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The imminent enlargement of the European Union to include new European countries is of great
historic significance, marking yet another step towards the unification of Europe. Enlargement
entails enormous political and economic opportunities. Widened political integration promises to
reinforce democracy and stability throughout the European continent while an enlarged eco-
nomic area paves the way for increased trade and investment which in turn leads to greater
economic prosperity within a globally more competitive Europe. 

The EFTA States have a stake in successful enlargement. First, because new members of the
EU will also become members of the EEA and parties to the Swiss-EU bilateral agreements. In
this respect, one of the main concerns of the EEA EFTA States is to contribute to the accession
negotiations and ensure the parallel ratification of both the EU and EEA membership in order to
maintain the legal homogeneity of the extended Internal Market. Secondly, enlargement of the
EEA will lead to the nullification of existing free trade agreements between the EFTA States and
the accession countries. This will result in a stronger relationship between the EFTA States and
the accession countries since the EEA Agreement and the Swiss-EU agreements are wider in
scope than the existing free trade agreements. However, the EEA does not allow for free trade
in fish while the free trade agreements between the EFTA States and most of the candidate
countries do. Therefore, the EFTA States are calling for intensification of discussions with the
EU with a view to maintaining free trade in fish and other marine products.

The EFTA Parliamentary CommitteeÕs Conference on EFTA-EU Relations and Enlargement can be
seen as one measure in EFTAÕs overall preparations for enlargement. The main objectives of this
conference, held in Oslo, Norway on 13 and 14 November 2001, were the following:

¥ To discuss the economic and political opportunities of enlargement

¥ To highlight the EU candidate countriesÕ adherence to the EEA Agreement and to the bilateral
agreements between the EU and Switzerland

¥ To strengthen relations between the EFTA countries and their European partners

The Conference in Oslo attracted roughly 80 delegates from the EU, EU candidate countries, the
EFTA States and their European free trade partner countries (non-EU candidate countries). The
views of all these players in European integration are presented in this edition of the EFTA
Bulletin.

Foreword
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EFTA Parliamentary Committee
Conference on EFTA-EU Relations
and Enlargement
Welcome and introduction

Mr Vilhj�lmur Egilsson, 
Chairman of the EFTA Parliamentary Committee

Colleagues, Excellencies, Members of the
EFTA family, Ladies and Gentlemen!

I welcome all of you to our EFTA
Parliamentary Committee Conference on the
relations between EFTA and the European
Union and the implications of enlargement of
the Union. In particular I want to extend a
special welcome to our guests from the EU
candidate countries and other European coun-
tries, which, for some, have travelled far to
come to Oslo. 

So, why are we all gathered here in this beau-
tiful and elegant city of Oslo? Why have we
parliamentarians from Switzerland, Norway,
Liechtenstein and Iceland invited you to come
here and meet with us for two days? The rea-
son is simple. We are following with great
interest the process of enlarging the European
Union and we are in our own way participat-
ing in the integration of Europe. We are there-
fore all participants in the same process and

we have great common interests at stake in
seeing this process become successful for all
of us. We can also say that we form together
the group of bystanders in Europe, which is
ever more often regarded as the European
Union plus a few less important areas on the
map. Some of us do not want to become
members of the European Union, many are
candidates to become members and presum-
ably successful in that endeavour, others are
willing to join but are not yet accepted as real-
istic candidates. In any case it is necessary for
us to strengthen our ties between us since we
all want to benefit from the continuing inte-
gration of Europe and the prosperity of each
one of us will be advantageous for all.    

We also want at this conference to raise
amongst our friends the awareness level of
the European Economic Area Agreement, that
we call the EEA, and the bilateral Swiss-EU
agreements, which are fundamental to the

Vilhj�lmur Egilsson (born 1952) has been a
Member of the Icelandic Parliament Ð Althingi Ð
and Head of the Icelandic delegation to the EFTA
Parliamentary Committee since 1991. He now
chairs both the EFTA and EEA Parliamentary
Committees, as well as the Committee for
Economy in Althingi. With a background as
Chairman of the Independence PartyÕs Youth
League (1985-1987) and wide-ranging tasks at
the Icelandic EmployersÕ Organisation, Mr
Egilsson has since 1987 been Secretary-General
of the Iceland Chamber of Commerce.
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economic relations between the European
Union and the EFTA countries. Any new mem-
ber of the European Union will also become a
member of the EEA and a party to the Swiss-
EU bilateral agreement. The EEA agreement,
with a few exceptions, basically extends the
Internal Market of the EU to Norway, Iceland
and Liechtenstein. It is a dynamic agreement
incorporating constantly new Internal Market
legislation, which maintains homogeneity of
the market in the extended area. The Swiss-
EU bilateral agreement overhauls the very
important economic relationship between
Swiss and EU and reflects all the changes that
have occurred within Europe in recent years.
The EU relationship is the most important eco-
nomic and political relationship for the EFTA
countries and we have all greatly benefited
from the integration process in the European
Union. 

This year, 2001, will probably be considered
as a year of progress in the development of
the European Union. The process of enlarging
the Union Ð and thus the European Economic
Area Ð has taken on a new dimension. The
Gothenburg European Council set out the
desired time frame for the first accessions.
Countries will join on individual merits, but we
expect the first countries to accede in a cou-
ple of years. So enlargement will happen
soon, and the process is irreversible. This will
have an effect on all European countries, EU
insiders as well as outsiders. Although not all
European countries want, or can, join the EU;
we will all become more united after enlarge-
ment. Indeed the process has already begun,
and this conference is a sign of a changing
Europe; a Europe with common prospects and
hopes. 

All countries represented here are indeed
European. The EFTA countries, outside the EU,
are European, the countries in the
Southeastern part of the continent are
European, and Ukraine and Russia equally
belong to the European family. The concept of
an enlarged Europe evokes more intra-
European co-operation and integration,
regardless of the institutional link to the EU.
At this conference we will discuss the political
and economic opportunities that arise for

Europe as a whole. I am deeply convinced
that all European countries will reap benefits
as soon as the political and economic dynam-
ics of the enlarged Union take effect. But
there will also be challenges, and we should
not avoid addressing them.   

What the EFTA countries and present and
prospective EU candidate countries have in
common is that we are either small or do not
have economic importance relative to our
size. Whatever our affiliation to the EU is, or
will be, we have a common challenge in mak-
ing our voices heard in an enlarged EU. And as
parliamentarians we have a special responsi-
bility to bring Europe Ð its initiatives, actions
and polices Ð closer to our citizens. The com-
mon tasks of the European nations, be they
EU members or not, will more and more affect
the everyday life of our citizens. We cannot as
parliamentarians stay idle and make excuses
when our voters question something that is
happening within the European Union. Our
role is to participate in the debate on the
important decisions that affect our lives and
even though our influence may be meagre it
will be even less than that if we donÕt speak
out when we have the opportunity. We must
ourselves have our own visions on the future
of Europe and communicate them to our citi-
zen as we take an active part in forming the
measures necessary to realise our visions.  

The EFTA Parliamentary Committee has
always taken a keen interest in the enlarge-
ment of the European Union. We have
strongly endorsed this process, while advocat-
ing continuing support to prospective member
countries, as well as to other European coun-
tries. I am also happy to state that our gov-
ernments too have always been in favour of
enlarging the European Union.

But listening to this positive attitude towards
enlarging the European Union and European
integration in general from the EFTA side one
question inevitably rises. Why are the EFTA
countries not members of the European
Union? They are certainly in the group of the
most prosperous and affluent countries in
Europe and could definitely contribute in an
important way to the whole integration pro-
cess. This question deserves an answer even
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though I think that the answers may be as
numerous as the individuals who try to
answer this question.

In my mind the basic reason for the EFTA
countries not being members of the EU is that
too many of our voters have not been con-
vinced that there are enough immediate eco-
nomic benefits of joining and have instead
expected difficult adaptation problems for
some industries. All the EFTA countries would
as members expect to be large net contribu-
tors to the EU. There have not been any spe-
cial political reasons for the EFTA countries to
join. Democracy is entrenched in the souls of
our nations. Iceland and Norway are members
of NATO and Switzerland and Liechtenstein
have their well known political status. But as
can be expected, important groups in our
countries either advocate membership or fight
against ideas of joining.

In the last decades we have seen the
European Union develop from a community of
six countries, which joined together for the
overriding political necessity to preserve
peace and democracy into a union of 15 mem-
bers where there is much greater diversity in
aspirations and visions of the future. The com-
mon market was initially a tool to promote
peace and democracy for the six founding
members but proved an irresistible magnet
for other nations. We have therefore seen
some countries leave EFTA for what they have
considered as the greener pastures of the
European Union. We can mention the United
Kingdom, Denmark, Ireland and Portugal. And
in the last exodus from EFTA we saw Sweden,
Finland and Austria leaving. We also note that
the Fins and the Austrians thought they had in
addition good political reasons for joining the
EU.

Looking at the European Union from outside,
from Iceland, a European country that has
never applied for membership, it seems
inevitable that the political integration of the
Union will be far more complicated than the
economic integration. While there is a broad
consensus on the fundamentals of our soci-
eties, like democracy and human rights, there
is no wide ranging agreement on political
issues as foreign and security policy, home

affairs, the Schengen Agreement and so on. It
will always be easier to motivate the member
nations by the economic benefits of the
prospective actions than political benefits of
the changes. Political integration cannot lead
to the expulsion of politics. Diversity of opin-
ions is the basic reason for democracy. We see
this clearly by observing the debate on the
Euro. The argument that the Euro should be
looked at as a political move as much as an
economic move seems to be lost on the Brits,
the Danes and the Swedes who have not seen
the economic benefits of joining the single
currency outweigh perceived disadvantages.
With the current decision making process
within the EU we will surely see that political
integration will be a path of many hills and
curves    

Norway and Iceland now participate in the
Schengen Agreement, whereas the United
Kingdom and Ireland do not. In the future we
can expect that there will be more examples
of flexibility or opting out by member states in
important steps of integration but where one
or more of the EFTA countries participates. We
might therefore see the EFTA countries in
some cases deeper into the integration pro-
cess than some member states of the
European Union itself.

I do not profess to be an expert in the moti-
vations of the nations that are now candidates
to join the European Union, whether they are
more political or more economic or both. I
hope that this conference will shed an impor-
tant light on that issue but I would expect the
motivations to be different between the candi-
date countries and also evolving with time. I
would therefore myself not be surprised if one
or more of the candidate countries would have
some difficulties in convincing their voters
that joining the European Union is the right
step to take when the crucial decision making
moment finally comes.      

The most interesting feature of our future is
that we never know how exactly it will turn
out to be. But we think we know that the
European Union will within a few years be
larger than it is now and that we will see some
combination of both further integration and
increased diversity at the same time. We will
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also see that there is a place in Europe for
countries that are not member states of the
European Union and that it will always be to
the advantage of everyone in Europe to work
together and continue to integrate our
economies.  

Dear Friends!

I want to express my thanks to everyone who
has been involved in organising this confer-
ence and contributing to it by giving a pre-
sentation or participating in any other way. I
want to thank my colleagues of the EFTA par-
liaments; my colleagues from all the other
parliaments represented here, Stortinget for
its hospitality and the EFTA Secretariat for its
excellent preparatory work.

I am confident that we will have lively presen-
tations and discussions during our sessions
today and tomorrow. The list of distinguished
speakers is certainly promising.  The EFTA
Parliamentary Committee has, I believe, in
recent years provided valuable input into the
deliberations of the EFTA and EEA bodies and
I hope that this conference will be another
important contribution.

Moreover, it is a unique opportunity to
strengthen and develop ties between the EFTA
countries and future and prospective EU coun-
tries. It is my hope that this conference will
consolidate the European identity and rein-
force the feeling of belonging to the same
family. Families that stick together are the
strongest!  

May we all have rewarding and enjoyable time
together at this conference.
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EFTA and Enlargement
Mr Kim Traavik, 
Norwegian State Secretary, Ministry of Foreign Affairs: 

Distinguished Delegates, Ladies and Gentle-
men,

The enlargement of the European Union will
create a new Union and a new Europe. It will
significantly change the map of our part of the
world. It will foster stability and prosperity
across our continent.

In Norway there is broad political support for
this historic process, and rightly so. Norway is
a part of Europe. EuropeÕs future is NorwayÕs
future. Hence, supporting the process of mak-
ing Europe more united, more democratic and
more effective is enlightened self-interest,
even for outsiders such as Norway and the
other EFTA States.

The enlargement of the EU will benefit the
continent. It will create an internal market of
around 500 million consumers, including
Norway and the other EFTA EEA States.
Membership of the EU will boost the candidate
countries both economically and socially, as
well as politically. The enlargement process
will consequently be decisive for the whole of
Europe. 

Considerable efforts will be required from the
applicant countries themselves, from the EU,
and from the rest of Europe. Enlargement

poses a number of challenges for the appli-
cant countries: Their institutions, legislation
and economies must be adapted so that they
are able to participate on equal terms in the
broad political and economic co-operation in
Europe. Hence, it is important to actively sup-
port the necessary reforms. Norway is com-
mitted to doing so, in close co-operation with
the EU and the candidate countries them-
selves.

Enlargement is not an easy or straightforward
process. But it is a unique historic opportunity.  

The EFTA states welcome the steady progress
in the accession negotiations. Provided the
present momentum is maintained, it seems
entirely possible that the European Union
could have up to ten new member states by
the time of the European Parliament elections
in 2004. This historic development is fully
supported by the EFTA States.

NorwayÕs support for EU enlargement is not
limited to words. A Plan of Action for the EU
Candidate Countries has been adopted.
Through this plan we want to reinvigorate our
bilateral ties with the countries concerned, at
the same time lending support for member-
ship preparations. The basic idea is to pro-

Kim Traavik (born 1946) was appointed State
Secretary for Foreign Affairs in October this year
but has an extensive background in the
Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs. In 1999,
Mr Traavik co-ordinated the Norwegian OSCE
Chairmanship and was later appointed Director
General at the MinistryÕs Department for
European Policy.  Mr Traavik chairs the Working
Table on Security Issues - Stability Pact for
South Eastern Europe.
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mote, in direct bilateral co-operation with
individual candidate countries, tangible pro-
jects that are relevant to preparations for EU
accession. Norway will provide financial sup-
port as well as expertise.

The overriding objective is to promote secu-
rity and stability in Europe by supporting the
integration of the Baltic and Central European
countries into the EU. But we also want to cre-
ate a platform for broad and strengthened
Norwegian co-operation with all candidate
countries, by encouraging closer contact, and
by building networks and co-operation in
selected areas. In this way, we also aim to fur-
ther Norwegian national interests, including Ð
we hope Ð economic interests in an expanded
EEA internal market.  

We are aware of the need to ensure that pro-
grammes and projects under the Action Plan
be harmonised with activities undertaken by
others, particularly the EU, in order to avoid
wasteful duplication of effort. 

In the selection of projects we will put partic-
ular emphasis on the following factors:

¥ the priorities and needs of the candidate
countries themselves,

¥ Norwegian interests in relation to the indi-
vidual country, 

¥ the EUÕs assessment of each country and
the support and measures provided by the
Union.

The experience accumulated so far indicates
that the Action Plan has struck a chord. It is
attracting considerable interest in the candi-
date countries. Mutually beneficial co-opera-
tion on specific projects has been established
with several of the countries concerned. 

Although the total amounts of funding avail-
able in the context of the Action Plan remain
relatively modest, particularly compared to
the vast resources brought to bear by the EU
itself, the Action Plan in our view could be a
useful supplementary instrument. And it is a
tangible expression of NorwayÕs support for
EU enlargement.

Ladies and Gentlemen!

The four EFTA states have adopted somewhat
different approaches in their relations with the
European Union. The seven bilateral
Agreements between Switzerland and the EU
are expected to enter into force next year. The
remaining EFTA countries, Norway, Iceland
and Liechtenstein, have for almost eight years
been parts of the internal market of the EU
through the EEA Agreement. Through the
EFTA Free Trade Agreements with Central
European and Baltic States as well as Turkey,
we have close economic relations with these
states, which all are candidates for EU mem-
bership.

It is important to bear in mind that enlarge-
ment of the EU will also entail enlargement of
the European Economic Area. Under the terms
of the EEA Agreement, any European state
becoming a member of the EU shall become a
party to the EEA Agreement. Accession to the
EEA Agreement is not an automatic conse-
quence of EU membership. Countries becom-
ing EU members must formally apply for EEA
membership. The terms and conditions shall
be the subject of an Agreement to be submit-
ted for ratification by all contracting parties.

From the point of view of the EEA EFTA states,
it is essential that the enlargement of the EU
take place simultaneously with the enlarge-
ment of the EEA. This is necessary in order to
ensure the homogeneity of the internal mar-
ket and to ensure a smooth transition from
the EFTA Free Trade Agreements into the EEA. 

Hence, the EFTA side has started to prepare
for EEA enlargement. This involves substan-
tive, legal, as well as technical preparations. It
is a process that will take some time. The
objective is to have an EEA Accession
Agreement ready for ratification together with
the EU enlargement instrument. To that end,
a dialogue has been opened with the
European Commission. I hope that this semi-
nar will contribute to heightened awareness of
the importance of simultaneous enlargement
of the EU and the EEA. In this connection, the
aim is also to adjust the EEA Agreement
according to relevant amendments of the EU
treaties.
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This historic enlargement is generally
expected to bring positive effects for Norway
and the other EFTA States, both politically and
economically, as it will for the rest of Europe. 

Enlargement of the internal market will lead to
closer co-operation between the EFTA States
and the new member states in the areas cov-
ered by the EEA Agreement. We shall all be
part of the same internal market. The
enlargement of the EU will expose companies
in the EFTA States to tougher competition, but
expansion of the internal market will also
open up new possibilities. The present EFTA
free trade agreements will come to an end
and the EEA agreement will become the for-
mal basis for trade between the new member
states and the EEA EFTA States.

In the longer term, enlargement of the EU and
the EEA is expected to have positive effects on
the environment. Environmental issues are
high on my governmentsÕ agenda. The candi-
date countriesÕ alignment with EC environ-
mental legislation will lead to considerable
improvements in each country as well as in
Europe in general. However, in order to enable
the candidate countries to comply with new
legislation in the environmental field, they will
require assistance in building administrative
capacity. 

The Norwegian labour market will be opened
up to nationals of the new EU member states
from day one. In a joint position on free
movement of persons submitted to the
Commission earlier this year, it was stated
that no transitional periods will be applied by
the EEA EFTA countries, taking into account,
however, the special arrangement with regard
to Liechtenstein. 

The interests of Norway and Iceland as non-
EU parties to the Schengen Agreement coin-
cide with those of the EU. Norway and
Iceland, too, wish to develop close and effec-
tive co-operation with the candidate countries
in the field of justice and home affairs. We
also share a common interest in helping the
candidate countries to implement the EU rules
in this area. 

Full implementation and compliance with the
legislation are necessary to ensure the mutual

confidence between the parties that is
required in the field of justice and home
affairs. New member states will be imple-
menting controls at the external borders on
behalf of Norway and Iceland, as they will for
all the Schengen states.

Ladies and Gentlemen!

It must be recognised that the EEA Agreement
is not widely known outside EFTA. Hence, an
important challenge facing the EFTA countries
is to communicate information on and aware-
ness of the EEA Agreement to the Central
European and Baltic countries. Let me recall
once more that, following enlargement of the
EU and the ensuing enlargement of the EEA,
the present EU member states, the candidate
countries and the EEA EFTA states will all be
part of one big internal market with the same
rights and obligations. 

As future partners in the EEA, it is of major
importance that government authorities, the
social partners, special interest groups and
civil society in all these countries know and
understand how the EEA functions and are
aware of the rights and obligations it entails
for all parties. Seminars and other means of
disseminating information on the EEA
Agreement in candidate countries are impor-
tant measures in this respect, and we are
planning a number of activities of this kind. 

Ladies and Gentlemen!

Just over 10 years after the fall of the Berlin
Wall the post-war vision of a united, peaceful
and co-operating Europe is in the process of
being realised. Today the countries of Europe
are being woven together in a web of increas-
ingly close and comprehensive co-operation
across former dividing lines, co-operation that
encompasses security, economic affairs, wel-
fare and equitable distribution.

There is broad agreement both in the EU
countries and among the EFTA countries that
we have a common responsibility to promote
further democratic development and greater
welfare for the Central European Countries.
Solidarity in todayÕs Europe is about expand-
ing the zone of welfare and stability that the
countries of Western Europe have enjoyed for
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decades to encompass all the countries of
Europe.

EU enlargement eastwards will clearly be one
of the most important contributions to peace,
stability and development in Europe. Thus the
success of the enlargement process is in the
interests of all the countries of Europe. 

The EFTA statesÕ co-operation with the Baltic
and Central European countries must be

viewed in this perspective. When they become
members of the EU, these countries will be co-
operating closely with EFTA, above all in the
European Economic Area. Thus it will remain a
high foreign policy priority of the EFTA states
to strengthen and develop its relations with
these countries.

Thank you for your attention.
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EFTA and Europe
Mr William Rossier, 
Secretary-General of EFTA

Distinguished Members of Parliament,
Excellencies, Ladies and Gentlemen!

EFTA and Europe is the theme for my inter-
vention of today.

As a matter of fact, one has to admit that the
place and the role of EFTA in the economic Ð
and political Ð evolution of the European con-
tinent over the last fifty years is generally not
really well known. What is exactly the origin of
EFTA? What has EFTA achieved over its 40
years of existence ? Where does EFTA stand in
the Europe of today ? Apart from their respec-
tive size, what differentiates EFTA from the EU
? What is its future ?

The best way to identify together the answers
to these questions seems to me that I take
you through the four phases of EFTAÕs evolu-
tion. Not for historic reasons. But because
they illustrate what Europe has gone through
in the last 50 years, and what Europe and
many other countries and regions in the world
are going through today.

Peace was indeed in the minds of the leaders
who started this process more than half a cen-
tury ago. After the war as before the war,
Europe was tied up in protectionism; customs

barriers and tariffs were still the rule. For the
economic - and political - recovery of the dev-
astated continent, it was vital to dismantle
these obstacles, to break free. Such was the
doctrine of the only intact Ð and victorious Ð
big economy: the United States of America.
The dramatic policy mistakes that followed the
World War I had to be avoided.

The political situation in Europe was, to put it
mildly, precarious. Europe was torn between
the East and the West. The countries were
bound by their history and various political
restraints. There were winners and losers.
There were neutral countries and allied ones.
There were even empires to take care of.

The Organization for European Economic Co-
operation (OEEC) was established in 1947 to
implement the Marshall Plan and became an
important venue for discussions on European
cooperation in the coming years. 

In 1956 the idea of a broad free trade area,
covering the whole of Europe, was presented
in the OEEC. It soon became clear that there
were two main schools of thought; those who
wanted to move towards close integration,
such as a custom union as a point of depar-
ture, and those who, for some of the reasons

Before taking up his duties as Secretary-General
of EFTA last year, William Rossier (born 1942)
was Head of the Permanent Mission of
Switzerland to the World Trade Organisation
(WTO) and to EFTA in Geneva. His professional
career has mainly been devoted to foreign
economic affairs in various diplomatic postings
he has held in Bern, Geneva and Brussels. Mr.
Rossier has actively participated in multiple
international negotiations within the framework
of WTO, OECD, UNCTAD and EFTA, the UN/ECE,
the CSCE as well as with the European
Communities.



1 4

mentioned above, wanted to explore other
alternatives.

The negotiations Ð the so-called ÒMaudling
negotiationsÓ Ð failed. It proved impossible to
reconcile the two camps. The six countries
(France, Italy, Germany and the Benelux
countries) supporting a close integration
towards a political union created the European
Economic Community that came into being in
1958. 

Two years later, in 1960, the EFTA Convention,
later known as the Stockholm Convention,
was signed, establishing a free trade area
amongst Austria, Denmark, Norway, Portugal,
Sweden, Switzerland and the United Kingdom. 

The free trade area, as a method of integra-
tion, had thus been established, and became
an effective tool for these countries. The free
trade alternative suited their political aspira-
tions and geo-political situations. What can be
seen as the first phase of EFTA was later com-
pleted in 1966 when full internal EFTA free
trade with industrial goods was acquired. 

The two European organizations with their two
models of integration complemented each
other in the construction of Europe. From the
beginning, as it is formally stated in the
preamble of the ÒStockholm ConventionÓ,
EFTA was a willing partner with the EEC in
exploring ways of bringing the European
countries together, breaking down trade barri-
ers, increasing co-operation and building the
single European market. 

All the EFTA countries concluded in 1972 free
trade agreements with the EC and after living
together for decades in an ever-closer liaison,
the time came when the two had to make up
their minds about their future association. In
1989 Jacques Delors proposed to the EFTA
countries to enter, in his words Ò a new, more
structured partnership, with common deci-
sion-making and administrative institutionsÓ.
This is in fact a pretty good bureaucratic
description of a marriage.

This offer reflected the fact that on the one
hand, it was important to include the EFTA
countries (which were seven at the time), with
their rich and well-developed economies, into
the ever-increasing integration of the single

market, the big achievement of the time. But
on the other hand, the reasons that prevented
many of them from joining the EC were still
there. Therefore, a special arrangement had
to be found.

DelorsÕ initiative lead to the negotiations on
the EEA Agreement which was signed in Porto
in 1992 and came into force two years later, in
1994. Those years were years of great devel-
opments. The Berlin Wall fell, and again the
European landscape was changed. A new
political situation was created and three of
EFTAÕs members at the time, - three neutral
countries - Austria, Finland and Sweden were
able to join the EC in 1995. Now, three EFTA
countries Iceland, Liechtenstein and Norway,
are parties to the agreement. Switzerland did
not join the EEA, because its citizens rejected
the proposal in a referendum.

I guess we can say that phase two of EFTAÕs
work was completed with the EEA Agreement.
The citizens and economic operators in the
three EEA EFTA countries, as we call Iceland,
Liechtenstein and Norway, are full participants
in the internal market, with the same rights
and obligations as citizens and economic
operators in the EU countries themselves. 

The EEA Agreement is working well. It is in
many ways a remarkable tool. It has a strong,
concrete structure with rules and institutions
such as an independent surveillance authority
and a court. 

But it is open and flexible to the extent that it
can take onboard the many developments
that have taken place in the internal market
and related fields since it entered into force.
Experts from the three EEA EFTA countries
take part in drawing up proposals for new
internal market legislation, which is later
implemented in these EFTA countries through
national legislation. 

In addition to the four freedoms, the
Agreement covers flanking policies, such as
competition and participation by the EFTA
states in EC programmes in research and cul-
ture, just to name a couple of important
areas. 

The third phase of EFTAÕs work started with
formalising its relations with countries outside
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the EC. First on the European Continent, then
beyond Europe.

At the end of the cold war in 1989 the EC ini-
tiated the so-called ÒEurope AgreementsÓ,
with the countries of Central and Eastern
Europe. In 1990, EFTA decided to play its part
in the eastwards integration of Europe, by
building its own network of free trade agree-
ments in parallel to the EC.

Many of the countries involved already had
well established trade relations with EFTA
countries. In Central and Eastern Europe,
EFTA soon concluded free trade agreements
with Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Hungary,
Poland, Romania, and the Slovak Republic.
Slovenia, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania also
became EFTAÕs free trade partners. So did
Turkey and Israel. In addition, a joint declara-
tion has been signed with the Ukraine.

In the Balkans, EFTA has free trade agree-
ments with Croatia and Macedonia and decla-
rations of co-operation with Albania and
Yugoslavia.

In the Mediterranean, EFTA already has Free
Trade Agreements with Morocco, Jordan, PLO,
Israel and Turkey, and negotiations are taking
place with Cyprus, Tunisia and Egypt. EFTA
supports and follows closely the Barcelona
Process to develop a free trade area in the
Mediterranean.

On the basis of all these agreements, the rela-
tions between the EFTA States and its part-
ners are developing steadily, reflected both in
trade and other co-operation.

This is the framework for the third phase in
EFTAÕs work, reaching out to European part-
ners outside the EU and close neighbours to
Europe. These developments again show how
EFTA has closely moved in parallel with the
EC, and now the EU. This is important in many
respects since it helps create a uniform trade
environment in and around Europe and pro-
vides reciprocal benefits for the citizens of
EFTA and its partners. 

This third phase of EFTA, however, has a more
global dimension. We already have a Free
Trade Agreement with Mexico and an agree-
ment with Singapore is close to completion.

Negotiations are currently going on with
Canada and Chile. We have a joint declaration
with Mercosur, the association of Argentina,
Brazil, Paraquay and Uruquay, and we have
had talks with South Africa. 

The free trade agreements have developed
with the times. The so-called first generation
agreements covered trade in industrial prod-
ucts as well as in processed agricultural prod-
ucts and fish. The recently concluded agree-
ment with Mexico, an example of a
second-generation agreement, covers also
services and investment and public procure-
ment. I mention this only to indicate that the
tools, the agreements, have expanded to
serve the sophisticated and complex
economies and industries of today.

The fourth phase of EFTA is formed by the
adoption in Vaduz, in June this year, of the
new EFTA Convention, the ÒVaduz
ConventionÓ, expected to enter into force in
the middle of next year and intended to
strengthen the cooperation among the four
Member States.

The EFTA Convention regulates the relations
between the four countries themselves. As I
said before, three of them, Iceland,
Liechtenstein and Norway are members of the
EEA Agreement and as such are parts of the
EUÕs internal market with the extensive liber-
alization and co-operation, which that entails. 

Switzerland is not a member of the EEA but
has concluded seven bilateral agreements
with the EU, which are expected to come into
force by the middle of next year. These agree-
ments will profoundly deepen SwitzerlandÕs
relations with the EU and go a long way to
provide full participation for Switzerland in the
internal market, in areas such as movement
of persons, capital, goods and services. 

The newly updated EFTA Convention gives the
EFTA countries a common, internal platform,
built of components, as it were, of the EEA
Agreement and the Swiss-EU bilateral agree-
ments. Beyond the relations between the four
Members, the Convention will give them an
improved platform for the negotiations of
future free trade agreements.
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Ladies and Gentlemen!

For the last 40 years, EFTA has been the basis
for its Member States to contribute to pros-
perity in Europe. 

EFTA was an approach to European integra-
tion that was required by the very complex
political situation in Europe in the fifties and
the sixties.

And EFTA still provides the necessary tools for
its members to meet the integration chal-
lenges of the day, in Europe and beyond its
borders. 

The EFTA States want to work with their part-
ners in the EU, those about to join the EU and
other members of the European family. They
also want to continue to work, bilaterally and
multilaterally, for the further opening of new
export markets outside Europe Ð and for the
opening of their own markets for non-
European exporters as well.

Remarkable developments have taken place in
Europe during the past fifty years and new
challenges lie ahead. In only a few weeks, we
will see the launching of the euro, which is
exactly the kind of a step that our grandchil-
dren will read about in their history books.
And during the next few years, we will witness
other historical developments when the coun-
tries from central and eastern Europe join the
European Union, giving us a better integrated
Europe; integrated for prosperity; integrated
for peace.

Thank you!
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Enlargement Ð 
A historic opportunity
Mr Graham Avery, 
Chief Adviser, DG Enlargement, European Commission

Thank you, Mr Chairman, for your introduc-
tion, and it is a great pleasure to be here in
Oslo again. 

I would like to begin by recalling that the
enlargement of the EU to include the countries
of Central and Eastern Europe was not
invented in 1989, when these countries made
the historic choice to leave the Warsaw Pact
and abandon Communism. The founding
fathers of the European Community, now the
European Union, already foresaw its enlarge-
ment. Robert Schuman wrote in 1963: ÒWe
must build the united Europe, not only in the
interest of the free peoples but also in order
to be able to welcome in it the peoples of
Eastern Europe who, freed from the repres-
sion under which they live, will want to join
and seek our moral supportÓ. 

What has happened since then? Let us reflect
for a moment on why the applicant countries
want to join the European Union.

The EU has never before had so many coun-
tries in the queue to join. In the past, we had
four countries knocking on the door at the

same time, now we have as many as thirteen,
in addition to others who may in future apply
for membership. 

In my analysis, the first reason for seeking
membership - at least for the Central and
Eastern European countries, when they
regained their full independence - was the
wish to rejoin the European family, symbol-
ised by the EU. A more practical reason was to
make irreversible their choice of pluralist
democracy and market economy. 

Their second reason for wanting to join was
security. All these countries want to join NATO
for security reasons, and three of them have
succeeded in doing so already. But they also
want the security dimension of the EU. It is a
club with a ÒbondingÓ effect. It provides polit-
ical and economic stability, which is an impor-
tant factor of security.

Last but not least, these countries wish to join
the EU in order to have a share in its budget
and policies, and to participate fully in the
Single Market. 

As Chief Adviser in DG Enlargement, Graham
Avery (born 1943) is responsible for strategic
questions and the communication strategy for
enlargement. He has contributed to successive
phases of the EUÕs enlargement and is co-author
of the book ÒThe Enlargement of the European
UnionÓ. Since the UK joined the EC in 1973, Mr
Avery has been a member of the cabinets of the
President and other Members of the
Commission, and has held posts in the fields of
agriculture, foreign affairs, and as Inspector
General of the Commission.
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Why, on the EU side, do we accept new mem-
bers? We need to reflect upon this question
from time to time. Accepting an enlargement
from 15 to 27 members, and even more, is a
big adventure, with risks, and it needs to be
weighed carefully.

The main reason for the EU to accept more
members is political. The countries of Central
and Eastern Europe were divided from us by
the accident of where the victorious armies
stopped fighting in 1944-45. We cannot say
no to the request from these countries to
rejoin the European family. 

The second reason is also one of security. To
export security and stability to these coun-
tries, situated between us and our big neigh-
bour Russia, is the best way to ensure secu-
rity for us and them. 

Finally, by adding 100 million or more people
to the existing 370 million in the Single
Market, we can give a significant boost to the
economic growth of our existing member
states.

These were the main reasons which the EU
had in mind when it made the historic promise
in Copenhagen in 1993 that the Central and
East European countries that wish to join the
EU shall do so, when they fulfil the criteria for
membership. It was at Copenhagen also that
we spelt out, for the first time, the political,
economic and administrative criteria for join-
ing the EU. 

In the enlargement process since 1993,
progress has been made on both sides. The
applicant countries have had to do most of the
work of preparation, but the Union has also
had to prepare itself.

By far the most important part of the process
is the preparation by the applicant countries
to implement the UnionÕs policies - the so-
called ÒacquisÓ, the body of our laws and rules.
We have provided financial assistance, and
other means of help to applicant countries to
prepare themselves for the implementation of
our quite sophisticated EU system. This is the
first track of the pre-accession strategy:
preparation on the ground.

The second track of the strategy is the acces-
sion negotiations, which now receive much
attention in the press Ð the exciting story of
how many chapters are opened by each coun-
try, and how many are closed. But we con-
stantly remind the countries that the ultimate
test of readiness is not negotiating skill, it is
their preparation, on the ground, to apply the
ÒacquisÓ.

On the EU side, we had to prepare for
enlargement by taking the decisions neces-
sary for institutional reforms. Last December
in Nice, the European Council agreed to a new
Treaty, not as ambitious as the Commission
and others would have wished, but at least
the minimum necessary to prepare us for
enlargement. 

I turn next to the negotiations for member-
ship. What are they about? What has hap-
pened so far in the 31 chapters of the negoti-
ations? In the last accession negotiations, we
only had 27, which shows that things have
become more difficult since then!

These chapters cover the different areas of
the ÒacquisÓ, which we ask the candidate
countries to accept. We have insisted since
the beginning that derogations are not possi-
ble. Accession negotiations are not about
modifying the EUÕs policies but about possible
delays in applying them.

This hard rule of the negotiations has some-
times caused perplexity and resentment on
the part of the applicant countries. Why
should we not adapt our policies to suit the
newcomers? My answer is that if we reopen in
an accession negotiation the fundamental
policies and the rules of the EU, in all likeli-
hood we will never come to the end of the
negotiation, or succeed in the enlargement
process. After all, it is the applicant countries
that have applied to join the Union. It is not
the EU that has applied to join them. 

I like to remind my friends in the future mem-
ber states that the big prize to be won by
them in the accession negotiations is not sim-
ply a good deal on transitional periods, or
rapid access to the budget. The most impor-
tant prize of membership is a seat, a name-
plate and a microphone in the EU institutions
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from Day One, a full and equal vote with other
member states.

A year ago the Commission put on the table
the so-called road map for the accession
negotiations, a self-imposed discipline for the
European Union in which we promised to take
positions on all the substantial questions over
a period of 18 months, from the beginning of
this year to the middle of 2002. Sometimes
the most arduous part of this type of negotia-
tion is agreeing on a position of the 15; it is
relatively simple to negotiate with the candi-
dates! 

The fact that we have taken substantial posi-
tions according to this road map has led to
real progress. We already have many chapters
provisionally closed; in the case of some can-
didate countries, 2/3 have been closed. With
most of the accession countries, we have
opened 29 of the 31 chapters and of these 29
chapters, Cyprus has provisionally closed 23,
Hungary has provisionally closed 22 and
another eight countries have closed 21, 20, 19
and 18 chapters. The other two, Bulgaria with
12 chapters and Romania with 8 chapters, are
a little way behind. 

We have solved some of the difficult prob-
lems, for example in the field of the environ-
ment by granting quite long transitional peri-
ods. It would not have made economic sense
to ask the countries of Central and Eastern
Europe to apply the directives fully from the
first day of membership. We have also
reached agreement with some of the coun-
tries on the delicate question of free move-
ment of workers, where the EU wants a tran-
sitional period for the protection of its own
employment markets, particularly in Germany
and Austria, because of the fear of a high level
of migration of workers from the new Member
States. 

I congratulate EFTA for choosing to have this
conference today, for it coincides with the
publication of the CommissionÕs annual
progress report on the enlargement process.
So I am able to announce to you what the
Commission decided today at its meeting in
Strasbourg. 

In our report we put the accent on the fact
that enlargement is Òon trackÓ. We have a
good strategy in place. What remains to be
done is to complete the strategy, as we move
towards the first accessions. We are not
changing or extending the road map, we are
completing the strategy.

We make regular reports on the applicant
countries, and their main findings this year
are encouraging. All the countries in the nego-
tiations continue to meet the political criteria.
Turkey does not yet meet them although it
has made some progress in its recent consti-
tutional reforms. We have seen positive devel-
opments in the candidate countries in
strengthening democratic institutions,
respecting the rule of law and protecting
human rights. Nevertheless, we think that
much remains to be done by them to
strengthen the judiciary, to fight against cor-
ruption and other criminal activities such as
trafficking of women and children, and also for
improving the situation of the Roma minori-
ties. On the economic criteria for membership,
our report comes at a time when the global
economic conditions are deteriorating.
Nevertheless, Central European countries
have shown the capacity to make good
progress and growth, particularly in the first
half of 2001. Finally, we put even more accent
this year on the need for applicant countries
not only to transpose the regulations and
directives, but also to make improvements in
their administrative capacity.

Cyprus and Turkey are two special cases. In
many ways, Cyprus is among the candidate
countries best prepared for membership. It
meets the economic criteria, and it has a rel-
atively good administration. The principal
question concerning Cyprus, in the framework
of joining the EU, is the fact that the island is
still divided. The Commission says in its report
today that Greek and Turkish Cypriots on the
island should be able to enter the Union
together on the basis of a settlement that
takes into account the interests and concerns
of both sides. We encourage all parties on the
island to use the window of opportunity,
between now and the end of the accession
negotiations, to achieve a settlement.
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However, we warn that if a political solution is
not achieved, then the Union will take its own
decision on the accession of Cyprus, and a
political settlement in the island will not be a
precondition of that decision.

For Turkey, in this yearÕs report we note
progress, and we intend to move to a new
stage in the UnionÕs relationship with Turkey,
with a more detailed preparation for member-
ship in line with the Copenhagen criteria. We
also propose a scrutiny of Turkish legislation
and a timetable for its alignment with the
acquis. We say very clearly that Turkey must
be more forthcoming in working towards a
solution of the Cyprus problem, and of the dif-
ferences over the European security and
defence policy. 

I referred earlier to administrative capacity
and the effective implementation of the acquis
as a crucial question in determining the coun-
triesÕ readiness for membership. This was not
the case in previous enlargements. We did not
ask questions about the administrative capac-
ity of Austria, Sweden or Norway. We knew
through the EEA that those countries had ade-
quate capacity to implement the acquis. But
with the Central and Eastern European coun-
tries, we are obliged to pose such a question
because their administrative systems were
largely dismantled in the socialist period.

In its proposal today, the Commission there-
fore launches an action plan for each of the
candidate countries, to build administrative
capacity using the existing mechanisms, plus
special assistance from the PHARE funds of up
to 250 million Euros in 2002.

We also look at how to ensure that next year
we can open and close the difficult chapters.
There is a ÒtriptychÓ of budget-related chap-
ters in the accession negotiations: the budget
chapter (what new members will pay into the
EU budget), the agricultural chapter (agricul-
ture is still a large part of our budget), and the
structural funds chapter. We shall propose a
coherent approach to these remaining chap-
ters. The Union has an adequate financial
framework up to 2006, and we can finance an
enlargement of up to ten countries in the cur-
rent budgetary period. Our budgetary plan-

ning was based on the accession of six coun-
tries in 2002, and since that will not take
place, there is a certain amount to spare. 

Important reforms of the EU are already
under way - of the agricultural policy and of
the structural funds Ð and our view is that
these activities, which are important and nec-
essary, should not be allowed to slow down
the pace of enlargement. There should be no
new preconditions on our side to the comple-
tion of the accession negotiations. 

By the middle of 2002, according to our road
map, we will have taken a position on all the
important questions, including budgetary
matters. By the end of 2002, we will conclude
the negotiations with the countries that meet
all the criteria. In next yearÕs regular reports,
the Commission plans to make recommenda-
tions on which of the candidate countries
meet the criteria for membership.

Of the twelve countries negotiating for mem-
bership, ten are planning to join in 2003 or
2004. For Bulgaria and Romania on the other
hand, their planning is based on accession in
2006 or 2007, so it is not realistic to include
them in the scenario for an enlargement in
2004. Even for the ten countries which I have
mentioned, accession in 2004 is a possibility,
not a guarantee. Taking into account todayÕs
reports on their progress, we expect them to
have made significant steps in one yearÕs
time. We hope to conclude negotiations by the
end of 2002 - and Denmark, which will hold
the EU Presidency in the second half of 2002
has the full intention of doing that. Our Danish
friends have already created the slogan Òfrom
Copenhagen to CopenhagenÓ!

So we should in 2003 be able to have the rat-
ification of the Accession Treaty which results
from the negotiations. It is not easy to know
in advance how long that ratification will
require, but it is reasonable to say that it will
take longer than for the last enlargement,
when it took six to eight months. However, I
think it should not be necessary to allow more
than a year for ratification of an Accession
Treaty. We should thus be able to fulfil our aim
of having new member states in the EU in
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time for them to participate in the European
Parliament elections in June 2004.

It would be convenient and rational for the
accessions to take place on 1st January 2004,
as all accessions in the past were made in
January. It is not excluded however that it
could be in another month, in order to respect
our objective of membership by June 2004. 

We hope that countries acceding to the EU will
join the European Economic Area (EEA) simul-
taneously with their accession to the EU. In
todayÕs enlargement report, the Commission
mentions the EFTA States and the need for
the candidate countries to apply for member-
ship in the EEA. That is the reason why we
keep you informed about the progress of the
negotiations, so that when they are concluded
we are all ready to do what is necessary to
bring the new countries into the EEA. 

I mentioned our two-track strategy for
enlargement. Now we are beginning to
develop a third track: communication with the
public. High-level negotiations between senior
officials and ministers are important. But we
have to carry with us public opinion, both in
the EU and in the candidate countries.
Therefore the Commission has decided to
launch a communication strategy to ensure a
more informed public and a wider debate on
enlargement.

In the EU the Eurobarometer surveys tell us
that although there is on average a majority
in favour of enlargement, it is not a large
majority. In some Member States, enlarge-
ment hardly has a positive vote.   We have
also seen how in a referendum earlier this
year the Irish people said no to the Treaty of
Nice. However, studies show that this was not
a vote against the enlargement of the EU.
Indeed, those who campaigned for a ÒnoÓ in
the Irish referendum said that they were not
against enlargement. It had much more to do
with issues such as Irish neutrality and even
divorce. But the EU also failed to communi-
cate what decisions were being taken and
what was the aim of the Nice Treaty. 

In the applicant countries the situation is dif-
ferent. There is in general a high level of sup-
port for accession to the EU. Paradoxically, in

those countries that are further from joining
the EU, the support is higher: 70 Ð 80 per cent
of the people are in favour of enlargement in
Turkey, Bulgaria and Romania. In Estonia on
the other hand, support for accession has
been under 50 per cent. But it is sometimes a
mystery what determines public opinion; for
example, when Estonia won the Eurovision
song contest, the popularity of the EU went up
immediately. We expect that all the candidate
countries will have referendums; for some of
them it is a constitutional requirement, and
for others it is a political necessity. So in those
countries the people, and not just parlia-
ments, will have the final say on enlargement.
This is why the result of the accession negoti-
ations will be of great importance.

As the negotiations have progressed, the EU
side has shown a growing comprehension for
the political, social and economic needs of the
candidate countries. I think it is fair to say
that from the moment we demanded quite a
long transition period for the free movement
of workers into existing member states, we
accepted that we had to listen more carefully
to the needs of the future new members. In a
number of areas, for example taxation and
excise duty, you can expect the EU to be more
flexible, so that the result of the negotiations
will show that we have taken into account the
wishes of the people. 

We all ask ourselves these days, in particular
when we take a flight, as we have done to
come to Oslo, what will be the consequences
of the terrorist attacks of September 11 on
our private and public lives.

For the EU enlargement process, these events
underline the validity of the European model
of integration that the candidate countries
wish to join. The political criteria for EU mem-
bership include respect and protection of
minorities, which is an important part of
democratic society. What has happened has
shown that there are real benefits in having
Europe-wide action against terrorism, criminal
and other activities. Finally, it has confirmed
the desirability for all of Europe, in the widest
sense, to speak with one voice.
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But there is also a potential down-side. The
rapid development of the EUÕs ÒacquisÓ in the
field of justice and home affairs, with deci-
sions on the European Arrest Warrant and
other matters, creates higher requirements
for the Central and Eastern European coun-
tries on joining the Union. There are also the
consequences of the September 11 events on
the economic environment in which enlarge-
ment takes place. But on balance, our conclu-
sion is that these recent events neither decel-
erate nor accelerate the timetable, but
confirm and strengthen our resolve to proceed
with enlargement as planned. 

This will be a large enlargement, the biggest
enlargement we have ever had in terms of the
number of new member states. If we measure
it in terms of all 13 candidate countries, there
will be an increase of 45 per cent in the EUÕs
population. On the other hand, if we subtract
Turkey from the calculations, an enlargement
of 12 countries means an increase of 29 per
cent, and if the next enlargement is of 10
countries, that means an increase of only 20
per cent in population, and of 23 per cent in
the land area and of 4 per cent in the GDP of
the Union. Compared to preceding enlarge-
ments, the next round of enlargement will
thus be less significant in economic terms. 

But behind these statistics lies the fact that
the next enlargement will create much greater
economic disparity within the Union than we
have experienced before. Again, if we base
ourselves on all 13 applicant countries, their
average GDP per head is only a little more
than a third of that of the existing Union.
However, if we look at the figures for the 10
countries that could join in 2004, their GDP
per head is 44 % of the existing members;
and if they continue with a significant growth
differential, this 44 per cent could go up to 45
or 46 per cent by 2004. We will thus see an
important change in economic divergence
within the EU. But on the plus side, enlarge-
ment will create the biggest Single Market in
the developed world, and above all politically
it will lead to a reunification of our continent
and a stronger Europe. 

That brings me to the present debate on the
future of Europe. A distinction is sometimes

made between the widening and deepening of
the EU, but I think it is a false distinction. On
the occasion of this enlargement, and all pre-
vious enlargements, the existing members
begin to ask themselves again some of the
basic questions. It is when people knock on
our door that we address the fundamental
questions about the EU, which normally we
tend to put on one side, or Òunder the carpetÓ.
Questions such as: What do we want to do
together? What are the objectives or finalit�s
of the EU?  By what constitutional and institu-
tional means do we want to achieve those
objectives?

Given that this enlargement means a doubling
of the size of the Union, it is a necessary
debate. But I am not pessimistic. The experi-
ence of the past shows that each successive
enlargement has deepened the Union. For
example, the reason why the EU developed its
structural funds was that a number of poorer
countries, Spain, Portugal and Greece, joined
the Union, and they naturally demanded a
deepening of the Union in that field. 

Again, before the last enlargement we saw a
risk from the arrival of neutral or formerly
neutral countries, whose accession could stop
the EUÕs progress towards a common foreign
and security policy. The reality is that the new
members are promoting rather than holding
back the development of a foreign policy. So I
am optimistic. We already have a wide debate
on the future of Europe, which will continue
with a Convention commencing in 2002 to
prepare an Inter-Governmental Conference in
2004. It is no secret that the results of the last
IGC, concluded at Nice, were disappointing,
and we need to find a better way to prepare
the next one, both to widen the agenda and to
ensure better public understanding. 

That brings me to the question of what poli-
cies an enlarged EU will need. It is not too
soon to begin to think about this. In view of
the economic disparities we will have to put
even more emphasis on our policies of cohe-
sion and conversion. We will have to ensure
that the mix of EU policies (and I am not just
talking about budgetary policies) permits new
members in Central and Eastern Europe to
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maintain their higher rate of economic growth
after joining. 

Secondly, moving our frontiers progressively
to the East and the South will oblige us to
develop the EUÕs policy towards our future
neighbours, in the Middle East, Ukraine,
Belarus, Moldova, and the Russian Federation.
We need to ensure that enlargement does not
create new dividing lines in Europe, or
between Europe and its neighbours. 

All this poses the question of when we are
going to stop. Where will this enlargement fin-
ish? Personally, I do not have an answer to
that question. I do not think it is wise for our
generation to decide here and now the limits
of the future Europe. We should decide, as
time goes on, how far it is reasonable to
extend. 

At the beginning of my presentation I quoted
a distinguished statesman, Robert Schuman.
In conclusion, I would like to quote a distin-
guished academic, Timothy Garton Ash. He
wrote in an article this year: ÒEurope has had
a name for 25 centuries, but it is still in the
design stage. Now for the first time ever in

European history, most states on the
European continent are freely committed to
designing, by consent, a non-hegemonic order
for most of Europe.Ó He added wisely: ÒThe
small remaining problem is: how?Ó

Let me underline that we want to design this
future Europe not only with the countries of
Central and Eastern Europe, who were sepa-
rated from us for more than a generation, but
also with the EFTA countries, who have never
been separated from us, and with whom we
have such close relations.

We thank you for the support which EFTA
countries are giving to the next enlargement
of the Union. It will also be an enlargement of
the EEA. It will be a historic opportunity for all
of us. 
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Photo gallery depicting a 
pan-European atmosphere

1. Gunnar Hafsteinsson, employee of Hotel Bristol in
Oslo, assists Ms Katinka Barysch, Senior Economist of
the EIU, preparing the technical aspects of her
presentation.

4. Norwegian MP and former Prime Minister, Mr
Thorbj¿rn Jagland, and Mr William Rossier, EFTA

Secretary-General, amuse themselves.

2. Approximately eighty delegates from all over Europe
attended the Conference organised by EFTA Parliamentarians.
In the foreground Mr Eir�kur Bergmann Einarsson, Information
Officer at the Delegation of the European Commission to Iceland
and Norway, finds himself between Belgian Ambassador Carlos
de Wever (left) and Ambassador Gerhard Sabathil, Head of the
European Commission Delegation to Iceland and Norway.

3. Chairman of the EFTA Parliamentary Committee, Mr
Vilhj�lmur Egilsson of Iceland, prepares to intervene in the
discussions. On his left, Ms Lilja Gr�tarsd�ttir, Secretary to the
Icelandic Delegation to the EFTA CMP, takes notes while Mr
Sead Avdic (right), Bosnia-Herzegovina MP, observes.
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5. The panel in session. From
left to right: Mr Graham Avery,

Chief Adviser, European
CommissionÕs DG Enlargement,

Mr William Rossier, EFTA
Secretary-General, Mr Kim
Traavik, Norwegian State

Secretary in the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, Mr Vilhj�lmur

Egilsson, Icelandic MP and
Chairman of EFTA CMP, Mr

Marcel Sandoz, Head of the
Swiss Delegation to the EFTA

CMP and Mr Gustav Solvang
from the EFTA Secretariat.

6. Diplomatic exchange of views! Icelandic
Ambassador Gunnar Snorri Gunnarsson (left) and
Belgian Ambassador Carlos de Wever.

7. Enjoying a coffee break! From left to right: Mr Per
Mannes, EFTA Deputy Secretary-General, Mr Graham

Avery, DG Enlargement Chief Adviser, and Belgian
Ambassador Carlos de Wever.

8. European affairs most certainly the focus of
discussions between the Chief Adviser in DG
Enlargement, Mr Graham Avery, and Aftenposten
Journalist, Mr. Gunnar Jonsen (right).
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Emerging political opportunities
in an enlarged Europe
Mr Thorbj¿rn Jagland, 
Chairman of the Foreign Affairs Committee, Parliament of Norway Ð
Stortinget

Dear Friends and Colleagues from near and
far! 

It is a great pleasure for me to be here with
so many fellow parliamentarians from all over
Europe to discuss our future co-operation in
the European Economic Area. I say future co-
operation but I am not talking about some
distant far-away future. Enlargement is just
around the corner. It is my deep conviction
that we are only a few steps away from our
shared future within the Internal Market. In
two or three years we will be co-operating Ð
even more closely than we do today Ð as part-
ners in the European Economic Area. 

What we hold in our hands is an opportunity
to change the map of Europe. An opportunity
to re-unite Europe peacefully after the years
of painful division and conflict, which marked
last century. For more than 40 years the Iron
Curtain divided our continent. Now itsÕ last
remnants are being swept away by the
prospect of enlargement. 

The lesson we all had to learn from the past is
the same: integration is the only instrument
we have to overcome the past and to build up
a peaceful, stable and prosperous future in
Europe. Enlargement will not only extend to a
wider group of countries the stability and
security we in Western Europe have enjoyed
thanks to our close co-operation. Enlargement
will also consolidate the political and economic
transition that has taken place in Central and
Eastern Europe in the last decade. 

The enlargement of the EU will benefit the
continent as a whole. The success of the
enlargement process is just as important for
the EFTA countries as for the EU and other
European countries. 

Ladies and Gentlemen!

Why is your accession to the European Union
so important for us, who have chosen to stay
outside the Union? Your accession to the EU
will enlarge the Internal Market Ð the core of
the European Union Ð in which we (Norway,

Thorbj¿rn Jagland (born 1952), former Norwegian Prime
Minister (1996-1997) and Minister for Foreign Affairs
(2000-2001), leads Ð following the Parliamentary election
in September 2001 Ð the Foreign Affairs Committee in the
Norwegian Parliament Ð Stortinget. Mr Jagland is the
leader of the Labour Party. He has written several books
and published a number of articles on defence and
security issues.
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Iceland and Liechtenstein) also participate, as
members of the EEA. This will have positive
effects for us, as it will result in closer co-
operation between our countries and the new
member states in all the areas covered by the
EEA Agreement. 

An enlarged Single Market will create mind-
blowing new opportunities. With half a billion
people, the European Economic Area will
become the worldÕs largest Internal Market
with an open border-free area where goods,
services, capital and persons can circulate
freely. Not only will the Internal Market grow
in physical terms. Moreover Ð and this is per-
haps more important than the mere size of it
Ð the enlarged Single Market will be enriched
and strengthened by its new diversity.
Enlargement is a clear win-win situation,
where we will all benefit.

I would like to highlight some concrete exam-
ples of benefits that can be reaped with
enlargement Ð or benefits that are already
apparent as a direct result of preparations for
membership the candidate countries are
already applying Community rules, they are
already taking part in many Community pro-
grammes:

We have already seen that the prospect of
enlargement has boosted economic reform in
the candidate countries and accelerated insti-
tutional modernisation. Further integration
can act as an incentive for investment, which
in turn leads to increases in consumption and
innovation, as well as more stability. 

In the future European Economic Area, our
enterprises will be acting on a level playing
field with the same binding rules, the same
standards and the same competition policies
throughout the area. Common rules and sta-
ble operating parameters in a larger market
will also provide a sound basis for growth and
development. 

Another central issue for the functioning of the
Internal Market is our environment. Taking on
board the environmental legislation Ð not to
mention putting it into practice Ð is a tremen-
dous challenge for the candidate countries.
Environment should, however, not be seen as
a cost but rather as an opportunity in the

accession process. There is nothing more bor-
derless than the environment. If we did not
know that before, then our experience of the
Chernobyl accident has driven home that les-
son. A sustainable enlarged Single Market will
have tremendous positive effects on our
shared environment. 

Enlargement of the Internal Market will not
only give us strengthened economies and a
better environment. More importantly, an
enlarged Single Market will help us to develop
better and closer links between our people
and will deepen our mutual understanding.
This will be achieved through the free move-
ment of labour and through participation in EC
programmes and other co-operative activities.

When enlargement is completed, workers
from the new EU Member States will be able
to seek work in Iceland or in Norway on the
same terms as our own citizens. I know that
the free movement of persons has been a dif-
ficult chapter in the negotiations between the
EU and the candidate countries. But I want to
point out that the EEA EFTA States do not see
any need to restrict access to their labour
markets after enlargement (however, recalling
LiechtensteinÕs particular situation). In con-
crete terms, this means that you could come
to Norway the day after your accession to the
EEA and apply for any job on the market. 

Last, but not least, I want to highlight the
mutual benefits the prospect of an enlarged
Single Market has already brought us:
Through EC programme participation and
other co-operative activities, literally thou-
sands of individuals and institutions in the EEA
EFTA States have enthusiastically forged links
and established relationships with partners in
the candidate countries. For instance, through
exchange programmes, young people have
personally experienced different cultures and
ideas from all over Europe. Indeed, one could
claim that the programmes have become the
familiar and friendly face of the EEA and, by
extension, of Europe. 

Dear Friends! 

The opportunities of an enlarged Single
Market are overwhelming. Having said that, it
is of course important not to turn a blind eye
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to the new challenges enlargement will create
and that we must respond to. 

One of the challenges faced by the EFTA
States is the fact that the political and eco-
nomic importance of the EU pillar in the EEA
co-operation will increase in relation to that of
the EFTA pillar. There is already a lack of bal-
ance between the two sides in the EEA, to put
it mildly. The task will not become easier if
Norway, Iceland and Liechtenstein eventually
must face some 27 or even 28 countries on
the other side of the table. 

Another problem for us is fish. When the can-
didate countries join the EU, their free trade
agreements with EFTA will lapse. For Norway
and Iceland this will mean Ð if not corrected Ð
reduced market access for fish and fish prod-
ucts because the EEA Agreement does not
provide for free market access. This is some-
thing that will have to be solved by revising
protocol 9 to the EEA Agreement on trade in
fish and other marine products. 

All in all, however, for us the balance of argu-
ments remains strongly in favour of enlarge-
ment.

Ladies and Gentlemen!

We know, from own experience, that adapta-
tion to the Internal Market will put great
demands on the new members. To ensure
equal conditions of competition throughout
the EEA, it is clearly in our interest that the
candidate countries are well prepared for par-
ticipation in the Single Market.

Norway has therefore embarked upon a more
proactive policy to assist the candidate coun-
tries in this process. We feel that we must
take our share of the responsibility even
though we are not part of the EU.  But show-
ing support is not only a matter of solidarity
for us. It is also a matter of survival. If we do
not get more involved in the enlargement pro-
cess Ð financially and politically Ð we risk
being more or less permanently sidelined in
European politics. 

Before engaging in a Ð hopefully Ð lively
debate with you on the opportunities of
enlargement, I would like to use the opportu-
nity to welcome you as members of the
European Economic Area in a very near
future. 

Fellow Parliamentarians! 

I would be delighted to see some of you as
candidates in the next European Parliament
elections in 2004. And I would be even more
delighted to see some of you on the EU side of
the table in the EEA Joint Parliamentary
Committee after the election. 

EuropeÕs future is our shared future. 
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Emerging economic opportunities
in an enlarged Europe
Ms Katinka Barysch, 
Senior Economist, The Economist Intelligence Unit

I would like to start by saying a few words on
what The Economist Intelligence Unit is.  We
are a private sector organisation and are part
of the Economist Group, which publishes The
Economist newspaper. We specialise in coun-
try analysis, especially on emerging market
countries. We also give daily briefings and
have a risk-rating service. 

I would like to talk about the economics of
enlargement, its risks and rewards. As in all
economic processes, there will be costs.
Therefore I would like to draw attention to
what the EU enlargement will imply for EU
member states and the candidate countries. 

As a macroeconomist, I will focus on the
Eastern European applicants because, in eco-
nomic terms, Cyprus and Malta do not add
much in this context, and I will leave out
Turkey for the time being as this is beyond my
forecast horizon. 

Let me clarify my basic assumptions. I
assume that ten of the 12 candidate countries
will join the EU at the start of 2005. These will

be all the Eastern European candidates with
the exemptions of Bulgaria and Romania. The
bad news for the EU and the EEA countries is
that the so- called big bang accession will
matter little in economic terms for the EU as a
whole. The good news is that this will proba-
bly mean relatively insignificant economic dis-
ruption in the current EU member states. If
any disruption, this would probably be pre-
vented by policy changes such as imposing
transitional periods on the free movement of
labour. On the Eastern European side, matters
will look different. For them, EU enlargement
has the potential to change growth dynamics
for the better in the long run. But there are
risks and costs involved on both sides. To
determine the likely winners and losers of
enlargement, I will conclude with a couple of
remarks from political economy, as these will
be determined by politics as much as by eco-
nomics. 

I would like to cite some numbers with regard
to the economic impact of EU enlargement.
These should be taken not so much with a

Katinka Barysch edits the eastern Europe section
of the Economist Intelligence UnitÕs ViewsWire,
in addition to writing articles and analysis
covering politics, economics and business in
Europe and the former Soviet Union. She has a
background as Chief Technical Editor at the
External Monitoring Unit of the EUÕs Phare
Programme and Exchange Rate Advisor for the
European Commission.
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pinch of salt, but a spoon full or two. In the
last couple of years, some of EuropeÕs best
economists have been involved in several
studies trying to forecast and quantify what
EU enlargement will mean for the EU and the
candidate countries. Each of these studies has
its weaknesses and in particular it is very dif-
ficult to create a base case, i.e., to formulate
a scenario in which enlargement does not take
place: Would growth stop? Would there be
political mayhem? Probably not. The outcome
of the studies depends heavily on how one
defines the non-enlargement case. It is there-
fore quite clear that these economic studies
can only give a very broad indication of what
enlargement might mean for these
economies. The study I will refer to here, is an
interesting study by the European
Commission, available on their website
(http://www.europa.eu.int/).

I will start with the impact of enlargement on
the EU as it stands at the moment. On aver-
age, the impact will be very small indeed. The
reason for this is quite intuitive. The GDP of all
the Eastern European countries taken
together amounts to no more than four per
cent of the EU GDP. To make this clear,
NorwayÕs GDP is about two per cent of the
current EU GDP. We are trying to quantify
adding an economy twice the size of NorwayÕs
to the EU, an economic bloc with 380 million
people, and a gross national product of eight
trillion dollars. To quantify this is difficult, to
put it mildly. Even if we strip out exchange
rate misalignments, that is we do not look at
the GDP measured at market exchange rates
but at purchasing power parities, we still find
that the whole of Eastern Europe that now is
getting ready to join the EU amounts to no
more than 10-15 per cent of the EU GDP.

This does not preclude positive benefits,
although they will probably be quite small.
These benefits come about firstly through
export growth. I will argue in a minute that
trade integration has already progressed to
quite a large extent. This means that new
export opportunities for the EU and EFTA
countries will mainly come if growth in the
new member states picks up significantly after
EU enlargement. At the same time, the new

members will gain access to the single
European market and this will increase com-
petitive pressure on most European compa-
nies. Although this might cost some EU work-
ers their jobs, on the whole, it will be good for
the European economy. It will result in effi-
ciency gains. 

To quantify that is very difficult. As I said ear-
lier, the European Commission has run its own
model on these assumptions. I should add
that the EU defines enlargement as the entire
process of economic integration, pre-acces-
sion and post-accession. The process is fore-
cast for a ten years period starting in 2000
going up to 2009. Even on the basis of the
CommissionÕs relatively optimistic assump-
tions, the EU GDP through enlargement will
increase by an accumulative 0.5 Ð0.7 per cent
over ten years. That is not 0.5 per cent more
growth every year but 0.5% additional growth
over a decade.

The Commission model assumes that half of
this will come from migration. This might
sound odd because one might think that the
immigration of cheap workers would be bad
for the economy. From an economistÕs point of
view, however, it adds to the receiving coun-
tryÕs workforce and lowers costs for busi-
nesses. 

If the labour market is less than fully flexible,
which is probably the case in the EU, the
result is not lower wages, but unemployment.
This is the main reason for some EU member
states to impose rather lengthy transition
periods on the migration or the free move-
ment of labour from Eastern Europe. Without
immigration, the impact of EU enlargement
will be considerably smaller, maybe just one
fifth of a percentage point over ten years.

As I have already indicated, the impact will
not be evenly distributed among the member
states. Germany, Austria and Italy taken
together account for almost three quarters of
the trade between the current EU member
states and the Eastern European candidate
countries. Germany alone has taken up to two
thirds of all the Eastern European workers
that are now working in the EU legally. That
also means that Germany and the other
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immediate neighbours to of Eastern Europe
will get most of the immediate benefits from
EU accession. The losers will be countries that
compete closely in the EU market with the
new member states, in particular, in areas
where the candidate countries have a com-
parative advantage, i.e., labour-intensive
industries such as the textiles, clothes and
footwear and maybe automobiles. Within the
EU, this concerns Spain, Portugal and Greece.
In most of the studies I have looked at,
Portugal comes out as the only net loser, but
its loss is very small.

However, these losses should already be
showing. Bilateral trade between the EU area
and the candidates has already been liber-
alised to a very large extent. In theory, as
from next year there will be no barriers left for
industrial goods. Although there remains
some protectionism in so-called sensitive
areas, i.e., steel, textiles, agricultural goods
and services, these barriers are coming down
as well and I do not expect in any of these
sectors a surge in trade once enlargement
takes place. If there were big losses from
trade integration, these would be playing
themselves out at the moment and I do not
see any strong evidence of that happening. To
sum up, the economic balance sheet for the
current member states looks about even,
although there might be small gains. 

As for the eastern Europeans: The flip side of
the coin--that trade integration has pro-
gressed so far already--means that it is
unlikely that there will be huge future gains
for the new Member States.

50-70 per cent of all exports from the candi-
date countries already go to the EU. On the
import side, the share is about 60 per cent.
These are trade shares, which are quite simi-
lar to what the existing Member States trade
with each other, so there is not much further
scope for trade integration. But of course the
EU single market is not only a customs union,
it is much more, a unified economic space,
and by the time the enlargement is com-
pleted, it will have grown to 480 million con-
sumers.

For many companies in Eastern Europe, there
is a lot of room for efficiency gains and for
economies of scale: it is cheaper to produce
for a larger market. They will also be produc-
ing in accordance with EU product standards,
which will give them better access to the
Western European market. It will do away
with the necessity of having border controls,
which will make trade cheaper. The gains of
extending the internal market with all its rules
and freedoms will probably be much bigger
than the gains from future trade integration. 

The other direct impact that we may expect
from eastward enlargement is on investment.
Preparing for EU accession means, in plain
English, making the eastern European
economies more similar to their Western
European counterparts. EU enlargement also
reduces political risk and all but eliminates the
risk of policy reversals. Western business will
appreciate Òfeeling at homeÓ in Eastern
Europe. You could therefore expect that for-
eign direct investment in Eastern European
economies should pick up quite a bit, espe-
cially because Western companies would be
able to produce at relatively low cost in a
highly skilled environment and export to the
largest economic bloc in the developed world.
Most of the studies assume that most of the
gains from integration will come from a pick
up in foreign direct investment. 

At the Economist Intelligence Unit we dare to
dispute this. We do expect foreign direct
investment to pick up, but not that much.
First, the precedent is quite mixed. The case
of Greece shows that EU accession does not
actually do as such as long as the domestic
polices remains as messy as they did in
Greece following the years of accession.
Portugal and Spain, on the other hand, did see
an investment boom in the years leading up to
accession and afterwards. But then again,
they started from a much lower level.  Spain
in the 1980s had foreign direct investment
amounting to only one per cent of its GDP and
Portugal had even less. If you look at the lead-
ing accession candidates, foreign investment
is already running to four to six per cent of
GDP. These are among the highest shares in
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the world. There basically is not that much
more scope to increase that much further. 

Given that the impact of further trade liberal-
isation is likely to be rather small, and invest-
ment unlikely to soar, it would be a bit unre-
alistic to expect a real boom in growth in
Eastern Europe after EU accession. I think the
Commission study, which expects growth to
pick from four per cent per year in the pre-
accession period to five to six per cent in the
five years following accession, is slightly opti-
mistic and overplays the impact of structural
changes. What is more, the Commission has a
stern look at the benefits, but has not an
awful lot to say about costs and risks. 

I will try to do that here, but have to add that
trying to quantify the costs and risks of
enlargement is even more difficult than trying
to quantify the benefits. What I say is very
tentative and uncertain and a lot of it is worst-
case scenario. But it is essential that when
you talk to your voters about EU enlargement
that this should be realistic, as voters have
fears and some of these fears might be justi-
fied.

The most straightforward cost of EU enlarge-
ment is budgetary. Taking over EU environ-
mental standards will cost about 1.5 Ð 3 per
cent of GDP for the next decade or so,
depending on whose estimate you use and
which country you look at. For the infrastruc-
ture requirements, telecoms and transports,
IÕve come across a figure of 100 billion Euros.
If I stretch that over the next ten years,
assuming current GDP growth rates, that
makes around two per cent of the candidate
countriesÕ GDP. 

Furthermore, the cost of bringing the state
administration up to scratch and building up a
regional policy framework has to be taken into
consideration. Although there is a lot of uncer-
tainty with regard to these costs, it is quite
clear that they are substantial. In return, new
member states will get money from the EU
budget. The current budgetary framework,
which runs until 2006, foresees more than 20
billion Euros in pre-accession aid and another
50 billion in transfers for new member states
when they join. 

It is unlikely, that the new member states will
get full funding under the Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP). But they will almost
in their entity qualify for structural funds,
regional aid and cohesion funds, because of
their low capita GDP. According to the EU
rules, these funds will be capped at 4 per cent
of the new membersÕ GDP. However, I think
that actual flows will be lower than that, not
only because of their distribution within the
EU budget, but also due to absorption capac-
ity, meaning they might not even be able to
spend large amounts of funding. Even the
Member States sometimes have difficulties to
find worthy projects on which to spend all the
money that is available. I would like to add
that the structural funds have to be co-
financed out of national budgets. 

This is why I expect budget deficits to go up
further in the pre-accession period and to stay
high for a number of years afterwards. In eco-
nomic terms, this is not a problem as money
will be spent on investment, meaning it is
good for growth in the long-term. It would
also be quite safe to finance this through bor-
rowing in the market. However, the candidate
countries have already set their eyes on the
Euro. This means that they are trying to get
their budget deficit down to three per cent of
the GDP. For some countries this will mean
trying to Òsquare the circleÓ.

I said earlier that EU accession would make
the business environment in Europe more
secure and investment friendly. However, I
ask myself if the acquis, this huge rulebook of
90,000 pages is really that suited for the can-
didate countries. After all, the acquis was
developed for highly developed countries with
relatively high per capita GDP and high levels
of social protection. I have heard Czech
entrepreneurs say that they would effectively
go out of business if they had to take over all
the rules from day one of EU accession, i.e., to
bring all their products up to EU standard,
make their production procedures more envi-
ronmentally friendly, pay their workers the
minimum wage and give them four weeks of
paid holiday and so on. 

The solution is transition periods and in some
areas these are likely to be quite long.
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However, the transition periods are politically
controversial, which brings me to my last
point. Looking at the economics of EU
enlargement is relatively straightforward. The
balance sheet is positive for both sides, with
probably a small positive gain on the EU side
and a rather large gain on the accession coun-
tries' side. But as in all economic integration
processes, there will be winners and losers. In
economic theory, backward regions and sec-
tors that are already going down are likely to
loose out in stronger competition. But of
course the EU is not a laissez-faire, free for all
kind of economic space. Its developments are
determined by policies as much as by market
forces. This also means that the winners and
losers of EU enlargement will largely be deter-
mined by who has the most influence on the
negotiating table. 

Political economy teaches us that small organ-
ised groups tend to have a much stronger bar-
gaining position than large unorganised
groups. It is more likely that Polish steel work-
ers and French dairy farmers will make their
voice hear and get compensation and transi-

tion periods. Consumers, on the other hand,
are notoriously difficult to organise and might
loose out. The sectoral protection measures
that this implies will make it easier to sell
enlargement to the electorate as organised
groups tend to be more vocal. But it will also
reduce the economic benefits of enlargement.
You cannot have this big boost in growth with-
out having drastic economic changes. The
basic conclusion is that enlargement is good in
economic terms and it is very important to
stress the economic benefits when talking to
the electorate. Not all the applicant countries
have a majority of their electorate in favour of
enlargement. The balance looks even more
precarious if you look at the current Member
States. In that perspective, I think it is a very
good thing that the European Commission has
stepped up its public relations work. As my
presentation has shown, we still know very lit-
tle of what the economic cost and benefits will
be, but I hope at least this might give you
some food for thought. 

Thank you.
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The future of EU after
enlargement - Security
Mr Andres Tarand, 
Chairman of the Foreign Affairs Committee, Parliament of Estonia

Dear Colleagues,

Ladies and Gentlemen!

My preliminary remark should be to apologise
to organisers of this conference for the change
I made in the title of my presentation, for
including the term security, but still I am not
excluding the process of EU enlargement.
Another change concerns the limitation of
some illustrations or slides used in my pre-
sentation. I hope that they reflect, to some
extent, substantial features of our region. The
region that, in political terms, is known now
as the Northern Dimension (from the Finnish
Presidency of the EU), but that earlier was
called the Baltic Sea Region. I would not like
to waste my time on definitions of dimensions
or regions. It depends very much on the
related background Ð whether we have in our
mind geographical, cultural, political or other
circumstances, or a combination of them all,
and that, combined very often in different
proportions. The use of slides here is partly
derived from my personal past, i.e., from the
fact that 10 years ago, in spring 1992, I had

the honour to speak here in Oslo, at the con-
ference of the Nordic Council Assembly. The
title of my presentation was ÒBridges across
the Baltic SeaÓ. Then one could not have in
mind the very concrete �resund Bridge or
very actively functioning ferry-bridge between
Helsinki and Tallinn, both being actualised
later on. The intention was more symbolic Ð to
stress the meaning of the so-called overlap-
ping areas between different regions. The
areas, which have good potential for diverse
positive contacts between states or nations,
but, on the other hand, which in history have
often provided causes for conflicts, including
military ones. Ten years later it seems inter-
esting to compare, in the light of the new
data, the situation from the point of view of
european security.

Going on with the description of slides, but not
showing them yet, it should be mentioned
that they show some values of the indices
mentioned above. You know very well that
indices cannot reflect all the richness of life,
especially the richness of sophisticated politi-
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cal life. They cannot fully describe security in
the broad sense. Ten years ago I made a
choice between two indices; one of them was
a positive precondition, and the other, a neg-
ative one for security with mutual relations of
the states in our region. The positive one was
the number of translations from one language
to another, taking into account ten languages
of the Baltic Sea states plus English and
French as dominating languages in the EU. For
different reasons, the statistics for the year
1989, as well as for 1999, were not complete
in UNESCO, and I acted like a hybrid of former
scientist and present politician. On the basis
of incomplete data, I tried to follow the main
trends over the last decade.

In ovals we can find the state of translations
in 1989 (see slide 1):

English dominated in Nordic countries, but
also in Germany and Russia (data for 1992).
In Poland, there was a better distribution
between big languages while English still
dominated. However, the situation was rather
different in the Baltic states: there, the num-
ber of Russian translations was equal to the
number of the translations from English in
other countries of the region. It should be
mentioned that in Soviet times Poland had
much more cultural autonomy than the Soviet
Republics of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania.We
can also observe some privileges of Swedish
in the Nordic countries and the high position
of French in Russia; the latter proceeds from
the Russian cultural traditions.

The new situation in 1999 is characterised by
explosions on the eastern coast of the Baltic
Sea, caused by the collapse of the planned

1999

What languages (including your mother tongue)
can you read easily yourself?

English German Russian

Estonia 19 11 93

Latvia 13 13 89

Lithuania 13 7 82

Poland 13 10 21

2000

What European language can you speak 
(very good, good)?

English German French

EU average 41 10 19

Sweden 88 39

Denmark 72 35 more
than 1

Germany 55 X

Finland 48 1

The skill of different languages around the 
Baltic Sea

}
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economies and the disappearance of the
Soviet special cultural policy in the Baltic
States.

The number of translations from English has
grown everywhere at least to the level of 65%
and, correspondingly, that from Russian has
decreased.

Probably, other interesting trends could be
revealed in country-by-country studies, but as
I said, the data were not complete and let us
leave this issue to specialists. Neither was my
intention to evaluate the quality of translated
books, nor estimate the proportions of various
languages, from which translations were
made. However, it is clear that the present-
day lingua franca Ð English Ð dominates in the
entire Baltic Sea region.

We have less data about the situation with the
skills in foreign languages in the region. In
various polls, information on different skills

has been gathered and we have no compre-
hensive picture of the situation in the entire
region. We can conclude, however, that it
would take some decades for the Baltic coun-
tries and Poland to achieve the average level
of others, especially that of Scandinavians. It
is a question of education and change of gen-
erations. 

Even more clearly, change of generations is a
key issue in solving the problems caused by
armed conflicts Ð from international conflicts
like World War to civil wars inside one country
(see slide 2). However, it also depends a bit
on benchmarks that one uses for describing
an armed conflict. Without any doubt, WW II
was a major event that had a strong impact
on all nations in our region, as well as on the
whole Europe. But it was also the factor that
pushed the western part of Europe from an
idea of the United Europe to the action for the
United Europe, to the process in which we live
in now. Sometimes it seems that under the
pressure of an enormous quantity of technical
problems, we tend to forget the main idea of
the EU as a peace-keeping force. This hap-
pens at least among the people of candidate
countries where some problems of a technical
character are seen as strange and distant. But
the slide does not show that. The slide shows
us a rough rule that after a broad armed con-
flict - prolonged by the terror as in the case of
the states on the eastern side of the Baltic
Sea- two generationsÕ time is needed to over-
come that disastrous experience. We are com-
ing close to that time-line but some degree of
mistrust still exists.

The slide (slide 3) presents the HDI that was
not available ten years ago. This is a well-
known index now reflecting the GDP in pur-
chasing power per capita, the life expectancy
and average education level. The considerable
difference between the states north-western
part and south-eastern part Ð is to a good
deal the reason of security problems ranging
from organised crime to small-scale smug-
gling or prostitution. Understandably, people
on the NW side are primarily worried about
these reasons, and it should be one factor
rendering the enlargement of the EU a not
very popular idea in the EU Member States. In
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the very beginning of the accession process,
people on the SE sector saw in the EU an
organisation ensuring soft security. After the
accession of Poland, the Czech Republic and
Hungary to NATO, the popularity of NATO in
the Baltic states has been wider than the sup-
port for the EU. It can be explained partly by
the term hard security and, obviously, by the
fact that the process of accession to NATO is
much easier to understand than the acquis
communautaire of the EU.

Let us look now once again at the whole
region Ð at the last slide (slide 4). Here the
states of the Baltic Sea region are marked by
their membership in three international
organisations Ð the EU, NATO and EFTA -,
relating to this conference here. We can eas-
ily recognise that there is a great variety by
this characteristic. Considering Russia and
Belarus as special categories in the security
climate of the region, we find altogether seven
classes of states in different positions. It is
much more than in the Balkans region and
more than in other regions of Europe.
Comparison of our region with the Balkans
was not a provocation; it was meant for
emphasising that in the Baltic Sea region, the
development of common security has gone
further, but it has not been finished yet.

The process of founding ESDP that started
three years ago has not been finished. But it
seems most likely that finally the solution will
lead to a Trans-Atlantic Co-operative Security
Union bringing together NATO and the EU in
security and defence matters. Despite some
unsolved political and structural problems, the
common values and ideas should warrant
that. We all know that beside the general
obstacles in realising that objective, there are
also country-specific difficulties in the demo-
cratic process connected with long traditions
of each country and magic of some words. I
am not going to characterise these different
traditions or magic words country by country.
All our good neighbours could take it like
intervening in their internal affairs. But let me
make one exception. It is not intervention in
somebodyÕs internal affairs, rather, it is a
description of bilateral relations of the Baltic
states and Russia in the framework of the

EUÐRussian relations and, particularly, of
security issues in the framework of relations
between the Western allies and Russia. 

We all can see positive developments in that
big country and we all are interested in the
further democratic development of Russia. We
have good grounds to believe in such devel-
opment. It is not only co-operation against
international terrorism as a new development
of our time. There is also a strong mutual
interest of the EU and Russia in the economic
development of both sides. But expressions
that are sometimes launched about the mem-
bership of Russia in the EU or NATO relate to
issues, which are not in the same time-scale
that we are discussing between Member
States and candidates or aspirant countries.
We have two reasons to think so. The first is
the recent history of Russia, and the second is
the size of Russia. That does not mean at all
that there should obligatorily be opposition
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between the Western allies and Russia like in
the days of the cold war. Resolving of security
and other problems by agreements has long
traditions in history, however, in uncertain
agreements« history. But still, it is the realis-
tic way of agreements between EU and Russia
(NATO and Russia) to go in the coming
decades.

Finally, allow me to cite Vaclav Havel, the
President of the Czech Republic, from his
speech on May 12 this year. He dwelled upon
the special relations of Russia and the Baltic
states, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, in the
context of NATO.

ÒYielding to some geopolitical or geostrategic
interests of Russia, or perhaps merely to its
concern for its prestige, would be the worst
thing that Alliance could do in this respect. It
would amount to returning to the Molotov-
Ribbentrop Pact; to confirming its legitimacy;
to recognising Russia«s right to surround itself
with a cordon sanitaire, or with a sphere of its
interests euphemistically called Ònear
abroadÓ; in short, to rededicating ourselves to
the old principle of dividing the world and
nations regardless of their willÓ. 

There is not much to add. The concept of indi-
visible security is the best to all of us in the
region. It is the best for Russia too. During
recent weeks, it seems that President Putin
has been well aware of that.

Thank you!
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Shaping Europe after
enlargement and the implications
for the South-East of Europe Ð 
a view from a non-applicant
country
Mr Ivo Skrabalo, 
Member of the Croatian Parliament and Chairman of the Committee on
Inter-parliamentary Relations

Dear Mr Chairman, fellow Parliamentarians,
distinguished Participants, Ladies and Gentle-
men!

It is my pleasure to address you at this con-
ference and present the views on the enlarge-
ment of Europe from a non-applicant country,
as least as of yet.

I come from Croatia, a country that cut all
legal and institutional ties with the former
Socialist Federal Republic Yugoslavia in
October 1991, while ten years later, last
month, it signed a Stabilisation and
Association Agreement with the European
Union. In the course of the last decade,
despite the war and other related mishaps,
almost all major political options, as well as
the majority of Croatian public opinion, have

been expressing their pro-European orienta-
tion. Our Ministry of European Integration is
conducting regular polls on the endorsement
for the integration into the EU, and I am
pleased to say that the level of popular sup-
port in Croatia remains high, at approximately
75 percent. Let us hope it will not diminish
considerably when one day we come to the
point of fulfilling some of the painful require-
ments for the membership!

Such a strong level of Europhilia has been
largely in opposition to the almost same
amount of Balkanophobia. Namely, as a result
of the historical process, Croatia has lived for
seven decades inside the frame of the largest
and most powerful state in the Balkans: first
the monarchy, from 1918 to 1945, and the
second communist Yugoslavia, from 1945 to

In addition to being Chairman of the Committee
of Interparliamentary cooperation, Ivo Skrabalo
(born 1934) lectures at the Academy of Arts
(Department of Film) at the University of Zagreb
and is editor of the Croatian Film Chronicle. As a
founding member of the Croatian Social Liberal
party (HSLS) and its Vice President from 1996 to
1997, Mr _krabalo, has a wide-ranging political
background.  He is, moreover, President of the
Assembly of the Croatian European Movement.

^

^
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1991. The people of Croatia have felt that
independence, which, unfortunately, was not
achieved through peaceful dissolution, like in
the case of Czechoslovakia, was a sort of
comeback to Europe, or at least to
ÒMitteleuropaÓ. It was seen as emancipation
from the long-lasting and frustrating situation
which was contrary to our European tradition
and our geographical position of being a part
of and linking three regions: Central Europe,
the Mediterranean and the Balkans.

Due to all these reasons, it is easy to under-
stand that our expectations of European inte-
gration were maybe partially unrealistic. We
have had a picture of Croatia as undoubtedly
a European country that should easily and
quickly find her place within the European
family of nations. At the same time, Europe,
which successfully overcame its historic trau-
mas through co-operation was long-term ene-
mies, was regarding us as dubious newcomers
from a worrisome region and was uncertain
what to do with us and others in the vicinity.
Indeed, the region of South East Europe dur-
ing the last two centuries has been perceived
as an area of instability and a focus of major
or minor, but always dangerous, conflicts.
Recently, this region has been referred to in
the EU jargon as the ÒWestern BalkansÓ. But,
it must be noted that in the last couple of
years, the conflicts have shifted to the south
of this ominous peninsula. Therefore, it is
unlikely that the enlarged Europe will admit
the countries in the Southern Balkans sub-
region before they are stabilised internally
and have established co-operation with each
other. 

Besides the security aspect, there is another
side to the matter, which will become even
more evident than it is today, and which rep-
resents a serious challenge for the future of
Europe. It is the inequality in wealth between
the countries that founded the European
Communities after the Second World War, and
countries in transition that have, in the same
period of time, experienced cultural and civil-
isational regression while behind the Iron
Curtain. The enlarged Europe should continue
assisting the development of its neighbours

with the same vigour and enthusiasm of the
early nineties. 

The main reason for this is the fact that in 10
or 15 years, Europe will be faced with new
challenges inherent in globalisation and in the
necessary inter-linkage, instead of harsh com-
petition, with the powerful North American
economic area, as well as with the emerging
and ever stronger incentives coming from the
countries that surround the Pacific Ocean. The
Europe of the future will draw its strength
from its political unity and the size of the com-
mon market, which should develop more
equality in wealth between old and new mem-
bers of the EU.

Ladies and Gentlemen!

The shaping of Europe after enlargement will
have the same basic elements as it had dur-
ing the past waves of enlargement. It is a pro-
cess of inserting European values into the
state structure and civil society of new mem-
bers, thereby spreading a modern definition of
European identity. It is what the Union has
been trying to achieve from the very begin-
ning: democracy, the rule of law, protection of
human rights, protection of national minori-
ties, a free market economy, multi-cultural-
ism, civil dialogue and an enhanced sense of
responsibility for the local regional and
authorities and Europe as a whole.

Every vision of an enlarged Europe should
include respect for cultural and linguistic par-
ticularities of individual peoples, which has
been a trademark of Europe that has decided,
once and for all, to renounce violence and war
as methods of solving intra-European con-
flicts. The success of the process in South
Eastern Europe depends both on the readi-
ness of the countries in the region to go
through the process of fundamental reforms,
as well as on the change of perceptions in
Brussels towards the necessity of offering to
every European country the same opportunity
to join the Union and share equal opportuni-
ties for progress and prosperity.

Although this conference is dealing with the
enlargement in the context of EFTA-EU rela-
tions, thereby mostly focusing on the eco-
nomic aspects of this process, the security
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aspect should not and cannot be completely
sidelined on our agenda. With regard to the
increasing danger of the scourge of interna-
tional terrorism, Europe will have to try harder
to strengthen its capacity within the frame-
work of the EUÕs Common Foreign and
Security Policy, but also through enhancing
military co-operation within NATO, in order to
promote solidarity and adequately contribute
to the Global Anti-terrorist Coalition.

Mr Chairman!

Allow me at this point to briefly present the
opportunities the EU membership offers from
the Croatian point of view. Without going too
much into the past, I think that the Treaty of
Nice offers the best guideline for the future
enlargement of Europe. Although in Nice there
were no concrete discussions and planning for
a Europe also consisting of countries of South
Eastern Europe, we can draw some indications
about our potential future position. If you, for
example, take into account the size of Croatia,
once we enter the Union we will probably
amount to less than 1% of the total popula-
tion. In accordance with the Nice Treaty, we
would be entitled to have 12 or 13 members
in the European Parliament, 7 votes in the
Council, and, at least in the first period, no
members of the Commission.

Countries of South Eastern Europe are devel-
oping their relations with the EU through the
Stabilisation and Association process as the
key tool for their integration into the European
Union. The Stabilisation and Association
Agreement is a new type of association agree-
ment, which has two major differences from
the previous model of European agreements:
it contains the stabilisation element and the
title on regional co-operation.

The stabilisation element is the consequence
of the Foreign and Security policy engage-
ment of the EU during the last 10 years in the
Balkans. Therefore, the evolutionary clause of
this agreement states that Croatia has the
status of a potential candidate for EU mem-
bership. The perspective of membership will
depend on each countryÕs speed and ability in
fulfilling conditions.

The regional co-operation element stimulates
Croatia to actively promote co-operation with
countries having signed a Stabilisation and
Association Agreement, other countries con-
cerned by the Stabilisation and Association
process and with candidates to the EU acces-
sion. With countries that have already signed
an SAA, Croatia will negotiate to conclude
bilateral conventions on regional co-operation,
the aim of which will be to enhance the scope
of co-operation between the countries con-
cerned. In our opinion, regional co-operation
should go hand in hand with the prospects of
accession to the EU.

The SAA establishes association between
Croatia and the EU to be realised in the course
of a transition period of six years. Most impor-
tantly, the SAA is a starting point for a grad-
ual but ever-deeper and infinite internal
Europeanisation of Croatia. The SAA is not a
longer-term alternative to the EU member-
ship. It is a stepping stone for membership,
and is only perceived as such in Croatia.
Naturally it requires serious efforts and funda-
mental preparations for the implementation of
obligations deriving from the Agreement.

At its October session, the Croatian
Government adopted the SAA Implementation
Plan, which consists of 2338 measures mark-
ing the beginning of comprehensive reforms
aimed at harmonisation with the EUÕs legal,
economic and political standards. The objec-
tive is to be ready for membership by the end
of 2006. In order to underpin the effects of
reforms, we intend to fully explore the CARDS
programme, and we expect further bilateral
assistance for institutional, economic, social
and legal reforms as well the possibilities
offered by our agreement with EFTA, which
was ratified last month in the Croatian
Parliament and will enter into force on 1
January 2002.

Although today we are only a potential candi-
date, the most influential political parties
agree on a clear and paramount objective to
apply and become a member of the EU. We
will formally submit the application at the
appropriate time. Our task is to increase our
visibility in Europe, but it is also a challenge
for the EU to realise that Croatia, as a country
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that successfully fought instability and war,
could become a very serious candidate for EU
membership. In any case, we are of the opin-
ion that the principle of evaluating individual
merits of each country must be maintained.

In this respect, it must be noted that there is
still a great difference in the development of
various South Eastern European countries.
While Croatia has approximately 4500 USD
GDP per capita, other countries in the region
range between 800 and 1400 USD. However,
we are prepared for regional economic co-
operation, particularly in liberalising trade
within the region. To this end, we have signed
the Free Trade Agreements with Slovenia,
Bosnia-Herzegovina, Macedonia, Hungary,
Poland, as well as a Memorandum of
Understanding on trade liberalisation and
facilitation in South East Europe, in which the
seven countries of SEE agreed to create a net-
work of free trade agreements by the end of
2001. Also, Croatia expects to become a
member of CEFTA in the next couple of
months.

Another important aspect to the integration
efforts will surely be the impact of the Euro. In
this field, the region is maybe closer than in
political terms. In Bosnia and Herzegovina,
the ÒConvertible MarkÓ is already a legal cur-
rency. The Euro will be directly introduced in
Kosovo, and perhaps in Montenegro. At our
northern borders, Hungary and Slovenia are
doing their best to enter the EMU. The Euro
may prove to be an important cohesive ele-
ment to bridge the gap between the rich West
and the poor South.

Ladies and Gentlemen!

In 1989 with the fall of the Berlin Wall, a
strong euphoria of solidarity from the West to
the old East emerged. In the next decade,
time was spent on utilising instruments at
hand for the preparation for the future mem-
bership. The crucial milestone occurred at the
Washington Summit in 1999 when Poland, the
Czech Republic and Hungary became mem-
bers of NATO. This was a turning point in the
whole process of European enlargement, a
guarantee of its irreversibility and inevitability.
Now the process of enlargement is conducted
in a sober way, going step by step, with a
strong political and economic conditionality.
My firm belief is that it should be a two-way
street in the sense that new members not
only take advantage of the benefits of being
members of the EU but also contribute to the
well-being and fundamental principles of the
EU. In order to achieve these positive ambi-
tions, we all must make sure that future
members from the South East European
region be considered as true partners and an
integral part of the future unified Europe in
the globalised world.

Thank you for your attention!
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Dismantling borders in Europe Ð
the Russian perspective on
European integration
Mr Valentin Ovisannikov, 
Head of the EU Division, Department for European Co-operation,
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation

Dear Mr. Chairman,
Distinguished Participants to the conference, 
Dear Colleagues! 

It is a pleasure for me to take part in this con-
ference and present the Russian view on the
European integration and first of all, the polit-
ical dimension. It is a very vital subject
because, Russia belongs to Europe histori-
cally, geographically, economically, geopoliti-
cally and culturally.

The future enlargement will increase the com-
position of the EU up to 27-28 members. Soon
our nearest neighbour will be a strong politi-
cal and economic Union with up to 500 million
citizens, with the biggest gross domestic
product in the world. In addition, we witness
and welcome the aspiration of the EU to play
the role of an autonomous pole in world
affairs.

Naturally, this process is important for Russia
as it has to reconsider its place in Europe, its
relations with the EU and other European

organisations, and in particular in the fields of
economic and European security.

Ten years ago, Russia made a historic choice
to start democratic and economic reforms to
build a state of law. Russian foreign policy is
based on a clear definition of national priori-
ties, pragmatism and economic efficacy, in
conformity with the concept of RussiaÕs for-
eign policy.

What is the main goal of RussiaÕs policy on
Europe? It is the creation of a stable and
democratic system of European security and
co-operation. That is why crucial importance
is given to the developments of relations with
the EU. We consider the EU as one of our most
important political and economic partners. We
are ready to develop stable and long-term co-
operation with the EU in conformity with the
medium term strategy for development of
relations between the Russian Federation and
the EU (2001-2010). This explains our priori-
ties and goals. The legal basis of this co-oper-

Valentin Ovsiannikov has an extensive
background in the Russian Foreign service, in
particular dealing with relations to the EU. He
has been on a number of diplomatic postings in
Europe and Africa.
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ation is the partnership co-operation agree-
ment signed in 1994. 

In his annual statement to the Russian parlia-
ment on 3 April 2001, the Russian President,
Vladimir Putin, stressed that integration with
Europe has become one of the main priorities
of our external policy. 

At the same time, it is necessary to underline
another important dimension. Russia is the
biggest Euro-Asian country and is determined
to proceed with the integration in the area of
the community of independent states.
Recently the Euro-Asian Economic Community
was created. In the field of military and polit-
ical security in the Commonwealth of
Independent States (CIS), the Treaty on
Collective Security came into force. 

Moreover, proceeding from its geographical
position, Russia will develop relations with
Asia, where my country has broad and impor-
tant interests. In his speech at the Asia-Pacific
Economic Cooperation (APEC) conference in
Shanghai on October 18, 2001, President
Vladimir Putin stated that we should intensify
our participation in the leading integration
structures in the Asian Pacific region. Another
priority is to develop relations with the United
States. The recent visit of the Russian
President to the Untied States is clear evi-
dence of this. 

Ladies and Gentlemen!

While speaking of priorities of the Russian for-
eign policy, IÕd like to remind you that recent
visits of our President to Germany and
Belgium, his talks with the leadership of the
EU and NATO, were aimed at keeping a close
and open dialogue on a stable, non-discrimi-
natory and comprehensive system of
European security. 

We believe that a new European security sys-
tem can be created only by the full-fledged
participation of Russia in European affairs.
The co-operation between Russia and the EU
is possible on the basis of strict observance of
international law and the United NationÕs (UN)
charter, on recognition of the principal respon-
sibility of the UN Security Council for main-
taining international peace and security and
on the condition of transparency. 

The fundamental rule of the Organisation for
Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) in
a new system of security should be confirmed.
In our view, the European Security and
Defence Policy (ESDP) should strengthen, but
not undermine existing structures of European
security. Europe can only succeed if the EUÕs
anti-crisis potential is consolidated by interac-
tions with so-called third countries, which
implies not only NATO member states and EU
accession countries. We are ready for co-
operation with the EU on equal footing and
with due respect of the particulars of national
military and security doctrines. 

As for non-military anti-crisis management,
we propose possibilities of co-operation with
our Ministry of Emergency. We may call on our
experience in such spheres as support of
peacekeeping operations, monitoring and
forecasting emergencies and manmade disas-
ters, setting up civil defence and joint civil
police actions.

The fight against terrorism is one of the most
important subjects of our political dialogue
and in the context of our co-operation
between our ministers of internal affairs and
justice. During the Russia-EU summit held on
October 3, 2001 in Brussels, our leaders
adopted a joint statement on this matter. EU-
Russia approaches on the anti- terrorist oper-
ation in Afghanistan, including a political set-
tlement in the country are close.

We proceed from the fact that the main sub-
jects of our political dialogue with the EU are
to be urgent and acute matters such as means
to confront new threats and challenges,
strengthening of strategic stability, arms con-
trol, non-proliferation, disarmament, consoli-
dating the role of the UN and its Security
Council in European and global peace-keeping
prevention and crisis settlement. Constructive
and positive results following high-level talks
at the Russia-EU summit have secured possi-
bilities to set up an operative mechanism on
political matters and security in Europe. 

We attach great importance to the implemen-
tation of understandings reached at the
Russia-EU summits in Moscow and Brussels
on the elaboration of a concept of a common
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European economic area. We hope that parlia-
mentarians and experts in Norway will con-
tribute to this work. 

The main task of the high-level group estab-
lished in accordance with the Russia-EU sum-
mit in Brussels is to prepare proposals on
basic parameters, goals and an ideology for a
concept of a common European economic
area. It is important to use practical achieve-
ments and experiences gained in the frame-
work of the energy dialogue as well as scien-
tific and technological co-operation including
broad involvement of Russian research insti-
tutions and scientists in the creation of a
unique European research area. There are
also vast possibilities for deepening co-opera-
tion in the field of space exploration, develop-
ment of transport networks, the environment
and the common fight against terrorism. Full
attention should be given to study possibilities
of further trade liberalisation in the field of
goods, services, the movement of capital and
labour and to define modalities and a
timetable for the implementation of such
measures. We believe that the upcoming
meeting in December of the co-chairmen of
the joint high-level group, Russian Vice-Prime
Minister Viktor Khristenko and EU External
Relation Commissioner, Christopher Patten,
will bring specific and productive results. 

A year ago, Russia and the EU commenced a
dialogue with regard to guarantee energy
security in Europe. We have already finished
the expert stage. The report of experts con-
cludes that Russia is the nearest and most
reliable energy source to the EU. In our view,
energy resources do not only mean export of
gas, oil and coal, but also to processed prod-
ucts, in other words, electricity, oil products,

power consumption products as well as
nuclear fuel. It was also stressed that an
extension of the exchange of energy should
be economical and should secure free transit
from Russia to the final consumer in the EU
and give access to Russian economic opera-
tors to the energy economy of the EU. 

The report also stresses the importance of
long-term contracts on energy supply and first
of all, on supplies of gas. 

In the future our dialogue is to be conducted
in the framework of the special high-level
Committee on Energy Co-operation. The
Committee can start its activity this year and
its mandate could be adopted at the next ses-
sion of Russia-EU Co-operation Committee.
Then we will be able to define ways to proceed
to the practical stages of the dialogue. 

The leaders of the EU and Russia held very
important talks in Brussels on the conse-
quences for Russia following EU enlargement,
including the problem of Kaliningrad region.
An agreement to create a joint working group
on sustainable development for Kaliningrad
was reached. We are in favour of solving all
the problems of this region of the Russian
Federation stemming from EU enlargement in
complex. Among the problems are the ques-
tions of energy supply, visa regime, transport
transit and fisheries. Of course, the main
responsibility for the development of
Kaliningrad is on our side. 

We wish to agree on the composition and
modalities of the group before the end of the
EU Belgian Presidency.

Thank you very much for your attention. 
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Day 1 
Tuesday 13 november

09.00 Ð 11.30
Sightseeing by coach in Oslo 

12.00 Ð 13.30 
Buffet Lunch, Hotel Bristol (Lille
Festsal/Mauriske Sal)

SESSION I

Opening statements

Session chairman: 
Marcel Sandoz, 
Head of the Swiss Delegation 
to the EFTA Parliamentary Committee

13.30 Ð 13.50
Welcome address
Vilhj�lmur Egilsson, 
Chairman of the EFTA Parliamentary
Committee

13.50 Ð 14.10
EFTA and enlargement
Kim Traavik, 
Norwegian State Secretary, Ministry of
Foreign Affairs 

14.10 Ð 14.30 
EFTA and Europe 
William Rossier, 
EFTA Secretary-General

14.30 Ð 15.00 
Enlargement Ð a historic opportunity 
Graham Avery, 
Chief Adviser, DG Enlargement, European
Commission

15.00 Ð 15.30 
Coffee break

SESSION II

Economic and political opportunities
in an enlarged Europe

Session Chairman:
Morten H¿glund, 
Head of the Norwegian Delegation 
to the EFTA Parliamentary Committee

15.30 Ð 16.10
Emerging political opportunities in an
enlarged Europe
Thorbj¿rn Jagland, 
Chairman of the Foreign Affairs Committee,
Parliament of Norway 

Discussion

16.10 Ð 16.40
Emerging economic opportunities in an
enlarged Europe
Katinka Barysch, 
Senior Economist, The Economist Intelligence
Unit

Discussion

16.40 - 17.15
The future of EU after enlargement Ð 
A view from an applicant country
Andres Tarand, 
Chairman of the Foreign Affairs Committee,
Parliament of Estonia

Discussion

17.15 - 17.45
Coffee break 

17.45 Ð 18.20
Shaping Europe after enlargement and
the implications for the South- East of
Europe - A view from a non-applicant
country
Ivo Skrabalo, 
Chairman of the Committee of Interparlia-
mentary cooperation, Parliament of Croatia

Discussion

Conference on EFTA-EU relations
and enlargement: opportunities
in an enlarged Europe 
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18.20 Ð 19.00
Dismantling borders in Europe Ð The
Russian perspective on the European
integration
Valentin Ovsiannikov, 
Head of the EU Division, Department for
European Co-operation, Ministry of Foreign
Affairs of the Russian Federation 

Discussion

19.00
End of programme on day 1

20.00 Ð 
Dinner at Gamle Logen, 
Grev Wedels Plass 2, Oslo
Hosted by J¿rgen Kosmo,
President of the Norwegian Parliament 

DAY 2 Ð Wednesday 14 November 2001

SESSION III

Preparations for EU accession

Session Chairman:
J�rgen Zech, 
Head of the Liechtenstein Delegation to the
EFTA Parliamentary Committee

09.00 Ð 11.00 
Status of negotiations and preparations:
transitional arrangements affecting the
EEA Agreement and technical and finan-
cial assistance

Introductions by: 
Ambassador Carlos de Wever, 
representing the Belgian EU Presidency 

Ambassador Gunnar Snorri Gunnarsson, 
representing the Chairman - of the EFTA
Standing Committee

Comments by:
Haakon Blankenborg, 
Member of the Foreign Affairs Committee,
Parliament of Norway, and former Head of
the Norwegian delegation to the EFTA
Parliamentary Committee

Discussion

11.00 Ð 11.30 
Coffee break

11.30 Ð 12.20 
EEA after enlargement Ð debate

Moderator: 
Vilhj�lmur Egilsson, 
Chairman of the EFTA Parliamentary
Committee

Introduction by: 
Ambassador Gerhard Sabathil,
Head of the European Commission
Delegation to Norway and Iceland

Debate

12.20 Ð 12.30
Closing remarks
Vilhj�lmur Egilsson,
Chairman of the EFTA Parliamentary
Committee

12.30 Ð 14.00 
Farewell lunch
Hotel Bristol (Store Festsal)

Hosted by William Rossier, 
EFTA Secretary-General
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Members of Parliaments  

Bosnia and Herzegovina 

1. Mr Sead Avdic, 
MP, Vice-Chairman of the House of
Representatives, Parliamentary Assembly
of Bosnia and Herzegovina

Croatia 

2. Mr Ivo Skrabalo*, 
MP, Chairman of the Committee for
Interparliamentary co-operation,
Parliament of Croatia

3. Ms Maja Kis, 
Adviser to the Foreign Affairs Committee,
Parliament of Croatia

Cyprus  

4. Mr Andreas Christou, 
MP, 1st Vice-Chairman of the EU-Cyprus
JPC, House of Representatives, Parliament
of Cyprus

Czech Republic 

5. Mr Jan Zahradil, 
MP, Co-Chairman of the EU-Czech Republic
JPC, Parliament of the Czech Republic 

6. Mr Ludvik Kummer, 
Secretary of the EU-Czech Republic JPC,
Parliament of the Czech Republic

Estonia 

7. Mr Andres Tarand*, 
MP, Chairman of the Foreign Affairs
Committee, Parliament of Estonia

8. Mr Olev Aarma, 
Counselor, European Affairs Committee,
Parliament of Estonia

Hungary 

9. Mr Marton Braun, 
MP, Committee on European Integration,
Parliament of Hungary

10. Mr L�szl� Juh�sz, 
Chief Counselor, Parliament of Hungary

Latvia 

11. Mr Modris Luj�ns, 
MP, Deputy Chair of the council of
Regional development of Latvia, Chair of
Environment subcommittee, Saeima of
Republic of Latvia

Macedonia 

12. Mr Slobodan Kosev, 
MP, Chairman of the Parliamentary Group
for Co-operation with the European
Parliament, Assembly of the Republic of
Macedonia

13. Ms Lidija Karakamcheva, 
Adviser, International Cooperation
Departement, Assembly of the Republic
of Macedonia

Romania

14. Ms Smaranda Ionescu, 
MP, Foreign Affairs Committee,
Parliament of Romania

Slovenia 

15. Dr Jozef Bernik, 
MP, Member of the Foreign Affairs
Committee, The National Assembly of the
Republic of Slovenia

List of participants
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Turkey 

16. Mr Suat Caglayan, 
MP, Vice-President of the Foreign Affair
Committee, The Grand National
Assembly of Turkey

17. Mr K�rsat Eser, 
MP, Co-chairman of EU-Turkey JPC, The
Grand National Assembly of Turkey

Ukraine

18. Mr Ihor Ostash, 
MP, Chairman of the International Affairs
Committee, Parliament of Ukraine

Parliament of Norway 

19. Mr Thorbj¿rn Jagland*, 
MP, Chairman of the Foreign Affairs
Committee, Parliament of Norway

20. Mr Haakon Blankenborg*, 
MP, Member of the Foreign Affairs
Committee, Parliament of Norway

EFTA Parliamentary
Committee 

Iceland 

21. Mr Vilhj�lmur Egilsson*, 
MP, Chairman of the EFTA Parliamentary
Committee, Parliament of Iceland

22. Ms. Thorgerdur K. Gunnarsd�ttir, 
MP, Member of the EFTA Parliamentary
Committee, Parliament of Iceland

23. Ms çsta Ragnheidur J�hannesd�ttir, 
MP, Member of the EFTA Parliamentary
Committee, Parliament of Iceland

24. Mr Kristinn H. Gunnarsson, 
MP, Member of the EFTA Parliamentary
Committee, Parliament of Iceland

25. Ms. Kolbr�n Halld�rsd�ttir, 
MP, Member of the EFTA Parliamentary
Committee, Parliament of Iceland

26. Ms. Lilja Gr�tarsd�ttir, 
Secretary to the Icelandic Delegation to
the EFTA Parliamentary Committee,
Parliament of Iceland 

Norway 

27. Mr Morten H¿glund, 
MP, Head of the Norwegian Delegation to
the EFTA Parliamentary Committee,
Parliament of Norway

28. Mr Vidar Bj¿rnstad, 
MP, Member of the EFTA Parliamentary
Committee, Parliament of Norway

29. Ms Julie Christiansen, 
MP, Member of the EFTA Parliamentary
Committee, Parliament of Norway

30. Ms Heidi S¿rensen, 
MP, Member of the EFTA Parliamentary
Committee, Parliament of Norway

31. Mr. Ivar ¯stberg, 
MP, Member of the EFTA Parliamentary
Committee, Parliament of Norway

32. Mr Rune Resaland, 
Secretary to the Norwegian Delegation to
the EFTA Parliamentary Committee,
Parliament of Norway

33. Ms Aud Loen, 
Secretary to the Norwegian Delegation to
the EFTA Parliamentary Committee,
Parliament of Norway

34. Ms Laila H¿ge, 
Higher Executive Officer, Parliament of
Norway

35. Ms Lisbeth M. Stock, 
Higher Executive Officer, Parliament of
Norway
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Switzerland  

36. Mr Marcel Sandoz, 
MP, Head of the Swiss Delegation to the
EFTA Parliamentary Committee,
Parliament of Switzerland

37. Mr Rolf Schweiger, 
MP, Member of the EFTA Parliamentary
Committee, Parliament of Switzerland

38. Mr Hans Ulrich Mathys, 
MP, Member of the EFTA Parliamentary
Committee, Parliament of Switzerland

39. Ms. C�line Neuhaus, 
Secretary to the Swiss delegation to the
EFTA Parliamentary Committee,
Parliament of Switzerland

Liechtenstein 

40. Mr J�rgen Zech, 
MP, Head of the Liechtenstein Delegation
to the EFTA Parliamentary Committee,
Parliament of Liechtenstein 

41. Mr Otto B�chel, 
MP, Member of the EFTA Parliamentary
Committee, Parliament of Liechtenstein

EFTA Government
Representatives

Iceland 

42. H.E. Mr Gunnar Snorri Gunnarsson*,
Ambassador of Iceland to the EU,
Icelandic Mission to the EU

43. Skafti J�nsson, 
First Secretary, Embassy of Iceland, Oslo

Norway 

44. Mr Kim Traavik*, 
State Secretary, Ministry of Foreign
Affairs

45. Mr ¯ystein Hovdkinn, 
Deputy Director General, Ministry of
Foreign Affairs

46. Mr Erik �rhus, 
Deputy Head, Norwegian Mission to the
EU

47. Ms Aud Hellstr¿m, 
Special Adviser, Ministry of Foreign
Affairs

48. Ms Lajla Jakhelln, 
Adviser, Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

Switzerland 

49. Mr Mauro Reina, 
Conseiller dÕAmbassade, Permanent
Mission of Switzerland to EFTA and WTO

Government
Representative of the
Russian Federation

50. Mr Valentin Ovsiannikov*, 
Head of the EU Division, Department of
European Cooperation, Ministry of
Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation 

Council of the 
European Union 

51. H.E. Mr Carlos de Wever*, 
Ambassador, Representative of the Belgian
EU Presidency, Embassy of Belgium, Norway
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European Commission 

52. Mr Graham Avery*, 
Chief Adviser, DG Enlargement, European
Commission

53. Mr Gerhard Sabathil*, 
Head of the EU's delegation to Norway
and Iceland, European Commission

54. Mr Eirkur Bergmann Einarsson, 
EUÕs delegation to Norway and Iceland,
European Commission

EFTA Surveillance
Authority 

55. Mr Knut Almestad, 
President, EFTA Surveillance Authority

EFTA Consultative
Committee 

56. Mr Pierre Weiss, 
Chairman, EFTA Consultative Committee

57. Mr Johan Ludvik Carlsen, 
Member, EFTA Consultative Committee

58. Mr Jon Vea, 
Member, EFTA Consultative Committee

59. Ms Erna Gudmundsdottir, 
Rapporteur on Enlargement, EFTA
Consultative Committee

Economist 
Intelligence Unit

60. Ms Katinka Barysch*, 
Senior Analyst, Country Analysis Eastern
Europe, Economist Intelligence Unit, 
The Economist Group

EFTA Secretariat 

61. Mr William Rossier*, 
Secretary-General, EFTA Secretariat

62. Mr Per K. Mannes, 
Deputy Secretary-General, EFTA
Secretariat

63. Mr Harald E. Nyb¿let, 
Head of EEA Coordination Unit, EFTA
Secretariat

64. Mr Gudmundur Einarsson, 
Head of the Secretary Generals Office,
EFTA Secretariat

65. Ms L�a Brynj�lfsd�ttir, 
Secretary to the EFTA & EEA
Parliamentary Committees, EFTA
Secretariat

66. Mr Gustav Solvang, 
Secretary to the EFTA & EEA
Parliamentary Committees, EFTA
Secretariat
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Observers

67. H.E Ms Jasmin Nikolova Popova, 
Ambassador of the Republic of Bulgaria
to Norway, Embassy of the Republic of
Bulgaria, Stockholm

68. Mr Branimir Loncar, 
Counsellor, Embassy of the Republic of
Croatia, Oslo

69. H.E. Mr Petr Kypr, 
Ambassador of the Czech Republic to
Norway, Embassy of the Czech Republic,
Oslo

70. Mr Jir� Borcel, 
Third Secretary, Embassy of the Czech
Republic, Oslo

71. H.E. Dr Leonidas Pantelides, 
Ambassador of the Republic of Cyprus to
Norway, Embassy of the Republic of
Cyprus, Stockholm

72. H.E. Mr Peep Jahilo, 
Ambassador of the Republic of Estonia to
Norway, Embassy of the Republic of
Estonia, Oslo

73. H.E. Mr Normunds Popens, 
Ambassador of the Republic of Latvia to
Norway, Embassy of the Republic of
Latvia, Oslo

74. H.E. Mr Ceslovas V. Stankevicius, 
Ambassador of the Republic of Lithuania
to Norway, Embassy of the Republic of
Lithuania, Oslo

75. H.E. Mr Martin Trenevski, 
Ambassador of the Republic of Macedonia
to Norway, Embassy of the Republic of
Macedonia, Stockholm

76. H.E. Mr Andrzej Jaroszynski, 
Ambassador of the Republic of Poland to
Norway, Embassy of the Republic of
Poland, Oslo

77. H.E. Dr Serban Nicolae Vlad, 
Ambassador of Romania to Norway,
Embassy of Romania, Oslo

78. Stefan Porojan, 
First Secretary, Embassy of Romania,
Oslo

79. Sergey A. Kidyaev, 
Third Secretary, Embassy of the Russian
Federation, Oslo

80. H.E. Mr Andrej Logar, 
Ambassador of the Republic of Slovenia
to Norway, Embassy of the Republic of
Slovenia, Copenhagen

81. H.E. Mr Berhan Ekinci, 
Ambassador of the Republic of Turkey to
Norway, Embassy of the Republic of
Turkey, Oslo

82. H.E. Mr Olexander S. Slipchenko, 
Ambassador of Ukraine to Norway,
Embassy of Ukraine, Stockholm

83. Mr Georgii Nazarov, 
Counsellor, Charg� d'affaires, Embassy of
Ukraine to Norway

84. Ms Snezana Samardzie-Markovic, 
Charg� dÕaffaires, Embassy of the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia to Norway, Oslo

* Will be addressing the conference.
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The European Free Trade Association (EFTA) is an international
organisation comprising four states, Iceland, Liechtenstein, Norway and
Switzerland which have established a free trade area amongst
themselves  but do not apply a common external tariff. Apart from
Switzerland the EFTA States base their relations with the European Union
on the European Economic Area Agreement allowing for their
participation in the Single Market. SwitzerlandÕs relations with the EU are
based on bilateral agreements. 

The EFTA States have developed an extensive network of free trade
agreements with non-EU countries and regional groupings in Europe and
beyond.

The EFTA Secretariat is located in Geneva, Brussels and Luxembourg.

❖

The EFTA Bulletin is intended to serve as a platform for discussions and
debate on topics of relevance to European integration as well as the
multilateral trading system constantly being re-shaped and transformed
by the twin forces of globalisation and interdependence. To this
endeavour the EFTA Bulletin will in the coming issues draw on the
experience and expertise of academics, professionals and statesmen
alike.

Previous issues:

¥ EFTA: 40 Years of Free Trade, 1-2000 September

¥ Special Relationship: EFTA and the European Community as Actors in European 
Free Trade, 2-2000 October

¥ New Economy Ð New Borders: EFTA Consultative Committee Business Workshop, 
3-2000 December

¥ The Updated EFTA Convention, 1-2001 September


