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Short Outline

1. The impacts of the different waves of EU enlargement cannot be compared with each other for three main reasons: 

The first is that the growing number and the divergent interests of the Member States have resulted in different negotiation strategies in the subsequent enlargement waves.

There were also substantial differences between the candidate countries of the particular enlargement waves as well; those negotiating about their admission in one enlargement round became EU members in the next one, taking place on the other side of the table.

The acquis communautaire has steadily grown, enriching the scope of issues to be negotiated with newcomers.

2. Various impacts of the 2004/2007 ‘big enlargement’ can be analyzed in one single approach because of the similarity of the Central and East European (CEE) new Member States and their simultaneous start of negotiations. (The two Mediterranean countries – Malta and Cyprus – should be treated separately due to their obvious specificities.) Joining the EU has had positive and negative impacts on the ten new CEE Member States. 
3. EU membership had positive effects on the new Member States because it has
· opened a new way to progress and modernization;

· offered additional sources (up to 4 p.c. of the GDP);

· introduced ‘European’ norms and values in those countries;

· helped to stabilize young states and nations.

4. At the same time, EU accession has produced negative effects, too, mainly because of its coincidence with deep systemic changes:
· ‘Imported’ EU priorities (e.g. urging privatization, liberalization etc.) have disturbed the organic sequence of systemic transformation;

· Important steps have been delayed or neglected (e.g. transformation of the health care system, of education, of governance etc.);

· Democratic institutions could not be rapidly consolidated;
· Historical reconciliation between nations (first of all, between neighbours) could not be achieved.

5. The ‘big enlargement’ has increased the total GDP of the EU by 5-6 p.c., has added 100 million people to the population of the Union which is a growth by 20 p.c. and increased the number of governments in the EU by 80 p.c. The accession of a high number of states with relatively low income levels has had serious impacts on the functioning of the EU-15 in general.

· The new Member States are all potential recipients of the re-distribution systems in the EU (budget, in particular CAP and cohesion policy);

· Decision making with 27 national actors has become more difficult;

· Growing contradictions between EU integration functions and the direct representation of Member States have come to the surface;

· The future of EU enlargement, i.e. the acceptance of “all European states” has been compromised. 

6. In spite of important achievements (new common policies, establishing the Euro-zone etc.), the deepening of integration has become more troublesome after the ‘big enlargement’. EU integration has developed so far at three different levels: uniting states, uniting national economies and uniting people with different state/national identities. Recently the identities and interests of the Member States have become more visible than ever. 
7. As to uniting states, EU institutions and mechanisms are connecting national political and administrative elites with each other in a highly efficient way. However, this ‘aristocracy of representatives’ is not always followed by the citizens (e.g. negative referenda on the Constitutional Treaty in France and Holland by 2005).
8. On the second tier, the EU is uniting national economies in the impressive integrated structure of the Single Market strengthened by several common policies. However, not all the ‘four freedoms’ have been completed because of the priority of particular national interests: the free movement of services and labour make exceptions. For the same reason, payments to and from the common budget are being limited, too, and the finalization and consolidation of the Euro-zone is strained.
9. On the third level, by uniting nations and people, the construction of European integration has to use an overdose of institutions and law in order to keep together individualist and selfish ‘nation states’. For the same purpose, the EU is overemphasizing ‘national’ identities and representations (flags, languages, Member State politicians etc.) instead of helping them fade away. The result is the further fragmentation of the EU by the Member States. 
10. Conclusion: If we want to render the EU-27 more efficient in general, we should make it into a powerful player on the world scene and prepare it for further enlargements, political and economic integration should be deepened and institutional and legal instruments softened in parallel.
