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Abstract :

The completion of the EU Fifth Enlargement was celebrated as the triumph of democracy, prosperity and stability in the Eastern part of the continent. Bulgaria and Romania were the latest two countries to join a group of eight post-communist new member states in 2007. Their current political and socio-economic situation is key to explaining and, possibly, predicting the future of the enlargement process in a southern and eastern direction. Unlike their East-Central European and Baltic counterparts, the ruling elites of both countries have had some considerable difficulty of adapting to the post-accession realities. Notably, the problem of corruption has been a particularly salient theme as it led to the paralysis of the executive in Romania during the first two years of its membership and to the rise of powerful populist alternatives and the stoppage of EU funds in Bulgaria. What has probably been even more important for the Bulgarian and Romanian institutions has been their apparent inability to adequately respond to the challenges of Europeanisation. The main reason for this has been the unfinished political and socio-economic transformation of both countries, accompanied by the consolidation of certain ‘reserve domains’, occupied by the former secret services and semi-mafia structures. The present analysis attempts to take stock of the latest developments in both countries, while predictions are also made regarding the prospects of enlargement towards the Western Balkans and Turkey.
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Introduction

Bulgaria and Romania joined the EU on 1 January 2007. Two years after accession to the Union their membership does not seem to be fully functional, while the ultimate results of the second round of the fifth enlargement would certainly provoke mixed feelings among some Brussels and national officials. Indeed, what had originally been perceived as a demanding process, but with a rather straightforward goal – i.e. candidate states to eventually become full members of the Union
 – has not been totally completed in the case of the two southeast European countries. The main reason for this has been that a large number of problems, having been singled out as crucial to solve before accession, have not been properly dealt with by Bulgarian and Romanian authorities, while regression has been registered in a number of policy areas in the meantime. The leniency of domestic elites to tackle critical issues, such as reforming the judiciary, reducing corruption drastically and dismantling networks of organised crime, has led to a series of negative reports by various Western agencies (Euractiv 24/07/2008, Transparency International 2008). Accordingly, a Cooperation and Verification Mechanism was set up by the EU Secretariat General to assist both countries with their transformation. However, the latest annual reports on Bulgaria and Romania, published on 23 July 2008 by the European Commission, predicted that verification would remain “a long-haul exercise” (Ibid). Parallel to this, the possibility of imposing safeguard clauses in one or more policy fields has always been present. 



It could be argued that the externally imposed supervision has effectively placed both countries on unequal footing vis-à-vis the rest of the new EU member states, at least for the time being. The specific post-accession measures applied in the case of the two southeast European countries have not been easy to take and they have not been free of controversy. On the one hand, the credibility of these relatively new compliance instruments and the future of the entire enlargement process have been put at stake, because both Bulgaria and Romania had already proved to be quite difficult in fully responding to EU pressure during the pre-accession period (Andreev 2006, Gallagher 2006). On the other, with the time passing and not ripping the benefits of membership to the fullest extent, Bulgaria and Romania’s elites and citizens have begun to wonder whether their countries would not be systematically treated differently by the EU institutions and the rest of the member states, thus certain eurosceptic tendencies have been on the rise lately.

In spite of the growing “enlargement fatigue” of the older member states and the “reform weariness” of the new EU members, there has been a general understanding that the outstanding problems from the pre-accession period should be addressed sooner rather than later after achieving membership. This was also provided for in the accession treaties of Bulgaria and Romania, whom was in reality spared a delayed membership back in 2006 (European Commission 2006).
 Ever since, numerous Community reports and officials’ statements have repeatedly stressed the fact that the fulfilment of the enlargement obligations has not only been in the interest of the rest of the EU member states, but also – and predominantly – of the citizens of Bulgaria and Romania. The overall impression so far has been that the ruling elites of both new entries have not really taken the Brussels’ warnings at heart or they have been unwilling to pay a heavy political price for painful domestic reforms. Moreover, alternative considerations about postponing dealing with corruption and informal economy for the sake of faster economic growth and social stability have effectively backfired in the wake of a global financial crisis. In such a short period of time since their accession, neither of the two new member states has in fact managed to rapidly “catch up” economically or socially with their 2004-enlargement counterparts (Noutcheva and Bechev 2008), while much of the investors and EU institutions’ trust has been lost due to “particularistic” national policies and constant resistance to change (Mungiu Pippidi 2007). To make things worse for the two countries’ economies and public authorities, the EU decided to block a sizeable portion of the pre-accession funds for Bulgaria and to temporally deprive some of the Romanian payment agencies of accreditation to carry out payments under the same types of programs.

This paper’s main goal is to analyse the results of the enlargement process with respect to Bulgaria and Romania. It also aims of taking stock of the dynamic relations of both countries with the EU and the rest of the member states after accession. Additional thoughts are provided with respect to the principal lessons learned during enlargement and the latter’s impact on prospective candidate states. The arguments are laid out as follows: first, recent key developments in domestic politics and socio-economic affairs in both countries are described in detail; second, the process of Europeanisation is critically analysed in light of the serious problems and necessary transformations currently faced by Bulgaria and Romania; third, parallels are made between the accession experience of the latest two EU members and the challenges laying ahead of the candidate states from Southeast Europe and beyond; finally, conclusions are drawn regarding the current situation in Bulgaria and Romania and the future evolution of the enlargement process.
Current Domestic Political and Social Challenges 


Many of the actual profound political and social challenges facing the governing elites of Bulgaria and Romania have already been well known for a decade and a half, i.e. when both countries officially became applicant states. Arguably, one could even go back to the period of the communist regime transformation in the late 1980s and early 1990s in order to fully grasp the origins of the current social and political crisis, which allegedly interferes with EU membership and prevents the two newest member states from fulfilling their obligations. In a recent study of the post-accession turmoil in Bulgaria and Romania, the dual problem of “unfinished transitions” and the presence of “reserved domains” for the former secret services and criminal networks within the state was identified as most serious. It has been assumed that “[a]s a result of this, Bulgaria and Romania have established themselves as permanent laggards in the European integration project, while the behaviour of their elites has often been perceived as unreliable and difficult to understand by the rest of their European partners.” (Andreev 2009: 15) 


This seemingly foretold crisis has been further exacerbated by a number of additional negative factors: the wars in former Yugoslavia which created a poor image of the whole region and interrupted most transport corridors to the West, the energy dependency on Russia and the ongoing Middle East conflict which has affected export trade and overall security on the eastern and southern borders of the EU. Further to these mostly international influences has been the rapidly deteriorating demographic situation of both countries, the migration of well-qualified and relatively young individuals, and the rather inconsequential policy of integration of national minorities, particularly the sizeable Roma community. 

Overall, it might be ascertained that the peripheral geographical status of both Bulgaria and Romania has largely been confirmed in virtually all policy fields after accession in 2007. The lack of political will for reform on the part of the ruling elites, combined with low administrative capacity, has been proven on numerous occasions. Nowadays, some of the previously perceived as internal problems, such as the high levels of corruption, the toleration and even sponsoring of criminal gangs by politicians, the lack of control on state borders and the laundering of money by private banks and industries, have clearly become European problems too – as both countries have gradually become involved with EU policy-making. At the same time, the direct influence of top-down and outside intervention in domestic affairs has been somewhat limited as both Romania and Bulgaria had recently appointed their representatives to various EU bodies. Thus, by being part of EU decision-making and representation structures, the two new member states could allegedly prevent the imposition of harsher sanctions and the spread of negative opinions against them in Brussels. Whether this has been the case remains to be seen. However, it appears that, at both the domestic elite and societal level, supranational opinion still has quite a strong influence and impacts the legitimacy of a large number of governmental decisions.

Before proceeding further with listing the domestic challenges facing Bulgaria and Romania, it seems useful to briefly describe the actual political situation in both countries and some of the historical developments that had conditioned it. On the whole, the political transition of Bulgaria and Romania has been moderately successful compared to other post-communist states, especially further East. Nonetheless, the real question that is actually put forward is whether this has been enough in order to make both countries benefit fully from a rather complex political and social process, which is European integration. Despite the fact that the dismantling of the previous autocratic system and the building of democratic institutions have largely preceded economic reforms, political transformation in both Bulgaria and Romania has remained quite unsystematic, conflict-prone and shallow (i.e. with a decreasing participation of civil society and organised interests). Allegedly, members of the high echelons of the nomenklatura from the Ceaucescu and Zhivkov era and their families have been able to retain key positions in politics and the economy. Exponents of the former secret services have also been quite active during the early period of transition. This has in turn created a strong impression that democratisation in both countries was manipulated and that transformative process created “too many losers and few winners” (Krastev 2006: 3). The privatisation process has also led to the voluntary or forced dislocation of people and production resources both within the accession countries and outside of them (Greskovits 2007: 45). Nowadays, radical shifting of political allegiances on the part of a diminishing core of voters have persisted, but, most significantly, people have been choosing to “exit” the political system by either not voting at all or moving physically to other countries where they could allegedly find better life and more predictable politics. This rather unfortunate situation has also led to a partial deconsolidation of democracy and political recidivism, such as vote buying, media concentration and manipulation, and severe limiting of the right of protest and free expression. 

Currently, the party system of both countries – as in many other parts of Europe – is experiencing a substantial crisis too. Presumably, this has not only been due to endogenous factors and evolutions, but also to its dynamic interplay with other parts of the political system like the executive, media and legislature. In both Bulgaria and Romania, the years of transition saw the rapid rise of numerous political formations, many of which organised themselves within post- and anti-communist camps. The ethnic vote of Turks in Bulgaria and Hungarians in Romania was also well-organised already in the early 1990s. During the first decade of transition, the Bulgarian Social Party (BSP) run several electoral campaigns against the pro-reform Union of Democratic Forces (UDF), while, in Romania, the National Salvation Front (NSF) of President Illiescu was opposed by a number of umbrella coalitions of traditional and newly created democratic parties. With the sharp decline of voter participation during the late 1990s, both countries’ party systems experienced significant changes during the first years of the new century. Notably, the political movement of the former Bulgarian monarch Simeon Sax Coburgh-Gotha (NDSV) seized power in 2001 and has participated in the ruling coalitions ever since, while the political ascendancy of the current Romanian President Traian Basescu from mayor of Bucharest to the highest position in the executive occurred during roughly the same period. Overall, two things characterise the modern party system of Bulgaria and Romania: a) a cartelisation around the governing coalition and/or the Head of State, and b) the rise of powerful populist alternatives, which threaten to radically transform the political system. Examples of the latter have been either moderate populists, such as Sofia mayor Boyko Borissov and his GERB party, or extreme nationalists, such as the Greater Romania Party (PRM) and Hungarian Civic Union (PCM) in Romania and ATAKA in Bulgaria. The semi-presidential character of the executive regime in both countries – Romania being a case of constitutionally stronger and better defined presidential powers – has often created multiple centres of authority. The longstanding conflict between President Basescu and former PM Tariceanu effectively led to a deadlock in decision-making and other governmental affairs during much of the post-accession period. Equally, Bulgarian President Parvanov has also wielded rather ingenuously and often beyond his constitutional prerogatives political power by frequently addressing the population directly in the media, as well as by trying to influence policy-making through his many official appointees (Andreev 2008). Party cartelisation and the dual nature of the executive have in turn led to the creation of many informal alliances among representatives of the media, local authorities and large business organisations in both countries. Networks of powerful sponsors to various politicians and their parties were created accordingly. However, in the wake of EU accession, it was revealed that political connections were regularly used to embezzle public funds and European money (Euractiv 2009), thus similar opaque arrangements were not directly beneficial to the population, but benefited only a handful of politicians and businesspersons.

Without any doubt, one of the most serious problems that the administrations of PM Stanishev in Bulgaria and PM Boc in Romania have to deal with is the “all-permeating” issue of corruption. The latter phenomenon has created many and seriously negative impressions both domestically and internationally, while some of the EU funds have been placed under quarantine in the face of widespread corruption. During accession to the Union and shortly after that both countries decided to act more aggressively in combating sleaze. Much faith was placed in charismatic expert figures, such as justice minister Monica Macovei in Romania and chief state prosecutor Boris Velchev in Bulgaria. Different independent anti-corruption bodies were also created within various parts of the public administration. Conflict of interest and political corruption legislation was adopted accordingly. In spite of all these presumably sincere efforts on the part of the ruling elites, serious doubts remain regarding the effectiveness of these measures and, most importantly, the readiness of politicians to eventually part with fellow colleagues and sponsors, who had engaged in this type of illicit activities. It could also be argued that, since accession was successfully achieved in January 2007, Bulgarian and Romania leaders begun to see no immediate need of punishing wrong-doers from their own political ranks. Moreover, fighting corruption was always an evasive goal, but could sometimes be used for political purposes later on against themselves. This has for instance been one of the main arguments of the Romanian Social Democratic Party, whose former leader and ex-PM Adrian Nastase was charged of having been involved in a fraudulent corporate certification scheme. Even though the EU has been widely engaged in the process of combating corruption through the Cooperation and Verification Mechanism, much of its focus has been upon the use and misuse of European funds. Hence, it has generally refrained from directly blaming acting politicians of illicit connections with criminals and wrongdoings, save the case of certain mafia and trafficking bosses, such as the notorious ‘Galevi brothers’, who managed to transform Dupnitsa in south-western Bulgaria into a virtually private city.  

The recent financial crisis and expected sharp economic downturn have both been topical issues in Bulgaria and Romania. Following the inconclusive results of the 30 November 2008 parliamentary elections, Romania’s two major parties, the centre-right Democrat Liberals and the centre-left Social Democrats, decided to sign a coalition agreement called “A Partnership for Romania” in view of addressing pressing economic and social issues. Currently, both political forces control two thirds of Parliament and the cabinet of PM Emil Boc looks quite stable politically. Even though Romania’s industrial and service sectors, much like the Bulgarian ones, have recently been experiencing serious difficulties and a substantial withdrawal of foreign direct investments, it appears as if there is a parallel logic to the ongoing process of political unification and power-sharing. Opposition parties in the Romanian Parliament, such as Tariceanu’s National Liberals and the Hungarian Democratic Union (UDMR), have directly accused the President and the governing coalition of concealing instances of “high-level corruption”. An evidence of this has been the vehement campaign against and eventual dismissal of Mr Daniel Morar, Head of Romania’s main anticorruption body, in December 2008, as well as the blocking of important investigation cases against key politicians by the Romanian Parliament. Many also think that the recent charges brought against top political figures and mafia bosses in both Bulgaria and Romania are only façade measures in order to satisfy the European Commission before the annual progress reports (due in February 2009) under the Cooperation and Verification Mechanism.
Relations with the EU and the Impact of Europeanisation


Both Bulgaria and Romania had their ‘Europe Agreements’, which made them official applicants for EU membership, signed already in spring 1993. However, their integration hopes received a significant boost in December 1999 at the Tampere European Council, when they both obtained an official status of accession states. Arguably, they were largely rewarded for their position during the Kosovo conflict, rather than because of the progress made in implementing much-needed domestic political and economic reforms. The Copenhagen European Council of December 2002 reconfirmed their progress towards accession, but fell short of fixing a date for joining the Union, as opposed to the rest of the 1 May 2004 ten acceding states from CEE. Eventually, both countries were invited to become members on 1 January 2007, but many observers expressed serious doubts regarding the capacity of Bulgaria and Romania to satisfactorily deal with all pending issues on time (Gallagher 2006, Andreev 2006, Euractiv 2008). Heeding to some of these warnings, as well as to its own analyses in various Progress Reports during the 2005-06 period, the European Commission chose to nevertheless to proceed with enlargement. It also decided to closely monitor the fulfilment of all pre-accession obligations by Bulgarian and Romanian authorities via the Cooperation and Verification Mechanism. In spite of the existence of a possibility for imposing “safeguard clauses” in a number of policy areas, the credibility of this threat has always appeared quite minimal in the eyes of national politicians once membership was achieved. Perhaps a much stronger effect has in fact been obtained through more practical and direct means – i.e. the withdrawal of accreditation of different national payment agencies and the stoppage of pre-accession funds as in the case of Bulgaria in late 2008.
 Thus, it is worth pondering upon the fact whether any future “post-accession conditionality” should only be based on formal (legal) instruments or also be backed up – at least to a certain extent – by stronger (material) sanctions for offending member states.

In the remaining part of the section, the process of Europeanisation is analysed in great detail as it seems crucial for understanding and explaining the relationship of Bulgaria and Romania with the EU both before and after their accession in 2007. 

Europeanisation has predominantly been understood as “a process of change in national institutional and policy practices that can be attributed to European integration.” (Hix and Goetz 2000: 17) Most importantly, Europeanisation has been seen as a dynamic process, involving a variety of players and types of institutional structures (Featherstone and Radaelli 2003, Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier 2005). It has traditionally been assumed that the variegated influences of European integration would operate top-down, from the supranational to the domestic level (Grabbe 2000). In such circumstances, national players would have a limited opportunity to curtail its impact, however, they would be expected to also state their preferences as clearly as possible, thus promoting Europeanisation bottom-up towards the supranational structures too (Knill and Lehmkuhl 2002, Bulmer 2007). According to some social scientists, this would entail – using an interesting computer analogy – the ‘downloading’ of EU legislation, policies and various norms into the domestic context and the ‘uploading’ of national and group preferences into the supranational level of governance (Grabbe 2001; Vink 2003). Nowadays, it has also been fashionable to speak of cross-loading, i.e. the practice of sharing one own experience with likeminded EU counterparts. In spite of the fact that this has hardly been the situation anywhere in post-communist Europe, it appears useful to keep this perspective in mind as individual East-Central European member states have been getting more assertive on the EU political arena (Goetz 2002, Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier 2005).  

When analysing the pre- and recent post-accession experience of Bulgaria and Romania it is interesting to pay attention to the various factors that have interfered with Europeanisation ‘sinking smoothly in’ into the domestic context. One of the prime reasons that has frequently been singled out by experts has been the low maturity of the democratic structures following the collapse of communism and their inability to support such a comprehensive transformation process as European integration (Brusis and Dimitrov 2001). The poor institutionalization of particular national patterns of governance and legal norms has made the CEE newcomers quite open to external influences, including from the EU, but unable to defend their preferences at the European level and beyond. In this respect, the successful completion of democratic transition and consolidation, as well as the carrying out of different socioeconomic reforms, have undoubtedly been the main priorities of practically all CEE governments, but particularly of relative ‘laggards’ like Bulgaria and Romania (Noutcheva and Bechev 2008). Therefore, scholars have often praised the EU for acting as a powerful ‘anchor’ to this process, by providing political guidance, material resources and expert know-how to the needy countries in CEE (Zielonka and Pravda 2001, Pridham 2005). 
The challenges of Europeanisation Eastern-style during accession (Goetz 2000 and 2002) could further be unravelled by delving into nature of decision-making connected with satisfying the criteria for membership. A closer look at the process of enlargement would reveal that time and efficiency have been the main priorities of CEE political and administrative elites, who rushed to fulfil the accession agenda (Goetz 2002). This has in turn led to so-called “islands of excellence” taking shape within a relatively passive and patronage-based public administration (Dimitrova 2005). This has also meant very little deliberation and shallow understanding of particular EU regulations and practices (Grabbe 2001). A recent study on Bulgaria during that period (Nikolova 2007) has exposed an accentuated competition for power and intangible resources between different technocratic enclaves, concentrated predominantly in the Ministries of European Integration, Foreign Affairs, Finances and Agriculture. Budgetary policy, the control of European funds and the appointment of ministerial and other administrative staff into the European institutions have been some of the many ‘warring grounds’ between the competing centres of public authority, engaged in the process of advancing European integration in the candidate states. Last, but not least, individuals’ behaviour has occasionally influenced the inconsistent advance of Europeanisation in a post-autocratic context even more. For instance, domestic leaders, who have already been part of various transnational elite networks and who nurtured a personal ambition to be the ones to bring their countries into the Union, have customarily promoted efficiency and quick completion of the accession negotiations, as opposed to the widespread involvement of different interest groups and institutions beyond the narrow circle of the few ‘initiated’ (Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier 2005; Grabbe 2006).

It could certainly be hypothesised that the impact of Europeanisation after the membership of Bulgaria and Romania into the Union has not changed substantially compared to what it had been before 1 January 2007. The different political and social transformations, having been started during accession, have presumably been carrying on since then. Most significantly, the obligations emanating from a much more formal and direct EU-member state relationship have been transforming the governance system of Bulgaria and Romania structurally. For instance, it might be presumed that the accession process has strengthened the executive at the expense of some representative institutions, such as the legislature, political parties and civil society (Grabbe 2001). Moreover, the externally-focused and highly fragmented policy environment, created by the process of Europeanisation, has opened additional space for the rise of populist alternatives. Ultimately, politicians that brought their respective countries closer to EU membership, like Bulgarian PM Ivan Kostov and Romanian President Constantinescu, have largely lost their political appeal, while their place has been taken over by other political actors, including various populists. In sum, it might be concluded that European integration and Europeanisation in particular have considerably transformed the new member states – mostly top-down – without providing clear compensations to or alternative ways for reinforcing the weakened representative institutions and democratic elites.

Lessons Learned and Prospects for Future Enlargements


Even though there could hardly be any firm rules as to how the enlargement process would eventually unravel, it is worth drawing a number of conclusions regarding the most recent patterns of integration of new member states into the EU. Below are listed some of the most important lessons learned during the EU Fifth Enlargement. Despite the fact that the primary focus is on Bulgaria and Romania, some of the examples provided derive also from the experience of the rest of twelve new member states which acceded to the Union in the period 2004-2007.

Three major lessons from the EU Fifth Enlargement:
1. Because of the end of the Cold War and the specific post-communist context in Eastern Europe, the ten (twelve) candidate states were “lumped together” and treated as sub-regional groups (East-Central European, Baltic and Southeast European). However, this will no longer be valid with respect to future enlargements as Brussels would mostly be dealing with one relatively small region (the Western Balkans) and one somewhat large country (Turkey). Candidate states will certainly be evaluated case-by-case and no derogations to pending obligations will be accepted.
2. Even though the EU Fifth Enlargement was rather protracted and complicated technically, the political will on the part of the Old Member States was always there, and, occasionally, the latter were ready to make compromises in the face of impeding crises in the Eastern part of the continent. Nowadays, in spite of a much more elaborate and practised “accession instrumentarium” (Europe Agreements, enhanced political dialogue, various financial packages for prospective newcomers and improved transfer of know-how and international mobility of elites), there is no political certainty about the end-result of the whole process (see footnote 1). Different, mostly domestic, factors in the current EU member states might interfere with and derail the accession process of this or that country.
3. The next set of EU enlargement rounds, being predominantly directed towards South and East, would necessarily bring security issues to the fore. This is not only because of the proximity of applicant countries to some quite unstable politically regions like the Middle East and the Caucasus, but also because of the unsettled security situation in the Balkan region itself or, occasionally, within some future candidate members themselves. However, one of the main implications of this rather unfortunate situation would be the narrow focus on certain hard-to-deal-alone issues that need to be resolved first. Hence, the leaders of candidate states would most probably be left with very little choice where to start from (or finish) their accession negotiations. At the same time, their political margin of manoeuvre would also be very slim, bearing in mind their countries’ relatively small size and dependence on EU markets and funding.
Several smaller observations:
1. Necessary preconditions
· Completed statehood and resolved border issues (Cyprus, Slovenia-Croatia border dispute);

· Good bilateral relations with neighbours (ibid, Hungary with Romania and Slovakia, problems with ‘third countries’ – especially in the case of Turkey, which has a large number of heterogeneous neighbours);

· Respect for different minority and ethnic rights (Turks and Hungarians in Bulgaria and Romania, Roma integration – CZ, SK and HU, gay and lesbian rights in Poland);
· Rule of law and judiciary reforms (regarding next set of enlargements, Olli Rehn: “…important structural reforms, such as the ones related to the rule of law, need to be tackled earlier on during the accession process” (Europe Direct 2008: 1)).
2. Contextual and facilitating factors

· powerful allies and supporters among the EU member states (Greece-Cyprus, Austria-Croatia, France-Romania, the Scandinavian-Baltic States):

· role of personalities (provides an opportunity to ‘put a face’ to a candidature, e.g. Walesa, Havel, Macovei, etc. – appears important for smaller countries’ application, i.e. Montenegro, Albania, Kosovo etc.);
· size matters (smaller is nicer, easier to absorb – e.g. Iceland and Montenegro);
· religion and cultural particularities are relativised (especially after enlargement!: debate Christian vs. Muslim Europe, the role of national minorities and languages, e.g. Gaelic as official community language and Bulgarian transcribing “euro” in Cyrillic).

Overall, it should be concluded that enlargement is not a one-time event but a continuous process (obligations need to met after accession; it also has a lasting effect upon domestic governance via Europeanisation). Moreover, it is far better to be inside the Union than to bear the effects of European integration from a distance (the topic of new (intermediary) types of membership needs to be addressed). Finally, post-accession conditionality is still quite poorly elaborated and it is hard to see how it could be implemented in practise, save for some specific punitive measures related to serious infringements on the part of the existing member states.
Conclusion

One of the main paradoxes of the Bulgarian and Romanian evolution towards EU membership is the parallelism of their accession paths. Starting with the transition period, which has in principle been quite similar for all post-communist states at the beginning, but often producing unexpected and sometimes irreversible results in the medium and long run, and concluding with the run-up to EU membership on 1 January 2007, when the unique achievements of each candidate state were supposedly taken into consideration, it comes somewhat as a surprise that during the post-accession phase the two neighbouring countries still share a lot of common tasks, especially with respect to the key problem of corruption. A second paradox is linked to the role of EU in domestic affairs. If in East-Central Europe and the Baltic States, EU’s direct impact on domestic politics is rapidly declining, in Bulgaria and Romania, Brussels’ post-accession conditionality has a decisive influence on national politics and elite discourses. A final paradox reflects the relative "quest for stability" and maintenance of the status quo by domestic leaders in Bulgaria and Romania. If in the rest of the new EU member states, protest politics and open political competition have been rampant after 2004 (Gerskovits 2006), in both Southeast European countries various conservative and populist forces seized power and opted for cartelisation in the name of faster economic growth and enriching themselves. 

It could be ascertained that the uniqueness of the actual situation of Bulgaria and Romania principally consists in the failure of their rulers to deal with a large number of “unresolved issues” from the accession period. In fact, the bulk of the previously singled out by the European institutions and political observers as major problems have grown even bigger and out of control (Andreev 2006, Gallagher 2006). It could be ascertained that one of the greatest challenges now facing the leaderships of Bulgaria and Romania has been how to deal with the legacies of the late autocratic and early democratic period. The political transition in both countries, unlike many of their East-Central European counterparts, has been characterised by the active role of the former secret services and their infiltration of the ruling parties and opposition. The legitimisation and eventual consolidation of such unaccountable forces vide the representatives of the National Salvation Front in Romania and BSP till the mid-1990s in Bulgaria has considerably slowed down vital reforms in other areas. Likewise, the privatisation process in both countries was largely rigged, keeping foreign investors at bay well until the early 2000s. In Bulgaria, semi-mafia structures were promoted by the same secret services and it seems that the state has not been able to deal with this problem till these days. Both countries, but particularly Bulgaria which has been maintaining closer relations with the ex-Soviet Union leadership and currently Russia, have been seen as somewhat ‘softer peripheries’ of the EU, not only because of the political leaning of their leadership, but also because dirty money, drugs, prostitution and smuggled goods could both be legalised and transit much more easily than elsewhere in Europe (Minchev 2008).

Regarding the particular role and responsibilities of the EU institutions, the end result is far from clear. On the eve of accession of Bulgaria and Romania to the Union, the European Commission was not exceptionally successful in pressurising the governments of both countries to deal with their unresolved problems. Because of the politically complicated post-referenda context in France and the Netherlands and the increasingly negative attitude of the West European public towards future enlargements, the EU leaders hastened to complete the Fifth Enlargement by including Bulgaria and Romania largely unprepared. Local civil society and the media were not a good corrective to the governments of Bulgaria and Romania either. Quite the opposite, they often colluded with the ruling elites in order to get additional funds by representing the situation in both countries as more positive than it was indeed (Andreev 2007). Despite the many fact-finding missions and reports issued by different European institutions (i.e. the European Commission and Parliament) throughout 2005 and 2006, the administrations of both Bulgaria and Romania managed to get ‘off the hook’ and no penalties were imposed for unfulfilled obligations. Although the possibility of triggering the implementation of safeguard clauses would still be alive till the end of 2009, once membership was achieved, it has allegedly been much more difficult for the European Institutions to ‘blame and shame’ a fellow Union member. 

Nowadays, two years after accession, the European Commission and OLAF have resorted to more ‘subtle’ measures in order to save face and protect the community interest. The main problem has not been whether Bulgaria and Romania have been fulfilling their obligations towards the Union in general, but whether they have been complying with and implementing EU guidelines in specific areas, such as justice and home affairs, environmental protection and dealing with mafia structures. Thus, it could be argued that the previously perceived as rather vague and technocratic process of Europeanisation has turned out to be much more political in the case of Bulgaria and Romania. For instance, before becoming EU members, different international factors of democratisation and socioeconomic transformation – including the Union itself – were much more actively used by domestic actors, in order to catalyse various reform processes in a pre-accession context. Even though, and as already pointed above, EU’s transformative capacity has still been widely used to induce change at home to a much greater extent than anywhere else in CEE, its role has sometimes been quite limited. One of the main reasons for this has been that exponents of the previous autocratic regime and conservative forces in general have been claiming accrued political legitimacy as their countries had become full-fledged members of the EU. Hence, these people could control the decision-making process not only within their respective states, but also (partly) at the supranational level. 


Finally, it is worth thinking about new concepts and hypotheses, in order to better reflect the distinctive situation of individual candidate and future EU member states. Indeed, when enlarging towards Southeast Europe and Turkey, culture specific factors and historical legacies should also be taken into account. Innovative, but also comprehensive, concepts, explaining the relationship between political reforms and economic modernisation, on the one hand, and European integration and international security, on the other, should also be devised. Finally, the speed of integration, as well as the sequencing of necessary reforms in order to achieve EU membership, should further be delved into in both practical and theoretical terms. 
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