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INTRODUCTION

1.1. This document must be considered as the start of a more comprehensive debate within
the PES about the future enlargement of the EU. We have to use the debate to make clear
what the enlargement project is about and to show what consequences it will have. This paper
deals briefly with already existing policies but concentrates on the questions in the main
policy areas. It does not dwell extensively upon the principle of enlargement because this
seems to be an accepted political goal confirmed by the European Council on several
occasions.

The PES supports enlargement. The EU is not an exclusive organisation. It is an instrument
for all those European countries that are willing and able to accept the obligations of
membership. Enlargement will increase the (economic) scope of the Union. It will foster
democracy and stability in Central and Eastern Europe, the Baltic and Mediterranean regions.

The EU has an historic opportunity to take in countries that belonged to the Communist bloc
thereby ending the unnatural division of Europe. The EU has a moral obligation to offer to
the citizens of those countries the same benefits that it gives to its own people.

1.2. The PES wants enlargement to be a success. Therefore we want an intensive debate about
ways to make it possible. The PES will have to come forward with answers to the basic
political questions regarding enlargement. These go beyond just budgetary matters. The EU
will have to be more precise about what is expected of the EU itself and of the accession
countries. And it is important to already start involving applicant countries in the activities of
the Union.

1.3. There still are many uncertainties surrounding enlargement. These touch upon the
timetables, the political conditions, the financial arrangements etc. Nobody knows exactly
what Europe will look like in 2005. We should engage in the process and be open to
evolution. We will need to think in terms of scenarios to be able to deal with the many
variables. Enlargement will be a dynamic process. In fact what we are discussing is the future
shape of the European Union. Enlarging the Union is changing the Union. Our ambitions for
the Union can not be isolated from the enlargement question.

Socialists and social democrats carry a special responsibility. Enlargement has already been
accepted as a fact. We risk enlargement taking place without the conditions we consider
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necessary, and which are elaborated in this paper, having been put into place. Without
sufficient preparation enlargement might lead to a multi-speed Union that is
intergovernmental in character and is no more than a free-trade area. That is not our Europe.
If we do not make the necessary changes now, it may not be possible later.

1.4. We will invite our sister parties from the applicant countries to participate in our debates.
Their views are as important as ours. We want to be informed about attitudes in the applicant
countries. The PES observer parties from the applicant countries have been invited to
participate in the PES IGC working group.

1.5. The European Parliament has already produced a first general document on enlargement
(the Oostlander report). The Parliamentary Group of the PES attaches great importance to the
issue. It is important to cooperate closely with our parliamentary group.

1.6. In addition to the internal discussion, the discussion with the citizens of the Union and of
the applicant countries is of utmost importance. Enlargement will affect them all. At the
moment neither enthusiasm for or knowledge about enlargement is very high in the Member
States of the Union. Therefore, as soon as we have agreed upon a common strategy (and even
before then) we should start a dialogue with our voters and explain our common social
democratic strategy. Support by the people is a precondition for successful enlargement of
the Union.

1.7. The citizens of the EU support the principles underlying enlargement. But they also have
a right to know what the (practical) consequences of enlargement will be. Therefore we
should try to base our strategy on facts and be cl>ar and straightforward about the
consequences. On the other hand we should be careful not to restrict our discussion to “how
much money” and “what is in it for us”. Social democratic values like solidarity (with those
in less fortunate situations), stability (peace in Europe), welfare (for all citizens) and
democracy (as the political system in which human rights are guaranteed) should continue to
be of importance.

1.8. We should not neglect the problems that will arise from enlargement. We should
however try to find solutions for these problems, instead of using them as an excuse to
postpone enlargement for an unknown period of time!

BACKGROUND

2.1. At the Council meeting in Copenhagen (June 1993) the governments of the Member
States officially declared that those countries in Central and Eastern Europe and the Baltic
States with which the Union has Association Agreements could, in principle, become part of
the Union if they wished to do so and if they fulfilled the necessary criteria. More than a year
later, at the Essen Council (December 1994), a strategy for enlargement was adopted. The
Member States agreed that changes be made in the field of EU policies concerning infra-
structure, Trans European Networks, environment, foreign and security policy, justice and
home affairs, culture, education, and regional co-operation to enable enlargement to take
place as soon as possible.
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2.2. The Essen Council asked the Commission to draft a White Paper which would set out the
necessary criteria for the integration of these countries into the internal market before they
became members of the Union . In the White Paper the PHARE programme (the main
funding programme of the Union for Central and Eastern Europe) was mentioned as an
important instrument to give technical assistance and infrastructure support to the future
Member States on their road towards integration. The social democrats and democratic
socialists of the EU, either in opposition or in government, supported these policies.

2.3. It is important to note that the Council also decided that negotiations with Cyprus and
Malta will start six months after the conclusion of the IGC. The negotiations with the
countries of Central and Eastern Europe and the Baltic States should start at the same time.

2.4. The European Commission has sent a questionnaire to all applicant countries. The
Commission will use the answers to formulate an official opinion as to whether to start nego-
tiations with each applicant country or not.

The applicant countries are: Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania,
Poland, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia and (of course) Malta and Cyprus.

A COUNTRY BY COUNTRY APPROACH

3.1. The negotiations with all the applicant countries will start at the same time after the
positive opinion of the European Commission and the go ahead of the Council. But there
should be no negotiations en bloc. The differences between the applicant countries do not
allow for that. The EU will have to develop a country by country approach based on general
criteria that are essentially the same for every applicant.

3.2. It will become clear that some countries can become members of the European Union
earlier than others. Through close contacts all countries will be supported in reaching the
standards of membership of the Union. Formulating White Papers is useful in that sense, but
not sufficient. We need a country-by-country assessment of weaknesses and strengths. On
this basis, concrete accession programmes could be formulated and implemented. In each
case the EU should specify its contribution to the accession programmes. This would require
a stronger commitment but also more flexibility in its support programmes. The help from the
Union should, in other words, be finetuned to the individual needs of the applicant countries.
It is important that the PES develops files on each of the applicant countries with the
necessary facts and figures but also with political evaluations.

DEMOCRACY

4.1. An important aspect of enlargement is human rights and democracy. Above all else the
Union should be an area in which all its’ citizens have the same rights. It should, therefore, be
considered as an omission that there are no criteria in the White Paper regarding this
important subject. Criteria for the internal market, no matter how important, should not be our
only concermn.
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4.2. The PHARE programme should pay more attention (and money) to improve democracy
and respect for human rights. A democratic society is the basis for everything else that has
been mentioned. It will take time, knowledge and money to help the young democracies in
Central and Eastern Europe build stable democracies, but this is a process which deserves
our full support.

4.3. The EU should not allow any doubts about the fact that the new Member States should
work towards stable democracies in which human rights are respected. This does not mean

that we should isolate countries if they are not fulfilling criteria we have formulated. On the
contrary, the EU should stay actively involved.

4.4. We support the suggestion being considered in the IGC that the Union should be able to
suspend certain rights of any Member State that ceases to be democratic or persistently fails
to respect human rights. Such a procedure would not be directed against the citizens of the
state concerned, but would suspend rights enjoyed by the state as such.

THE SOCIAL ECONOMIC CONTEXT

5.1. What level of social and economic development is needed before applicant countries can
enter the EU with its free internal market, without serious disruptions on both sides, is a
fundamental question. However, it can not be answered only by reference to levels of GDP.
New Members States should not be too far below the EU average of GDP, but it is difficult to
draw an exact line. The GDP of many of the applicant countries is higher than the GDP of
Portugal when it became a member, but the Union will have to deal with a larger number of
less prosperous Member States joining at the same time. It is obvious though that the Union
will have to stimulate economic growth in the applicant countries with financial support and
better trade conditions. But that in itself does not guarantee that the economies of new
Member States will be able to cope with the internal market and its regulations. How far will
their transition to an open market economy go, or have to go? How large, for example, will be
the state involvement in the economy at that moment? Will their companies be able to
compete with EU companies? What will the balance between jobs lost to the EU, and jobs
gained through the EU, be?

5.2. The applicant countries do not only have to deal with preparations for EU membership,
they also have to compete in a globalised world economy. There is a risk that this could lead
to them having to rely upon cheap labour and low standards which could result in an
economic structure different from that of the EU.

5.3. Would present EU members accept the inclusion of that type of economy in the
Community? Social Democrats would probably oppose it and demand certain social and
environmental standards of the applicant countries. It is therefore important to develop a
social policy in the framework of the enlargement debate. This would include the further
development of the Social Chapter, the convergence of social policies, the development of
scenarios in this area and so on. On the other hand we cannot demand from new Member
States more than we ask existing members.
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5.4. The same arguments apply when discussing environment policy. Most Central and
Eastern European countries are far behind in relation to the legislation that already exists in
most Member States of the Union. Nuclear safety is a specific area of concern.

5.5. The White Paper only includes environmental policy areas that are product-related. For
all other environmental policy areas only common minimum standards exist, which the future
Member States should also fulfill. As this cannot be achieved tomorrow, a transition period
will be needed. Even then there is no guarantee that the future Member States in Central and
Eastern Europe will be strong enough to live up to the rules of the Union. In this context we
endorse the PES document “A fair deal - for Employment, the Environment and Equality” of
Svend AUKEN and Alan LARSSON (May 1995).

5.6. During the transition period the EU should support (for instance through the PHARE and
TACIS programmes) Central and Eastern European countries and the Baltic States to help
them reach minimum standards. In general substantial gains should be made in this field for
Europe as a whole.

THE SECURITY OF EUROPE

6.1. An element closely related to enlargement is security. Perhaps the most far reaching
consequence of the changes which started in 1989 was the end of the Warsaw Pact, which
implied the end of the security structure that had existed for years in Central and Eastern
Europe. Although there was relief that the “Cold War” was over, it was later realized that the
security structure that had gone had been replaced by a power vacuum. In a power vacuum
conflicts can easily develop and are difficult to stop.

6.2. Most of the governments of the Central and Eastern European countries have applied for
membership of NATO. In principle we ought to respect this wish and should welcome them
to take part in common security structures. Until now NATO, though supporting the
principle, has been rather vague about when enlargement is going to take place (talks about
enlargement will in any case not start before next year). A major factor in the postponement
of a decision is Russia. NATO has opted for a parallel process of reforming and enlarging
NATO while improving relations with Russia. Russia seems to want the latter first. We
should stick to the relation between the three elements but be flexible on the timing. At the
same time we should develop further the possibilities offered by the PFP.

6.3. Membership of the EU will give the applicant countries more political and economic
security. Conflicts will become less likely. For these countries it will be important to know
how the security policies of the EU will develop. What kind of EU security arrangement will
they become part of? This will depend on the outcome of present discussions within the EU.
One could argue that this debate is the more urgent given the future enlargement of the EU.
Here one can refer to our separate discussion paper on CFSP.

6.4. It is, however, important to already offer applicant countries the possibility to participate
in CFSP work.
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6.5. It is also important to analyse eventual new (internal) security risks for an enlarged EU.

6.6 Given the existence of EU cooperation in the area of justice and home affairs and the
ambition to develop this further, it is important to assess how new member states would fit
into this. We should outline how to integrate newcomers, especially in the areas of police
cooperation, migration and asylum policy. These are already sensitive areas with regard to
relations with Central and Eastern Europe and the Baltic States. Further cooperation in the
field of convergence of police and legal systems is needed.

THE INSTITUTIONS

6.1. We should take a close look at what effects enlargement will - or might - have on the
institutions of the Union. Enlargement is an extra impulse for the EU to change its
institutional organisation. If it does not, the future could be unworkable, with a Parliament
grown out of proportion, a Commission with more than 25 members and a Council in which
decisions - especially those taken by unanimity - will take even more time than they do at
present. We have to work out how a Union of 25 Members can do the job that it is supposed
to do. We need not only “more Union” but a “better Union.”

6.2. However, a review of the foundations of the “European Home” is needed anyway. A
review that will bridge the alarming gap between “Brussels” and the people of the Union.
Socialists and Social Democrats agree that the EU should become more transparent, the
number of different decision-making procedures should be reduced and, most importantly,
the Union should become more democratic and more effective in areas that are important to
its citizens.

6.3. A reformulation of the institutional structure is needed not only for structural reasons but
also for policy reasons. The development of a European employment policy, a better
coordinated European foreign and security policy or of EMU being completed by 1999,
should all go hand in hand with a more efficient decision-making process and an end to the
democratic deficit. We should evaluate the relevant PES documents in the light of
enlargement.

6.4. This shows that institutional reform is required, irrespective of enlargement. Enlargement
is a fact that should be used as an extra motivation for the Member States to agree on
institutional changes, most of which are needed anyway. The IGC must, therefore, deal
adequately with these changes, and do so within the envisaged time-scale to ensure that
enlargement is not delayed. Attempts to hold up the IGC by those who would like to water
down the Union into a mere free-trade area, hoping that the subsequent enlargement will
dilute the Union and weaken its institutions, must be resisted by firmly insisting that the IGC
makes the necessary changes to enable enlargement to be a success.

6.5. Nevertheless, we will have to discuss the relationship between the outcome of the IGC
and the enlargement negotiations.




FINANCING ENLARGEMENT

7.1. The Union is faced with serious financial dilemmas. In 1998 new financial perspectives
will have to be negotiated. There is pressure from net contributors to lower costs. The
budgets of most Member States are under pressure. The lesser developed countries want a
continuation of the Structural and Cohesion Fund support they receive until they have
reached similar levels of development as the richer EU members. There are extra costs such
as the PHARE, TACIS and MEDA programmes and the reconstruction of Bosnia. Money
will be needed to finance new employment initiatives.

7.2. Taking in new, and relatively poor members will not make things any easier. What
enlargement will cost exactly depends on the one hand upon those EU policies and financial
arrangements in place at the time of enlargement, and on the other hand, upon the level of
socio-economic development of the new Member States. Both variables are unknown at this
moment.

7.3. What we could do for example is extrapolate what enlargement with a certain country
would cost given the present financing system and the present state of the economy of the
country in question (if we agree upon what that is exactly). The costs of enlargement could
then be calculated depending upon the variables used. This would be highly speculative
though.

7.4. Since we cannot be precise at this moment it seems better to start with the intrinsic need
to reform the way in which the Union is financed and prepare our audiences for the extra
costs of enlargement. We will not be able to avoid some sacrifices, but the blow can be
softened by transitional periods and through the fact that some extra resources will be
generated within the 1.27% of GDP allowing for economic growth. That should be feasible if
the Union undergoes an economic recovery.

7.5. We should seek to avoid only some countries or regions having to pay the bill for
enlargement (those who receive most from the structural and agricultural funds and those
who contribute the most to the EU budget). Cohesion within the Union should be maintained,
especially after enlargement.

TO A NEW CAP

8.1. Enlargement will have enormous consequences for agriculture. Poland for instance, has
an important agricultural sector. More than a quarter of those in employment work in it. But
agriculture is also of importance in other Central and Eastern European countries and the
Baltic States. The consequences of enlargement for agriculture in the Union and in the new
Member States will depend on many factors.

8.2. If the same system of price support is introduced in the countries of Central and Eastern
European, agricultural expenditure and production will rise enormously. This will be positive
for income levels in the agricultural sector in Central and Eastern Europe, however costs for
the Union will be high. For the present Member States of the Union competition will




increase.

8.3. It will be difficult to maintain the present system. Reform will be necessary. Moreover,
there is an intrinsic need for restructuring our agricultural policy. We should change the
situation whereby 47% of the EU budget is spent on agriculture, while social and
environmental policies, research and development, infrastructure, our policy towards third
countries and our own institutions receive only a small part of the budget. The reform should
take account of enlargement but should also maintain the necessary solidarity within the
Union as a whole. It is an important task to develop proposals in this area

FLEXIBLE ENLARGEMENT

9.1. As in almost any discussion about the future of the EU, but also in this context, we will
have to discuss the acceptability of multi-speed arrangements and transition periods.

THE TIME TABLE

10.1. If the negotiations start six months after the end of the IGC, this means they will
probably start in early 1998. They are likely to take at least two years ( the fastest so far were
those with Sweden, Finland and Austria, who were already in the EEA and these took just
over a year. With Spain and Portugal it took six years). Even if preparatory work has already
taken place it is hardly likely that the negotiations would take less than two years. This brings
us to the year 2000. If you leave 2001 for national ratifications, the earliest possible date for
accession is 2002.

October 1996




THE NEXT ENLARGEMENT:

A FACT FILE

The EU is committed to open accession negotiations in
the near future - and probably by spring 1998 - with up
to twelve applicant countries in Eastern and Southern
Europe with a combined population of 107 million (EU
15: 370 million) and an average GDP per capita only
13% of the EU’s.

This Fact File summarises some of the basic
information on an enlargement process which poses
unprecedented economic and political challenges, as
well as opportunities, for the EU.

Produced by the Forward Planning Unit, PES Group Secretariat, July 1996
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I Who Wants to Join?

Fourteen countries in Central and Eastern Europe and the Mediterranean - listed in Table 1 - have
applied for membership of the EU. Consideration of the Turkish and Swiss applications is
currently suspended. Subject to a positive Commission Opinion, the EU aims to open
negotiations with the other 12 within six months of the end of the IGC.

Table 1 - The Applicants

1A - The Twelve

Malta
Population: 365,600 (1993); area: 316 sq km; associated since 1.4. 1971; application for membership: 16.7.1990

Cyprus
Population: 718,000 (1992); area: 9,251 sq km; associated since 1.6.1973, supplementary protocol: 1988; application

for membership: 3.7.1990

Bulgaria
Population: 8,96m (1992); area: 110,994 sq km; Europe agreement: 1.2.1995; application for membership: 16.12.1995

Czech Republic
Population: 10,3m (1993); area: 78,900 sq km; Europe agreement: 1.2.1995; application for membership: 23.1.1996

Hungary
Population: 10,5m (1994); area: 93,033 sq km; Europe agreement:1.2.1994; application for membership: 1.4.1994

Poland
Population: 38,5m (1993); area: 312,683 sq km; Europe agreement: 1.2.1994; application for membership: 8.4.1994

Romania
Population: 22,76m (1992); area: 237,500 sq km; Europe agreement: 1.2.1995; application for membership: 22.6.1995

Slovakia
Population: 5,3m (1993); area: 49,000 sq km; Europe agreement: 1.2.1995; application for membership: 27.6.1995

Slovenia
Population: 2,01m (1993); area: 20,251 sq km; Europe agreement and application for membership: 10.6.1996

Estonia
Population: 1,51m (1993); area: 45,100 sq km; Europe agreement: 12.6.1995; application for membership: 24.11.1995

Latvia
Population: 2,64m (1992); area: 64,589 sq km; Europe agreement: 12.6.1995; application for membership: 27.10.1995

Lithuania
Population: 3,75m (1993); area: 65,200 sq km; Europe agreement: 12.6.1995; application for membership: 8.12.1995




1B - Suspended Applications

Switzerland
Population: 6,99m (1993); area: 41,293 sq km; application for EU-membership: 26.5.1992. Application suspended
indefinitely, following the Swiss voters' narrow rejection of EEA membership in a referendum in 1992.

Turkey

Population: 58,5m (1992); area: 779,452 sq km; associated since 1964; application for membership: 14.4.1987. A
negative Commission Opinion was delivered in 1989, citing problems related to Turkey’s low average income, human
rights, and the presence of Turkish troops in Northern Cyprus. Customs union since 1995.

I The EU’s Commitment to Enlarge

Article O of the Treaty states that any European State may apply to become a member of the
Union.

The Copenhagen European Council in June 1993 committed the EU to further enlargement,
confirming that Malta and Cyprus would be part of the next phase of enlargement and agreeing
that the CEECs! should become members when they were able to assume the obligations of
membership. The European Council further agreed that the Union’s capacity to absorb new
members was also an important consideration.

The Essen European Council in December 1994 established a pre-accession strategy:

the essential element of the strategy is progressive preparation of the CEECs for integration into
the internal market of the EU through the phased adoption of the Union’s internal market aquis.
This strategy will be supported by co-operation on:

- development of infrastructure

- TEN’s

- intra-regional co-operation

- environment

- CFSP and judicial and home affairs
- culture, education and training.

Politically, the strategy would be implemented through a structured relationship - a
multiannual framework for strengthened dialogue and consultations, with Heads of State and
Government, Ministers responsible and JPCs, each meeting once or twice a year.

The Cannes European Council in June 1995 agreed that negotiations with Cyprus and Malta
would open 6 months after the end of the IGC.

! CEECs = Central and Eastern European Countries which have Association Agreements (Article 238) with
the European Union
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The Madrid European Council in December 1995 expressed the hope that “the preliminary
stage of negotiations with the CEECs will coincide with the start of negotiations for Malta and
Cyprus”.

The Council

- stressed that CEECs’ pre-accession strategy must be intensified, to ensure their readiness
for membership.

- asked the Commision to deliver its Opinions on the applications to the Council as soon
as possible after the IGC.

IIT The Parliament’s Attitude So Far

The Parliament’s earliest positions on eastward and southward enlargement were often marked
by concern over a possible conflict between deepening and widening. In the 1992 HANSCH
report on the structure and strategy for the European Union with regard to its enlargement and
the creation of a Europe-wide order,? for instance, the Parliament stated that it:

"does not believe that it is possible or necessary for all the nations of Europe...to be
gathered together at some future point into a union; points out further that decisions on
enlargements of the Union also depend on future political, geopolitical and economic
developments in Europe and on the internal development of the European Union".

Similar concerns were expressed in the Parliament's resolutions on the Edinburgh and
Copenhagen European Council Summits which say that enlargement must be achieved "without
the disruption of the EU’s normal operation".} The 1994 OOSTLANDER report on the strategy
of the European Union to prepare for the accession of the countries of Central and Eastern
Europe, with a view to the European Council in Essen, also stressed that enlargement to the East

was conditional on a reform of the EU institutions at the IGC conference to ensure that "decisions

can be shaped in a democratic way".*

After the Copenhagen Council the Parliament welcomed "the decision by the European Council
(Copenhagen) to offer the prospect of accession to the European Union to those countries in

2 (A3-0189/92, adopted 20/1/93)
2 (B3-0663/93, adopted 27/5/93, and B3-0947, adopted 24/6/93)

4 (A4-0081/94, adopted 30/11/94)
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Central and Eastern Europe which have signed European Association Agreements".’

On a number of occasions, the Parliament advocated the idea of a differentiated enlargement to
Central and Eastern Europe. The HANSCH report suggested the Community examine whether
"forms of association can be created affording gradual, but increasingly close involvement in the
Community, with a view to possible membership." The resolution on the conclusions of the
Edinburgh European Council laid particular emphasis on the Commission’s idea of a European
Political Area, to involve the associated countries in political dialogue with the EU's security
pillar. The 1993 resolution on European Political Cooperation and the Visegrad Group® proposed
differentiating enlargement according to the speed at which countries prepare themselves for

membership.

In the BOURLANGES/MARTIN’ and DURY/MALJ-WEGGENS reports on the 1996 IGC, the
Parliament stressed the links between the IGC and enlargement. The former speaks of “the need
to prepare the Union for future enlargement without slowing down the integration process or
watering down the progress already achieved” (preamble B) and “institutional mechanisms
designed for a Europe of 6 members which have not been properly adapted since, and which
could not simply be transposed to a European Union with more than 20 members without a risk
of paralysis and dilution of the European Union” (preamble C).

DURY/MAII-WEGGEN sees enlargement as “an extra-ordinary opportunity for political
unification of Europe” and calls on the IGC to reform the Union to prepare for enlargement and
deepen the integration process (preamble B) and regards enlargement as offering an additional
strong argument for adapting the EU’s institutions and functioning (preamble G).

In April 1996, the Parliament adopted its most detailed position to date on eastward enlargement,
in the form of a resolution on the OOSTLANDER report, “Preparing for the accession of the
CEECs to the Union”.? The resolution emphasises the historical importance of enlargement with
regard to the peaceful and democratic development of the continent, and the gains that
enlargement can be expected to bring for both old and new Member States, particularly in the
areas of trade, economic growth, security and the environment. It states that no single Member
State should be able to block an Association Agreement or A<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>