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Introduction 
 
 

The Economic Policy Institute initiated the Summer Seminars for Young Public Servants 

“Preparation for EU Accession” four years ago (September 2000), within the framework of 

the joint project of the Bertelsmann Foundation and the World Bank, Washington: “Towards 

European Integration – Network for Integration of Central and Eastern European Countries 

into the European Union”. Since then, this initiative turned out into an annual forum for 

exchanging experience, learning and networking, and proved its timeliness and importance. 

 

This Summer Seminar gathers outstanding experts, governmental and EU officials, and young 

public servants from SEE countries. Special focus is put on urging active, both formal and 

informal, discussions amongst the participants and the speakers.  

 

The Summer Seminar targets young public servants from countries in the SEE region, who 

work in the filed of European integration. The first two editions of the Seminar gathered 

participants from Bulgaria and Romania, and the third year we also had young public servants 

from Albania, Macedonia and Serbia as well. Promoting regional networking on a broader 

basis is a leading principle, and for this fourth edition of the Summer Seminar we had 

participants from six countries in SEE, incl. Albania, Bulgaria, Bosnia and Herzegovina, 

Croatia, Macedonia, Romania. 

 

We believe that cooperation and networking are crucial for promoting prosperity in the 

region. This initiative gives opportunity to young public servants from the region to get to 

know each other and share experiences. This Seminar is our contribution to promoting mutual 

understanding and exchange.  

 



 10

EPI maintains Summer Seminar participants’ network, and strongly encourages follow-up 

meetings and exchange. The positive feedback also encouraged us to continue with this 

initiative, and we hope to be able to sustain and even broaden the scope of participants next 

years. 

 

We would like to thank all the organizations and governmental agencies who supported us 

during the past four years and made this seminar happen: 

Bertelsmann Foundation; 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Federal Republic of Germany, the Embassy of the Federal 

Republic of Germany in Sofia; 

The Netherlands Embassy special fund for support to the Bulgarian transformation (MATRA 

KAP fund)  

The Assistance Programme for CEEC and NIS of the Federal Ministry for Foreign Affairs of 

the Republic of Austria; 

The Central European Initiative  

 
We would like to thank also the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Bulgaria for 

supporting this initiative throughout the years.  

 
 

   Irena Mladenova 
               Executive Director 

 Economic Policy Institute 
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Panel: Regional Co-operation in Southeastern Europe 
    ________________________________ 
 
 
The SIGMA Assessment and the Development of Budgetary and Financial 

Management Systems in Future Member States1. 
 
 
Tzviatko Velikov 
Chief Expert 
European Integration and Relations IFIs Directorate Council of Ministers  
 
 
Introduction 
 

SIGMA2 is a joint initiative of the OECD and the European Commission, principally 
funded by the Phare Programme. Its main role is to support the improvement in public 
governance and management in Central and Eastern European Countries. In 1999 an 
assessment system was developed in the framework of SIGMA programme to evaluate the 
progress made by each of the candidate countries towards EU accession. The assessment 
system guaranteed objective evaluation of the progress made by the candidate countries on the 
way to EU accession and was a tool to evaluate the development of horizontal administrative 
capacity3.  

The SIGMA assessment covered the following key areas: public expenditure 
management, financial control, external audit, civil service, public procurement and policy 
making and coordination. In each of these areas a number of specific criteria, called baseline 
measures were identified to mark the minimum standards for the achievement of EU best 
practices and standards. The baseline measures covered the legal setting, the institutional set 
up and the evolution of the assessment elements in the respective areas. The objective of this 
paper is to explain key priorities concerning the development of financial and budgetary 
systems in the context of EU accession and to discuss how the SIGMA assessment system 
addressed the achievement of these priorities. 

 
1. Development of administrative capacity in financial and budgetary sector  

 
The EU accession leads to a number of changes in the functioning of the national 

financial and budgetary systems. One of these changes is that upon enlargement it will 
become necessary to monitor carefully the impact of the EC budget on the national budget. 
This is important not only for statistical reasons but also to provide information to the national 
authorities and to the European Commission for the functioning of the EU own resources 
mechanism.  

Another important issue concerns the capacity to negotiate on the scope of the EU 
Budget in the Council of Ministers of the European Union and on the size of the EC budget 
that will be granted under the Structural Funds.  

                                                           
1 The article expresses the personal opinion of the author and do not represent the position of any of the 
organizations quoted. 
2 For further information about SIGMA, please check www.oecd.org/sigma  
3 The development of horizontal administrative capacity is of crucial importance to guarantee the sustainability 
of reforms undertaken by the Candidate Countries on a sectoral basis. For further details see Administrative 
Capacity Development a Race Against time? A.J.G. Verheijen, June 2000 
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Further to this a EU Member State will be responsible to follow the acquis on the 
own resources mechanism as well as to establish proper management and anti-fraud system to 
get maximum benefit from external aid. 

 
2. Some weaknesses identified at the pre-accession stage  
 

The 1997 Commission opinion identified the following key weaknesses in the 
budgetary systems of the candidate countries: it was necessary to develop specific ant-fraud 
services, to establish effective management and control systems and to separate the internal 
from external auditing. 

Development of anti-fraud services is of particular importance for the management 
of the Structural Funds where each Member State should develop proper system to handle 
cases of frauds or irregularities. Preparation for this role starts at the pre-accession stage when 
the countries receiving PHARE funds are required to report to the Commission for all 
suspected and actual cases of fraud and irregularity as well as all the measures to eliminate the 
possible shortcomings. With this respect the negotiating Chapter 28 “Financial control” 
includes a specific section on the Protection of the EU financial interests where focus is put 
on the designation of a single contact point for co-operation with the European Anti Fraud 
Office (OLAF) and on the development of the administrative capacity necessary to implement 
the “acquis” in this area. 

The establishment of effective management and control systems is of particular 
importance for the financial management of the Structural Funds. At the level of the 
organizations spending the EU funds, management and control systems cover the procedures 
designed to handle requests for funding, make decisions for funding, pay and record advances 
and reimburse expenditure and monitor and evaluate the use of funds.  

Another requirement under Chapter 28 is to ensure clear separation between the 
financial management and control systems and the internal audit. According to the definition 
of the Institute of Internal Auditors4: “The internal auditing is an independent, objective 
assurance and consulting activity designed to add value and improve an organization’s 
operations. It helps an organization to accomplish its objectives by bringing a systematic, 
disciplined approach to evaluate and improve the effectiveness of risk management, control 
and governance processes.” At the pre-accession stage each PHARE financing memorandum 
states that the recipient must send to the Commission the audit plan and he summary of the 
findings of the audits carried out. 

The difference between the internal and external audit performed in the public sector 
depends on whether the audit is performed by a body, which is a part of the executive power, 
or by an independent institution. The financial control system in Bulgaria, for example, 
includes the Public Internal Financial Control Agency and the National Audit Office. The 
former is established under the authority of the Minister of Finance to perform internal audit 
in the public sector. The latter is an independent supreme audit institution, which is not part of 
the executive power and performs external auditing. 

 
3. The development of baseline measures  
 
3.1 Public expenditure management 

 
It is generally accepted that all budget systems need to achieve three basic 

objectives: to maintain aggregate fiscal discipline, to allocate resources in line with 

                                                           
4 For further information about internal auditing, please check www.iia.org  
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government priorities and to promote the efficient delivery of services5. The baseline 
measures under this issue aim to assess the achievement of these objectives in comparison to 
the EU regulations and best practices.  

One of the components of the assessment is the legal framework for managing the 
State Budget. It covers the scope and the regulation of budgetary issues in the Constitution, 
the Organic Budget Law and related legislation. The assessment also reviews the relations 
between the national parliament and the executive power concerning the budgetary 
process, the specific arrangements and implementation of the budget procedure as well as 
the functioning of accounting and reporting mechanisms.  

Another baseline issue is whether the national and EU funds are included in a 
single and coherent framework. This is important with respect to the future EU membership 
where the Structural funds must be used as additional to the national public resources 
allocated to achieve key areas of government policy. Clear picture is necessary therefore to 
steer public investments properly. 

Besides often the implementation of national projects goes outside the annual 
budgetary cycle, which requires the use of multiannual financial programming approach. 
An instructive example could again be the PHARE programme, where once the Financing 
memorandum is signed, the money allocated for the achievement of project purpose could be 
spent within three years. This requires proper planning of project implementation. The 
National Agriculture and Rural Development Plan prepared as a planning document under 
SAPARD is another example for the practice recommended by the SIGMA assessment.  

The preparation of multiannual financing plans needs to be considered in line with 
the overall development of the national economy. This makes the preparation of a Mid-term 
financial framework  a tool of particular importance. It is mainly designed however to 
provide budgetary information within a medium-term framework, and set medium-term fiscal 
objectives. Besides EU Member States within or outside the European Monetary Union, 
countries will need to provide stability or convergence programmes. Both programmes will 
have to specify the main elements of a medium-term expenditure framework that complies 
with methodological principles and standards. 

 
3.2 Financial control  
 

The acquis communautaire does not impose a particular financial control model in 
the Member states. However, there are a number of specific provisions on how this process 
should function. The baselines for the financial control include the existence of a coherent 
and comprehensive set of laws and regulations where the principles and functioning of the 
financial control system should be identified. The legislative set up is assessed with respect to 
the type of legislative acts that determine the weight of the specific procedures for financial 
control and internal audit. 

Another assessment element refers to the introduction of management and control 
systems. In broader terms these include: 

• Preparation of financial control Policy Paper, where the existing weaknesses and 
the government priorities to improve the financial control system are set; 

• Development of sufficient audit trail to enable the auditors and the managers to 
cross-refer each bookkeeping entry to its source and to facilitate the checking of 
accuracy or validity of claims and payments;  

                                                           
5 For further details see Managing Public Expenditure: A Reference Book for Transition Countries Edited by 
Richard Allen, Daniel Tommasi, p.19, published by the OECD in 2001  
 



 15

• Introduction of proper mechanism to perform ex-ante controls of the 
commitments and payments of National and EU funds so as to guarantee 
effective management of the Structural Funds; 

• Control on the state revenues coming from the VAT, customs and levies with a 
view to ensure that the country is able to pay its contribution to the EC budget.  

The financial control baseline also aims to assess to what extent functionally 
independent audit is performed on the basis of internationally accepted auditing standards. 
This refers to the ability of the auditor to maintain free professional judgment on the audit and 
control organization. It is necessary to establish proper balance between the manager of an 
organization that is audited and the one who performs the audit. The auditor should be 
appointed from an independent audit organization and be free to report its opinion on the 
nominating body. 

The baseline also aims to assess to what extend systems are introduced to prevent 
and take action against irregularities and recover sums lost as a result of negligence or 
irregularity. The criteria for assessment in this area are the extent to which existing systems 
are preventive, the legal basis for recovering the amounts lost as a result of irregularities and 
negligence. 

 
3.3 External audit  

 
The function of the external audit is not as such part of the acquis, but in order to 

achieve stability of institutions guaranteeing democracy and the rule of law the Member states 
must have an effective supreme audit institution. This institution should be able to audit all 
the public funds including the EU funds following the internationally recognized auditing 
standards. The quality of the audit reports is also assessed under this baseline. 

Another issue refers to the follow up steps upon issuing the audit report. Since the 
supreme audit institution reports directly to the Parliament then proper mechanisms should be 
introduced to guarantee that the legislative power would ensure the consideration of the 
findings of the external auditors. With this respect the latest Accession Partnership on 
Bulgaria sets as a priority the need to adopt and implement rules on the interaction between 
the National Audit Office and the Parliament.  

 
3.4 Civil Service.  
 

This issue is not directly linked to the financial and budgetary reforms and covers 
the horizontal development of the civil service including the legal status of civil servants their 
impartiality, integrity, efficient management, professionalism and stability. The assessment 
aims to determine to what extend on-the-job training  is provided and in particular how the 
internal and external audit training is organized.  

Particular focus is also put on the concept of accountability, which means that 
public officials have to respond periodically to questions concerning their activities, and must 
be held responsible for the exercise of the authority provided to them.  
 
3.5 Policy-making and co-ordination.  
 

The assessment aims to estimate whether the overall framework within which 
national policy is made is clearly set out, understood and accepted by all actors. With regard 
to proper budget preparation and execution it is of particular importance to organize efficient 
inter-ministerial consultation on policy proposals to ensure that financial, European 
integration and legal implications of any proposal are adequately addressed, and more 
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generally that any Ministry with an interest is consulted. There should be effective 
mechanisms for resolving disagreements between ministers on policy issues.  

 
3.6 Public procurement management systems. 

 
The assessment aims to ensure that open competition is encouraged for public funds 

contracts, which account for approximately 10 per cent of the GDP of the European Union. 
Sound procurement polices and practices can reduce costs of public expenditure, produce 
timely results, stimulate the development of the private sector, reduce waste, delays, 
corruption, and government inefficiency. The functioning of efficient public procurement 
management system must be checked and verified by sound financial control procedures. 
Both the public procurement and financial control system must be developed to achieve these 
objectives, which clearly shows how the reforms in the public sector are interlinked.  

 
5. Conclusion 
  

This paper points out some of the key problems for the development of sound 
financial and budgetary systems necessary for the EU accession. The European Commission 
regular reports cast further light on the achievements and the necessary steps that need to be 
undertaken to prepare for the accession. What is not said in the reports, however is how 
exactly the recommendations will be achieved. It remains a key challenge for the decision 
makers involved in the public administration reform, their teams and all the stakeholders to 
achieve the necessary improvements. 

 
 

 
Tzviatko - Slides 
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   ________________________ 
 

Regional Energy Cooperation in the Context of EU  
Membership of the SEE Countries 

  
DDiiaannaa  II vvaannoovvaa  
HHeeaadd  ooff  EEuurrooppeeaann  IInntteeggrraattiioonn  DDeeppaarrttaammeenntt  
MMiinniissttrryy  ooff  EEnneerrggyy  aanndd  EEnneerrggyy  RReessoouurrcceess,,  SSooffiiaa  
  
  
II nntt rr oodduucctt iioonn  
  
What is energy? It’s everywhere around us at home, at the office, in the foreign trade, in the 
international relations. Namely it was a base of the post second world war integration among 
Germany, Italy, France and Benelux, as part of the European Coal and Steel Community 
Treaty. It existed in the next stage as well as when the EEuurrooaattoomm Community and European 
Economic Community were established. This widespread issue makes the enneerrggyy  ppooll iiccyy  aa  
ssttrraatteeggiicc  aanndd  sseennssiibbllee  iissssuuee..  EEvveenn  ttooddaayy  tthhee  ggoovveerrnnmmeennttss  ooff   tthhee  EEUU  mmeemmbbeerr  ssttaatteess  ccaann  nnoott  
ddeelleeggaattee  ssoovveerreeiiggnnttyy  ttoo  EEUU  iinnssttii ttuuttiioonnss  rreeggaarrddiinngg  eenneerrggyy  sseeccttoorr  iissssuueess,,  wwhhiicchh  hhaavvee  ddii rreecctt  
rreellaattiioonn  ttoo  nnaattiioonnaall   ssoovveerreeiiggnnttyy  aanndd  sseeccuurrii ttyy..  That is why, the term “overall energy policy” 
can not be found anywhere in primary lleeggiissllaattiioonn..  EEnneerrggyy  ppooll iiccyy  iiss  nnoott  aammoonngg  tthhee  ““ ggeenneerraall   
ppooll iicciieess””   mmeennttiioonneedd  iinn  aarrtt..33  ooff   tthhee  EEuurrooppeeaann  CCoommmmuunnii ttyy  TTrreeaattyy..  YYeett  wwhhaatt  ddoo  wwee  hhaavvee??  
EEuurrooppeeaann  CCooaall   aanndd  SStteeeell   TTrreeaattyy,,  EEuurrooaattoomm,,  EEuurrooppeeaann  CCoommmmuunnii ttyy  TTrreeaattyy..  BBuutt  tthhee  nneecceessssii ttyy  
ffoorr  rreessoollvviinngg  iissssuueess  oouuttssiiddee  tthhee  ccoommppeetteenncceess  aanndd  aabbii ll ii ttiieess  ooff   tthhee  ggiivveenn  mmeemmbbeerr  ssttaattee  hhaass  
ddeevveellooppeedd  aa  mmoorree  ppuurrppoosseeffuull   aapppprrooaacchh  ttoo  EEUU  eenneerrggyy  ppooll iiccyy..  IIssssuueess  ll iikkee  EECC’’ ss  ssttrroonngg  eenneerrggyy  
ddeeppeennddeennccee  aanndd  eennvvii rroonnmmeennttaall   pprrootteeccttiioonn  oouuttll iinnee  EECC’’ ss  eenneerrggyy  ppooll iiccyy  pprriioorrii ttiieess::  
  
••  SSeeccuurrii ttyy  ooff   ssuuppppll iieess  
••  EEssttaabbll iisshhiinngg  aa  ccoommppeettii ttiivvee  eenneerrggyy  mmaarrkkeett;;  
••  EEnnvvii rroonnmmeennttaall   pprrootteeccttiioonn..  
  
EU Common Energy Market 

  
TThhee  ccoonncceeppttiioonn  ffoorr  tthhee  ccoommmmoonn  eenneerrggyy  mmaarrkkeett  iiss  bbaasseedd  oonn::  
  
••  FFrreeee  mmoovveemmeenntt  ooff   eenneerrggyy  pprroodduuccttss  bbyy  eell iimmiinnaattiinngg  aall ll   oobbssttaacclleess  ttoo  EECC  ttrraaddee;;  
••  TThhee  ffrreeeeddoomm  ooff   eessttaabbll iisshhiinngg  aanndd  ooppeerraattiinngg  ooff   ccoommppaanniieess  iinn  tthhiiss  ff iieelldd  pprreessuuppppoosseess  nnoonn--

ddiissccrriimmiinnaarryy  ccoonnddii ttiioonnss  ffoorr  ccaarrrryyiinngg  oouutt  aaccttiivvii ttiieess  iinn  tthhee  eenneerrggyy  sseeccttoorr;;  
••  FFrreeeeddoomm  ooff   ccoommppeettaattiioonn;;  
••  DDeevveellooppmmeenntt  ooff   ttrraannss--nnaattiiooaannaall   eenneerrggyy  nneettwwoorrkkss;;  
••  RReeqquuii rreemmeennttss  ffoorr  ttrraannssppaarreennccyy,,  ssttaannddaarrttiissaattiioonn  aanndd  nnoonn--ddiissccrriimmiinnaattiioonn,,  pprrootteeccttiioonn  ffoorr  

ccoonnssuummeerrss;;  
••  AAmmeennddmmeennttss  ttoo  ttaaxxaattiioonn  ((iimmpplleemmeennttaattiioonn  ooff   aa  ssiinnggllee  ttaaxx  ssyysstteemm)),,eettcc..  
  
TThhee  ddeevveellooppmmeenntt  ooff   tthhee  EEUU  ccoommmmoonn  eenneerrggyy  mmaarrkkeett  ccoouulldd  bbee  ddiivviiddeedd  iinnttoo  ttrreeee  ssttaaggeess::  
  
FFii rr sstt   ssttaaggee--ccoouulldd  bbee  aaddddrreesssseedd  aass  ff iinnaall iisseedd..  II tt  bbeeggaann  wwii tthh  tthhee  aaddooppttiioonn  ooff   11999900--11999911  
DDiirreeccttiivveess  oonn  ttrraannssii tt  ooff   eelleeccttrriiccii ttyy  aanndd  nnaattuurraall   ggaass  tthhrroouugghh  ttrraannssmmiissssiioonn  nneettwwoorrkkss..  TThhee  ggooaall   sseett  
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iinn  tthhee  DDiirreeccttiivveess  wwaass  ttoo  iimmpprroovvee  tthhee  iinntteeggrraattiioonn  ooff   tthhee  eexxtteerrnnaall   eelleeccttrriiccii ttyy  mmaarrkkeett  bbyy  
eell iimmiinnaattiinngg  tthhee  oobbssttaacclleess  ttoo  eelleeccttrriiccii ttyy  ttrraaddee  ggrroowwtthh  aammoonngg  llaarrggee  nneettwwoorrkkss..  AA  mmaaiinn  
rreeqquuii rreemmeenntt  wwaass  tthhaatt  ttrraannssii tt  sshhoouulldd  bbee  nnoonn--ddiissccrriimmiinnaarryy,,  sshhoouulldd  nnoott  ccoonnttaaiinn  uunnggrroouunnddeedd  
rreessttrriiccttiioonnss  aanndd  sshhoouulldd  nnoott  eennddaannggeerr  bbootthh  tthhee  sseeccuurrii ttyy  ooff   ssuuppppll iieess  aanndd  tthhee  qquuaall ii ttyy  ooff   tthhee  
rreessppeeccttiivvee  ssuuppppllyy  sseerrvviicceess..  
  
TThhee  eell iimmiinnaattiioonn  ooff   tthhee  mmoonnooppoollyy  iinn  tthhee  ggaass  aanndd  eelleeccttrriiccii ttyy  sseeccttoorrss  wwaass  mmaaddee  ppoossssiibbllee  dduurriinngg  
tthhee  sseeccoonndd  ssttaaggee..  IItt  wwaass  bbaasseedd  oonn  tthhee  DDiirreeccttiivveess  oonn  tthhee  CCoommmmoonn  eelleeccttrriiccii ttyy  aanndd  ggaass  mmaarrkkeett,,  
ii ..ee..  EElleeccttrriiccii ttyy  aanndd  GGaass  DDiirreeccttiivveess  ((rreessppeeccttiivveellyy  9966//9922//EECC  aanndd  9988//3300//EECC))..  
  
TThhee  aacccceellaarraattiioonn  ooff   tthhee  ll iibbeerraall iissaattiioonn  ooff   tthhee  eenneerrggyy  mmaarrkkeett  sseett  tthhee  ggooaall   ooff   tthhee  tthhii rr dd  ssttaaggee  
wwhheenn  eevveerryy  ccoonnssuummeerr  ttoo  bbee  aabbllee,,  wwii tthhoouutt  aannyy  ddii ff ff iiccuull ttyy,,  ttoo  bbuuyy  aanndd  rreecceeiivvee  eenneerrggyy  aanndd  ttoo  bbee  aa  
pprroodduucceerr  iinn  tthhee  CCoommmmuunnii ttyy..  TThhiiss  iiss  oouuttll iinneedd  iinn  tthhee  nneewwllyy  aaddoopptteedd  eelleeccttrriiccii ttyy  aanndd  ggaass  mmaarrkkeett  
ddii rreeccttiivveess..  TThheeyy  rreeppeeaall   tthhee  aaccttiinngg  EElleeccttrriiccii ttyy  aanndd  GGaass  DDii rreeccttiivveess  bbyy  ffuurrtthheerr  ddeevveellooppiinngg  tthhee  
pprroocceessss  ooff   ll iibbeerraall iissaattiioonn  ooff   tthheessee  mmaarrkkeettss  aanndd  rreeaacchhiinngg  ooff   ccoommppeettii ttiioonn  ttoo  eenndd--ccoonnssuummeerrss..  TThhee  
ddeeaaddll iinneess  sseett  aarree  rreessppeeccttiivveellyy  0011..0077..22000044  ffoorr  aacccceessss  ooff   aall ll   nnoonn--hhoouusshhoodd  ccoonnssuummeerrss  aanndd  
0011..0077..22000077  iinncclluuddiinngg  aall ll   hhoouusshhoolldd  ccoonnssuummeerrss..  
  
Regional Energy Cooperation in the SEE 

 
TThhee  ddeevveellooppmmeenntt  ooff   aa  ccoommppeettii ttiivvee  CCoommmmoonn  EEuurrooppeeaann  EEnneerrggyy  MMaarrkkeett  aanndd  tthhee  ssttrroonngg  eenneerrggyy  
ddeeppeennddeennccee  ooff   tthhee  EEuurrooppeeaann  ccoouunnttrriieess  oonn  tthhee  iimmppoorrtt  ff rroomm  tthhii rrdd  ccoouunnttrriieess  ggiivveess  aa  hhiigghh  pprriioorrii ttyy  
ttoo  tthhee  sseeccuurrii ttyy  ooff   ssuuppppll iieess  aanndd  sshhii ff ttss  tthheessee  iissssuueess  ffrroomm  tthheeii rr  nnaattiioonnaall   nnaattuurree  ttoo  aa  rreeggiioonnaall   
ccoonntteexxtt,,  aanndd  pprroommootteess  tthheeii rr  ccoonnssiiddeerraattiioonn  iinn  tthhee  EEUU  ccoonntteexxtt..  MMaannyy  ddii ff ffeerreenntt  rreeggiioonnaall   eenneerrggyy  
mmaarrkkeett  mmooddeellss  aarree  ddeevveellooppeedd  ttoo  eennhhaannccee  tthhee  rreeggiioonnaall   eenneerrggyy  ccooooppeerraattiioonn  iinn  EEuurrooppee..  OOnnee  ooff   
tthheemm  iiss  tthhee  rreeggiioonnaall   eenneerrggyy  ccooooppeerraattiioonn  iinn  tthhee  SSEEEE..  
  
TThhee  ddeevveellooppmmeenntt  ooff   tthhee  SSEEEE  RReeggiioonnaall   EEnneerrggyy  MMaarrkkeett  iiss  aann  iinntteeggrraall   ppaarrtt  ooff   tthhee  eessttaabbll iisshhmmeenntt  
ooff   aa  CCoommmmoonn  EEuurrooppeeaann  EEnneerrggyy  MMaarrkkeett..  TThhee  ggeenneerraall   tteennddeennccyy  iinn  tthhee  rreeggiioonn  iiss  ddii rreecctteedd  ttoo  
ll iibbeerraall iissaattiioonn  ooff   tthhee  eelleeccttrriiccii ttyy  aanndd  nnaattuurraall   ggaass  mmaarrkkeett,,  ffooll lloowwiinngg  tthhee  EEUU  ppooll iiccyy  wwii tthh  rreeggaarrdd  ttoo  
tthhee  eenneerrggyy  sseeccttoorr  rreeffoorrmmss..  TThhee  iinntteerrccoonnnneeccttiioonn  ooff   tthhee  ppoowweerr  ssyysstteemmss  ooff   tthhee  SSEEEE  ccoouunnttrriieess  ttoo  
tthhee  UUnniioonn  ffoorr  tthhee  CCoo--oorrddiinnaattiioonn  ooff   TTrraannssssmmiissssiioonn  ooff   EElleeccttrriiccii ttyy  ((UUCCTTEE))  iiss  aa  mmaaiinn  pprriioorrii ttyy  iinn  
tthhee  sshhoorrtt--tteerrmm  ddeevveellooppmmeenntt  ppllaannss  ooff   tthhee  ppoowweerr  mmaarrkkeett..  TThhee  RReeggiioonnaall   EElleeccttrriiccii ttyy  MMaarrkkeett  wwii ll ll   
bbeeccoommee  aa  ppaarrtt  ooff   tthhee  CCoonnttiinneennttaall   EElleeccttrriiccii ttyy  MMaarrkkeett..  
  
OOtthheerr  pprreerreeqquuiissii ttss  ffoorr  eennhhaannccmmeenntt  tthhee  rreeggiioonnaall   eenneerrggyy  ccooooppeerraattiioonn  iinn  SSEEEE  aarree::  
••  AAcccceelleerraatteedd  eeccoonnoommiicc  ddeevveellooppmmeenntt,,  dduuee  ttoo  tthhee  aacccceessssiioonn  ooff   SSEEEE  ttoo  tthhee  EEUU;;  
••  TThhee  eeccoonnoommiicc  ddeevveellooppmmeenntt  rreeqquuii rreess  iinnccrreeaasseedd  ppoowweerr  ccoonnssuummppttiioonn  aanndd  eenneerrggyy  ccaarrrriieerrss;;  
••  AAtt  tthhee  mmoommeenntt  tthheerree  iiss  aa  sshhoorrttaaggee  ooff   eelleeccttrriiccii ttyy  iinn  tthhee  rreeggiioonn;;  
••  SSEEEE  iiss  aa  ssttrraatteeggiicc  rreeggiioonn  ffoorr  tthhee  ttrraannssii tt  ooff   eenneerrggyy  ccaarrrriieerrss  ttoo  EEuurrooppee  ssoommee  ooff   tthhee  ccoommmmoonn  

EEuurrooppeeaann  iimmppoorrttaanntt  eenneerrggyy  ttrraannssii tt  pprroojjeeccttss  ppaassss  tthhrroouugghh  tthhee  rreeggiioonn;;  
••  SSoommee  ootthheerr  pprroojjeeccttss  hhaavvee  tthhee  ssuuppppoorrtt  ffoorr  tthheeii rr  ddeevveellooppmmeenntt  uunnddeerr  tthhee  SSttaabbii ll ii ttyy  PPaacctt  aanndd  

tthhee  UUSSAA  iinnii ttiiaattiivvee  ffoorr  SSEEEE  aass  aann  iinnvveessttmmeenntt  ffoorr  tthhee  sseeccuurrii ttyy  aanndd  ssttaabbii ll ii ttyy  ooff   tthhee  rreeggiioonn  aass  
wweell ll   aass  tthhee  ddiivveerrssii ff iiccaattiioonn  ooff   tthhee  eenneerrggyy  ssoouurrcceess  ssuuppppllyy  ffoorr  EEuurrooppee..  

  
Establishment of a Regional Energy Market in the SEE-Athens Forum 

 
As part of the project ZZ 9612 ”Research of the development of a competitive market in the 
Balkans” of the PHARE Multinational programe of the European Commission, in 
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Thesaloniki, Greece, on 10.09.1999 a “Declaration of intention for establishing a Regional 
electricity market in SEE” was signed by Albania, Bosna and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Greece, 
Macedonia and Romania. The Declaration took into consideration the Directive on transit of 
electricity 90/547/EC and the Directive on the common market of electricity 96/92/EC, the 
Energy Charter Treaty and Protocol for Eneregy Efficiency and the Protocol on energy 
efficiency and the related environmental aspects. The Declaration underlines the necessity for 
the establishment of legislative preconditions, administrative and economic structures for the 
development of the market, which will complement the establishment of the interconnections 
and the implementation of the requirements of the UUnniioonn  ffoorr  tthhee  CCoo--oorrddiinnaattiioonn  ooff   
TTrraannssmmiissssiioonn  ooff   EElleeccttrriiccii ttyy  ((UUCCTTEE))..   
The next step in the preparation of the development of a regional electricity market was the 
Memorandum of understanding signed in Athens on 02.06.2000 by Albania, Bosna and 
Herzegovina, Greece, Macedonia and Romania.  
 
The initiative for establishing a regional electricity market is a step towards the preparation of 
the countries in the region to participate in the EC Common Electricity Market. During the 
initial stage the regional market to work under the Community rules and later on to become 
part of the EC Common Electricity Market.  

 
In order to realise this goal, the First Energy Regulatory South East Europe Forum  (the 
Athens Forum) was held on 13.06.2002 as an initiative of the European Commission. The key 
goal was to speed up the processes of integration of SEE countries into the internal EU energy 
market. Two permanent working groups were established to support this initiative: 
 1. Regulators’group – a sub-group under CEER 
 2. TSOs’ group – a sub-group under  ETSO 
 
On 15 November 2002 a “Memorandum of understanding on the establishment of an 
electricity market in SEE countries” was signed by the energy ministers of SEE countries. The 
document expresses a political will and is not a legally binding agreement. 
  
During the second Athens Forum held on during 26 -27 March 2003 in Rome a draft 
amendment to the Memorandum of Understanding from November 2002 has been discussed. 
The countries from the region came to the conclusion that the initiative should be extended by 
the establishment of a Regional gas market (RGM). RGM will operate in compliance with the 
requirements of the acquis and consequently will become part of the internal EU market. As a 
result, the necessary prerequisites for cooperation among the countries from the region will be 
established regarding the creation of a Regional energy market and its rapid integration in the 
EU energy market. 
 
The signing of a Memorandum of Understanding for establishment of a regional energy 
market in SEE is envisaged, which includes both electricity and gas markets. The 
Memorandum will be signed at a ministerial meeting in November 2003. The Memorandum 
is expected to be legally binding for those who acced to it unlike the current Memorandum on 
the regional electricity market 
  
 Memorandum of Understanding for Establishment of Regional Energy Market 

  
The main purpose of the proposed Memorandum ooff  UUnnddeerrssttaannddiinngg  ffoorr  eessttaabbll iisshhmmeenntt  ooff   
RReeggiioonnaall   EEnneerrggyy  MMaarrkkeett is the establishment of a REM in SEE as a step towards the 
preparation of the countries in the region for participation in the EU Common Energy Market. 
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The idea is the regional market to work under the EU energy market rules and as a further 
step to become part of the Common market. 
 
The presented draft Memorandum sets down common rules and objectives for establishment 
of an integrated regional energy market in South-East Europe by 2005 and progressive 
integration into the European Community’s Internal Energy Market.  The regional energy 
market in South-East Europe will be achieved by progressively approximating the state 
policies with respect to the energy sector, to promote throughout the region harmonised rules.  
 
For these purposes the states will adopt a common policy with respect to the development of 
the electricity and natural gas markets.  The market shall facilitate the functioning of 
competition mechanisms and as a result will ensure the access to the networks must be non-
discriminatory, transparent and fairly priced.  
 
Each non-EU participant will appoint an independent Energy Sector Regulator that will have 
authority over the electricity and natural gas sectors and energy policy in general. The Energy 
Regulator will be wholly independent from the interests of the electricity and natural gas 
industry. The Regulator’s powers will be subject to judicial review. 
 
The market will be based on the principles set out in the Electricity Directive6,  the Gas 
Directive7 and other legislation relating to the operation of the European Union’s Internal 
Energy Market, including environmental safeguard legislation. The newly adopted Electricity 
and Gas directives will be an integral part of this Memorandum of Understanding. 
 
The non-EU participants shall bring the laws, regulations and administrative provisions in line 
with this Memorandum of Understanding and its annexes not later than July 1st, 2005. 
 
Necessary legislative and structural changes in the Bulgarian energy sector - the 
Bulgarian experience 
 
In order to define the energy sector more clearly and to improve the use of renewable energy 
sources as national priorities and outline the commitments of the state to develop 
institutional, legislative and financial framework for implementation of state policy as 
prerequisites for the successful integration in the EU, the Council of Ministers passed a Draft 
new Energy Law on 8 May 2003. The Parliament adopted the draft Law at its first reading. 
 
The draft law is compliant with the principles of EU legislation of an open and transparent 
energy market, security of supply and sustainable development of the sector. It provides for 
full alignment with the Electricity and Gas Directives by providing legal basis for passing 
secondary legislation. They will ensure full alignment with the remaining EU acts, which 
Bulgaria has committed to implement. 
 
Chapter “Electricity” of the draft law, as well as the other general provisions relating to the 
electricity market, are fully compliant  with the provisions of the Electricity directive in force 
regarding the common rules for the organisation of the sector; the rules regarding 
generation and operation of transmission and distribution systems; the rules regarding 

                                                           
6 DIRECTIVE 2003/54/EC OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND  OF THE COUNCIL 
CONCERNING COMMON RULES FOR THE INTERNAL MARKET IN ELECTRICITY  
AND REPEALING DIRECTIVE 96/92/EC  
7 DIRECTIVE 2003/55/EC OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AN D OF THE COUNCIL CONCERNING COMMON RULES FOR THE IN TERNAL MARKET IN 
NATURAL GASAND REPEALING DIRECTIVE 98/30/EC 
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unbundling and transparency of accounts; the rules regarding the organisation of access 
to the system. 
 
Under the draft law, a new regulated third party access market model replaces the “single 
buyer” model and a liberalised market based on bilateral agreements and a balancing market 
are being established stage-wise. 
 
Besides, new market entities have been introduced as well – the public supplier of electricity 
on the level of transmission, the public suppliers of electricity on the level of distribution and 
electricity traders, parties in electricity transactions being: 
• The public supplier of electricity on the level of transmission; 
• The public suppliers of electricity on the level of distribution; 
• Electricity generators; 
• Consumers – customers of the public supplier of electricity on the level of transmission 

and of the public suppliers of electricity on the level of distribution; 
• The transmission enterprise; 
• The distribution enterprises; 
• Electricity traders; 
• Eligible customers. 
 
With a view to the full implementation of the directive regarding electricity market opening, 
the draft law envisages that full market opening will be achieved in the conditions of 
mutuality as of the date of entering into force of the act by which Bulgaria is acknowledged a 
full EU member. The requirements of the directive regarding “third party access” and trans-
border market opening have been taken into account. 
 
The provision, which comprises the legal basis of trans-border market opening, envisages an 
opportunity for concluding electricity contracts between generators, traders, the public 
supplier on the level of transmission, public suppliers of electricity on the level of distribution 
and eligible customers and local entities in a EU member-state and entities registered in a 
country with which Bulgaria has signed an international agreement for mutual implementation 
of the respective acquis in the conditions of reciprocity. The provision will be applicable as of 
the date of entering into force of the respective act. 
 
The interim stages of market opening will be regulated by secondary legislation taking into 
consideration the need for making contingent supplements and amendments more easily with 
a view to taking account of the specific development of a national electricity market. 
 
In accordance with the rules envisaged in the draft law, electricity prices can be regulated and 
non regulated. Electricity prices provided by power enterprises are not subject to regulation 
by the Commission in the conditions of competition which provides for free negotiation of 
prices for the respective activity in the energy sector in market conditions. 
 
The issue related to compensating stranded costs is duly regulated in the draft law. 
 
The competition procedure, envisaged in the draft law, takes into account the new rules on 
the tendering procedure, it also being restrictively applied – it is used only for ensuring the 
security of supply and has a subsidiary nature, i.e. it is applicable only in cases of 
ascertained and duly stated need for a new energy facility. 
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The new directive introduces a requirement for the independence of the 
transmission/distribution system operator at least as regards its legal form (legal 
unbundling), organisation and decision taking from the activities not related to 
transmission/distribution of electricity. As regards this unbundling, by outlining the 
functions of market entities, the draft law provides for regulation towards legal unbundling 
which is fully compliant with that of the draft directive. 
 
Accelerated market opening 
The draft law provides for an accelerated electricity market opening in compliance with the 
timetable envisaged in the new directive. 
 
Chapter “Natural Gas” of the draft law, as well as the other relevant general provisions, are 
fully compliant  with the provisions of the Gas directive concerning: the basic rules for the 
organisation of the sector; the rules regarding transmission and storage; the rules 
regarding distribution; the rules regarding supplies; the rules regarding unbundling and 
transparency of accounts; the rules regarding access to the system. 
 
A new market model and new market entities have been introduced – public supplier of 
natural gas on the level of transmission, public suppliers of natural gas on the level of 
distribution, operators of gas storage facilities and natural gas traders, parties to natural gas 
transactions being: 
• The public supplier of natural gas on the level of transmission; 
• The public suppliers of natural gas on the level of distribution; 
• Production enterprises; 
• Operators of gas storage facilities; 
• The transmission enterprise; 
• The distribution enterprise; 
• Natural gas traders; 
• Eligible customers; 
• Non-eligible customers. 
 
The provisions of the law, which comprise the legal basis for market opening, envisage 
opportunities for concluding the following natural gas transactions: supply, natural gas trade, 
transportation along transmission and distribution networks, natural gas storage. The principle 
of equal treatment and non-discriminated access to the transmission and distribution networks 
is also speculated in the draft law, while the specific conditions for access will be determined 
in detail in a secondary legislative act. 
 
The new directive introduces a requirement for independence of the 
transmission/distribution system operator at least in terms of its legal form (legal 
unbundling), organisation and decision taking from other activities not relating to 
transmission/distribution of natural gas. By determining the functions of the market 
entities, the draft law has provisions directed towards meeting the requirements of the 
directive. The draft law provides for an accelerated natural gas market opening in compliance 
with the timetable envisaged in the directive. 
 
The draft law provides legal ground for the implementation of the requirements of 
Council Regulation 736/96 concerning notifying the Commission on investment projects 
infringing on the interests of the Community in the oil, gas and electricity sector and 
Regulation 2386/96 applying it as well as those of Directive 90/377 regarding Community 
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procedures on improving the transparency of electricity and gas prices for industrial end-
consumers. 
 
With a view to promoting renewable energy in the internal electricity market (Directive 
2001/77), a separate part on “Generation of electricity from renewable energy sources” has 
been developed in the draft law. An approach has been adopted to implement two types of 
stimuli at two consecutive stages – the initial stimulus on generation of renewable energy is 
an obligatory purchase of electricity at preferential prices and subsequently, as a stimulus 
adapted to the liberalised electricity market, a system for issuing and trade with green 
certificates is being implemented. The minister of energy and energy resources is envisaged to 
outline the national indicative goals and minimum obligatory quotes for generation of 
renewable energy. The transmission enterprise and the distribution enterprises are obliged to 
connect, by giving a priority to it, a plant generating renewable energy with a total 
installed capacity of up to 10 MW to the transmission/distribution network. 
 
Conclusion  

For us regional market is: 
 

• The Regional energy market is a joint existence and operation of a number of national 
markets with clear-cut rules and mechanisms; 

• The Regional energy market is a variety of contracts and mechanisms for trade in 
electricity products and services; 

• The Regional energy market does not restrict players to trade only within SEE; 
• The Regional energy market is part of the future EU energy market. 
 
However, there is a need for a stronger institutional support to the Regional Market, 
especially stronger relations between the institutions responsible for the energy industry. That 
is the reason why Bulgaria has proposed the establishment of a Regional Energy Policy 
Center in Sofia. It will assist and support the regional policy development and will co-ordinate 
various initiatives. Why Sofia? Because 
• Bulgaria has natural geographical location as a center of the Balkans; 
• Bulgaria has managed to keep its capacities at a good technical level; 
• Bulgaria covers about 45% of the permenent defecit in the total energy balance in 

SEE. 
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Why increasing need for horizontal co-ordination? 

1. Obstacles to effective co-ordination 

2. Strategies to achieve effective horizontal co-ordination 

3. Dilemmas of co-ordination 

 

 Why increasing need for horizontal co-ordination? 

1. accession preparation 

•••• 31 negotiation chapters cut across boundaries of ministerial portolios 

EU expects accession countries to fulfill particular horizontal tasks e.g. Roma issues, anti-

corruption, administrative reform, pre-accession instruments and programmes 

2. interest representation within EU, as member state: 

•••• 9 Council formations, of which general affairs council is likely to become legislative 

council, consisting of specialized European ministers; so far no clear hierarchization, line 

ministers may mobilize EU colleagues 

•••• Support to overcome domestic resistance -> latent rivalry between European minister, 

MFA, MF 

•••• 24 Commission DGs, 20 Commissioners, with their different operation styles, 17 EP 

committees – involved through co-decision prodecure,  

•••• 244 committees – comitology, consisting of national civil servants charged with 

implementation tasks ->politically important, requires competent civil serv. 

•••• If a member state government wants to represent interests effectively, it needs to speak 

with one voice 

•••• In EU, governments lack resources which they can control in domestic politics: authority, 

agenda control, party discipline, established networks, administrative traditions 

Obstacles to effective horizontal co-ordination 

1. Lack of political will: organizational slack or redundancy needed to stabilize delicate 

political balance. Co-ordination is more difficult in coalition governments or if governing 

parties lack internal cohesion. 
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2. Lack of time: PM and key ministers engaged in other activities, such as public 

representation of the government, managing party affairs 

3. Lack of information or inability to manage overload of information. Costs of co-ordination 

may exceed utility of co-ord. Urgent issues take priority over co-ord. 

4. Political and adminstrative constraints. Ministerial autonomy backed by political power or 

constitutional legal regulations protecting ministerial discretion or restricting  PM’s rights of 

intervention; 

5. Sectoralized state administration as legacy of state socialism; hierarchic control, sectoral 

governance of economy, mistrust between departments 

 

Strategies to achieve effective horizontal co-ordination (5 strategies outlined) 

1. Strengthen the centre of government 

a) increase PM’s powers 

b) introduce co-ordinating deputy PMs. But: may undermine authority of ministers, may 

increase co-ordination difficulties between groups of ministers, may challenge PM’s 

authority 

c) strengthen governance capacity for gov. office [table]. PM control; strategic planning 

capacity inside – or outside? 

nodality; adminstrative support or steering of adv councils; hands-on co-ordination of 

line ministers; Spiegelreferate 

Improve efficiency of cabinet work 

•••• Czech cabinet in 2001 discussed 32 docs, of 39 submitted per meeting. The average 

duration of meetings was 7 hours and more 

•••• 41% of docs appointments, allocation of funds (= routine business) 

•••• quality control of docs submitted ->implies 

•••• set up cabinet committees: precooking rather than conflict resolution – limited by 

collectivity and collegiality rules in constitution 

•••• different cabinet models: ministers technical experts or politicians (segmented vs. 

deliberated decision-making) 

•••• Ministers are advisers to PM or equal with PM (collegial vs. prime minister gov.) 
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Improve inter-administrative co-ordination 

a) Establish regular meetings of heads of minsterial administration to prepare cabinet 

meetings and to filter out routine issues and consensus issues and to focus cabinet debate on 

controversial, significant issues and to suggest policy options 

•••• requirement: minister delegates authority to head of ministerial administration and leading 

civil servant develops policy-oriented thinking/behaviour -> role of senior civil servant 

politicized, against strict separation of administration and politics 

•••• alternative: Political-level horizontal co-ord. between political advisors of ministers. 

Requires that political staff has sufficient authority and technical knowledge to convince 

head of administration and to prepare decisions well. 

b) Develop networks linking civil servants from different ministries. Provided by our seminar 

or by grand écoles centralized and educational institutions. Effect: reduces transaction costs, 

inter-administrative friction; improves empathy 

•••• 2 problems: requires free exchange of inf., trust, may lack in segmented admin., 

depending  on top level negotiation, may reinforce negative co-ordination aimed at 

reducing friction and mutual avoidance. 

•••• Stronger negative co-ordination, inturn, requires more positive co-ordination at higher 

level 

 

EU policy co-ordination: no best way 

•••• Member states differ according to their co-ordination ambition and the centralisation of 

co-ordination 

•••• Ambition: far-reaching directive or selective centralisation: co-ordination led by central 

actor or by line ministry 

•••• The more intergov. states – DK; UK; F – have the most centralised and comprehensive 

co-ordination. G, in contrast as a more communitarian member state has comprehensive 

ambition, but decentralised system. 

Dilemmas of co-ordination 

1. Strengthening centralised co-ordination weakens horizontal co-ordination mechanisms and 

vice versa. If the centre of government takes leading role in co-ordination, participants of 

horizontal co-ordination tend to refer problems to centre instead of finding a solution -> tight 

centralised co-ordination may not always be desirable. 
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2. Better intra-sectoral co-ordination weakens inter-sectoral co-ordination. Departments of a 

well-integrated ministry may be less able to co-ordination policies with dep. of other 

ministries because they have to ensure policy coherence of their ministry. 

3. Loose co-ordination of EU policy positions may increase flexibility of bargaining at EU 

level, because negotiatiors can make concessions in exchange for agreement 

4. Effective co-ordination is not compatible with a clear separation of political and admin 

roles. It requires expert political staff knowing bureaucracy and administrators who are 

politically aware and think policy-oriented. 
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Panel: EU Accession and Southeastern Europe:  

The Enlargement Process after 2004 
 

________________________ 
 

The Evolving Concept(s) of a Differentiated Europe 
 

Krassimir Nikolov 
Senior Expert 
Insitute for European Studies and Information, Sofia  
 

The differentiation of integration within the European Union (EU) has become a 
permanent item – be it explicit or not – on the agenda of several reforms of the founding 
treaties since the 1990s – in Maastricht, Amsterdam and Nice. Such an “upgrading” of the 
concept in terms of importance has been necessitated by the different stages of simultaneous 
geographical widening and policy deepening ever since the first enlargement of the European 
Communities (EC) in 1973. The forthcoming Eastern enlargement has made the topic all the 
more relevant. 
 

It would not be correct, however, to speak of the concept of differentiation. The post-Nice 
texts of the founding treaties use the term “enhanced cooperation”, policy makers prefer 
talking about “flexibility”8, while analysts have introduced a broader notion, such as 
“differentiated integration”. An even wider multiplicity of concepts has been produced 
throughout the decades of integration. Intensification of debate over differentiation in the 
beginning of the 1990s has required some theoretical clarity, which resulted in the 
categorization of notions (generally accepted by the research community) along three 
variables – time, space and matter9. The three guiding concepts fitting the parameters to the 
greatest degree are defined as follow: 
• Time: “multi-speed Europe” – mode of differentiated integration according to which the 

pursuit of common objectives is driven by a core group of member states, which are both 
able and willing to go further, the underlying assumption being that the others will follow 
later; 

• Space: “Europe of variable geometry” – mode of differentiated integration, which admits 
to unattainable differences within the integrative structure by allowing permanent or 
irreversible separation between a hard core and lesser developed integrative units; 

• Matter: “Europe à la carte” – mode of differentiated integration whereby respective 
member states are able to pick-and-choose, as from a menu, in which policy area they 

                                                           
8 Despite the tradition of referring to “flexibility” in order to describe differentiation of integrative efforts within 
the EU, the Draft Constitutional Treaty produced by the European Convention inserts a provision bearing the 
same name (Art. I-17 “Flexibility Clause”), which is of a completely different nature. It brings into the 
constitution Art. 308 of the current EC treaty and thus reflects the impact of political correctness on the debate of 
self-empowerment of the Union. See European Convention, Draft Treaty establishing a Constitution for 
Europe, adopted by consensus by the European Convention on 13 June and 10 July 2003 and submitted to the 
president of the European Council in Rome on 18 July 2003. 
9 See STUBB, Alexander, A categorization of differentiated integration, Journal of Common Market Studies, 
vol. 34, No. 2, June 1996, pp. 283-294. 
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would like to participate, whilst at the same time holding only to a minimum number of 
common objectives.10 

 
The problematization of differentiation inside the growing EC started with a speech of the 

then West German chancellor Willy Brandt in 1974, i.e. immediately after the enlargement to 
the United Kingdom, Ireland and Denmark. Following an assignment from the member states’ 
political leaders given at their Paris summit in December of the same year, the Belgian 
premier Leo Tindemans delivered a report in 1975, in which he placed the idea in a positive 
connotation – as part of the substantiation of the more general vision of building a “European 
Union” as a strategic goal of integration. Tindemans’ proposal of giving substance to the 
socio-economic aspects of the goal of creating a Union by developing a “two-speed Europe” 
admitted the need for differentiation, but suggested several guarantees of unity. More 
specifically, his report argued in favour of a unity of goals accompanied by a diversification 
of the schedule for attaining them based on insufficiency of economic capabilities in some 
member states, rather than on lack of political will. In addition, all EC members would be 
bound by three requirements, according to the report: 
• The decision about diversification would be taken unanimously; 
• The member states in need of a slower timetable would be entitled to receive (financial) 

assistance; 
• All member states, irrespective of their progress in achieving the common objectives, 

would take part in assessing the overall process, thus avoiding second-class EC 
membership. 

The Tindemans report was considered controversial and the “two-speed Europe” idea was 
aborted because the degree of EC heterogeneity was not perceived out of proportion of the 
strategic objectives, shared by the 9 member states. On the one hand, the beginning of 
economic diversification in terms of availability of resources – i.e. the fact that not all 
member states shared the same level of economic development – was signaled at the time 
only by the accession of Ireland and was deemed tolerable. On the other hand, after the oil 
prices’ shock and the ensuing economic crisis of 1974-1975, the EC abandoned the ambitious 
programme of achieving Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) by 1980 and stepped on a 
more modest (gradualist) path, thus avoiding unattainable goals. Thus, the combination of a 
tolerable degree of diversity plus a moderate scope and ambition of integration made the 
“two-speed Europe” idea of Leo Tindemans look close to heresy. Nonetheless, it became a 
point of reference in conceptual terms. 
 

The next decade saw a case-by-case implementation of various forms of internal EC 
differentiation. The Southern enlargements of 1981 (to Greece) and 1986 (to Spain and 
Portugal) allowed a slower speed of legislative integration for the entrants by envisaging a 
plethora of transitional periods in a wide spectrum of policy fields. Moreover, two initiatives 
can exemplify how the concept of variable geometry was practiced. 
• One was the development of a modest substitute for the aborted EMU project – the 

European Monetary System (EMS) was launched in 1979 and proved capable of 
managing monetary cooperation all the way through the 1980s and further towards 1992-
1993; 

• The Schengen Agreement was signed in 1985 between five member states as a framework 
for cooperation in the field of internal affairs, and for almost fifteen years remained 
outside the Community field. 

 

                                                           
10 Ibid., p. 285. 
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It was not until the Maastricht Treaty negotiations, when differentiated integration witnessed 
its conceptual “emancipation” as an instrument of integration de facto (applicable to a number 
of policy fields), although it still lacked recognition as a universal instrument de jure. 
Recourse to various formulae of differentiation was also case-by-case, depending on specific 
policy interests and negotiating power of the member states, but at the same time it marked 
important systemic developments. 
• Firstly, the treaty texts agreed in December 1991 contain examples of the three major 

conceptual strands outlined above (following the logic of variations depending on time, 
space and matter). However, the cases of differentiation that, on the one hand, covered 
almost entire policy fields and, on the other, became particularly sensitive for public 
opinion and political circles – these were the opt-outs for the UK (on stepping into the 
third stage of EMU)  and for Denmark (on EMU, citizenship and defence) – confirm a 
distinct shift from formulae that are more favorable to the general integrative effort (as 
“multi-speed Europe” is believed to be) towards arrangements that represent serious 
challenges to unity within the overall EU framework (such as the variety of proposals of 
the “Europe à la carte” type); 

• Secondly, the Maastricht negotiations revealed the need to accommodate divergence of 
views among member states not only with regard to (relatively) new policy fields. The 
social protocols, attached to the EU treaty at the insistence of the UK, are “the first serious 
example in the history of EC/EU of derogation from one of the goals set as early as in the 
EC founding treaties”11. The UK’s refusal to advance with integration in the sphere of 
social policy, which had been in the EC policy package ever since the 1950s, was a 
precedent with long term consequences. 

 
Both types of developments on the issue of differentiation during the 1991 negotiations – 

the shift from its more integrative to less integrative modes, as well as disagreement on 
furthering integration in a field from the initial EC policy package – lead to the conclusion 
that the Maastricht treaty has become “the watershed between two tendencies in the evolution 
of European integration within the EC/EU”, the first being “that of widening and deepening 
integration” […] and the second – “the need to find various formulae of differentiated 
integration caused by the ever more difficult further movement together”12. It is indicative 
that this cleavage coincides with the creation of the EU, i.e. with the qualitative transition 
from economic towards political integration. 
 

The post-Maastricht atmosphere in the EC/EU was soared by the traumatic ratification 
process of the new EU treaty in key member states (Denmark, France, Germany, UK) and 
aggravated by economic recession in a number of EU countries and by the difficult test that 
the new Common Foreign and Security Policy had to face during the Yugoslav wars. The 
influence of these factors, together with the quick-yet-tough EFTA enlargement and the 
looming Eastern enlargement, on the one hand, and the continuous rows within the ruling 
Conservative Party in the UK, on the other, produced a multiplication of various proposals 
oriented towards differentiation, in any of the three major strands. During the 1995 
presidential electoral campaign, the French premier Edouard Balladur launched the vision of a 
Europe of concentric circles. The British Prime Minister John Major delivered a lecture at the 
Leiden University in the Netherlands in 1994, in which he expressed an alternative view about 
a “Europe à la carte”. The ruling CDU/CSU coalition in Germany elaborated a special report 

                                                           
11 See NIKOLOV, Krassimir, From the Hague to Amsterdam: political integration in Western Europe and 
the idea of European Union from the Hague congress to the Amsterdam treaty, Centre for European Studies 
– Sofia, 1998, 102 p., p. 74. 
12 Ibid., pp. 72-73. 
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presented by Wolfgang Schauble and Karl Lamers. The main idea in this document was the 
creation of a hard-core / nucleus (Kern) of member states that would be willing and able to 
move integration forward. The proposal provoked heated debate not only because it 
introduced a distinction between a core and a periphery in the EU, but because it did so by 
drawing lines between current member states, moreover – because the Schauble-Lamers 
report outlined the probable Kern as consisting of Germany, France and the Benelux 
countries, thus excluding one of the founding member states (Italy) and an aspiring new 
member (Spain). 
 
The avalanche of proposals coming from various member states, resulted in a heightened 
attention to the subject in the work of the Reflection Group that was meant to prepare the 
forthcoming 1996 Intergovernmental Conference (IGC). The report of Carlos Westendorp 
(chairman of the Reflection Group) contained a number of recommendations, directed 
towards the insertion of a universal “enabling clause” in the founding treaties in order to 
overcome the case-by-case approach that had been previously dominant. The rationale behind 
these recommendations was two-fold: 
• Firstly, differentiation within the EU was regarded as an “insurance policy” against the 

attempts of a recalcitrant member state to continuously block progress in integration. The 
main object of such a policy was the party of the British conservatives, who had been 
traditionally Euro-skeptic, although also internally divided on a number of specific issues. 
An universalized form of differentiation, in its capacity of insurance policy, would 
perform the function of an inferior alternative to QMV, whereby it would deliver a more 
dynamic political process by stimulating a more compromise-oriented behaviour of 
member states;13 

• Secondly, differentiation in a future EU would serve as a “management device” for much 
greater diversity to be brought about by the forthcoming Eastern enlargement. It should be 
introduced in an attempt to avoid blocking the EU decision making procedures by the 
articulation of diverging positions on the part of either the new or the old member states.14 

 
After the final stages of negotiation during the 1996-1997 IGC at the June summit, the 

Amsterdam treaty contained already two general types of formulae for flexible integration: 
• “Old” flexibility would summarize the variety of arrangements for pre-defined / tailor-

made differentiation, whereby the result would differ from one case to another, depending 
on the specific constellation of interests and coalitions at the time of agreement. This kind 
of flexibility was kept in almost all cases, which had been negotiated previously, with the 
single significant exception of the earlier UK opt-out from deepening integration on social 
policy;15 

• “New” flexibility was the package of enabling clauses, under the general notion of 
“enhanced cooperation” (which was considered more positive, hence more politically 
correct), whereby a number of member states that had both the capacity and the political 
will could profit from the EU machinery, in order to deepen integration among them 
insofar as a general agreement was lacking to do so among all member states. Although 

                                                           
13 See WALLACE, Helen, Possible Futures for the European Union: A British Reaction, pp. 139-149 in: 
JOERGES, Christian, MÉNY, Yves & WEILER, Josef H. H. (eds.), What Kind of Constitution for What 
Kind of Polity? Responses to Joschka Fisher, RSC at EUI-Florence & Harvard Law School, Cambridge-MA, 
2000; p. 147. 
14 See PHILIPPART, Eric & EDWARDS, Geoffrey, The Provisions on Closer Cooperation in the Treaty of 
Amsterdam, pp. 87-108 in: Journal of Common Market Studies, vol. 37/1, March 1999. 
15 The new Labour government that had come to power just one month before the IGC was closed lifted the 
reservation of its conservative predecessor. 
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these clauses were a major conceptual breakthrough, the introduction of a series of 
conditions (some of them being insufficiently concrete and incapable of being objectively 
assessed) made their implementation very problematic, if not impossible. This type of 
differentiation was a novelty at the Amsterdam stage of treaty reform and represented an 
indication of yet another degree of conceptual “emancipation” of the notion. 

 
The sphere of application of the newly invented instrument was immediately found in a field 
of growing significance. In the very texts of the Amsterdam treaty, there was a provision that 
the Schengen acquis would be incorporated in the acquis communautaire as a form of 
enhanced cooperation, necessitated by two geographic asymmetries: the UK and Ireland 
maintained their special status regarding border control and were not, thus, part of the 
Schengen space, while Norway and Iceland (still remaining outside the EU) were about to 
join this space by virtue of the passport union that had existed among Nordic countries ever 
since the 1950s. Although the incorporation of Schengen as a form of flexibility recognized 
existing dividing lines between current member states, no further diversification was to be 
tolerated: a separate provision required that all candidate countries from Central and Eastern 
Europe without exception adopt the Schengen legislation. 
 

The Nice stage of reform of the founding treaties had to face several challenges at the 
same time, all of them linked to the much more imminent prospect of the Eastern 
enlargement: First of all, it had to cope with the so-called “Amsterdam left-overs” – a package 
of institutional issues16 that had remained unresolved. Deliberations on institutional reform 
during IGC-2000 proved particularly difficult and divisive, since they were not on a policy 
package (as it always used to be the case before), but on sensitive and contentious issues of 
power sharing, whereby it was almost impossible to step beyond a zero-sum game and 
accommodate everybody’s interests and concerns in the framework of a more general 
compromise. Therefore, frustration by the lack of progress towards a compromise solution 
became the predominant mood around the negotiating table. Furthermore, the approaching 
moment of the true unification of Europe magnified the scale of debate that has accompanied 
any treaty reform. In this case it was much wider and more ambitious, targeting directly at the 
long-term goals – the finalité – of European integration. Such a format of discussion bore the 
risk of causing much deeper cleavages between member states, insofar as much more 
fundamental visions on the future design of the enlarged Union were at stake. 
 

Difficulties in coping with both specific institutional issues and in reaching agreement 
on developing compatible models of the general construction of the EU (both levels of 
deliberation being interconnected) stood behind the outburst of a new series of notions aimed 
at differentiating integration in the Union. Germany’s Federal Foreign Minister Joschka 
Fischer was the first politician-in-office to launch the debate with his speech at the Humboldt 
University in Berlin (May 2000) on the occasion of the 50th anniversary of the Schuman 
declaration. There he dwelled on the idea of creating a tight federation that would become a 
new “centre of gravity” in an expanded EU. He was quickly followed by Jacques Chirac’s 
proposal to establish a “pioneering group” within the EU. A similar French idea had been 
floated by Jacques Delors, who pled in favour of creating an “avant-garde” of member states, 
which could possibly be instrumentalised by writing a “treaty within the treaty”. Valery 
Giscard d’Estaign also made a contribution to the debate by distinguishing between the 
notions of “Europe-puissance” (Europe as centre of power) versus “Europe-espace” (Europe 
as space). 
                                                           
16 The three issues contained in the “left-overs” were: the composition of the European Commission, the re-
weighting of votes in the Council of Ministers, further expansion of QMV. 
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The same processes – institutional negotiations in the IGC and open public debate on 

the finalité of the Union – had a substantive impact on progress achieved around the 
negotiating table. The need to demonstrate overall success of the endeavour despite the 
reluctance of any member state to give up positions on power-related issues was coupled with 
the fear that some EU members would prefer to establish alternative forms of integration 
outside the current treaty framework, rather than running the risk of being stuck in a paralyzed 
enlarged EU. These were the motives of both the Portuguese and the French presidencies to 
take up the topic of flexibility, include it officially on the agenda and make a substantive 
effort towards operationalising the procedures on enhanced cooperation. With the bitter 
feeling of tough horse-trading of commissioners’ seats with votes in the Council in 
everybody’s mind, the advances made in making enhanced cooperation more practicable 
could easily be communicated to the public as a major success of the IGC. Paradoxically 
enough, in Nice differentiation was no longer perceived as a risk for integration and a feature 
of disunion, but rather as a measurement of success of the integration process. 
 

While the conceptual debate on flexibility became a key element of both the 
Amsterdam and the Nice stage of EU treaty reform, the “new” flexibility did not have any 
empirical evidence to build upon. There have been several attempts to make use of the 
enhanced cooperation procedure (e.g. on the issue of adopting a European company statute), 
but they have all been abandoned. The enabling clauses of differentiation still have to earn 
credibility. 
 

At the post-Nice stage of reform leading to the establishment of the European 
Convention both the practice of flexibility (in its Amsterdam version, while awaiting the 
ratification of the Nice treaty) has proven wanting, and the debate thereupon has remained 
dormant. Following the launch of the Convention, there was no focused informed and 
exhaustive plenary debate in the Convention on the subject (although many participants in the 
Convention spoke or wrote on the topic in other contexts), nor was there a working group 
established to deal with it. The predominant mood was that the Convention did not seem the 
right time, nor the right place for such type of debate. Both the ongoing enlargement 
negotiations (of which the final stages unfolded in 2003) and constitution building were 
perceived as unifying exercises targeted at the wider public in the Union.17 On the other hand, 
the events on 11th September 2001 and the Iraq crisis of 2002-2003 marked the Convention by 
provoking an extensive debate on CFSP and its military component – the European Security 
and Defence Policy (ESDP), on fight against terrorism, etc. Participating politicians marked a 
significant divergence of policy choices in the defence-related fields and subfields. 
 

Although in the absence of profound debate on flexibility, the Convention did make some 
achievements. At a more general level, the texts of the draft constitution made enhanced 
cooperation more operational in all fields (including CFSP, but with the exception of 
defence). As regards defence-related issues in particular, divergence was reflected in the 
proliferation of several formats of enhanced cooperation: 
• Art. I-40 (6), Art. III-208 – “structured cooperation” is an instrument for member states 

willing and able to respond to higher military capability criteria and determined to make 

                                                           
17 According to Andrew Duff, “constitutionalisation strengthens the ties that bind” and explains the relatively 
modest enthusiasm for differentiated integration in the traditional first or third pillar. See DUFF, Andrew, Do we 
really need enhanced cooperation?, European Convention, CONV 759/03, Brussels, 22 May 2003, 4 p., 
available at: http://european-convention.eu.int/ 
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more binding commitments to one another with a view to effective performance in more 
demanding missions; 

• Art. I-40 (7), Art. III-209 – “closer cooperation” is an instrument for providing mutual 
defence among several member states, until the moment in time when the EU will be able 
to ensure common defence. This is a revitalization of the commitment under Art. 5 of the 
WEU treaty, although not meant to replace the corresponding commitment under Art. 5 of 
the Washington treaty. On the contrary, this clause envisages that mutual defence shall be 
offered “in close cooperation with NATO”; 

• Art. I-42 – “solidarity clause” is an instrument for member states’ reaction in case of 
terrorist attack and of a natural and/or man-made disaster. 

 
 
 
 
 

* * * 
 

 
 
A summary of the evolution of the concept of enhanced cooperation is presented in 

Table 1. It shows that, while the general tendency has proven to be one towards rendering this 
instrument more practicable, the issue of financial solidarity, which would enable also 
latecomers to make progress in the policy field where the procedure has been triggered, has 
not been resolved. 

 
Further on, Table 2 shows a summarized perception of the potential of using flexibility 

as a policy instrument in an enlarged Union. 
 
 

Table 1. 
THE EVOLUTION OF THE CONCEPT OF ENHANCED COOPERATIO N 

 Amsterdam Treaty Nice Treaty Convention’s draft of 
a constitutional treaty 

Field of application 1st pillar (Community 
policies), 3rd pillar 
(JHA) 

Previous plus CFSP 
(excluding defence) 

Previous plus specific 
formats for defence-
related issues 

Restrictions In principle – coherent cluster, but gradually consolidated; enhanced 
cooperation should not: (a) touch upon exclusive competences, (b) harm: 
internal market, economic and social cohesion, trade, competition rules, 
(c) harm non-participants’ rights 

Minimum number of 
member states 

One half of member 
states 

Eight One third of member 
states 

Triggering procedure Emergency brake 
(unanimity in European 
Council) 

Emergency brake 
removed, QMV applies 

QMV, greater role of 
Commission, emphasis 
on objective conditions 

Openness; latecomers’ 
access 

Declaratory Procedure for 
latecomers established 

Greater role of 
Commission, emphasis 
on objective conditions 

Financing (solidarity) By participating member states, unless Council decides unanimously 
otherwise, after consulting the European Parliament 
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Table 2. 
PROSPECTS FOR FLEXIBILITY 18 

 Macro / meso level Micro level 
Internally Low probability of introducing 

flexibility in an entire policy 
field; alternative – regional 
unions (outside the constitution) 

More likely case-by-case 
“micro cooperation” (e.g. for 
the adoption of individual 
directives) 

Externally Precedents exist: Schengen 
(Norway, Iceland), the Euro 
(Bosnia & Herzegovina); 
alternative – “associated 
membership” (Duff) 

“wider-closer cooperation”, 
“coalition of the willing and 
able” mostly in the current 2nd 
and 3rd pillars (e.g. Thessaloniki 
Presidency Conclusions19) 

Major challenge Institutional, procedural and legal complexity 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
18 See NIKOLOV, Krassimir Y., “The Nice Treaty Provisions on Closer Cooperation and the Candidate 
Countries” , pp. 103-117 in: BRUSIS, Martin & EMMANOUILIDIS Janis (eds.), “Thinking Enlarged: The 
Accession Countries and the Future of the European Union” , Munich Contributions to European Unification, 
vol. 7, Europa Union Verlag, 2002 
19 Under the item “The development of a policy at EU level on the integration of third country nationals legally 
residing in the territory of the EU”, the Thessaloniki Presidency Conclusions stipulate: “In order to respond to 
these challenges, the European council stresses the need for exploring legal means for third-country nationals to 
migrate to the Union, taking into account the reception capacity of the member states, within the framework of 
an enhanced cooperation with the countries of origin which will prove beneficial for both sides.” (accent added 
– Kr.N.), see Thessaloniki European Council, Presidency Conclusions, 19-20 June 2003, available at: 
http://ue.eu.int/ 
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         __________________________ 
 

Negotiations with Bulgaria 
 

Ralitza Dimitrova 
Chief Expert, European Integration Directorate 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
 
Ladies and Gentlemen, 
Dear Colleagues, 
 
I would also like to warmly welcome all of you in this year’s Summer Seminar! 
 
Let me first begin by expressing my deep gratitude to the organizers of this excellent event. I 
am very glad to join this Seminar that gives us the opportunity to share our professional 
experience, to address the common set of challenges related to accession and to focus topics 
of common interest. This Summer Seminar is very important for promoting our mutual 
understanding and professional exchange.  
 
I am very happy that the 4-th edition of this Summer Seminar is enlarged, so that we’ll have 
an enlarged participants’ network. 
 
I am confident that the presentations will foster broad discussions and exchange of views and 
our discussions will be very useful and will have very positive implications and fruitful 
results. I would like to express my highest appreciation of this occasion for it allows me brief 
you on the state of play of our negotiations for accession and to present Bulgaria’s view on 
issues of highest importance for the future of Europe.  
 
 
*** 
 
I would like to start my presentation with a short overview of the negotiation process of 
Bulgaria for accession to the European Union. The negotiation process gives an account of the 
positive results of the reforms that take place in the country. Bulgaria puts particular emphasis 
on its efforts for fast and efficient reforms and in this way the country accelerates its 
preparations for accession to the European Union. 
 
Bulgaria has achieved substantial progress in the negotiations for joining the European Union 
and provisionally closed twenty-five chapters. Behind these figures, there are a lot of efforts 
and some heavy and unpopular measures. Bulgaria has proved its capability to take difficult 
decisions during the negotiation process for the accession to the European Union. The country 
has identified very exactly and precisely the difficult moments in the negotiations and has put 
them in the supplementary information on various chapters. So these supplementary 
informations contain a few but tangible and subject to monitoring commitments. Besides, 
Bulgaria has laid down these commitments in the Action Plan elaborated for the periods of the 
respective EU-Presidencies and related to the Strategy on Acceleration of the EU-
negotiations. By doing so Bulgaria wishes to facilitate monitoring on the commitments taken 
in the negotiations. 
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The last Regular Report of the European Commission (issued in October 2002) on the 
progress of Bulgaria has given account of the remarkable results of the country. Bulgaria has 
been recognized as a functioning market economy that should be able to cope with 
competitive pressure and market forces within the Union in the medium term, provided that it 
continues implementing its reform programme. The 2002 Regular Report and the Strategy 
Paper have recognized Bulgaria’s progress providing the necessary ground for the European 
Union Summit in Copenhaguen in December 2002 to confirm our target date, supported by a 
Road Map, Enhanced Pre-accession Strategy and increased financial aid. Such clear messages 
are of a tremendous importance for the future of Bulgaria. 
 
Of particular significance is the fact that the new Road Map for Bulgaria does not include new 
conditions for the future accession of the country and permits the conclusion of the 
negotiations in conditions equal to those for the first ten candidate countries. The 
Copenhaguen Summit Conclusions reconfirm the principles of equal treatment, individual 
approach and differentiation. 
 
The Road Map represents for Bulgaria the framework that sets clear and precise targets and 
supports the efforts of the country for joining the European Union as of January 2007. 
Bulgaria will aim at preserving the pace of the negotiations on the few remaining chapters, on 
the basis of its proved capacity for an efficient negotiation process and on the basis of the 
strict fulfillment of the commitments taken during the negotiations so far. Bulgaria has proven 
that it is a serious and reliable partner.  
 
The enlargement and the progress of Bulgaria proceed according to the outlined timetable. 
The decision taken by the December Summit in Copenhaguen has set the political framework 
for achieving the goal for membership of Bulgaria in the European Union in 2007. Bulgaria is 
part of the irreversible process of the fifth enlargement.  
Bulgaria considers realistic the schedule for acceding to the European Union as of 1 of 
January 2007. Currently, the goal of Bulgaria is to conclude the negotiations for accession to 
the European Union in 2004, within the mandate of the present Commission. This is a realistic 
goal that will make possible the fulfillment of the Copenhaguen Conclusions of the EU 
Presidency and would contribute to the realization of our EU membership as of 1 of January 
2007. Bulgaria has presented its position on the increased pre-accession financial assistance 
and market access, which are intended to fill the gaps that will emerge between Bulgaria and 
Romania, on the one hand and the 10 new EU member countries, on the other hand in the 
period from 2004 till 2007.  
What remains for Bulgaria in the negotiations process is to provisionally close 5 more 
chapters: 
 
Justice and Home Affairs 
Competition 
Agriculture 
Regional Policy 
Budget 
 
On Chapter Justice and Home Affairs negotiations are at a very advanced stage and the 
chapter should be provisionally closed during the Italian Presidency of the European Union on 
the basis of the precedent with the 10 countries.  
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The Bulgarian side has a very active dialogue with the European Commission on the chapters 
“Competition”, “Agriculture”, “Regional Policy”. 
 
The efforts of Bulgaria for preparing for accession, the intensive cooperation with the Greek 
Presidency, together with the contacts kept on expert and political level with the other 
European countries have made possible the achievement of a new decisive step in the 
negotiating process. The European Council in Thessaloniki rendered further specified the 
mandate for the negotiations with Bulgaria, namely: 
 
Reconfirmed the objective of Bulgaria for membership in 2007 (…The objective is to 
welcome Bulgaria and Romania as members in 2007…) 
Reconfirmed the application of the same principles in the negotiations as for the 10 countries 
acceding in 2004 (…The pace of negotiations will be maintained, and these will continue on 
the same basis and principles that applied to the ten acceding states with each candidate 
judged on its own merits…) 
The most substantial element: expressed support for the objective of Bulgaria and Romania 
for finalization of the negotiations in 2004.  (…Building on significant progress achieved, the 
Union supports Bulgaria and Romania in their efforts to achieve the objective of concluding 
negotiations in 2004, and invites them to step up their preparations on the ground…) 
The second as of significance element from Thessaloniki: The European Council provides the 
European Commission with the mandate for the preparation of a Position on the negotiations 
of Bulgaria and Romania on the so called “financial chapters” (“Agriculture”, “Regional 
Policy”, “Budget”) 
(…Discussions or agreement on future policy reforms, or the new financial perspective, shall 
neither impede the pursuit and conclusion of accession negotiations nor be prejudged by the 
outcome of these negotiations…) 
 
The European Council determines the next phase – account of the done so far and the outline 
of a more precise framework for the finalization of the negotiations – for the next session in 
December. 
(…The European Council in December 2003, based on the Regular Reports from the 
Commission and the Strategy Paper, will assess progress achieved with a view to setting out 
the framework for the conclusion of accession negotiations…) 
       
*** 
 
The future of Europe is a natural response to the expectations of our peoples to enjoy the 
benefits of peace, stability and prosperity across Europe. The European perspective has 
proven a strong incentive to reform economies and societies on the basis of common values 
such as democracy, the rule of law, respect for human rights and protection of minorities. 
 
I have to underline the importance of the debate on the future of Europe in the context of the 
challenges of globalization. These challenges are common for us and reflect the real need of 
each European citizen for security, prosperity and welfare. The agenda has called for actions 
for strengthening the European Union role as a global political and economic actor, 
developing the Common European Security and Defence Policy, enlarging the Euro area, 
shaping the European social model and the European area of freedom, security and justice.  
 
As a future member state Bulgaria is also facing these challenges and is willing to contribute 
to the joint European efforts. Bulgaria is ready to participate in the implementation of the 
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European Security and Defence Policy in accordance with its national capabilities and to 
contribute to the progressive building of a European area of freedom, security and justice 
responding to the new security threats, such as organized crime, terrorism, drugs and 
environment pollution. Bulgaria aspires joining the Economic and Monetary Union after 
accession.  
 
Development of the European Union in relation with the enlargement process has been 
actively debated at the European Convention with the participation of representatives of 
Bulgarian Government and Parliament. The expectations of Bulgaria are that the European 
Constitution will make the European Union more democratic, more transparent and more 
efficient. The Constitution for Europe will lay down the prerequisites for the affirmation of 
the role of the European Union on the international scene and for its more united voice in the 
world. One of the major issues that has been debated is the question on the future institutional 
structure, where Bulgaria has upholded the positions and views of the other small countries. 
Bulgaria has made proposals, which aim at deepening of integration on the continent, 
preservation of the principles of equal footing for member states and the existing institutional 
balance.  
 
A common goal is the development of a strong, united Europe of solidarity, a Europe that is 
closer to its citizens, a democratic and transparent Europe, which respects freedom and 
equality of rights. Yet, together with this, a Europe, which preserves national identity, 
national and cultural traditions. 
 
The achievements of Bulgaria in the process of the negotiations for EU accession are 
reflecting the progress of reforms in the country, the compliance with the political and 
economic criteria for membership and the establishment of a favourable business climate that 
would guarantee economic growth and prosperity. This progress reveals the efforts to reform 
the judiciary system, to fight against corruption, to strengthen the administrative capacity of 
the country, to create suitable economic conditions for small and medium-sized enterprises 
and to attract major investors.  
 
In short, Bulgaria is a different country today as compared to the time when it embarked upon 
the road of reforms. The process of negotiations takes into account the changes occurring in 
Bulgaria. By focussing its efforts on the rapid and effective introduction of reforms, Bulgaria 
is simultaneously speeding up its preparation for accession.  
 
      *** 
 
Let me now briefly inform you about the political and economic situation in Bulgaria. The 
country continues to fulfill the Copenhagen political criteria. It enjoys both political stability 
and stability of the institutions, guaranteeing democracy and the rule of law. The coalition 
government of the National Movement of Simeon II and the Movement for Rights and 
Freedoms is backed by a majority at the Parliament. This provides the parliamentary support 
needed for the timely and efficient implementation of reforms that are necessary to prepare 
Bulgaria for accession to the European Union. The government considers Bulgaria's accession 
to the European Union and membership in NATO as priorities of the highest rank. There is a 
strong consensus both in Parliament and among the public in general towards these goals. 
 
Bulgaria has continued to adhere to cautious fiscal and incomes policies in support of the 
currency board arrangement. After a strong performance in 2002, macroeconomic 
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developments in the first quarter of 2003 have remained favourable, despite an unsettled 
external environment, including continued slow growth among Bulgaria’s trade partners. In 
2002, real GDP growth in the Bulgarian economy reached 4.8 percent, while unemployment 
declines. These trends have continued in 2003, with strong economic activity and a further 
reduction in unemployment to 14.9 percent in 2003. Inflation has fallen steadily. External 
debt-to-GDP ratio has decreased sharply, to 57 percent of GDP. Financial intermediation has 
continued to rise rapidly contributing to strong economic activity. The banking system has 
remained sound with growing credit to the private sector.  
 
Bulgaria has continued to implement reforms that would keep the fiscal policy on a sound 
footing over the medium term. Structural reforms have advanced, including with bank 
privatization and improvements in energy sector efficiency. Further legal and institutional 
reforms are under way in order to enhance the business climate, step up reform of the 
Judiciary, improve Governance, attract more investments through reform and reduction of 
licensing, permit and registration regimes. In the face of strong private sector credit growth, 
Bulgaria shall continue to further strengthen the supervision of the banking system. 
 
Bulgaria and the European Union have already committed themselves to a set of enhanced 
cooperation objectives as promotion of economic competitiveness, improvement of the 
investment and business environment, liberalization and expansion of bilateral trade, 
economic approximation, convergence of positions on international issues, and promotion of a 
variety of economic, financial and cultural cooperation initiatives 
 
Bulgaria is committed to the content, principles and political objectives of the Treaties and of 
the legislation stemming from them. The process of alignment with the Community 
legislation has been accelerated and extended to all sectors. Bulgaria is fully aware that the 
key prerequisite for the success of this process is the introduction of efficient and transparent 
administrative structures and institutions, as well as the establishment of a motivated and 
reliable civil service able to make the legislation operational. Therefore, priority objectives 
and efforts are focused on the strengthening of administrative capacity and institution building 
so that credible and effective implementation and enforcement of the acquis is irreversibly 
ensured. 
 
Crucial for the success of the readjustment process is the implementation of the Strategy for 
Reform of the Bulgarian Judicial System. This strategy aims at further strengthening the 
independence, reliability and efficiency of the judiciary, ensuring sufficient human resources 
and qualified staff, adequate and modern equipment, acceleration of court proceedings, 
reduction of the number of pending cases, avoiding unreasonable delays and measures to 
ensure the adequate enforcement of sentences. An action plan for the implementation of the 
Strategy has been adopted by the Government. As a result of the implementation of this 
strategy, we expect to have in place a judicial system that is fast, efficient, and fully capable 
of guaranteeing the enforcement of the acquis communautaire. 
      
 
*** 
 
As a conclusion of my presentation I would like to state that in order to make the enlargement 
a success, the candidate countries, the member states and all EU institutions have to act 
together in an ever-deepening cooperation. This is the way to achieve our common goal of 
establishing an unprecedented Union of democratic states sharing the same values and this 
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would make a very strong contribution to promoting stability, security, and prosperity 
throughout the continent. In the end of the day we shall have a strong, dynamic and united 
Europe, capable of responding to the demands of its citizens. 
 
 
Thank you for your attention. 
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Towards Next Step of Integration 
Croatia – the Road to Candidate Statud and Negotiations 

 to European Union 
 
Visnja Samardzija, PhD  
Assistant Minister; Ministry for European Integration; Republic of Croatia 
 

Integration into the European Union is a strategic priority and common goal for 
Croatia. After submitting the application for the EU membership in February 2003 and 
answers to the EU questionnaire in October 2003, Croatia continued the accelerated 
implementation of the Stabilisation and Association Agreement (SAA). Progress in 
implementation will be among the most important factors for a positive stance of the EU, 
while the success will depend on how Croatia will prove its efficiency in implementing 
reforms and accepting the European standards in practice. In the meantime, positive signals 
already came from Bruxelles after submitting the answers to the questionnaire, expressed in 
words of EU commissionaire for enlargement, Günter Verheugen that Croatia might join the 
EU in 2008, after Bulgaria and Romania20. 

A broad consensus to integrate into the EU exists in Croatia. As a preparation for 
application all the Parliamentary parties adopted the Resolution on the Accession to the EU in 
December 2002. Apart of that, there is a strong public support in Croatia towards integrating 
into the EU. All the public opinion surveys carried out since 2000 on a six month basis 
showed that the positive attitude towards integration has been between 70 and 75%.   

The Stabilisation and Association Agreement was signed in October 2001 and will 
enter into force after being ratified. The ratification process is still underway (there are four 
remaining EU member states to ratify the Agreement) and it is expected to be finalised before 
the next enlargement formally takes place. In the meantime, the Interim Agreement is applied 
regulating the most important issues, relating to trade liberalisation and customs with the EU.  

Since its signature, Croatia has been meeting the obligations undertaken within the 
SAA. The Implementation Plan for the SAA was adopted before signing the Agreement, and 
is been updated regularly with new obligations. Presently, it consists of more than 400 
measures, with clearly defined deadlines and bodies responsible for implementation. The 
implementation of the SAA has been made transparent through regular monthly and yearly 
reports submitted to the Government. Reports prepared during 2002 and 2003 showed 
significant progress in adopting European standards. It is estimated that already more than a 
half of the obligations of the agreement are either implemented or are under implementation. 
There were certain delays regarding the Implementation Plan, but it did not bring into 
question the deadlines envisaged by the SAA, due to the fact that the Plan followed an 
accelerated implementation agenda. 

In its last Stabilisation and Association Report for Croatia (presented in April 2003), 
the European Commission recognised that political situation in the country remained 
generally stable, the economic situation continued to improve, while the Government has 
adopted an ambitious programme for integration of Croatia into the EU. It underlined that the 
implementation of the SAA is being co-ordinated in a highly efficient and professional way.  

Among most important achievements, the World Bank Country Economic 
Memorandum for Croatia (September 2003), underlined high growth rate (in 2003 5,1% of 
GDP), progress in adopting EU market laws and institutions. In the same time, it underlined 
                                                           
20 The Financial Times, Thursday, October 9 2003 
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priority sectors and areas where strengthening of reforms is needed. Judiciary reform, public 
administration reform, strengthening of the capital market, education reform, working market 
liberalization, reducing subsidies in agriculture, strengthening property and creditor rights as 
well as establishing sustainable fiscal environment were stressed as priorities. Thus, Croatia 
became first EU non-candidate country for which such a World Bank study has been carried 
out.  

The European Council asked the Commission on April 14, 2003 to start preparations 
for the avis. The questionnaire with more than 4500 questions arrived in July and the answers 
were prepared in time and submitted to the European Commission in October 2003. It was a 
comprehensive material on almost 10000 pages which was a joint exercise of all public 
administration bodies and a sort of “self screening” of the situation in all the areas of society. 
Based on this, the progress of reforms and the level of readiness for negotiations will be 
evaluated by the EU side. The avis is expected in spring 2004. It will hopefully reflect the EU 
intention to recognise positive achievement on individual basis, opening the process in the 
future for the rest of the region, once the other countries fulfil the necessary preconditions.  

Therefore, Croatia is taking preparations for the next step of integration and for the 
start of the negotiations for membership. There are many reasons why it is important for 
Croatia to become the candidate for EU membership. The candidate status should enable the 
country to continue more effectively the internal reforms with the pre-accession support from 
the EU side. Since the EU integration is convincing motive for changes and the strongest 
cohesion factor in the SEE countries, Croatia’s future candidate status has enormous 
importance for the region. Finally, it is not less important for the European Union since it will 
prove that the Stabilisation and Association Process is able to generate new candidates for the 
accession into the EU thus making a link with the enlargement process.  

A clear European perspective was opened not only for Croatia, but for all the countries 
of South-Eastern Europe, at the Thessaloniki Summit of the European Union held on 19-21 
June 2003. The mentioned summit made a clear link between the Stabilisation and 
Association Process and the enlargement, stressing the principles of differentiation based 
upon "own merits" and possibility to "catch up" with the present candidate countries. 
Furthermore, it brought the enlargement kind elements into the process, engaging new 
instruments for the countries of the region. The SAP was enriched by European Partnerships 
which are being developed as the model of pre-accession partnerships; while the countries of 
the region became eligible for the instruments such as twinning and TAIEX while the access 
to some additional Community programmes is envisaged, as well. Therefore, the Thessaloniki 
Agenda for Western Balkans was a significant step in relations with countries of the region 
and, in the same time, it opened the new perspective for Croatia, as the new applicant country, 
which is well advanced in implementation of SAA, preparing for next stage of integration. 

 

Progress in meeting the EU criteria 

 
The implementation of the SAA will help Croatia to fulfil the criteria that are the 

preconditions for each candidate before becoming the EU member. These are the well-known 
Copenhagen criteria, adopted at the Summit in Copenhagen 1993. 

Progress has been made in implementing the specific political preconditions. Legal 
framework for minority rights has been adopted through the Constitutional Law on Minorities 
(2002), as well as legal framework for media reform. It is a process in which continued work 
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is necessary, particularly regarding the implementation and law enforcement. Fulfilling the 
remaining political preconditions before starting negotiations with the EU, is a high priority of 
the country. Croatian Government is fully committed to full co-operation with ICTY, which is 
a top priority on the agenda, and is undertaking a number of activities to speed up the return 
of refugees and has prepared the action programme for the implementation of judiciary 
reform.  

Regional co-operation with the SAP countries has been enhanced. Through different 
bilateral and multilateral mechanisms, Croatia is contributing to the stability and co-operation 
in South-Eastern Europe and will continue with these efforts, since the stability of the region 
is a precondition for its own stability and prosperity, as well. 

 
Together with economic reforms launched earlier, the implementation of the SAA has 

significantly contributed to progress towards meeting the economic Copenhagen criteria. 
They include both, functioning market economy and the ability to cope with the competitive 
pressure of the EU. Having in mind present level of economic development, the maintained 
macroeconomic stability, level of liberalisation of trade and prices, the progress in setting up 
a regulatory framework related to internal market, as well as development of financial sector, 
it could be concluded that Croatia could relatively soon be considered as a functioning 
market economy but it still does not fulfil the second economic criterion due to the present 
level of competitiveness. 

As it was underlined by EU report, The Western Balkans in Transition (European 
Economy, January 2003), Croatia is the largest in economic terms among the SAP countries 
with the GDP amounting half of the total GDP of the region (over 5000 US$ per capita). 
However, the priority remains continuation of structural reforms, including speeding-up of 
privatisation, fiscal consolidation, enterprise restructuring, judiciary and public 
administration reform, as well as reforms in education, health and other priority areas.  
 

Trade liberalisation, which started by entering the WTO, has continued by 
implementation of the Interim Agreement, as well as other bilateral and multilateral free trade 
agreements. Currently Croatia has free trade agreements with some thirty countries, meaning 
that, apart of the SAA, the country has signed agreements with the Stabilisation and 
Association Process (SAP) countries, resulting from the Memorandum on Trade 
Liberalisation and Facilitation concluded within the Stability Pact; the acceding countries and 
EFTA, and joined CEFTA in March 2003. The expected access to the pan-European 
cummulation of rules of origin would facilitate the process of economic integration into the 
EU. This is important not only for Croatia, but also for the other SAP countries. 

 
Establishment of institutions necessary for the functioning market economy is well 

advanced, although some of them are still to be established or enhanced. The existing Agency 
for Protection of Market Competition should be strengthened, having in mind its 
responsibilities including the fact that the independent body for the state aid has been 
established within its umbrella; the regulatory councils for telecommunications and energy 
have been set up while the agency for public procurement will be established by the end of 
2003. 
 

It should be added to the general picture that with the present level of inflation (2,2% 
in 2002 and 3,5% planned for 2003) and its stable currency, Croatia fits into Maastricht 
criteria. However, the level of public debt (51,1% of GDP in 2002) was still within the 
Maastricht margins, although with a tendency of rising. However, the level of budget deficit 
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(4,8% of GDP in 2002) was above the EU margin, although most of the acceding countries 
had similar problems, except Slovenia, which keeps within the Maastricht deficit level of 3%. 

The third Copenhagen criterion relates to the need to harmonise the legislation with 
the acquis communautaire. Croatia started legal harmonisation in areas related to internal 
market from the day of signing the agreement. It includes market competition and state aid; 
intellectual, industrial and commercial property rights; public procurement; technical 
legislation; consumer protection and some other areas. All future regulations from these areas 
will have to be harmonised with the corresponding EU regulations, while approximation of 
legislation will gradually extend to other parts of the acquis. Furthermore, National 
Programme for Integration of the Croatia into the EU has been prepared for 2003 as a 
roadmap for legal harmonisation, while the Programme for 2004 is under preparation.. 

Croatia is benefiting from the CARDS programme developed for the SAP countries. 
Mechanisms for co-ordinating, programming and management of CARDS have been 
established and the implementation of CARDS is under way. The annual contribution from 
the CARDS programme is around 60 million euro, allocated to economic and social 
development, democratic stabilisation, justice and home affairs and administrative capacity 
building. 

Although Croatia made significant progress in implementing the SAA, there is still a 
lot of work to be done. However, if continues in present speed it could be expected that the 
country will achieve its internal goal to reach readiness for accession by the end 2006. This 
means serious work on continuation of accelerated implementing the SAA obligations and 
internal reforms leading to functioning market economy. Speeding up internal reforms 
(particularly in judiciary, privatisation, public administration, fiscal consolidation, and in 
some other areas), continuing SAA implementation and law enforcement are the key 
preconditions for the success of joining the Bulgaria and Romania in the next wave of 
enlargement. The EU approach to the SAP countries after Thessaloniki, evaluating their 
individual progress, achievements and capacities will hopefully enhance Croatia’s chances to 
catch up the mentioned remaining candidates in their efforts to become EU members.  
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Introduction 

 
It is evident, that the coming enlargement waves of the European Union in May 2004, most 
probably in 2007 and later at the beginning of the next decade, will not be free from conflicts 
of distribution or redistribution of financial resources. Certainly, the EU is much more than a 
“financial agency”. In its enlarged form, it is the world’s largest trading group, a monetary 
union for twelve countries at the moment, a hopefully more influential political actor on the 
global scale and, last but not least, a community of values. All these elements do play a key 
role in the efforts of the Central, Eastern and Southeastern European (CESE) countries to join 
the “club”. All of them are expected to create the necessary conditions of sustainable security 
and economic modernization. Still, they are often forgotten or pushed into the background 
once the budget of the EU has to be negotiated on. As if the above mentioned factors were not 
much more decisive both in the context of additional development resources and of enhanced 
stability, even if the latter is difficult to be expressed in quantitative terms (in contrast, its lack 
becomes immediately visible in financial losses).  
 
Why is then so much attention devoted to the national contribution to and the community-
level redistribution of the EU budget? First, because this flow of money can be exactly 
measured, both on the side of net contributors and of net beneficiaries. Although membership 
in the EU has proved to be a clear net win-win game for all countries involved, narrow-
minded approaches always tend to point to the net budgetary position of the individual 
countries. This, in turn, can largely influence the public opinion, particularly in periods of 
constrained or no economic growth, budgetary problems (as in Germany, France or Italy 
nowadays), or during negotiations on accession (as in the CESE countries). Second, the EU 
had been developing a wide set of financial transfers in the last decades based both on 
economic and political considerations of increasing growth in lagging behind regions of the 
integration and due to the principle of solidarity, a key European value. Third, the success 
story of some less developed member countries in the last 15 years cannot be decoupled from 
substantial financial support from the EU budget, even if it is well known that the efficient 
absorption and utilization of these resources needs much more than the availability of a 
certain volume of money.  
 
Thus, it is no wonder that the CESE countries, being partly much “poorer”, at least in GDP 
per capita terms, than the less developed and net beneficiary present members, have put 
fundamental emphasis on the redistribution of EU resources. They did it because of their 
lower level of economic development and the decisive need to catch up in a relatively short 
time, but also by being aware of the equity- and solidarity-based approach of the EU, as 
practiced in the past decades. Also, national negotiating teams had to prove to the domestic 
public in general, and to the political opposition in particular, that they could get out the best 
of the available options in the negotiation  process. How important the latter was, despite 
much more important and long-standing impacts of membership, can be proved by the intra- 
and inter-country evaluation of this issue. In Hungary, for instance, the opposition accused the 
government that it did not negotiate correctly (as if the lion’s share of negotiations had not 
been conducted by the present opposition). Various articles, even contributions by serious and 
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professionally high-level experts, tried to compare the last- minute financial “achievements” 
of Poland with those of the Czech Republic, Slovenia or Hungary.  
 
It cannot be denied that the 2004 enlargement of the EU has an obvious financial constraint. 
Never before this problem has been as manifest as today. All decisions on enlargement were 
based on political motivations, since the EU is by far not just an economic or trading bloc, but 
a political entity as well. The problem is not with the politics-driven process of enlargement, 
but with the huge gap between political efforts, on the one hand, and their economic and 
financial costs, on the other. In the past, enlargements by less developed countries were 
immediately accompanied by creating new funds or by upgrading old ones, in order to support 
the integration and catching-up process of the new members. Currently, ten countries, most of 
them on a low level of GDP per capita, have been given the green light to enter the EU. 
However, the financial conditions could not be created adequately, since the present budget 
covering the period between 2000 and 2006 has been approved in March 1999 in Berlin and 
provided little room for redistribution. As a result, at least until the end of 2006, the new 
member countries will have to get satisfied with a rather modest amount of EU resources and 
have to cope with a largely unequal situation, if compared to the amount of money more 
developed older members have been entitled with. In this context, two basic conflicts can be 
identified. The first relates to the remaining years of the current budgetary period (between 
May 2004 and December 2006), and raises the question to what extent the new member 
countries can experience the generally decisive first years of membership as a success story, 
considering the obvious financial constraints. The second covers the negotiations on the next 
budget expanding from 2007 to 2013. There is no doubt that there will be fierce struggle for a 
major redistribution of limited financial resources between old and new beneficiaries on the 
one hand, and between net contributors and net beneficiaries, on the other. 
 
 

1. Basic facts about the EU budget 
 
It is important to be aware of the scope of “maneouvering capacity” during the budgetary 
negotiations. First, according to the current rules of the game, the EU budget must not exceed 
1.27 per cent of the member countries’ GNP. At present, the annual budget amounts to about 
Euro 100 bn, or 1.07 per cent of the EU’s GNP. Thus, there is some room for additional 
expenses of about almost 20 per cent or nearly Euro 20 bn. Moreover, with the accession of 
new countries the cumulated GNP of the EU will also be increasing. Finally, the budget is 
dependent on the growth rate in the EU, for a higher growth rate would automatically increase 
the volume of money available for the common budget, without challenging the ceiling of 
1.27 per cent of GNP.  
 
Second, no member country is allowed to get more than 4 per cent of its GDP, since the EU 
believes that this could be the upper limit of efficient absorption of community resources. In 
fact, one can dispute this issue, particularly in case of low-income but rapidly developing new 
member countries, that, in part, have been able to absorb a higher amount of GDP in form of 
foreign direct investments in the last years. Still, this amount seems to be sufficient for the 
coming seven-year budgetary period for at least three reasons. On the one hand, the 4 per cent 
includes resource flow from the structural, regional and cohesion funds and does not contain 
imbursements in the framework of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). On the other, the 
available EU resources (including CAP-related payments) amount to clearly less than 1 per 
cent of the acceding countries’ GDP in the period between 2004and 2006, in contrast with 
1.25 to 3 per cent of GDP in the case of the current net beneficiaries of the EU. Finally, the 
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two decade-long history of EU resources transferred to less developed member countries 
shows that the 4 per cent limit is satisfactory and can generate or support sizeable and 
sustainable economic growth. 
 
Third, the built-in inflexibilities of the internal structure of the budget have to be mentioned. 
CAP-related payments account for more than 40 per cent of the total budget. Even more 
importantly, this item has been fixed at the same high level for the period 2007 to 2013 as a 
result of a bilateral French-German agreement in October 2002. Structural and cohesion funds 
could reach a maximum of 40 to 45 per cent of the budgetary expenditures, since they are 
limited to 0.46 per cent of the EU’s GNP. In addition, other community policy areas have to 
be financed as well, such as internal and external policies, administration and building up of 
reserves. Taking into account this structure, it is obvious that, disregarding enlargement(s) of 
the EU, the budget would need a fundamental restructuring away from agricultural support 
towards structural and cohesion funds, as well as to cover the rapidly increasing needs of 
financing new community policies (e.g. research and development, justice and home affairs, 
common foreign and security policy, etc.). Provided that the current internal structure of the 
budget will be maintained after 2007 as well, the “fight for redistribution” will be mainly 
carried out within the individual items and only partially among the different items of the 
budget. No doubt, this would seriously limit the negotiating position of the new member 
countries. The agricultural “box” seems to be untouchable, and the new member countries 
may reach an equitable treatment by 2010 only. In consequence, interest conflicts between the 
old and potential new beneficiaries will be concentrated on the redistribution of the structural 
and cohesion money. This “fight” may be further exacerbated if, and this is no illusion, the 
EU will need more resources for developing and supporting new areas of community policies, 
which have to be taken away from this item.  
 
The other side of budgetary constraints can be identified in the structure of incomes. They 
consist of four elements: customs duties paid in at the common external tariff borders, levies 
on agricultural imports (both named as own resources), VAT-based payments and GNP-based 
payments of member countries. The first two issues, originally the basic pillar of the budget, 
have been showing a rapidly decreasing share of the income, due to extended free-trade and 
preferential-trade relations, WTO agreements, slow but still obvious agricultural 
liberalization. Thus, new elements of income have to be considered in order to ensure the 
financing of new tasks (mainly the support to backward regions and less developed countries). 
The current (and future) income sources should comply with two basic criteria: first, to satisfy 
the required volume of income, and, second, to create a system of equitable and just 
contribution to the budget by the individual member states. In this context, GNP-related 
payments seem to be better than VAT-based payments, since the latter roots in different VAT 
rates and different consumption patterns across member countries. In addition, both are 
growth-dependent, so that different growth rates of the member countries could result in 
different levels of budgetary contributions. Several ideas have been lifted to create a more 
equitable system of national contribution, such as environmental tax, a special and uniform 
EU tax, but none of them could be accepted as of today. At the same time, it is clear that 
sooner or later the EU budget needs a new system of income if it wants to ensure a smooth 
financing of its main – old and new – targets. All the more, because, unlike national 
governments, the EU is not allowed to take credits from banks or financial institutions. Its 
annual and multi-annual budget has to be in equilibrium and no deficit, even temporary, is 
allowed. The regularly registered surplus will either be re-transferred to the national budgets 
or this money will not be paid in to the EU budget at all. 
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2. Enlargement and the 2000-2006 budget  

 
The budget approved in Berlin in March 1999 with no participation of the new member 
countries at all, has already taken into account the fact of enlargement during the budgetary 
period. The main “framework conditions” were the following: 

- enlargement may happen in 2002, therefore, as a special new and sovereign 
item of the budget, financial means have to be secured for the period 2002 to 
2006, 

- the first wave of enlargement would include six countries only (Cyprus, Czech 
Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Poland, Slovenia), 

- the new members would be excluded from the direct payment system of the 
CAP, 

- their participation in the structural and cohesion funds would follow a phasing-
in pattern (less money at the beginning and almost equal treatment with the 
current beneficiaries at the end of the budgetary period), 

- a pre-accession fund has been set up for the whole budgetary period, with a 
constant annual amount of Euro 3 bn, benefiting all candidate countries, as 
long as they are not members (the new entrants will automatically leave this 
scheme and enter the special item created for the new members). 

 
Real life, however, developed differently: 

- enlargement takes place May 1st 2004, so that a large part of the money 
earmarked for the new member countries as of 2002 could be “saved”. Further 
savings result from the fact that the phasing-in process in 2004 is based on 
2002 and not 2004 figures of the budget, 

- altogether ten countries will join, which required a 20 per cent increase of the 
“enlargement budget”, which had to be “generated” from the savings 
mentioned above, 

- also the new member countries will be entitled to participate in the direct 
payment system of the CAP, by starting at a 25 per cent level of payments 
guaranteed for current member country farmers, and by increasing this rate by 
5 percentage points each subsequent year, 

- the phasing-in principle has been maintained, but the volume available at the 
starting point has been reduced and the distribution between structural and 
cohesion fund resources has been shifted towards the latter, 

- the annual amount of the pre-accession fund will be reduced, since, excepting 
Bulgaria and Romania, all beneficiaries will become part of the structural and 
cohesion fund framework as of May 2004.  

 
In consequence, the Commission could create a budget, which could be accepted by all 
countries, current and new members, as well as by net contributors and net beneficiaries. In 
addition, this “masterpiece”, the result of sometimes extremely short-sighted compromises 
and, at least in the context of the historical importance of enlargement(s) humiliating horse-
trading, could observe the original and overall budgetary conditions, too. Still, most probably 
there was no other way to “successfully” finish the negotiations. The acceding countries had 
to make their choice between (much) less EU resources for the first three years or left out of 
the first wave of enlargement and waiting (at least) until 2007. Since nobody expects that the 
financial conditions would be substantially better in 2007, particularly because a left-out (or 
opted-out) country excludes itself from being part of the official negotiations on the coming 
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financial framework of 2007 to 2013, and staying outside would certainly be interpreted as a 
lost historical opportunity, the Commission’s proposals were accepted. As usual in diplomatic 
negotiations, some latest-minute small changes could still be made. On the one hand, the EU 
agreed to add up to 30 per cent national support to the 25 per cent initial level of direct 
payments to farmers, and upgraded the money available for the establishment of the new 
Schengen borders. On the other, some candidate countries were successful in making internal 
shifts within the overall sum of available resources in order to present their hard negotiating 
position to the domestic public (Poland, partly the Czech Republic).       
 
The baseline scenario has, however, remained unchanged. The ten new countries will get a 
gross volume of EU resources of about Euro 40 bn for within the present budgetary period. In 
turn, they will have to contribute to the EU budget without any phasing-in pattern, which 
means that, from the very beginning, they will provide the full amount of their annual 
contribution (two-thirds of it in 2004, due to accession in May). As a result, the net EU 
resource transfer will decrease to Euro 25 bn for this period. According to the Commission, 
about Euro 10 to 15 bn will in fact be used until the end of 2006, part of which contains funds 
still provided or to be provided from the pre-accession fund. In consequence, the net EU 
financial support will hardly exceed Euro 10 bn, or Euro 300 mn per month, considering 32 
months of membership until the end of 2006. This is about 0.03 per cent of the EU’s GDP or 
3 per cent of the annual EU budget (in fact, due to the phasing-in process, the amount will be 
much less in 2004 and higher than 3 per cent in 2006).  
 
Unfortunately, much less attention was devoted to some more important changes in the 
conditions of availability of EU resources.  
 
First, all new entrants will become full members of the CAP. Both media and experts were 
complaining about the 25 per cent initial level of direct income support for the acceding 
countries, despite the fact that two years ago, no support at all was viable, and that this 
amount, which is the only (almost) automatic resource flow from the EU budget (it does not 
need projects, long bureaucratic procedures, etc.), is even in its present form higher than any 
support the new countries’ agriculture has experienced any time earlier from the national 
budget. Two not less important elements of membership in the CAP have been roughly 
ignored. On the one hand, membership in the CAP means that the EU countries have to stop 
immediately subsidizing agricultural exports to the new member countries. This will 
definitely increase the competitiveness of domestic farmers in their own domestic market. On 
the other, all new member countries will fully benefit from the export subsidization scheme of 
the CAP towards third countries. In other words, Polish or Hungarian agricultural exports to 
Russia or Ukraine will be treated in equal terms with French, Dutch or Danish exports to third 
countries and benefit from these subsidies.  
 
Second, with the exception of Prague and Bratislava regions (being the Hungarian decision 
still uncertain about Budapest), all NUT-2 level regions of the acceding countries will 
automatically benefit from the structural funds, since they fall into the category of “Objective 
1” of regional policy (per capita GDP levels lower than 75 per cent of the EU average). Those 
regions, having a higher income per capita, will benefit from the resources allocated to 
Objective 2 (depressed regions) and Objective 3 (human resource development). The basic 
rule is that those areas included in Objective 1 cannot participate in other “Objectives”. In 
addition, the availability of EU funds is conditioned on two basic criteria. First, projects have 
to be conceived, submitted and implemented on the regional level, which needs a well-
established regional structure within the given nation-state. Second, projects have to be co-
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financed from national sources (central budget, local authorities, private capital) with a 
contribution between 25 and 50 per cent of the total sum of the undertaking.  
 
Third, access to the Cohesion Fund has to be mentioned. In this case, the resources will 
immediately flow to the national budget, and the co-financing need amounts to 10 to 20 per 
cent only. In order to increase the starting level of absorption capacity of the new members 
(which is not only the fundamental interest of these countries but of the EU as well, provided 
everybody would like to have a successfully enlarging integration), the Commission shifted 
the balance between structural and cohesion funds towards the latter. There were two evident 
reasons for it. On the one hand, the money to be made available through the Cohesion Fund 
can be reached through an existing (although not always sufficiently developed in EU-terms) 
national institutional framework. On the other, the co-financing requirement from the national 
budget is lower. Partly for the same reason, part of the agricultural support can be used for 
rural development, with a national co-financing of 20 per cent). 
 
 

3. Preparation of the acceding countries for receiving EU resources 
 
Discussion about and fighting for more EU resources in general, and a more equitable 
distribution of available funds in particular, are understandable endeavours of each of the new 
member states. Unfortunately, first of all in the final stage of negotiations, much less interest 
was given to two key issues which will fundamentally influence the experience with the EU 
and the EU resources in the first three years of membership: (a) the impact of membership on 
the budgetary situation in the acceding country, and (b) the domestic preparation for 
absorbing the available funds as quickly and as efficiently as possible.  
 
(a) The Commission has several times stated that no new member country shall get into a 
financially weaker (worse) situation than it was in the last year before membership, in which, 
on paper at least, EU-related financial flows were a one-way street. Namely, the candidate 
countries benefited from the pre-accession money divided into PHARE, SAPARD and ISPA 
and were supposed to learn the rules of the game of the EU well before they would become 
members. On the other hand, however, national budgets had to finance heavily both the legal 
accommodation process to comply with EU rules partly before ending the negotiations, partly 
at the moment of accession in May 2004, and the building of institutions required to have 
access to potential EU funds following accession. These EU-related expenditures have 
amounted to Euro 1.5 to 2 bn annually in Hungary, or almost ten times the pre-accession 
resources coming from the EU. One can, of course, argue, that large part of such steps would 
have been necessary even without the perspective of membership, most probably, however, at 
a different speed and with different sequencing of priorities. The above sum is only important 
to indicate that preparation for accession or enlargement is not a one-sided effort of the EU, 
but a real challenge for the candidates as well. The lion’s share of the financial “burden” is, as 
evident in the case of all countries wishing to join a club, to be taken by the candidate.  
 
Still, the first years of membership represent a real challenge to (most of) the budget of the 
acceding countries.  
 
First, the net flow of financial resources from the EU budget will follow a phasing-in 
schedule, meaning that the balance between contribution to the EU budget and flows from it 
will be “improving” from one year to the next. The net financial situation of the first year will 
be hardly better than that of 2003, and most resources to be taken will keep on originating 
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from the pre-accession funds that finance previously started projects. In the case of Hungary, 
the net position is expected to be about Euro 200 mn in 2004, Euro 500 mn in 2005 and Euro 
800 mn in 2006.  
 
Second, delays in preparing for the EU, both in legal and institutional terms, will continue 
requiring additional money from the national budget. Moreover, new tasks arising from 
membership, will also ask for additional financing after May 2004.  
 
Third, co-financing, although at easier conditions as originally expected or used to be 
provided in the pre-accession framework, will need substantial national resources and press 
almost all countries for a major and rapid restructuring of the budget, at least on the 
expenditure side, with immediate social consequences. (If necessary, also the income side has 
to be tackled upon, mainly meaning higher taxes and increasing other income items.) Another 
big slice is the co-financing of the payment scheme to farmers, which can go as much as 30 
per cent of the EU standard. No question that, whatever the budgetary situation of a given 
country, the parliamentary opposition (and, maybe, also extra-parliamentarian lobbies) will 
press the acting government to provide the maximum amount of money in order to improve 
its position in a social and economic sector relevant for the coming elections. (See, in this 
context, the decades-long French experience.)  
     
Fourth, transitory but disturbing liquidity gaps are likely to appear. They stem from two main 
sources. On the one hand, direct payment to the farmers has to be anticipated from the 
national budget in 2004, while EU transfers will occur in 2005 only, once the necessary data 
on the area cultivated and the output reached will be available. Second, the financing of 
projects supported by the structural and cohesion funds will need additional temporary 
resources from the national budget, due to the general rules of EU-financing. At the initial 
stage, part of the EU money will be available, but in the next phase(s), national contribution 
has to be made use of. Part of the EU contribution will only be paid after finishing the project, 
so that in-between accounts have to be paid by the national budget. In several stages of the 
project’s “life cycle”, the national contribution would largely exceed the share of national co-
financing, while the “balance” will only be restored some time after concluding the project 
and approving all accounts. Companies participating in such projects can hardly have a 
financial background that would allow them to wait for payments for months or even years.    
 
Fifth, joining the EU is, in an obligatory form, accompanied by preparing for membership in 
the Economic and Monetary Union (EMU). Unlike Great Britain, Denmark (and partly 
Sweden), no new member country was acknowledged the right of opting-out. Thus, sooner or 
later, they will have to become part of the EMU and, from the beginning of EU membership, 
share the main economic policy goals of the EU, including a resolute policy approach towards 
meeting the Maastricht criteria.  
 
Such a situation, even disregarding the current budgetary imbalances in the leading acceding 
countries (Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Slovakia), could easily lead to a “crunch” with 
unknown political and economic consequences. To avoid such a situation, the EU and each of 
the new member countries have to develop utmost responsibility. A disciplined budgetary 
policy and a flexible EU behaviour should form the two sides of this approach.  
 
(b) The fact that money from EU sources will be modest in the first years of accession, must 
not be used as an excuse to lower-than-expected growth or not-fulfilling expectations of 
membership. Just the opposite, the quick and efficient use of each euro has to become the 
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cornerstone of development policies. In order to reach this goal, three conditions have to be 
fulfilled: 

- High-level preparation of projects to be financed, ready for application on the first day 
after accession; 

- Functioning institutions to qualify for and absorb EU funds; 
- Availability of co-financing resources from the very beginning. 

 
The fulfillment of the first criteria is rooted in the new member country’s microeconomic 
development. Of course, it cannot be revealed if the institutional framework is missing or is 
inadequate to EU rules. A good case in point was the delayed setting up of the SAPARD 
agency in Hungary. Once, however, it started to function (in the autumn of 2002), the rate of 
successful applications for EU funds was about 40 per cent as compared to the 11 per cent 
average of other candidate countries which could establish this agency much earlier. 
Therefore, the real absorption capacity of the individual countries is very difficult to be 
forecast. It is, however clear that all three conditions have to be fulfilled and support each 
other mutually.  
 
Provided that all or most available EU resources can be efficiently used, development gaps 
among differently developed regions within a new member country are likely to widen, at 
least temporarily. This can be attributed to the differences in the starting level of absorption 
capacity. More developed, better endowed regions (both in human capital, physical 
infrastructure, institutions, social environment, etc.) used to be more successful in absorbing 
additional resources than less developed ones. It is a key task of the government’s regional 
policy to support both the spill-over impacts originating in the developed region and the 
absorption capacity of the less developed area in order to create a sustainable process based 
on genuine and autonomous development. In this respect, the EU itself has an ambiguous 
trajectory. While most less developed countries could catch up after membership (excepting 
Greece until recently), regional differences within the catching-up countries remained almost 
unchanged. It does not mean that backward regions were not able to develop, but they were 
not able to have a better development record than the most prosperous regions of the given 
country. (Without any support, most probably, the gap would have been much wider, with 
serious social and domestic political implications.)  
 
 
 

4. What does the next budget promise? 
 
Negotiations on the EU budget covering the period between 2007 and 2013 are expected to be 
even harsher than previous ones. This is partly due to the fact that, instead of two, there will 
be three (or just four) main players. First, the net contributors who are not ready to pay more 
into the community budget. Just the opposite, they would like to reduce their payments. 
Second, the old net beneficiaries who are unlikely to give up their previous and generous 
position. Third, the new members who would like to get a justified and equal-footing 
treatment, since they are (much) poorer than the present beneficiaries of the resources. And, 
finally, one has to take into account the financial needs of additional entrants by 2007, on an 
even lower GDP per capita level (Bulgaria and Romania, perhaps Croatia, too). Partly, the 
“fighting” for redistribution will be brutal because of the already mentioned inflexibilities of 
the EU budget concerning the ceiling of 1.27 per cent of GNP of the member countries and 
the built-in structural problems hindering adequate and future-oriented redistribution (CAP as 
the, literally, holy cow of the EU). 
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The starting situation can be made even more difficult if the Spanish veto about the future 
form of the structural funds of the EU were accepted (at least until 2013 or even for the period 
after 2013). Similarly, preliminary negotiations on the main pillars of the budget from 2007 to 
2013 that have already started behind closed doors and without the new members, could 
create an atmosphere characterized by lack of confidence, mutual fears and general 
uncertainty. It is clear that the new budget has to be approved by the member countries and 
the European Parliament in the spring of 2006 the latest. There is no reason why to anticipate 
some rounds of negotiations before May 1st of 2004, when the new members would become 
full parties of the negotiations. Any preliminary talk with their exclusion, whatever its subject, 
could undermine confidence and give room to justified or unjustified speculations. If the new 
member countries were faced with a budget plan for 2007 to 2013, in which the mentioned 
inflexibilities would be further increased and the still available manoeuvring room for 
restructuring would be curtailed, it would be very difficult to have a successful enlargement. 
The new entrants must be given full right to attend these talks and try to make a more 
equitable balance of resource distribution. Due to their (relatively) limited bargaining power, 
to their lack of experience and, as in the past, to the disunity in the process or at the final stage 
of negotiations, a wonder must be produced to have a substantially differently structured 
budget, with clear priority to be given to the new and poorer member countries. 
 
Certainly, the guidelines of the new seven-year budget will be different from those of the 
current budget. This comes both from the much larger number of poorer countries and 
regions, and the new priorities of the enlarging EU that should be financed from Community 
resources. Proposals to throw out the CAP as such of the EU budget (see the Sapir Report to 
the President of the Commission this summer), should be forgotten, not because they are not 
justified, but because of the political obstacles to implement them. Other ideas, according to 
which the structural and cohesion funds did not provide incentives to economic growth and 
modernization in the less developed countries, therefore they have to be completely 
remodeled or renationalized, are even more dangerous and politically counterproductive. It is 
simply not true that the EU resources did not contribute, and in some cases to a large extent, 
to the catching-up process of Ireland, Portugal and Spain. If it were the case, it would hardly 
be understandable, why these countries are still fighting for each Euro and against any idea to 
change the status quo they had been enjoying over two decades or more.  
 
Until now, the Commission did not present any clear guidelines concerning the future of the 
budget, including the priority objectives valid for the structural and cohesion funds. 
Nevertheless, internal discussions are under way and various versions have been aired in the 
last months. It would, however, be too early and less professional to enter this area of 
speculation. It is much more important to insist on the following issues: 

- The equal-footing situation in the CAP payments has to be created as soon as possible 
(and, in this respect, any kind of reform is acceptable, even a full renationalization of 
the agricultural policies, provided that all member countries do it at the same time and 
at the same speed); 

- The special treatment of the areas with GDP per capita below the 75 per cent level of 
the EU average (whether this average is calculated on the basis of the current members 
or the lower figures of the new entrants are taken into account as well) has to be 
preserved. Phasing-in and phasing-out schemes are acceptable, however, they should 
be as short as possible in order to achieve equitable status soon after 2007; 

- New community policies require more financing and the new members are rightly 
advised to support them, partly because they will be the above-average beneficiaries of 
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such policies (e.g. justice and home affairs, but also common foreign policy), partly 
because in this way they can contribute to the reshaping of the EU and to an enhanced 
role of the European integration in global affairs. Any future-oriented change is 
expected to favour the new member countries which have revealed a high level of 
economic, institutional and social flexibility in the last decade, in contrast to “sleeping 
Western Europe”; 

- Last but not least, new priority objectives have to be formulated by the Commission in 
order to ensure more equitable distribution of resources and exclude or at least limit 
any kind of “national blackmailing”.  

 
It does not matter, how justified the last requirement is. There is a chance to let it accepted by 
the other member countries only if the new members can elaborate, take and keep a strictly 
common position from the very beginning until the end of negotiations on the coming budget. 
More importantly, they have to agree on a common priority which cannot be declined by the 
current member countries. It is not difficult to identify this common objective, since each of 
the eight Central and Eastern European country (plus the next entrants of South Eastern 
Europe) is less developed than the current beneficiaries of the EU. Therefore, they have to get 
a preferential treatment. The question is, where these preferences should be allocated and to 
what extent they will be able to create a geographic restructuring of available financial 
resources. 
 
By far the most viable approach is the introduction of a new overarching regional objective, 
based on the fact that the new members constitute the geographic core of Europe and all of 
them have common continental borders. In contrast, all previous enlargements in general, and 
those by less developed countries in particular, have included “peripheral” countries in 
geographic terms. Therefore, it was natural to support national economies, even if intra-state 
regions were the beneficiaries. Moreover, the cohesion fund became completely operational 
on the national levels. This approach should have limited validity in the case of Central and 
Eastern (and South Eastern) Europe. The quick catching-up of the whole region, based on 
political stability and economic modernization, is crucially dependent on the quality of 
physical and human infrastructure of the respective countries. The geographic cohesiveness of 
the region and the pivotal role of infrastructure development argue for a special regional fund 
that would finance common projects from the Baltics to the Black Sea and the Adriatic. The 
positive results are more than evident. First, national prestige projects, several times financed 
by EU resources, would give way to multi-country regional projects. Second, all countries not 
involved into the first wave of “Eastern” enlargement, should participate in these projects (if 
necessary, with the pre-accession funds assigned to them). This would have a very transparent 
political and psychological message to the societies that they are not “forgotten”. Just the 
opposite, they could become part of all-European projects well before they may reach 
institutionalized membership in the EU. Third, more developed infrastructure would support 
economic activities and create new business opportunities both for domestic and for 
international capital. (It is a well-known fact that the geographic map of the expansion of 
foreign investors largely overlaps the map of physical infrastructure of the given country.) 
Fourth, cooperative willingness and solidarity between and among the CESE countries could 
be enhanced.  
 
Only such a new objective would be able to manage a major redistribution of the EU budget 
towards the less developed new member countries. And only if negotiations on the future of 
the budget start with the identification of new objectives there is a real chance of getting rid of 
horse-trade-like blackmailing about every Euro 1 mn. If the new member countries start 
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negotiating on sums and amounts of money, no major change can be realistically expected, 
since the discussion will center on and end up in an unholy contraposition or even agreement 
between Germany and Spain.  
 
Evidently, the above described approach takes into account that EU resources to be devoted 
directly to national development plans would be reduced, since part of these plans will be 
implemented on a supra-regional level. It goes without saying, that for supra-regional projects 
new institutions are necessary, or, even better, Brussels could become the coordinating 
agency, in cooperation with national authorities which are supposed to work closely together 
as well.  
 
Finally, the success of such an approach crucially depends on the willingness of the 
participating CESE countries. There is no doubt at all, that all countries of the region share the 
priority objective of developing their physical infrastructure and creating or improving cross-
border contacts. However, they have to share this approach from the very beginning till the 
end of negotiations and resist any kind of “distorting” offers and pressures, whether they 
come from some EU member countries, from transnational companies or, most probably, 
from their own domestic lobbies. It is difficult to assess the probability of success of this 
effort, since no official statement has been made as of yet, and the author does not have any 
information whether such an approach would have been seriously discussed among the 
acceding countries. Nevertheless, it is obvious that the likelihood of success fundamentally 
depends on the formulation of a common development objective by all new entrants (plus the 
members of the next wave of enlargement), as well as the firm representation of this project 
during the official negotiations on the future structure of the EU budget.  
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   ______________________ 
 

Romania and the Enlargement Process 
 
 
Maria Ligor 
Director–General, General Diractorate for European Integration 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Bucharest 
 
 
The integration into the European Union is not only the prime objective of Romania’s foreign 
policy, but also a major concern of the Romanian society in its entirety. At the public opinion 
level, the European integration is supported by 80% of the population, while politically it has 
the commitment of all the political parties.  
 
At the Copenhagen European Council (December 2002), the Member States mentioned 
Romania and Bulgaria as part of the same irreversible and inclusive enlargement process, 
together with the 10 acceding countries. The Thessaloniki European Council also confirmed 
the Union’s support for Romania’s objective of closing the negotiations in 2004 and acceding 
to the EU on the 1st of January 2007.  
 
Romania has closed 19 chapters out of 30. The objective of the Romanian Government is to 
close all the remaining chapters by the fall of 2004, sign the Accession Treaty in 2005 and 
join the Union on the 1st of January 2007.  
 
The stage of our preparations for accession 
 
On the 13th of November, 2002, the preparations for accession entered a new phase.  A 
detailed Road-Map for accession was presented and additional financial assistance was 
granted for the interval 2004-2006.   
 
The Road-Map points the main measures to be taken until accession. It also includes the 
objectives assumed by Romania during the accession negotiations and the necessary measures 
to be undertaken for the fulfillment of the Copenhagen and Madrid criteria.  
 
The provisions of the Road-Map are completed by the Accession Partnership between 
Romania and the European Union, endorsed by the EU Council on the 26th of March 2003. 
The Accession Partnership encompasses both the short- and medium-term objectives 
identified in the Road Map and the priorities for 2003 and 2004.  
 
The objective assumed by Romania, i.e. closing the negotiations in 2004, during the tenure of 
the present Commission, entails the stepping up of the preparations for accession. An 
important role in assessing the progress Romania made in fulfilling the accession criteria is 
the 2003 Progress Report, due to be published in November 2003.  
 
 
Romania and the Western Balkans 
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Romania shares the Union’s stance on the Western Balkans and supports the consolidation of 
the present framework offered by the Stabilization and Association Process with elements 
inspired by the actual enlargement process: designing a European Partnership, on the model 
of the Accession Partnership, the application of the differentiation and “own merits” 
principles and the broadening of the political dialogue.  
 
Romania is ready to share with the Western Balkan countries the experience it gained during 
the process of EU accession. During the EU – Western Balkans summit (21 June 2002, 
Thessaloniki), the Romanian officials stressed their conviction that regional cooperation is of 
major importance for preparing the participating countries in reaching the European standards 
and emphasized our interest for promoting common projects with the countries of the region, 
with a special highlight on those areas relevant for the preparation of the EU accession.  
 
The Area of Freedom, Security and Justice 
 
At the core of European integration lies the concept of freedom, based on human rights, 
democratic institutions and the rule of law. These common values proved indispensable in 
safeguarding peace and prosperity in the European Union.  
 
Romania, as a candidate country, contributes to the consolidation of the area of “freedom, 
security and justice,” concept introduced into the Amsterdam Treaty of 1997. The Romanian 
authorities have undertaken a series of measures that seek to harmonize the legislation, 
institutions and practices of our country with those of the EU on issues of Justice and Home 
Affairs.    
 
Romania is determined to promote the European principles and practices in the region, 
developing its own initiatives meant to make more effective the measures related to JHA, i.e. 
the combating of trans-border crime (trafficking of human beings, illegal migration). 
Romania’s involvement in the operations from Bosnia-Herzegovina, Kosovo and FYROM is 
a proof of our commitment in managing the regional crises, together with the European Union 
and third-countries involved in the process.  
 
The Future of Europe 
 
The European Council of Thessaloniki decided that Romania, as a candidate country 
negotiating its accession to the EU, will have an observer status and will take part in all the 
IGC meetings.  
 
The proposals included into the draft Constitutional Treaty correspond at length to the 
expectations expressed by the Romanian representatives both at the European Convention 
level, and during bi-lateral discussions.  
 
 
 
Romania supports:  
 

� The adoption of a single Constitutional Treaty for the EU, which will include the 
values and fundamental principles at the core of the Union and the objectives of the 
“European project”;  

� The incorporation of the Charter of Fundamental Rights in the Constitutional Treaty;  
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� The emergence of the European Union as a global actor, based not only on its 
economic weight, but also on its political dimension;  

� The involvement of the national parliaments in the European affairs, which will result 
into a lessening of the so-called democratic deficit of the EU; 

� The principles of clarity, legitimacy, efficiency and consolidated balance within the 
institutional triangle, Commission – Counsel – Parliament.  
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    _________________ 
 

 

Security in the Balkans 

 
Ivan Yordanov, PhD, 
Director of International Cooperation Directorate 
Ministry of Defense of the Republic of Bulgaria 

 
 
 It is a pleasure and honor for me to address that forum, so important for the future of 
Southeastern Europe, and to wish the participants in the seminar success in their highly 
responsible work. 
 On behalf of the leadership of the MoD, I’d also like to thank the organizers for the 
extended invitation to present some of our views on the security in the Balkan Region 
including the context of the expected European Union (EU) enlargement.  
 I will dwell on several basic issues in my presentation: 

• The status and perspectives for changes in the risks, threats and challenges to security 
on the Balkans and Southeastern Europe as a whole; 

• Measures undertaken to strengthen security and stability in military-political and 
purely military aspect; 

• The possible influence of EU and the process of its enlargement on security in the 
region; 

 Now, the situation on the Balkans is characterized by a series of positive changes 
and tendencies that undoubtedly contribute to strengthening the security and to stabilization of 
the region. The major ones among them are: 

• The stable process of democratization of the countries; 
• The economic development of the new democracies towards market economy; 
• The intensified cooperation with the developed and with other countries of the Euro-

Atlantic environment; 
• The considerable increase in the regional cooperation on the Balkans and in 

Southeastern Europe as a whole in the political, economic and military spheres, 
which brought about heightening the transparency and confidence between them and 
increased the security and stability as a final result. The following examples prove 
that: the successful process of NATO enlargement in Southeastern direction; the 
achievements in the implementation of PfP program and its growing scope both 
qualitatively and quantitatively; the growing speed of the preparation for EU 
enlargement with countries from the region; the success of a series of regional 
initiatives and programs directed to improving the economic prosperity, security and 
stability on the Balkans; 

• Last but not least, the profound changes of the security environment in the beginning 
of 21-st century marked the commencement of cardinal defense reforms directed to 
the provision of adequate reaction against the broadest range of both traditional and 
principally new risks and threats. 

 
 Together with other challenges, which have emerged, the global terrorism as a threat 
that is unique on account of its essence, methods and forms, brought to life and imposed the 
tendency towards growing interrelation between the parameters of the national, regional and 
global  security. Among the Governments of our countries an understanding clearly prevails 
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that resolving of the country’s own defense and security problems is unthinkable without 
utilizing a systematic approach and collective actions on regional and global scale.  

 In general, the security environment on the Balkans as a part of Southeastern Europe 
is characterized by the following major risks and threats: 

• The geographical situation as crossroads and a transit zone of important economic 
sources and consumers represented by Central and Western Europe, the Mediterranean 
region, Near East, the Caucasus and Central Asia; 

• The relative economic underdevelopment  and insufficiently developed  infrastructure, 
unstable and uneven economic development; 

• Resulting elements of internal political instability and social tensions caused by 
poverty, unemployment, corruption and criminality; 

• Periodically arising conflicts on the basis of inter-ethnic tensions, religious extremism, 
chauvinism, and unresolved refugee problems; 

• The crossing point of canals of the organized crime  (by virtue of the geographical 
situation and economic reasons) covering the whole range of the illegal traffic – drugs, 
arms, persons and commodities; 

• The possibility of turning into a target for the activities of terrorist organization and 
groups, having in mind both the geo-strategic importance of the region and the 
vulnerability by virtue of the social-historic development.  

 
 Summing up the information presented so far, it can be pointed out that by the 
present moment the basic accents in the situation on the Balkans from the point of view of 
security are characterized by stabilization and overcoming the consequences of the crises after 
the Cold War. There is development of the democratic processes, improvement of the bilateral 
and multilateral cooperation and strengthening of the European and Euro-Atlantic orientation 
of the countries in the region.  With respect to the development of the situation in the 
Caucasus, Asia and the Near East, the role of the Eastern dimension of security on the 
Balkans increases as a connection with Central and Western Europe and as a part of the trans-
Atlantic connection. 
 Apart from the positive tendencies, however, as I have already pointed out, the risks 
to security and stability remain. They result from: terrorist threats; the periodic escalation of 
ethnic tensions in some of the countries; the acts of extremism and separatism; economic and 
social problems and the internal political instability; refugee problems; the organized and 
trans-border crime. 
 In this context, in spite of the undeniable progress in the democratization of the 
countries from the region, the resulting risk of escalation of internal and external conflicts of 
various nature still continues to exist.  Although the crisis in Iraq pushed the problems of the 
Western Balkans off the foreground, this part of the region continues to attract the attention of 
the international community including NATO, EU, UN and the leading countries. 
 Some of the major concrete problems common for the Balkans can be summarized 
by the following: 
 It is obvious that overcoming the economic underdevelopment and possibly the rapid 
transition to working market economies is of key importance for the region and its stability. In 
this respect, the role of EU would be substantial. 
 Second, no less important, is the decisive adherence on the part of the governments 
of the countries to the road of democratization and establishment of stable legal order and 
supremacy of law. 
 After September 11, the active, systematic and decisive struggle of the countries 
from the region against terrorism in all its forms is imperative. At the present stage, there is no 
threat of large-scale coordinated terrorist activities on the Balkans. The risk, however, remains 
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first of all because of: the inherited complex inter-ethnic and regional problems in their 
extreme forms (a clear example in this respect is the escalation of the tension in the Former 
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia); the efforts of extremist, Islam organizations to establish 
their presence in the region and especially in the Western Balkans; the proximity of the 
Balkans to unstable regions like the Near East and the Caucasus (with pockets of tensions – 
Palestinian-Israeli conflict, Chechnia, Nagorni Karabakh, Abkhazia and Occetia, etc)  and 
also, to a certain degree the crisis in Iraq;  the illegal traffic of drugs – one of the sources of 
financing the terrorist organizations Other concrete, comparatively grave problems for the 
region, and also serious destabilizing factors, remain corruption and the organized and trans-
border crime. 
 Their negative effects on stability bear considerable weight within the framework of 
the complex of similar factors, namely: 

•   Inflicting direct economic damage to the countries separately, and to the region as a 
whole, and indirectly – through preventing the foreign investments; 

•   Internal political destabilization  through activities against the lawful authorities( 
including through political assassinations as in the case when the Prime Minister of 
Serbia Zoran Djindjic was murdered), demotivation of the population and failure 
of the public confidence in the state institutions; 

•    Acquiring financial and material power through illegal traffic of drugs, weapons, 
persons and commodities, which in the long run are used to destroy the state and to 
corrupt society ( I’d use as an example the fact that the number of only women and 
children trafficked illegally through the borders exceeds 100 000 annually, while 
80 percent of them are not of age); 

•    Reproduction of the criminality. 
 The weapons accumulated during the conflicts in the recent history of the region 
remain a common problem of the Balkans. The weapons are still transferred to different parts 
of the region or are hidden by the civilian population. 
  Another group of concrete risks that are typical of the region, are the historically 
accumulated and multiplied hostilities and ethnic intolerance. In some of the countries and in 
separate regions there are attempts at ethnical cleansing, hidden and open counteraction 
against the refugees who come to their homes, through which a potential of arising tension 
remains    ( for example Kosovo, Sandjak, Southern Serbia, FRY Macedonia). 
 And again, the unsatisfactory economic results, unemployment, poverty and despair 
that accompanies them, lead to social tension, preventing ethnic tolerance and reconciliation, 
enlargement of crime-generating base, “brain draining” and a series of other negative issues, 
which undermine peace and stability.   
 As a summary, both the risks, threats and challenges to security common to the 
region, and the ones specific to the separate countries by virtue of the expected negative 
effect, imperatively impose the necessity of systematic planning and application of measures, 
which are both national and coordinated among the countries to counteract and neutralize 
them. It is more than evident that the multi-aspect dimensions of security – political, 
economic, military require an adequate reaction to the respective risks and challenges.  
 With respect to the limited time and without ignoring the economic aspect of 
security and its fundamental importance, I will dwell briefly on the basic instruments for 
strengthening security on the Balkans in military-political and military aspect.  
 The intensively increased role of the collective security and defense brings to the 
foreground the international institutions, initiatives and the respective programs. In this 
respect, we have to underline in the first place the specific role of NATO for the region and 
the enlargement of the Alliance, including RfP as an instrument of strengthening the 
interaction with the partner countries in the settlement of crises and conflicts. In the past 
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several years, through the implementation of the so called Membership Action Plan (MAP), 
real progress was made by the aspirant countries and precious experience was accumulated as 
a base for strengthening security in the whole region. 
 Experience of this kind, of countries like Bulgaria and Romania, that have gone 
through an uneasy period of the implementation of MAP and the respective National Annual 
Programs, is invaluable with its achievements, unfortunate errors and lessons learned.All 
these could be of great interest and benefit for the states who are at the beginning of the way 
towards European and Euro-Atlantic integration. 
 Let’s look at the case of  Bulgaria that received the invitation to NATO at the Prague 
Summit in November 2002, as a recognition of the enormous purposeful efforts and 
respective results in fulfilling the respective criteria. 
 In the period 1997 – 2002, a major Reform was initiated and conducted in the area of 
security and defense, respectively in the Armed Forces.The way to NATO was layed out by a 
number of activities of crucial importance, among them: 
•••• NATO countries “Know-how” and experience was vastly studied and ideas, concepts and 

plans widely coordinated with leading partners and future allies ( Greece and Turkey are 
an excellent example with their support ); 

•••• Democratic control was established over the Armed Forces and Defense as a whole; 
•••• A series of fundamental documents was developed and adopted,  reflecting the 

contemporary changes in the security environment (e.g. A principally new Defense and 
Armed Forces Law, National Security Concept, National Military Doctrine, a  Military 
Strategy, Military Doctrines of the Services – Army, Navy, Air Force, etc.); 

•••• The PfP Program, including the individual for Bulgaria parameters, was conceptually and 
practically used as a transition to the NATO membership; 

•••• A major part of the Defense system and the Armed Forces was restructured in compliance 
with those of the Alliance countries and structures. 

 An ambitious Plan for the Organizational and Structural Development of the Armed 
Forces was realized (the so called “Plan -2004”), and implemented till now, almost a before 
the deadline – 2004.Greatest attention in the Plan was paid to the following objectives: 
•••• Considerable reduction of the Armed Forces personnel and the heavy Cold War 

armaments and equipment; 
•••• Restructuring of the whole AF system in compliance with the one adopted in NATO; 
•••• Building-up smaller, but modern mobile, flexible and combat-effective Armed Forces -  at 

the expenses of the released resources.Creating new capabilities adequate to the whole 
spectrum of conventional and new threats; 

•••• Professionalization of the Armed Forces and modernization of armaments and equipment 
according to the NATO standarts; 

•••• Achievement of interoperability with NATO in the priority areas and levels ( e.g. 
language, structural, operational  interoperability, etc.); 

•••• Special attention to the new type of missions, especially preparation for peacekeeping and 
peacesupport operations; 

•••• Reform of the military education and training system in accordance with the ones used in 
the Alliance countries. 

 
 The Defense Reform as a whole was founded thoroughly on the principle of 
combaining the national with collective defense. 
•••• In summary the implementation of the Defense Reform plans has brought to substantial 

practical results, that obviously could be a contribution to our regional security: 
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•••• In the period 1997 – 2003 the number of AF personnel was reduced from 105000 to 
45000; 

•••• In the same period out of 96 garrisons with 858 military units the reorganization brought 
to only 57 garrisons with 181 units; 

•••• A process of transition from conscript to fully professional AF was started and now 
already 6500 professional soldiers, airmen and sailors are serving.According to the plans 
till 2006 the Air Force and the Navy will be fully professional, and the Army – till 2010 
latest; 

•••• A decisive reduction of heavy armaments went through – from 5210 pieces ( tanks, 
combat armoured vehicles, over 100 mm caliber artillery systems ) – to 2552, an almost 
50% reduction.Combat aircraft were cut from 209 to 72, and Navy ships – from 90 to 62; 

•••• The General Staff and the Services Headquarters (A, N, AF) were restructured towards the 
NATO system.New structures were created in this context – Strategic Communication 
System Command, Logistics Command and Special operations Command.In the same 
manner a Forces restructuring went through, creating a principally new type of 
organization – Defense Forces and Deployment Forces; 

•••• Finishing until the end of 2004 the “destructive” part of the Defense Reform, by a plan, 
prepared together with our NATO partners, a process of modernization of the AF with 
new armaments and equipment will actively start.Priorities are given to C4I systems, Air 
Defense, modernization of the airbases to NATO standards, logistics and others ( it is 
worth to mention, that part of the new technology is already operational  - e.g. ASOC – 
Air Sovereignity Operation Center, one NATO standards airfield, a modern Brigade Field 
Communication and Information System, modernization of MIG-29 combat aircraft, etc.); 

•••• Major achievements are a fact in the area of interoperability with NATO, especially in 
language and operational procedures according to the respective standards (STANAG); 

•••• The substantial changes of the military education and training system have brought to life 
a new type of officers, non-commissioned officers and solders, capable to act effectively 
in modern combat and non-combat operations and missions. 

 
 Summarizing, I would like to point out, that building up military capabilities on the 
example of the developed NATO countries is one of the foundations for achieving  security in 
the Balkan region in its military dimension. 
 Let’s now briefly look out at the Partnership for Peace Program as another element 
of regional security. Most of the countries on the Balkans have now a pretty good experience 
and proved by practice real positive results and achievements.Others are just at he start.But no 
matter the difference between the individual cases, a major point should be kept in mind, and 
this is the proven indisputable success of PfP – both as a means of learning and preparation 
for further integration, and as a factor of existing now and dynamically developing security. 
As far as PfP is well known, I would just mention some more important issues and lessons 
learned. 
 First, PfP is an excellent means of mutual understanding and building up confidence 
between the partners. 
 Second, PfP is giving the countries on the road of euroatlantic integration a unique 
opportunity to enjoy developed nations’ knowledge and experience in the security area , in 
both theoretical and practical aspects. 
 Third, it is giving a chance for a “step-by-step” learning process and a respective 
developing a precious political and military potential in the sense of national and collective 
security as well. 
 As a whole it can be looked at as the absolutely necessary doorstep to achieving the 
final objective of full size integration for the security benefit of the nations. 
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 Additionally, it makes sense to underline several other major points of the PfP 
experience in practical aspect: 
•••• The imperative need for a thorough planning and determining the priorities of the 

Partnership Goals (PGs) in coordination with experienced partners, and full respect for the 
available financial, materiel and financial resources ( absolute appetite for “the more, the 
better” PGs  doesn’t work in life and brings to the senseless loss of resources, human 
potential and time); 

•••• Secondly, the active participation in PfP and “in the spirit of PfP” exercises has an 
invaluable positive impact on the improvement of the political-military potential and 
military capabilities of the countries-partners.It effects in a similar way the continuous 
build up of collective security in the Euroatlantic, European and regional dimensions. 

 As stated before, the status of the countries in Southeastern Europe in   the collective 
security sense is different – Italy, Greece and Turkey as full NATO members, Bulgaria, 
Romania and Slovenia as invitees, others working on MAP and/or PfP, and others – just at the 
doorstep of PfP.All this, based on the developing processes of democratization and 
cooperation, gives PfP a unique chance for the future as a means for sharing experience and 
faster integration of the countries, being now for one or other reasons behind.The Government 
of the Republic of Bulgaria and the rest of the State institutions deeply understand this 
necessity and are ready to offer their cooperation and assistance. 

 Regional initiatives have also a substantial contribution to security.From political-
military  perspective the most effective among them are: the Southeastrn Europe Defense 
Ministerial (SEDM); the Multinational Peacekeeping Force Southeastern Europe, a Brigade 
size - SEEBRIG; Engineering-Construction Formation; Southeastern Europe Simulation 
Network – SEESIM; Satellite Interconnection of the Military Hospitals in SEE – SIMIHO;  
Black Sea Force – BLACKSEAFOR, a Black Sea countries Naval Task Force; meetings of 
high profile political and military leaders in different formats ( e.g. of Ministers of Defense 
and of Chiefs of General Staffs “2+2” – Bulgaria, Greece, Romania and Turkey. 

 The Southeastern Europe Defense Ministerial – SEDM, was established as a 
mechanism for the transition of SEE to a region of security, stability and prosperity and 
consists of periodical meetings of the Ministers of Defense of the 10 member-states (Albania, 
Bulgaria,Croatia, FYROM, Greece, Italy, Romania, Slovenia, Turkey and USA, and Ukraine 
as an observer). 

 SEDM is institutionalized – in the periods between the Ministerials meetings of the 
Deputy-Ministers of Defense and Deputy- Chiefs of General Staffs are being held. 

 SEDM outlines the framework of a dynamic military partnership in the region with 
the objectives of increasing the potential of the AF for participaton in PSO and improving the 
confidence and the transparency in the countries’s relations. The process is closely 
interconnected with the integration of the countries of SEE into the transatlantic community 
and is a forum for sharing values. 

 SEDM  is extremely successful and as a result a number of important other regional 
initiatives are brought to life: SEEBRIG, the multinational Engineering-Construction 
Formation, SEESIM, SIMIHO.At the 6-th Ministerial was authorized a new initiative 
“Defense/Military Support of the Fight against Terrorism, Non- Proliferation of Weapons of 
Mass Destruction and Border Control”. 
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 The Multinational Peacekeeping Force Southeastern Europe – SEEBRIG was 
established by signing an Agreement in Skopje, FYROM, on 29 September 1998, between 
Albania, Bulgaria, FYROM, Greece, Italy, Romania and Turkey.Croatia, Slovenia and USA 
have an observer status.For the first four years of the Brigade’s existence the permanent 
Headquarters of SEEBRIG was stationed in Plovdiv, Bulgaria, and since July 2003 has moved 
to Constantsa, Romania, according to the rotation principle. 

 SEEBRIG is an outstanding example of the development of regional military 
cooperation and is oriented to deployments for PSO in the region.On the 2nd of May 2002 the 
Brigade was declared operationally ready.By organization SEEBRIG comprises a 
Multinational permanent Staff for command and control and units, allocated by the member 
states. 

 Throughout the existence of SEEBRIG up to now, a lot has been achieved: all 
politico-military concepts and documents have been worked out by the supervising body – the 
Politico-Military Steering Committee (PMSC); the permanent Staff has prepared the full set 
of guidance and operational regulations and gone through intensive training; in the same 
streamline national units have been trained and prepared. 

 An impressive number of military exercises has been successfully realized 
(Command-Staff Exercises “SEEBRIG-99”, “SEVEN STARS – 2002”; Field exercises 
“SEVEN STARS- 2000” and “SEVEN STARS-2001”; participation in the Simulation 
exercise “SEESIM-2002” and others). 

 With the soon expected procurement of a modern Communicatio-Information 
System, SEEBRIG will become fully operational and ready for deployment for missions in 
the region. 

 The Engineering-Construction Formation is a multinational one in the SEEBRIG 
format. In the form of exercises it has successfully completed a series of infrastructure re-
construction projects: CORNERSTONE – 2001, Albania, road reconstruction; 
CORNERSTONE-2002, Bulgaria, bridge and orphan school reconstruction; 
CORNERSTONE-2003, Romania. 

 Satellite Interconnection of Military Hospitals in SEE (SIMINO) is pointed of 
professional exchange in the area of military medicine.The project is still at the phase of 
coordination of the concept. 

Black Sea Naval Task Group – BLACKSEAFOR: 

 BLACKSEAFOR is a regional initiative with the participation of Bulgaria, Georgia, 
Romania, the Russian Federation, Turkey and Ukraine (all the countries with direct access to 
the Black Sea).After the Agreement, signed in Istanbul, Turkey on 2 April 2001, 
BLACKSEAFOR has gone through three successful activations, the latest – this summer.The 
main objective of the Naval Task Group, comprising warships on a “call-on”basis from every 
participating Navy ( 4-6 ships for he hole formation ), is bringing a contribution to 
confidence-building and good neighbor relations between the Black Sea countries. 

 Following the present status of BLACKSEAFOR, its main tasks are: participation in 
Search and Rescue (SAR) operations; humanitarian operations; minewarefare defense; - 
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environment protection; improvement of interoperability between the participating Navies; 
visits of good will to ports. 

 The obvious contribution of the European Union (EU) is in the political and 
economic dimensions of security.There is a great hope that with the pending in short term  
enlargement of the Union with new countries from the region, the perspective will become 
even better.But it  will be not only through the boost of the economic growth of the old and 
new members.Regional security and stability can be supported by a new factor in the face of 
the European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP) and the respective military arm of 
EU.Missions of EU in favour of security can become more common and effective, under the 
condition of an active participation of the member states, of course.The progress of building 
the European Rapid Reaction Forces and the mechanisms for their use will allow the Union to 
respond to a variety of security challenges in Europe and beyond and in general assume more 
responsibilities in the sphere of security and defense. 

 Yet, some has to be seen in the forthcoming four years, and this is the resolution of 
NATO – EU and US – Europe discussions on security and defense and the distribution of 
responsibilities.Apparently sharing the burden and allocation of resources to defense will 
remain of prior importance and a key element for coming to a solution. 

 Finally, let me thank once again the organizers for the kind invitation and express the 
deep belief of the leadership of the Ministry of Defense of Bulgaria, that the young leaders in 
the countries of SEE will, by common efforts, give an extensive contribution to the peace and 
prosperity of our nations. 
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Ralitza Dimitrova, Chief Expert, Eurointegration Directorate, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
Sofia; Prof. Adrás Inotai, Director General, Institute for World Economics, Hunmgarian 

Academy of Sciences and Krassimir Nikolov, Senior Expert, Institute for European Studies 
and Information, Sofia 

 

 
 

Andreas Somogyi, Councellor, Moinistry of Foerign Affairs of the Republic of Austria, 
Vienna; Prof. András Inotai, Director General, Institute for World Economics, Hunmgarian 
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Academy of Sciences and H.E. Dr. Tonci Stanicic, Ambassador of the Republic of Croatia, 
Sofia 

 

 
Ivan Yordanov, Director for International Co-operation, Ministry of Defence, Sofia 

 

 

 
 

Disscusions at the Working Groups 
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Panel: Results of the Convention – the Road ahead 
    ________________ 
 

The Convention on the Future of Europe 
A Member State's Perspective 

 
Thomas Ossowski 
Counsellor; German Secretariat to the EU Intergovernmental Conference 
Auswaertiges Amt, Berlin 
 
 
The working procedures of the Convention and the draft European Constitution itself are 
together paving the way for a progressive step towards European integration which has rightly 
been called “historical”; even though it means – naturally - a hard-fought over compromise, 
which has wrung from all participants a number of concessions.  
 
As for the German side, it would have preferred a more courageous move in some areas such 
as the Common Foreign and Security Policy. However, the draft Constitution does not 
represent an agreement on the basis of the lowest common denominator, but instead a fair 
exchange of interests between new and old, small and large member states. This is a direct 
positive result from the convention method which has enabled us to find solutions to 
questions which have proved unsolvable at all previous Government conferences. Hence, this 
method has been prescribed for all future constitutional amendments. 
 
Union of Nations and Citizens 
 
The Union is – this is more evident than ever – defined as a unique transnational body 
functioning as both a union of citizens and a union of nations. On the one hand, it rests on its 
member states who remain “masters of the treaties”. On the other hand, the Union enters into 
a direct relationship with the EU-citizens in both directions: the citizens, in the European 
Elections, have a direct vote on the composition of the co-legislator (the European 
Parliament), and thereby will in future be able to influence the staffing of the Union’s 
Executive Management Body (the Commission). Equally, the Union is invested with public 
authority over the individual, such as in the directly applied European Law.  
 
The inclusion of the Basic Rights Charta as a core of our European Value System in the 
Constitution was one of our fundamental goals.  
 
Institutional Balance of Power and Capacity for Action 
 
In achieving institutional reform, another important facet was a dissolution of the conflict 
between equality of States and equality of the citizens (one vote for each State, one vote for 
each citizen), which form two equal and yet in many aspects contradictory constructive 
principles of the Union. This was given expression in the redefinition of the qualified majority 
as a “double majority” of the member states and their citizens (Art. I-24: 50% of the member 
states, 60% of the citizens).  
 
In reforming the institutional structure, the Federal Government was particularly concerned 
with strengthening the institutions of the European Parliament and the European Commission 
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and thus, the community principle (as opposed to the intergovernmental principle).This has 
indeed been accomplished: the Commission is keeping its monopoly of initiative and its 
central role in the application of Union law. 
 
Our goal to retain the Commission’s capacity of action within an enlarged European Union is 
being achieved by its reduction down to 15 members (President, Foreign Minister of the 
Union and 13 “European Commissioners”). In this process, the equal rotation between the 
member states manifests the idea of the equal member status (new regulation will apply from 
2009). 
 
The Union’s democratic legitimization will be heightened by the strengthening of the 
European Parliament (among other areas, in the budgetary field): the common decision-
making process which involves the European Council and Parliament having equal decision 
making powers, apart from a few exceptions, leads to a regulatory lawmaking process. In this, 
too, the Union’s dual nature is being expressed: in the majority of cases, the Council’s vote as 
representative of the member states, and the European Parliament’s vote as representative of 
the Union’s citizens are of equal weight. 
 
One of the issues central to us was the election of the President of the Commission by the 
European Parliament, thus reinforcing his democratic legitimisation. The Convention decided 
to implement this necessary democratisation of the Commission. 
 
Aside from strengthening of the Union’s executive bodies, the Union acquires more acting 
continuity by the establishment of a more permanent post of President of the European 
Council. Various member states were sceptical about this and wanted to retain the established 
rotation model. Their well justified concerns were taken into account when the new post of 
President of the European Council was given no greater area of competency than the previous 
post of rotational Chairman and the President’s tasks were clearly delineated in contrast to 
those of the Commission’s President and the European Foreign Minister. 
 
Acceptance through Transparency (Who does what in the European Union?) 
 
The draft convention proposes the subdivision of competencies into exclusive competencies 
of the Union, partial competencies of Union and member states and supporting measures by 
the Union. 
 
In this context, the principle of subsidiarity is of particular relevance as it is designed to 
ensure that decisions are as close to the citizens as possible, and thereby readily 
understandable. For the first time in history, adherence to this principle is being checked, in 
the political area, through direct reaction by the national parliaments (early-warning system), 
and, in case of conflict, via their own right of complaint. 
 
Proximity to the Citizen 
 
A “Convention on the Future of Europe” should not only secure the acting capacity of the 
growing European Union but also improve it and at the same time, bring European integration 
closer to its citizens. The Convention has fulfilled these rather highly pitched expectations. 
 
The election of the Commission President by the European Parliament has already been 
mentionned. By virtue of the new European Citizens’ Petition Protocol, one million citizens 
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(0,2% of the entire membership of the enlarged EU), may demand from the EU to submit a 
proposal and thereby have exercised direct influence upon the lawmaking process in an 
individual instance. 
 
Generally, structures and procedures are being made more transparent and easier to follow. 
Most importantly, the current number of 15 different types of EU legal acts will be reduced to 
6, thus introducing a clear hierarchy of legal acts. 
 
Common Foreign and Security Policy 
 
Germany’s primary long-term goal is the achievement of a strong European Union capable of 
direct action. The draft Constitution will strengthen and enshrine the Union’s potency and this 
will achieve a positive result for the whole of Europe. In this context, 3 points deserve our 
particular attention: 

- The draft convention proposes increased mutual consultation among member states, 
- Europe will be represented in the field of direct foreign policy in the shape of the 

European Foreign Minister. He/she will chair the Council of Foreign Affairs and at the 
same time, will be vice president of the Commission, 

- Regrettably, the decision making process will be unchanged within CFSP, i.e. 
following the unanimity-system, except in a few limited cases. We would have 
preferred a broader application of the majority principle. 

 
European Security- and Defence Policy 
 
Since the European Council in Cologne in 1999, the field of security- and defence policy has 
seen considerable positive change. The Union has taken up two crisis management operations 
in the Balkan and in the Congo and declared its readiness of leading a military operation in 
Bosnia-Herzegovina. In spite of this, the ESDP still requires further qualitative development, 
for which the Convent has now set the course. Following the German-Franco Summit in 
Schwerin, the Federal Government, together with the French Government, has compiled 
proposals for improving the ESDP such as by introducing the possibility of structural 
cooperation, establishing an agency for armament, research and military capability as well as 
a solidarity clause for answering terrorist attacks and natural or human-caused catastrophes. 
 
Coordination of Economic Policy 
 
Economic cooperation in Europe, especially in the Euro-Zone, will have to be considerably 
intensified. In order to ensure better coordination between the communal politicians and the 
national trade and tax policies, a firmer institutional framework is needed.  This has been 
partly alleviated by the strengthening of the Euro-Group in the Council, but there will also be 
more areas of independent decision-making for the Euro-states in the Council in future. This 
will concern such important aspects as pinpointing those parts of basic economic policy 
which concern the Euro-currency-states directly and the foreign representation of the Euro-
Zone at international financial organisations such as the IMF. 
 
In the field of majority vote pertaining to taxation, we would have supported further 
integration. In order to secure the EU’s capacity to act in this area which is so vital for internal 
trade, we need decisions by a qualified majority in those taxation problems which are 
intricately linked with the internal markets.  
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Areas of Freedom, Security and Law 
 
The draft convention shows remarkable progressive steps in the fields of justice and internal 
politics. These areas – where reservations on the grounds of national sovereignty have 
traditionally been strong – has been made community-based and widely incorporated into the 
regulatory procedures. This was based on the acknowledgement that crime knows no national 
borders and thus, it can only be fought by cooperation beyond those borders. In this context, 
“Eurojust” will be redesigned as a coordination-point for the national public prosecutors’ 
offices. 
 
Police cooperation will also be considerably enhanced. At Europol, changes have now been 
made possible by European law improving the perspectives of future development. Germany 
has been actively supporting the transposition of the operative powers to Europol as well. 
 
Immigration policies will be dealt with by majority rule except for the immigration of third 
states’ citizens into the labour market where the member states’ competence will be prevalent. 
 
In addition to these political advancements, the protection of the individual will be improved 
in that the path of approaching the European Court of Justice will be widened. Germany has 
been instrumental in introducing the Court’s capacity in the CFSP in order to fill the gaps still 
existing in the area of protection of the individual’s rights. Natural and legal persons will now 
be able to lay official claim against restrictive measures affecting them. 
 
“Ever closer Union” 
 
The Constitution’s concept is of a dynamic nature, i.e. it not only strengthens the Union’s 
capacity for action but also opens up longer-term perspectives of development. In this context, 
taking up the proposal of deciding the transition from the one-vote to a qualified majority vote 
system (so-called “Passerelle”) has been a breakthrough. It creates the possibility of transition 
to qualified majority vote for those areas where this is not possible under the current 
Convention. 
 
United in diversity 
 
The Government Conference, which will only cover the political arena and probably only last 
a few months, will be of a fundamentally different nature to all previous conferences in that it 
is already presenting a complete draft treaty. Naturally, the temptation will be great to follow 
this up by post-negotiations, and several voices have already been heard proposing this. 
However, those who question the consensus agreed upon in the Convention, will have to bear 
the responsibility for finding a new consensus. In this respect, the Convention’s result will be 
binding, especially since the Convention has created new avenues of identification for the 
European Union’s citizens by its decisions. More than the national anthems and flags which 
emphasize the national element, the new motto “united in diversity” describes Europe’s 
strength – it never strived to be a “melting pot”, but to value the diversity of its cultures, ways 
of life and traditionally grown structures as a treasure which must not be subsumed into the 
EU but be part of its whole. 
 

   ___________________ 
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Is There a Cleavage Between Small and Big Countries – 
The Position of the Convention and of Austria 

 

Lothar Jaschke 
Minister Councellor of the Austrian Embassy, Sofia 
 
 
I extend a warm welcome to all of you who came to listen to this last lecture of the EPI 
Seminar 2003. Thanks to Ms. Markova and Ms. Mladenova for organizing this conference at 
such a lovely spot close to the beaches of the Black Sea.  
 
I am grateful for the title I have been given for my lecture. It is very provocative. It suggests 
that there is a kind of cleavage between big and small states. Is there any? From the outset: I 
do not believe so. And I do not like the expression big and small states. We never used this 
expression in the Council Secretariat in Brussels where I worked prior to my posting in Sofia. 
It goes against the presumption and the principle of equality of Member states which is a 
fundamental principle of the Union and has been enshrined in the text of the draft 
Constitution. There is no logic in it. Why? 
 
When talking, at all, about the interests or the positions of big and small states – or, if you 
prefer and for the sake of the topic, big versus small countries -, we should differentiate 
between the 1) general approach towards European integration, 2) development of the EU 
policy and 3) its institutional set up.  
 

1. Throughout the history of the Communities/Union the different stages of integration 
reflected different concepts about the very nature of European integration, opposing 
pro-integration forces and advocates of a more intergovernmental, confederal integration 
mode. Depending on the stages of integration different countries can be grouped on either 
sides, but this grouping does not follow a small versus big states pattern. This conflict is 
still present but has lost its relevance, the discussion is often surrealistic and outdated for 
the current constitutional arrangement of the Union – and undoubtedly also the one after 
the next IGC - reflects both elements as the ongoing integration process evolves along 
lines, which display characteristics from both intergovernmental and supranational co-
operation.  

 
The Paris and the Rome treaties had a built in federal finality and, consequently, 
the Union is now, more than ever, moving towards a federal system, whatever its 
name. The Convention’s proposal to introduce the Community method to all areas 
of Union policies is, for me, its major achievement and testifies to such a system.  

 
2. In policy terms there is clearly no cleavage. Both small and big states have developed the 

extensive acquis communautaire in the environment field – just to mention one area -; 
both have voted common positions and common actions and have developed the European 
Common Security and Defense Policy up to the point of taking over military operations in 
Macedonia, Bosnia/Herzegovina and Congo. And both have refined the institutional 
arrangements such as the reinforced cooperation.  

 
3. As to the EU institutions: the first Community, the European Coal and Steel Community, 

was composed of three big and three small Member states. With the ensuing enlargements 
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of the Communities/Union the institutional balance tipped towards smaller states which 
are, in a strict mathematical sense, over-represented in the institutions up to a point that, 
ceteris paribus and in a Union of 25, Member states representing less than 50% of the 
population would out power the majority. Therefore the rules have been changed in Nice. 
I do not argue against „overrepresentation“ – a basic principle of power distribution in the 
institutions - but for majority decisions.  

 
I mentioned reinforced cooperation. This mode of cooperation will, I believe, 
probably become more significant in the future as the Union is growing. 
Reinforced cooperation is open to all Member states and based on the existing 
acquis communautaire.  It is even likely that it will be initiated rather by small 
Member states than by big ones, but this is only a presumption and depends on the 
area of cooperation.  Schengen is a case in point. I also remember the possibility of 
starting EMU on 1. January 1997 with one Member state – Luxembourg. EMU 
then was shifted to 1. January 1999 with 11 Member states, big and small alike.   

 
Nevertheless, it would be ridiculous to ignore differences when certain 
institutional issues are at stake. The composition of the Commission is the most 
emblematic example. I will come back to this question in a minute. Institutional 
questions are power issues with almost no leeway for trade-offs. It concerns the 
extent of influence each Member state exercises within the common institutions of 
the Union; a fundamental question considering the supranational character of the 
institutions which act beyond the will of the sum of its Member states. It is true 
that all along the Convention its chairman, Giscard d‘Estaing, has had a natural 
tendency to consult more often with representatives of big states and – together 
with his personal leanings and an „aristocratic“ style where he often made his own 
account - has taken their views into consideration to a much larger extent than 
those of the small countries. Big states had more opportunity to make their views 
heard and get, largely, what they wanted.  
 
But it is also true that the formula of the Convention itself favored small states 
which were represented on the same footing as big states – each with 3 full and 3 
substitute members. One more remark: the convening of he Convention and the 
result – the constitutional draft treaty – are a big leap forward in the process of 
European integration and signify a change of paradigm from a Community of 
states to a community of peoples and states. And it has set the Union firmly, more 
than ever, on a federal path. 

 

 

But still, I would argue against a strict separation of interests of small and big states. I rather 
see small and big countries which largely accept the constitutional package tabled by the 
recent Convention on the future of the European Union. Among those countries which could 
accept the draft text of the constitution, including its institutional arrangements are small and 
big states alike. Among those who have some misgivings are also both “groups”, if you allow 
me - small and big states. This tells us that there is not necessarily a dividing line between 
small and big states even in institutional matters. I only used the word group for the sake of 
the argument but I do not appreciate at all the idea to create groups or to talk about different 
groups within the Union. Our European Union.  
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Coming back to the discussion concerning the Commission. Whether the Commission should 
be composed of representatives of all Member states or not is an ongoing discussion, which 
came to the fore in Amsterdam, and has been raging ever since. Both sides have their points. 
Most small states – and this is, I think, a very legitimate point - tend to prefer a Commission 
where nationals of all Member states are represented. Others argue that the Commission is not 
a national but a European institution, which should pursue the broad interest and push the 
European agenda. In extremis this could lead to a Commission, as we heard this morning, 
with 15 Portuguese and 5 Belgian Commissioners. Fine. This is the theory. I am convinced 
that such an arrangement could never work. What would be the legitimacy of such a 
Commission to France or Great Britain? The French government would care little about a 
Commission where it is not represented at the (highest) political level – or at least it could 
take this stance. 
 
A broad Commission composed of representatives from all states with their different legalistic 
and administrative traditions is, I think, a valuable link to Member states‘ administration in 
the capitals and in Brussels of which the Commission cannot act totally independently. The 
institutional mechanism – the Commission proposes, the Council and the European 
Parliament dispose – requires close cooperation between member states‘ governments and the 
Commission. A broad Commission is simply more legitimate and efficient within the 
institutional balance between Member states and institutions and among these institutions. A 
broad Commission also helps to familiarize and to „sell“ the Union at home. For this reason 
Austria has some misgivings about the Convention‘s proposal concerning the set-up of the 
Commission: 15 full members of the Commission and X non-voting members without 
portfolios. Other countries – Finland, Hungary, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Latvia and 
Lithuania – share this view.  
 
A meeting of 15 so called like-minded countries took place in Prague on 1 September 2003 
and, among others (see issues mentioned below), discussed this point. Most of them are 
„small countries“, but not all. The government of Poland was also represented in Prague. The 
like-minded countries’ meeting had been proposed at a meeting of the so called Regional 
Partnership which Austria is pursuing with Hungary, Slovenia, Slovakia, the Czech Republic, 
Poland and the Baltic states.  
 
Let me point out one thing: ever since the world is the world, some are more equal than 
others. Even if I really do not believe in a cleavage or in different positions owing solely to 
the size of Member states, I recognize that some countries carry more weight than others. 
These are of course countries with the largest influence. Often my boss in Brussels told me to 
consult the so-called big countries if we had a problem, but in the end we tried to 
accommodate as much as possible the point of every country. Not least in order to avoid a 
Coreper (meeting of permanent representatives of Member states) or a Council discussion.  
 
In three weeks time, on 4th of October, the next Intergovernmental Conference (IGC) will 
resume in Rome. It will take the constitutional draft text as a basis for its deliberations. I dare 
to say that most of the draft text will be confirmed, but certain issues – other than the 
composition of the Commission and the leftover issues like the Council Presidency rotation – 
will be discussed. These are: 
 

� Role of the European Council and its President/Chair – Austria would like to 
see their job description clearly defined. The President/Chair should not pursue an 
agenda of its own. The European Council should be subject to the jurisdiction of 
the Court of Justice.  
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� Legislative Council: Austria and many other Member states clearly have problem 

in accepting such a Council. It would mean to create a Council which could 
overrule other Council formations. 

 
� Voting in the Council: discussion will very likely turn to the mode of decision 

making – either by a variation of double majority or reverting to the Nice model 
with majority of states, 73.4% of weighted votes and 62% of the population. This 
is a point where the last IGC-battle was fiercely raging. It is mostly a question of 
vanity, prestige and standing for the Council rarely votes but takes (qualified-
majority) decisions by consensus. Nice is ok for Austria as is a simple majority of 
states and population.  

 
� Another difficult point is the expansion of qualified majority voting. We would 

for example see QMV extended into the area of the Common Foreign and Security 
Policy.  

 
� The name, role and place of the Foreign Minister of the EU, structured 

cooperation in European Security and Defense Policy, judicial cooperation in 
criminal matters are further possible items to be discussed.  

 

- Whatever its duration and its agenda I am convinced that the next IGC will not go 
much beyond the Convention, I rather mean to say much below the ambition of the 
constitutional draft text, und untie the draft constitution for Europe. The EU will then 
– perhaps in early 2004 (and coming into effect 2006 or 2007) - adopt a constitution, 
another important stage in the process of European integration with Europe chartering 
its own course of cooperation within – I dare to say so – a federal system. We call it 
the Community method. Thank you.  

 

 

 



Dinner in the Bulgarian resort “Golden Sands” 
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