If seen as being exemplary as a ‘force for good’
, what policies are then required for these achievements to prevail taking into account that the environs tend to be seen as having remained unchanged and immobile in term of time? And more particularly, what form of distancing is required for the asserted inferiority of the exterior not to undermine the EU’s own success? The basic aim of the ENP has been to address and deal with these questions.
The search for answers amounts to that a spatial duality appears to have seen the light of the day. On the one hand there seems to be much stress on the option – if not the duty – of the EU to take the lead, and to do so through the assuming of a subject position as a normatively exemplary actor in the sphere of international relations. However, and on the other hand, there are also introvert tendencies to be traced related to the assumed need to protect Europe from an externally induced chaos. The aim and duty of reaching out and impacting the exterior constantly struggles with the needs to protect and defend. Taken together, this implies that deepening increases in weight and widening – although important as such – no longer takes place through further rounds of enlargement. In fact, for the time being further enlargement has been taken off the agenda. Whereas spatially proximate actors have previously been categorized either as prospective members or as ‘partners’ with the latter category designed for states void of the prospect of membership, the categorization has now changed. Over the recent years, with the discourse set in motion around 2002 in the context of the run-up to the Big Bang, a more variegated framework has emerged. There are – as to spatial demarcations – neighborhood countries, i.e. proximate countries with no accession perspective – although the ENP does not explicitly rule out that option – then followed by more remote countries that remain partners but do in general not figure as centrally in the current constitutive discourse.
Europe’s Backyard
Europe is hence, in the context of the ENP-related delineations and contestations, narrowed down to comprise of the European Union encircled by ‘neighbors’. It is envisaged as an increasingly concentric configuration, one delimited by a buffer. In essence, Europe amounts to a double space in consisting of a core surrounded by an outer ‘ring of friends’. The latter is occupied by countries elevated (or downgraded) to a category of outsiders called ‘neighbors’. The space of ‘near-abroad’ – narrated into being by stories pertaining to spatial proximity but also normative and time-based inferiority – provides the EU with a new and much more distinct being. In one of its aspect the Union’s newly gained essence gets articulated through the establishment of a more explicit and increasingly differentiated exterior. 
As noted above, the recent changes are not merely restricted to spatial delimitations indicating where Europe is as to its new domain. They are also related to changes in Europe’s temporal essence, i.e. what Europe has become and what it aspires to be. It is, in the latter sense, taken to stand for fulfillment in having reached its ideal self. In consequence, the European project may close the books. It no longer has to feel burdened by a rather broad variety of past ills. And unsurprisingly – with the emergence of zero-time – a shift is to be traced in the plot structure underpinning Europe with emphasis moving from inwards-looking redemption to an encountering of basically external and security-related challenges. In this latter context the Union may purport itself – as articulated in the context of the ESS – as a“ force for good”.

It may be noted, however, that the past remains an integral part of the discursive space and the foundational story, albeit no more as something to be negated and constantly kept at bay as in the context of the previous Grand Narrative. It figures, instead, as a chapter that may now be closed thereby then grounding, as an achievement and an experience unlike anything else, the Union’s alleged uniqueness. It provides, as something already overcome, the justification for the EU’s new and distinctly normative essence. According to the new narrative, Europe has not merely transcended its past but also learned from it (cf. Ifversen, 2007: 185). Moreover, owing to such a capacity of learning, Europe has acquired new qualities, these then also empowering it to delimit and outline far more distinct borders.
In other words, despite having gained an increasingly normal plot structure of progress with time ironed into a far more standard story, the EU remains special. It does so in having achieved its legitimate standing in a very distinct manner, i.e. by having been reflexive and critical about its own past.
Surely, the recent changes and the consequent re-articulations are quite far-reaching. Whilst the Union was previously portrayed as a project of integration and one open to indefinite expansion due to the aim of doing away with borders and barriers in Europe at large (‘Europe whole and free from the Atlantic to the Urals’), it is now furnished with rather clear-cut limits. The trajectory of space-time has changed as the EU-Europe is no more destined – with the security-related meaning of integration turning quite different – to proceed from enlargement to enlargement. The previous stress on European unity (integrare: restore; to make whole, form an entirety and complete)
 and openness has been traded for increased differentiation, and on that basis the message reads: No new members beyond those already provided with such prospects. 
Being defined as a ‘neighbor’ amounts, against this background, basically to being slotted into the category of ‘non-us’. Those positioned by the use of such a concept land in a group of countries not eligible for future membership and are thereby left outside Europe proper. To express it somewhat differently: the ‘neighbors’ are coded as being in Europe, although not fully of Europe.
The decline in the teleology of openness and uninterrupted progress previously integrally part of the Union’s self-understanding does, however, not imply that the newly acquired ‘neighbors’ are to be neglected and pushed into oblivion. Instead, they rather tend to grown in importance – with the battleground having shifted temporally towards the present and the future and outwards in spatial terms. They do so in having a quite crucial constitutive function to perform. The ‘neighbors’ gain added weight as their consent is required for the new space to come into being as an inter-subjectively shared one. And more broadly, in order for the aspired EU-identity to be recognized, they have to ride along. They have to acquiesce with their inherent otherness and subsequent status as ‘neighbors’, ‘friends’ and ‘special partners’ or – if articulated more bluntly – live with being defined as part of Europe’s ‘backyard’ (as stated by Romano Prodi in 2002)
. 
In other words, they have to underwrite the qualities and identities that the rhetoric of the EU’s Neighborhood Policy seeks to impose on them. Their consent is what the Union needs – as it is not a self-constituting subject – in the process of articulating its new being. It is then their assumed incompleteness, deficit and normative inferiority that invites the Union to impact and guide them in the right direction. Tutelage turns into a legitimate activity. However, the distinction made and the limits drawn also invite for the establishment of an exterior premised on assumptions of the existence of a profound temporal difference that then in essence defines what the EU itself is about.
Expansion without Enlargement 
Seen broadly, claims pertaining to the fractured and incomplete nature of the ‘neighbors’ justify efforts of ousting them as to membership while at the same time drawing them closer to the Union. It is precisely their enduring difference – and no more the potential for joining the ‘club’ owing to their eventual similarity – that undergirds the policies of inclusion. Becoming a ‘neighbor’ thus stands for a kind of ‘include-me-out’ posture and, in fact, substitutes the aim of full-fledged integration and forming a complete entirety. As such, the EU still aims at expansion but the broadening of the Union’s territorial reach no longer takes place through playing the card of membership. The recent policies are rather premised on the increasingly unique and thereby also confined and closed nature of the Union. By drawing on narratives pertaining to its recent break-through, the Union continues to project its own being into the exterior. The dominant narratives are still about growth, although growth within the context of an altered spatio-temporal matrix. The policies pursued amount, in essence, to bordering in the sense of occurring through an export of norms and the usage, in that context, of the Union’s institutional capabilities. As noted by Georg Vobruba (2007, 103), the name of the game now boils down to expansion without enlargement. 

The teleologies of change and growth do no longer have connotations, in the case of the EU itself, of aspiring and emerging but are instead accompanied by references to maturity and finality. The EU appears as a ready-made polity. As to temporality, it is crucial to note that the previous endeavors of learning and transforming through critical self-reflexion – qualities previously seen as part of Europe’s ‘soul’ – have more recently been regarded as having turned redundant. This is so as the missions of redemption and learning have been completed, or so the argument goes. The past has been overcome, and with the Union having reached its ideal being, it has subsequently encountered the problem of zero-time. It is therewith also bound to be re-told through the usage of new narratives, the neighborhood-story being one of the efforts of re-articulation.
Another aspect of this re-telling and re-configuring consists of coining concepts such as the one of ‘normative power Europe’.
  Such a departure, indicating that the EU may rightfully define set the standards for others to follow, has been flying high during the recent years. It is, in being ahead, entitled to show the way. It may also be noted, in a broader perspective, that security as a constitutive argument has considerably gained in standing. Securitization is, as such, nothing new. However, whereas the danger of fragmentation was previously taken to apply to the EU itself, it is now re-directed and ousted to apply above all to the ‘near abroad’. Both the focus and nature of securitization have changed.
 In one of their aspects, instead of trying to keep the EU’s notorious past at bay by bringing about interdependence through ever-deepening integration, the perceived dangers are now viewed as being located outside EU-Europe with the exterior being purported as a sphere of ‘instability’ and potential ‘chaos’. The exterior is not merely depicted as a sphere of difference but also coded as standing for otherness, including danger.  In addition to having a different location, the problem of security is taken to call for an altered remedy as it is not to be settled by ever-deepening integration but primarily tackled through a transfer of norms. Security amounts, with the Union standing out as exemplary in this regard, to the ‘neighbors’ emulating the EU’s own being. Integration no doubt remains in the picture, although instead of figuring as a key constitutive argument in the way it used to do, it seems to shrink to one factor part of a broader tool-box premised in the first place on the export of norms.  
Notably, the EU’s turning into an assertive and virtuous actor is something quite new. With the previous linearity broken, it has become proper for the Union to portray itself in rather exemplary terms. In being now envisaged as successful in terms of its own ideals – and no longer reproduced through stories of being in the midst of processes of constant redemption and self-critique – it may be purported as an essentially normative being in quite positive terms. With the Union no longer seen as inferior to others owing to Europe’s rather problematic past – consisting of a long list of various sins – but now on level if not superior to other actors on the international scene, a potent hierarchy and order of progression comes into being. In essence, the stories told tend to claim that a turning-point has been reached. It implies among other things that the Union is no longer compelled – with the danger of its excessively nationalist and power-political past also influencing the Union’s future having now been overcome – to restrain itself merely to talk on utility and governance. It turns free to legitimate itself as positive moral space. It may do so by taking its cue from the break and assumedly successful transformation and hence also figure openly in a far more political and actor-oriented manner.
In this vein, with the new temporality grounded in images of Europe being healed, the pursuance of policies premised on ‘conditionality’ and ‘socialization’ seems quite natural. The EU turns into a model and appears as a repository of considerable political, symbolic and moral capital, i.e. capital to be used in molding the environs to its own image. The Union does not appear as a puzzle and a rather open configuration with relations to be negotiated in the context of discourses such as the one on ‘neighborhood’ but rather figures as a morally mature and established entity. It is seen as given in qualitative and consequently also in quantitative terms. Temporal and spatial changes are interlinked in the sense that the claims of newness premised on a temporal border-drawing also invite for spatial closure. The EU-Europe thus appears in a more distinct manner. It figures as an entity to be encircled by substitute formations and alternative configurations. 
Above all, it is the differentiation between the past and the present that compels and invites the EU to re-articulate itself. The appearance of concepts like ‘neighbors’ and a ‘near-abroad’ undoubtedly stand out as integral parts of the process of singling out and pinpointing difference. It is then by figuring as an exporter of norms vis-à-vis its newly acquired ‘neighborhood’ that the testing of the credibility and acceptance of the Union’s re-configured being takes place. Or to state it differently, the Union’s new being will continue to materialize as long as the EU finds a spell-bound audience and one willing to abide to the rules and regulations of the ENP.

Enthusiasm and Resistance
In this regard, the EU has in many cases succeeded in finding such an audience. Altogether 16 countries have signed ENP-related Action Plans with the Union.
 However, by signing up, they do not necessarily underwrite the EU’s authority to draw lines and provide them with a kind of in-between status. The incentives to ride along might in the first place be material and interest-related. They do not necessarily testify to a willingness to abide to the identity on offer as indicated by the talk that the neighborhood policy boils basically to “buying friends” and “buying reforms” (e.g. Emerson and Noutcheva, 2005: 15). It may well be that the EU’s narrative resources are insufficient for the aspired identities to become mutually shared. The acquiescence of the ‘neighbors’ to ENP-related ‘conditionality’ and, more generally, their recognition of the EU’s authority to pursue policies of ‘neighborhood’ seems to leave much to hope for. 
The EU itself concluded, in an impact assessment in 2006, that positive results had only been achieved by those countries that had already been improving their overall performance, and done so regardless of the ENP: These included Jordan, Morocco and Ukraine – and with Israel being seen as a special case. With other countries – such as Algeria, Egypt, or Tunisia – no progress was detected worthy of the name, while Belarus and, to a lesser extent, Libya remained disengaged. This state of affairs prompted Antonio Missiroli (2007: 31) to conclude that incisive domestic political and economic reforms in the neighboring countries “can hardly be fostered without the biggest incentive of all, namely the prospects of EU membership in the foreseeable future”. In his view, the bordering underlying the ENP and the concept of ‘neighbors’ has remained far too strict. 
Similarly, the EU Commission found reason to conclude that better tradeoffs are required and as a follow-up, the ENP was revised by taking a number of recipient-friendly and inclusive steps.
 Clearly, the EU been concerned – one might assume for reasons of identity rather than security-related concerns – about how it appears to others and how it is received. The measures suggested consist, among other things, of the option of allowing the ‘neighbors’ to participate in some of the EU programs and agencies. This is to say that the initial departure of everything being open to the ‘neighbors’ apart from the institutions has been watered down and traded for s stance that turns the ENP into a step towards rather than a substitute for membership.
As to the views of the ‘partners’, Ukraine has been particularly vocal and critical about the way of being positioned, approached and treated in the context of the ENP. The complaints launched have been distinctly identity-based in the sense that Ukraine feels, due to its history, fully European whilst the ENP-framing tends to position it as almost European. It gets depicted as an aspirant or a kind of poor cousin located at the fringes of the EU-Europe. The ENP is then regarded as a hindrance to and denial of an identity conducive to full membership in the European family. The enthusiasm of the partners concerning the ENP has in general remained modest with joining as ‘neighbors’ being perceived as a kind of consolation prize and a substitute for accession. This lack of enthusiasm amounts to, as Ukraine’s critique clearly demonstrates, that the ENP does not amount to a mutually satisfactory constitution of identities. It tends, as an identity-related move, to position the ‘partner’ countries in a manner they quite often feel uncomfortable with. They are assumed to constantly advance towards the EU but yet void of the option of ever arriving.
Russia clearly belongs to the group of unsatisfied recipients, albeit it is different in the sense that it has basically chosen to opt out. 
 The EU’s proposal to join was rejected in favor of trying to develop a separate and more equal relation of ‘strategic partnership’.
 Such a relation aims at signaling Russia’s distinctiveness and greater importance in comparison to the ENP countries. Russia hence refrains, in viewing itself as a major actor and great power on the scene of international politics, from being exposed to the teacher/pupil dichotomy part of the ENP-discourse. In a broader perspective, the spatio-temporal matrix underpinning Russia’ self-understanding differs distinctly from the one projected by the EU into its exterior. It then also follows that any concept of ‘neighborhood’ unavoidable turns into a battle-ground rather then figures as shared space and a basis for reciprocal and mutually reinforcing constructions of identity.
Instead of rejecting its own past, Russia has more recently upgraded history and uses it as a core departure.
 The past is in this sense very much alive and the connectedness allows Russia to articulate what it is basically about also under the post-Cold War conditions. The identity that has been on offer in the context of the ENP is, once viewed against this background, quite problematic. It was bound to be rejected in running opposite to Russia’s own sense of being. Abiding to the conditionality and approving the socialization part of the ENP would imply the acceptance of an altered construction of identity, one premised on moving beyond past history. 
It then also follows that Russia does not seem to be prepared, in regard to its location in time, to let its own Grand Narrative to be undermined. Acquiesce in face of the ENP-related temporality would imply that the various tales of Russia having in various ways ‘saved’ Europe during various junctures of history – above all in the context of fighting Nazism during World War II – and having therewith gained a positive normative standing as well as a legitimacy to act in Europe on terms of its own (including the constitution of a neighborhood reflecting Russia’s essence) would have to be toned down. 
Therefore, rather than abiding to the conditions set by the EU, Russia has aspired to retain its established subjectivity. It uses, in a sense, the bordering part of the ENP in articulating what it is not and in outlining a different spatial location. In this perspective, the invitation to join the ENP allows Russia to express that it is more than an ENP-related ‘friend’. Moreover, Russia does not think of itself as being located outside Europe-proper but claims, instead, centrality and insists on being positioned as one the key Europe-makers.
There are hence scant reasons for Russia, in viewing itself as a victim of foreign aggression and an entity that fought bravely back in the context of World War II and in the end defeated the aggressor, to capitulate. The anchorage in history has, in other words, to be preserved as abandonment would entail a belittlement of Russia’s historically based Europeanness. Invitations to step beyond history are not viewed as ‘progress’ or seen as moving ahead but tend, instead, to activate feelings of decline and lost grandeur. The constitutive stories are not about unequivocal success. Russia has thus not been set free, and owing to time being told with emphasis on the past, also borders and spatial delineations become viewed differently. With the ideal Russia located in history and exceeding the boundaries of its own possibility, borders are often perceived as being virtual and memory-based rather than real and actual. 
Obviously, this turns ‘neighbourhood’ into an issue difficult to agree upon for both ontological and epistemological reasons. This is so as the Russian conceptualizations tend to overlap with those very geographic areas in Europe’s East where also the EU aims, primarily through the ENP, to assert its authority of drawing crucial lines of demarcation. The space becomes in some sense shared, although not agreed upon and viewed similarly. In fact, as indicated by Russia’s refusal to join the ENP, the readings are far apart and the relationship in the context of the ‘neighborhoods’ tends to boil down to a clash between two very different stories pertaining to identity and subjectivity.
It is, furthermore, to be noted that the clash has in no way been eased by that the Baltic countries have been rather active in utilizing the added authority provided by their newly gained EU-membership. Actually, the opposite seems to be true. In their pursuance of the ENP-policies, the Balts have endeavored at drawing lines in a rather inclusive manner (also keeping the membership-option open) in the case of countries such a Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine. Russia, in turn, has been kept at a distance. The policies pursued have been premised on that Russia is far behind in temporal terms and also unwilling to position itself in the role of a ‘learner’. Whilst the Balts have been rather lenient in their approach as to the various ENP-related obligations in the case of the first category of ‘partners’, their approach vis-á-vis Russia has been strict and quite unforgiving. It may on good grounds be assumed that being exposed to such an asymmetric temporal positioning (although one largely coinciding with Russia’s own view of the ENP) makes it increasingly difficult for Russia to abide to a more positive reading of the ENP and use it as a basis for devising mutually reinforcing identities, that is identities resonating positively with each other.
What was initially coined by the EU as a possible Russia-policy hence seems to come out very differently as to the way the Baltic countries comprehend the ENP and pursue policies of ‘neighborhood’. The distance in terms of time in regard to Russia is taken to be so profound that exclusion as well as ousting from the EU’s ‘neighborhood’ and the drawing of rather sharp border remains the only available options.
 Russia is, in their existential rather than normal reading, not qualified to become a ‘partner’, ‘friend’ and ‘neighbor.
 For them, the very point of the ENP consists of inviting and allowing countries such as Georgia, Moldavia or Ukraine to enter the EU’s ‘neighborhood’, i.e. to be part of a space very different from if not opposite to the one on offer if the concept gets defined on the basis of Russia’s views of European time and space. 
In that sense, the framing that they have actively pursued stands for a kind of counter-move, one positioning Russia far outside a rather value-oriented Europe, and one which they have themselves – as to their own constitutive stories – recently joined in terms of their ‘return to Europe’. The ENP is then – according to a reading favored by the Baltic countries – about showing the Eastern ‘partners’ how to proceed along the same path. These ‘partners’ come out as almost ‘us’, whereas the aim is to establish and confirm the existence of mutually incompatible descriptions of self and other.
In sum, the policy of ‘neighborhood’ remains contested. Moreover, it has also been conducive to differing interpretations within the EU. There appear to be disagreement particularly in view of the teleologies of maturity and finality that undergird the ENP. The Union regards itself as having become authorized and entitled to create an explicit exterior of its own in the form of a ‘ring of friends’. It departs from that it may legitimately unfold within that configuration and project itself through its newly acquired normative qualities instrumentalized into the ENP, a policy setting out rules and norms for the ‘neighbors’ to abide. The Union may set criteria for various superiorities and inferiorities and also impact, through a newly acquired authorization, the essence of the neighboring ‘almost-Europe’, and more broadly bolster its actorness in the sphere of international relations at large by projecting itself as a model for others to copy. Notably, the endeavor has been met with some success but also considerable resistance may be traced.
Concluding Remarks

The paper has viewed the ENP as one of the platforms where crucial re-articulations have been recently underway as to the EU’s very being. Other similar and clearly identity-related sites consist of efforts of thematizing the EU as ‘a global actor’, the various debates pertaining to the emergence of the EU as a security actor, and one furnished with a security strategy of its own, or for that matter, those focusing on issue of immigration. 
By taking on and challenging the more instrumentalist accounts pertaining to the ENP – and thereby opening up alternative space for a different research agenda to unfold – the paper related the initiative above all to a discursive reproduction of Europe. It probed, in particular, a breach in that process, and did so by departing from that Europe – as a spatially and temporally bounded configuration – is not to be viewed as politically given. It is, instead, politically produced and therefore also always open to contestation and re-articulation. 
The European configuration is hence to be seen, the paper suggested, as constructed, i.e. variable and void of any fixed being in reflecting historically specific agents and resistances. Its identity is not natural or innate but composed of the intricate practices that signify and mark it out, with the recent emergence of a ‘neighborhood’ standing in this sense for a crucial boundary-producing move.  The boundaries are, in essence, drawn by naming the exception to what then constitutes the EU, and in this sense the introduction of terms such as ‘neighbors’, ‘friends’ and ‘partners’ coined in the context of the ENP, do not just inform about the entities named. The new vocabularies also point to the Union itself by indicating that a new lens and framing has been introduced, with the EU – and Europe more broadly – being then significantly re-articulated as a qualitatively new form of community. At large, there is an altered Union pursuing different policies vis-à-vis its external domain. This is to say that the ENP has been interrogated as the EU’s constitutive outside which offers a crucial inroad into exploring the unfolding of the Union in the post-Cold War and post-9/11 period, i.e. a period of radical destabilization.
The view of being politically produced rather than pre-given counteracts, as such, any efforts of what Slavoj Zizek (2003: 29) calls “de-subjectification”. Accordingly, the paper has refrained from reducing the EU to “a passive observer of its own acts”. The EU has neither been viewed as a polity that exists in a substantialist manner prior to entering into relations with other entities, nor has it been approached as a natural and progressive outgrowth of the conditions it encounters. It has, instead of being seen as intrinsically given, been regarded as being variable and in the midst of formidable change. 
The Union’s identity has, in that context, been provided with altered meaning through changes in the underlying spatio-temporal matrix. Arguably, the Union has moved from being previously seen as morally inferior to a posture of assumed moral maturity, this then also providing the ground for singling out difference, and to do so above all through moves of externally-oriented and increasingly also culturally premised securitization.
With the ‘neighbors’ being viewed as the EU’s constitutive outside, the naming of such a space has consequently been regarded as an effort to reconcile a wide variety of particularities as ‘a ring of friends’. This amounts to a configuration indicatory of how the Union expresses itself and consequently aspires to act in the world. 
It has to be added, however, that the approach applied and set up against mainstream research on the genesis and meaning of the ENP is not wholly novel as this line of enquiry has already been opened up in some recent studies. For one, Ruben Zaiotti (2006) has approached the neighborhood policy as a discursive construct and a space lodged between the safe inside of friends and the threatening outside of enemies. He notes, in going beyond the usual departures of the integrationist school of enquiry, that the ENP affects the EU as a whole and that it reflects a process in which “the EU was primarily concerned with itself”.  Julien Jeandesboz (2005, 2007) provides similar openings and Jan Ifversen together with Christoffer Kølvraa (2007) has been even more explicit about that the ENP stands, in essence, for identity politics. It is, they argue quite succinctly, “as much about the identity of Europe as it is about the handling of the relations to the neighboring states”. The coining of such a policy has the effect, they note, of highlighting a particular version of European identity. In that context a specific European subject is constructed as an actor in the world.

The aim here, then, has been to be even more explicit about Europe’s more recent transformations as articulated in the context of the ENP. The themes of change and rupture as to the spatio-temporal matrix underpinning the EU’s self-understanding have been probed further by singling out the alterations introduced through the projection of a ‘neighborhood’. The ENP has served, as a discourse, as an inroad into changes in the Union’s very being. In particular, the question has been posed what the new articulations aim at overriding and leaving behind, and with what effects. Moreover, in investigating the changes underway the paper has not merely focused on the Union’s spatial aspects and their impact on the figure of Europe in territorial terms but has also pinpointed various temporal alterations in order to conclude by viewing these two aspects in combination, that is to account for the re-articulated Europe both as something and somewhere.
The discourses pertaining to ‘neighborhood’ are not, the paper proposed, merely to be viewed and approached as efforts of profound re-articulation. They also aim, in some of their aspects, to fill the void that has been created by the demised of previous constitutive stories. A weakening of these has been caused, it appears, by a more general turmoil in the sphere of international relations. The ENP has then, if seen against this background, been coined in order to control and stabilize the impact of the collapse of previous certainties. And crucially, the creation of the initiative informs that the EU now comes into being above all by acting vis-à-vis the difference located in its own exterior. Its identity is constructed through those who are included out. Rather than focusing on remedying its own moral inferiority through policies of integration – as used to be the case – the Union has more recently been set up by projecting its newly gained positive normativity on others. It amounts, in that sense, to a ‘normative community’. Security has been traded for values and normativity as key constitutive arguments, this then implying that the way in which the Union gets grounded and bordered has changed considerably. Having matured and closed the books vis-à-vis its previous inferiority, the Union has allegedly gained the authority required in order to be able not only to speak but also act more fully than previously in the name of Europe. It does so in no more suffering, owing to Europe’s past sins, from a deficit but having instead accumulated a moral surplus.
With the demise of the previous valorization premised on intra-EU securitzation, the Union has been converted into a ‘community of post-security’ or a ‘community of a-security’. Yet, in some sense the change is also indicatory of the appearance of a void. The retreat of previous arguments utilized in grounding the EU as the basic reference has been accompanied by efforts of introducing new and rather normative departures to re-stabilize the Union. The EU then rests, if the efforts of re-articulation succeed, on much more firm ground. This is so as normativity, in being principled, enjoys certain permanence in contrast to security which does not call for common predicates or properties in a similar manner. 
In a nutshell, the changes in the discourse as to the efforts of recasting and retelling the EU may be depicted as follows: 
                                             Before                           Now
Relation to Norms                 Conforming to pre-      Standing for success and thereby                                       
                                              given norms                 new and exemplary normativity
Type of Space                       Space of moral and      Superior moral space of increased
                                              non-sovereign               sovereignty

                                              inferiority

Form of Actorness                Focusing on healing,    Engagement in the export 
                                              learning and critical      and projection of norms
                                              self-reflexion

Agency                                  Aiming at peace            Setting an example and acting as a  
                                               by escaping the             force for good vis-à-vis others
                                               EU’s own past

Direction of Action               Inwards-looking,           Geared towards the exterior,
                                              self-centered
                  externally oriented
Notably, the EU comes out in a dual sense within such a process of constitution. It is, on the one hand, ontologically labeled by uncertainty pertaining to recent turmoil. And yet, on the other hand, this very uncertainty grounds it in terms of an epistemology premised on its ability as well as an urge to map, devise, master and influence the emergent ‘neighborhood’. In other words, uncertainty breeds policies of certainty and stability. In addition to pointing at endeavors of arresting fluidity through a re-drawing of the lines of differentiation, the ENP bears witness to the Union’s capacity to construct and maintain a Europe to its own liking. The new policy of ‘neighborhood’ is hence there for the EU to appear as a superior moral space and to come into being as a ‘force for good’ in terms of actorness. It aims at carving out a space of post-redemption, with the achievement then also authorizing and providing the ground for the Union’s efforts of spreading its newly gained normative being. And more generally, the EU seems to be moving from having been largely structure-driven in gaining influence primarily through the virtue of its ontological existence towards increased agency and subject-driven policies.
It may be noted, though, that also the EU comes into being through relational processes. The ENP, in involving the construction of both the self and the other, singles out a platform for negotiation. Those slotted as ‘neighbors’ may provide the recognition that the Union aspires for, although they may also pursue policies of contestation. They have the power to accept or reject the aspired characteristics and ground for constitution by either assigning or denial.
 It may be noted, in this regard, that the happiness among the ‘neighbors’ has not always been overwhelming. There has been signs more recently of an ‘ENP fatigue’.
  The EU’s way of marking off difference – with the obligation to change falling upon others – has, in fact, on occasions been rejected. Russia, for one, has opted for a policy of resistance and Ukraine has complained loudly about being viewed as ‘almost European’. However, the EU’s efforts of drawing crucial lines of demarcation has also been weakened by internal differences pertaining to interpretation such as those existing between the mainstream Union members and the Baltic countries. The question has been activated who has the authority to define the EU’s essence within the configuration, and who has then the right to impose it and in which way on the exterior. The Union has not always succeeded in containing and stabilizing the proliferation of identities and, in consequence, the different readings have brought about a two-faced Union as may be evidenced in the context of the ENP. 
More particularly, whereas the various disagreements between the EU and Russia rest on the parties harboring quite different ontologies, those prevailing between Russia and the Balts tend to unfold within a shared and mutually supportive ontology, one deeply embedded in History. The vantage points are not the same. In particular, the contestations part of the latter sphere implies that the ENP constantly rests on a somewhat shaky ground. And unsurprisingly, there are then frequent negotiations as well as moves of bordering and re-bordering to be traced as to the concept of ‘neighborhood’. The concept remains very much alive both inside the EU as well as among those defined on the basis of such a categorization of difference.
It thus appears, with the ENP being a policy still in the making and not recognized as full-fledged success, that the void caused by the demise of the previous grounding has not altogether disappeared. As the identity aspired for is not fully secured and void of closure, the EU’s identity puzzle is, as might well be expected, still around. Thus, the EU’s search for purpose and meaning is bound to continue with considerable intensity with the EU remaining as a quite insecure configuration in regard to its very being.
This EU insecurity pertaining to its own identity bodes ill for the future of EU-Russia relations. One cannot fail to observe tremendous discursive inconsistencies and incompatibilities between Russia and the EU. Both sides have different interpretations of sovereignty and nationality, history and memory, power and interest. This produces different normative environments and normative foundations of policy-making. First and foremost, this is represented in institutions created to govern EU’s relations with the external environment, such as the ENP, but also Russia-specific policy instruments of the EU like the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (PCA) and the Four Common Spaces. The work of these institutions is blocked by contrasting discursive strategies and various understandings of partnership by Russia and by the EU. This results in the current policy impasse, highlighted by the long failure to open the talks on the new Partnership and Cooperation Agreement, and the slow progress of negotiation, once the talks were opened in 2008. 
The institutional deadlock calls for long-term and profound solutions. In order to heal the sources of mutual frustration, to abandon the rituals of mutual othering between Russia and the EU, and to break the deadlock, one has to problematize key policy discourses in Brussels and in Moscow. On the one hand, one has to question EU’s newly-discovered normativity as a messianic discourse, rooted in the traditional readings of Westernness as goodness. On the other hand, one also has to recognize that Moscow’s references to history and to its own past greatness are politically irrelevant in its dealing with Europe, or outright damaging. One possible, albeit a very idealistic, solution to this deadlock is a call for Euro-pluralism (Medvedev, 2008): an inclusive political discourse in which both Russia and Europe will accept the Other as a given, and not as something to be opposed or transformed. 
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� This paper has been written with the support of the Academic Grant of the State University – Higher School of Economics No. 08-01-01021


� As to studies linking the ENP to the legacy of the enlargement process, see among others Smith (2005), Del Sarto and Schumacher (2005), Guild (2005), Lavenex (2004), Comelli (2004) and Johansson-Nogués (2004).


�  R. Lee (1985) goes even further by arguing that with the image of Europe consisting of the institutional one, the parameters of time and place tend to be ignored altogether. The ‘totalizing image’ of institutional Europe obscures the temporal and spatial variations from sight or treats them, in his view, at best as containers abstracted from their social context.


� Robert Cooper (2003) could similarly be cited as an author arguing that the EU represents a radical temporal shift and stands for moves of progress. In dating the alleged change, he singles out the year 1989 and more generally points to the end of the Cold War as the formative moment. In his view, Europe ‘has moved beyond’ a world order based on the balance of power with the previous order being replaced by a new one premised on transnational openness and self-imposed rules of behavior.


�  As noted by Bahar Rumelili (2004: 46), the ‘post’ may also be provided with an ontological interpretation in the sense that the EU is premised on differentiation, although the reading of difference does not amount to – as it tends to do within a modern context – radical difference and enmity. The EU-Europe thus comes out, in view of its core constitutive features, as a polity premised on post-enmity. The critical reading at the bottom of being ‘post’ is therewith not only applied to interpretations of difference but also to the very ontology that invites for different readings. 


� For a critique of such an invocation, see Petersson and Hellström, 2003: 241. They point out that Prodi’s rendition may also be interpreted in a ‘back to the future’-manner with Charlemagne standing not just for European unity as an idea but also the first realization of it. Rather than subscribing to a linear temporality, Prodi’s narrative is in this sense restaurationist, the authors claim, with the historical becoming the actual. 


� For this argument. See Agnew 1997, and also Agnew and Corbridge, 1995.


� Valéry’s statement has been quoted by Ifversen, 2002: 153.


� In addition to Asia, also the East and America seem to figure as important others in the various type of constitutive discourses. Interestingly, each of these external others seem to be conducive to the coining of their own, distinct Europe.


� Ole Wæver (2002) has introduced an additional, identity-related account concerning why it has been so difficult to pin down Europe in any unequivocal terms. He then views Europe as a sphere of identity-projection and a kind of discursive battle-field, a field where different conceptualization meet and often also clash. Various EU-members each advocate their own understanding of Europe, one compatible with their own identity, with Europe then being one of the central categories that the we’s of the members take. In this reading, Europe and the EU have to come in plural in order for the various identities to remain intact and the projections credible. The success of the European project might indeed depend on the distinctive interpretation each member can extract from the discourse on Europe. Similarly to some other renditions, Wæver’s approach tends to place diversity at the very core of the EU’s – and more broadly Europe’s – identity. Such an approach premised on the avoidance of categorical closure has the advantage that the EU-Europe then also remains rather open and non-bordered in regard to the outsiders of the configuration.


� By the use of the term geopolitics Diez does not refer to the classical geopolitical school of international politics but uses the terms in order to point more generally to spatial and territorial factors.


� See, Council of the European Union, A Secure Europe in a Better World. European Security Strategy (Brussels, 12 December 2003), at http://ue.eu.int/pressData/en/reports/78367.pdf


� The EU did not just lack strategic thinking but had no military component at all up to 1999, see Bailes, 2005, 2.


� Interestingly, the Western Balkans are still framed as part of the EU’s struggle against its own past. Membership is, in the case of actors located within that sphere, not a foregone option. They may, owing to a different ontology, be treated differently from the ‘neighbors’. With the EU still comprehended as a ‘peace project’, the perceptions pertaining to the exterior remain more in gray than black and white. This implies, among other things, that Serbia is not to be framed as part of the post-enlargement challenge but may, if need be in order to ease the Kosovo-problematique, be provided with a fast track towards membership.


� See Verheugen, 2004. In the various speeches, the ENP candidate countries are not purported as enemies. They remain, instead, sites of instability and chaos rather than being viewed as sources of outright insecurity.


� See, Prodi 2002.


�  On the background of the ENP and related discourses, see for example Balfour and Rotta 2005; Comelli, 2004; Dodini and Fantini 2006;  Emerson, Noutcheva and Popescu 2007;  Hänggi and Tanner 2005; Kelley 2006;  Smith 2005;  Wallace 2003: as well as the special issue on the ENP of Deutsche Aussenpolitik (19): 6, 2007 edited by Marco Overhaus et.al. 


� For example Javier Solana, EU’s High Representative for the CFSP and the EDSP, argued in autumn 2007 that the EU’s main challenge now consists of acting as ”a credible force for good”. ”From a continental agenda, we should move to a global agenda. From building peace in Europe to being a paece-builder in the world”, he argued. See ”Countering globalisation’s dark side”, Europe’s World, policy dossier (www..consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/CMS_Data/docs/pressdata/EN/article/96791.pdf).


�  The sentence reads: “Acting together, the European Union and the United States can be a formidable force for good in the world”. European Security Strategy, p. 13


� Bo Stråth (2000: 386) reminds that the term comes from the Latin integer meaning intact, untouched, whole, complete and unimpeachable. It refers, he notes, in the sphere of social sciences to processes of unification of separate units, processes in which they merge to form larger entities.


�  Prodi posited the ‘neighbours’ in the EU’s ‘backyard’ (the inverted commas figured in the written text) in the context of arguing that the ENP will not start with the promise of membership. However, it would as such not exclude eventual membership, albeit at the same time he stated that accession only applies to countries on the continent. See Prodi 2002. 


� This is a concept launched into the scholarly debate above all by Ian Manners (2002; 2006). The concept aims at depicting the EU in humanitarian, civilian and civilizing terms. The EU’s power lies, according to Manners, in its ability to set the standards and then project its core values beyond its borders. The concept seems to be taken for an essentialist one in the sense there is no reference to previous experiences of war and moral break-down. See also Helene Sjursen (2006) for an effort to explore the approach further in relation to the Union’s foreign and security policies. Jürgen Habermas (2003) and Ulrich Beck (2003) have, for their part, used the related concept of ‘cosmopolitan society’ in their renditions. The concept undoubtedly points to rather broadly, if not universally valid values that go beyond national and regional outlooks.


� With the argument of security losing its grip on the constitution of the EU in the context of the intra-EU domain, the Union turns into a community of post-security. On this, see Joenniemi, 2007.


� A similar conclusion has been drawn by Andreas Behnke (2007: 91) in his study on the discursive construction of NATO after the Cold War. He refers, in that context, to Pierre Bourdieu’s notion that successful performative speech always depends on the complicity of those subjected to it.


� They consist of Algeria, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Egypt, Georgia, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, Moldavia, Morocco, the Palestinian Authority, Syria, Tunisia and Ukraine. See ‘What is the European Neighbourhood Policy?’, ENP website http://ec.europa.eu/world/enp/policy_en.htm.


� See, ‘Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament: On Strengthening the European Neighbourhood Policy’. Brussels, 4 December 2006 and ‘Communication from the Commission: A Strong European Neighbourhood Policy’, Brussels, 05/12/2007 (http://ec.europa.eu/world/enp/documents_en.htm).


� There appears, interestingly, to be tensions to be traced between Russia’s identity-related needs and its more economic and material needs as the latter have been conducive to Russia joining the ENP-related financial instrument, the ENPI.


� On the planning stages of the ENP, see Batt et.al. 2003 and Smith 2005.


� On Russia located in time and space, see Morozov, 2008, and Secrieru, 2006.


� It may, however, be noted in his context that the Baltic countries actually have a rather similar understanding with Russia as to time and the temporal grounding of political space Their Grand Narrative is firmly anchored in past experiences and premised on having been forced to remain part of the Soviet space and then succeeding in leaving it. Their reading and the pride concerning that exit and coming again into being in their ‘true’ sense unfolds very much within a standard power political logic. There are thus epistemological rather than ontological tensions to be traced between various interpretations pertaining to the essence of the ENP as their othering of Russia is not premised on the same normativity that underpins the ENP within the EU at large. It appears that the Balts have not themselves, and at least not yet, made the temporal jump of leaving classical Realpolitik thinking behind. In other words, they actively employ and make use of the EU’s newly gained normative essence in the process of inclusion and exclusion, although aspire themselves to stay aloof from any redemption or efforts of leaving the notorious past of power politics behind. And why should they as they seen themselves as mere victims with no blame to share? Overall, the Balts do not just actively apply the ENP and position themselves within such a discourse but also provide it with an interpretation of their own, one better suited to underpin their in some sense still not-so-European departures and constitutive moves as to identities and communality. Their core constitutive arguments still predominantly consists of classical securitization, with the argument of security directed against others (Russia’s assumed aggressiveness and expansionism) rather than seen as something self-induced and thereby also a negative property and state of affairs to be overcome by self-relexion. Some other countries, among them Finland and Poland, draw on somewhat similar lines of constitution, although they have stayed with a far lower profile in the context of the ENP.


� For a reading of the policies pursued by the Baltic countries, see Mälksoo, 2006. Along similar lines, see also Petersoo, 2007.


� This is the conclusion drawn by Esther Barbé and Elisabeth Johansson-Nogués (2008: 81) on the basis of their gauging of how the ENP works as a ‘force for good’. Their findings point to “the EU as more a modest than a fully fledged ‘force for good’”.
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