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Abstract

Having no internal borders, what is a border for the European Union (EU)? Which cri-
teria does this powerful organization pursue in its decision-making on further expansion: 
geographical, political, cultural, economic or all of these? What is the profi t of the Union in 
advancing its external borders to the east? And why to the east and not the south or west 
across the Atlantic? Does it still mean that there is the reason for enlarging eastward based 
on the geographical belonging to Europe?1.

This paper discusses the expansion of the European Union to the east with the main 
focus on its political and economic aspects of integration. The fi rst part includes intro-
duction to the concept of Europe, historic background about the formation of the united 
Europe in terms of geography, culture, politics and economy, juxtaposing opinions and 
viewpoints of different experts and political scientists on “what is Europe?” and what are 
the core issues of its enlargement. The second and third parts are dedicated to the advan-
tages and disadvantages of European Integration for both parties concerned – the EU and 
the candidate/member state, in the case of the former having its own “demarcation policy” 
towards certain regions of the continent when it comes to unifi cation. And the fourth part 
is about the communication and miscommunication of the informative bodies of the Euro-
pean Union that are responsible for public awareness on any process that goes on within 
the European family. The lack of information results in the ignorance of citizens of Euro-
pean and partner countries, which, of course, refl ects on the further processes of expansion 
on the political level and cultural perception and mentality on the social level.

The conclusion sums up the research, and the bibliography lists the books, articles, 
monographs and Internet sources used in the course of the study.

Key words: border-making policy, European Union, enlargement, Eastern Partnership, 
Commuication.

The Concept of Enlarged Europe

The history of EU expansion is rather new, since the Union itself does not have a 
long history, however, the historians would argue this point bringing forward the 

1 Author’s note, certain sources give various defi nitions of what is Europe. The reference proposed 
by Martin W. Lewis and Kären Wigen represents the Eurocentric approach “The idea of Europe as a 
distinct continent is of course another outcome of Eurocentric conception. Europe is also referred to 
as a continent in offi cial EU documents such as the draft of the constitution” in the Myth of Continents: 
A critique of Metageography, (Lewis, Wigen, 1997) also cited by Dominic Saschenmaier in his article 
Recent Trends in European History: The World Beyond Europe and Alternative Historical Spaces, published 
in the “Journal of Modern European History”, (2009), 7. In the same article D. Saschenmaier also 
states that “in many comparative projects the category of »Europe« is unfortunately often reifi ed as 
historically given rather than systematically explored” (Saschenmaier 2009, p. 12). 
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seeds that the EU grew on and that the idea of a united Europe (or United States of 
Europe) had been introduced long before the establishment of the European Coal 
and Steel Community (1952, founded by Belgium, France, Italy, Luxembourg, 
the Netherlands and West Germany) and its successor The European Economic 
Community (1957, established by the same states pursuing the harmonization of 
economy of the member states). 

Different disciplines have their own solution to the issue as to when the Euro-
pean Union was established, why it expands and what are the motives for the 
expansion. 

The enlargement of the European Union is a rather challenging process that 
not only affects the Union itself but also the candidate and neighboring countries, 
that, for some reason, are not considered to be “enough democratized”, “geogra-
phically are out of Europe” or do not meet “the European values” to become a 
member of the European family. 

The perennial issues of “what is Europe” and “who can the EU legitimately 
claim to represent” inevitably arise with enlargement (Sjursen 2002, p. 491-513). 
And according to William Wallace, the most fundamental problem of enlarge-
ment is “fi nding criteria for defi ning what a European state is, or where Europe 
stops” (Wallace 1992, p. 34-51), referring to the European identity and the charac-
teristics of the values that are defi ned as European. 

Dominic Saschenmaier states that many scholars point out that the enthusiasm 
for European history is mainly concentrated on European countries such as Ger-
many, France, and the Benelux countries, whereas in societies as the United King-
dom, for example, Euro-skepticism is still dominant. He believes that for many poli-
tical and intellectual elites “European Union has been an elite-driven project devoid 
a concomitant force majeure”, and this is the reason that the distinct European iden-
tity and a matching notion of historical consciousness are often portrayed as “poten-
tial cornerstones of a Europe-wide political culture – a culture that would create a 
solid frame for deepening and widening union”. (Saschenmaier 2009, p. 16-17).

Different scholars point out two decisive factors as crucially necessary for Euro-
pean integration: 1) the reconstruction of the nation-states after World War II and 
recreation of the suffered economy (Gehler 2010, p.85-108), and 2) the Cold War 
and the polarization of the world system (Berend 2009, p.79-105). They suggest 
that perhaps it was the fear of the Soviet Union and the spread of communism that 
mobilized the integration of Western Europe, or maybe it was the direct infl uence of 
globalization and/or globalizing economy as a main driver for the integration. As 
Manuel Castells put it, “European integration is, at the same time, a reaction to the 
process of globalization and its most advanced expression” (Castells 1998, p.318).

The Westphalian system of sovereign nation-states is being challenged as natio-
nal administrations lose their “gate-keeper-role” between domestic and interna-
tional politics (Blatter 2008). Borders are multidimensional (Risse 2004, p.248-253). 
For certain world regions they are already being considered as unnatural forma-
tions, for instance, the European Union. Nevertheless, they are physical entities 
that determine peoples’ perceptions (Yndigegn 2011, p.48-49), lives, and fates. 
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“Borders are spatial representations of power relations, and they become refl ec-
ted in the minds of the people who live with and along the borders” (Anderson, 
O’Dowd 1999, p. 593-604; Delanty 2006, p. 183-202).

Borders divide people, attaching certain characteristics to them identifi ed as 
belonging to this or that state and/or nation, religion, culture, being native or 
foreign, allies or enemies, etc. Borders are social constructions, but they construct 
social relations as well (Yndigegn 2011, p. 4).

Despite its unity, the EU still has differentiation between its member-states with 
the simple demarcation of East and West when attributing to different geographi-
cal (as well as political) parts of the Union or East and Central Europe referring to 
the Eastern and Central European countries with the seeming dominance of the 
so-called western founder states. In his Zurich speech Winston Churchill spoke of 
the creation of “the United States of Europe under Franco-German leadership,” 
thus attaching the “western” superiority and referring to the Soviet Union (under 
the infl uence of which were today’s eastern European member-states) as “destruc-
tive of European civilization and values” (Churchill, 19 Sept. 1946)

Later on in her speech delivered to the College of Europe in Bruges, Margaret 
Thatcher pointed out the importance of Europe’s Unity to protect its borders 
and territory, nevertheless, she also separated Eastern and Western Europe, “We 
should develop the WEU [Western European Union], not as an alternative to 
NATO, but as a means of strengthening Europe’s contribution to the common 
defence of the West [against Soviet forces which are constantly being moder-
nized]. Above all, at a time of change and uncertainly in the Soviet Union and 
Eastern Europe, we must preserve Europe’s unity and resolve so that whatever 
may happen, our defence is sure”2.

Despite all the speeches and efforts to have a united space, single market eco-
nomy, secured borders and equal rights for the candidate countries based on the 
common acquis communautaire, the EU still gives priorities to this or that country 
not referring to the legal criteria of integration but perhaps to the geographic and 
cultural proximity.

Helene Sjursen gives three different criteria to the prioritizations of the EU’s 
enlargement policy in regards to other candidate-states in the overall enlargement 
process. She differentiates “utility”, “values” and “rights”, where “utility” refers 
to the Union’s effort to fi nd effi cient solutions to concrete problems or dilemmas, 
certainly benefi cial to interests and preferences in a given moment; “values” 
represent the “good life” of a specifi c community, and rights refer to a set of prin-
ciples that are mutually recognized by all parties, irrespective of their particular 
interests, perceptions of “good life” and cultural identity (Sjursen 2002, p. 495).

Thus, why is there this prioritization and does it exist in fact? When conside-
ring the different rounds of enlargement and analyzing the profi ts that the Euro-
pean Union had, most of the factors speak for the cultural, economic as well as 
geographical proximity at the same time accounted for by the goods turnover and 

2 The speech delivered by British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher’s to the College of Europe 
“The Bruges Speech”, September 20, 1988, can be found at http://www.margaretthatcher.org/
document/107332
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market economy from which the EU members on the borderland benefi ted from 
new member states. 

Wolfram Kaiser (Kaiser 2010, p.45-65) suggests focusing on particular effects 
of EU policies, mainly the free movement of people (which according to Francois-
-Xavier Laffeach leaves a strong impact on peoples’ identities and preferences for 
“Europe”) (Kaiser 2010, p. 60), abolition of border controls based on the Schen-
gen Agreement or the hybridization of cross-national border regions with their 
own characteristics and identities. He places the core of the history of European 
integration in the intersection between EU politics and policy-making and social 
developments on the ground, within and across national societies. Another rather 
interesting opinion on the enlargement of the European Union is expressed by 
Jürgen Maier and Berthold Rittberger (Maier 2008, p. 244-268).

 When discussing on “where to draw the line” and “what prompts the EU 
member-states to “shift” the EU’s geographical border”, J. Maier and B. Rittberger 
bring in the issue of the public attitude either in the EU member-states or in acces-
sion countries supporting the idea that the European integration process depends 
on individual attitudes towards one’s nation and the level of support for vertical 
integration, i.e. whether the country is ready to transfer its sovereignty from natio-
nal to EU level.

This gives rise to the idea of the territorial governance of the European Union 
as a unity and the member-states as constituent parts of the unity across national 
and geographic boundaries, identities, peoples. With each round of enlargement 
the spatial planning of the Union emerges on the agenda of the policy makers 
bringing up new challenges to the defi nition of transnational government, territo-
riality, institutionalization and re-spacing. Thus, the concept of a common Europe 
comes up to a new platform.

Every time, with the growth of the European Union the initial discourse of the 
notion of the “European space” based on the idea of mobility of goods and people, 
political integration and single economic market reshapes the form of previous 
knowledge giving birth to its new modes in order to restructure the EU policy 
agenda and European space following its recent trends and dimension in socio-
-political, economic and structural aspects. 

Ole B. Jensen and Tim Richardson set out the idea of the nature of the “Euro-
pean project” and the meaning of contemporary political integration, drawing out 
issues for spatial policy making as well as sociological and geographical theories, 
which they call “a cultural sociology of space” (Jensen, Richardson 2004, p.1). The 
narrative that they introduce to open up perspectives on the making of Euro-
pean space within the policy processes and the EU institutions is the discourse 
of “Europe as monotopia,” which captures the idea of a one-dimensional (mono) 
discourse of space and territory (topia/topos) (Jensen, Richardson 2004, p.3-10). 

They represent the initial idea of creating a united European territory in the 
light of utopia (the word “utopia” in its etymological sense having literal conno-
tation of “no place” interpreted by Thomas More (More 1561) as inaccessible or 
never achievable goals of humankind’s dreams and ambitions at the same time 
bearing the association attributed by Utopian socialist thinkers in intellectual and 
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political currency as the best of all the places in the world – being “no place” in 
the “real world” (Jensen, Richardson 2004, p.1). And thus questioning as to what 
sort of Europe (in spatial terms) is being constructed by the integration to lie at the 
heart of the new spatial vision and surfaces of the policies of European integration 
they introduce the “space of monotopia”.

Mutual benefits of enlargement

Thus, the expansion of the EU to the East precedes the readiness of the Union 
itself to enlargement and the preparedness of the candidate countries to meet the 
commitments of the acquis communautaire to become full members. Both players 
in the enlargement process pursue the main prospects of economic stability and 
border and national security. Nevertheless, despite the common interests, the bor-
dering countries should be more interested in becoming a member of the Union 
in order to make use of the advantages given to them in joining the EU. However, 
having no mutual (if not even more) benefi t, the Union would not start the negotia-
tions with any of the Central and Eastern European countries (CEEC) to expand its 
political and economic unity. The European Commission uses the concept of “three 
C” – coherence, coordination and complementarity3 in the EU development policy 
to register steady advance and progress in its strategic goals. In almost all of its 
annual reports the European Commission speaks about “benefi ts of enlargement” 
still from the prism of integration and regional cooperation. In this regard, H. Sjur-
sen discusses the concerns of the Commission’s task force to introduce a section 
“benefi ts of enlargement” in the annual report to ensure the EU’s commitment to 
the enlargement to make it believable for the applicant states (Sjursen 2002, p. 499). 
Still if the enlargement was not benefi cial to the EU, mainly in terms of economy, 
security, border policy as well as political power and labor force, it would never 
think of enlarging just out of mercy or for the sake of the welfare of potential candi-
date countries, investing enormous sums of money in their development. 

In 2002, almost EUR 430 million were committed and EUR 383 million disbur-
sed to East European and Central Asian countries “to assess the potential impact 
of enlargement on EU relations with east European countries, within the frame-
work of the »Wider Europe« concept, which aims at enhancing stability and nar-
rowing the prosperity gap on the new external borders of the EU. This will lead 
to increased support for activities that promote cross-border cooperation, parti-
cularly with respect to the western NIS (Newly Independent States)” (European 
Commission Annual Report 2003, p.9). Even in the 2001 edition of “Enlargement 
of the European Union” (Verheugen, 2001). Günter Verheugen, Member of the 
European Commission responsible for Enlargement said, “Enlargement is both 
an historic opportunity and an obligation for the European Union and so is one of 
our highest priorities” (Verheugen 2001, p. 3). He stated that the benefi ts of enlar-
gement – political and economic – were already visible. It is interesting to note 

3 Annual report 2003 on the European Community’s development policy and the implementation of exter-
nal assistance in 2002, http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/multimedia/publications/documents/
annual-reports/europeaid_annual_report_2003_en.pdf
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that he points out the benefi ts for Europe and the candidate countries separately, 
in case of the former he especially stresses the following fi elds: a) The extension of 
the zone of peace, stability and prosperity in Europe will enhance the security of 
all its peoples; b) The addition of more than 100 million people, in rapidly growing 
economies, to the EU’s market of 370 million will boost economic growth and 
create jobs in both old and new member states; c) There will be a better quality of 
life for citizens throughout Europe as the new members adopt EU policies for pro-
tection of the environment and the fi ght against crime, drugs and illegal immigra-
tion; d) Enlargement will strengthen the Union’s role in world affairs – in foreign 
and security policy, trade policy, and the other fi elds of global governance.

As we see here, he not only speaks about the economic and political factors, 
but also the social and environmental issues in a global context attaching a rather 
signifi cant importance to the adoption of the Union’s policies for a quicker and 
better integration of the eastern and central candidates to face the global challen-
ges together with the same objectives. 

As for the benefi ts to Central and Eastern Europe he points out a) the emer-
gence of stable democracies and integration of the minorities; b) economic reforms 
having led to high rates of economic growth and better employment prospects; 
and here he cannot but add that all these developments were due to the fi nancial 
assistance of the EU in terms of future membership prospects, and of course, the 
growing trade surplus that the EU enjoyed with these countries (€17bln in 2000 
[Verheugen 2001] even when these countries were not yet members).

Prioritization and delaying tactics of the EU

In fact the integration into the European Union is a slow and incremental pro-
cess, which differs from country to country. Despite the complexity of the ove-
rall procedure, the European Union seems to have good experience in integrating 
neighboring countries into the European family. The fi rst steps towards the eastern 
(fi fth) enlargement were made during the meeting of the Copenhagen European 
Council in 1993 and with the signing of the Amsterdam Treaty (October 1997) as 
a result of which the accession negotiations started with six candidates in 1998. In 
order to enter the Union, candidate countries should fulfi ll the Copenhagen crite-
ria and meet the demands of the acquis communautaire, which is the accumulated 
body of the European Union law comprised of 35 chapters. The main condition for 
membership is that a candidate state fully accepts the acquis. Despite the fact that 
the criteria technically should be the same for every country wishing to access the 
Union, the EU depending on the case somehow reforms the existing policies, to 
cope with peculiarities of certain countries (not speaking about Turkey, as this is 
another case), nevertheless the acquis practically remained unchanged. However, 
having the prospect of the fi fth enlargement4 (in 2004), the European Council agreed 
on adding certain requirements - apart from the total acceptance of the acquis - for 
4 Rounds of enlargement were the following: First in 1973 Britain, Denmark, Ireland; second in 1981 

Greece; third in 1986 Portugal and Spain; fourth in 1995 Austria, Finland, Sweden; fi fth (the biggest 
enlargement) in 2004 Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, 
Slovakia, Slovenia, which concluded with the acceptance of Romania and Bulgaria in 2007. 
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the Eastern and Central European countries to fulfi ll due to the political, economic 
and institutional transformation they had to meet as a result of post-communism 
development in order not to break the already existing institutional structure of 
the European Union.

There are three Copenhagen criteria for an applicant country to fulfi ll – politi-
cal, economic and institutional (and legislative in terms of the acquis):

• stability of institutions guaranteeing democracy, the rule of law, human 
rights and respect for and protection of minorities;

•  the existence of a functioning market economy as well as the capacity to 
cope with competitive pressure and market forces within the Union;

•  the ability to take on the obligations of membership including adherence 
to the aims of political, economic and monetary union5.

•  As Anna Michalski noted after these conditions the European Council 
added some more, like the good neighborly relations, adjustment of admi-
nistrative structures, stable economic and monetary environment, etc. In 
a word, the criteria required continuous monitoring in case of the fi fth 
enlargement, as similar things did not exist in other cases (Michalski 2006, 
p. 270-293). These “measures” were taken either to prevent the accession 
of the so-called “unwanted” members, or they were a kind of precaution 
against countries previously under Soviet infl uence. Here we can even 
recall the ambiguity in the economic criteria for accession – a) functioning 
market economies, and b) to have, by the date of accession, the capacity to 
cope with clash and market forces within the EU6.

This was introduced despite the full awareness that after the collapse of the 
east soviet bloc, there was a huge difference in average income levels, technologi-
cal standards, legal systems, institutions, economy and the overall differences in 
the structure under the communist regime (Sajdik 2008, p. 6).

 Still, the EU seems to give priority to some states in comparison to the others 
both by the allocation of pre-accession aid and the accession process itself. 

For this, H. Sjursen suggests two hypotheses on the EU enlargement in terms 
of economic benefi ts: 1) the EU would prioritize enlargement to those states where 
the gain would be higher than the cost. The gain would be defi ned in terms of a) 
economic gain; b) security gain; and 2) the EU would prioritize enlargement to 
those states that respect the universal principles of human rights and democracy 
(Sjursen 2002, p. 495).

As is known, full integration is possible only with the consensus of all the member 
states, however, during the history of European integration, the founding members 
used the blocking or delaying (Schimmelfennig 2001, p. 47-80) tactics several times, 
refusing to open negotiations with potential candidates and giving priority to other 
states. These tactics give birth to new associations or diplomatic tricks. In the case of 
Central and Eastern European countries’ fi rst demands for full membership, they 
were offered the chance to become part of the “European Confederation” or “Stabi-
5 Copenhagen criteria 1993, http://ec.europa.eu/bulgaria/documents/abc/72921_en.pdf
6 Copenhagen criteria 1993, http://ec.europa.eu/bulgaria/documents/abc/72921_en.pdf
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lity Pact” (Schimmelfennig 2001, p. 56) and in case of Turkey, the only association the 
EU could think of, was to offer the country “a privileged partnership,” which still can 
be mutually benefi cial for both sides, if the views and positions of the country’s home 
and foreign policy and the EU’s external relations policy are well defi ned.

On the other hand the Treaties of Maastricht and Amsterdam were the fi rst 
signals for the biggest enlargement. Nevertheless, the CEEC fi rst bid resulted 
in joining association or “membership light” (i.e. to exclude more cost-intensive 
Community policy), as Frank Schimmelfennig calls it, which enables potential 
winners to intensify economic market integration. 

The seemingly distinct policy of the European Union sometimes sheds a blur-
red light on the transparency of integration and the real intent of the EU, where 
Turkey is the brightest example. The so-called “excuses” used for CEEC acces-
sion, have taken up new force for Turkey and European Neighborhood Policy and 
Eastern Partnership countries. The EU always has a plan “B” behind the integra-
tion criteria, if the candidate country does not “appeal” to the Union. However, it 
remains unclear, why then it accepts the application and starts offi cial talks with 
a potential member if the latter has no chances of integration, moreover, if the 
Union has not defi ned its criteria for “Europe”. 

Where the border ends: Eastern Partnership

Taking into account that the economic situation in some of the Central and 
Eastern European countries did not differ much at the time of the opening of nego-
tiations from other post-Soviet countries in transition, the question arises why 
the European Union decided to close its external borders to the east stopping at 
Poland, Slovakia and Romania, whereas Ukraine, Moldova and Belarus (though 
the political regime is different here) are geographically located on the same bor-
derline of geographical Europe, even closer, than Balkan and Scandinavian coun-
tries. And if expanding Europe not only on the border proximity of its geography, 
Turkey, Armenia, Georgia and Azerbaijan could also easily fi t into the concept.

Probably with this in mind, in 2008 the Eastern Partnership (EaP) was initiated 
(and inaugurated in 2009) to establish free trade and partnership relations with 
eastern neighbors of the European Union – Armenia, Georgia, Azerbaijan, Mol-
dova, Ukraine and Belarus – at the same time continuously negotiating on visa 
liberation issues but actively avoiding the possibility of talks on future member-
ship. Considering these post-Soviet countries of strategic importance, the EU stri-
ves to hold its grip on them, institutionalizing and developing the human rights, 
democracy, rule of law, market economy, sustainability, minority issues, etc. 

“To address the new co-operation needs specifi cally linked to the Eastern Part-
nership, the Commission has earmarked € 600 million for the period 2010-2013, inc-
luding € 350 million of fresh funds. This € 350 million top up adds to existing funds 
for the six Partner Countries within the framework of the European Neighborhood 
and Partnership Instrument”7.

7 Vademecum on fi nancing in the frame of the Eastern Partnership 2010, http://eeas.europa.eu/eastern/
docs/eap_vademecum_en.pdf
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However, the EU seems to have its favorites among the EaP states as well - Ukra-
ine and Moldova that have the highest chances out of the six EaP states to become full 
members one day. Ukraine perhaps has more possibilities for membership than an 
offi cial candidate Turkey, which has been running for membership for over 60 years. 

Thus, the question is what are the benefi ts of the European Union when fi nan-
cing the democratization of the Eastern Partnership countries? What is the main 
aim of this superpower to close its offi cial borders on the geographical Eastern 
Europe and the Caucasus, making these countries a bridge separating it from 
Russia (apart from the Russian enclave of Kaliningrad)? Does the EU fear Russia, 
thus considering these six countries a safety zone or it is a strategic approach of 
increasing the economic profi t through more or less cheap import and export or 
cheaper labor force without formally having a single market with these countries?

Communication and public awareness 

towards enlargement

The process of globalization was not simply an expansion of the European 
continent but a new world order of domination and subordination (Geyer 1995, 
p.1034-1060) among different regions. 

The website of the European Commission treats globalization as a positive 
thing for the European Union on one hand – from the prospective of liberalizing 
transport costs and technological processes in free trade and goods turnover 
among the member states, increasing the EU economic functionality, thus brin-
ging good benefi ts; on the other hand challenging the Union to rise its competiti-
veness in order to follow the new trends of globalization (which they equalize to 
the rise of international economic integrity)8.

Thus focusing on the economic globalization in general, mainly based on the 
transnational infrastructural and technological communication, the main system 
of control seemed to have been turned a blind eye to. I speak about public opinion 
and communication with the societies of member and candidate states in order 
to increase the public awareness on integration and expansion issues. Despite the 
fact that the European Union’s Information Centers and the Commission’s Euro-
barometer project operate on a very high level of professionalism providing all 
types of information in different parts of the world, the society still lacks fi rst-hand 
experience with the Union, and the main existing communication and source of 
information is the media. 

In the year 2000, the European Commission adopted its Communication Stra-
tegy for Enlargement with the objective to communicate the reasons and strategies 
for enlargement, the challenges and impacts, and to provide information on the 
candidate countries trying to promote dialogue between the policy-makers and 
the public9.

8 http://ec.europa.eu/economy_fi nance/international/globalisation/index_en.htm
9 see: the European Commission’s Communication Strategy for Enlargement adopted in May 2000, 

http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/archives/pdf/enlargement_process/past_enlargements/
communication_strategy/sec_737_2000_en.pdf
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The Communication Strategy mainly emphasizes the importance of communi-
cation on the online platform based on the fact that it is more effective and che-
aper, however, it does not take into account that not every citizen will go to the 
website of the European Commission to check the information on the enlargement 
process, unless he/she has a personal or professional interest in the overall pro-
cedure, consequently they depend on the information provided through media 
coverage, which holds true especially for those levels of political system that are 
perceived as “far away” (Maier, Rittberger, 2008, p. 243-267) from everyday life. 

And of course, mass media also creates certain attitudes towards the enlarge-
ment process, since every media outlet in every country has its own strategy and 
“angle” for covering certain events on the political and international level. The 
same piece of news can be covered with different angles, apart from the “5 Ws” 
that are the core of journalism10. According to Liesbet Hooghe and Gary Marks 
this means that “the public opinion is constrained by political ideology, politi-
cal parties and elites in domestic countries” (Hooghe, Marks 2005, p. 419-443). It 
is an undeniable fact that the media infl uences the understanding of the subject 
through the modes of presentation, suppression of certain details and framing 
of individual perception (Maier, Rittberger 2008, p. 247-248) towards a certain 
piece of news, object and event, thus indirectly dictating to the public on what to 
think about it. Increasingly over the course of the twentieth century, struggles for 
autonomy have turned into contestations over the terms of global integration – 
not over whether the world should move together but by whom and under what 
terms the identities of individuals, social groups and entire societies should be 
defi ned. As this point is reached and passed again and again, the former center 
loses particularity; the more globalization proceeds, the less any regions or society 
can pretend to control the struggle over the terms of integration (Geyer, Bright, 
1995, p. 1058). 

J. Maier and B. Rittberger analyzing the empirical data (conducted by Erik 
Jones and Niels van der Bijl in 2004) gathered during the study on public support 
for EU enlargement, came up with the results showing the citizens’ support based 
on “trading relations between »old« member states and accession countries, the 
geographic proximity … and identity-related factors, such as historic relationships 
and cultural aspects [including religion]” (cultural background variables) (Maier, 
Rittberger 2008, p. 246-250). 

Thus, we can state that the public attitude towards the European enlargement 
is more or less country-centered, based on the media evaluation irrespective of the 
mode of portrayal – positive, negative or even neutral, and historically, culturally 
and geographically driven. Because of the lack of direct contact with the EU struc-
tures, the ancient system of information circulation comes into force – spreading 
from “mouth to mouth.” The media being considered the “fourth power” conti-
nues to form public opinion. 

10 Five Ws are Who? What? When? Where? Why? And How? Nevertheless the answers to the last 
two questions will differ, as there is the human factor – approach, attitude and bias of a journalist 
and media outlet.
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Conclusion

Summing up it can be stated that the enlargement towards east gives more 
stability and security to the Union and a guarantee to avoidance of unprecedented 
political, economic and other external factors, good location and geographical pro-
ximity to the members, which in its turn results in economic growth, goods and 
labor force mobility, peace and prosperity. 

The European Union due to the trends of globalization is ready to face any chal-
lenge and to change tactics dictated by the circumstances. Though there is no clear 
defi nition of the concept of “Europe” and “demarcation of external borders” the EU 
considers every possible solution to increase the market economy and the security 
of the Union. Even if it was a hard task to bring up the economies of CEEC before 
and after the integration, the EU, having in mind the future benefi ts to gain from the 
central and eastern neighbors, adopted various policies to keep on going the eco-
nomies of the previously soviet-infl uenced and currently European member states. 
Nevertheless, inside the Union the delineation of East and West continues as a geo-
graphical and political notion, thus separating the founder states from the newly 
accessed ones, showing the superiority of the West over the East, which is mainly 
driven by economic factors. On the other hand, the integration of central and eastern 
countries of the European continent was more or less a smooth process accounted 
for by the cultural and historic similarities of the European countries. 

Despite the re-bordering and de-bordering of the territories of the Union, as 
well as the existing or non-existing borders within the EU, these boundaries go 
on being social constructions underlined by collective identities, shared memories 
between bordering nations and different generations, which have their infl uence 
on political processes ongoing in political and geographic Europe with country-
-centered public attitude towards the European enlargement.

Regardless of this, the European Union’s keen interest in neighboring non-
-European countries, mainly ENP and EaP states, whether accounted for by eco-
nomic benefi ts, geographic security or cultural proximity, the question still rema-
ins unanswered as to where and when the Union is going to expand and what are 
the main criteria of choosing the potential member-state. 
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