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Introduction
Dear Colleagues and Friends,
This is the fifth issue of the volume of papers, which were presented at the fifth annual
Summer Seminar for Young Public servants from Southeastern Europe: “Preparation for
EU Accession”, Bulgaria, September 8-13, 2004. The already established as traditional
Summer Seminars are organized by the Economic Policy Institute – a Bulgarian
independent non-governmental organization. The aim of the project is to contribute to
networking and an effective knowledge and experience transfer process among the young
representatives of the public administrations in the SEE region in view of European
integration. Participants from Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia,
Macedonia, Romania and Serbia and Montenegro, distinguished speakers, organizers and
friends of the Summer Seminars met in Bulgaria for a fifth time in a raw to intensively
exchange knowledge, views and ideas on European integration issues and – actually
experience in the praxis regional cooperation and networking. The Summer Seminar
participants were welcomed by the Bulgarian Deputy Minister of Foreign Affirs, Mr.
Gergana Grancharova.
You can find out more abut the Summer Seminars, as well as the Regional Network of
Young Public Servants on European Affairs – “T’Club” on www.epi-bg.org.
The present volume contains contributions on the following major topics, discussed at the
Seminar: SEE and the Process of European Integration; Regional Cooperation in SEE;
Reform in Public Administration; The Future of Europe; the Security Dimension of
Widening and Deepening, as well as two very interesting dinner-speech contributions.
We are aware of the limits of this effort to make you feel the fresh and inspiriting
atmosphere of the Summer Seminars “Preparation for EU Accession”. Nonetheless, it is
in EPI’s major goals profile and spirit of activity to publish and disseminate, and thus
12

actively contribute to the widening of beneficiaries’ circles of those ones believing in and
working for the future of Europe.
With this long-term “project”, we would like to contribute to the networking and regional
cooperation in Southeastern Europe and thank to all the colleagues, friends and actors
who have inspired, trusted and supported us through these five years. We thank to the
Robert Bosch Stiftung, the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Balkan Trust for
Democracy, the Central European Initiative and the Erhard Busek IDM Ostfornds for
supporting the 2004 issue of the Summer Seminar!

Elitsa Markova
Project Director
Economic Policy Institute

Summer Seminar “Preparation for EU Accession” 2004, Group photo
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Statement by Mrs. Gergana Grancharova
Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs

Ladies and Gentlemen,
First of all, I would like to thank the organizers for offering me the opportunity to open
the fifth issue of the annual Summer Seminar for Young Public Servants from
Southeastern Europe “Preparation for EU Accession” and to welcome all the participants.
Today we are facing the challenge to bring to a success a political project that started
over fifty years ago and was made possible after the fall of the Iron Curtain – the
comprehensive unification of Europe into a family of nations cherishing the common
values of freedom, security and democracy.
Since 1990 the EU accession has stood high on Bulgaria`s foreign and domestic policy
agenda. Driven by the desire to reassume its legitimate place in the European family, our
country embarked upon the road of reforms, which led to a massive transformation of the
entire political and economic system.
In this respect, the provisional closure of the accession negotiations of Bulgaria on June
15, 2004, came as a due recognition of the progress achieved by the country over the past
few years. This was the first step towards the realization of our final objective in
accordance with the political framework, set by the European Council in December 2003
– finalization of accession negotiations with Bulgaria and Romania in 2004, conclusion
of the Accession Treaty as early as possible in 2005 and membership of both countries as
of January 1, 2007. The decisions of the Council underlined once again the continuity and
irreversibility of the fifth enlargement, of which Bulgaria and Romania form an integral
part.
In order to maintain the pace of reforms Sofia has now focused its efforts on reforming
the judiciary, fight against corruption, strengthening the administrative capacity, creating
suitable economic conditions for small and medium-sized enterprises, attracting foreign
investments as well as preparing for participation in the EU structural funds. With a view
to a full and timely implementation of the negotiated commitments, the Bulgarian
Government put forward concrete proposals for the legislative programme of the
Parliament until June 2005. The Bulgarian authorities also placed a special emphasis on
the monitoring of the agreements reached in the negotiations, recognizing that this
element takes an increasingly important place in the EU’s assessment of the country’s
14

progress towards full membership. In view of the positive results of the ongoing reform
process, we expect in October 2004 the European Commission to prepare its final
Regular Report for Bulgaria, taking into account the country’s achievements on the basis
of the “own merits” principle.
We welcome the priorities of the Dutch Presidency and we are convinced that our fruitful
cooperation with the Member-States and the Commission will contribute to the expansion
of the zone of peace, stability and prosperity throughout the European continent. Progress
in the development of a more coherent European Foreign and Defence Policy will be of
great importance in this respect.
In the face of the new threats to international security, my country strongly supports the
draft European Constitution, believing that it will strengthen the Unions `s role as a
global political and economic actor, making its voice heard on the world stage. Bulgaria,
which participated as an observer in both the Convention on the Future of Europe and the
Intergovernmental conference, considers as very positive the tendency laid down in the
present draft towards strengthening the community method, while preserving the balance
of the institutions and the equality between the Member States.
When it comes to the implications from the Bulgarian accession to the EU in the regional
context, we are convinced that it will be a major contribution to peace and stability in
South East Europe and will further support the European perspective for the countries in
the region, benefiting from the association and stabilization process launched by the
Union.
Sofia welcomed both the decisions taken at the Thessaloniki Summit in June 2003, which
gave a strong impetus to the democratisation and reforms of the Western Balkan
countries, and the EU commitment to the peacekeeping process in the region.
The recent signing of the Memoranda for cooperation in the sphere of the European and
Euro-Atlantic integration between the governments of Bulgaria and Macedonia and
Croatia is a clear manifestation of our willingness to assist the South East Europe
countries in overcoming of challenges on their road to the EU and NATO accession.
Similar agreements are in the pipeline with other neighbouring countries.
In conclusion, let me express my appreciation for giving me the chance to present in brief
Bulgaria`s positions on some topical issues related to the preparation for EU accession
and the European perspective of the Western Balkan countries. I am really convinced that
this seminar will provide you with the opportunity to enrich your knowledge about the
15

Union, to exchange views on many questions of mutual interest and join efforts to build
our European future together.
Thank you for the attention!

SNIMKA-GRANCHAROVA
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PANEL: SOUTHEASTERN EUROPE
AND THE PROCESS OF EUROPEAN INTEGRATION
________________________________

Bulgaria’s Preparation for EU Membership and Contribution to the
Process of European Integration for SEE

Rositsa Stoeva
Attaché, Junior Expert
Europe I Directorate, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Sofia

Ladies and Gentlemen,
I would like first of all to thank our esteemed hosts for their excellent work – I mean the
series of events organized by the Economic Policy Institute, uniting us and giving strong
impetus to exchange of ideas on our regional and European future. The present seminar
offers us yet another precious chance to share and gain knowledge on issues bearing
paramount importance to us.
Let me go straight to the point. As you know, Bulgaria’s policy in South-Eastern Europe
is part of its accelerated EU membership strategy on the one hand, as well as part of the
country’s present position of a NATO member, on the other. These are the two
cornerstones having an impact of determinants on our foreign policy conduct. And it
would be wonderful to take account just of these two - mainly for the reason of clarity of
principles and requirements to be achieved and fulfilled. But if we want to consider our
regional foreign policy’s environment determinants in complete we have to point out
another cornerstone – the variety of foreign policies the countries of SEE pursuit, i.e. the
political situation. Here we have the picture more or less clear. Of course, the pillars I am
describing cannot represent all the factors having an influence on policy building, the
interdependence is growing on a world scale, but nevertheless I believe the ones I
mentioned are key factors.
Bulgaria has gone a long way in its preparation for EU membership. It has sacrificed a lot
but it will benefit more, and I do not mean some form of material losses or gains, rather a
return to the place it belongs to. Currently we are proud to declare we’re ready to sign an
EU Accession Treaty and become soon a member of the European family. And we
believe it will happen. Given our successful move towards EU, here logically is being
raised the question of how do we consider and assess this movement has to be or does
not has to be synchronized with the rest of the countries of South-Eastern Europe. The
response is firmly positive!
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Considering the situation in the third cornerstone – the SEE environment – we think that
there is a considerable advance achieved in stabilizing the region. The region went trough
a substantive evolution, contributing factors for this being: the role of the international
community which put an end to long lasting conflicts and hostilities; the functioning of
freely elected democratic governments; the Western Balkans’ countries EU membership
perspectives. So far, the level of security achieved in the region is still insufficient. The
perils that endanger the efforts to stability are for example the existing inter-ethnic
tensions and the slow economic recovery of the region.
The Bulgarian foreign policy considers the integration of the region in the European
structures as a prerequisite for long-term stability and prosperity. It is the EU which is
nowadays playing the role of a catalyst for democratic, social and economic reforms. The
EU has become the focus of concentrated political will so much needed in the recent
decades. The tendency for EUROPEIZATION of the region is irreversible.
We do believe that an accession of Bulgaria and Romania to the EU in 2007 will
additionally foster the EU perspectives of the Western Balkans countries, with the
process of enlargement acquiring new geographic logic and impulses.
We have consistently stood for Western Balkans’ countries European perspective and
completely supported the EU Declaration2 adopted on the EU-Western Balkans Summit
of 21 June 2003 (Thessaloniki). We consider the Stabilization and Assosiation Process to
be the accession framework for the Western Balkans countries. Bulgaria supports the
region’s accession to the EU on the basis of own merits according to the fulfillment of the
Copenhagen criteria and the Stabilization and Association Process conditions. Bulgaria
has supported the Western Balkans European Partnerships introduced by the EU as part
of the Stabilization and Association Process, regarding them as guarantees for even
more effective and irreversible association movement.
Bulgaria greets the Western Balkans countries advance towards EU by their concluding
Stabilization and Association agreements. Here I would like to mention the Agreement of
the Republic of Macedonia which entered into force on 1 April 2004 and the request for
membership it submitted on 22 March 2004. Bulgaria closely monitors and supports the
procedures followed by Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina and Serbia and Montenegro
under way for such agreements. Croatia’s forthcoming accession talks in early 2005 are
guiding light for the progress that could be followed suit.
We hail the adopted at the EU-Western Balkans Summit of 21 June 2003 in Thessaloniki
proposal for continuation of the political dialogue between the European Union and the
Western Balkans countries in different formats. We expressed satisfaction of the first
such forum which took place on 9 December 2003.
Main principle in Bulgarian foreign policy is that of a readiness to provide
multidimensional assistance to the other countries in the region in their efforts towards

2

The Thessaloniki Agenda for the Western Balkans: moving ahead towards European integration
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European integration, on the basis of the experience gained and advantage in negotiation
process.
The practice of holding bilateral political consultations oriented at these issues has
become instrumental in providing such an experience and information. The consultations
are highly valued by the parties’ participants. Expressions of our readiness to assist are
the Agreements signed between Bulgaria and Croatia on 25-26 April 2004 (by our
Minister Mrs. Meglena Kouneva) and between Bulgaria and the Republic of Macedonia
on the 30 August 2004 (by our Minister Mr. Solomon Passy) – providing for cooperation
in the context of European integration (the one with the Republic of Macedonia has
added the sphere of Euro-Atlantic integration).
The aforementioned overview represents the positions and efforts of Bulgaria in
achieving “direct” cooperation in the field of European integration. There are also other
forms of interaction through which our country endeavors to contribute to this process.
These forms imply cooperation on a larger scale, namely the regional relations. If you let
me I will draw your attention to one of the formats – the South East European
Cooperation Process (SEECP), I am not neglecting the other formats, just using this one
as an example. The SEECP has come to be known as the genuine voice of the region, for
the reason that it has proven to be useful in expressing the political will of the countries.
It is targeted at combining efforts of self-esteem and concrete political actions, resulting
at a unified voice, pursuant to the guiding principles and policies of the European Union.
It is another expression of the will of the region to develop as well as become a part of
the EU. I will avail myself of this opportunity to thank the Romanian Chairmanship-inOffice of the SEECP for their work for strengthening the “voice of the region”.
As we all know the process of European integration of South-Eastern Europe is twosided. Combining regional efforts is a fact. The other side of the coin rests with the EU.
We do not want to lose the momentum; our common perspective means stability and
economic welfare, for us and for all of Europe!
Thank you for your attention.
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________________________
Romania and the EU
Perspectives and strategy until the signing of the Accession Treaty 2005
3

Maria Ligor
Director-General
General Directorate for the European Union, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Bucharest
In the last decade of the 20th century, Romania, together with other East-European
countries, chose to apply for joining the European Union. This unique strategic
movement of more than 10 countries was motivated both by the common aspiration
towards the core principles of the EU – rule of law, stability, solidarity etc. – and by the
fact that the EU represented the single functioning political and economic model which
these states could be part of.
Thus, having as major objective joining the EU, the most challenging issue for Romania,
as well as for the other applicant countries, is how to effectively work within the EU,
which not only implies a legal process of transposing and implementing the acquis in the
internal legislation, but also participating and influencing the politics of the Union. This
avails to an active involvement in the co-governing of Europe. From this perspective, the
accession preparation, despite the efforts it entails, is to a certain extent a large-scale
simulation of the actual participation in the EU structures that will start with the moment
of effective accession.
Romania became a negotiating country in 1999, following the decision of the European
Council in Helsinki. Nevertheless, its road to accession was clearly established at the
European Council in December 2003, where the integration process was set in three wellcircumscribed phases, revolving around three landmark data: 2004 – the closing of the
negotiations, the beginning of 2005 - the signing of the Accession Treaty (together with
Bulgaria) and January 1st 2007 – the effective accession. This essay will focus upon the
first two phases, trying to asses where Romania exactly stands as compared to the
European ongoing process, and what its strategic priorities are until the signing of the
Accession Treaty.
I. The changes at EU level

3

The author would like to address her thanks to her colleagues from the MFA, Mrs Olga Tudor and Mr.
Alex Ivaner for their support in the editing process of this article.
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The actual EU context has its own dynamics, being permanently in motion and steadily
evolving. Thus, Romania has to constantly adjust to this particular context in its road to
accession. For the moment, the European context is determined by four major processes
and debates due to bring major changes of the internal configuration of the EU.
In the first place, the context is determined by a shift of the European institutional
structures, following the changes in the College of the European Commission and the
setting of the new European Parliament. These changes generate two major consequences
for Romania’s future actions: setting new priorities for the activity of these institutions,
which will not be necessarily focused on the enlargement process, and the need for reaccommodation to new interlocutors. Given that the open and permanent dialogue with
the institutions is fundamental in the accession process, Romania has already proceeded
to a wide-ranging familiarization with the new members of the Parliament, and will have
the same approach towards the future Commission.
The second major process at the Union’s level is the reshuffling of priorities. The
accession of the 10 new member states, which took place in May 2004, is expected to
bring a major change, orienting the European policy towards the economic, social and
intra-European policies (with a view of the Lisbon Agenda) given the needs and the
preferences of the new member states, at the expense of those policies - the CFSP and the
enlargement - which had a special status in the last decade of the 20th century.
A third major point will be determined by the comprehensive debate on the future 20072013 financial perspectives, the political objective of the Union being the closure of the
negotiations on this issue in 2005, during the Luxemburg or British presidency.
The last important process is the polarization of the European political scene due to come
with the two ongoing and future major debates, concerning the ratification of the new
European Constitution and the beginning of negotiations with Turkey.
II. Romania: a four-step action plan
The overloading with projects at EU level occurs in a decisive period for Romania, when
its two major objectives have to be accomplished: closing the accession negotiations and
signing the Accession Treaty, which may influence in some respects the accession
process in terms of a loss of interest from the European partners for the enlargement
process. Nevertheless, Romania benefits from a clear timetable already established, and
of the political internal will of achieving these intermediary goals.
We can thus mention a four-step priority action plan to be undertaken during this
accession period: closing the accession negotiations this year, ensuring the conditions for
the signing of the Accession Treaty, preparing for the observer status and intensifying the
European communication campaign.
THE CLOSING OF THE ACCESSION NEGOTIATIONS
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The immediate objective in the relation with the European Union is to acquire the
necessary conditions so that the European Council in December 2004 will decide the
closing of the accession negotiations. From this point of view, the Annual Report and the
Strategy Paper of the European Commission are of the utmost importance4.
The Regular Report presented by the European Commission on the 6th of October 2004
puts forward not only a fair and well-balanced presentation of the progress achieved by
Romania since the 2003 Regular Report, as well as of the aspects in which further efforts
are needed in the preparatory work, but also a comprehensive assessment of the 19972003 period from the point of view of the Copenhagen criteria.
The Strategy Paper reiterates the Union’s strategy towards Romania and, from this point
of view, it represents a reconfirmation of Romania’s road to accession. Thus, the
Commission clearly expresses its support for concluding the accession negotiations with
Romania (and Bulgaria) by the end of the year and for an identical treatment for Romania
and Bulgaria in the accession process.
The documents are, therefore, major steps ahead towards achieving the accession
calendar – closing negotiations this year, signing the Accession Treaty as soon as
possible in 2005 with a view to becoming an EU member, together with our Bulgarian
neighbors, on the 1st of January 2007.
The two documents confirm the prospect of bringing the negotiations to an end by 2004,
even if Romania still has four open negotiating chapters out of 31. At internal level, even
if the work continues for all the open chapters, the emphasis is now placed upon two of
them – Competition and Justice and home affairs.
THE SIGNING OF THE ACCESSION TREATY
Once the accession negotiations are closed, Romania and Bulgaria are entering the final
stage for the signing of the Accession Treaty. The precise moment of the signing will
mainly depend on Bulgaria’s election, which are supposed to take place in June next year.
The approval by the European Parliament
Until its signing, the text of the Treaty will follow the common procedure of approval by
the EU institutions, namely the European Commission, the European Council and the
European Parliament. The key-moment will be its approval by the European Parliament,
considering that the European Commission and Council already had the opportunity to
express their position on Romania in the Regular Report and the December Council
Conclusions respectively. As a political structure, the European Parliament might show
some skepticism regarding the enlargement process, although we don’t envisage any
major hurdle in the approval of the Treaty.
4

Given the fact that since the seminar, important developments have taken place as regards Romania’s road
to accession - the publishing of the Regular Report and of the Strategy Paper for Romania by the European
Commission on the 6th of October 2004, we introduced a brief follow-up part to the seminar, in which the
outcomes of the Annual Report on the accession timetable are presented.
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After the signing, the Accession Treaty will follow the ratification procedure in all 27
countries, namely Romania, Bulgaria and the 25 EU member states. This process of
ratification by the national parliaments will take place in parallel with the ratification of
the Constitutional Treaty, and might be, therefore, influenced to some extent by the larger
political debate on the new Constitution. Romania intends therefore to develop a specific
strategy in the spring of 2005 to “smooth” the ratification process.

OBSERVER STATUS
Once Romania signs the Accession Treaty, Romanian delegates will be invited to take
part in all the activities of the European Union. In concrete terms, Romania will be
represented in the working structures of the Council (committees and working groups)
and in the related structures of the Commission (Comitology). Members of the Romanian
Parliament will assist the activities of the MEPs in the European Parliament (observer
status) and last but not least, Romania will send its own representatives to the Committee
of Regions and the Economic and Social Committee.
Therefore, the very next period, marked by the signing of the Accession Treaty, would
facilitate the immediate connection of Romania to the European Union. Up to the year
2007 (and even beyond), Romania will be engaged in a self-instructive integration
process, learning by doing, which would definitely concern the adaptation of the
administrative structures to the Union standards.
The challenges Romania has to address in a proper and efficient manner are, therefore,
mainly connected to the adaptation of the institutional mechanism and to the need for
enhancing the monitoring capacity on the engagements agreed upon.
The adjustment to the European institutional-administrative logic
Successful participation in the European Union requires a competitive, efficient national
system for managing European affairs, which should facilitate the optimum use of the
available community resources.
The Europeanization of the administration requires a substantial modernization process of
the institutional mechanism. The dilemma we face and have to address is the following:
how to reshape the national system for being able to deal with the inherent dynamics of
the European Union?
There is a set of basic criteria, identified as necessary for launching a reform process:
improving the quality of the governance action, a better inter-institutional coordination,
which should eliminate overlapping of tasks and responsibilities, optimal compatibility
with the European structures. Furthermore, an efficiently functioning decision-making in
the EU requires innovative, creative thinking. Therefore, switching from the approach of
crisis management to efficient management of objectives and resources becomes quite
important.
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We recognize the importance of practice sharing and, therefore, studied the most
appropriate institutional models in the EU, which could serve as reference points by the
restructuring of our institutional mechanism. The experience we gained should help us
create a competitive, efficient institutional environment for managing European affairs.
The comparative analysis of the institutional mechanism of the member states
demonstrates the emerging tendency for creating a competence balance between the
Cabinet of the Prim minister, on the one hand, and the minister of foreign affairs and the
Permanent Representation, on the other hand.
The different models of institutional setup show a great variety of European profiles
(ranging from flexible cooperation to restrictive conditioning of the national positions
represented in the Council structures), determined by the extent of power/competence
concentration gained or accepted by each specific level.
In order to gain the necessary acting and reacting capacity of the European way of doing
business, all the stakeholders of the national mechanism should be prepared and provided
with the necessary human and financial resources.
A major prerequisite of the efficient management of EU affairs would be to pragmatically
design the management of EU affairs, involving the line ministries, the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and the Permanent Representation.
In this context, the Representation of Romania to the EU will have a major role to play
and should, therefore, be capable to become a real European Permanent Representation,
with the substantial know-how required for following and transmitting back to the
national stakeholders on EU issues. In order to achieve that, the main functions of the
Representation should be rethought and reorganized, according to the basic dossiers to be
extensively dealt with.
Furthermore, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs maintains, in most of the cases, its key role
in the field of EU affairs, without bringing prejudice to the role and competences of the
line ministries (which, so far, in the case of Romania, were using both the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and the Ministry of Integration as interface in their interaction with the
Union). Though having an extensive experience in dealing with EU issues, the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs should be prepared to take up the functions and competencies of a
“European” foreign service, i.e. aligning to the community action in the field of external
relations (from the point of view of community affairs, relations with member states,
capacity to manage institutional issues and interaction with the EU, the capacity of
monitoring and elaborating/finalizing the national positions regarding the policies of the
EU, taking part in the external relations of the EU, CFSP/ESDP – which implies the
involvement of the European Correspondent, connecting to the COREU system and a
series of activities in the field of public diplomacy and communication).
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Enhancing the institutional capacity from the point of view of the monitoring function (of
the engagements agreed during the accession negotiations) is another great challenge of
the transition period to the status of full-fledged membership.
The objective of achieving quality membership requires a series of measures for
managing change and developing a better political and economic governance, expected to
increase economic development, improve standards of living and the quality of public
services.
The Parliamentary dimension
Besides the need for strengthening the overall institutional capacity, it is quite obvious
that the capacity building in the parliamentary dimension should also be dealt with.
After signing the Accession Treaty, Romania will send 35 MPs to the European
Parliament, who will be assisting their European colleagues with the status of observers
till 2007. Besides the preparation of the external representation (EP), another important
challenge would be to enhance the capacity of the Romanian Parliament, in order to
efficiently control/scrutinize the governmental action in the field of EU affairs. Hence,
the joint Committee on European Affairs gains on competences in the future.
COMMUNICATING EUROPE
Quality membership needs substantial preparation from the political-technical point of
view, but also from the point of view of the public awareness and
support/communication. Therefore, quality membership implies, on the one hand, the
throughout participation and involvement of the Romanian society in the accession
process, and, on the other hand, a better reflection of the progresses achieved in the
member states, both at the level of the government and of the civil society.
Since the accession to the EU affects considerably the every day life of the citizens, their
permanent support for this process is absolutely necessary.
As far as this aspect is concerned, we witness in Romania a paradoxical phenomenon,
since the opinion polls show a high support for the European project, though the level of
the information of the population about EU issues is, unfortunately, quite low.
Therefore, the greatest challenge is to maintain this support by carrying out a substantial
information and awareness raising campaign in the coming period.
In the context of the emerging European debate on the future of the European Union,
with specific concern to the positive outcome of the ratification of the European
constitution, we realized the importance of connecting to the communication activities at
European level, by initiating in Romania a wide debate on this very topic. The support of
the population for the integration process should derive from the genuine association with
the major European projects. The citizens should be able to formulate their own vision
and expectations on this issue.
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The communication strategy (both at external and internal level) should lead to a better
acceptance among the member states and the consolidation of the European identity of
the population.
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_____________________________
Albania and the Process of European Integration
Arjana Dyrmishi
Assistant to the Minister
Chief Division of Economic and Social Affairs
Ministry of European Integration, Tirana, Albania

1. ALBANIA-EUROPEAN UNION RELATIONS
Albania’s diplomatic relations with the European Union (EU) has been established in
1991. May 11, 1992 marked the most important event in these relations with the signing
of the Trade and Cooperation Agreement, including the Joint Declaration on Political
Dialogue, which entered into force on December 1992.
This agreement constituted one of the most important contractual documents that Albania
has signed in the past decade, which finally linked the country to the EU. Also during
this period, Albania was included in the General System of Preferences, which
represented a general regime of trade preferences that EU offered to a large number of
countries with which it had contractual relations.
The Trade and Cooperation Agreement of May 11, 1992, allowed Albania to benefit from
PHARE program funds. This constitutes an important step towards restructuring EU
assistance to Albania in a number of areas that corresponded to the reforms in which the
country was involved. In the framework of this program, in 1992-2000 period, a
considerable assistance by approximately €. 700.000.000 has been delivered to Albania.
Albania was close to the signature of a new contractual agreement with the EU in 1996,
which would pave the way for a classic association agreement. However, the contested
parliamentary elections of May 1996, followed by the deep financial and social crisis at
the beginning of 1997 after the fall of pyramid schemes, resulted in the failure of every
initiative to this end.
Political developments of this period in different regional countries, the dissolution of
former Yugoslavia, the establishment of a number of new states, whose parameters were
different from those of Central European countries, urged the European Union to adapt
the called “Regional Approach” policy for Balkans countries.
At this time, the General Affairs Council determined a number of political and economic
conditions that Balkans countries should fulfill to develop and strengthen their EU
relations. These criteria were linked to the respect of democratic services, human rights
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and liberties, the construction, respect and strengthening the rule of law, protection of
minorities, development of market economy, and regional cooperation.

2. STABILIZATION AND ASSOCIATION PROCESS IN ALBANIA / cards
PROGRAMME
In May 1999, the European Union adopted a new initiative, the Stabilization and
Association Process, for five Balkans countries: Albania, the former Yugoslav Republic
of Macedonia, Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, and the Federal Yugoslav Republic. This
process aims at establishing closer relations between the EU and the aforementioned
countries through the Stabilization and Association Agreements.
The European Commission, in November 1999, presented a report on the feasibility study
on opening the negotiation with Albania for concluding a Stabilization and Association
Agreement, reaching the conclusion that Albania had not met the conditions for such an
agreement.
The perspective of the Western Balkan for integration into the European Union is
strengthened after the Feira European Council, convened in June 2000, which determined
that all countries involved in the Stabilization and Association process are potential
candidates for membership into the European Union.
In November 2000, a meeting of countries involved in the Stabilization and Association
process was organized in Zagreb. EU Zagreb Summit, on November 2000, reaffirmed that
the SAp countries are “potential candidates for EU membership” In this meeting, the EU
decided to intensify cooperation with Albania through the establishment of the High
Level Steering Group Albania – EU. The purpose of this group was to assess Albania’s
capacity to undertake the obligations deriving from a Stabilization and Association
Agreement with the EU. The High Level Steering Group Albania-EU organized its three
meetings, at the conclusion of which, the European Commission drafted an evaluation
report that evidenced the progress achieved and the areas where improvements were
needed. In conclusion, the Commission estimated that “although much remains to be
done in the direction of fulfilling the obligations arising from a Stabilization and
Association Agreement, the perspective of opening the negotiations is the best way to
maintain the tempo of political changes and economic reforms in the country”. To this
end, the Commission came to the conclusion that it is time to proceed with a Stabilization
and Association Agreement with Albania.
The EU Council of Ministers endorsed in June 2001 the report of the Commission and
requested that it submitted a draft mandate to open negotiations with Albania prior to the
end of 2001. In accordance with the request of the Council, in December 2001, the
European Commission submitted to the Council the draft mandate of negotiating a
Stabilization and Association Agreement with Albania. Additionally, the establishment
of the EU Albania Joint Consultative Task Force was decided in this meeting.
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The draft mandate of the negotiations prepared and submitted by the European
Commission was discussed at a technical level by EU member states during January –
July 2002. The EU General Affairs Council in its meeting on October 21, 2002,
determined the opening of the negotiations with Albania. The negotiations were open
officially by the President of the European Commission, Mr. Romano Prodi, on January
31, 2003.
To enable the countries to meet objectives of the Stabilization and Association Process
and the Stabilization and Association Agreement, the EU offers a financial support
through the CARDS Program (Community Assistance for Reconstruction Development
and Stabilization), which replaced the PHARE and OBNOVA programs by regulation no.
2666/2000, dated December 5, 2000 of the Council of the European Union. In 20012004, EU assistance for Albania in the framework of the CARDS Programme reaches
approximately €. 180.000.000, and € 20 million under the Regional CARDS Programme.
The Multi-Annual Indicative Programme 2002-2004 describes the sectors and the
planned interventions to which Community assistance for Albania in the period 20022004 will be directed. The assistance have been delivered through a number of sectoral
interventions in support of the five priority areas identified:
• Justice and Home Affairs;
• Administrative Capacity Building;
• Economic and Social Development;
• Environment & Natural Resources;
• Democratic Stabilization.
The overall objective of the National Indicative Programme is to support the participation
of Albania in the Stabilization and Association Process (SAP), including by contributing
to the overall socio-economic development.
The immediate objectives of the assistance are:
•

Ensuring public order and the rule of law, notably through strengthening the judiciary
and fighting organized crime, fraud and corruption;

•

Enhancing the functioning of the state and ensuring adequate implementation of the
legal framework, in view of increasing legal security for individuals, and public and
private bodies in Albania;

•

Supporting the establishment of a functioning market economy and promoting private
sector growth and job creation in order to facilitate sustainable economic growth,
trade and employment, and to ensure the integration of the Albanian economy into
EU structures and those of the wider international community;

•

Ensuring adequate implementation by Albania of a future Stabilization and
Association Agreement with the EU, as well as the gradual approximation of
Albanian legislation and structures to those operating in the EU.

•

Supporting the protection of the environment;
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•

Strengthening civil society and further improving the Albanian electoral
system/process.

3. ALBANIAN INSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURE FOR EUROPEAN INTEGRATION
AND COMPETENCES (Table 1)
•
•
•

a. Inter-ministerial Committee for European Integration:
Inter-ministerial Committee for European Integration is the highest institutional
structure, responsible to guide and monitor the entire integration process in
Albania.
This Committee chaired by the Prime Minister is composed of Ministers and high
officials of other central institutions.
The Inter-ministerial Committee for European integration meets periodically and
deals with the most important issues regarding the process of European
integration.
b. Ministry of European Integration/ Directorate of European Integration

•
•
•

Coordinates and monitors all the Stabilization and Association Process/ the
negotiations for Stabilization and Association Agreement.
Leads Consultative Task Force EU-Albania meetings and monitors the activities
of working groups in the framework of the Stabilization and Association process.
Responsible to negotiate, program, coordinate, and monitor the implementation of
the CARDS program.
c. Directorate of Legislation Approximation

•
•

The Directorate of Legislation Approximation is responsible for the coordination,
monitoring, and implementation of the process of adaptation/harmonization of
Albanian legislation to the EU acquis.
An inter-ministerial working group has been established and functions to support
the process of legislation approximation.
d. Negotiation Team for the SAA

•
•
•

The Minister of European Integration is the Chief Negotiator of the Albanian
Government.
The negotiation team is composed of representatives of all line ministries and
other central institutions.
The negotiation team is responsible to coordinate, monitor, and implement of all
sector activities linked to the Stabilization and Association process in their
institutions.
e. Ministry of Foreign Affairs – The General Directorate for Euro-Atlantic
Cooperation
•

Responsible to promote, acknowledge, and support the Stabilization and
Association process in the highest EU political levels.
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•

In the framework of foreign affairs, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs is
responsible to increase and strengthen the political dialogue with member
states and other member states to support the Stabilization and Association
process.
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Table 1. Institutional Structure for the process of European Integration in Albania

THE PARLIAMENT
COUNCIL OF MINISTERS
Parliamentary Commission

INTER-MINISTERIAL
COMMITTEE FOR
INTEGRATION

MINISTRY OF
EUROPEAN IN
INTEGRATION

FOR EU Integration

Ministry of Foreign
Affairs

NEGOTIATIONS
TEAM
Directorate of
Approximation of
Legislation

Directorate of
European
Integration

General Department for
Euro-Atlantic Cooperation

4. JOINT EU-ALBANIA STRUCTURES AND MONITORING INSTRUMENTS
The most important structure with the EU in this process remains the Consultative Task
Force EU-Albania established in October 2001. This structure meets 3 times per year
and is responsible to monitor the implementation of the sectorial reforms in Albania.
During the period October 2001-December 2003, seventh meeting of the Task Force
have been held. (the first on 18-19 October 2001, second on 6-7 March 2002, third on
18-19 June 2002, fourth on 13-14 November 2002, fifth on 24-25 March 2003, sixth on
24 June 2003, and seventh on 7 November 2003).
The meetings of the Joint Consultative Task force discuss the process done in the
progress of sector reforms in all directions, such as:
•

Stability of institutions that guarantee democracy, rule of law, human rights,
respect and protection of minority rights, good relations with the neighbors, and
consultative policy in the region.

•

Full functioning of the market economy, privatization of strategic sectors,
improvement of the taxation system and the ability to face the pressure of the
EU market competition forces.

•

Ability to undertake the implementation of obligations of full membership,
including the aim to achieve political, economic, and monetary union.

Task Force meetings are followed by Joint Recommendations, which reflect the
discussions, problem areas dealt and possible solutions, accompanied in the majority of
cases with clearly defined deadlines for their fulfillment. The pursuit and the timely
implementation of these recommendations is the focus of the work of the Institution of
the Minister of State for Integration, in cooperation with line ministries through the
Negotiating Team established to this end.
Joint Committee Albania-EU is another monitoring structure established in the
framework of the Trade and Cooperation Agreement in the area of trade and economy
in 1992, which assesses the progress made by the Albanian institutions during one year
in areas covered by the agreement such as trade and economy. In the framework of this
Committee work several working groups function that examine issues related to
infrastructure, economy and finance, legislation approximation and agriculture.
Another monitoring instrument of the process of reforms undertaken by Albania is the
yearly Report of the European Commission for Albania on the Stabilization and
Association process. These reports treat in detail the political and economic situation in
the country, and offer suggestions on where the attention should focus in the following
12 months. This report represents a very good base for Albania to prepare sector
evaluation studies on the problems raised by the report, to clearly identify the measures
that should be taken to address the existing problems, and for identification the priorities
for the future.
To lead and assist and follow up the Stabilization and Association process, the Albanian
Government undertook the preparation of the Strategic Plan for the European
Integration, (May 2002). By determining the strategic goals, the main aim of this plan

was to determine strategic priorities, long, medium and short-term objectives,
accompanied by a detail matrix of respective measures to implement the objectives.
A tradition of the work of the Institution of the Minister of State for Integration is the
compilation and elaboration of the Monthly Progress Report, which informs the
European Commission and Member States on Albania’s progress in the reforms—
general and specific achievements—and other commitments in this process. In respond
to the EC report on the Stabilization and Association Process, also as a contribution for
the next EC report, an yearly progress report, is prepared by the Albanian Government
at the end of each respective year.

5. THE PROCESS OF NEGOTIATIONS BETWEEN ALBANIA AND THE
EUROPEAN UNION FOR A STABILIZATION AND ASSOCIATION
AGREEMENT
The intensive relations Albania-EU in the framework of the Stabilization and
Association Process, which begun in 1999, were finalized with the official opening of
the negotiations, for the Stabilization and Association Agreement between the European
Union and Albania, by the President of the European Commission Mr. Romano Prodi
on January 31, 2003.
The Stabilization and Association Agreement aims at the economic and political
stability of the candidate country. Precisely for these reasons, this agreement contains
asymmetrical obligations on its behalf.
The general framework of the Stabilization and Association Agreement is based on four
pillars: political dialogue and regional cooperation, trade provisions related to the
progressive liberalization of exchanges until the establishment of a free trade area
between the parties, community freedoms, and finally, cooperation in priority areas,
especially in the area of justice and home affairs.
Albania, as every potential candidate country, must meet the criteria established by the
Copenhagen European Council meeting in June 1993 to become party to the agreement.
These criteria have a political and economic character. On the one hand they require
that the candidate state for integration guarantees democracy, rule of law, respect of
human rights and minorities, and on the other hand the candidate country must establish
a market economy, which can stand the competitive pressure of the common European
market. Finally, the candidate country should be able to meet the obligations arising
from the “acquis communautaire” – the legislation of the European Union.
The Stabilization and Association Agreements (SAA), when signed, would be the
principal means to begin to prepare countries for the demands that the perspective of
accession to the EU naturally entails. The SAA focus on respect for democratic
principles and integration of the countries of the region into the EU single market. They
foresee the establishment of a free trade area with the EU and set out rights and
obligations in areas such as competition and state aid rules, intellectual property and
establishment, which will allow the economies of the region to begin to integrate with
the EU’s. The conclusion of such Agreements represents the signatories’ commitment to
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complete over a transition period, a formal association with the EU, tailored to the
circumstances of each country but based on the implementation of the same core
obligations.
Article 6 of the SAA draft text for Albania foreseen that “the Association shall be
implemented progressively and shall be fully realised over a transitional period of a
maximum of ten years, divided into two successive stages….” The purpose of this
division into successive stages is to make a thorough mid-term review of the
implementation of the Agreement mainly in the field of legal approximation and law
enforcement, with the aim for Albania to concentrate during the first phase on the
fundamental elements, with specific benchmarks of the acquis.
EU-Albania negotiations on the Stabilization and Association Agreement are organized
every six weeks, one political round followed by two technical rounds, a calendar which
was determined at the opening of the negotiations.
So far, there are completed the first reading of all 135 articles of the Agreement and
actually we are at the phase of the negotiation of the pending articles.

NEGOTIATIONS ON THE READMISSION AGREEMENT EU-ALBANIA
The negotiations for the Readmission Agreement EU-Albania are part of the
negotiations for the Stabilization and Association Agreement. The negotiations for this
agreement derive as an obligation from article 80 of the Stabilization and Association
Agreement, but the Readmission Agreement is negotiated and implemented as a
separate Agreement. Three negotiation rounds have been organized which have
discussed the entire draft text agreement. This Agreement will be initialed on 18th of
December 2003.
The negotiation and signing of the Readmission Agreement EU-Albania is an obligation
deriving from Albania’s identification by the General Affairs Council of the EU as a
country of origin of illegal migration. The obligation to sign such an Agreement is also
expressed in Task Force recommendations, which have articulated the necessity “to
sign the Readmission Agreement with the Community as soon as possible, and until
achieving this Agreement, Albania must continue signing readmission agreements with
all EU countries, if such a thing is requested….” The recommendations require that
special attention be paid to signing agreements with neighboring countries and with
countries that are the main source of illegal migrants who transit through Albania on
their way to EU countries.
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The audience – Panel “Southeastern Europe and the Process of European Integration”
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_________________________
Switzerland’s Relations with the European Union (EU)
Dr. Ivanka Petkova
Ambassador of the Republic of Bulgaria to Switzerland, Bern
I . The Issue on EU membership
The European Union (EU) is the most important partner of Switzerland not only in
political, cultural, but also in economic terms: three-fifths of the Swiss exports are
directed to EU countries, while four-fifths of Swiss imports come from the EU.
Switzerland was not forced to join the integration process in West European, because its
economy was flourishing and the policy of neutrality brought considerable advantages
for the country. Therefore Switzerland was not a founding member of the European
Council (in 1949) and not even until the European Economic Community was founded
by the Treaty of Rome in 1957. Switzerland became a member of the European Council
in May 1963.
The official relations of Switzerland with the EU are part of the European policy of the
country, aimed at closer cooperation with the other nations of Western Europe. The
policy measures taken by Switzerland to integrate with Western Europe have been
expressed in public law and intergovernmental agreements.
In 1960 an integration step in Western Europe has been taken, the creation of the
European Free Trade Association, EFTA, as a reaction to the negative respond of the
European Economic Community to extend. The United Kingdom, Denmark, Norway,
Sweden, Austria, Portugal and Switzerland founded this organization in order better to
defend their economic interests.
The EFTA member countries had different
expectations and goals to achieve by using this structure. While UK and especially
Denmark considered EFTA as a preliminary economic integration step, Switzerland had
the intention to negotiate a free trade agreement with the EEC. So, in the 60-ies
Switzerland started to persuade a step-by-step pragmatic policy towards EEC using the
instrument of bilateral negotiations.
The government created in 1961 the European Integration Office of the Federal
Department of Foreign Affairs and the Federal Department of Economic Affairs. To
review and analyze the European integration process and its impacts on Switzerland, as
well as to co-ordinate integration law and policy issues and negotiation of treaties with
the EU are the main tasks of this Office. In implementing these tasks the Integration
Office collaborates with the departments, which are in charge with the respective
matters of interest in the relations between the EU and Switzerland. In addition the
Integration Office is informing the public about Switzerland's European policy and the
bilateral steps of European integration (with the EU, EFTA, EEA etc.).
In its integration policy with Western Europe Switzerland preferred rather the paradigm
of a European free trade area (like the United Kingdom), than the development of the
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European integration in the supranational framework of the European Community.
Simultaneously, more and more Switzerland’s economy was exposed to the risk to
suffer on customs barriers from Germany, which is the main trading partner. This
problem was solved in 1972 , when Switzerland signed the Free Trade Agreement (for
industrial products) with the EU.

The new stage the European integration entered in 1985 by the conclusion of the Single
European Act and the actual creation of the Single market with the four freedoms
(freedom of movement of persons, goods, services and capital), forced Switzerland and
the other countries of the European Free Trade Association (EFTA) to start negotiations
on establishing the European Economic Area (EEA) based on the same four freedoms.
The rapid changes in Europe after the fall of the Berlin Wall brought a core majority of
EFTA member countries (Austria, Finland, Sweden, Norway and Switzerland) to the
take the decision to apply for membership in the European Union. However Switzerland
suspended its application in 1992 after on the referendum in December 1992 the Swiss
citizens rejected the government's proposal to join the European Economic Area (EEA).
An overview on the Western European integration steps of Switzerland shows two clear
answers to the question of its EU membership. The one is no, articulated directly by the
Swiss population, and the other one is yes, followed in the policy of the Federal
Council.
The creation of the Single market with the four freedoms (freedom of movement of
persons, goods, services and capital), forced Switzerland and the other countries of the
European Free Trade Association (EFTA) to start negotiations on establishing the
European Economic Area (EEA) based on the same four freedoms. The rapid changes
in Europe after the fall of the Berlin Wall brought a core majority of EFTA member
countries (Austria, Finland, Sweden, Norway and Switzerland) to the take the decision
to apply for membership in the European Union
In the report on Europe (of August 1988 ) mentioned the Federal Council drew the
attentions of Swiss citizens on the new circumstances of changing EC and for the first
time brought the message that full EC membership should not be definitely ruled out.
The negative outcome of the efforts of Switzerland to become member of the EEA
require special attention, because this structure mostly coincide with the specific
principles, which do not call for supranational institutions or policies very much
acceptable to Swiss people. In addition, membership in the EEA would not result in
harmonization of the Swiss legislation. Switzerland was also ready to accept the Single
European Market part of EC law (Acquis Communautaire) as the sole basis for
negotiations, provided the country get the right to participate in the legislative decisionmaking process. However, a EEA membership could no really meet Switzerland's
interests, except partially, because it did not allow Switzerland to participate in the
decision-making process. The Report of the Federal Council on accession of
Switzerland to the European Community (18 May 1992) explains the decision to define
EC accession as the goal of its integration policy and to regard the EEA as a particularly
important domestic policy step to achieve the goal. The Federal Council submitted its
request for EU membership to Brussels on 26 May 1992. However Switzerland
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suspended its application after on the referendum in December 1992 the Swiss citizens
rejected the government's proposal to join the European Economic Area (EEA).
Again, in the Report on Swiss foreign policy in the 90s (November 1993), the Federal
Council pointed out the reasons for considering EU accession as a strategic goal,
although no clear majority of the population seemed to support this strategy: "The
Federal Council is also aware of its responsibility to set clear strategic foreign policy
goals in the interest of the country. It has important reasons for adhering to the strategic
goal of EU and UN accession, despite the popular decisions referred to earlier, even if it
is aware that many citizens do not fully understand this need at present. (…) It therefore
has a duty to promote further discussion of solutions which have been rejected by the
people or are seriously contested by them if the interests of the country so demand".
This document also touched the issue of sovereignty as a very sensitive point for the
Swiss population, indicating that losses of sovereignty by Switzerland are rather
connected with the irresistible process of globalization than with EU accession.
In its interim report on Switzerland’s European integration policy ( 1995) the Federal
Council stressed the priority for closer relations in specific sectors with the EU and with
its Member States for two reasons: to preserve the competitiveness of the economy and
to facilitate a full participation in the European integration process in due course.
In its Foreign Policy Report of 15 November 2000 the Federal Council embarked its
long-term aim on EU-membership of Switzerland as well as the three preconditions for
staring membership negotiations:
Firstly: Switzerland first wishes to gather experience with the seven bilateral
agreements from 1999. It wants to see how these agreements work out in practice.
Secondly: The effects of joining the EU on central areas of Swiss statehood must be
thoroughly clarified and convincing answers found to any outstanding questions. The
Federal Council will publish a report on the pros and cons of EU membership in the
second half of the legislative period outlining the consequences for the country’s
federalism, popular rights, neutrality, system of government organization, finances,
economic and monetary policy, agriculture, migration policy, its foreign and defence
policy.
Thirdly: There is a need to broad domestic support for the aim of EU entry.5
On 4 March 2001 the Swiss people did not accept the government initiative "Yes to
Europe!". This initiative was intended to oblige the Federal Council to open immediate
negotiations on EU-membership of Switzerland. Swiss citizens rejected the initiative
because they considered that the preconditions for starting negotiations had not yet been
met.
After the negative vote on 4 March 2001 the Federal Council reaffirmed the key
elements of its European policy:
• In the short term, the implementation of the seven bilateral agreements (Bilateral
I), their extension to the ten new EU Member States and the conclusion of the
second series of negotiations were the top priority.
5

See: www.eda.admin.ch
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•
•

In the medium term, priority will be given to the approval of the second series of
agreements (Bilateral II) by the Federal Assembly and the Swiss people and
their implementation.
The longer term aim of the Federal Council’s European policy is to take
Switzerland into the European Union. The Federal Council is convinced that in
the long-term the country can better safeguard its interests within the EU than
outside it. Today, many problems can no longer be resolved through the lone
actions of individual states, but only in acting together at European level.

II. Bilateral Agreements as Main Instruments in the Relations of Switzerland with
the EU
In 1972 Switzerland achieved one of its main policy intentions as regards the
contractual approach in the field of the economic integration process in Western
Europe, signing the free trade agreement (FTA) with the EEC. This instrument ensured
that Switzerland would not be left entirely out of the EC integration process.
This framework of the free trade agreement was very acceptable for Switzerland for at
least three reasons:
a) because it did not require any abstention from sovereignty. (The only joint
institution involved in the negotiation process was the Joint Committee, which did
not possess any supranational power), and
b) because it allowed Switzerland to keep its neutrality, federalism and direct
democracy.
c) because it also opened the door for Switzerland to negotiate additional trade
agreements.
During the next 20 years Switzerland used very effectively this opportunity and signed
more than 100 special bilateral treaties with the EC. Most of them covered the issue on
trade in goods. Simultaneously, Switzerland and the EC reached several levels of
understanding in other policy areas, such as transport, environment, research and
development. Switzerland participated in the Community's actions on co-ordination of
standardization.
The First Bilateral Agreements’ Round (Bilateral I)
The pragmatic approach in the relationship with the EU has been further developed,
when Switzerland started negotiations on bilateral, sector-specific and agreements. With
the help of this instrument Switzerland achieved two goals:
a) to avoid a serious discussion on the "Europe question" in Switzerland for a long
time ahead, when at the beginning of the 80-ies the EC faced a deep economic and
political crisis.
b) to keep the same level and form of bilateral relations despite the progress in
unification process within the EC, which crowned by the Single European Act
(1986).
Swiss people opposed the decision Switzerland to become member of the United
Nations, which arose fears especially in the French-speaking cantons of Western
Switzerland on an increasing political isolation of the country. All over the country
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even more concerns have been expressed however about the possibility of economic
discrimination. These fears and concerns contributed
a) to create a proactive European policy and
b) to initiated efforts (in May 1988) to make all new Swiss legislation compatible with
the laws of the EC (acquis communautaire),
In August 1988 the Federal Council published its first major Report on Europe, entitled
"Switzerland's position on the European integration process", promoting an integration
policy based on sector-by-sector negotiations. After the negative vote on the referendum
in December 1992 on joining the EEA the government found the way to offset the
disadvantages for Switzerland by negotiating sector by sector agreements with the EU.
In 1999 seven bilateral agreements (Bilaterals I) were signed on
• free movement of persons,
• overland transport,
• air transport,
• agriculture,
• research,
• technical barriers to trade and
• public procurement
They were enforced on 1 June 2002. These agreements are limited to specific areas and
are usually referred to as "sector-specific" agreements.
There are some lessons to be learned from this round of applying the sectoral approach
in the relations of Switzerland with the EU
First, it became clear, that it will be more and more difficult to follow this approach.
The EU was rather reluctant to choose further negotiating areas, because of its own
diverse internal interests. Apparently, negotiations could at that time be conducted on
topics of interest to all fifteen Member States.
Second, also technical barriers hampered the smoothly implementation of the sectoral
approach after the first round of agreements has been finalized. With fifteen Member
States the EU has achieved a degree of complexity which made sectoral approaches
difficult. Once a specific problem is examined (e.g. freedom of movement for persons),
new imbalances of interests between the EU Member States arise and have to be
compensated by concessions in other areas (such as agriculture).
Third, the none participation of Switzerland in meetings of EU-fifteen created additional
difficulties to effectively clear up real or imaginary misunderstandings as to Swiss
positions in due time.
Fourth, there were also institutional barriers to further sectoral agreements, because of
touching the sensitive question on sovereignty. In conflicts on main topics of mutual
interest, a juridical solution could only be achieved, if Switzerland transfers sovereign
rights to the EU and acknowledges the supreme judicial authority of the EU Court of
Justice and the legislative and political majority decisions of the Council of Ministers.
At the time of concluding the round (1998) there were also considerations and
projections, that several issues cannot be settled by sectoral agreements, but by EU
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accession only, e.g. the elimination of the customs union frontiers for the trade in goods,
comprehensive cooperation on internal security on a basis of parity, institutional
safeguards for monetary and exchange rate stability and membership of economic
treaties between the EU and other regions of the world. Some of these considerations
have been verified during the next decade, others not.
The Second Bilateral Agreements Round (Bilateral II)
There is a difference in applying the sectoral approach in Bilateral I and in Bilateral II.
There is also a difference in initiating and in carrying out the negotiations.
After conclusion of the Bilateral Agreements I, the EU Commission was sceptical about
new negotiations with Switzerland. Later two areas of interest became important to
continue negotiations with Switzerland: First, Switzerland had to be integrated into the
EU system for cross-border taxation of savings. Second, the EU wanted to increase
cooperation with Switzerland on the fight against fraud in the sphere of indirect taxes
(especially against cigarette smuggling).
Switzerland acceded to the requests made by the EU and set three conditions:
1. Negotiations should not only be conducted in the two dossiers required by the
EU, but should also extend to cover additional areas of importance for
Switzerland: First, Switzerland’s participation in Schengen/Dublin and second,
the six remaining dossiers (“leftovers”) from Bilateral I. In a joint statement on
the Bilateral I, Switzerland and the EU had already come to an agreement on
negotiations in the following areas:
• processed agricultural products,
• statistics,
• environment,
• media,
• education,
• pensions and services.
2. Negotiations should proceed in parallel in all dossiers and all should be
concluded simultaneously. This parallelism of negotiations had to ensure a
balanced overall outcome.
3. Switzerland’s interests as a financial centre, i.e. banking secrecy, must be
protected at all times.
From June 2002 negotiations between Switzerland and the EU were conducted in
parallel for ten dossiers: on economic areas (e.g. of the food industry, the financial
centre, tourism), on political areas such as domestic security and asylum policy
(Schengen/Dublin) or in areas such as environment, statistics, culture and training.
On the dossier concerning the liberalisation of services, Switzerland and the EU agreed
in March 2003 that negotiations in this area will be continued separately and concluded
at a later date.
In the summer of 2003, seven of the remaining nine dossiers of the Bilateral
Negotiations II were essentially completed: taxation of savings as well as the six
leftovers.
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Taxation of savings6
The negotiations on the dossier on the taxation of savings income are unique for the
bilateral history of bilateral negotiations, because Switzerland has been involved in
negotiations on an internal EU regulation providing that banking secrecy is preserved.
Second, during some stages of the negotiation process for the first time also the EU
Presidency has been involved.
The core of the agreement is the Swiss commitment to the introduction of a system of
tax retention initially of 15%, rising to 20% and then of 35% from 2011. The system of
tax retention applies to all interest payments which a paying agent on Swiss territory
makes to an individual resident for tax purposes in an EU Member State. 75% of the
revenues from this system of tax retention go to the EU and its Member States (revenue
sharing).
In a memorandum of understanding Switzerland commits itself to the EU in the double
taxation agreement with the EU Member States and on the basis of mutuality to
generally agree to administrative assistance in cases of tax fraud. This would cover
individuals and companies. Administrative assistance would be provided on justified
request in cases of tax fraud under Swiss law, as well as in cases of other equally serious
offences. Offences comparable to tax fraud include violations of precisely definable
penal tax regulations of other states which exhibit the same degree of wrongdoing as tax
fraud in Switzerland but which are not covered by Swiss procedures and thus by
extension not by Swiss law. The bilateral agreement does not cover simple tax evasion.
As a result of the negotiations on taxation of savings, Switzerland will ensure
a) that a EUfinancial regulations cannot be circumvented via Switzerland and
b) that the Swiss legal system and banking secrecy are upheld.

Fight against fraud
Politically sensitive differences were still outstanding in the closing phase for the
dossiers on the fight against fraud and Schengen/Dublin. These concerned the question
of the exchange of information with regard to tax offences within the scope of judicial
and administrative assistance.
Political agreement was also reached, according to which Switzerland extends its
cooperation in the area of the fight against fraud, i.e. in the area of indirect taxes
(customs duty, VAT, excise duty e.g. on tobacco and alcohol). The agreement will
provide for extensive cooperation between the Swiss and EU administrative and legal
authorities within the scope of administrative assistance (cooperation between
administrative authorities) and legal assistance (cooperation between legal authorities).

6

Since 1989 efforts have been made in the European Union (EU) to co-ordinate the taxation of savings
income between member states. These efforts form part of on-going work to tackle the harmful effects of
tax competition. Besides the guideline regarding the taxation of savings income, this package includes a
code of conduct for corporate taxation as well as a guideline regarding withholding tax on payments of
interest and royalties between related companies. In June 2003, the Council of EU Finance Ministers
(Ecofin) formerly adopted the directive recommendations. At the same time, Ecofin noted the draft of the
State Treaty with Switzerland.
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In significant cases of customs duty evasion, house searches may in future be carried
out and dossiers seized. However, measures such as these will only be taken if the
grounds for double criminality are given and if the amount involved in the offense
exceeds EUR 25,000. In addition, it is requested that a judicial search warrant be
provided. The principle of double criminality implies that administrative and legal
assistance are only guaranteed in cases which are punishable to the same degree in both
legal systems.
Legal assistance will be provided with regard to assets originating from extreme cases
of customs duty fraud or professional smuggling and which are deposited in
Switzerland.
The positive outcomes for Switzerland on this dossier are the following:
First, Switzerland will provide the EU authorities with the same instruments on
combating fraud that it already uses in its national and procedures.
Second, a considerable accomplishment Switzerland achieved in the negotiation of this
dossier is that Switzerland's interpretation of money laundering remains unchanged. No
new obligations to report have emerged.

Schengen/Dublin
In this agreement Switzerland managed to protect its interest in two basic areas:
First, Switzerland gets the guarantee that, in the area of direct taxes, banking secrecy
remains protected at all times. This was a big achievement of Switzerland in the
Bilateral II round, because the bank secrecy is considered a core element of the Swiss
Financial Center, strong component of its competitiveness. Bank activities are also a
substantial source of receivable for the federal budget.
Second, in case that a future Schengen provision revokes the principle of double
liability with regard to direct tax offences (thus giving rise to an obligation for judicial
assistance with regard to evasion offenses), Switzerland gets a perpetual exclusion
without the need to withdraw from the Schengen cooperation.
There are also other benefits for Switzerland as a result of signing this agreement:
Cross-border crime will be fought effectively by means of international police and
judicial cooperation. Schengen provides the tools for this purpose.
The Schengen visa encourages tourism in Switzerland.
The Dublin cooperation prevents “asylum tourism” and thus relieves pressure on
national asylum systems.

Environment
The European Environmental Agency is an important means for international
cooperation on protection of the environment. By being a member of the Environmental
Agency, Switzerland can contribute to this cooperation.
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Food industry
Reduced customs duties improve export opportunities for the Swiss food industry. This
also benefits Swiss agriculture as a supplier (processed agricultural products).

Statistics
Broad-based statistical information is essential to support key political and economic
decisions. The statistical agreement harmonises and optimises the exchange of
comparable statistical data between Switzerland and the EU.

Culture
Participation in the EU film promotion programmes (MEDIA) strengthens the role of
film as an important part of Swiss cultural heritage.

Education
Cooperation within EU training programmes provides access to a wide range of training
for Swiss nationals. This provides improved opportunities in the employment market

Averall Assessment
The Bilateral Negotiations II have nine negotiation outcomes. Eight of them are
agreements, of which Schengen/Dublin counts as one single agreement. Only a
declaration of intent is envisaged for the education, occupational training, youth dossier.
The eight agreements are independent of each other from a legal point of view. There is
a connection, as regards content, between the agreements on taxation of savings, fight
against fraud and Schengen/Dublin, as all three dossiers are also concerned with
cooperation in the area of taxation.
The finalization of this round of agreements between Switzerland and the EU made it
clear, that the fears (after concluding the Bilateral I) of reaching the content and
procedures limits of sectoral agreements have not been justified.
III. Conclusion
The contractual bilateral relations of Switzerland with the EU contributed a lot to
bringing both partners near to each other. These relations are an example for
negotiations, the political outcomes of which are particularly based on high quality
expertise. An additional very important point is, that the second round of negotiations
(Bilateral II) has been carried out during a period, when substantial steps have been
made both by the EU and the candidate countries in the field of enlargement.
Undoubtedly, both Bilateral II and I enrich the negotiation experience of the EU, thus
emphasizing on a new area and type of negotiating practices.
The sectoral approach devotes special attention, because of being the main instrument
used.
First, it has to be pointed out, that the sectoral agreement approach has been applied not
in the type of classical negotiations of the EU with countries applying for membership
in a Club for at least two reasons
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a) In the negotiations on sectoral agreements Switzerland had an equal say with the EU,
however
b) the implementation of the agreements is taking place autonomously in Switzerland
Second, Switzerland is reducing its potential direct costs, because it has to pay
contributions to the budget of the European Union only in specific areas (for example
for research).
Third, substantial advantage of the sectoral agreements approach (particularly in the
Bilateral I round) was the possibility for Switzerland to choose the subjects for
negotiation.
Fourth, there is no doubt, that the sectoral approach can meet the interests of
Switzerland in certain areas, provided that it is balancing the expectations of both sides
and agreements can be completed within a reasonable time frame.
Fifth, the clear advantages for Switzerland, reached in some sectoral agreements, play a
substantial role for a positive communication of the EU relations of Switzerland among
those parts of the society, which are against a multilateral integration of Switzerland
into the European institutions.
Sixth, giving the fact, that the official governmental policy (favouring the accession to
the European Union) also supports the sectoral agreement approach, sectoral
agreements can be considered an integrating tool between the government and the
citizens as regards the EU policy of Switzerland.
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PANEL: REGIONAL COOPERATION IN SEE
_______________________________

Regional Cooperation in SEE – Assessment of
Regional Cooperation Versus Bi-lateral EU-Integration
Björn Kühne
Political Advisor
Cabinet of the Special Coordinator
of the Stability Pact for South-eastern Europe, Brussels

-

Regional Cooperation versus bi-lateral integration
o These two are often portrayed as opposing processes, which they are not
at all.

-

In context of EU integration the question of regatta principle versus integration
of a group of countries is often discussed.
o It is quite clear that every applicant has to be judged on its own merits

-

But regional cooperation is not in opposition to the regatta principle of EU
integration

-

We are not trying to recreate the former Yugoslavia or establish a Balkan Union
when we call for regional cooperation.

-

But it has been firmly established over the years that regional cooperation, good
neighbourly relations are a precondition for EU integration.
o This comes quite naturally since the EU itself is built on regional
cooperation, starting from economic cooperation in the field of coal and
steal and moving to ever closer cooperation in the political and security
fields.

-

In this same vain, the SAP and the Stability Pact are also not competing with
each other, but complementary.

-

The SAP is obviously the main instrument of the EU in support of SEE on its
path towards European integration.

-

While the SAP and particularly the SAAs are clearly bi-lateral in nature, they
also stipulate very clearly that regional cooperation is essential to move closer to
the EU.

-

This has become very clear at the Thessaloniki Summit last June

-

1/3rd of the Thessaloniki Agenda, the main document coming out of that
Summit, addresses further areas for regional cooperation.

-

Furthermore the two existing SAAs with Macedonia and Croatia clearly outline
areas where the signatories commit themselves to cooperate with their
neighbours.

47

-

The SP has been established among other things to facilitate this cooperation and
has been requested at the Thessaloniki Summit to complement the SAP by
underpinning the regional component of the SAP.

-

If we look at the situation in 1999, when the SP was established, I think we have
already come a long way in this respect.
o In 1999 it was even difficult to get the different governments of the
region to work together and develop joint projects. One of the
precondition for financial support for the initial set of Quick Start
Projects was that they were proposed by 2 or more governments.
o Today regional cooperation is firmly rooted in governmental behaviour
throughout the region. Contacts across borders between governments,
ministries, civil society are an everyday feature.

-



This was clearly a necessity, because many of the problems in the
region could only be solved jointly.



It is also an excellent preparation for the everyday contacts inside
the EU.

A few examples:
o Network of FTAs


The problem here is quite clear, all need FDI



Nobody is going to invest in these small markets, but 55 million
is attractive



In the framework of the Trade Working Group of the SP a
network of 28 bilateral FTAs was negotiated, establishing a de
facto free trade area in SEE.



Not only does this make the region much more attractive for
investment, it also paves the way for closer integration into the
EU and checks off one of the requirements of the SAP

o Regional Energy Market.


This is a truly visionary process taking place in the energy sector
in SEE at the moment.



The idea is to create a regional market for energy in SEE, which
will create the conditions for gradual integration into the EU
internal energy market.



Basically what you have hear is a advanced integration of SEE
into the EU in one sector.

o Refugee return


This is an issue that of course does not affect the whole region,



But in the triangle CRO, BIH, SAM it was possible through
cooperation on the governmental level, information exchange
between the different communities to facilitate refugee return to
an extent that today most refugees that wish to return have been
able to do so.
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Kosovo is certainly still an issue here, but overall it is more a
question of helping with the integration of these remaining
refugees.

o Fighting organised crime, corruption and trafficking


Again, this is clearly an issue for the whole region and one that
can only be addressed jointly, not individually.



Close cooperation between the different law enforcement
agencies in all SEE countries are required on the level of police
forces, prosecutors etc



In addition to this cooperation within the region, we are trying to
establish for closer contacts with EU law enforcement agencies
such as EUROPOL, EUROJUST etc

-

These are examples of regional cooperation with a raison d'etre of their own –
finding joint solutions for common problems.

-

But regional cooperation in these areas also helps pave the way for European
integration of all those countries involved on a bi-lateral basis.
o This is of course the ultimate aim of all the SEE countries and also what
we are trying to support in the Stability Pact.
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The Impact of EU Enlargement on Southeast Europe
Prof. Milica Uvalic
Department of Economics
Faculty of Political Sciences
University of Perugia, Italy

Slides – Milca Uvalic
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_______________________________

First experience with membership in the European Union:
The Hungarian Case
Prof. András Inotai
Director General, Institute for World Economics, Budapest
President, Economic Policy Institute, Sofia
May 1st of 2004 has been and will remain a historical date both for the European Union,
the ten acceding countries and for the future of the continent as well. Similar to other
countries, also Hungary celebrated this occasion duly. However, and it may sound
paradoxical, the night from April 30 to May 1 did not change the life of any Hungarian
citizen. Rich and poor, younger and elder citizens, more and less developed regions of
the country, including flight, railway and bus timetables remained the same. Nothing
but „just” a new chronology started with membership in the EU.
Looking at the flow of time, this historical date was preceeded by a long way of
preparing for membership that can be traced back decades and that got an institutional
framework after 1991 by the signing of the Association Agreement. At the same time,
the process of integration did not stop with accession. At least three important areas of
integration-related activities have to be considered in this context: (a) further adjustment
in all areas where previously made commitments could not be (fully) met; integration
into existing EU policies and institutions where the pre-accession status did not allow
full accommodation and participation (e.g. Common Agricultural Policy, structural
funds, full-fledged membership with voting rights in all institutions7[1]); and (c) active
shaping of the future of community policies.
In this context, it has to be stressed that domestic political and economic problems in
selected new member countries, including Hungary, do not have anything in common
with accession to the EU. Of course, stable political and economic conditions are likely
to enhance the country’s capacity to make full use of the new opportunities and avoid
obvious risks af th first and critical period of membership. Nevertheless, just for such
developments, the membership maturuty of any country has been questioned by the EU
or any of the „old” member states.8[2]
7[1]

The pre-accession period can be divided into two stages: passive and active observer period,
but both without voting rights.
8[2]

This, however, does not mean, that, in the future, negative impacts of integration, either real or just
perceived by part of the society as a “loss” integration-generated political crises may occur.
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1. General overview of expectations and fears
In the years and months before accession, a large number of arguments were created
and disseminated concerning benefits and losses. Most of them, on both sides, have
proved mistaken, at least considering the first few months of membership.
Expectations focused on EU financial transfers that could improve the living standard of
most citizens in a short time, create a flourishing economy in depressed regions, offer
new and lucrative job opportunities and help the losers of systemic transformation. In
fact, the financial resources coming from the EU budget will be substantially higher
between 2004 and 2006 than in the pre-accession framework (and even more
significantly higher after 2007), their dstribution in time is uneven and, even more, the
perception of the healthy impacts on the economy and the personal income (living
standard) needs, as in all other net beneficiary country, some time.9[3] Therefore, a
„perception gap” can develop between expectations and reality just in the first and
critical years of membership. Problems emerging from such a situation can successfully
be faced by a two-way strategy: communciate a realistic assessment of the early impacts
of membership to the society, and, at the same time, establish all legal, institutional,
economic and other conditions for absorbing available resources in the shortest time and
at the highest efficiency possible.
Also, most of the fears proved unjustified. More importantly, if negative developments
occurred, they were mostly due to other factors, mainly linked to previous economic
policy mistakes and not directly connected with accession.
Inflation has accelerated in the first half year of 2004 from 5 to about 7 per cent (and
slightly going back in the second half of the year), but mainly as a result of the reduced
state budget support to energy, heating and local transportation, as well as poor
agricultural output in 2003 and large budget deficit in the last years. Accession itself
had an ambiguous impact on the price level. Price rises could be observed in three areas
linked to EU membership: higher value-added tax for certain services (from 0 to 5 or
from 7 to 15 per cent), adjustment to the sugar policy of the EU (higher sugar prices)
and higher excise duties on tobacco products.10[4]
On the other side, membership had a price-reducing impact due to the lower common
external tariff (excepting very few cases), keener competition on the enlarged internal
market and, indirectly, the appreciation and overvalued status of the Hungarian
currency.11[5] It is a further question to what extent lower import prices have been
9[3]

Due to the “phasing-in” character of EU resources, the financial balance (incoming EU money versus
contribution to the EU budget) will not be much better than in 2003. However, 2005 and 2006 promise
substantial increases, and a real breakthrough can be realistically expected after 2007, in any version of
the new financial framework covering the period between 2007 and 2013. Also, it has to be considered
that now new member country could generate an immediate positive impact fueled by EU financial
transfers in the first years of membership. Just the opposite, today’s “Irish miracle” started 15 years after
accession..
10[4]
All of them were part of, partly difficult, negotiations and the impacts could be quantified well before
membership. (It is another question whether they were rightly communicated or not in the pre-accession
period.)
11[5]
There is no quantitative study on the impact of EU accession on the appreciation of the Hungarian
currency. However, it can be supposed that, beside fundamental – and widely disputed - domestic
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transferred to domestic consumer prices, since this gain is generally distributed between
the importer, the intermediating firms and the retail salers.
No change happened on the labour market. Hungary remained the new member country
with the lowest level of official unemployment (about 6 per cent) and, unfortunately,
also with the lowest level of economic activity of the active population. Most structural
changes took place in the pre-accession period when trade and capital flows have been
(almost) fully liberalized. In the coming months and years, labour market changes will
overwhelmingly depend on government policies, as how to handle the budget deficit,
how to support the investment activity of small and medium-sized companies and,
primarily, how to make the public administration more effective and competitive. No
doubt that these steps are closely linked to membership in the EU, but they are not
„dictated” by Brussels but should contribute to creating a successful Hungary within a
changing European Union.
One of the most widespread fears was – and in some circles still is – that financially
weak and domestic-market-oriented small firms will not be able to face increasing
competition in the large internal market. This question is very complex, since the
category of„small companies” includes highly efficient global firms, EU-oriented
enterprises, rapidly expanding undertakings and also very weak or just muddlingthrough companies. On the one hand, it is correct that membership is enhancing the
competitive pressure due to the accession tot he internal market, the full liberalization of
agricultural trade and the rapid increase of service activities. On the other hand,
membership offers a large market of 450 million consumers instead of a limited
domestic one with 10 million potential buyers. Most probably tha Hungarian company
sector, as that of all other new and future member countries, has been entering a second
stage of transformation, in which capital concentration is urgently needed in order to
become more competitive. One million of small (and mostly one-person) companies,
one-third of which is practically existing on paper only, can hardly be maintained.
However, the expected merger and acquisition wave, that may reach larger foreign
companies working in Hungary as well, is not a direct consequence of EU membership
but a logical stage of successful modernization and a precondition of building
competitive capacities in the enlarged/enlarging European Union.
Due to the available short period, the impact of accession on regional development
cannot yet be measured. Most probably,however, previous assumptions will remain
correct. According to them, all regions will experience a take-off effect, but, in the first
years, the development gap may be widening or at least not starting to close between the
richer and poorer regions, due to their different absorption capacity.
Similarly, no clearcut short-term impact on the Hungarian national budget can be
identified. Obviously, preparation for membership and accession have had manifest
costs that have amounted to 2 to 3 per cent of the budgetary expenditure inthe last years.
This was (and remains) the price to be paid for becoming a full-fledged member of the
„integration club”. It is much mor difficult to quantify the positive impacts stemming
from membership (larger market, increased interest of transnational companies, higher
confidence in the country in general and in the sustainablility of its economic
developmetn in particular, etc.). As a general rule, the Commission has made clear that
monetary policy decisions, EU membership has strengthened the international confidence in the
Hungarian economy as well.
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no new member country may get, not even temporarily, into a worse net financial
position than in the last year of the pre-accession period. In case the difference between
available and absorbed EU transfers and the obligatory contribution to the EU budget
would be smaller than the amount of pre-accession funds registered in 2003, Brussels
will provide additional financial support to fill this gap.
Finally, no problem was noticed concerning national sovereignty. Evidently, excepting
some extremist views from the right and the left alike, it has not been a major political
issue in Hungary during the pre-accession period. Policy areas that previously belonged
to the national competence, have been smoothly handed over to Brussels (e.g. trade
policy or agricultural issues) and harmonization with community policies continued
according to the obligations taken on in the accession documents. In the few postaccession months, Brussels’ „intervention” into Hungarian politics and economy did not
become more manifest for the average citizen. Neither has the general (and mostly
positive) attitude of the people changed towards the EU in this short period. This is, to a
large extent, due to the adequate level of preparation of the country, the cautious
approach of Brussels in the first months of membership and the rather specific (sectorrelated) and partial character of the experience gathered after May 1st.

2. Selected areas of short-term impacts

2.1. Trade
As a result of trade liberalization and free trade established with the EU as of 2001
(excepting a small share of agricultural products), the trade-creating effects of economic
integration have been mostly used. The positive impact can be clearly seen both in the
dynamic increase of bilateral trade flows and in the share of Hungary on the EU market
as well as the EU’s share in total Hungarian trade. The latter reached 75 per cent in
Hungarian exports and about 60 per cent in Hungarian imports before accession. In
consequence of the accession, trade with the new member countries has been added to
these figures, so that, in trade aspect, Hungary became the most EU-oriented country of
the EU-25, with an intra-EU share of 83 per cent in exports and about 65 to 70 per cent
in imports.
Due to global developments and structural factors (e.g. oil imports from non-EU
sources), this high level of EU-orientation can hardly be increased in the future.
Nevertheless, it does not mean that bilateral trade will not experience further rapid
growth based on the high growth rate of the Hungarian economy, dynamic investment
activities (partly supported by EU transfers) and rapidly increasing personal income of
large part of the society. One of the driving forces of this development will be the
service sector, due to the advantages offered on the internal market. Another positive
impact is deriving from the already manifest activity of small- and medium-sized
Western European firms, as a result of membership and institutional and legal security.
Most importantly, however, we expect a substantial increase of trade flows among the
new member countries that, as a result of membership, have lost their protectionist trade
instruments. According to calculations, the abolition of non-tariff barriers alone could
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increase trade among the new member countries by 20 per cent a year in the next
period.
Two clear examples of how accession may influence trade flows can already be
mentioned. First, price differences in production costs in some areas could be felt
immediately after accession. The potential advantages were not been used by the
citizens (they were aware and made use of these price differences a long time before
accession), but by large transnational companies. Slovak milk became a favourite
product purchased by agrifood industry and supermarket chains in Hungary, creating
marketing problems for Hungarian milk. Second, the application of the common
external tariff of the EU has converted previous free trade into not-yet fully liberalized
trade with countries with which Hungary had a free trade agreement before accession
(e.g. Croatia). Obviously, this problem will disappear in a few years, since the EUCroatia agreement stipulates free trade according to a clear timetable. Still, in the first
period after accession it may cause some problems for certain sectors (mainly
agriculture).

2.2. Investment flows
Hungary has attracted foreign direct investments in the amount of about 40 bn Euro in
the last 15 years, both as a result of market-conform privatization, green-field
investments and, increasingly, reinvestment of profits made in Hungary. EU
membership is expected to have a mutliple impact on investment behaviour. First: in
some sectors investment needs have already been covered in the last years and
companies became fully integrated both into the domestic and international (European)
markets and the global subsidiary network of transnational firms. Second, membership
is expected to generate a second wave of international (and domestic) investments based
on the new legal and institutional framework offered by full-fledged membership and
the geographic and economic advantages of Hungary becoming a regional hub for a
number of production and service activities. Third: at the same time, EU membership
may change the comparative advantages of the country, both as a result of higher costs
(wages and appreciating currency) and of fulfilling demanding EU standards (technical
and environmental ones and those related to, consumer protection). As a result, a more
pronounced two-was flow of capital can be predicted, leading to the upgrading of
activities in Hungary, both concerning the technology content of production (and
services) and the value added produced in the country. Moreover, some Hungarian firms
have already become active in the Central and Southeastern European region and
allocated almost 6 bn Euro in projects outside the country. So-called regional
multinational firms (also present in other accession cuntries) and selected specialized
small- and medium-sized companies are likely to turn to regional markets as the EU
keeps on enlarging.
As a general rule, however, it has to be underlined that it is EU membership that will be
the main attracting factor for foreign direct investments. Predictable and future-oriented
economic strategy based on the best use of comparative advantages and on the abolition
of still existing barriers (e.g. physical infrastructure, human resources, public
administration, etc.) is the key to success. EU membership can certainly be helpful but,
according to experience made by other countries (see Austria and Sweden) has neither
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to task nor the capacity fo replace or iron out the conseauences of mistaken domestic
economic policy decisions.

2.3. Enterprises, business sector
In the last years, the enterprise sector made clear progress on the way to understand the
EU and adjust to the new conditions. This changing behaviour is particularly well
reflected in the rapidly growing number of applications for EU resources (see later).
Still, the business sector remained divided after accession. While 62 per cent of the
Hungarian companies sey they have sufficient information about the EU, 18 per cent of
the firms only working in the domestic market, still think they do not need such
information because they would not like to export their products aor survices. This,
however, is a big mistake, since firms from other member countries, old and new alike,
have now free access to the Hungarian domestic market as well and easily become
competitors of such Hungarian firms. Otherwise, Hungarian companies’ expectations
and fears are close to the average of the new member countries. 57 per cent are
optimistic concerning the impact of EU membership (59 per cent on the average of ten
countries), and 24 per cent are pessimistic. Fears are strongest in such sectors as
construction industry, real estate and business-related services.Some of the firms expect
higher unemployment and increasing flexibility of highly-skilled labour, including
looking for more rewarding job opportunities in other member countries. 12 per cent of
the firms reckon with serious financial problems.
Without neglecting the above mentioned problems, one has to stress that, on the
average, the micro-structure (and competitiveness) of the Hungarian firms seems to be
healthy, at least in Central-Eastern European comparison. The technology-content and
the unit price of exports as well as the number of Hungarian patents registered at the
European Patent Office (EPO) point to this advantage.12[6]

2.4. Adjustment to the internal market and to the EU’s competition policy rules
One of the basic fears of the Hungarian policy-makers and business leaders rightly
before accession was that several companies may be announced at the Court in
Luxembourg due to market-disturbing activities or because of receiving subsidies and
state aid not in conformity with the competition rules of the internal market. Up to now,
such fears proved to be exaggerated, which is due to the adjustment made in the last
years and months before membership, the serious monitoring process carried out by the
Commission in the months before membership and, probably, also to the (unwritten)
„grace period” applied to new members in the early stage of membership.13[7]

12[6]

In 2001, about 100 Hungarian patents were registered at EPO (10 for one million citizens, as
compared with 6 in the Czech Republic and 1 in Poland). In turn, the same figure reached 252 in case of
Finland and 142 in case of Austria! See: Világgazdaság, August 23, 2004.
13[7]
The monitoring repors have identified some problematic questions, all of them within the sphere of
agriculture.
Most of them were solved before accession (computerized land registration, submission of the rural
development plan), or have got a grace period of two additional years (the closure of non-EU-conform
slaughterhouses). It has to be stressed that several dozens of slaughterhouses were closed, and thos wtill
working but not complying with EU norms, are not allowed to export their products to EU markets.
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Evidently, there is an „implementation deficit” in most new member couantries
concerning the rules of the internal market. However, it is rapidly declining, while this
deficit is surprisingly stubborn in some „old” member countries despite the fact that the
internal market legislateion should have been put into force already by the end of 1992.
As one of the most recent Commission report indicates, the new member countries are
in some areas even better than most of the old ones. For instance, the rules taken to
liberalize the energy market are fully EU-conform in five countries, including Hungary,
Lithuania and Slovenia, but far lagging behind in France. 14[8]
According to our current level of knowledge, there are just two cases to be decided upon
by the Court in Luxembourg. One is connected with the use of the trademark „Tokaji”
wine already permitted by the Commission in the negotiations and accordingly
documented in the accession treaties (on Italian request) and another concerning a
technical issue of direct payment to farmers (on Spanish request).
One has to remain realistic by assuming that problems, either the case is justified or not,
to be dealt with in the Court will be increasing in the future. There are several hundreds
of unsettled issues from „old” member countries awaiting for the Court’s decision.
In one case, the Commission asked for further information concerning the statistical
evidence of the special “simplified corporate tax” (SCT) introduced by the current
Hungarian government in 2003 with the aim to making the life easier for small
companies (lower taxes and simplified tax declaration procedures) and to increasing
budget revenues by bringing previously tax-avoiding firms into the tax registration
framework. (The across-the-board corporate tax for companies falling into this category
is 15 per cent.) The new procedure was a success story in 2003. Nevertheless, the
Commission has not yet been convinced that this method would increase and not
decrease the budgetary income. Thus, it asked for further statistical and financial
information. The reason behind this behaviour is that, as of May 2004, it is not only the
Hungarian budget, but also the EU budget that benefits from such revenues.15[9] Any
loss to the Hungarian budget would automatically mean loss for the EU budget. If the
Commission cannot be convinced that the SCT enhances instead of lowers budgetary
revenue, the whole system could be prohibited or fundamentally modified, since the
Commission has to guarantee the non-discriminatory character of the national tax
systems.

2.5. Agriculture
It could be expected that agriculture, as a special community policy area, would be in
the limelight in the first period after accession. In fact, several issues were raised in the
first months of membership, both connected to the rules of the CAP and to the special,
mostly weather-related conditions in the Hungarian agriculture. As a short-term general
experience, the conclusion can be drawn that, as a full member of the Union, a country
has a larger bargaining power when trying to get the understanding and support of the
Commission (and partly also those of some member states), as compared to its
candidate or negotiating status.
14[8]

See: Világgazdaság, Juily 02, 2004.
In 2004, total income from STC is expected to reach Euro 260 mn, and the figures contained in next
year’s budget amount to Euro 300 mn.

15[9]
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First: Hungarian (and other new member country) farmers are fundamentally interested
in getting the first part of the advanced direct payment from the EU budget as soon as
possible. Generally, the EU started this payment as of December 1st, once the necessary
statistical information (on the area cultivated and the yield reached) is available.
However, on Polish and Hungarian pressure, this date has been advanced to midOctober, with the argument that mostly cash-pooer farmers need money in order to start
agricultural activities for the next year before the winter season. Although the
Commission’s permission does not mean EU transfers earlier, but the national
cofinancing instrument (up to 50 per cent of the support to EU-15 farmers) can start to
be applied.16[10] Prepaid support from the national budget will later be reimbursed by EU
transfers.
Second: Brussels agreed not to apply the wine regulation to Hungarian producers in the
first year of membership. Hungary, as a major wine producer, reports record wine
production in 2004. In order to prove that wine has only been made of wine (!), many
years ago the EU introduced the obligatory distillation rule. It stipulates that each wine
producer with a cultivated area of 25 hectares has to produce brandy or “rakia” out of
the remaining part of grape. Considering that the 2004 production in Hungary is
expected to be 4 to 4.5 mn hl wine, with a side-product of 72 to 80 thousand tons to be
distilled. However, the distillation capacity of Hungary can only process about 65
thousand tons. As a result, for “capacity deficit” Hungary would not be able to prove
that wine has not been falsified. This would imply that the support provided by the CAP
to wine producers could not be benefit Hungarian producers. In fact, in the accession
negotiations, Hungary was given a minimum area of 80 hectares, but, due to the current
situation, the government asked the Commission for a larger hectare size as the
minimum for obligatory distillation17[11]. After bilateral negotiations, Hungary was
granted a one-year exception that could hardly be renegotiated or prolonged in 2005.
Therefore, new investments and a restructuring of the wine producing area seem to be
urgently needed.
Third: the accession treaty did not allow the export and domestic marketing of certain
food products produced before accession, after a few months of membership. Among
other products, for canned animal products, frozen chicken and icecream, three
important production lines and export articles of Hungary, this deadline was September
1st for exports and December 31st for domestic sales (in both cases, evidently, 2004).
This measure aimed at preventing agricultural producers in the new member countries
from producing and storing large quantities of food products before accession, and sell
them in a massive export campaign immediately after joining the EU18[12]. This rule was
considered to be important in order to avoid market disturbances and maintain the
smooth functioning of the food sector in selected segments. Hungarian producers of
canned meat, poultry and icecream would have been seriously hit, and the national
economy could have lost an export of about Euro 26 mn. Bilateral negotiations resulted
16[10]

In the Hungarian case, the sum amounts to 75 per cent of the payable total sum, or Euro 225 mn,
provided that the necessary farm survey is available.
17[11]
Hungary, in the first attempt, asked for a minimum size of 1000 hectares, while the Commission
considered 100 to 140 hectares as the upper limit. Despite this large gap, a satisfactory agreement could
be reached.
18[12]
However, the basic factor, why the Commission took such a measure was due to the changing rules
of packaging (the so-called “health code” was modified, so that a new code has to be indicated on food
products).
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in softened conditions for Hungarian exporters. Thus, the deadline of selling such items
produced before May 1st, 2004, has been prolonged to the end of April 2005. To be
honest, such a positive decision could have rdly been possible without the interestenforcing capacity of various groups. On the one hand, the main processed agricultural
producer in Hungary, Unilever, lobbied in Brussels. On the other, influential support
came from German importers of Hungarian frozen poultry and other meet products,
who saw their long-established and lucrative markets threatened by the original EU
deadline.
Fourth: As in many countries of Europe (and the world), 2004 proved to produce a
record amount of wheat and other corn products19[13]. As a member of the EU, Hungary
can rightly rely on EU export subsidies (a system, of which the country used to be one
of the big victims over decades, but particularly after the dissolution of the “socialist
integration”, the CMEA). However, these subsidies cannot start to be paid before
Brussels has comprehensive statistics on the Union-wide production and potential
export figures. The available support will then be distributed among the member
countries. Till this moment, however, each country has to store its excess production.
Hungary’s problem (and that of the mistaken agricultural policy over more than a
decade) is, that the available storage capacity is too small, while EU-level export
possibilities will only be opened up later. As an intermediate solution, Hungary came up
with another proposal (not excluding the main objective as indicated above), according
to which the EU should cover or essentially contribute to the transportation costs of
exports, since Hungary, similar to few countries in Europe, does not have an own
seaport from where export delivieries would be possible20[14]. Such an EU subsidy did
not exist before (also because all agricultural exporters dispose of their seaports), and it
is questionable whether the initiative will be positively assessed. Anyhow, landlocked
countries, as Austria, the Czech Republic and Slovakia support the Hungarian plan,
mostly because they would like to get rid of additional import pressure on their own
wheat markets. At the moment, just this “import pressure” seems to be the only
argument why the Commission may decide to (co-)finance transportation costs from the
common agricultural budget.

2.6. Labour market
In the months preceeding enlargement, most EU-15 countries openly expressed fears of
massive migration from the new to the old member countries. Hungary has never
belonged to those countries with considerable migration potential (unfortunately, labour
flexibility is very modest even within the country and without any language barrier). In
addition, the accession treaty has limited the number of potential migrants (workers),
not only by the (in)famous pattern of 2+3+3 years (in the case of the two most preferred
countries, Germany and Austria), but also by restrictions in the free movement of
services, certainly a more interesting issue for Hungarian businessmen who want to set
up new ventures in the EU-15 countries. In the future, enhanced migration cannot be
19[13]

Global wheat production increased by 9.5 per cent, while other corn production (excluding rice)
grew bz 3.4 per cent in 2004. Wheat surplus (not necessary for domestic consumption) amounts to 53 mn
tons, almost exclusivelz produced in Europe (half in the EU, half in Russia and the Ukraine). As a result,
wheat supply on international markets is expected to increase dramatically, with negative impacts on
producers and exporters (both as falling prices and as non-exportable quantities).
20[14]
As the preferred seaport, Constanza in Romania has been mentioned., since this port used to carry
out the largest part of Hungarian wheat exports in the past as well.
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ruled out in selected sectors (health care, including both doctors and nurses), but there is
no reason for massive migration. In turn, in the first months of membership request
from EU citizens to work and settle in Hungary has experienced a rapid increase, mostly
in business-related activities but also in the case of individuals seeking job
opportunities.

2.7. Convergence programme
As a new member country, Hungary was obliged to present its first convergence
programme, as a proof of being committed to the key rules of the economic and
monetary union. It is well known that accession to the EU and to the EMU must have a
time gap of at least 2 years, since each member country has to prove its maturity to cope
with the EMU criteria within the ERM-2 framework at least for a period of two years.
Some new members have announced their decision to enter this framework as of
January 2005 (Estonia, Lithuania and Slovenia), with the aim of becoming members of
the Eurozone by about 2007 or 2008. Brussels does not require any fixed year for EMU
membership, however, it wants to have a credible convergence schedule containing not
only the basic statistical figures that have to be achieved at the given moment but also
the policy instruments governing and controlling this process.
Hungary’s convergence plan was presented one month after accession, and Brussels
approved the plan early June with some reservations. The document of the Ministry of
Finance outlined a road map according to which the budget deficit, no doubt the most
difficult item of the Maastricht criteria to be fulfilled, will fall below the 3 per cent level
in 2008 only. This results from the planned budget deficit of 4.6 per cent in 2004 and a
gradual reduction of it by 0.5 percentage points in each of the coming years. At the
same time, between 2004 and 2008 the state debt would go down from 59.4 per cent to
53.7 per cent (both figures within the Maastricht limits and much better than those
shown by some Eurozone countries), and year-by-year inflation from 6.5 per cent to 3
per cent. According to the Hungarian authorities, this programme would not negatively
affect growth and employment and, at the same time, would provide sufficient domestic
resources to co-finance projects to be implemented with EU budgetary resources.
Moreover, the key effort is not so much to meet the Maastricht criteria as soon as
possible and at any price, but to guarantee the sustainability of the catching-up process
of the Hungarian economy (and GDP per capita) to the EU average and the leading EU
member countries.
There have, however, been some doubts expressed by the Commission concerning the
Hungarian plans considered to be over-ambitious. Critics, increasingly at home as well,
have touched upon two issues: first, the sustainability of the budget deficit figures
already in the base-year of 2004, and, second, the implementability of the programme
without fundamental structural reforms in the budget (both on its expenditure and
revenuen side).
As of October 2004, it is already clear that the deficit figure planned for 2004 cannot be
met. Instead of the planned 4.6 per cent it is likely to surpass the 5 per cent level
(maybe, it would even reach 5.3 per cent).21[15] This would, however, mean that the
21[15]

“Creative bookkeeping”, a well-known practice of various Eurozone members, may temporarily
help, provided the Commission will be ready to accept it (it is about the contribution of the budget to the
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convergence plan to be submitted in 2005 cannot be based on the figures presented in
2004. The consequence could not be just one (or more) year(s) of delaying membership
in the Eurozone and having the common currency but reduced confidence and warnings
coming from Brussels (and Frankfurt). More importantly, the Commission’s new
“idea”, definitely “discovered” and fuelled by some member countries, that nonconverging member economies could be punished by closing the tap of the cohesion
funds, is a very serious threat. Although it would mean an evident double-standard EU
approach, since old member countries regularly violating this rule have not been
punished as of today, and although the Commission has several times committed itself
to “tolerant behaviour” vis-à-vis the new members, the likelihood of such measures
could not be fully excluded. Even if never applied, it will remain as a Damocles sward
upon the fiscal policies to be carried out by the new member countries. Just at a
politically and economically crucial period of modernization and EU adjustment, since,
at least in the larger Central European countries government coalitions in the
nationalparliaments do not have a clear majority and consensus between them and the
opposition seems to be very difficult if not impossible (partly due to the lack or very
low level of political culture as well). In addition, most of the new members have to
implement crucial reforms in several areas (public administration, taxation, health,
pension, labour market, etc.) with fundamental impacts on the structure and internal
balance of the budget. As a result, the fulfillment of the convergence plans would need
strong governments with strong public support just in periods where some unpopular
measures should be taken.
Without having any clear idea of how and at what economic and social price to get out
of this trap, it seems to be obvious that, in the next years, convergence plans will be
placed on a high priority level both in the EU’s politics towards the new members and
in the domestic policy-making process.

2.8. Utilization of EU resources
Concering the “publicity dimension”, the availability of EU resources upon accession
has got by far the highest attention and press coverage in the first months of
membership. Also the Commission took note of the importance of this area by opening
up the application period four months before actual membership. This was the result of
the pressure coming from the new member countries in order to shorten the time
necessary to have access to EU funds. In case the traditional EU procedures had been
applied, most probably no cent could have reached successful applicants in 2004. The
fact that submitted applications could start to be assessed from the very first day of
membership, raises the hope that some effective money will be flowing to the winners
within a few months after accession. Taking into account the serious challenges just in
the first years of membership, this kind of success is extremely important not only for
those directly involved in EU-financed projects but also for large-scale communication
towards the society about the benefits of membership.
To be sure, the EU will transfer only a modest part of the resources Hungary is (and
other new members are) entitled to. In 2004, 10 per cent, and in 2005 another 6 per cent
pension funds, whether, as a long-term investment, this item should be taken as part of the budget deficit
or not, since it represents 0.8 per cent of GDP). However, it does not change the necessity of introducing
structural changes in the budget.
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of the EU commitments can be expected. The lion’s share will be paid upon conclusion
of the evaluation process in the framework of the different main operative
programs.22[16]
The first experience with the activity of the eligible applicants, be it the business sector,
institutions or the civil sphere, is extremely positive. This behaviour is based not only
on the widespread publicity of the possibilities offered by membership or the more or
less clear institutional setup. Part of the “success” traces back to earlier years and
decades of micro-economic development, when small companies or even individuals
tried to get out the best of the existing (and, sometimes, non-existing) opportunities. The
degree of the “real” success will, however, be how many of the applications will be
evaluated positively and, later, to what extent they will be able to absorb the resources
quickly and effectively.23[17]
The current system of application is based on the five priorities defined in the National
Development Plan24[18] approved late-1993 by the Commission. Post-accession EU
transfers will occur according to this Plan and within the financial limits determined for
each of the programs. In some of the priority areas, the application process had to be
temporarily closed due to the exhaustion of available resources. Reopening is expected
either later this year, once it turns out that some of the applications will not be supported
for financing, or early next year, when new quotas will be opened for new applications.
The balance of the first 9 months of 2004 can be seen in Table 1.
A final remark: in the new EU financial framework starting in 2007, the amount of EU
resources Hungary will be entitled to make use of, will be three times higher than in the
current period (or just as much annually as the three-year aggregate sum is in the first
three years of membership). The preparation for efficiently absorbing this money, a
decisive factor of sustainable development and gradual catching-up, has already started,
both on the strategic level (elaboration of the ten-year Comprehensive Development
Plan) and in the institutional field (by establishing the necessary institutions on central,
regional and local levels).

3. Hungary’s role in shaping EU policies

22[16]

Thus, the Hungarian budget has to provide additional (overbridging) financing during the project
implementation as long as the EU transfers do not materialize.
23[17]
Without predicting any result, a basis for comparison could be the experience with the SAPARD
funds in Hungary. It is well-known that Hungary was the last pre-accession country that has implemented
and got authorization for its national SAPARD payment office (mainly due to domestic political problems
and personal “misunderstandigs”). At the moment, however, where the institutional conditions started to
allow the utilization of this fund, it turned out that the quota of efficient applications reached 40 per cent
(as compared to 11 percent of the average of other pre-accession countries). Moreover, the utilization rate
of the SAPARD fund reached by mid-2004 a rate of 83 per cent, the highest among all eligible countries.
It is expected that more than half of the successful projects will have to be turned down, or redirected to
the agricultural and rural development sector of the operative programme, being the available money a bit
more than Euro 200 mn, and the amount of money asked for by successful applications a bit less than
Euro 500 mn. (See: Vilaggaydasag, July 07, 2004.)
24[18]
The five operational programs are: agriculture and rural development, economic competitiveness,
human resource development, environment and physical infrastructure, regional development.
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Successful membership in the EU is by far not only a matter of satisfactory
accommodation and adjustment to the acquis communautaire and the establishment of
adequate institutions. To a large part, success depends on how a member country can fit
itself into the everyday operational framework and the decision-making process of an
(ever larger) Community.
In fact, the current accession offers a number of excellent opportunities in this context,
since, in the short term, the EU and the member countries have to take decisions on such
vital issues as the common budget starting in 2007, the process of further enlargement
(mainly the issue of Turkey) or the new rules of immigration policy. In the medium run,
the reforming of the entire integration is on the agenda, starting from the revisiting of
traditional policies (as the common agricultural policy) through new challenges
generated by relatively new community policies (mainly the economic and monetary
union), till future areas of community actions (common foreign and security policy, part
of justice and home affairs, the achievement of the objectives contained in the Lisbon
agenda, etc.).
As a new member, Hungary immediately was confronted with some of these challenges,
while others are expected to come in the near future.

3.1. The new financial framework
Hungary, as a net beneficiary of the EU structural and cohesion funds, was satisfied
with the Commission’s first proposal on the financial framework for the period between
207 and 2013, published in February (and in a somewhat changed version in the
summer of) 2004. The country’s main general aims can be summarized as follows:
(a)
the common budget has to guarantee the adequate financing of community
policies,ő
(b)
it should ensure the necessary financial instruments to the rapid catching-up of
the new member countries,
(c)
it should provide sufficient sums for financing new areas of activities (mainly
deriving from the Lisbon agenda).
The specific objectives are the following:
(a)
based on the principle of solidarity, Hungary counts with EU financial resources
amounting to 4 per cent of its GDP (as a ceiling of the respective EU rule),
(b)
as a first approach, Hungary would not like to negotiate on potential sums but
much more on the main objectives (targets) of the common budget,
(c)
there is a clear interest in shifting the proportions between structural and
cohesion fund in favour of the latter, due to the high need of large-scale
infrastructural and environmental investments and the lower level of national cofinancing (instead 25 to 50 per cent just 10 to 15 per cent of the total costs of the
given project),
(d)
for the new EU budget is expected to devote more resources to the development
of competitive and innovative capacities, Hungary, as a rapidly developing
economy with good prospects for creating an information society within the next
one or two decades, is fundamentally interested in having access to this fund.
Therefore, any prohibition of access to this fund by qualifying as a country with
a per capita GDP lower than 75 per cent of the EU average, must be lifted. In
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other words, entitlement to the regional development fund must not become a
barrier to be able to make use of resources allocated under other targets.
At the present stage of the discussion about the coming financial framework, Hungary is
not taking a clear position as far as the total amount of available money is concerned.
Although the Commission’s proposal of basing the common budget on1.14 per cent of
the gross national income (GNI) of the member countries, as an average of seven years,
seems to be more comfortable to finance the key objectives adequately without
initiating a heated struggle among (still) net beneficiaries of and net contributors to the
budget, Hungary’s expectations can be fulfilled even with a lower budget, provided that
the above mentioned considerations will be fully taken into account. As most other new
members, Hungary is not interested in taking a position in the ongoing debate that could
immediately create strong opposition or heavy clashes of interests in this vital area of
the European integration.
Linked to the financial framework, short mention has to be made on the recently aired
idea that those countries that do not comply with their convergence targets, may be
excluded from the cohesion fund. For less developed countries, as most of the new (and
future) members, this would have very negative consequences, both in their economic
development and in the social perception and attitude towards the EU. Taking the recent
example of several – big and small – member countries, any such „punishment” would
mean diouble standards and a second-class membership with serious social and political
consequences on the general development of the EU.25[19]

3.2. Immigration rules
In order to harmonize some aspects of the member countries’ immigration policy,
immediately after enlargement, the French government raised the issue to establish a
fixed amount of money a citizen originating in a third country and entering the EU
should dispose of in order to let him/her enter into the territory of the EU. In Hungary,
the necessary amount of money has been fixed at 1000 Forint at each entry, irrespective
of how many days a foreign citizen would like to spend in the country. In addition, this
rule has not been strictly applied in the past, so that foreign citizens were very rarely
been asked to provide such a proof. Now, the French proposal would set the daily
requirement between 40 and 60 Euro, or 10 to 15 times higher than the current
Hungarian legislation. Such a rule would have extremely heavy and negative
consequences on Hungary’ neighbours, both of Hungarian and non-Hungarian origin,
but also on the Hungarian (and the Polish, Slovak, Slovene) economies.26[20]
Since most member countries (including the Baltics as new members) are supporting the
French initiative, Hungary would like to soften the new rules in two ways: first, by
gaining time and introduce it as late as possible, and second, by defining a lower
compulsory amount, even it would clearly be much higher than the current sum. The
25[19]

After the most recent case of having falsified the Greek budget figures, as well as the reinterpretation
of the Stability and Growth Pacct along with German and French interests, such an attitude seems largely
unlikely or, in case of application, highly counterproductive.
26[20]
In the first five months of 2004 (January-May) more than 5 million citizens arrived in Hungary from
three neighbouring countries (1,4 million from the Ukraine, 1.0 million from Serbia and 2.8 million from
Romania). This sum accounts for about 40 per cent of the visits of European citizens to Hungary.
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first approach is based on the interpretation that, although from the very moment of
accession, Hungarian borders represent the EU’s new external borders with not less than
four countries (Ukraine, Romania, Serbia and Croatia), Hungary did not become a fullfledged member of the Schengen system. The internal border of the EU between Austria
and Hungary will remain controlled and barriers will be lifted after a few years, once the
EU (and its member countries) will be convinced that the border control at the new
external borders will be functioning in a reliable way.
The second approach should be applied after the Schengen system will fully involve
Hungary (probable by 2007). This would foresee lower amounts of money, partly based
on the fact that there is a big difference among the individual EU member countries in
this respect27[21], and partly due to the much lower living standard in the neighbouring
countries.
In the process of discussing this issue, Hungay tried to get some allies. However, sooner
or later, all of them stopped to support the Hungarian position. Two alternatives
remained open: either veto any decision, which is possible, since this question needs
unanimity, or to find an acceptable solution in line with the Hungarian interests. The
first would have been rather dangerous and with negative consequences for the future,
because it could let appear Hungary as a new member just a few months after accession
as a country hindering the European integration process. Also, veto rights have to be
kept for much more sensitive topics. Therefore, the second option was accepted, in the
two-stage approach as outlined above. The compulsory amount remains undefined at the
moment, and may be determined in different ways.28[22]

3.3. Lobbying for an EU institute
Hungary would like to become an active and future-oriented member of the EU. From
the very beginning of establishing institutional contacts with Brussels, the society’s
fundamental aim was to become member of a rapidly developing, prosperous and
competitive European integration, with substantial global power and responsibility, both
in political and economic terms. This basic objective did not change over the years of
association and negotiations. Neither the slow growth and structural problems of the EU
have modified this priority.
Similar to other „old” member countries, also Hungary would like to host at least one
EU-level and EU-financed institution. Two ideas came up: the EU’s border control
authority or a new institute dealing with the development of an EU-level strategy, with
special emphasis on the effectiveness of the cohesion policy.
In the first case, there is a keen competition between Poland and Hungary (while others,
such as Estonia, Malta or Slovenia seem to have little chance tzo get this institution).
27[21]

Some EU member countries did not define a clear reference sum (Austria, Sweden, Luxembourg,
Lithuania and Cyprus). Other national regulations fluctuate within large margins (between 20 and 70
Euro, with Latvia’s 90 Euro representing the top level)..
12 One possibility is to link this amount to a certain percent of the minimum wage.
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Hungary’s arguments are based on two facts: the largest non-EU border and
neighbourhood with four non-EU countries. Some support to the Hungarian location
could be acquired in the last weeks, particularly by Central European countries (as
Austria, Slovakia and Slovenia).However, no decision has yet been taken.
The second proposal, although it has a number of good arguments, did not form part of
Brussels original concepts. So, first it should be put on the EU’s agenda, which seems to
be rather difficult at a time where budgetary restrictions are a commonplace in most
member coutnries.

3.4. Positions in the new Commission (including Hungarians
working in EU institutions)
As a result of accession,Hungary, together with all new member countries, got a cocommissioner position in the Commission. The Hungarian ambassador to the EU, Mr.
Péter Balázs was given the directorate general of regional development, a key area of
integration policy and distribution of financial resources. His position was improved by
the fact that the previous commissioner became foreign minister in the new French
government, and Mr. Balázs was certainly better equipped with basic and specific
knowledge in this field than the newly designed (also French) commissioner.
However, Mr. Barroso, the new to-be-elected president of the Commission, put together
a new team. Certainly not without domestic political implications, Hungaryy’s current
foreign minister, Mr. László Kovács was appointed to act as the commissioner for
energy issues. To be sure, he is not an energy specialist, similar to a number of other
commissioners who are not experts in their newly designated field. Therefore, technical
shortcomings became manifest during the hearing fo the commissioners at the European
Parliament. At the same time, the diplomatic experience and the acceptance of a new
commissioner in third countries, may count more than the professional knowledge that
can be acquired within a certain time frame. Moreover, energy is a key issue for the
future of the European integration, since a substantial and increasing part of the energy
needs have to be covered from different – and partly rather delicate – sources (Russia,
Middle East, Africa). Thus, a reliable and predictable energy policy certainly needs a
high level of diplomatic skill as well.

4. Concluding remarks
After less than half a year, it would be premature to formulate any assessment on
Hungary’s (and other new member countries’) experience with membership.
Nevertheless, some conclusions can be drawn.
First: accession did not cause a shock in any of the new member countries. This was due
to the level of preparation, the EU’s cautious (benevolent) approach to the new
members in the first months, and mainly to the fact that the impacts of membership,
both the positive and the negative ones, need some time to become manifest both for
parts of the business community and, more importantly, for the wide society.
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Second: the membership status contributed to a somewhat larger manoeuvring room of
the new members than that experienced during the negotiations. This does not only
include full-fledged membership and active participation in shaping community policies
(instead of being obliged to take them without any possibility to participate in the
decision-making process). Also, in some important policy fields, better conditions could
be negotiated (e.g. selected areas of agricultural policy).
Third: the largest new members, Poland, the Czech Republic and Hungary experienced
government (prime minister) changes in the last months. This was (or will be)n
accompanied by some important changes in the governmental structure and the
functioning of institutions. One can only hope that such changes, both personal and
institutional ones, will not stop or slow down the process of further adjustment and the
creation of the basic conditions for successful membership.
Fourth: at least from the moment of concluding negotiations, but particularly in the first
months of membership, it became an imperative to develop and implement national
integration strategies. The elaboration of the comprehensive development plan, as the
backbone of access to EU funds after 2007, the convergence plans to be submitted each
year, or the fulfilment of obligations stemming from the accession documents require
such a strategy urgently. Not less importantly, the correct identification of strategic
interests and their protection or implementation in the community-level decisionmaking process are indispensable factors of successful membership.
Fifth and finally: the „last resort” of successful membership is rooted in the adequately
prepared attitude and mentality of the society. Constant dialogue is a must, particularly
in the first and critical years of membership. This activity, that seems to be neglected
after accession, has to be rapidly upgraded and become part of the comprehensive
integration strategy.

Budapest, October 13-14, 2004 and Sofia, October 18-l9, 2004
Table 1
Balance of the applications for EU resources in Hungary
(January-September 2004)

Main
indicators

Number of
applications
Opened
application
windows
(Temporarily)
closed
windows
Support

Agriculture
and rural
development

Economic
competitive
ness

Human
resource
developmen
t
1.139

Environment
and
physical
infrastructure
50

Regional
developmen
t

1.493

7.740

8

23

18

6

8

1

12

17

6*

0.144

15.000

Regional
suspension*
*
45.600

67

33.698

15.970

1.020

already
provided (HUF
bn)
Still open
windows for
application

7

11

1

6*

8

* All of the six windows of the environment-related programs were closed and
later gradually reopened. Physical infrastructure-related projects will be
included into the central programs (financed by the cohesion funds).
** According to each region, those windows were closed where the demand for
money as indicated in the applications, surpassed the available amount in the given
area (window) or in the given region. Note: currently, Hungary has seven NUT-2
regions.
Source: Vilaggazdasag, October 08, 2004.
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PANEL: REFORM IN PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION
_______________________________

Evaluating Governance in Central and Eastern Europe: The Utility
and Limits of Performance Indicators
Dr. Martin Brusis
Senior Researcher
Bertelsmann Group for Policy Research
Center for Applied Policy Research
Ludwig-Maximilians-University, Munich

Slides – Martin Brusis
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_______________________________

Key Themes in Public Administration Reform:
Some Reflections from Ireland
Dr. Richard Boyle
Senior Research Officer
Institute of Public Administration, Dublin

Slides – Richard Boyle
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ROUNDTABLE DISCUSSION
_______________________________

The role of the World Bank in the EU Enlargement
Process and its interaction with the EU candidate countries and the
European Commission
Franz Kaps
Senior Partnership Advisor
World Bank, Europe and Central Asia Region;
Special Representative
World Bank Group for South East Europe Office for South East Europe
European Commission / World Bank, Brussels

Slides – Franz Kaps
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PANEL: THE FUTURE OF EUROPE
______________________________

The future of the European Union – flexibility?

Lothar Jaschke
Minister Councellor of the Austrian Embassy, Sofia
Europa was an innocent princess seduced by the father of gods. She rode in the sunset
from East to West, from Phonicia to Crete where she bore Minos, the king of Crete and
a new civilisation that would spread further and further. Her ride captures the
restlessness of those who followed in her footsteps. Like Immanuel Kant or Robert
Schuman.
Immanuel Kant thought that it was within human ratio to understand that there are no
absolute answers to questions of metaphysical nature. Such as is the finality of the
European Union. It is not so much the destination but the way, not where we go to, but
what we do along the “long and winding road”.
Robert Schuman and Jean Monnet thought that “Europe does not exist but has to be
created” as a polity and it has to be created by concrete realisations, by deeds such as
the pooling of sovereignty of steel and coal productions. They thought that this would
be the “first step towards a European federation” (“une Europe solidement unie et
fortement charpentée”).
All along this path all through its short but turbulent history the Community alias Union
has reconciled two different models of integration – a federation of states with
supranational decision-making and an association of states with intergovernmental
cooperation. Sometimes one aspect dominates, sometimes the other. It depends on the
matter, on the decision maker, on the political climate and conjuncture.
The Treaties do not set up a certain model, but structure the Union and the Communities
to respond to the realities they govern. A consensus about the future shape of the Union
has not developed in spite of major advancements towards the federal path (Siedentop;
Delpérée).
I view the existing European Union as a federation of states with all the attributes of a
federal state such as a bicameral legislative structure (Council/EP), an executive body
(EC), judicial review over federal laws (ECJ), directly applicable federal law
(supranational legislation), distribution of powers and competencies between the federal
level (common EU-institutions) and the level of the federated entities (states), the
principles of subsidiary, financial solidarity (structural and cohesion funds), federal
surveillance and coercion (Art. 211 and 228 TEC), primacy of federal law/Community
law (Costa/ENEL case) and federal loyalty (Art. 10 TEC).
If we are to look at the future of the European Union we are helpless but we can try to
understand some of the basic underlying forces of European integration:
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-

a consensus that 1+1 = 3, that the European interests is much more than
the sum of the interests of individual member states and that this interest
is even prevailing as is expressed by the doctrine of supremacy of EU-law;

-

the conviction that “an organised and vital Europe can make a contribution
to civilisation indispensable to the maintenance of peace” (preamble of
ECSC) – the Copenhagen criteria has de facto added stability of institutions
and democracy and the goal to raise living standards for as much people
as possible, including the socially excluded (the Council has adopted a
poverty strategy);

-

a constant interaction between the level of member states and the level of
EU-institutions as well as within these two layers. If member states
cooperate with each other as is often the case (“capital diplomacy”) within
the framework of the EU-structures it is more appropriate to use the term:
transgovernmental integration. Member states are free to cooperate within
each other by agreements and other arrangements – see f.e. the bilateral,
trilateral etc. summits between member states leaders - even without using
EU-structures as long as it does not contradict their EU commitments which
prevail in any case. Major initiatives have lately come from member states –
which are then brought into EU-structures - and less from the institutions
such as Schengen, the Defence Policy or judicial/police cooperation. The
empowering of the European Council testifies to this development.
(“Everything is political”). Karl Popper, an Austrian philosopher would have
remarked that the whole life was problem-solving at the most appropriate
level.

-

a consensus that all member states should participate in the course of
European integration by developing commonly the acquis communautaire.

These forces are shifting constantly within power fields marked by the relations of
member states to institutions and Council to Commission to Parliament due to the
-

-

29

Power struggle concerning the representation of member states within the
institutions – notably the Council (decision making and vote weighting29),
the Commission and the European Parliament (composition, mandate).
These questions can not be traded off by member states interests in Council
negotiations like milk and fish quotas or structural fund rules and constituted
the major battlegrounds in the last intergovernmental conferences;
Shift of values as each generation has to ask and to answer its own questions.
What is the driving force of European integration; why do we need the
Union, what can the Union do for us and what can we do for the Union;
According to Nice a 255 out of 345 votes, the majority of member states and, if
desired, 62% of the EU population are necessary in order to carry a qualified
majority. According to the draft constitution for the Union 65% of the
population and 55% of the states are necessary to carry a decision by qualified
majority.
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-

-

-

Widening of the EU competencies within the European integration to such
an extent that 80% of socio-economic life is affected by EU-laws. It is only
understandable within the complicated machinery of EU decision making
that these laws are co-decided by politicians who form a part of the domestic
executive and spend only a limited amount of time on European issues;
Change of paradigm towards a Union of states and peoples – and regions.
This change has started in the seventies when the Community reflected on
ways to “bring the citizen closer to the European project” and is reflected in
the draft constitution for Europe. The enhanced powers of the European
parliament, the Union citizenship and the common symbols of the Unions
are the most powerful expression of this change. I consider this the most
fundamental and most positive drive towards the sustainability of European
integration as it could eventually lead to the forming of a positive European
identity.
On a more practicable level an instrument has emerged in Amsterdam in
1997 which could be of great use to the further advancement of European
integration in an EU-27 and perhaps a EU-40. This instrument is called
flexibility – enhanced cooperation which has been further developed by due
to the Nice and the draft constitution and is now valid in all three pillars. A
group of eight countries (nice) or a third of member states (constitution) can
initiate proceedings leading to an avant-garde group which furthers
integration in a given area on the basis of existing acquis provided that their
cooperation is only used as a last resort and remains open to others and who
are willing and able to meet the conditions necessary to participate. The draft
constitutions even includes procedures which automatically lead to enhanced
cooperation if member states fail to agree on certain draft proposals. Some
argue that flexibility might divide the Union and lower the compromisebuilding capacity of its institutions. I think that the risk of a stalemate due to
the need to find common agreements by unanimity or even by qualified
majority – considering that the threshold is still important – is even higher.

While forces are shifting the players of the Union, member states and institutions, have
to deal with
A constant accession process, from a EU-15 to a EU-25 to a EU-27 to a EU27+Balkan countries and Turkey, to a EU plus Ukraine etc.
Development of new policy areas (EDSP, JAI) and the
Legitimacy gap due to low level of knowledge of the unexplainable EUmachinery. This is maybe more worrying than less EP-election turnout
which can be explained by the abuse of national political parties
misinterpreting EP-elections as national test elections.
The management of a constitutional process including the charter of
fundamental rights. The draft constitutions is to be signed by Member states
on 29 October 2004 in Rom and will then be ratified by all member states
according to their rules. If the constitution has not entered into force by late
2006 and more then 4/5 of member states have ratified it the European
Council will reflect on further steps. Nobody knows what this means. The
question of the constitution is important but it is not decisive for
sustainability of the European project.
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What really matters is a European identity which no Treaty and no Constitution can
impose. It most come from the heart and the soul of the European citizen who does
not exist yet. Common television programmes on Europe, common European discussion
for a, common media and common taxes, all these are needed (Habermas) to create a
public European space and European awareness as a precondition for a European
identity.
Europe’s future lies in its past (Weiler, 1999): the EU’s future lies in its ability to
reinvest a public philosophy and a vital political imagination rather in ideologies or
Treaties: a more democratic Union based on a constitution and a European identity.
It should not be elder statesmen and unaccountable European officers – I can say this as
I am one of them – who decide the future shape and face of European integration but it
should be us. I love to cite John Kennedy when he said do not ask what the state can do
for you ask what you can do for the state. When it is true that Europe does not exist
but as to be created constantly then we should realize that we can construct the
Union the way we want it and the way it is useful for us. If we contribute to the
construction of Europe we contribute to our development as Europe is every one of us.
This is the bottom line of European integration for me.
The future of the Union is within the citizens, accepting further European integration as
a legitimate and effective process and viewing the Union as we rather than us. WE
ARE EUROPE. Otherwise there will be no future EU worth its name. European
integration can always unfold. It cannot be taken for granted as “Europe does not exist,
but has to be created”.
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______________________________

Soft Sectors and Preparedness for a New Europe: the Role of Higher
Education as a Hinge Between the Civil Institutions
Prof. Dr. Michael Daxner
Institute for the Danube Region and Central Europe, Vienna
1. Introduction
The recent enlargement of the European Union has shown two noticeable side-effects.
While it is unchallenged common opinion that there will be not future outside the supranational organisation of all Europe, there are both doubts in the way to further accession
and integration, and a tendency of re-nationalising all effects which do not fit into the
expectation raised before the accession process was getting real.
In almost all eastern and central European countries, nationalist parties have won in
recent election; the debate over the constitution has shown that even a basic idea about
the construction of a new Europe is far from univocal; populist voices tend to weaken
every attempt to centralise core issues of the Union and to resist any real or imaginary
loss of national identities, whatever these may be in reality; the deep rift between
supporters of and adversaries to the American policy against Iraq has widened the gap
between neighbours and friends.
We all know that there are many reasons for such phenomena, some of them were to be
expected, others are rather irrational, and yet another group needs deeper investigation
in order to become explained. There are sufficiently many analyses to support a critical
view on what is actually happening, but I dare to give one preview of the most likely
development during the coming period:
a) The constitution will be adopted, only very few countries eventually dare to
question their membership by resisting to its substantial contribution to build the
new Europe.
b) Turkey will get membership within the next five to ten years.
c) The EU will strengthen its own ability to protect itself and will less rely on the
power of the United States. It will develop its own policy towards China and
Russia.
d) Europe will become more mobile, female and less affluent in average; but it will
gain importance as a global economic player.
e) The new Europe will be totally different from what we have known until the
recent accession of the ten new members and the upcoming membership of a few
more countries.
I will only concentrate on the last item, and be very specific on the consequences of this
thesis.
2. The new Europe
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Critics have been very accurate when they describe the biggest deficit in the making of
the new and larger Union the lack of European Solidarity30. If the quality of ‘being
European’ is relatively unclear to most of the people and their leaders, how could there
be a common basis of values and rules? I am not sure, whether the frequently cited ‘lack
of a European Identity’ is really that big a threat to he making of the new Europe,
because the identity-discourse is mainly an artefact31 and not a reality we can handle
rationally. We should be worried by another observation: The focus of accession is too
much dependent on economic and political adjustment and has not been sufficiently
directed to the Soft Sectors.
By this I mean hat the basic structures of civil societies are overpowered by the Hard
Sectors of economic and security policies, by transport and energy questions and by
giving the market forces a bigger decisive share than the needs of the people and their
life worlds, including the quest for democracy and republican spirit.
What are the Soft Sectors?
Each civil society is based on institutions, which make the life of individuals and
groups easier and which are needed to uphold a certain standard of well-being
and the potential to development and future. The most relevant stabilising
factors in such a system are those placed at the interface between the ‘system’
(the state, he laws, the foreign relations, the economic infra-structure etc.) and
the ‘life-world’ of the people. For systematic reasons, I have chosen the term
Soft Sectors in a study on South East Europe as to describe the fields, where a
change of strategy shall accompany the accession policies, like SAP by the EU,
or World Bank approaches to a region. In this systematic approach, the Soft
Sectors32 are Education, Science, Culture, Public Health, Social Protection,
Environment, and, with certain ramifications, Media and Justice. The ‘opposite’
side is represented by Infra-structure, Economy, Energy, Transport, Security. I
have tried to explain, why Education as a whole, and especially Higher
Education and Research, play a special role within the Soft Sectors.
My basic assumption is that without a strengthening of the Soft Sectors no accession
process can succeed.
3. Principles of accession
The new members and those to become members are not being ‘invited’ by the old
members, at least they are not invited to become part of Europe. They are part of Europe
and ever have been. However, this fact shall be acquired anew by an active role of
contributing and actively defining the new Europe, and not just grudgingly accept what
has been achieved by the old members so far. This is not at all a belittling or downsizing
of what has been accomplished since the Treaty of Rome in 1956. But it is a clear
dialectical figure which simply says that the complete Europe will follow different rules
30
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than each of its parts has been following in the past. (The best example is Germany:
with the integration of the GDR not only the ex-socialist state has disappeared, but also
the beloved old FRG. The new Germany is not a simple addition of two societies, but
must learn, sometimes very painfully, that it has to become entirely different in order to
become what it wants to be).
What does that mean to Bulgaria? And the home-countries of other participants in tis
summer school?
I am not going to teach you about your own country. But allow me to take a look from
outside to it. We can see a few features, which the country shares with some of its
neighbours, while others are specific to Bulgaria. I will try to draw a list of problems,
which I would tackle before they will be taken over by Brussel’s rule entirely (which
will be the case anyway after successful accession):
•
•
•
•
•

Demography, Brain Drain
Rural dilapidation
Corruption
Reshaping of Soft Sector institutions
Post-communist heritage

These are only five fields, which are decisive among so many other problems. I do not
think that with regard to the hard sector reforms, Bulgaria will have too many options to
go into totally new directions. But with regard to the Soft Sectors, there are chances to
be very specific.
A very brief account to the five areas of concern:
a) Brain Drain is a problem which cannot be healed pragmatically, or by a simple
adoption of mobility programs, return strategies or idealistic reversion f the low
birth-rate. Many young Bulgarians are very well educated and trained, they are
in many cases explicit gains for their host-countries. Bulgaria shall adopt a
strategy, where those who do not want to return will be elements of
compensation and secondary gain for the country33.
b) The countryside is being deserted. Wide parts of he landscape have been
stripped of schools, health centres, reading rooms and young people. In contrast,
Sofia is a thriving capital, and sometimes represents the whole country, as is the
case in other countries. The question is not how to get the people who left the
countryside back to heir villages; but is how to attract other people, perhaps even
immigrants, to the countryside and how to modernise it adequately. The EU will
face such problems in many countries, but in different periods of time and
intervals. (Germany e.g., will lose much of its yound and/or rural population in
certain areas in twenty years). Bulgaria could be the pilot case, and make an
accession policy from this reality.
c) Corruption is a fact, worldwide and not only in the Balkans, and certainly we
must speak of diverse corruptions, because there is no single pattern. However,
33
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countries with a strong tradition in the role of law, with a solid spirit of
ownership with its citizens, with a functioning and incorruptible police and with
social equality, do not suffer from corruption as badly as poor newcomers to
these qualities.
d) In the past, Bulgaria has had all soft sector institutions like many other countries.
How is their status today. Can there be remedies through reforms, or do you
need fundamental changes? Its health system, social security and education
systems and many more institutions need renovation. But in what sense? One of
the best ways to prepare the country for an entry into the EU is the participation
and inclusion of the people. Don’t let modernisation be a domain of external
experts only!
e) The post-communist legacy is difficult to deal with. Two strategies have proven
fatal: the one is changing the vocabulary and retaining the grammar (according
to Dubravka Ugresic: The Culture of Lies), and the other is re-establishing
segments of a glorious past in order to hide that the coping with the future is not
really adequate.
This may look like a trivial catalogue. Doesn’t the SAP and other programs by the EU,
the World Bank and numerous European organisations provide sufficient support
through their programs as to deal with these issues in an effective way? Yes and no.
Of course, the efforts by the Commission and numerous affiliated programs have
created a climate of participation and progress. My generalising comment is that the
Hard Sector programs are not based on sufficient ground in the layers, where the people
live and are affected. There is the term ‘model-Platonism’, which I want to apply. E.g.,
economic theory will have it that there are too many public service employees – rightly
so. But when you fire all these, what are you doing to do with people for whom here is
no thriving labour market at all? Or you bet on return programs and do not consider the
scarce job opportunities in exactly the areas from which people have escaped. In the
field of education and brain rain it is evident that the demographic and brain drain
orientated elements of policy are not well coordinated with the mobility programs and
the inclusion of the higher education system into the European Area of Higher
Education.
4. The University
I will now focus on Higher Education, because I think that science and academic culture
are the ground from which a life-world orientated approach can ease the accession of a
whole country. Bulgaria has a rich tradition of learning in many ways it was closer to
the European enlightenment han many other countries in the Balkans. However, it had
suffered under various distortions from dictatorial and communist rules, and the period
of time after 1989 was not sufficient to redirect an entire system towards the future. The
country has lost 10% of its people in fifteen years, and many of them were in the
promising age group of students and young professionals, when they left.
It is my conviction hat the universities have the clue to change things. For that it will be
necessary to take a few preliminary considerations before a mainstream reform is
possibly leading into the wrong direction. It is not wise to start with a lot of privatised
institutions, it does not make sense to concentrate on business administration and
information technology and it is not appropriate to undercut the Bologna process by
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internal tactical retreat into the tradition of the university system. To be clear, I am not
against any of the three measures, but they will develop simply by the drive from the
market and need no additional, if costly support. The system is not yet ready to
seriously step into the competitiveness demanded by neo-liberal economy. Not even
model systems like Germany have developed much competition.
Consequently, my approach to higher education is somehow different from the market
orientation.
Universities are in high esteem in he Balkans, and especially in Bulgaria. There are
many cultural reasons for this, but also one very clear explanation from sociology: a
degree from a university is the entrance ticket for any career. The social capital is more
important than the monetary and cultural capitals. One can use this fact, which has its
effects also in reputation and attitudes towards higher education, as an incubator for new
policies.
Let us imagine one system of higher education, which consists only of ‘universities’, i.e.
we go ideally to a point where there has been no diversification so far.
Then it would be too easy to reduce the function of universities just to teaching, i.e. to
train a future generation in professional skills and qualify them for the future markets,
and to conducting research within the limitations given by the scarce resources of the
countries and some subsidies from the outside. The big chance of he university will be
to diversify in the course of tackling quite a few other issues, such as
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Teacher Training
Lifelong Learning
Upgrading existing professions
Serving all Soft Sectors with new expertise and experts
Substituting the operation of public services or even getting in charge of
them
Providing an informed public which will be likely to support he eminent
changes in society and culture
And, most important, providing a new democratic and educated elite n
order to prepare for an accelerated change of elite(s)

The European dimension to all this is self-explanatory. But looking into the society
makes us aware that many changes and reforms have to occur. Changes are directed
towards fundamentally new structures and contents, reforms are being built on the
existing structures. The political art will be to distinguish between the two, and to act
accordingly.
Teacher Training will need a thorough grip on the school system which is facing major
transformation. The problems of the country side, which becomes empty and
marginalized, and the urbanisation, which tends to get out of control, make it clear that a
new type of teachers, broadly educated, will be needed. These teachers will not only be
agents of change. They should be prepared for a curriculum that will face opposition
and uneasiness. They will have to fight against ‘Balkanism’ (see Maria Todorova’s
great contributions, foremost Imagining Balkans) and against the old grammar, while
not simply falling into the traps of a new vocabulary. The east-west-divide shall be
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broken up in their new profession. Their participation n the maing of a new curriculum
will need coordination by universities, where also appropriate didactic s shall meet the
demands from a new generations. Questions of authority and legitimacy will be
incorporate in this new generation of teachers.
Lifelong Learning is perhaps the most promising way to eep people in the country and
where they are. This means that the universities have to go where the people are, and
not only by distance education. There shall be face to face higher education for all age
groups, also to serve the cultural needs, which were not well served in the past. Many
young scholars who have no chance to stay in he centres of science because of a
shortage of means can be very effectively used in this context. European brain exchange
should also focus on the import of academic teachers who shall work in lifelong
education facilities and programs.
Upgrading existing professions should not be left to a competitive market only. There
are many professionals who have enjoyed a solid training, but whose actual skills are
either outdated or no longer applicable, because the professions have changed. The role
of he university is also to make these people familiar with the recent developments,
certainly in research and application, and to act as a placement operator and hinge into
new professions.
One of the most important functions is not entirely new: each government and
administration is n dear need of expert counselling. But the new roles of consultancy
and expert impact have changed. There will be a tough confrontation between
international consultants and local experts, as there will be competition between those
experts who have never left he country for a long period of time and those, who return
after voluntary and/or forced intellectual migration. This confrontation must take place
in the university and it should be carefully accompanied by administration. (Do not
misunderstand this aspect: I am not advocating a re-nationalisation of expertise and
isolation against foreign counsel. My point is that only a strog local expertise can
integrate external counselling instead of dominant or even neo-colonialist, attitudes,
which make people hostile and even adversaries. This is an aspect which is also relevant
for me previous criticism of the ‘invitational accession’).
In many cases, universities have the best and most accurate knowledge of new contents
and styles of public government and administration It may be that an institute of a
university can run an office much better than the previous administration (of course,
there are also cases, where this will never occur). Especially in education, n the health
system and in social work, his may be investigated and would allow the universities to
extend their range of impact. Most important in this context is the ability of Universities
to supply all Soft Sectors with experts and professionals. Which means that ihere
ducation can become an agent of change and reform n these sectors and, at the same
time, a resource of needed information and knowledge.
To create an informed public is among the noblest aims of any higher education reform.
This is not just a function of lifelong learning. The community college approach is one
way to attain this goal, the publicising and mediating role is another. Science and
intellectual work will change this society, as they have changed it in the past. I also refer
to Ms. Kaps’s account to free and critical media. But this time, the people should get an
even better understanding of the nature of these changes. And since much will occur to
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the life-world of people rather than their perception of the system, this approach aims at
a careful politicisation. Only an informed people can consider universities and public
services as ’theirs’. But there will be no commitment without a sense of ownership and
a republican spirit on behalf of what really shall be ‘public’. In my mind this iswhat so
called European Studies really can achieve.
And finally, the purpose and end of higher education cannot be limited by economic
considerations. What a civil society under transition needs is a new and permanently
self-renewing democratic elite. Which means that the whole system of higher education
shall operate beyond a mere training facility: universities must come back to education
In a way they shall be able to consider themselves as the ‘other’ to government and
system. I think hat the lessons from the Magna Charta Universitatum (Bologna 1988)
can be translated into the contemporary reality of Bulgaria, and by this act of
translation, a new academic elite may emerge as well.
I have neither forgotten research nor culture in my concept. Both will have cross-sector
functions to each and every item of the list of priorities. I shall come to them later again.
In the end, the system will have to appear as a diversified one, but no longer along he
vertical hierarchy of the past.
You will ask, whether this is really a central field of preparation for accession to the EU.
I think it is. And it has the advantage that it can be started right now, and has been
started in effect, while other programs need much longer to be prepared, negotiated and
adopted.

4. Outlook to changes and reforms
There are five areas of reform in higher education which I recommend for prioritisation:
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

Bologna, Lisbon
Magna Charta
Student rights and duties, fees
Internationalisation, Universalisation, Globalisation
The European Dimension

I do not want to elaborate on each of the areas of reform. But I shall bring forth some
considerations on how these five areas could be used to prepare for successful
accession.
Each area could be connected with one or more of the following dimensions:
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

gender mainstreaming
brain circulation
lay and expert cultures
the culture of deconstructing identities
The European Dimension

As you are aware of, the European Dimension is in both lists. I shall start with it, in
order to explain its trickiness.
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Just look ate the last months of accession for the 10 new members. Remember the
quarrel between Poland and the big western members, remember he recent fight over
low taxes on industrial enterprises, remember the problem of deciding with whom to
side in international conflicts and out of area decisions. There is one clearly European
Dimension in the first list,
Which gives an idea of what will be asked from Bulgaria when actually entering he EU.
Standards have to be met, laws must be changed, pieces of sovereignty will be
transferred to the European administration and courts. When you only read the
newspapers of this week, then it is clear what is meant by European standards: the law
on religious organisations, crime and the rule of law, taxes and privatisation. But each
of these standards does have another European dimension, the Bulgarian-European.
This second dimension does explain to its constituencies why a pattern or a tradition
shall be changed for the Europe-Europe, why it cannot remain as it was. This second
dimension can be called the interference demarcation line. On the one side, we find in
each country a national, regional, local set of identities and structures, which are either
beneath EU attention or beyond the grip from the Brussels powers. The other side is
one, deliberately joined by the people of Bulgaria or any other accessory, where
sovereignty is relative to the superior rules and laws. I think that people often do not
understand the importance of this line. And a part of he accession process will be to
make them understand this line, because in many cases they are not affected directly by
its effects, - however, as in the case of he law on religion, the level of symbolic policy is
very high, and as in the case of crime and protection, the public debate is heated and
often prey to very populist simplifications. Accession as matter of public education, of
levelling the distance between experts and laypersons, is one of the main focuses which
I recommend.
Just very brief: why gender mainstreaming? All societies, which thought they could
either ignore the trends of women emancipation and gender mainstreaming or just wait
until superior regulations will take the burden from them, failed. Problems of sex and
gender reach into all parts of polity and society, and are linked with the other areas of
reforms: if well trained young women continue to leave the country, this will have fatal
consequences for Bulgaria and its ability to cope with the demographic and
technological challenges from the future, let alone a solid base of generation policy and
social protection. If women are not allowed to find their appropriate way of designing
their lives, the social coherence and the lives of men will also suffer. This leads us to
brain circulation. Bulgaria had a severe drain during the last ten years. Traditionally,
this is a country with a very rich history in education and skills. This history is at risk to
lose rapidly any ground. All kinds of problems are linked to the migration of young
good brains: the rural areas are likely to become empty, he urban agglomerations do not
find rational limits of growth, migration does no longer guarantee enough remittances as
to compensate for the lost investments. The EU will become much more sensitive if
Bulgaria itself brings plans and programs how to change the European mobility
approaches according to its specific problems.
The lay-culture problem is linked to the European Dimension twin-track. The laysociety in Bulgaria, as elsewhere, is interested in specific aspects of the European
accession, but seldom in he entire process. The experts, mainly members of the political
class, know why and how, but they are not always very god in translating. The turnout
and results in the last elections of the European Parliament were a strong signal that the
people have not got enough stuff translated from the European level to their life-worlds
and to their political scope. Unfair and often wrong accusations have prepared the turf

85

for anti-Europeans, who sit now in the Parliament and undermine all efforts to unify he
continent. I give you some examples, where the demagogy has been extreme: cultural
identity is at stake … nonsense, the protection of heritage was never stronger than under
the EU-rules. However, not everything that has been declared nationally as a cultural
landmark, can be shielded from other countries’ differing perceptions. The farmers feel
that the accession will be tot heir disadvantage…the major part of members
contributions has been spent on armers subsidies, but it must be clear to all members,
also the new ones, that quality will topple quantity, and increasingly so. The low taxes
for industrial investments are being challenged by the countries, which pay most into
the regional development funds. So what? Of course, the EU has no wild west market
rules, but needs market regulations. Et cetera. The worst blow against unification is the
accusation that the EU is too bureaucratic From everything I know the Brussels
machinery is not really easy not really slim, and not really optimally effective. But
compared to the tiny national bureaucracies, it does work very well and – taken all
elements into consideration – it is not that badly bureaucratic that adversaries should
build an anti-European front. I am not here to play an advocate in a country, which has
already decided its strong will to accession. So, at this point I must be critical as well.
You will remember the sanctions against Austria, when the people voted a right-wing
government into office, of which a far right populist party is one partner. The action was
counterproductive, many similar governments gained support from opposing this kind
of intervention and real harc-core right wingers in many countries celebrate the
disastrous effects from the precocious action. But the sanctions had one positive effect
as well: all members know that the old principle of non-interference into domestic
affairs has been overcome. Europe is getting more domestic policy and less foreign
policies. The examples raised earlier are good for an in-depth discussion of this point.
Fr the sake of this discussion I am closing now with two incentives for outspoken
reactions:
a) Do you personally feel that in Bulgaria not only the vocabulary has changed, but
also the grammar; both on the systems level and in the life-world of the people?
b) Do you believe that the process of exchanging elite during the process of
membership accession is making god progress and will it be strong and
sustainable enough as to guarantee a strong position within the new Europe?
This question is being asked because I think that Bulgaria is already a part of
Europe and should not feel invited, but asked to participate in the building of he
new continent. And this needs a democratic and expert elite, doesn’t it?
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Democratization and Media Policy in SEE
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“A nation that expects to be ignorant and free expects what never was and never will
be”. Thomas Jefferson wrote this in 1816 – and almost 200 years later this message
rings truer than ever.
I suppose we all accept the notion, that freedom of expression and to freely and
objectively disseminate information are important building blocks of democracy. A well
informed citizenship is one of the principal elements of a functioning democratic
society. Citizens should have the means to form their opinions independently without
undue influence of the State or any other powerful group.
On that basis one can state, that for the countries of SEE whose desire it is to join the
EU, a democratic society eventually, supported freedom of expression and ready access
to all types of information plays a crucial role in these aspirations. As you well know,
freedom of expression is one of the most important aspects of the political conditions of
the so called Copenhagen criteria, which state: The aspiring country should be a
functioning democracy, respect human rights and the freedom of expression.
A free and independent media is therefore one of the pillars of the democratic system of
the EU. Similarly, the right to disseminate and to receive information is a basic civil
right and as such is anchored in the constitutions of all democratic countries. In this
context, a free and independent press has to fulfill two important functions:
 It should enable pluralism and further the struggle for best political strategies
to the best of the country
 By having a close eye on the political process, it should accurately report on
actions and decisions of those in power including on their mistakes and
questionable behavior.
Whereever the media cannot perform these functions freely, pluralism and the rule of
law are unlikely to develop and democracy itself might be endangered. Therefore it is
not enough to create the necessary constitutional and legal framework as a precondition
for the development of a modern society: the framework has to be implemented, courts
have to defend it, and society as the whole has to understand and accept both the rights
and obligations which come with this freedom. Journalists therefore carry a major
responsibility to inform citizens and officials about local, national and world events as
well as to provide a measure of public accountability for all institutions and their
members. They should act as a bridge between politics and the public at large, as a
bridge between those who govern and those who are governed.
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As I am a journalist myself, who has worked for years in the US, Western Africa and
for the last four years in Central and SEE, let me elaborate on how I see the
responsibility of journalists and what is required from them.
As the media should function as a bridge between the public and the government or the
State – it should inform and explain –, its reporting needs to be accurate, fair and
insightful. There should also be a clear division between information and commentary.
Unfortunately, a clear distinction between news and commentary is becoming more and
more blurred. It used to be the credo of the anglosaxon press – we Germans learned this
from the Americans and British after the Second World War. But even in the US, news
reporting and commentary are being increasingly mixed. Already a few years ago, The
Wallstreet Journal wrote: “As the American public is overfed with news, the news
papers need to offer more and different things – perspective and interpretation of
events”. Unfortunately, what really happened cannot be judged as “value added”. It is
little more than a proliferation of unnecessary adjectives and flowery phrases mixed
with a lot of subtle and not so subtle commentary to the detriment of the reader coming
to his/her own conclusions.
Fair, accurate and insightful reporting requires also that journalists need to understand
and know a lot about the subject matters they write about. This requires that they must
be well educated and prepared to continuously update themselves on the topics they
report on. They are only credible and will serve the readers well, when they understand
the issue and know exactly how to present the case to the reader in an understandable
fashion.
In this sense, a good journalist is one of the best expamples of the notion of life long
learning, which is much talked about these days. News Paper Publishers should
therefore make sure that journalists are offered continuous training courses. This is
even more important today, because globalization imposes on journalists the ever
increasing burden of making sense of interlocking or interdependent histories,
economies, laws, cultures and conflicts in a news cycle now spinning at Internet speed.
The “Information Revolution” – and journalists are front and center of the revolutionmakes ist easier for journalists to obtain information, but not correspondingly easier for
them to separate the chaff from the wheat, subjectivity from objectivity, opinion from
fact, private interests from public interests, manipulation from influence and corruption
from spin. The complexities of modern societies, global development and the
Information Revolution place unprecedeted demands on the profession of journalism,
for which they have to be well prepared. Thus, to learn on the job is no langer an option
for today’s journalists. The old journalistic paradigm used to suggest that “any good
reporter can do a good job of covering any subject, regardless of how complicated it is”.
The new paradigm must be: Journalists need to fully know and understand what they are
writing about”
By making the choice between “serious” and “populist” newspapers, readers should
insist on that, because – after all - it is the press they rely on to sort out the mass of
information which is flooding them. In 1984 George Orwell described a world in which
information was scarce, knowledge was denied and propaganda was substitute for both.
Today we are drowning in information, but in depth knowledge is denied by inundating
people with megabytes, gigabytes and even terabytes!
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In the seventies, when I started as a young reporter in the US, many among the
economic writers had started as police reporters. Nothing to be said against police
reporters and their intelligence and ability to learn the basic facts of economics. But
with economic reporting becoming increasingly global, it became increasingly apparent
that a good economic reporter had to have good economic training in order to succeed.
Looking at the countries of SEE, where political and economic transition is not yet
complete, where bloody wars have only recently been fought, people are still struggling
to overcome ethnic hatred and politicians are time and again tempted to use ethnic
passions for cheap populist gains, it is even more important for journalists to use the
power of their pen in an objective, constructive way weeding out false information and
prejudices by presenting the facts through truthful reporting.
In this respect it is worthwile mentioning the report of a French media expert, who at
the request of The Hague Tribunal looked at the conditions which led to the civil war in
the former Yugoslavia. He comes to the conclusion that without the propanda of the
official TV Stations there might not have been a war. Some commentators tend to
believe that inflammatory press reports were at the roots of the March incidents in
Kosovo as well. True or not, the fragility of the situation makes it even more imparative
that the press fulfills its role as an objective and truthful reporter of facts and presenter
of the full picture.
In preperation for this event I came across the papers and proceedings of a Central
European Media conference, where journalists from the region talked about their role in
overcoming cultural divides, information gaps, misunderstandings and prejudices. Mind
you, not so long ago these countries which are now members of the EU had their
internal and cross country conflicts as well, neighbors were often enemies and
knowlegde about one another was highly distorted. Let me quote some of the
participants:
“The media can play the role of a teacher or peacemaker, firstly, by responsible
reporting with special resistance against purpose-built stories that touch nationalist
strings. Secondly, the media can serve a s mediator, as people trust the media more than
the politicians.”
(That might be still true in Central Europe, but that can change quite soon. These days
in the US journalists rank at the bottom in popular appreciation, more or less at par with
politicians)
“First of all, it will not be possible to build mutual understanding between nations based
on a false picture of one’s own nation. The greatest danger is arrogance and
overconfidence in one’s own nation and attempts to put it above others”
“Second, the media can start and keep an open dialogue between nations, however
painful, without putting official relations at risk”
“We, as media, have the privilege and the obligation to do things which are difficult or
even impossible for politicans
- to tell our societies the truth about the less glorious sides of our nations
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- to keep an open platform for contacts, and underline the fact that even tough
discussions between neighours are positive and should be supported”.
I think that these journalist voices from CEE countries put it best what journalists in
SEE countries should aspire to as well.
But the most enlightened press will not be able to function properly if the proper
framework is missing, the State interferes or, even worse, pressures and persecutes the
media. In a hostile atmosphere journalists are considered to be “Freiwild” (free game)
by other groups who are afraid of truthful reporting. These include people with mostly
shady business or political interests – organised crime, corrupt business man as well as
their political protectors. One more thing: Aside from being properly protected by laws
and the courts, journalists need to be properly paid in order to withstand and resist all
temptations by potential corruptors. It is difficult to stay honest and resist political and
other pressures when you can hardly feed your family. Mixing of economic interests
with journalism goes against all journalistic ethics, but cannot be avoided if people are
constantly thinking of how they will feed themselves and their families and survive on a
daily basis.
I am sorry to report, that not all is well in that respect in the countries of SEE.
You know better than I, but there have been reports about the distortion of political
news on public and private TV in Romania; the control of local media by local
businessmen and local politicians seems to be widespread. Last year there were even
reports about physical violence against journalists. In a number of countries “pseudo”
independent media have been set up.
In Serbia, there is still a situation of lawlessness, as a media law was missing for a long
time and now the implementation of the new law is dragging. For expample, there are
1200 Radio programms without any proper licensing. Among them, 300 local stations
under the scruteny of local administrations. There seems to be no public and transparent
bidding process for privatisation. Moreover, the government has closed certain
publications with the argument that they were under the influence of the mafia. Similar
stories can be told from other countries such as Ukraine, Moldova.
Transition times are difficult in every respect – and the transition from the mostly state
controlled media to a free and open one seems to be even harder. To find the proper
balance between freedom of expression and the protection of privacy of individuals is
difficult. Where does the right to know end and the protection of classified information
start? There are so many grey zones to tiptoe through where freedom of expression
might collide with other laws which are deemed necessary for the protection of the
legitimacy of the State or the private sphere of the citizens. Moreover, as with all power,
media power can be abused as well and must be regulated accordingly. The competition
office as the watchdog of well functioning markets and competition needs to look at
undesirable concentration in the media business; it has to make sure that diversity and
quality is preserved. The presence of foreign owners is by no means a guarantee against
abuse of power. Therefore, the proliferation of foreign owners should not prevent the
competition offices to do their jobs properly, as the intentions of foreign owners are in
no respect better than local ones. In that respect one needs to make sure that sound
pracitices are followed by strictly seperating editorial matters from advertising business.
If commercial interests are steering editorial content, when fear of loosing
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advertisement revenue is determining content, then something is basically amiss and
needs to be corrected.
This is by no means a complete list of do’s and don’ts. And I am hardly the expert to
report on the situation of the media in SEE. All I wanted to do was to present you with a
personal perspective on how I see the role of the media in a free society is and what
should be expected from journalists. I am happy to report that there is plenty of help
around, that SEE countries can get assistance form all kind of international institutions,
from NGOs, from Universities, international Media Foundations and journalist schools.
There is the recognition that a well functioning media as well as local democracy and
cross border cooperation are key to the progress of SEE and needs to be promoted
accordingly as dicussed during the conference of the Stability Pact in Tirana December
2003.
I do believe, that the region slowly but surely will develop all the proper requirements
for a free media and the societies will learn to appreciate the advantages of a free press.
One caveat – a free media is by no means synonomous with a high quality media. And
if I look around the region – not only in SEE but in CEE as well – I must say there are
numerous very good and knowledgable journalists but not yet media publications
which I would deem “ quality media”. These things take time to develop and I hope that
there will eventually be a supportive environment. But: If we look at the media at the
West, which is not doing too well these days and where even quality papers like the
Neue Zürcher Zeitung or the Frankfurter Allgemeine are struggling to survive, it is hard
to come up with the necessary optimism that SEE wil have the time and the means to
develop high quality media. Times have changed, tastes have changed, readers attention
spans have changed, media offerings have changed, so it might well be – as one of my
collagues at the NZZ in a rather pessimistic way stated - that quality journalism in the
West might have ceased before CEE and SEE had even time to develop their own brand
of quality journalism.
On that not so happy note let me close with mentioning the 2003 report of the
“Reporters Without Frontiers”, which has looked at the state of the media in 164
countries around the globe. I am happy to report that the worst offenders of press
freedom are not in SEE but in Asia. Nevertheless, it makes one sad to know that more
than two thirds of mankind lives in countries where freedom of expression and freedom
of the press do not exist. Without it, societies will not develop in a healthy, sustainable
way. And as we know from our personal lives as well, problems will not go away if one
is not allowed to talk about it, worse, they will fester and make societies sick and prone
to violence.
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“THE EUROPEAN SECURITY AND DEFENCE POLICY –
A Factor of Influence on the Actions of Romania in the Field of Security and Defence “
(Research Paper)

Dr. Liviu Muresan
President
EURISC Foundation, Bucharest

New Threats to Security from the European Perspective

At present the European Union does not seem to be threatened by classic-type
conflicts consisting of armed attacks on a large scale, yet there is a whole series of
other threats looming on the horizon, each of them relatively diffuse and hard to
predict - which makes them even harder to thwart.
From an European point of view, there are three such threats of particular concern:

International terrorism which represents a strategic menace. This new
type of terrorism is tied to fundamentalist religious movements with particularly
complex causes. Beyond the immediate dangers, terrorism is threatening the
very openness and tolerance specific to democratic societies. The new type of
terrorism differs from that of previous decades in that it seems to make use of
unlimited violence and aim to cause massive losses. From this derives its interest
in weapons of mass destruction. To this type of terrorism, exemplified by the AlQaeda network, Europe is as much a target as it is a base for launching attacks.

The proliferation of weapons of mass destruction represents the most
serious threat to the peace and security of countries and peoples. Until the
beginning of the 1990’s the international treaties and the control on strategic
exports managed to contain the spread of these weapons but at present they are
proliferating in a most alarming manner, especially in the Middle East area. The
dissemination of the technology for carrier missiles will amplify instability and
create a series of supplementary risks for Europe. The seriousness of these risks
resides in the fact that a relatively small terrorist group can, by using WMD,
cause losses which previously could only have been provoked by armies of
national states.

Failed states and the growth of organised crime. In some parts of the
world (Somalia, Liberia, Afghanistan, Bosnia - Herzegovina, Serbia and
Montenegro, Kosovo, etc), the existence of failed states, civil conflicts and the
access to weapons caused the strengthening of organised crime. These situations
represent threats to security in that they support trafficking of drugs and human
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beings. Many of these threats to the security of Europe lie in the Western
Balkans or Eastern Europe or transit through the Balkans, Eastern Europe and
Central Asia.

Strategic Goals for European Security

Confronted with the new security challenges, Europe can prove to be an agent for
stability, both directly and indirectly, as the risks of a classic military conflict on its
territory have significantly diminished.
The explanation for this state of fact is twofold:
•
•

the present security interests and objectives of European states are not
conflict – inducing, on the contrary, they foster cooperation and solidarity
the international security environment is positively influenced by the
European and euro-atlantic processes of integration, or better said by the
expansion of the community of states which share and promote the values
of democracy and market economy, within the framework of intensified
regional cooperation.

There are three strategic objectives that the EU has assumed and can use to counteract
the new security threats:

ensuring stability and good governance in the immediate
neighbourhood. This will imply extending the security area around Europe and
seeing that the states in the region (Eastern Europe, Western Balkans, the
Mediterranean) benefit from good governance. The attainment of this goal will
also require the continuation and developing of Europe’s contribution to ending
the Arab – Israeli conflict

the establishing of a world order based on effective multilateralism.
In a world defined by globalisation (global threats, global markets, global massmedia), security and prosperity depend on the existence of an efficient
multilateral system. This is why one of the main objectives of the European
Union must be the development of a powerful international system supported by
effective international institutions and by an international order instituted by law
- first and foremost, by the principles of the United Nations Charter. The quality
of the international system depends on the quality of participating governments.
The best defence for European security is a world of well governed democratic
states. Thus, the best means for strengthening world order are the dissemination
of good governance, fighting corruption and abuses of power, instituting the rule
of law and the protection of human rights. In this context, a fundamental element
of the new world order is the transatlantic cooperation within NATO

preparing an answer to the classical or new threats. This answer
included the anti-terrorist measures taken after September 11 2001, supporting
the non-proliferation of WMD and assisting failed or weak states in the Balkans,
Afghanistan, East Timor and Africa (the Democratic Republic of Congo).
Identifying solutions to the new threats must begin with considering their nature
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and conditions: they are often located at greater distances, are more dynamic and
more complex than traditional dangers. Consequently, the lines of defence will
have to be located abroad more often than not; the dynamic character will mean
a shift of emphasis toward prevention of crises; complexity will require
comprehensive action which will include export control, economic, political and
even military pressure. The European Union has all the necessary tools for the
adoption of such complex solutions
In order to increase the effectiveness of the security and defence policy of the European
Union it is necessary that it become more proactive in reaching its objectives by civil or
military means, more coherent in coordinating its efforts and ensuring the unity of
command in crisis situations, more powerful and efficient by allocation of greater
resources, avoiding duplications, better coordination of the existing capabilities.
The pursuit of the European security and defence objectives will make it necessary that
privileged relations be maintained with the United States. However, at the same time
the EU will have to develop cooperation with other important players in the world
security. Strategic relations will be established with Russia, Japan, China, Canada and
India without any of these becoming exclusive. Furthermore, the European Union will
have to remain open to involvement in active partnerships with any country sharing its
goals and values and ready to act in their defence. By this approach the EU can bring a
major contribution to the establishing of a multilateral security system that would allow
the building of a more prosperous, fairer and safer world.

The European Security and Defence Identity (ESDI), The Common Foreign and Security
Policy (CFSP) and The European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP)

A first definition of the European Security and Defence Identity (ESDI) concept is
explicitly included in the document, extending and applying to the sphere of security
and defence, the European identity as stated in paragraph 14 of the Document on the
European Identity released in Copenhagen on December 14, 1973.
The concept of ESDI emerged and evolved within NATO in the second half of the
1980’s, as the Western Europe Union (WEU) was being reactivated after a prolonged
“hibernation” in the WEU Summit in Rome.
A more elaborate definition of ESDI is found in the “WEU Statement on European
Security Interests” adopted on October 27, 1987 at the WEU Council of Ministers
meeting in the Hague.
The European Defence and Security Identity (ESDI) has evolved in close connection
with two other concepts which developed later on: firstly, the Common Foreign and
Security Policy (CFSP) which holds a separate title (Title V) in the Treaty of Maastricht
and constitutes one of the three pillars of the European construction; and secondly, the
European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) or, respectively, the Common European
Security and Defence Policy (CESDP) which is an intrinsic part of CFSP and has been
gaining in importance in recent years.
The premises of CFSP and ESDP development were set in the Treaty of European
Union (1992) which states in Article J.4 of Title V that “the Common Foreign and
Security Policy encompasses all issues of European Security including the possibility of
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establishing a common security and defence policy which could lead to a common
defence in the future”.
According to Art. J.1 of the Treaty, the objectives of the CFSP are as follows: the
safeguarding of common values, fundamental interests and independence of the Union;
consolidating the security of EU and member states in every possible way; preserving
peace and strengthening international security according to the principles of the United
Nations Charter, the Final Act in Helsinki and the Paris Charter; promoting international
cooperation; developing and consolidating democracy and the rule of law as well as the
respect of human rights and fundamental freedoms. 8
The provisions of the Maastricht Treaty on CFSP were later reviewed in the Treaty of
Amsterdam. On this occasion a special position was instituted with the purpose of
improving the efficiency, profile and visibility of the policy: the European Union High
Representative for CFSP (Art J8). The High Representative’s office consists of
assisting the member states with the formulation, development and implementation of
political decisions concerning CFSP and also representing the governments of EU
members before third parties. The former NATO Secretary General Javier Solana was
appointed as European Union High Representative by decision of the European Council
in Köln; he is also Head of the General Secretariat of the Council and General Secretary
of WEU.
A declaration annexed to the Treaty of Amsterdam stipulated the setting up of a Unit for
political strategy and early warning, within the General Secretariat of the Council and
under the authority of the High Representative, as a centre for expertise that would
facilitate decision-making. Also, with the Treaty of Amsterdam, the CFSP benefited
from new judicial instruments – the common strategies, meant to put into practice the
common actions and positions. Furthermore, the decision mechanism of constructive
abstaining was to be applied from then on to CFSP policies. This mechanism allows the
adoption of proposals despite the abstaining of one or more member states, if their
weighted votes do not exceed one third of the total number of votes.
A whole series of joint institutions is involved in the CFSP decision-making process:
the European Council, the Council of the European Union, the European Commission
(especially the Foreign Affairs Commissioner), the European Parliament, the
Presidency, member states, the General Secretariat of the Council headed by the High
Representative for CFSP (“Mister CFSP”), special envoys, the Committee of the
Permanent Representatives(COREPER), the Political Committee, the Unit for Political
Strategy and Early Warning – subordinate to the General Secretariat of the Council..
The concept of European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) was formulated at the
European Council in Köln (June 1999), immediately after the conflict in Kosovo and
subsequent to the French – British agreement at St. Malo (December 1998); it gained
further value by the EC decisions adopted in Helsinki (10-11 December 1999), Lisbon
(23-24 March 2000), Santa Maria da Feira (19 – 20 June 2000), Nice (7-9 December
2000), Göteborg (15-16 June2001), Laeken (14-15 December 2001), Seville (21-22
June 2002), Brussels (24-25 October 2002), Copenhagen (12-13 December 2002),
8
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Brussels (20-21 March 2003), Thessaloniki (19-20 June 2003) and Brussels (12-13
December 2003).
Essentially, ESDP has as its prime objective the development of an autonomous
capacity of decision-making and, in case NATO as a whole is not engaged, the
launching and coordination of military operations under EU authority in answer to
crises; underlying the commitment of resources by member states in such operations are
sovereign decisions. In this context it is important to emphasise that ESDP functions as
an intergovernmental process, its political control being exercised by the heads of state
and governments of member states and the financial control, by national Parliaments.
The Headline Goal of ESDP as it was established by the European Council in Helsinki
(10-11 December 1999) is to mobilise by 2003, make operational in 60 days and sustain
for at least one year, a maximum of 15 brigades – 50.000 to 60.000 troops9. These
forces must be capable to carry out the entire scope of Petersberg missions.
Starting from the EC reunion in Helsinki, the question of EU institutional capabilities
for facilitation of decision-making was addressed and member states reached an
agreement for setting up several political and military permanent bodies – the Political
and Security Committee, the Military Committee and the Military Staff.
The members of the Political and Security Committee (known by its French acronym COPS) are national permanent representatives with rank of ambassadors, having thus a
similar make-up to the North-Atlantic Council of NATO. The Ambassador of the
country holding the Presidency of the European Council of Ministers presides over the
Political and Security Committee; under the authority of the Council, COPS exercises
the political control and strategic cooperation of the EU military operations, forwarding
guides of action to the Military Committee. During crises, COPS is presided by the EU
High Representative for CFSP.
The EU Military Committee (EUMC), which is similar to the NATO Military
Committee, brings together the heads of defence or their military representatives from
member states. The EUMC offers military counselling and forwards proposals to COPS
as well as providing guidance to the Military Staff. During an operation, the EUMC
monitors its adequate development.
In its turn, the EU Military Staff (EUMS) has responsibilities of early warning,
evaluation and strategic planning for Petersberg missions – including identification
of European national and multinational forces; it also implements, under EUMC
guidance, the policies and decisions adopted within ESDP. In brief, the EUMS is the
source of military expertise within the EU.
As supplementary transitory measure to implementing the decisions adopted in Koln, it
was decided at the meeting in Lisbon to set up three interim bodies which started to
function as such since March 1, 2000: the Interim Political and Security Committee, the

9
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Interim Military Council and a structure of military experts who were also Council
attaches, which was to become the core of the future General Staff10.
The EDSP also includes the decision of the European Council at Santa Maria da Feira to
set up a rapid reaction civil force made of approx. 5.000 police officers, of which 1.000
possible to be mobilised in a maximum of 30 days; its objective is crisis management in
areas such as police operations, humanitarian aid, the restoring of administrative and
judicial structures, seek and save operations, monitoring elections, respect of human
rights a.o11. The institutionalisation of activities in conflict prevention, consolidation of
peace and the internal stability of states, areas or regions in crisis or threatened by crisis
was achieved by the establishment, before the la Feira Summit, of the Committee for
Civil Aspects of Crisis Management as the fourth permanent ESDP structure. The
CACM submits information, recommendations and opinions to the Political and
Security Committee.
Widening and Deepening of the Security Dimension

A first step in the establishing of the ESDP was taken at the informal summit in
Pörtschach which marked a turning point in the traditionally reticent position of Great
Britain regarding the consolidation of the European construction in the sphere of
security and defence. The new positioning of London on the ESDP would be confirmed
and sanctioned at the French-British Summit in St. Malo, December 1998. The FrenchBritish Joint Statement on European Defence adopted on December 4, 1998 expressed
the political will of the EU to achieve “autonomous capabilities of action, founded on
credible military forces for responding to international crises”. In order for the EU to be
able to make decisions and authorise military operations when the North-Atlantic
Alliance, as a whole, is not engaged, the Union must have at its disposal the necessary
structures, capacity of analysis, sources of information and strategic planning
capabilities without unnecessary duplications, taking into account the existent assets and
capabilities of WEU and the evolution of its relations with the EU. Also, the Statement
laid particular stress on the need for Europe to develop the capacity of rapid reaction if
it was to provide an appropriate answer to the new security threats - a capacity which
needed to be backed by a strong and competitive defence industry.The main dynamic
for the emergence of the ESDP was therefore Europe’s will to have at its disposal the
military and civil resources necessary to make its voice heard and listened on the
international arena. A series of casual events in connection with the European
experience in the war in Serbia also played an important part in accelerating the
evolution of the ESDP (we are referring to the minor role the EU member states played
in the bombing of Serbia, the impossibility of mobilising on short notice enough troops
for the NATO peace-keeping force which was later deployed in Kosovo a.o.)
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The reunion of the European Council in Köln (3-4 June 1999) decided to strengthen the
CFSP by developing an European Security and Defence Policy that would have at its
centre the Petersberg missions, and to adopt by the end of 2000 all necessary measures
that would allow the EU to assume its new responsibilities in the area of security and
defence.
The European Council in Santa Maria da Feira (June 2000) adopted a resolution to set
up a civilian mechanism of crisis management and the EC in Brussels (May 22, 2000)
decided to establish the Committee for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management.
A new stage in the consolidation of the EU military capabilities for crisis management
with a view to accomplishing the Headline Goal set by the EC in Helsinki for the year
2003 was marked by the Brussels Conference for engagement of military capabilities
(20-21 November, 2000). The representatives of the participant states (the EU members,
the EU candidate countries, Iceland and Norway – 15+15) presented concrete proposals
for participation with troops and other capabilities to the Rapid Reaction Force. On the
first day of the Conference the Declaration for engagement of military capabilities was
adopted. The contributions to the “Force catalogue” presented on this occasion
amounted to more than 100.000 troops, approx. 400 planes and 100 maritime ships.
Although far beyond the Headline Goal set in Helsinki, the 100.000 troops did not make
up the necessary total for the Rapid Reaction Force, estimated at between 120.000 –
180.000 troops, which included those necessary for the rotation of the Force so that the
units could operate, train and recover adequately. Therefore, the participant states
undertook to continue, within the on-going reforms of their armies, the strengthening of
their individual capacities as well as the existent or pending initiatives for multinational
solutions, including the common usage of resources. These initiatives are meant to:
improve the performance of European forces in the areas of mobilisation, deployment,
operational capacity and interoperability; the development of strategic capacities for
transport, leadership, information and communication; the strengthening of the
operational capacity, which, in its turn, requires seek-and-save capabilities, of defence
against ground-ground missiles, weapons of high technique and precision, simulation
means a.o. The Declaration for engagement of military capabilities was annexed to the
Report of the European Council in Nice in December 2000, thus gaining the legal status
necessary for its implementation17.
On January 22, 2001, the European Council decided to establish the Political and
Security Committee, considered to be the “bridge” between the CFSP and ESDP on the
one hand and the EU General Staff on the other hand. Also, the EU Council in Brussels
decided the setting up of a Rapid Reaction Mechanism that would allow EU member
states to take action in a rapid, effective and flexible manner in situations of crisis or
emergency which threaten law and order, security and safety of individuals, which are
susceptible of degenerating into armed conflicts or destabilisation, which may affect the
programmes and policies of assistance and cooperation, the effectiveness and/or the
conditions necessary to their effective implementation18.
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Important steps for the consolidation of the European defence were taken during the
Swedish Presidency of the EU, the activity of which was analysed by the European
Council in Göteborg, in June 2001. The priorities of the decisions regarding the ESDP
within the EC in Göteborg concerned the development of the capacity for acting and
cooperation with NATO, the international organisations, NATO states non-member of
the EU, EU candidate countries and other potential partners. The stress was laid on
areas of conflict prevention and crisis management; new concrete objectives were
formulated for the civil aspects of crisis management, which needed to be achieved by
2003 through voluntary contributions of EU member states; the Exercise Policy of the
EU was also adopted, identifying requirements, categories and types of exercises for
crisis management which would be performed by the EU.
Following the Conference for Improvement of Military Capacities (November 2001) in
Brussels, two important documents were adopted – the Declaration on the Military
Capability of the ESDP and the European Action Plan concerning the Capabilities
(December 2001). The latter focused on the achievement by ESDP forces of several
major objectives: strategic mobility, foreseeing capability, sustainability, flexibility,
interoperability and operational effectiveness. However, these programmatic documents
did not succeed either in diagnosing nor in correcting the major deficiencies hindering
the effectiveness of the ESDP: outdated command, control and communication systems
(C3), reduced capacities of strategic transport mainly due to the acute lack of planes that
can refuel during flight, limited capabilities of strategic information and intelligence,
military troops consisting mainly of recruits and therefore non-professional, reduced
standardisation and interoperability, the inexistence of a proper European defence
industry20 and not least, insufficient defence budgets often coming with bad
management. Regarding this latter aspect, military analysts underlined the persistence,
Union-wide, of a series of damaging practices: the imbalance between personnel costs
and equipment expenses; the insufficient funds assigned for Research and Development
(a fourth of those spent by the US); the lack of coordination of procurement policies
(focused on national needs), the ad-hoc and exclusively inter-governmental character of
the cooperation programmes in this area. It was also noticed that investments in
defence, especially in equipment and R&D, are not only insufficient for the whole of the
EU but also very unequally spread within it, which makes the budgetary issue not only a
transatlantic problem but equally an intra-european one21. One explanation for the
existing gulf separating the European policy from the American one in the area of
defence is the absence in Europe of a unitary perception of dangers and security risks
and of the threats to security22. This theory seems to be confirmed by the EU reaction to
the most serious contemporary threat – terrorism – before and after the terrorist attacks
of September 11, 2001. Although on September 4, 2001 – only days before the terrorist
attacks in New York and Washington – it had adopted a resolution on terrorism, the EU
mostly referred to the “old-type” terrorism, within political entities and less to the “new”
trans-national terrorism, based on active cells, affiliated groups and wide support
20
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networks, of which the main representative is the Al-Qaida organisation and the
network surrounding it. A series of elements among which we mention the freedom of
movement of persons throughout the integrated Europe, the lax and insufficiently
monitored systems of immigration and asylum, the tradition of civic liberties, the easy
access to European financial networks, the insufficiently coordinated police and judicial
systems, all these and other factors rendered the EU extremely vulnerable to terrorism.
Becoming aware of this danger, after September 11 the EU adopted a whole series of
anti-terrorist measures which included: acknowledging terrorism as a top security threat,
adopting a common definition of terrorism, a list of terrorist organisations and a
comprehensive action plan aimed at: the consolidation of judicial and police
cooperation, increasing the information exchange among national authorities involved
in the fight against terrorism, improving and strengthening the asylum and immigration
policies, adopting legal instruments meant to suppress the financing of terrorist
activities and strengthen aerial security23. However, all these could not prevent the
carrying out in Madrid, on March 11, 2004, of one of the most tragic terrorist acts in the
post-war history of Europe – a true European correspondent of the attack that had taken
place two years and a half before, in the US.
Beyond a new strategic vision on fighting terrorism, establishing a direct link between
the terrorist threat and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, September 11
2001 catalysed within the EU a general re-thinking and a new dynamic of the CFSP.
The EU Foreign Affairs Ministers meeting in Brussels at the end of January 2002 which
stated, by the measures adopted, the political will of the EU to consolidate the autonomy
of its initiatives in relation to NATO in general and the United States in particular in the
sphere of security and defence.
Among others, the ministers decided that the EU send a police force in Bosnia
Herzegovina to replace the UN international police force which was due to leave at the
end of 2002. The taking over from the UN police force from January 1, 2003 was the
first civilian operation taking place under the aegis of the ESDP and a test of its
capacity to carry out such missions. A test that was successfully passed judging by the
announcement of the European Union that it intends to take over, in 2004, the mandate
of the SFOR troops in Bosnia and Herzegovina.
Also, acting upon the decision adopted within the French-British summit in Le Toquet
(February 4, 2003) to carry out military operations of crisis management in the Balkans,
the EU launched its first military operation of peace-keeping in Macedonia starting from
March 31 2003 (Operation Concordia), taking over the NATO mandate. Susequently,
starting from the end of August 2003, the EU carried out its first autonomous mission,
without recourse to NATO logistics, in the town of Bunia, in the Democratic Republic
of Congo (Operation Artemis).
Also, starting from December 15, 2003, the EU military peace-keeping forces in
Macedonia were replaced by police forces acting to re-establish the control of the
authorities in the border areas with Kosovo, Albania and Serbia, which were dominated
by networks of the organised crime. Comprising around 200 foreign police-officers and
23
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150 Macedonians, the new EU mission in Macedonis, the “Proxima”, seeks to re-gain
the trust of the Albanian ethnics in the Macedonian government and to reform the
Ministry of Interior, by strengthening the multi-ethnic structure of police forces and
creating a border police force. However, unlike the police operation in Bosnia, the
officers participating in Proxima are not armed and do not hold executive powers24.
The second Gulf War influenced to a great extent Europe’s aspirations of
becoming an important actor on the international political arena. The crisis in Iraq
confirmed the fears that had already been circulating in certain Western-European
circles regarding the American unilateralism but it also generated critics regarding the
timing Europe had chosen to accelerate integration in the sphere of security and
defence25. The war divided the old continent in two camps which the American
Secretary of Defence Donald Rumsfeld named (not in the most inspired moment ) the
“old” and “new” Europe.
A true milestone in the evolution of the ESDP was the Summit on defence issues of
heads of state and government from France, Germany, Belgium and Luxemburg which
took place in Brussels in April 2003.
Considering that it was time for new steps to be taken towards building an European
defence and security, the leaders of the four European states (the most manifest in
opposing the war in Iraq) signed a Joint Statement comprising a series of proposals –
including some revolutionary ones – to be adopted in the final text of the future
European constitution 26:
1. The possibility of strengthened cooperation;
2. The possibility of member states which so wish, to accept supplementary
responsibilities within the strengthened cooperation, without this incurring any
obligations for the other member states;
3. The re-formulation of the Petersberg missions so that the EU can use civilian
and military means for conflict prevention and crisis management;
4. The institution of a European agency for research, development and
procurement relating to military capabilities, with a view to increasing them and
consolidating the interoperability and cooperation among the armed forces of
member states;
5. The setting up of a European College for Security and Defence that would
contribute to the development and dissemination of the European security
culture;
6. Promoting the concept of European Security and Defence Union which would
bring together those member states willing to advance faster in their cooperation
on issues of defence.
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The states member of the ESDP would undertake to provide mutual support and
assistance in dealing with risks of any nature, to systematically seek to harmonise their
positions in matters of security and defence, to coordinate their efforts of defence, to
develop their military capabilities and increase the investment in military equipment.
Participation in ESDP would imply the increase of defence budgets, the involvement in
major acquisition projects such as the A400M carrier plane built by Airbus consortium,
the common use of military capacities for training and exercise and the acceptance to
take part in peace-keeping operations under the aegis of the United Nations.
Regarding the strictly military aspect, the four states forwarded six concrete proposals
meant to increase the integration of EU member states in this respect:
1. The creation of an European rapid reaction capability available for EU, NATO
or UN ( and EU-led ) operations, of which the core will be the already existent
French-German brigade that would integrate the Belgian commandos and the
reconnaissance capabilities of Luxemburg;
2. The setting up, by June 2004, of a European Commandment for strategic air
transports and of a unit for such transports, on the long term, under the authority
of the Commandment ( the possibility of establishing a common Commandment
for all types of strategic transports – maritime, aerial and terrestrial – by the
interested states was also taken into account );
3. The setting up of a European system for humanitarian aid in disasters: EUFAST - European Union First Aid and Support Team;
4. The establishing of European training centres for pilots of air forces, as well as
for the crews on the strategic carrier planes A400M, helicopters and maritime
fleets;
5. The setting up by the summer of 2004, in Tervuern, a suburb of Brussels, of a
centre for planning and operational command of the EU missions carried out
without recourse to NATO capabilities;
6. The establishing of a multinational headquarters for common operations by
2004.
Undoubtedly, the initiative of the four nations attempted to correct some of the
deficiencies of the CFSP which had long been signalled by political-military analysts on
both sides of the Atlantic. However, the announced intention to create a separate centre
for planning EU operations marked a “passing of the Rubicon” regarding the tacit
understanding which had existed for almost half a century that economic and political
integration may take place in Europe but security would remain a transatlantic issue;
this understanding was now broken. Also, the “initiative of the four” challenged another
taboo matter – the avoidance of the “ three Ds” (decoupling, duplication,
discrimination) by which Madeleine Albright had formulated the American concerns on
the project of European defence as early as 1998 27. Indeed, just as American, British
and other European allied countries officials had cautioned, a European centre of
planning and command could duplicate the NATO SHAPE (Supreme Headquarters
Allied Powers Europe) in Mons (Belgium), despite the assurances given by the German
Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder and the French President Jacques Chirac that there is no
intention of creating a European SHAPE 28. Furthermore, the analysts drew attention on
the credibility of the initiatives launched in Brussels, given the fact that, with the
27
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exception of France, the four states are among NATO members which spend the
smallest percentages of GDP on defence: Germany allocates a mere 1.5%, Belgium –
1.3%, Luxemburg – 0.9%, France alone spending more than the European average of
1.9%: 2.5%.
The proposals of “the four” not only caused great irritation on the other side of the
Atlantic, but were received with little enthusiasm by Great Britain, Italy, Spain,
Denmark, Holland and other European allies which supported the American campaign
against Iraq (Greece alone manifesting its unconditioned support for the initiatives).
Of all the proposals put forward by “ the four”, the one regarding an independent
headquarters for planning of EU operations produced the greatest concern within the
American administration, the US Ambassador at NATO considering it to be “the most
serious threat to the future of the Alliance”. Eventually, as a result of the mediation of
Great Britain between the US and the EU, a compromised was reached in the sense that
Germany and France would renounce the idea of an autonomous headquarters in
Tervuren and Great Britain accepted the establishing of an autonomous centre for
planning EU operations within NATO, at the SHAPE headquarters. However, not even
after the adoption of this solution at the summit in Berlin (which brought together
Germany, France and Great Britain) in September 2003, not even then did the tensions
ease off. The US perceived the British position as a dangerous yielding in of London
and renewed their accusations against the European allies that they intend to undermine
NATO, this in turn generating repeated official denials from Germany, France and
Belgium 29.
The meeting of EU Defence Ministers on March 19, 2003 and the Joint Council of EU
Foreign Affairs and Defence Ministers took important steps forward in improving the
military capacities of the CFSP, by the adoption of the Helsinki 2003 “Catalogue of
Forces” and its Supplement (referring to the capacities of candidate countries) and also
by finalising the EU Military Rapid Response Concept. Furthermore, on May 27, 2003
the Organisation of Joint Cooperation in Armament Matters (OCCAR) and the Airbus
consortium signed a contract for the acquisition of 180 A400M carrier planes.
Also, the summer of 2003 marked the maturity of the EU strategy of combating the
proliferation of WMD. Adopted at the EU Council in Luxemburg on June 16, 2003, the
strategy formulated ten basic principles:
1. Militating for a world-wide reach of the conventions for disarmament and nonproliferation, at the same time with emphasising the importance of their
observance at national level;
2. Ensuring that non-proliferation commitments are being fulfilled, by use of
inspection and control mechanisms;
3. Strengthening the policies of export control;
4. Emphasising non-proliferation obligations in relations with certain partners;
5. Promoting dialogue with countries suspected of carrying out proliferation
activities and with those which are crucial for implementing effective nonproliferation policies;
29
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6. Extending assistance programmes and cooperation initiatives for reducing the
threat;
7. Providing the necessary resources and adequate support for the organisations
and active agreements for non-proliferation;
8. Promoting a close cooperation with the US;
9. Militating for the signing of an international convention for prohibiting the
production of fissionable material for nuclear weapons;
10. Considering coercion, including, as a measure of last resort, the use of force, in
respect of the UN Charter, when political and diplomatic measures have failed.
With the exception of a few amendments, such as the potential use of force, the
principles were all sanctioned by the European Council in Thessaloniki.
The European Council in Thessaloniki (19 – 20 June, 2003) limited its agenda to
discussing only those CFSP proposals that could meet consensus:
1. the development of EU military capabilities, with reference to the entire scope of
the Petersberg missions and the Rapid Reaction Force;
2. moving forward the EU Programme for the Prevention of Violent Conflicts,
with an emphasis on Western Balkans;
3. setting up a database, on a voluntary basis, for the fight against terrorism;
4. the adoption of a Declaration on the non-proliferation of WMD;
5. the founding, by 2004, under the authority of the Council, of an
intergovernmental agency dealing with military capacities, development,
research, procurement and armament.
However, more relevant than these decisions was the presentation in Thessaloniki
by the High Representative for the ESDP and WEU Secretary General Javier
Solana, on June 20 2003, of the document entitled “A secure Europe in a better
world” which actually constituted the first draft of a strategic concept for the future
expanded European Unione30. The document performs an analysis of the security
environment, identifies strategic objectives and proposes policies in answer to the
main challenges and threats to security. In this latter category are included regional
conflicts, poverty, famine, epidemics, refugees and massive migration, corruption,
dictatorships, climate changes and energy dependence as well as “the new threats”
represented by international terrorism, proliferation of WMD, failed states and
organised crime. The strategic objectives that the Union undertakes are three:
“contributing to stability and good governance in our immediate vicinity”;
instituting “ a new international order founded on an efficient multilateralism”; and
providing an adequate response to the old and new threats. Referring to this latter
issue, the document lays particular stress on the fact that “the first line of defence”
will often be outside the EU and that Europeans “ must be prepared to act before the
occurrence of a crisis” – ideas which subscribe the European strategic concept
within the logic of the pre-emptive action stated in the new National Security
Strategy of the US, in September 2002, even if, unlike in the American document,
the possibility of pre-emptive strike is not explicitly mentioned. Not least, the
document emphasises the need for Europe to undertake an enlarged scope of
missions that would include, besides the Petersberg missions, joint operations of
disarmament, support for third countries in fighting terrorism and the reform of the
security sector.
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The Future European Constitution and The New Security Dimension

The Draft Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe presented by the President of
the European Convention, Valéry Giscard d’Estaing, to the European Council in
Thessaloniki (June 20, 2003) and to the Italian Presidency of the EU in Rome, makes
reference to both the CFSP and the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) as
components of the CFSP.
In the Draft Treaty therefore, the new concept of CSDP replaces the former concept of
European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) and its “expanded” version – the
Common European Security and Defence Policy (CESDP).
The Draft Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe assigns a special Title (Title V)
to the foreign relations of the European Union. These include a series of interdependent
elements such as:
 the common trade policy
 the common Foreign Affairs policy
 the Common Security and Defence Policy
 development of cooperation
 humanitarian aid31
Within each of these components, the main objectives of the external actions of the EU
respect two fundamental principles:
 the external actions must be guided by the principles which governed the
founding, evolution and expansion of the European Union;
 the external actions must seek to maximise cooperation among member states in
all fields of international relations.
Regarding the CSDP, the Draft Treaty will provide for a gradual formulation of an EU
common defence policy which will lead to a common defence when the European
Council reaches consensus on this matter. Until then, however, the CSDP will have to
acknowledge the peculiarities of security and defence policies of member states, to
respect the commitments undertaken by certain EU states in their quality of NATO
members and to ensure its compatibility with the security and defence policy of the
North-Atlantic Treaty Organisation 34.
The Draft Treaty for the European Constitution also states five new important elements
for the CSDP:
 the extending of Petersberg missions;
 the decision to establish an European Agency for Armament, Research and
Military Capabilities;
 the recourse to structured cooperation in international missions;
 the possibility of closer cooperation among EU members in mutual defence;
 the introduction of a solidarity clause in the event of terrorist attacks and natural
or human-provoked disasters.
31

The Future of Europe – debate, Title V: External Action of the Union, European Commission, General
Secretariat, Document TF-AU/3, 2003.
34

Ibidem, Article 40-2, p. 36
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The extending of Petersberg missions
One of the new elements introduced by the Draft Treaty is the extending of Petersberg
missions, which will include:
 common disarmament operations
 rescue and humanitarian missions
 providing military assistance and expertise
 conflict prevention and peace-keeping operations
 operations of crisis management performed by military forces, including peacemaking and post-conflict stabilisation
It can be noticed that the new approach, characterised by the interweaving of military
and civilian resources reflects with greater accuracy the crisis management operations
which were actually carried out by the EU in 2003 in Bosnia Herzegovina, Macedonia
and the Democratic Republic of Congo.
Another new development is the explicit provision in the Draft Treaty, regarding the
possibility of EU participation in military or civilian operations for peace-keeping,
conflict prevention and strengthening the international security outside the borders of
the EU – an approach in full agreement with the EU strategic concept and initiative of
“Wider Europe-New Neighbourhood”.

The structured cooperation
The structured cooperation comes as a response to previous problems which had arisen
within the ESDP, more precisely the fact that it would often function on the basis of ad
hoc coalitions of states interested to participate ( including states from outside the EU ).
This situation reflected the fact that only a limited number among the large member
states effectively had the capacity to carry out Petersberg missions. Taking these
considerations into account, the Draft Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe
makes it possible that certain missions for the safe-guarding of EU values and the
protection of its interests be entrusted to a group of member states with the capacity and
willingness to carry out those missions.
The structured cooperation is therefore addressed to those member states with high
standards for their military capabilities and which concluded more binding
commitments within the context of the new Petersberg missions 36.
However, the Draft Treaty does not elaborate on the specifics of these cooperations
generating more binding commitments, mentioning only, in a general and rather vague
manner, that they will be undertaken by those states which can and will undertake them.
The European Armaments, Research and Military Capabilities Agency
The Draft Treaty for establishing a Constitution for Europe stipulates the establishing of
the European Armaments, Research and Military Capabilities Agency (EARMCA),
open to interested member states and that would provide a common framework for all
forms of cooperation already existent in this field:
 The Organisation for Joint Cooperation in Armament (Organisation Cojointe de
Cooperation en Matiere d’Armement, OCCAR), bringing together France, the
United Kingdom, Germany and Italy
36

Ibidem, Article 40-6, p. 37.
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 The Letter of Intent ( LOI), with France, Germany, Italy, Spain, the United
Kingdom and Sweden as members
 The West European Armaments Group, (WEAG) with 19 European states as
members of which 14 members of the EU
The statute, membership, number of seats and the functioning of the Agency would be
decided upon by the European Council with a qualified majority.
The Agency would act to:
 Identify the objectives to be attained regarding the military capacities of member
states and evaluate the fulfilment of the commitments undertaken by them;
 Promote the harmonisation of operational needs and adopt effective and
compatible measures regarding procurement;
 Propose multilateral objectives that would lead to reaching the targets assumed
in terms of military capacities;
 Support research in defence technologies, plan and coordinate joint activities of
research and analyse future operational needs;
 Identify and if necessary, implement any measures that can lead to strengthening
the industrial and technological infrastructure of the defence sector and
improving the efficiency of military expenses35.
Although this decision attempts to correct one of the major shortcomings in the
functioning of the ESDP, not all member states support it, some pronouncing
themselves (at the date of this study) clearly against, e.g. the United Kingdom. Also, it
is not clear whether the establishing of the Agency would mean connecting the
armament industry to the conditions of the Common Market and to competition. The
reactions of member states to this possibility can be considered, at least for the present
time, as cautious.
Closer cooperation in mutual defence and the solidarity clause
Unlike NATO which does not make a distinction between armed aggression and
terrorist attacks ( on September 12, 2001 the North-Atlantic Alliance acting for the first
time on Art. V regarding collective defence and declaring war on terrorism ), the EU
does distinguish between the two in its Draft Treaty. Closer cooperation in defence
applies to armed aggressions and is governed by Art. 51 in the United Nations Charter,
while the solidarity clause becomes operational in the event of terrorist attacks and
natural or human-provoked disasters.
More precisely, the solidarity clause stipulates the mobilisation of all EU resources,
including military ones, for:
 preventing terrorist threats on the territory of the EU
 protection of the civilian population and institutions from terrorist attacks
 providing assistance to member states which suffered a terrorist attack or a
disaster on their territory
It is important to mention that according to the Draft Treaty, the closer cooperation in
mutual defence will imply that the EU member states will work closely together with
the North-Atlantic Alliance. However, the provisions in this respect are somehow
ambiguous, reflecting different, if not divergent opinions, among those states which are
pro-Atlantic, pro-European or neutral. In the present formulation, the decisions
concerning mutual defence depend to a considerable extent on the decisions of the
European Council, therefore not bringing any substantial changes to previous practices.
Both the “closer cooperation” in “mutual defence” and the solidarity clause received
serious criticism by the Parliamentary Assembly of the WEU37. The solidarity clause,
35

Ibidem, Article III-212, p. 193
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which stipulates that “should any of the member states participating in this cooperation
be the victim of armed aggression on its territory, the other participant states will
provide aid and assistance by all the means at their disposal, military or other, according
to Art. 51 of the United Nations Charter” was rejected as unjustified not so much
because it rivals with Art. V on collective defence in the Treaty of Washington, but
because: it offers less security guarantees then the modified Treaty in Brussels; the
existing security guarantees lack credibility being founded on a mere declaration and
not a Protocol; it does not specify the minimum number of participant states, leaving
room for potential division among the signatories of the modified Treaty of Brussels;
the process of consultation previous to its implementation might lead to delays in
situations of emergency.
The solidarity clause was challenged in its turn because the Draft Treaty does not define
what qualifies as a “terrorist attack” (which would activate the clause) and, respectively,
an “armed aggression”( which would activate “closer cooperation” in “mutual
defence”), such imprecision being likely to generate confusions with unpredictable
consequences in practice.
Not least, criticisms formulated by the Parliamentary Assembly of the WEU regarding
the provisions on the CFSP and ESDP remarked the insufficient development of the
parliamentary dimension of the two interdependent policies38: the fact that, despite the
overall consolidation of the role of the European Parliament, there is no provision
stating the obligation of the Council to report to the European Parliament, as the WEU
Council reports to the WEU assembly; also, no collective responsibility is given to
national parliaments, despite the purely intergovernmental nature of this policy, the sole
reference to such a collective role being made in the Protocol on the role of national
parliaments in the EU according to which the so-called Conference of the European
Affairs Committees (COSAC) can organise parliamentary conferences on different
topics, especially to debate issues of the CFSP and ESDP, yet no institutionalised
dialogue being established between this body and the Council.

37

Prospects for the European Security and Defence Policy-Contribution to the Intergovernmental
Conference, Draft Report submitted by Mr Gaburro, Rapporteur, Assembly of Western European Union,
The Interparliamentary European Security and Defence Assembly, Political Committe (Forty-ninth
session), Paris, 13 October 2003, A/WEU/POL [2003] 16, pp. 3-5.
38
Security policy in an enlarged Europe – a contribution to the Convention, Supplementary Report
submitted on behalf of the Political Committee by Mr Nazaré, Rapporteur, Assembly of Western
European Union, The Interparliamentary European Security and Defence Assembly, Forty-ninth session,
3 June 2003, Document A/1818, p. 5.
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The Role of the CFSP/ESDP
for the Formation of the EU as a Global Actor

Mihail Naydenov
Senior expert
Defence Policy Directorate
Ministry of Defence, Sofia

I am pleased to be here today at the fifth issue of the Economic Policy Institute’s
Summer Seminar for Young Public Servants from Southeastern Europe: “Preparation
for EU Accession”. The topic I have to deal with within the current panel “The Security
Dimension of Widening and Deepening” is the role of the Common Foreign and
security Policy (CFSP), especially the European security and Defense Policy
(ESDP), for the formation of the EU as a global actor. I think it is the right time and
place to raise this issue, particularly in the presence of such distinguished audience of
promising young public servants who work for the future of our region as an indivisible
part of Uniting Europe.
Given the new realities following the end of the bipolar model of international
relations in 1989-90 and the new risks and threats today, especially after the two tragic
dates of 11 September 2001 and 11 March 2004, the issue of the EU role in the world
affairs is more than pressing. If the EU wants to play a global role, which is
commensurate with its economic weight, the further development of the CFSP with its
EDSP component is unavoidable. The determination and concrete moves related thereto
of the EU to add a military dimension to its economic and political potential constitutes
a substantial factor for building up its role as a global player.
The EU has so far been developing as a complex and constantly evolving
structure. The European Integration has been a process of widening and deepening, but
never of completing. The logic of EU integration consists not only of extending the
geographical scope of the Union, but also of including new areas of cooperation into the
process as well as of further developing the already existing policies.
EU activities with external dimensions
Speaking about the EU as a foreign and security policy actor, it should be noted
that its specific nature and mode of functioning leads to the distinction of several kinds
of activities of the Union having external dimensions. The CFSP/ESDP is only one of
them and although it could not be said it is more important than the others, this
instrument is a condition sine qua non for the completion of the whole foreign policy
mechanism which would allow the EU to play a global role.
If there is an attempt to distinguish the activities of the EU having external
dimensions, it would be found out that they are related to different legal, institutional
and decision-making contexts. Without pretending to be exhaustive and universal, the
following activities of the EU with external dimensions could be outlined:
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•

CFSP, including ESDP;

•

Economic activities with external aspects falling under the European Community’s
competences (First Pillar), mainly trade, aid and development relations with
third parties, labeled ususlly as “external relations”;

•

Enlargement, which influences both foreign and domestic policies of the applicant
countries and thus promotes the EU values and interests;

•

European Neighborhood Policy, aimed at preventing the emergence of new
dividing lines between the enlarged EU and its neighbors and offering them the
chance to participate in various EU activities, through greater political, security,
economic and cultural co-operation. ENP addresses one of the strategic objectives
the EU set in its Security Strategy (2003) - building security in its neighborhood.
ENP is distinct from enlargement. It neither prepares for enlargement, nor rules it
out at some future point. (Günter Verheugen, 19.03.2004)

•

Sanctions, or restrictive measures, applied in pursuit of CFSP goals, e.g. reduction
of economic or diplomatic relations. Some of them require a mixed, cross-pillar, use
of instruments in order to be implemented, e.g. a CFSP (Second Pillar) Common
Position is implemented at Community level (First Pillar) through a Regulation.

•

protection of human rights in third countries - human rights and democratic values
as the cornerstone of EU foreign policy (Art. 11 of the TEU); clauses requiring third
countries to respect human rights (often known as 'human rights clauses',
incorporated in bilateral trade and cooperation agreements, also included in the
Cotonou agreement within the framework of the development policy); internal
policy often has repercussions on the EU external relations; a horizontal priority, i.e.
mainstreamed in the EU other policies – provisions under both the “First pillar” and
the “Third Pillar” affect aspects of HR that have implications for citizens of third
countries, e.g. the fight against trafficking in human beings, the fight against racism,
xenophobia and anti-Semitism, the asylum policy and the immigration policy; also
instruments under the CFSP, e.g. the Common position (20 July 2000) on support to
democratic forces in the FRY;

•

conflict prevention – conditionality of EC cooperation with third countries, e.g. in
the context of the relations established by the Lomé Convention (in replaced in 2000
by the Cotonou Agreement), the EC has a special responsibility to help ACP States
to find peaceful conflict solutions; ensuring the EC funds provided to ACP countries
not to be diverted to military uses; freezing or suspending aid as an extreme measure
with a view to motivating peaceful solutions; the EU program for the prevention of
violent conflicts adopted at the Gothenburg European Council (June 2001).

•

humanitarian aid - a key aspect of the Union’s international presence; leading role
in international humanitarian efforts; the European Community Humanitarian Office
(ECHO) established in 1992; Some 18 million people are helped each year in more
than 60 countries through 200 partners (NGOs, ICRC, and UN agencies like the
UNHCR and the WFP). More than €500 million a year spent on financing
humanitarian projects.

•

Other activities can also be mentioned, such as external activities under Justice
and Home Affairs, particularly in the light of the fight against terrorism;
environment policy (projects with third countries); visa and asylum policy;
national foreign policies of the EU member states (Brian White, 2001).
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The issue of defining whether there is or what is to be understood exactly under
“EU foreign policy” is debated at academic and practical level ant at present opinions
are diverse.
Trying to encompass the external dimension activities of the Union, the EU
External Relations commissioner Chris Patten (7 November 2003) gave the following
definition: “In Brussels jargon, external relations, or “external action” (…) is a much
wider concept than CFSP. It encompasses the so called “first pillar” policies such as
development co-operation and technical assistance, trade, environmental, visa and
asylum policy and other areas, plus “classical” foreign policy or CFSP. The rules for
decision making and the role of the Commission and of the Council are different for
first pillar and CFSP.”
Development of the CFSP/ESDP
The idea of establishing political and defense structures designed to upgrade the
successful economic integration enterprise that formally started with the creation of the
three Communities in the 1950’s has always been promoted through a series of
proposals, which shared one goal, despite their diversity of visions of how to achieve it.
The failure in the 1954 of the plans of establishing European Defense Community, i.e.
an integrated European army under joint command, known as “Pleven” plan, as well as
an European Political Community (federal or confederative structure), were followed by
the two courageous but unsuccessful “Fouchet” plans in the early 1960’s, which
envisaged a union of states with common foreign and defense policies. However, the
attempts in this respect continued, but the objectives became less ambitious and the
gradual transfer of sovereignty method of integration was adopted as more effective.
As a result thereof came the informal launching of the European Political Cooperation
in 1970 and the establishment in 1974 of a new structure – the European Council. With
the entry into force of the Single European Act in 1987, the European Political
Cooperation acquired its own institutional and legal basis.
The new political and security realities after the end of the Cold War lead the
member states to find more appropriate solutions in this field. An important
transformation in this field was made with the entry into force of the Treaty on the
European Union (TEU) in 1993, as a result of which the European Political Cooperation
was replaced by the CFSP (Title V of the Treaty), known as the “Second Pillar” in the
new structure. For the first time the Member States incorporated in the Treaty the
objective of a "common foreign policy". Article 2 of the Common provisions of the
TEU states that one of the objectives of the Union is to “assert its identity on the
international scene, in particular through the implementation of a common foreign and
security policy, including the eventual framing of a common defense policy, which might
in time lead to a common defense”. The treaty of Amsterdam (1999) brought in a
number of improvements in CFSP and the treaty of Nice (2003) also made contributions
thereto. Despite the abovementioned incontestable advancements, the CFSP still
operates as an intergovernmental mechanism35, which differentiates it from the
traditional “First Pillar” common policies, such as trade, agriculture etc.
35 There are specific instruments of the CFSP/ESDP, different from the ECs’ ones. Article 12 of the
consolidated TEU stipulates that the Union shall pursue the objectives set out in Article 11 by: defining
the principles of and general guidelines for the common foreign and security policy; deciding on common
strategies; adopting joint actions; adopting common positions; strengthening systematic cooperation
between Member States in the conduct of policy.
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The objectives of the CFSP’ as set out in article 11 of the consolidated TEU,
shall be:
1. to safeguard the common values, fundamental interests, independence and integrity
of the Union in conformity with the principles of the United Nations Charter,
2. to strengthen the security of the Union in all ways,
3. to preserve peace and strengthen international security, in accordance with the
principles of the United Nations Charter, as well as the principles of the Helsinki
Final Act and the objectives of the Paris Charter, including those on external
borders,
4. to promote international cooperation,
5. to develop and consolidate democracy and the rule of law, and respect for human
rights and fundamental freedoms.
Over nearly four decades disagreements among member states on the issue of
adding a military dimension to the integration process persisted, making impossible the
build-up of a common defense policy. However, efforts continued to be made and as a
result thereof the ESDP, as a part of the CFSP, is now under formation.
Following the historic Franco-British summit in St. Malo in 1998 where was
recognized the need of building an EU “capacity for autonomous action” came the
Cologne European Council (June 1999), where the member states agreed to provide the
EU with "the capacity for autonomous action, backed up by credible military forces".
The Helsinki European Council (December 1999) set as a “Headline goal” the
formation by the year 2003 of the European Rapid Reaction Forces (ERRF), composed
of 15 brigades (one army corps), approximately 60 000 troops. They are supposed to
have the capacity to be deployed within 60 days into an EU-led “Petersberg”36 operation
(in or outside Europe) and to be sustained for at least one year. However, this does not
mean the creation of an European army.
In order to meet the Headline Goal requirements, at the Capabilities
Commitment Conference (Brussels, 20 November 2000) the ministers of defense of the
EU countries committed to provide for the ERRF 100 000 troops, 400 combat aircraft
and 100 naval vessels. One year later in Brussels was held the Capabilities Improvement
Conference where shortfalls were identified and where was made the decision to start
the European Capability Action Plan in order to remedy them.
The Laeken European Council (December 2001) declared the operational
readiness of the ESDP and that the EU was able to conduct some crisis-management

36

humanitarian and rescue tasks; peacekeeping tasks; tasks of combat forces in crisis management,
including peacemaking. On 19 June 1992 in Petersberg, near Bonn, Germany, the Council of the Western
European Union (WEU) adopted a declaration with the above-mentioned tasks as an expression of the
Union's intention to develop as an EU defense component. The Treaty of Amsterdam, which came into
force on 1 May 1999, has incorporated the "Petersberg tasks" in the new Article 17 of the EU Treaty. In
November 2000 the WEU member countries decided to transfer the operational functions of the Union to
the EU. Compare the tasks with those in the Constitution for Europe, Article III-210: 1. The tasks referred
to in Article I-40(1), in the course of which the Union may use civilian and military means, shall include
joint disarmament operations, humanitarian and rescue tasks, military advice and assistance tasks,
conflict prevention and peace-keeping tasks, tasks of combat forces in crisis management, including
peacemaking and post-conflict stabilisation. All these tasks may contribute to the fight against
terrorism, including by supporting third countries in combating terrorism in their territories.
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operations. The Helsinki Headline Goal was declared formally met in 2003, but the
Thessaloniki European Council (June 2003) acknowledged that the EU operational
capability was still limited and constrained by recognized shortfalls. At the General
Affairs and External Relation Council meeting in Brussels in May 2003 the EU Defense
Ministers declared the ERRF ready to perform the “Petersberg tasks”, but they
recognized that existing gaps in military capabilities limited the forces’ ability to deploy
quickly, defend themselves if a conflict intensifies or handle more than one mission
simultaneously.
The Nice European Council (December 2000) approved the formation of the
permanent political and military bodies for the decision-making and the political and
strategic control of EU-led operations: the Political and Security Committee; the
Military Committee; the Military Staff37. At the Feira European Council (June 2000)
the EU allowed non-EU European NATO member countries and EU applicant countries
to take part in the formation of the ESDP through contributing to the build-up of the
ERRF as well as through participating in some sessions of the ESDP political and
military bodies (format EU + Bulgaria, Iceland, Norway, Romania and Turkey).
Following the adoption of the EU Security Strategy (‘A Secure Europe in a
Better world’) on 12 December 2003, taking into account the new security challenges
and the need of qualitative improvement in EU capabilities (while the initial Headline
Goal’s accent was generally on the quantitative side), the EU defense ministers adopted
in May 2004 a new plan – “Headline Goal 2010”, which was endorsed by the Brussels
European Council summit in June 2004. Under the plan, reflecting the EU Security
Strategy, the EU is committed to be able by 2010 to respond to crises throughout the
world. The plan envisions the EU member states to “be able by 2010 to respond with
rapid and decisive action applying a full coherent approach to the whole spectrum of
crisis management operations covered by the Treaty on the EU”.
Another significant step in improving the EU operational capabilities is the
Franco-British-German initiative (February 2004) for the creation of “battle groups”
for conducting missions under the mandate of the UN Security Council. The proposal
consists of having highly trained battalion-sized battle groups (1,500 troops each),
including combat and service support elements as well as deployability and
sustainability assets. They should be capable of conducting high intensity operations.
These formations should be deployable within 15 days notice and sustainable for at least
30 days (extendable to 120 days by rotation). Initial operational capability is planned to
be achieved by 2005 and full operational capability by 2007. The proposals were
approved by the Council in May 2004 and integrated into the document “Headline Goal
2010”. The member states are to start contributing to these multinational "high readiness
joint packages" at the beginning of the second half of 2004.
The ESDP has also a civilian component, developed at the Feira European
Council (1999) and Gothenburg European Council (2001). It took shape in the EU-led
police mission in Bosnia and Herzegovina, which started on 1 January 2003 and is the
first ever EU-led civilian crisis management operation. The civilian dimension of the
EU consists of four elements: police cooperation (possibility of providing up to 5 000
policemen, including 1 000 within 30 days); strengthening the rule of law (possibility of
37

Different actors are involved in the CFSP/ESDP process – the European Council, the Council of the
Ministers for Foreign Affairs, the Political and Security Committee, the Military Committee, the Military
Staff, the European correspondents network, the CFSP Working Group and the CFSP counselors. The
Commission and the European Parliament are also involved in the process. For more information see:
www.europa.eu.int
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providing up to 200 judges, prosecutors and other experts in the field); civilian
administration; civil protection.
On 31 March 2003 the EU launched its first military peace-keeping mission
“Concordia” which succeeded the NATO “Allied Harmony” operation in the Republic
of Macedonia. On 15 December 2003 the EU launched its police mission “Proxima” as
a follow-on operation.
The second EU peace-keeping mission and the first deployment outside Europe,
operation “Artemis” in Congo, was formally approved by the Council on 5 June 2003
and was successfully concluded on 1 September 2003.
The first EU rule of law mission – EUJUST THEMIS in Georgia – was
launched on 16 July 2004 and is supposed to last 12 for months.
The EU prepares to take over by the end of 2004 the NATO-led peacekeeping mission in Вosnia and Herzegovina (SFOR). Planning for the EU mission,
currently known as ALTHEA, is already under way. This mission is to be realized in
particular after the conclusion in Brussels on 16 December 2002 of the agreement
between NATO and the EU, which provides for the EU access to NATO assets and
capabilities in EU-led operations when the North Atlantic Alliance is not engaged as a
whole (the “Berlin plus” mechanism). This allows the Union to enhance its capability in
conduct high-intensity operations.
Another important element of the ESDP is the conflict prevention. An EU
program for the prevention of violent conflicts was adopted at the Gothenburg European
Council (June 2001).
After the tragic events of 11 September 2001, the EU declared the struggle
against terrorism as a priority for the CFSP. The ESDP operational capabilities could
play an important part in this respect. However, terrorism is not among the “Petersberg
tasks” (see the Constitution), but their implementation could help the struggle against
this challenge. Moreover, the EU multilateral approach, reflected in its Security
Strategy, combining “hard” and “soft” power options, is a good basis for tackling this
phenomenon.
Last but not least, a very important component of the ESDP construction is its
industrial dimension. Armaments cooperation programs between some member states
of have so far been developed outside the framework of the EU – both at Community
and intergovernmental “Second Pillar” level. Member states have neither transferred
sovereignty, nor developed a systematic coordination of their national armaments
policies. However, efforts continued to be made in this direction, especially by the
European Commission (see http://europa.eu.int/comm/enterprise/defence/index.htm). A
major breakthrough in this sphere occurred in July 2004 when the Council formally
adopted a Joint Action on the establishment of an Agency in the field of defense
capabilities development, research, acquisition and armaments following more than
a year of intensive preparatory work. Intergovernmental in character, the agency will
aim at developing defense capabilities in the field of crisis management, promoting and
enhancing European armaments cooperation, strengthening the European defense
industrial and technological base and creating a competitive European defense
equipment market.
Towards a “European foreign policy”?
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The new realities of today’s world following require adaptation not only of
capabilities to tackle with security risks and threats, but also a change in mentality. If
the EU pretends to play a global role commensurate with its economic power, it needs
to be able to anticipate events and to become an agenda-shaping actor.
The EU has the potential to be a global actor, but first it must consolidate its
ability to speak in a single voice and to act as a coherent mechanism on the
international scene. Now, this depends to a decisive extent on the political will of the
member states to continue the construction of the CFSP with its defense component.
Without the CFSP/ESDP the EU would be at best local actor with limited capabilities.
Only the “First Pillar” potential of the Union, despite its enormous economic influence,
is not enough. Therefore, a CFSP with defense component lies in the core of a real
“European foreign policy".
Speaking about a “European foreign policy”, it should be noted that this is not
only a matter of formation of the CFSP/ESDP, but also of the whole mechanism for
conducting the external activities of the Union. A coherent EU foreign policy
mechanism is missing at the moment. There is a differentiation of mechanisms with
regard to different external activities (e.g. trade – EC’s mechanisms, CFSP – “Second
Pillar”, sanctions – cross pillar etc.).
There are different solution models. One of them is to give the CFSP precedence
over the other mechanisms which are to be subordinated to it. This is a direct approach,
practically impossible to be realized at the moment. Another solution could be
developing further the CFSP with its military component, while not subordinating
directly to it the other mechanisms for external action, and, at the same time
strengthening the sense of solidarity and building horizontal coordination between
member states foreign policies. The shared sense of belonging to a common strategic
culture would be very constructive in this case.
Another question arising in this line of thoughts is not only to have a functioning
CFSP, but what one? Would the member states be able to overcome their inclination to
the intergovernmental model and to accept the Community supranational form as a
precondition for another success story following the example of the economic
integration?
Developing a CFSP means not only institution and capacity building, but also a
right common situation assessment and a vision for the objectives to be pursued. The
EU Security Strategy provides for a pragmatic, balanced approach of tackling the
security challenges. The document focuses on the ideas of “effective multilateralism”,
strengthening of international institutions and “rule-based international order”. It
combines “soft” and “hard” power options, “the full spectrum of instruments for crisis
management and conflict prevention at our disposal, including political, diplomatic,
military and civilian, trade and development activities”, underlying that “none of the
new threats is purely military; nor can any be tackled by purely military means. Each
requires a mixture of instruments”. The EU recognizes the “need to develop a strategic
culture that fosters early, rapid, and when necessary, robust intervention”, but military
enforcement operations are only one possible option. The Strategy paper also calls for
greater coherence among the different instruments having external action implications.
The combination of “soft” and “hard” power is a precondition of a successful
CFSP. Both elements are necessary for the role of a global actor. “Soft” without “hard”
power leads to incapacity to face serious challenges. The opposite presages problematic
post-conflict peace-building period, which could lead to even compromising a
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successful peace-enforcement operation. Efficient crisis management strategies connect
military power to other essential elements, such as economic development, addressing
the social issues, poverty eradication, education, health care, good governance, law
enforcement etc. Treating the roots of the conflicts would require the use of some
“First Pillar” instruments (e.g. development and assistance), while the CFSP/ESDP is a
central piece of a reliable conflict resolution strategy.
Having in mind the impressive progress made in the last years in the area of
CFSP/ESDP, it should be pointed out that the CFSP/ESDP is still a separate
mechanism with unanimity38 as a general rule, particularly in defense, even in the
Constitution for Europe which has not yet entered into force. In the constitution treaty
the distinction between CFSP and the other aspects of the EU external action is not
overcome, despite some major advancements.
The Constitution for Europe brings in improvements, allowing for a better
foreign policy coordination. A key institutional innovation is the creation of the post of
Union Minister for Foreign Affairs that merges the tasks of the High Representative
for the CFSP with the Commissioner for the external relations’ ones. The Minister will
be mandated by the Council for CFSP and, at the same time, will be a member and vicepresident of the Commission and in this capacity he/she will be in charge of the
Commission’s responsibilities in the field of external relations as well as of the
coordination of the other aspects of the EU external action. The EU Foreign Minister
will chair the External Relations Council and will be assisted by a European
External Action Service (a kind of a EU “diplomatic service” to be established).
Another improvement in this area is the possibility of enhanced cooperation in the
field of defense. Nevertheless, it should be pointed out that the Constitution does not
transform the Union into a federal or con-federal structure and the role of the European
parliament is still not raised at the necessary level.
The Constitution for Europe is a move forward, but not the end of the enterprise.
Whether ratified or not, it would be a lighthouse for the future path to walk. It should be
recognized that in the last 13 years too many changes have been made in the EU
construction - Maastricht with the birth of the EU and its CFSP, amended by
Amsterdam and Nice treaties, and, finally the substantial changes in the Constitution for
Europe. Taking into account the difficulties met in the ratification of the treaties in some
countries, the question arises whether there is a reforms “fatigue” or something else?
It should be recognized that the EU integration has been so far an occupation
primarily for elites. There is a lack of a dependable communication strategy and the
elections for European parliament this year made another proof of this fact. The debate
of the future of Europe is not yet at the necessary level. A discernible trend, especially
in the applicant countries, is being seen – the high public approval for EU integration in
38

Unanimity is the general rule in the CFSP decision-making, but the Amsterdam Treaty allows for a
"constructive abstention". In this case the country that abstains through issuing a formal declaration is not
obliged to apply the decision, but according to the principle of solidarity it has to accept that the decision
commits the Union as a whole and has to agree to abstain from any action that conflict with that decision.
The rule does not apply if the abstaining Member States account for more than one third of the weighted
Council votes. The qualified majority (62/87 votes and the positive vote of at least 10 countries) is
applied in two cases: for decisions applying a common strategy and for decisions implementing a joint
action or a common position. Because of important reasons of national policy the member states are able
to block a qualified majority voting ("emergency brake"). In such cases there is no vote and the Council
may decide by a qualified majority to refer the matter to the European Council for a unanimous decision.
It should be noted that unanimity is compulsory for decisions with military or defense implications.
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the first years diminishes while getting closer to accession, which means that more
questions are being asked when concrete results are felt as a consequence of the
accession preparation.
There is a need in the EU, especially in the new members, to take timely measures to
translate the sense of the integration into the language of the citizens through concrete
actions. The democratic deficit is felt both at institutional (e.g. EP) and public/societal
level. The sensitive issue of political integration with defense implications necessitates
the overcoming of this shortfall. Shortcomings have to be identified not only at ESDP
capability level, bit also in the public.
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