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                                       ESCHEWING OPPOSITIONAL IDENTITIES:                                                    
                     THE EU SEEN THROUGH THE LENS OF NEIGHBOURHOOD 
 
 
 
Resetting Europe’s Narrative Compass1 
 
Notably, the conceptual repertoire part of International Relations does not remain fixed. It figures, 
instead, as something changing and this change is, in one of its aspects, well exemplified by the advent, 
spread and sedimentation of the concept of a neighbour.  
 
The coining of the term took place only a decade ago with the EU-related Forward Study Unit2 
pondering on the Union’s policy in regard to the “turbulent neighbourhoods”, that is a spatial 
configuration being formed at the very doorstep of an expanding EU. Neighbouring then entered the 
EU-speak in a more consistent manner during the run-up for the final accession talks for the ten 
member countries in 2001.3 In that context, due to a widespread agreement that the EU is in need of 
final borders, a rather unique mix of post-enlargement policies was sketched. The feeling was that with 
border-drawing increasingly denoting the EU’s finalité as a polity, policies had to be devised vis-à-vis 
the nearby countries, i.e. those destined to be left without the perspective of membership owing to their 
assumedly inassimilable character. It was quite successfully argued that particular neighbourhood 
policies are required in view of the perceived turbulence of the neighbours, this then implying that the 
neighbourhood was in essence narrated as a distinct action space, one calling for the Union’s 
engagement.  
 
It invited, if articulated through the use of Foucault-inspired language, for surveillance and in general 
the establishment of a disciplinary regime of power premised on the implementation of particular 
technologies of purification and repetition called ‘proximity policies’. The neighbours are listed, 
monitored and tested for the EU-related ‘normality’ to prevail and the Union’s neighbourhood appears 
in this perspective as a site and space (neighbourhood) for transition with the direction determined by 
the EU’s own success but, importantly, without membership as the end-station. Put differently, the 
neighbours are to be re-located because of their insufficient nature but in remaining void of any 
prospect of arrival they are therefore also bound to remain liquid and in flux. Their fluidity seems to be 
there in order for the Union itself to appear as increasingly fixed.  

                                                 
1 I would like to thank Sven Aage Christensen,  Mats Fridlund, Kristian Søby Kristensen, Noel Parker, Karen Lund Petersen 
and Trine Villumsen for comments on previous versions of this paper. 
2 See for example Stefan Gänzle, 2008. 
3 E.g. Balfour and Rotta, 2005; Kelley, 2006; Overhaus, Maull and Harnisch, 2007. 
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Further exchanges took place in 2002 between some of the EU member-countries themselves. Their 
pondering confirmed that the proximate non-members could indeed be categorized as neighbours of the 
EU and finally, in 2003, the aim of fostering particularly close relations with these countries neither 
fully in nor quite out amounted to the establishment of the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP).4 
 
The change and distinguishing of neighbours as different from enlargement candidate countries, this 
then calling for an entirely new set of policies to be established, is actually quite radical in nature. It 
testifies, if seen broadly, to a formative moment in the sense that external difference is no more to be 
approached by eventually internalizing it through moves of enlargement. The Union undoubtedly gains, 
with the option of future enlargement being shelved for the part of countries not yet part of processes of 
accession, a wholly different meaning in constructing itself in an altered and far more strict and border-
conscious manner. In some sense one could perhaps speak of the EU as a post-polity or the Union’s 
‘second coming’. The stress on spatiality and border-drawing in the context of the ENP has prompted 
Ruben Zaiotti (2007) to view the EU as a “gated community” (see also van Houtum and Pijpers, 2007). 
However, the temporal as well as spatial border-drawing that allows difference to be addressed through 
policies of quite selective openness and view it as something predominantly external and almost 
permanent in nature does not only point to changes in the way difference is being approached; it also 
testifies to that externalization accompanied by freezing and the construction of grids of selection have 
been added to the EU’s repertoire of key constitutive moves. 
 
The ENP-related partnership is thus marked out, in a variety of EU-documents, as ‘distinct from 
membership’ despite being premised on commonality in the form of ‘shared values’ and located in the 
proximity of the EU. The countries in question are recognized as being ‘European’ and viewed in this 
sense as insiders with accession “remaining open’ in some cases, albeit at the same time rejected and 
seen as outsiders with the option of “accession has been ruled out” in the case of some others. In any 
event, the outcome is unavoidably one of ambiguity as in the medium term goal is “not to include the 
perspective of membership”.5 Although in essence denying or at least postponing enlargement, the new 
policy explicitly draws upon experiences gained in the context of enlargement. The neighbours are in 
many ways treated as if they still belonged to the category of accession countries. They are requested to 
abide to the acqui despite of being void of the promise of membership. Or, as noted by George 
Vobruba (2007: 103), the name of the game has been altered to one of expansion without enlargement. 
  
It is quite unsurprising against this backdrop that the advent of the ENP has attracted considerable 
interest also in the sphere of IR-studies. It has, in fact, spurred a formidable amount of scholarly 
analysis as to the way the new policies have been coined, organized, administered and implemented. 
Numerous studies have focused on the debates within the Union, the reactions of the recipient countries 
                                                 
4 See European Commission (2004). European Neighbourhood Policy: Strategy Paper. Communication from the 
Commission, Brussels, COM(2004), 373 final. Available at 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/world/enp/pdf/strategy/Strategy_Paper_EN.pdf.  The policy was initially launched in 2003 by a 
communication from the Commission entitled Wider Europe – Neighbourhood: A New Framework for Relations with our 
Eastern and Southern Neighbours, COM(2003) 104final. The ENP now covers Algeria, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, 
Egypt, Georgia, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, Moldova, Morocco, the Palestinian Authority, Syria, Tunisia and Ukraine. 
For the EU’s information website on the ENT, see http://ec.europa.eu/world/enp/index_en.htm.  
5 See for example the Wider Europe statement by the European Commission (2003), page 5. 
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and the policy-related outcome of the ENP at large. Yet it appears, at a closer inspection, that the very 
concept of a neighbour has largely escaped closer scrutiny and gathered limited attention.6 It seems to 
have done so in having usually been taken for a descriptive label, one merely employed in providing 
the new policy with a name. It has figured as an integral part of what Stefan Gänzle (2008: 4) has 
viewed as “extending governance beyond borders”. It has therewith been approached as something 
quite natural and basically passive in essence and also regarded as void of any specific analytical value. 
 
There seems, however, to be ground for viewing the advent and sedimentation of the concept of a 
neighbour as a rather active ingredient in the sphere of Europe-making and regard it as an integral 
aspect of the changes in train. The introduction of the concept has arguably taken place because it fits, 
owing to some particular qualities, the needs of the situation. The aim here is therefore, with 
neighbouring having turned into an explicit and permanent EU-policy, to complement previous 
research and push it further by probing the conditions of possibility of the concept’s entry into EU-
speak but also through an enquiry into its very nature, i.e. the various qualities inherent to the concept 
in its ideal form and in this sense informative as to its potential as well as limits in regard to the 
constitutive impact. 
 
Whereas it has usually been claimed that the coining of the ENP is to be traced back to the previous 
round of enlargement and seen as an outgrowth of the ‘Big Bang’, the argument advanced in this paper 
is that it is related to and part of a far broader change. Along these lines, questions are asked as to the 
very advent of ‘neighbouring’ by noting that the concept of a neighbour has been invented and brought 
into the broader sphere of international relations at a particular and formative juncture. It has appeared 
and been implemented as part of the EU’s endeavour to establish an external identity, and it seems that 
the policies of neighbouring offer, in this context, a rather useful prism for the gauging not just of 
alterations in the Union’s vicinity but first and foremost within the EU itself. Moreover, the two 
entities, the EU and its emerging neighbourhood, are in this context viewed as relational and co-
constitutive in character, and the analysis to be carried out thus entails a problematization of the usually 
rather commonsense-based and instrumentalist reading of the ENP or, for that matter, the EU’s essence 
as something self-evident and ontologically prior to the moves of neighbouring. 
 
In this vein, my aim here is one of broadening the analytical perspective beyond the usual in another 
sense by approaching the coinage – rather than just treating it as an additional instrument part of the 
EU’s toolbox – as a foundational narrative. It is viewed as being foundational insofar that it provides 
ground for a re-articulation of the Union’s subjectivity through a change in the established narratives. 
Crucially, although contributing to an ability to adapt and valorizing the EU as a transitionist rather 
than traditionalist polity, neighbouring also entails bordering and is liable to various forms of 
securitization. A key question therefore consists of whether the identities to be aspired for and 
                                                 
6 It is to be noted, however, that some initial openings have occurred. For example, Del Sarto and Schumacher(2005: 26-27) 
have applied a more penetrating approach by viewing the neighbourhood policy as a discursive construct and a space lodged 
between the safe inside of friends and the threatening outside of enemies. They note, 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 has been even more explicit about that the ENP stands, in essence, for identity politics. It is, they 
argue quite succinctly (2007: 3), “as much about the identity of Europe as it is about the handling of the relations to the 
neighbouring states”.  
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constructed in the context of neighbouring figure as complementary or perhaps even shared in nature or 
if they instead increasingly boil down to oppositional constellations. The advent of the concept would 
in the previous case amount to something creative in allowing the Union to retain its rather particular 
nature even under changing spatio-temporal circumstances whereas it would in the latter case testify to 
normalization if not degeneration with subjectivity being created and aspired for by moves of 
securitization and through the employment of quite exclusionary concepts. The latter option was early 
on professed by Johan Galtung (1973) as more or less inevitable with the Union turning into a 
“Superpower”. 
 
In any case, the Union’s subjectivity is here approached as something emergent (as also indicated by 
the argument that the EU may now be viewed in some way as post-polity) rather than structurally given 
and already completed, and hence the inception of the category of neighbours – these varying in their 
otherness along a continuum of positive and negative otherness – is viewed as crucially impacting and 
guiding the organization of the post-enlargement Europe. In this vein, the inception unavoidably directs 
attention, due to the productive nature of the introduction, towards a gauging of the various contests 
within the EU as to the meanings allotted to the concept, with the outcome then informing not only 
about the unfolding of the post-enlargement EU itself but also providing insight into the broader 
alterations underway in the construction of political space in the sphere of international relations.  
 
 
Subjectivity in the Making 
 
At large, the concept of a neighbour seems to have emerged with the EU experiencing what could be 
analytically characterized as a ‘disruptive moment’. Ernesto Laclau’s (1990: 39-44) refers, in 
addressing the reworking of well established identities, to something similar in asserting that the 
necessity as well as the option of coining new foundational departures is there due to “dislocation”. He 
points out that no entity, such as the Union, is self-sufficient: It is not identical with itself but needs an 
outside as its very condition of existence. There has to exist difference in the sense of a ‘non-me’ in 
order for the entity to come into being. In short, the difference provided by an outside acts as its 
condition of possibility and is underpinned by certain structural conditions. He further notes that these 
structures may be temporal as well as spatial with change often implying the reduction of time to space 
(1990: 42) as the emphasis on spatial departures tends to offer a quick fix once identities are bound to 
be re-anchored. 
 
Laclau’s post-structuralist theorization of the formation of subjectivity merits attention already because 
of its rather dynamic character. However, it seems notable particularly in the sense that it is premised 
on the idea that whilst border-drawing and differentiation are as such necessary ingredients for the 
formation of identities, the way of differentiation is not fixed. It allows, instead, for inventiveness as the 
devising of difference may take place in a contingent manner rather than boiling down to something 
categorically rule-related (with either basically shared or categorically oppositional identities on offer). 
The performance does not always have to designate the self against the other as has usually been 
asserted in the sphere of IR-theory. In particular, he departs from that the state of dislocation increases 
with an unraveling of the underlying structural conditions. The situation of dislocation consists, Laclau, 
(1990: 43) claims, of “a lack which involves a structural reference”. Dislocation therefore amounts, 
according to this line of thinking, to a crisis in revealing the contingency of every identity but 
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importantly, ruptures also entail the option of renewal and a reworking of identities (see also Norval 
and Mijnssen, 2009). 
 
What has then, in the case of the EU, been the terrain prior to rupture? What has structurally opened up 
the prospect if not need for renewal as to the articulations applied and, moreover, what accounts for 
that space appears more recently also been opened up for the introduction of new and predominantly 
innovative identity-related coinages such as that of a neighbour? 
 
It seems that in the case of the EU the difference offered by the ‘non-me’ has first and foremost been of 
a temporal character. This is to say that the Union’s foundational narratives have primarily been 
embedded in an oppositional stance in regard to Europe’s past, and grounded above all in the shameful 
memories pertaining internally above all to the Holocaust as well as two world wars and externally to 
colonialism. The EU has therewith not stood out as a completed subject defined by what it already is 
but has instead been about aspiring in terms of escaping, i.e. temporal change in terms of steering away 
from its own past. European integration has, along these lines, been narrated as a ‘peace project’ 
aiming at a reconciling of the divisions present within Europe’s identity. The European configuration 
has, in this context, been viewed as one spatially open to all of those in Europe able and willing to 
distance themselves from their war-prone past and join the self-critical stories needed in order for the 
past to be kept at bay. In essence, distinct historical experiences have stood out as the categorically 
negative Other to be overcome and left behind, or as articulated by Ole Wæver (1998: 90), “Europe’s 
Other is Europe’s own past and it should not be allowed to become its own future”. 
 
It then also follows that the Union has – with the key constitutive moves resting on temporally 
premised differentiation – been largely exempted from the need of bringing about oppositional and 
security-related otherness through moves of spatial border-drawing or, more generally, resort to 
categorical closure. The exercise of power has instead – and in a quite exceptional manner taking into 
account the nature of international relations at large – been geared towards self-transformation rather 
than trying to impact any external entities or the exterior at large.7 And in consequence, with the Union 
being seen as neither exemplary, nor transformative in the sense of trying – or having for that matter 
the perceived right – to impact others, there has been little need for any capacity of drawing crucial 
lines of demarcation, this then allowing for non-oppositional talk about any European state having 
potentially the right to join the Union or more broadly a “Europe without dividing lines” as well as 
“whole and free”.  
 
Notably, the EU has not had connotations – owing to a telos defining in the first place what is to be 
avoided rather than informing about what the Union has to aspire for – of something ready-made, rigid 
and final. No horizon of expectations has been set demanding categorical closure as to the present and 
future nature of the EU, and this openness and tolerance of ambiguity has similarly been reflected, as 
noted by Thomas Christiansen (2005: 74-75), in that the Union has not been very identity-conscious or 
security-aware in regard to its proximate areas. The foundational narratives such as the one of ‘unity in 

                                                 
7 A number of scholars regard the EU as exceptional in the sense of being post-modern. See for example, Hardt and Negri 
(2004: 196). They argue that the EU has been unfolding along a rather specific path in the sense of transcending the usual 
modern logic of constitution with no categorical outside being produced. For related arguments, see also Ruggie (1993) and 
Wæver (1998). 
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diversity’ have also allowed the Union to pursue – through the conduct of pro-active and creative 
policies – non-centered regionalization in the sense of favouring the construction of rather flexible a 
loosely bordered border spaces rather than focusing on the drawing of sharp lines of division, and it has 
in a similar vein been able to tolerate lengthy transition periods as well as various opt-out 
arrangements. More generally, the Union has been able to live with quite differentiated forms of 
integration with all these features then testifying to a rather flexible and non-essentialized EU. 
Significantly, the Union’s rather open and flexible nature has subsequently also been conducive to the 
emergence of a rather concentric configuration with ‘Europe’ gradually fading out without any strict 
bordering towards the edges.   
 
 
A Disruptive Moment  
 
Although allowing for an eschewing of the customary construction of identities premised on a clear-cut 
opposition between friends and adversaries, the past-oriented structures of dislocation undergirding the 
EU are yet problematic in remaining quite vulnerable. They are fragile in the sense that time does not 
stand still. Even memories pertaining to a notorious past tend to turn pale over time. They are inclined 
to decline in impact for example because of the younger generations refusing to ascribe to their 
formative meaning. Temporal trajectories are sooner or later bound to diminish in relevance, and with 
the passion emptied from the cry of ‘never again’ this appears to be what the Union has experienced 
already for quite a while.  
 
It is to be noted, however, that the ruptures caused by dislocation do then not pertain to comprehension 
concerning the irrelevance of the goals set. Instead, the break is related to arguments about fulfillment 
as the ideals underpinning the European Union are increasingly depicted as having been turned into 
actual reality. For example, the German presidency of the EU Council argued in its ‘Berlin 
Declaration’ (2007) that “for centuries Europe has been an idea, holding out hope of peace and 
understanding”. It is claimed that a turning-point has occurred in the sense of that what was previously 
aspired for as a hope has gradually been converted into an achievement. The hope has been fulfilled as 
“European unification has made peace and prosperity possible”. The task ahead is thus, the Declaration 
concludes, one of protecting such an achievement once “the unnatural division of Europe is now 
consigned to the past”. It is further claimed that “European integration shows that we have learnt the 
painful lessons of history marked by bloody conflict” and owing to this finality “we today live as never 
before”.  
 
Subsequently, the rupture implies that the aim of protection grows in prominence: “Our history reminds 
us that we must protect this for the good of future generations”, and with aspiring having been 
substituted by arrival, new constitutive narratives are in great demand: “For that reason we must always 
renew the political shape of Europe in keeping with the times”. 
 
Already the coining of an explicit security strategy (ESS) for the EU in 2003 pointed to shifts in the 
constitutive logic. The opening passage of the document (ESS, 3) reads that “Europe has never been so 
prosperous, so secure and free”. It further states that “large-scale aggression against any member state 
is now improbable”. A crucial temporal line is drawn in the document by asserting that the danger of 
large scale violence among the member has been averted and consequently the previous identity, that is 
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one oppositional in regard to a notorious past can be traded for a much more positive and future-
oriented 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”.  
 
For sure, the use of the word “unprecedented” points to something quite new. It seems to refer to zero-
time in the sense of the past having lost its constitutive meaning and with the argued closure of the gap 
between the EU and its ideal being an epochal threshold has been reached. This then also implies that 
the previous moves of temporal differentiation as an ontological aspect of identity-building have lost in 
relevance and consequently the ground on which the Union’s ontological safety in terms of identity has 
rested no longer carries in the way it used to do. The collapse unavoidably implies that the departures 
previously applied have to be profoundly re-thought and revised, and this is also what the strategy 
(ESS, 1) hints at by claiming that instead of being on one’s guard against a possible reversal and return 
of past policies, the process has to roll on “making a reality of the vision of a united and peaceful 
continent” (ESS, 1).  
 
 
Neighbouring as a Liminal Move  
 
It seems clear in this perspective that the goal-post has changed and with the demise of the previous 
once, alternatives avenues for the investment of affective energies have to be invented and opened up, 
this then also calling for new foundational stories and constitutive concepts. As argued by the then EU 
Commission President Romano Prodi (2000a), “Europe is in the need of a sense of meaning and 
purpose” once the previous constitutive and order-producing moves no longer carry in the way they 
used to do.  He clearly points to a breach in the sphere of the foundational narratives and testifies quite 
openly to a need of renegotiating the EU. The breach undoubtedly then also accounts for why it has 
over the recent years become important to enrich the Union’s constitutive vocabularies with the 
concept of a neighbour.  
 
As noted by Laclau among others, any political order – such as the EU – is a contingent and derivative 
outcome of liminal moves. Agency is created, as pure self-immanence is impossible, by measures of 
spatio-temporal delimitation in an authoritative manner and this delimitation enjoys ontological 
primacy over the existence of any positive order such as the European Union. This implies that the EU 
is, in going international and aspiring in that context for distinct subjectivity, bound to devise some 
difference. The moves of neighbouring could therefore against this background be viewed as efforts of 
portraying the newly nominated neighbours as holders of a profound counter-identity. They are there in 
order to outline what the EU is not. They have been brought about through various discourses on moral 
obligations and duty, opportunity as well as various dangers for a rather divisive barrier to be 
established, one that allows for both temporal (in the sense of singling out the ‘ins’ that have already 
achieved membership from the more or less permanent ‘outs’, i.e. those left without a membership 
perspective in being depicted as inherently different in regard to their key characteristics) and spatial 
(that is outsiders not part of Europe-proper) moves of differentiation.  
 
Read in this light, the advent of the ENP testifies to change both in the temporal and spatial structures 
underpinning the EU. And more precisely, the condition of possibility pertains to the Union having 
turned from a ‘sinner’ to something not only completed but also exemplary for others to emulate. The 
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healing that has, in terms of a temporal shift, amounted to fulfillment implies that the initial process of 
aspiring for self-negation is no longer relevant. Precisely in having arrived and in having achieved its 
ideal self the EU has become entitled to pursue policies of ‘conditionality’ and  it may, more generally, 
articulate itself as a ‘normative power’. The coining of the ENP could in this perspective be seen as 
part and parcel of such a change pointing towards far more completed, final and essentialist entity. In 
marking out what is bound to be included and excluded, the neighbourhood policy appears to re-
organize European space through moves of rather categorical differentiation and boundary-drawing in 
order for EU’s newly acquired essence to be articulated with considerable clarity.  
 
According to this reading, the coinage of a neighbourhood is there in order to spell out, pinpoint and 
relocate the difference against which the EU’s sovereign and increasingly fixed essence is articulated. 
It allows, as a new foundational and basically oppositional departure, for the EU to be reshuffled in the 
direction of a more traditional unitary actor akin to a Westphalian nation-state. Arguably, the excess 
brought about by such an ethical (in endeavouring at bringing about the EU-self as an ethical, advanced 
and healed subject) rather than political move of bordering has surfaced at a juncture of crisis in order 
to facilitate the pinning down of what the EU is and where it is located. The move is there as a revision 
of the Union’s essence has turned mandatory once the previous constitutive horizon pertaining to 
Europe’s own past has been declared null and void, and given that the previous and temporally based 
difference becomes deprived of its constitutive impact, a new horizon of being is unavoidably called 
for. 
 
 
The Semantics of Neighbouring 
 
Yet there is little pointing to that the relationship between the EU and its neighbours would boil down 
to oppositional otherness and unfold as a confrontational constellation. The neighbours do not seem to 
come out as the Union’s adversaries and the relationship has been brought about in a hierarchical rather 
than any strictly oppositional manner. The otherness inscribed on the neighbours is quite profound in 
the sense that already the assumed finality of the Union appears to leave them permanently out in the 
cold but at a closer inspection it nonetheless turns out that this is due to a deferral of a decision rather 
than the EU having passed a final and irreversible verdict. I am further arguing that the need to keep the 
EU and its neighbours apart from each other through the inscription of rather categorical borders is 
there more due to the similarity inherent in these two entities rather than their differences being of such 
magnitude that they are impossible to transcend. 
 
And more generally, there appears to be considerable limits and restrictions embedded in the very 
concept of a neighbour. Neighbours do not necessarily come out as ‘friends’ in terms of emotional 
closeness, level of engagement and predictability. They are not part of the ‘family’ or located at ‘home’ 
in terms of intimacy. However, they nonetheless remain recognizable as well as familiar in terms of 
being reasonably well known (and thereby not to be slotted in the category of ‘strangers’).  
Significantly, they may be neglected and exposed to some level of indifference in contrast to ‘friends’; 
albeit the neighbours remain, despite of enjoying a less intense relationship, part of a unifying 
sameness and are in this sense more ‘domestic’ than ‘foreign’. Over all, the concept provides for 
difference, although does so through some rather soft forms of border-drawing as the connotations of 
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unity embedded in the concept work against any categorical and oppositional forms of delimitation 
once symbolic and political space is being constructed.  
 
It is further to be noted, in probing the semantics part of the concept, that being a neighbour boils down 
to something relational and neighbours are, in this perspective, neighbours only in regard to something. 
There has, for the neighbours to exist in the first place, to be a core and the two categories emerge 
simultaneously (and are united, if articulated in biblical terms, in their joint love of God in the Jewish 
and Christian traditions). One does not precede the other and instead they come into being through 
moves of differentiation within an overall context premised on commonality. The unifying sameness is 
divided into ‘us’ and ‘not-fully-us’. There is the core and those not altogether alike and therefore 
secondary to the core, and yet the two remain part of the same order with the division providing the 
basis for the construction of particularistic identities. 
 
The neighbours thus figure as entities located at the fringes of a unifying sameness. They are spatio-
temporally close to the core but to some extent proximate also in terms of cognitive, emotional and 
social distance, although forming at the same time the core’s constitutive outside in allowing for self-
completion and appraisal. Jacques Derrida (1976: 141-64) speaks in this context of a ‘supplement’. On 
the one hand, neighbours come into being through moves of inclusion in remaining part of the basic 
sameness but on the other hand they are excluded in being unfit to exist as part of the core.  
 
The assumption of the core and its neighbours sharing a unifying sameness then also implies that 
neighbours do not amount to any profound counter-image or boil down to an antithesis of the core. 
They figure – instead of providing the ground for altogether oppositional departures to be devised – 
rather safely as an extension of ‘us’ and portray to some extent – in being akin to ‘us’ – ‘our’ image. 
There is a distinctly positive identification and a negotiated relationship in the sense that the 
neighbours are with ‘us’ rather than against ‘us’. They are in this perspective different, although 
different in a benign manner and hence not seen as threatening owing to their outsidedness. Issues 
pertaining to confrontational security are therefore not present at the very outset, although the rather 
complementary relationship between the core and its neighbours, one premised on difference can also 
be addressed as bringing about insecurity, that is insecurity in being rather than insecurity brought 
about by the threat of physical violence. They may, as such, be securitised in the previous sense as 
identity is ultimately an insecure ontological experience. 
 
But this notwithstanding, the devising of neighbours may stand for a remedy rather than imply an 
aggravation of uncertainty in being. They tend to contribute to feelings of security in being part of 
domestic and in our neighbours, ‘we’ are able to see ourselves and in mirroring our positive rather than 
negative features, they are conducive to feelings of safety. The neighbours form, despite their 
deficiencies, a kind of reservoir of we-ness and they may potentially serve, if doubt emerges, as a 
testing ground for finding out if ‘we’ really are who we think we are. They constitute, owing to the 
prevalence of a basically non-securitised reading, a reflection and an imperfect variant of ‘us’ within a 
broader sphere of sameness. Within this sameness, normalcy prevails and there are, as such, no reasons 
to resort to arguments pertaining to emergency and exceptional politics of opposition, i.e. the usual 
modern and Schmittian type of claims and decisionism. This is to say that the unifying sameness 
underlying the relationship between the core and its neighbours severely constrains and limits efforts of 
securitisation.  
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Slavoj Źiżek (2000: 109) aspires to sort out this complexity by arguing that neighbours are forged 
through “include me out” type of moves. He asserts, in pointing to a synthesis between nearness and 
distance, that inclusion and exclusion actually co-exist. The sphere of sameness gets split but 
nonetheless retains its unifying character as the outsidedness of the neighbours is coined within a 
broader inside. Such an inclusive and positive mode of constitution with unity and division being co-
present allows for the establishment of the categories of a core as well as its neighbours. It does so 
through moves which do not abide to the usual mode of constitution with the split providing an 
unambiguous division, i.e. keeping difference strictly apart from sameness without any linkages 
between these two qualities. Or to state it differently: the key constitutive line cuts in the case of 
neighbouring through a sphere of sameness rather than creates an exterior populated not by neighbours 
but enemies.  
 
Neighbouring thus testifies at large to the option noted by Laclau (1990: 43) of variability in the 
construction of identities. It stands for an alternative logic with difference being cast in rather benign, 
hierarchical but not categorically oppositional manner, that is in zero-sum terms. The emerging 
neighbours are not friends in the sense that their positive approach and loyalty is not guaranteed from 
the very start but neither does the essence of the neighbours amount to an ‘anti-us’ and a foe as it would 
in the context of a Schmittian logic and the assumed right to declare a state of exception; they are just 
less ‘us’ and may therefore be viewed in fairly positive terms and approached as a complementary 
aspect in the context of a unifying sameness. 
 
Europe is hence, in the context of the ENP-related delineations and contestations, narrowed down to 
comprise of the European Union encircled by neighbours. It is re-imagined and envisaged as an 
increasingly concentric configuration, one delimited by a buffer. In essence, Europe amounts to a 
double space in consisting in essence of a core surrounded by an outer sphere sometimes addressed in 
the ENP-talk as a ‘ring of friends’. The latter formation is occupied by countries elevated (or 
downgraded) to a category of semi-outsiders to be semantically covered by the term of neighbours. The 
space of a ‘near-abroad’ – narrated into being by stories pertaining to spatial proximity but also 
estrangement amounting to arguments about normative and time-based inferiority – provides the EU 
with a sense of purpose and therewith also subjectivity. In one of its aspect the Union’s newly gained 
essence gets articulated through the establishment of a more explicit and increasingly differentiated 
exterior, one furnished with a dose of otherness to be disciplined through the ENP as one aspect of the 
Union’s evolving ‘foreign policy’. 
 
 
From a Sinner to a Force for Good 
 
In some sense the exceptional features of the EU appear to be in decline. The Union is obviously on its 
way of gaining an increasingly normal plot structure, i.e. one of progress with time ironed into a far 
more standard story pertaining to the past and its present as well as future. And in line with this, the 
previous inwards-looking redemption and problematization of one’s own self as key constitutive moves 
have more recently been traded for engagement with basically external and security-related challenges. 
Instead of acting on itself, as used to be the case, the EU now increasingly focuses of others with the 
neighbours forming in this context a key target.  
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It also follows from the increased emphasis on present and future challenges that the references to 
Europe’s past have grown thin. The past has hence lost its oppositional otherness, although it still 
seems to retain some of its importance. It does so in the sense of its declining importance testifying to 
the Union’s ability to transform. The past figures as a chapter that has been closed thereby also 
grounding, as an achievement and an experience unlike anything else, the Union’s alleged uniqueness. 
It provides, in figuring as something already overcome and left behind, the justification for the EU’s 
new and distinctly superior essence. According to the new narrative, Europe has not merely 
transcended its past but has also learned from it (cf. Ifversen, 2007: 185) and owing to such a capacity 
of critical reflexion, Europe has acquired new qualities, these then empowering it to delimit and outline 
far more distinct borders. The re-imagining also entails, in one of its aspects, that the Union purports 
itself – as articulated most explicitly in the context of the ESS – as a “force for good”.8 It may 
consequently, in representing something quite advanced and exemplary, pursue a monologue in the 
setting of standards to be pursued in a broader sphere rather than engage itself into a dialogue on these 
matters with the partners seen as being particularly close to the Union. 
 
It is obvious against this background that 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, it is 
now furnished with increasingly clear-cut limits. The underlying trajectory of space-time has changed, 
and the EU no longer feels destined – with the security-related meaning of integration turning quite 
different as the internal sphere has been secured – to impact its exterior through a projection of its own 
achievement beyond borders. It then also follows from such an aspiration that the Union’s borders will 
not unfold in any binary manner. They will not be premised on separating friends from the foes as the 
newly gained subjectivity is premised on impacting the exterior through a projection of the Union’s 
nature as a ‘force for good’. The borders are instead devised in a graded rather than a binary fashion, 
and the concept of a neighbour is conducive to such a process in the sense of neighbours being by their 
very nature something in-between. This is to say that they are not there merely because of one line of 
demarcation but rest, in fact, on two rather different delineations, that is a relatively hard border 
initially separating the interior from the exterior and another far less divisive one running across the 
interior. Neighbours are in this sense triadic rather than dyadic in nature as also the previous borderline 
delimiting sameness from otherness is crucial for a neighbourly relationship to come into being.9  
 
Whereas the border external to the relationship may in principle boil down to a binary one, this is not 
the way one between the core and its neighbours unfolds. The latter one tends to be asymmetric as the 
core remains, with the split running across the sphere of commonality, unequivocally part of the 
unifying sameness whilst the neighbours are not fully part of it. The two categories are neither alike, 
nor equal to each other within the unfolding of a pattern premised on superiority/inferiority. Whereas 
the adequacy of the core’s representativeness remains beyond doubt, the same is not true for the part of 
                                                 
8  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 
9 Jacques Derrida (1994) seems to follow a somewhat similar track in his outlining of the ‘spectre’, a move that is prior to 
and enables of as well as exceeds an either/or logic of being. On the related concept of liminals, see among others Norton, 
1988; Hopf, 2002; Rumelili, 2003; Mälksoo, 2009, and as to the concepts of margins and marginality, also relevant in this 
context, see Joenniemi and Parker, 2008.  
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the neighbours. The latter would have to shift their position and to do away with the line and the social 
as well as emotional distance separating the core from the neighbours in order for the neighbours to be 
altogether representative. The neighbours, owing to their assumedly incomplete and not fully absorbed 
character, have to knock on the door while the core stands as a kind of native and natural part of the 
overall commonality. In other words, the position occupied by the core functions as the vantage point 
from which to adjudicate how the deviant neighbours are to be categorized, approached and treated.  
 
The relationship between these two subjects hence remains unequal as the neighbours are unable to 
represent the entire sameness without transcending the split vis-à-vis the core, i.e. a borderline that 
contributes to bringing them into being in the first place. This does not imply, however, that the 
relationship is explicitly one between subjects and objects with the neighbours being merely located at 
the receiving end of the constellation consisting of a core surrounded by its neighbours. The extraneous 
position of the neighbours is in some sense inferior within a setting premised on superiority and 
inferiority, although it is also an ambiguous one as the neighbours may move towards the core thereby 
endangering the split or, more crucially, they may alternatively aspire to deepen it or even undermine it 
by exiting the sameness and moving into the sphere of profound otherness.  
 
In any case, the neighbours harbour, due to their in-between character, features of liminality. They are, 
as such, part of the sameness but may nonetheless aspire to opt out, refuse to provide the recognition 
required by the core and move beyond the position assigned to them in the context of the constitutive 
difference carved out within a unifying sameness. In doing so they would not just become radically 
different and thereby also quite threatening in relation to the core but would equally endanger the very 
classification premised on a core surrounded by neighbours. This is then also to say that although there 
are some triumphalist features to be traced in the more recent discourse on the EU’s newly gained 
essence, there are clear limits to the unfolding of one-sidedness in the relationship between the core and 
its neighbours. In fact, the neighbours are able to bite back if need be. They can work and impact the 
border for example by throwing doubt on some of the norms and values that the EU arguably 
represents and endeavours to project into the neighbourghood through the ENP or perhaps even 
undermine the efforts of bordering by refusing to be slotted into the category of neighbours in the first 
place (as did Russia after having been invited to join the ENP). This is also to say that the Union’s 
‘foreign policy’ in the context of the ENP does neither amount to an ‘imperial’ relationship as has been 
sometimes claimed, nor does it augur the re-appearance of something amounting to full-fledged 
dominance in the form of colonialism in its classical tapping.   
 
 
Security as a Key Constitutive Argument 
 
But how about securitization as a core aspect of the relationship between the core and its neighbours?  
Does the prevalence of security-speak in the grounding of the neighbours not testify to that the 
relationship devised is quite oppositional and conducive to the delineation of quite divisive borders? 
 
As pointed out among others by Ruben Zaiotti (2005), security constitutes as such a central issue in the 
context of the ENP and provides ground for him to assert – as already noted – that the EU increasingly 
takes the form of a gated a “gated community”. It is premised on what divides rather than anything 
unifying and rests on quite oppositional relations vis-á-vis the exterior, including the neighbours. The 
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policy coined was formulated from its very inception as a response to the new situation resulting from 
enlargement, where “…..we will be getting nearer to zones of present and recent instability” 
(Verhaugen, 2004a). In some of the EU-documents the ENP is actually addressed as a regional 
implementation of the European Security Strategy (COM(2004)373). Unsurprisingly, the prevalence of 
security as an argument in various ENP-related documents and crucial statement accompanying the 
policies provide ground for Marise Cremona and Christophe Hillion (2006: 3) to assert that it actually 
underpins the whole policy.  
 
It appears that the ambivalence part of the concept renders it open for security-speak. Their location as 
well nature is basically known but they may, as neither of these qualities is carved in stone, also alter in 
the context of different circumstances. Their location and nature restricts and works against outright 
securitization but does not categorically prevent it from occurring. It then follows that the neighbours 
are in some cases depicted as those to be blamed for the existence of various threats and dangers 
whereas they in some other cases are viewed as constituting a buffers against these dangers or even 
seen as  fellow victims and therefore also potential partners in remedying the issues at stake. On the 
one hand the ENP-related rhetoric purport the neighbours as sites of various security problems and 
threats but on the other hand they are presented as occupying a position in-between in potentially 
mediating threats that have their origin outside the neighbours or do “not know any frontiers” 
(Verhaugen, 2004b).   
 
Once specified, the list of threats consists of issues such as illegal immigration, terrorism, organized 
crime, communicable diseases as well as social problems associated with poverty. The combination is 
often subsumed under the heading of ‘instabilities’ and as noted by Ifversen and Kølvraa (2007: 19), 
the securitizing of the neighbours is, as a rule, not aimed at the neighbours as such or geared towards at 
a clear and unified enemy subject behind them. Instead, the articulation of threats tends to remain 
anonymized with the neighbours possibly figuring as sites of insecurity, although without being actors 
actively conducive to insecurity, i.e. to be defined as enemies. 
 
This ambiguity and multiple ways of positioning the neighbours in the discourse on security imply that 
the identities devised in such a context are not strictly oppositional in character. They do not seek to 
designate categorically the self against a relevant other. Instead, the neighbours come more often than 
not out as objects to be impacted and influenced in the sense of the EU riding out in order to assist and 
deal with issue that remain too difficult for the neighbours to handle on their own or as partners with 
the EU offering a helping hand for shared problems to be tackled. For example Prodi (200) has spoken 
in the latter two senses rather softly about the EU offering “….our partners the chance to share in the 
peace, stability and prosperity that we have enjoyed in the European Union”.  Securitization furnishes 
in this perspective the neighbours with a considerable dose of meaning and the subjectivity provided is 
then also contributes to the EU’s own endeavours of articulating itself in a post-enlargement and post-
peace context.  
 
It appears, on a more general note, that the devising of neighbours is not accompanied by boundary 
producing practices and moves of delimitation that re-inscribe a categorical and totalizing division 
between the EU-self and others. It rather appears that a quite particular constitutive logic is at play. 
This is so as the constitution of neighbours clearly breaks with the determinism and spell of necessity 
inherent in what might in general be taken for a Schmittian stance, i.e. a depature with an emphasis on 
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distinctly oppositional relations. The Union undoubtedly engages in border-drawing and resorts to 
moves of exclusion in the creation of its constitutive supplement, but it nonetheless refuses to abide to 
the key dictates of the modern and sovereignty-geared epoch. It obviously ascribes to a relational 
ontology and yet the relationship between the order and its other, the ‘me’ and the ‘non-me’ unfolds in 
a rather distinct manner. It does so in the sense that difference is not converted into outright otherness 
as there is stress on openness rather than closure, and there exists deferral rather than preparedness and 
determination to establish strict limits between ‘us’ and ‘them’ through moves of categorical othering. 
Arguably, the application of this somewhat exceptional constitutive logic seems to warrant the 
conclusion that the Union’s ability of critical self-reflexion and avoidance of essentialist departures is 
still present and alive. 
 
The Union’s specificity may hence continue to rest, according to this latter and non-Schmittian 
argument, on an abstention from the employment of a strictly binary logic of constitution. The Union 
does, as such, not oppose calls for a friend/enemy relationship to be established but it abstains from the 
decision needed for the delimitation required in the generation of firm and unambiguous subjectivity. 
Rather than calling for and outlining the political order by moves of demarcation and in terms of 
deciding on the exception, the effort is one of creating and up-keeping a void through indecision. 
Space is opened, through a demonstration of strength rather than weakness, for transcending any strict 
divides and for building new relations of cooperation. Hence, in staying aloof from the dictates of the 
Schmittian decisionism and its inherent securitization as well as the consequent outlining the core 
constitutive exception, neighbouring unfolds as an exception to the exception. It delimits a particular 
kind of difference distinct from the more profound and general forms of difference on offer in the 
context of the rather binary Schmittian scheme. However, and despite staying aloof from any strictly 
Schmittian departures, the moves of neighbouring do not seem to endeavour at establishing any clear-
cut alternative to such a stance. 
 
As argued by Slavoj Žižek, Eric L. Santner and Kenneth Reinhard in the introduction to their 
theologically premised inquiry into the concept of the neighbour (2005: 8), the concept escapes the 
‘law’. A neighbour is hence, they claim, “…. no longer located in the field totalized by a sovereign 
exception, but unfolds rather within an infinite series of possible encounters, one without limit and 
without a totalization, a field without the stability of the margins”. 
 
 
… And a Source of Ontological Anxiety 
 
The point here is that the constitution of neighbours as a form of difference allows at least potentially 
for a rather non-securitized relationship to emerge. There is no inherent reason, as the neighbours share 
a common space and are basically insiders and in this sense entities distinct from any external and 
threatening otherness, to resort to discourses pertaining to danger or lean on enumerations of threats as 
tends to be the case once the constitutive line is there in order to separate the sphere of sameness from 
the one of profound, oppositional and hostile otherness. It then also follows – with security being 
sidelined as an argument – that the discourses turn less intense as well as dramatic – and this may then 
also be the reason why there has at least so far been in general relatively scant interest in the field of IR 
in liminal concepts such as the one of a neighbour. 
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Yet it is to be noted that even the sameness and closeness embedded in the neighbours can in some 
cases function as a source of unease and turn even conducive to intense violence. Pondering on the 
nature and meaning of those who are almost as ‘we’ are but nonetheless other than ‘we’ can generate 
ontological anxiety as is also indicated by the talk on a “narcissism of small differences” (Blok, 1998). 
The borderlines running through sameness are unavoidably less sharp and divisive than the delineations 
separating sameness from profound difference. The former type of constitution may allow, in being too 
diffuse and in enabling the establishment of entities that are neither fully part of ‘we’, nor to be viewed 
as categorical others, for too much ambiguity. As argued by Žižek (2005: 144), it is fully possible that 
precisely the difference closest to the core is experienced as the most threatening case. He therefore 
speaks of neighbours as “monstrous” in character.10 They can be regarded as rather problematic and 
even threatening to the core’s identity if landing too close to the core. Their presence can become quite 
overwhelming, as also noted by Hannah Arendt (1973: 478) in her study on the origins of 
totalitarianism. Such a state of intense negativity may occur with the relationship becoming too 
intimate in being void of protective ‘fences’. It is mandatory, in this perspective, that the neighbours 
stay on their side of the ‘hedge’ for difference to prevail and security-in-being to remain. They have to 
contribute for their part that the ‘hedge’ remains properly trimmed and if not, even intense violence can 
arise as indicated for example by the war in Bosnia. 
 
Thus, the core and the neighbours do not necessarily – despite their shared sameness – make each other 
fully secure in their relationship. The reading could also be that the ambivalent and deficient nature of 
the neighbours and their somewhat incomplete inclusion endangers the overall coherence, clarity and 
consistency of the common sphere in which they are integrally embedded. In that sense, having ‘good’ 
and recognizable neighbours at a safe and clearly demarcated distance improves the prospects for 
gaining ontological safety in the form of a stable self-identity.11 
 
With the processes of fulfillment the EU has achieved a stable being and hence it has also gained 
something to protect. It then follows that neighbours have to remain at a safe distance not merely 
because of some particular qualities inherent in the neighbours but also because the EU feels unable to 
consummate their difference. Karen Smith (2005: 758) calls it ‘enlargement fatique’. Owing to the 
EU’s internal concerns some distance has to be kept even in regard to benign forms of difference, with 
this then being reflected in talk about the risks of overextending the Union. The Union is bound to 
protect its particular nature as well as achievements, and this aspiration is taken to be a relevant one 
irrespective of how the neighbours perform. As stated by Romano Prodi (2002), “we cannot go on 
enlarging forever” or “[take] in every country that might apply to join”. According to Prodi, the EU is 
faced with the danger of turning into “a free trade area on a continental scale”, i.e. the acquiescence to 
non-bordered similarity would transform it into something entirely different in the sense that the EU 
would no longer be alone in having achieved exemplarity by having gone through processes of healing. 
It would be far less exemplary and exceptional and the anxiety pertaining to such an unwarranted 
change then implies that difference has to be carved out of similarity. This is so as being faced with too 
much similarity and the unfolding of shared identities as is out of question. It then follows that 

                                                 
10 Slavoj Žižek (2005) spells out the inherent alterity of neighbours by equating the neighbours to monsters in the very title 
of his contribution to the book written together with Santner and Reinhard: “Neighbours and Other Monsters: A Plea for 
Ethical Violence”. 
11 For a more elaborate approach as to the themes of concrete and ontological security-seeking, see Mitzen (2006). 
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borderlines have to be drawn within similarity, and the introduction of the concept of a neighbour 
appears to offer what is called for in this context.  
 
Notably, the problem does in this perspective neither of the distance to the neighbours, nor their 
different being as has been frequently argued in the rhetoric related to the ENP. They figure instead as 
a solution to the threat of the relationship between the core and its neighbours becoming too close and 
intimate. They remain at some distance within the sphere of commonality. In other words, they come 
into being through inclusion, albeit their belongingness to the very core remains unconfirmed in the 
sense that any decision to that effect is continuously postponed.  
 
 
 
Strangers, Liminals and Neighbours 
 
Staying recognizable is crucial in order for the neighbours not to be viewed as intruding strangers 
endangering the existence of the very constellation.12 In being known from the very start they do not 
constitute anomalies and unfamiliars threatening epistemologically to evolve into some third category 
within the ordinary constitution of a core and neighbours, one resting on the use of strictly binary 
divisions. Rather than being neither in nor out as strangers do, neighbours are embedded within the 
homeliness of the domestic. They belong to ‘us’ – although stay outside and remain at some distance 
from the core – and do in this sense not immediately challenge the very efforts of classifying and order-
making. They do not bring about incongruence into the efforts of ordering and militate, by resisting 
through their obscurity the moves of categorization, against separations premised on a binary division 
within sameness. Neighbours do not figure, at least not to start with, as horrifying and monstrous 
entities along the lines of the strangers with the potential of breaking axiologically outside the bonds of 
the familiar, thereby threatening profoundly the established core/neighbours constellation as well as the 
archetypical sociation of friends and enemies and the more absolute border-drawing mandatory for 
both of these constellations to emerge.  
 
This is then also to argue that the Schmittian logic is in some ways related, in focusing on the exterior 
rather than the sameness, to the constitution of neighbours. There is, in consequence, no outright 
conflict between the delineation of neighbours taking place within sameness and the Schmittean one 
geared towards the relationship between sameness and profound difference, although the limelight 
shifts with the devising of neighbours from the Schmittian battle-line with the foes as the constitutive 
outside to focus on a specific category to be constructed within the safe life-world of the domestic ‘us’. 
The category of a neighbour reflects, as argued by Kenneth Reinhard (2005: 56), the choice not to 
choose (i.e. not to decide on the basis of Schmittian premises). In essence, the constitution of 
neighbours diverts attention from a fundamental and adversarial break in commonality towards a far 
milder and more benign form of border-drawing to unfold within the commonality consisting of ‘us’.  
 
As already noted, difference may in the latter context be brought about without any attendant moves of 
securitization, i.e. the antagonism part and parcel of the friend/enemy relationship may evaporate or it 
is at least inflated. The prevalence of security-talk may be substituted by the elevation of a far less 
                                                 
12 On the concept of the stranger, see Bauman (1991: 53-61). 
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negative and exclusionary constellation – one brought about between a core and its neighbours – into a 
key constitutive setting. It appears, however, that the Schmittian logic is not challenged head on or 
dispensed with; it is rather pushed out of sight and thereby also deprived of its customary privilege of 
organizing political space in the sphere of international politics. 
 
Yet it appears that what is obscured from view impacts the connotations attached to the neighbours and 
the neighbourhood. Although the neighbours are part of the domestic, the differentiation and 
demarcation that brings them into being nonetheless pushes them towards the outer edge of the 
unifying sameness. They are positioned, while remaining within the sphere of the domestic, in the 
vicinity of the more profound otherness. Their location at the brink also implies that they have the 
potential of changing in character; they may threaten to transform from clearly recognizable neighbours 
to much more obscure liminals. Too isolated and altogether neglected neighbours may turn into 
liminals by sliding over into sphere of external and negative otherness and this is obviously to be 
avoided for the core/neighbours relationship to prevail. 
 
Overall, the ambiguity and constant potential of profound change embedded in a neighbourly 
relationship implies, it appears, that there are good reasons for the core to remain epistemologically 
informed as to the level of knowledge concerning the state of the neighbours but also engaged with 
them in purely praxeological terms. Indifference and neglect may amount to changes in the very setting 
of constitution. The core is undoubtedly in some ways dominant in the relationship vis-á-vis its 
neighbours, but also the neighbours have the potential to bite back and impact the core. 
 
 
Concluding Remarks 
 
Janus-faced  inside out – outside in 
 
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 as well as Europe at large. Other similar and clearly identity-
related sites consist of efforts of thematising 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 the issues of citizenship as well as immigration.  
 
By taking on and challenging the more instrumentalist accounts pertaining to the ENP and focusing on 
the positional semantics embedded in the concept of a neighbour – and thereby opening up alternative 
space for a different research orientation to unfold – the paper related the policy above all to a 
discursive reproduction of Europe. It probed, in particular, a breach in that process, and did so by 
departing from that the EU – as a spatially and temporally bounded configuration – is not to be viewed 
as politically given. It is, instead, politically produced and therefore also remains 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 neighbourhood standing in this sense for a crucial boundary-producing move.  The 
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boundaries are, in essence, established by naming the exception to what then constitutes the EU, and in 
this sense the introduction of terms such as neighbours, a category coined in the context of the ENP, do 
not just inform about the entities named and the very policies pursued. The new narratives introduced 
and employed also point to the Union’s own subjectivity 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 
and changes focus from impacting its internal sphere towards the external domain. This is to say that 
the ENP has been interrogated as move and a policy that furnishes the EU’s with a constitutive outside. 
It allows simultaneously for an overcoming of borders and a construction of new borders and offers, in 
doing so, 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) criticized as “de-subjectification”. Accordingly, the paper has abstained 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 to remain in the midst of flux as 
well as 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 within the sphere of similarity through temporal as well as spatial border-
drawing. 
 
With the neighbours being viewed as the EU’s constitutive outside, the naming of such a space has 
consequently been regarded as a technique of legitimation part of an effort of reconciling a wide variety 
of particularities as ‘a ring of friends’. This then amounts to a configuration indicatory of how the 
Union expresses itself in a non-oppositional manner and consequently aspires to act 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 neighbourhood. The ENP has been employed, as a 
performative 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 neighbourhood 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 
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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. In e3ffect, its 
identity is constructed through those who are included out. Rather than focusing on remedying its own 
moral deficit through policies of integration – as used to be the case – the Union has more recently 
been set up by projecting its newly gained and positively charged normativity on others. It amounts, in 
that sense, to a ‘normative community’. Security has to some extent 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 – as appears to be the case – 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 being no more burdened by Europe’s past sins but having instead accumulated a moral 
surplus by having faced its own rather problematic past. 
 
Notably, the EU comes then 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 neighbourhood. In other words, the argued uncertainty 
and insecurity is ontologically conducive to certainty and stability-in-being. In addition to pointing at 
endeavours 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 and, importantly, 
to do so in a rather innovative manner without a return to the modern and more standard policies of 
categorical border-drawing and construction of quite oppositional identities with the EU-self being 
designated against its newly acquired neighbours.  
 
The coinage of a neighbour undoubtedly adds to the Union’s narrative resources as is already 
evidenced by that the ambiguities integral to the concept invites for and facilitates in this context a 
sidestepping and deferral of relapsing into the devising of strictly binary constellations in the ensuing 
processes of constructing new identities and outlining new formations of political space. It does so 
above all by deflating and diluting the sharpness of the relationship being formed. 
 
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 in this sense out a platform for 
negotiation. Those slotted as neighbours 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 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, stabilized and void of closure, the EU’s identity puzzle 
is, as might well be expected, in some sense 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. 
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