Chapter Il

British political thought towards the enlargement d NATO
and the EU.

1.British aims of the enlargement

“The future treaty which you are discussing has mbance of
being agreed; if it was agreed, it would have noadge of being
ratified; and if it were ratified, it would have nahance of being
applied. And if it was applied, it would be totallynacceptable to
Britain”

The British representative at the Messina confegeimc1955 on the

project of the European Economic Commufiity

Although the road of Great Britain to the Européémion appeared to be long and
with a great number of obstacles to overcome,xistence in the European family has still
meant working out new strategies which would allogisting on its own vision of Europe
and a satisfying place in it. But how exactly wdre ideas built, and who precisely created
the conceptions for the UK’s presence in Europe@ Aow did they change with the shifts
of governments in power?

The process of reshaping the international framkwany Great Britain was a
complex one, and not successful on each stagehbuwim of having an effective foreign
policy, in its Atlantic and European dimension, lewer, was accompanied by both,
intelligent and exploitable ass&ts The United Kingdom possesses a military and etino
power, on the one hand, and reputation, cultugabdiacy, on the other. All those tangible

and intangible assets contribute to credible afettfe foreign policy™.

249 Gowan P.The UK in search of a new European stratqgy211,in Jaka Europa? What kind of Europe?
Materiatly z konferencji naukowej, Wroctaw 6-8 V B9
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With the replacement of authorities in rule, thsaof domestic and international
policies of the Conservative and Labour Party handergone some changes as well, yet
since 1990 they have not differed much in termthefEuropean layout and security.

1.1.British Foreign Policy — Atlantic and European dimension.

The main purpose of each state’s foreign polidp iprotect and promote its national
interests. Therefore, the foreign policy of Greaitdn represents the issues of future
structure of the European region, the proper doution for Britain to make to the European
order, and the obligations Britain should, or skonbt, accept> Moreover, the basis for
foreign policy-making is the existence and mainteeaof the principl€s®. One of them is
Britain’s belief in being a major player in the wbrarena. Such a conviction has been
cherished since the early times of the empire uiinout the days of glory and defeat.

Although Great Britain might consider “cautious” lipg, sheltering behind the
security policy of others, or becoming the perighef international politics, but why shall
it? While it is strategically located, with globdaterests and commitments developed and the
glory of historical super power, the state stilspesses the assets to play a major role on the
European and world stage. Moreover, Britain peegigtrengthening its economy as a
driving force of an effective foreign policy, whidh closely connected with free trade. In
terms of security, however, the power believeshmdrmed forces as a guarantee of peace.
The defence factor expresses itself mainly thrddgi' O membership, whereas the political
and economic aspects are chiefly associated withbaeship of the European Union. Great
Britain has relied on the Anglo-American relatioipsim the context of security since the end
of the Second World War, being aware of the faat the USA is the only power able to
take decisive action in case a state or a grogpadés is in danger.

However, the awareness of creating a peaceful aidpowers in the world as well
as taking responsibility for it, manifests Britan’willingness to participate in
“peacekeeping” operations and promote democratiganitarian values. The aspiration for
becoming a leader should not display the UK’s pssiseness of power, though, it just
ought to express the understanding that any pahteofvorld cannot be ignored as a potential

partner of economic as well as political connedion

#2\Wallace W. Opening the door. The enlargement of NATO and tirefiean Union p. 49.
%3 Martin L., Garnett J British Foreign... 0op. cit., p. 83-86.
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Nevertheless, these basic principles are not afita the process of British foreign
policy-making, they more result from Great Britairhistory and culture, thus have been
maintained in policy of the Labour and Conservaihagty.

Taking into consideration the development of Bhittitude to the common defence
policy of the EU, it is worth noticing that the UK’stand on this issue has remained
unchangeable. Since the beginning of the first eptions about creating the European
Defence Community in 1954, Great Britain kept sikenand the ongoing failure of this
process satisfied the state, which was convinceatittie most appropriate institution in terms
of security was NAT&* Therefore, all the new visions which concernethemn defence
policy of the EU met Britain’s dissatisfaction, ey were incompatible with its interests.
Furthermore, the British feared that any developgnoérthe European defence ideas could
destroy to some extent Euro-Atlantic bonds, whith.éndon’s opinion, were the guarantee
of Europe’s security.

However, the whole British strategy relies on tbeperation with the United States,
which arouses anxiety among some European counfdegxample Franég” hence the
negotiations on the crucial issues between the states of the EU were not always equally
agreed on. Great Britain claims that it is not figlasto create the European defence system
without the US participation, for lack of defencatgntial as well as unacceptable costs for
some members.

Nevertheless, the 1990s brought the European Umém visions of independent
security system — the concept of shaping the Eamjmefence Identi&y®. Not only did the
vision meet protests of the Conservative governnbeirtg in power until 1997, but also
NATO itself. Admiral Sir James Perowne, Nato’'s Dgp&upreme Allied Commander
Atlantic, in the debate over proposed Euro forceNmvember 2000, warned against the
creation of the European Identity, although he wid exclude the need for building the
European arnfy’. Moreover, the idea, surprisingly pushing throttug government of Tony
Blair, caused a heated discussion between proponamd opponents of building the
European force, the latter of whose were, amongothers, the Conservatives. During the
party conference in October 2000, the represemtiof the party expressed a strong

opposition to the creation of the EU defence fautside NATG®. As a matter of fact, the

>4 Golembski F.Polityka zagraniczna..gp. cit., p. 116.
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issue of shaping an EU independent security sydiemaght some protests inside and
outside Great Britain and the European Union, windhbe presented in the next chapters.
The question of “what kind of Europe™? in Britisbréign policy, however, occurred
to be not less troublesome to answer. Since theoeBecond World War and the speech of
Winston Churchill about the circles and, at the edime, the position of Europe in British
policy, the conception for the UK’s vision of Eumpas not transformed. Great Britain has
tended to be in favour of “Europe of states”, basedcooperation, in contrast to “Federal
Europe” with a focus on integration, which has bgaming more and more followers on the

t°°. Such a British attitude has confirmed memberestan the conviction of its

continen
reluctance and obsession with independence aswshvereignty.

However, the case of sovereignty is equally impartaith the state’s ability to
participate in international politics. Each statrgeives its sovereignty as the prior asset,
which is actually not about its power or freedomjtas, in fact, the matter of constitutional
independence, possessing legal authority withimréiqular territory®®. Thus, the vision of
creating an integrated Europe means a sovereiger-stgite where its members are only
parts of it, whereas the cooperative one build®wepful international institution with the
sovereign status of its members. As the differdret@veen those two scenarios for Europe
seems to be clear, one can also notice Britairdsae for being reluctant to progressing
further integration of the EU.

It is unquestionable, though, that Great Britaimaes on the European route as long
as it keeps the status of a sovereign state wiitthalrights and obligations in international
relations. The country attempts to control theatitin, which proved the Maastricht Treaty.
During the Treaty negotiations, Britain acted cawsiy and eventually led to the lack of any
statements which would refer to federalist conaeysti Only the idea of “close union” means
aiming at a new institution; the institution oflaser integration whose political nature needs
to be perceived as supranatigfial

The negotiations and ratification of the Maastrithe¢aty showed the importance of
sovereignty for Britain. The heated parliamentagpate flared up mainly for fear of state’s
independence, but also the Social Charter and &av@nmsial issue of monetary unfSf
The British protest against social and monetarytenatied to making decisions in the EU
forum, which established some rules for statesamdhg to join European Monetary Union.

As a solution, the EU decided to accept a two-spe&jration process, which found its

29 Martin L., Garnett J British Foreign... op. cit., p. 117.
20 |pidem, p. 118.
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proponents among some member states. Such couati€sance or Germany, were in
favour of “hard core” of the European Union, a groof states which would become a
driving force for the integration process, while thther members would stay less integrated
until they were ready to join. The proposal, howewvaet both, political and economic,
interests of Great Britain, as it allowed being atpf the EU without the necessity of
submitting to all requirements. Thereby, Britainswgiven an exclusiveness clause, which
enabled it to make independent decisions concernavg far the state wanted to join the
integration process.

Such a vision of a “flexible” Europe, however, ligsdrawbacks as well. On the one
hand a two-speed Europe has placed Britain in auf@ble position, but on the other hand,
the British government notices the fear of the Eiistbn into first and second-class
membershif®>. To solve the inconvenience, though, the UK suiggethat although some
states might choose deeper forms of integratiay, #inould not proceed without the consent
of all members. As a matter of fact, this solutwas also a step against increasing the
number of areas in the EU institutions with quatifimajority voting®*.

The biggest problem for Britain in the EU, however,its commitment to the
economic and monetary union (EMU). The issue instjae has two dimensions of losing
sovereignty: the symbolic one — e.g. the Queengl e banknotes, and the practical one —
connected with limiting the independence of nati@@nomic managemént Moreover,
the British anxiety about EMU results from thetfadhether the system will be able to
handle the necessary management tasks and howsuppbrt it will receive from national
governments in case of making unpopular decisibughermore, the political dimension of
the monetary union is also a great enigma for GBeain: if the countries hand over to
“federal” authority their national economic manage, will it mean no return and the final
surrender of autonomy? Again, then, the prospebiecbming EMU member will bring the
UK closer towards federalism, the model which sagproved of by many British elit8%

On the other hand, though, one may ask: if Brithoas not join EMU, will it become
a second-class player? Or, condemned to existithemargins of Europe, will it leave the
EU eventually? These are the questions that mighadked by observers of the political
arena in Europe, but the doubts are also exprdsgeaghrticipants of the British political

scene. During the Conservative conference in Octb®89, appeared a lot of voices against

63 Martin L., Garnett J British Foreign... op. cit., p. 123.
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the federalism in Europ¥. The shadow foreign secretary John Maples decldned
Conservative support on keeping the pound, the fgh‘free and independent Britain” and
the opposition against the EU development into derf@l superstate, whose Britain “will
simply be a province of that superstate”. Mr Magietieved in Conservative persistence to
stop “single currency that could well lead to agentax policy”, “the social charter that will
lead to a single social policy”, and “ the commorefgn and security policy that will lead to
a European Army”. Furthermore, the speech of Tomischancellor, Kenneth Clarke,
revealed anger against such Euro scepticism or heewillingness to rule out joining the
euro forever. Mr Clarke expressed his big fearTory’s aspirations to withdraw from the
UE. The fear which became quickly dispelled by Mapes’s guarantee of not being anti-
European.

Around the launch of the euro, the disputes readhett peak, and the fierce
discussions and the difference of opinions did owit even the Parties’ colleagues. The
former prime minister John Major, in his speechdatvard University in the United States
in September 1999, claimed that Britain would jthie euro, which provoked Conservative
comment&® In reply to his statement, Conservative leaddlifti Hague protested against
Britain’s inevitability to sign up to the euro. Toeake the dispute complete, though, Major’s
former deputy Michael Heseltine accused Mr Haguseawdking to put the Tories “on the
road to withdrawal from the European Union”.

After ruling out joining the single currency duririgpe Parliament, however, the
Conservative Party leaders went on to prove thietrrigss of their decisiéf?. Mr Lansley
stated that Britain, being the fourth largest ecomowas able to become successful with
own currency. Furthermore, finance spokesman Fsdvlaude expressed his fear for joining
EMU as it “would devastate the British economy”.

The discussions on the euro did appear among theucaParty as well. However,
the situation in the Blair's Government seemeddariore complex. After coming to power
in 1997, Mr Blair and the Chancellor Gordon Browt pff the decision about the euro until
the next election, and cautiously agreed to joirermvthe economic conditions were rigffit
Unfortunately, the leaders of the core states, Mirde and Mr Schroeder, did not wish to

wait for Blair's decision to accept the entry. Mover, the adherents of the euro in the

%57 Tories vow to rewrite EU membership ter88C news online: UK politics, from October 5, B99nternet:
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/low/uk_news/politics/465%56 .
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Cabinet, Peter Mandelson, Stephen Byers and Robik,Cwere getting annoyed with
Blair's indecisiveness. Mr Brown, on the other hamelgan to be perceived as a euro-sceptic,
while in fact he did not want to push Tories intsave the pound” campaign. This
conservatism of actions, however, did not win taddurites’ support.

Nevertheless, it was the term of the Labour PaftyemwGreat Britain took the EU
presidency in the first half of 1998. In his spe@tiHague on January 20, 1998, Mr Blair
declared the willingness of his Cabinet for anvaectnd effective policy of the European
Unior?™%, British Prime Minister stated that the priority this presidency was creating
Europe for people, for their wealth, security anigedty. Moreover, the issues which
dominated the period of Britain’s leadership in 88 concerned, among the others, the
economic and monetary union, the enlargement, theeldpment of Euro-Atlantic
relationships.

In the case of monetary union, the British lead#ficmed the UK’s attitude towards
joining EMU. Again, he explained that Great Britauas considering the entry for mostly
economic reasons, thereby maintained the datecafi¢ikt term of the Cabinet as the time of
euro referendum. As for the meaning of a singleenay for the future of the European
Union, however, Mr Blair warned that it was nottthe case of the currency which could
build a welfare state; it was the matter of cregtiithe third road”, relying on the
cooperation of economic dynamics with the socistige in the contemporary world.

The programme of British presidency also concertieel enlargement of the
European Union, with the leader’s positive attitudNevertheless, the UK could discern its
interest in advancing the process of entering neambrers: the extension of the European
structures would mean less integration, and thusposhing Britain into strengthening
monetary relationships. However, the British stamcethe enlargement favoured equal
criteria for each of the entrants, regardless ofjpss each state was making.

The next significant issue of the UK’s leadershipswhe EU-USA relations. The
proper development of Euro-Atlantic cooperation wagreat importance to Great Britain,
as it perceived the USA to be the guarantee of igan security. The aim of these efforts
was, at least partly, achieved by organizing theA{#8) summit in London, on May 18,
199872 During the meeting, the British opted for lim@itAmerican sanctions to European
companies, which cooperated with the countries real/evith American embargo. However,

the Atlantic aspect in British foreign policy play@ great role, regardless of the party in

21 \ielka Brytania — Unia EuropejskMateriaty i DokumentyCentrum Europejskie Uniwersytetu
Warszawskiego, Warszawa 1998, p. 33-39.
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power, therefore strengthening the bonds betweetJ®A and EU contributed to both: the
UK’s proper relationships with the United Stateswasl as good connections between the

core states.

1.2. Under Tory rule.

The attitude of British Conservative Party towatti® integration processes in
Europe has been based on three basic fattosrstly, Great Britain relies on the idea of
nationalism, which, in case of Britons, becomesaisanism. Secondly, Britain longs for the
superpower role in the world, whereas the lastofacbncerns the aspirations for being a
super-state in Europe. All of these indicatorsamking for a proper place in Europe prove
that the Tory policy has been mainly interestedeneloping and regaining Great Britain’s
dominant position.

A strong attachment to the state’s autonomy andpgosition to a federal Europe
have always been cherished among Tories, althoughod&uropean tendency appeared
already in Edward Heath's leadersHtibHe noticed the necessity of making concessions by
member states in order to solve economic, politocaiilitary problems more effectively,
even in the name of a closer integration. Howestech a policy was not equally approved of
among Tories, which led to creating an anti-integrafraction around Margaret Thatcher.
For the “Iron Lady”, the integration processes Ineea tool to achieve desired gé&lsShe
agreed openly to accept the actions of the Commuyndvided that they did not clash with
the British reason of state. Moreover, she stronglyosed all plans which could threaten the
UK'’s sovereignty, preferred the independence taides economic benefits.

The successor of Margaret Thatcher, John Majat,ahiot to do since 1990 in order
to unite the divided Euro-sceptics and Euro-entmsisiin the Conservative Party, to prevent
the European issues colliding with domestic pditand to lead his party to the fourth
successive term in offié€. His position as a Prime Minister and the leadefaries was
not too stable, as he did not have a lot of follsnvaside the party and was little known

outside the government. However, the fact thatidlendt manage any fractions in the party

2R3 A, Zicba, Thatcheryzm a zasady brytyjskiej polityki zagraméjz,Sprawy Miedzynarodowe” 1988, no. 10,
p. 52, in: Mazur S.Stanowisko Brytyjskiej Partii Konserwatywnej wopeacesOw integracyjnych
zachodzcych w EWGZeszyty Naukowe Akademii Ekonomicznej w Krakowi€94, no. 437, p. 97.

2" Mazur S. Stanowisko Brytyjskiej..op. cit., p. 98.
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was his chief asset, and helped him unite partybees. The party itself longed for a closer
inner cooperation, especially on account of thé dhdooming election.

Nonetheless, in the ranks of Tories there wereitts of the EC membership, but
without diminishing the state sovereignty or beaiggorbed into a super-state. Thus, trying
to sense the Conservative expectations towardattiisde, Major let the British be known
as “Euro-pragmatist”, with a “friendly” attitude tBuropé’’. He did present the vision of
Europe as strong nation states, he declared Bstadadiness and need to be a part of the
core states, he advocated a close American allidrecéavoured the plans of enlarging the
Community, and he exercised caution to rush in® ¢conomic and monetary union.
Throughout his term as the Prime Minister, Majddee was approaching Euro-realism: in
the campaign speech, at Ellesmere Port on 31 M8¥, 1t advocated a “multi-track, multi-
speed, multi-layered” Europe in which different nbies would have a choice of
cooperation areas they would wish to efifeiHe also maintained the UK’s aspirations to
lead Europe, but at the same time he realisedBhtin needed to cooperate with other
powerful states.

John Major’s special relations with the USA washnog more but cultivating the
intention of Churchill who upheld them, especiallye to the "English-speaking peoples” he
called on during his Fulton speech, on March 5,6184However, even if the rest of the
world may question Britain’s position in the intational arena, a friendship with America
must be fundamental, as the UK, altogether wittopey needs the USA for NATO security.
But much as the British like the Americans, thoulytajor's pro-European approach was
directed at setting up the Euro-cdfls The Prime Minister's manoeuvre for obtaining
France and Germany’s trust in terms of Europeaairafbn the one hand, and preventing the
European defence from being dominated by themhenother hand, was to persuade the
Western European Union members to provide contisgieom their own national forces as
necessary to cope with challenges affecting tharistests where NATO was not involved.
It would, firstly, not endanger NATO place in Eusgypand secondly, all WEU members
would be involved on an equal basis with the negesd WEU Council of Ministers to
authorize any development.

Surprisingly, though, the core states — France@aanany — did not share the view
of mutual cooperation and understanding since #wnining of the alliance. Both countries,

with their over twenty-year-old experience in cohtof the Community, perceived Britain

2’7 |bidem, p. 152.
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279 Britain and France: So near, and yet so fathe Economist, London, April 30,1994, p. 21.
20 Qurest-ce qu’on fait? Ich weiss nicAthe Economist, London, May 23, 1992, p. 51.
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not to keep up with theffi. Moreover, they were prone to reject the UK’s camy as it did
not approve of their belief in a more united Europkeir scheme for the European army
corps put Britain in an uncomfortable position. ,YBtajor's belief that if the UK could
convince especially the Germans of its commitmenEarope, the collaboration on many
common interests would be feasfife Such a cooperation was exceptionally desired by
Britain as the Germans, unlike the French, werath@cate of speeding up the enlargement
of the EU.

However, with the origin of the European Unione throspects for Britain’s equal
role with France and Germany began to materialipeiged that Great Britain would play
its hand well. Therefore, when John Major took lp €Cabinet and declared in March 1991
Britain’s place at the heart of Europe, the EU senatates hoped for weakening the Franco-
German hegemony and gaining the vote for theirraésts. Unfortunately, the other
arguments for British interests appeared at thesiligat summit, which put Major again in
an unfavourable position towards his powerful fden

The Maastricht Treaty itself gave rise to a bignier of reservations in Great
Britain, the majority of which appeared in the gaowaent. During the parliamentary debate
over the ratification, the atmosphere was extreratdymy and it led to the opposition of the
majority party, i.e. the Conservative party. Tharfer Minister faced the situation in which
some ministers of his own Cabinet were againstrétiication. Consequently, the British
parliament rejected the Treaty, which forced Mdjma tricky action. He decided to put a
vote of confidence to the whole foreign policy teae, and having gained the approval of
the House of Commons, thereby the Maastricht Treatyratified.

The signing of the Treaty by John Major (Februb®92) led to a fierce criticism of
the right of Tories, as its decisions aimed at apde economic, political and monetary
integratiori®>. The very issue of the monetary union, howeves aé&ouble spot for British
domestic politics, which became even more troulnlesalong with the Maastricht Treaty.
Major believed in his success at Maastricht talk$i@ managed to win “opt-out” clause for
the UK concerning Social Charter and EMU, but itually exacerbated the difference of
opinions in the party. Some were more interesteghmiamentary sovereignty, others cared
for national independence, others concerned fa ér@erprise, and there were also the few

who had never wanted to join the European Commtiiity

%1 0n the verge of Europ&@he Economist. London, June 11, 1994, p. 51.
22 Qu’est-ce...op. Cit.
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Furthermore, after the Maastricht summit Majot ke confidence of Helmut Kohl,
who helped him win arguments for British interé&ts During the long ratification process,
the Prime Minister was attempting to please histyfsmrEuro-sceptics rather than his
European partners, which reinforced their beliebwlBritain’s willingness to stay in the
slow lane. By preferring to placate his own pagldws and cared for the UK’s interests to
the real possibility of accompanying the two biggpswers, the Prime Minister would
condemn himself and his party to lonelirfé8s

The UK’s approval of the EU enlargement has alwagen the part of British policy.
The Britain’s willingness to open to new countriaguse, to a great extent, from its
reluctance to seek for a deeper integration, eajpgto enter EMU. John Major emphasized
repeatedly that he continued the vision of the émrs of the European Communrifty He
agreed with all member states’ duty towards the dewmocracies in Central and Eastern
Europe and the necessity of incorporating them th European structures in order to
prevent divisions in Europe. Thus, Major’s perfonoa@ over the argument about countries’
voting rights after the proposed enlargement ofEkkterrified Tories as well as member
state$®. His manoeuvres with first championing the widér, Ehen threatening to veto the
enlargement in order to oppose new voting rulesfanadly accepting them did not win him
support either in Britain or in the European aféha

On the contrary, the confusion filled Tories witisgust. The Europhiles among the
Conservatives were terrified with “the growing afsleralist populism of the Prime
Minister”, whereas the Europhobes were ramanit seemed that Major's leadership was
put to the test, not necessarily passed. It seamsedell that although Tories had always
been divided on everything to do with the EuropEaion, the Maastricht Treaty woke up
even the sleeping parts. But for sure, this unppmlove proved that John Major was still a
big enigma to his fellows. He could not be seeubh in terms of European affairs; he
seemed neither to like foreigners, not to disltkent®’. Even for his friends in Parliament he
played a role of a chameleon, saying differentghito different people. But also, even if his
objective was to convince a sceptical ParliamertiefEuropean commitments, the paradox

was that the majority of Tories advocated the wvisiof Europe committed to free

285 0n the verge of..gp. cit.
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trade, a Europe of nations, a Europe enlarged. mlmless, they lacked the leader who
could represent their country’s and Europe’s irdeye

However, the Tories’ “inner problem” was also wetl by the observers of the
British and European scene. Will Hutton, the colishfor The Observerraised the issue of
Britain’s clash between its own system and the egva and social goals of the European
partner§®”> He argued that the UK had no choice but to ppete in the European
integration process, which would require essermm@nges concerning political, social and
economic institutions as they differed to a greateet from the European ones.
Nevertheless, the Conservatives, claimed Huttoemse not to realize that to become “at
the heart of Europe” the transformations should Ipetresisted. The conservatism and
division in the ranks of Tories would undoubtedgéad to a favourable position of the
opposition, whose objectives went hand in hand withEuropean integration’s. That was,
though, the scenario which appeared to be real.

The Tories’ disputes over the visions and polisighin their party and the country
did not cease to appear with the defeat of the @wative government. On the contrary, the
discussions and arguments grew in strength alonly more EU ideas towards a closer
integration. The Euro-sceptical attitude among @®ibegan to win especially around the
time of entering the euro zone. The time also adlednwith more marked cleavages and
differences of opinions although the Conservatist put aside the possibility of tearing
the party in twé”™ The statements of the former Prime Minister Joh@jor and the
European Commissioner Chris Patten in October 1888ut the “absurd and mad”
Conservative thinking on the European Union anck ‘plarty shifting too far to the right,
from where it could not possibly win an electiomiet with the opposing remafR4 Tory
party chairman Michael Ancram assured he expressedpinions of most British people
saying against the single currency and further pe@o integration. Moreover, he denied
Tories being called “extreme” only because theygfdufor saving the pound whereas
“others” were willing to sell the country.

The issue of joining or not the economic and mametunion, though, became
closely associated with the enlargement of the Eldce the memorable manoeuvre of
Major as the Prime Minister in March 1994, the #treof stopping the process of

enlargement or the pressure on speeding it up sggbesach time Britain was hurried up

292 Hutton W.,The Tories’ real problem with Europ&uardian Weekly, April 3, 1994, p. 19.
3 Tories in opposition: special report, Tories in uwil, Guardian, October 14, 1999, Internet:
http://www.guardian.co.uk/Archive/Article/0,4273,82252,00.html.

2% Tories: We're not extrem@ctober 13, 1999, BBC News, Internet:
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/low/uk_news/politics/473E68).
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with its decision. And again, the Conservativesemgrone to threaten the future treaty on
enlargement unless they got what they aimed atclwtould force one to think: how much
was that a real, historical need to welcome new bees) and how much was that just a

calculation3®>.

1.3. Labour Party in power.

The victory of the Labour Party in the May 1997%lianentary election brought
essential changes in the European dimension akBifibreign policy. First of all due to the
fact that a new leader of the party and the Primeiséer was the man with fresh ideas on
transformations in a domestic as well as foreigircppbut also owing to the return to power
the party with a fixed attitude to European intéigra The party, however, whose stance
since 1988 accepted the membership of the Commasiign unchangeable part of British
politics®®®. Its leader, though, became famous for his prafean views as early as in 1994
when, as a Labour leader, created a “Europe Graggbdciated with all aspects of EU
policy?®”. His objective at that time was to perceive thbdia as an anti-federalist party, but
willing to cooperate with the EU partners in order change the image of an isolated
country.

The first evident difference between the Consérgaand Labour Party on the
European integration appeared around the ratifinatf the Maastricht Treaty. The
Labourers did not hesitate to sign the Social @nathereby giving Major apparent success
at Maastricht and condemning themselves to divssadvout Europe. But no matter how the
party was frustrated to attack the governmentthen leader John Smith could stop his
fellows from fierce debates. Nevertheless, desgtae splits among the Labour party and
weaker views of Smith’'s successor Tony Blair ondper, the 1997 election belonged to
Blair and his party. As a matter of fact, it was thsue of European policy — over which the
Tories were torn apart and Labours unified — wHeghBlair win the term, although the
precise views of the Prime Minister on the key mratt such as EMU, in 1997 stayed
unknown.

During the consecutive years, however, Blair'stiade to the EU issues began to
clarify, though few Labour representatives stoodtamtradiction to each otHéf. Gordon

Brown, the Chancellor of Exchequer, was a big pngmo of joining the monetary union,

2% |bidem.

2% young J.W. Britain and European. op. cit., p. 175.
27 Gowan P.The UK in search of..qp. cit., p. 216.
2% Young J.W. Britain and European. op. cit., p. 176.
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whereas Robin Cook, the Foreign Secretary, explessge scepticism to it. However, the

Prime Minister's party’s views were becoming magen to accept common measures
against “racialism and isolationism” and to gaimtpars. Therefore, Labourers still believed
in Washington alliance, with Blair's idea of “Clorntisation of Labour”, i.e. modernisation

based partly on recent Democratic experience. Eurtbre, it was proudly emphasized that
the cooperation of NATO was the key element ofBh@ish policy as well as the aspirations

to satisfy national interests through the Europé&hmon and caring about the rapport
between the EU and the USA.

In his political philosophy Blair attempted to sgafor the “Third Way”, leaving the
policy of Old Labours with the state interventianisand directing at a liberal economic
model and a problem-solving social pofity The idea, though, assumed the possibility of
joining liberal solutions of economy with the priples of social justice, which became the
basis of the New Labour party. Nevertheless, theeption did not protect itself from being
criticised. Hugo Young in his article iBuardian Weeklypresented the attitude of Blair's
Labours to people and with people sarcasticdllyThe author claimed that the Prime
Minister perceived the new policy towards sociattera to be favourable for him, as the big
involvement in government he offered to the peaplest have been of a tricky nature. He
believed that Blair's programme “in the name of thajority” was a way of telling people
what was good for them and then regarded the pesplbe authors of the decisions they
had nothing to do with. Anyway, the comprehensiérthe “Third Way” by politicians
differed from that of journalists. Robin Cook, tRereign Secretary, related the idea to the
foreign policy, especially the Britain-USA relat®nperceiving it as “somewhere between
row and kowtow**,

Blair's care for social matters reflected in sigmup to the Social Chapter on taking
office in May 1997°2 However, his approval for even more European gbsrappeared
with the Amsterdam Treaty, on 16-17 June 1997. Fhme Minister had to combine two
potentially conflicting objectives: winning the @éomembers’ trust as a “normal” member
state with concern for EU problems while defendisgown interests, and not provoking the
Euro-sceptical media in Britain to believe in salliout the UK’s interests or favouring the
federalist vision of the EU. Nevertheless, Blaiteatpted to back up at Amsterdam the

transformations, which would never find the adhes@mong the Torié$® He approved of
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small increases in the powers of the European dpaeint, in the fields of co-decisions,
proposing the Commission president and having aaayhe distribution of portfolios.
Moreover, Blair agreed to the UK’s entering the i8bProtocol in 1999, accepted a great
definition of basic rights and human rights withime Treaty, and a greater EU-WEU
cooperation on so-called Petersburg peacekeeptiansc

However, some of Blair's moves stayed in accordamath the stances of his
predecessor. He maintained the British control ageswn borders and insisted on measures
to prevent “quota-hopping”, the practice where British fishermen managed to buy up the
UK'’s fishing quotas. Just as Major, he declared NMA&TO should be the centre of security
and defence policy. He insisted that he would nageee to any commitment in the treaty to
a WEU-EU merger as NATO had proved itself to be best solution for Britain and
Europé®. Blair strongly resisted to France and Germanyanpo create a European
defence force, underlining markedly that NATO sldosiay “the cornerstone of European
defence®®.

Yet, not long as a year later, the Labour leadas willing to consider an option of
subsuming the WEU into the EU, the plan which contd find a single support in the
previous Conservative governm&fit In October 1998, the Prime Minister claimed that
Britain was ready to consider a defence role of BhB”. His change of stance, however,
had a lot to do with his European partners — FramceGermany — and Britain’s willingness
to play a leading role in Europe along with theecstates. Hence, Mr Blair’s strategic move
was supposed to win favour with them, even if itamteattacks from the opposition. Out of
the sudden, the Labour leader could not noticegathng reaction of NATO, or the Tories’
accusations of Blair's steps towards a closer natiggn with the EU.

The Amsterdam summit stressed the further prepasatfor the economic and
monetary union, the issue which was troublesomeBotain as well as its European
partners. Nonetheless, the Labour decided to ldav@ption for the UK entering the euro
zone open, and Gordon Brown’s decision to makeBaek of England independent of
government control let the potential EMU membershiake easiéf®. The British

indecisiveness on whether or when “be or not to the’ part of EMU raised the other

%94 Helm T, Lockwood Ch Blair heads off European armyhe Daily Telegraph from 18 June 1997, Internet:
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members’ curiosity and irony during the sumifiit The UK was placed at the centre of

Europe in connection with revealing the designheféuro coins, one and two euro pieces of
which showed the United Kingdom’s bang in the meddf them. The designs won the

Prime Minister and the Queen’s favour and therdipukl have dispelled the doubts about
losing a part of British identity with the replacent of national currency.

However, the case of entering EMU became morept®mfor Labour party with
the first real crisis which revealed in late Septem1997'°. The Cabinet and the voters still
feared the prospects of the single currency, tbakgent that the rumours about the possible
membership led to a fall in the value of Sterlimgldo the division in the government. For
the danger of risking the victory of the next elact though, Brown rejected the rumours of
EMU, but at the same time, condemned Britain todgpgieripheral to the EU’s one of the
most important projects leading to a deeper integra

Nevertheless, two days before the Amsterdam surBhait was regarded as a man
with great efforts to persuade his EU partners ab@uvision of Europe, and moreover, he
was also on the way up among the LaBBuOn the one hand the European media favoured
him, which made him a man of a big popularity wHilwropean politicians, on the other hand,
he won Commons’ majority, which allowed ignorings Iparty’s few Euro-sceptics. Thus,
Mr Blair was willing to take advantage of being aperstar and intended to make
concessions in order to force through his concapti&or this reason, he was prepared to
consider more qualified majority voting in the Bt stayed reluctant to other integrationist
moves. Furthermore, he was keen on promoting “tur-market flexibility” with the
focus on employability rather than employment, whiaised fears of many European
leaders. But the most crucial question before tmarsit still belonged to the European
single currency. It remained doubtful, however, thiee Britain would join EMU, therefore
the Europeans tended to believe that the UK’s wemlent in the monetary union potential
problems might have meant delaying the whole ptojec

Nonetheless, the summit proved the Prime Ministgrto be “everyone’s Euro star”.

It must be admitted, though, that he found the dstim@ress understanding in his European
pretensions, but he missed his opportunity to piiaid “at the heart of Europe” and become
the leader of 2 Why? The answer seems to be obvious: the UK wab will be

fundamentally different in its domestic politicswas and will always be perceived to be a

39 Helm T., Jones GNew EU coin puts Britain at the centre of Europke Daily Telegraph from 17 June
1997, Internet: http://www.telegraph.co.uk/htmlGanttjhtml?=/archive/1997/06/17/wcoil7.html.

319 young J.W. Britain and European. op. cit., p. 180.

311 EurohoneymooriThe Economist, London, June 14, 1997, p. 59-60.

312 Bagehot: Tony, the fabulous prindéhe Economist, London, June 21, 1997, p. 60.

123



newcomer in the EU, and moreover, it had and waNéhunsympathetic society to some
European issues. While Blair had to persuade hiplpethat the European dimension of
British policy complied with its national interestaost of the European partners could take
it for granted. Furthermore, when at Amsterdamaswfficially stated that EMU would start
on January 1, 1999, Britain’s staying out of it Wboot help lead Europe.

The Amsterdam summit was also dominated by thetsiinstitutional changes and
voting rules. Each treaty’s objective is to extéimel areas of majority voting in the European
Council of Ministers, as with the bigger numbemoémbers reaching a consensus on some
matters is impossible. Hence, the summiteers in tArdam attempted to improve the
process of decision-making, especially for the peoss of inviting more countries.
However, the issue met its opponents, and the cas@reed foreign policy, at Britain’s
insistence, was additionally equipped with an “egeecy brake” for countries, which would
stop them being outvoted if they saw their natiofaterest endangerdd. Such a
mechanism would apply to a “flexibility” idea of @pting common policies only if countries
wished to. Blair was also persuaded to vote foexithility” in the case of majority voting,
but he decided to be for the emergency brake.

The aim of the treaty to prepare the EU for itstward enlargement was not
completely achieved. The summiteers did make soewgsions but they did not reach a
conclusive agreement as to accept quickly all psorgi candidates, thus indicating the time
for new changes when the applicants were closjeird*

The first term of Blair in power abounded with plises over the European way of
the UK, its “be or not to be” in euro zone, enhagcihe issue of enlargement and the USA
alliance as well as fighting with the criticism thie Tories. However, the Conservatives had
to ease their anti-European tone when a former Pparyy chairman, Chris Patten, became
the EU commissioner in charge of the enlargemetot @entral and Eastern Eurdpe the
nomination, which could not be overlooked by thddars. The Foreign Secretary, Robin
Cook, found the subject of Mr Patten good enouglietse the Tories, expressing how
“delighted” he was to see such a person responéinleenlarging the EU, but in fact,
meaning how puzzled they must have been to haverepBile among thef®. But the

sarcasm in his words still stayed when Mr Cook waprised to notice why “the whole
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Europe was queuing up to get on the bus which thes€rvative party wanted to get off” in
a discussion of the EU expansion.

It was not the first time, though, the Foreign i@&ry attacked the Tories, as more
“word battles” appeared each time the issue of ENM&$ mentioned. Around the time of
planned euro campaign, Mr Cook accused the Cortsegsaof using “the language of fear
and hysteria” while opposing the monetary union atfter EU initiative¥'”. He indicated a
marked difference between a hostile Tory’s attittalEurope and the Labour’s commitment
to cooperating with other EU states. Moreover, Tiogies were also accused of being in
inner opposition on whether they would work witthet centre-right groupings in the
European Parliament which were for the single ciaye

Nevertheless, the campaign concerning Britain’®rrout the euro zone involved
both parties and brought in some confusion. ThesE€mative leader, William Hague,
decided to join the action in a specially-adaptealyl encouraging the British to save the
pound acting against misbehaviour of senior Torpisters, Kenneth Clarke and Michael
Heseltind'® They made a compromise with Tony Blair and LibeBemocrat leader,
Charles Kennedy, in favour of pro-European alliamm®moting a cross-party support on
European issues. Although the representatives ef dpposition did not regard their
engagement as an act of disloyalty, the Toriese@nd accuse the “Britain in Europe”
campaign of being a cover for joining EMU. In thgpeaisal of the journalists, however, the
campaign aimed at opposing the Euro-sceptic arguroeer Europe, the argument that
seemed to be winnifl. Tony Blair wished to dissuade the Tory Euro-siospfrom their
belief in having the majority of the public opinicend as soon as he succeeded he wanted to
hold the euro referendum. According to the polite@ene observers, the Tories division on
the question of Europe was nothing surprising, shee as Blair's slowly approaching
positive attitude of Britons about Europe.

However, the argument between the parties on arunintters for the European
integration — the enlargement and the economic randetary union — was sometimes
regarded as “the discourse in an atmosphere afrtewhich was fuelled by politicians as
well as newspapet®. Hugo Young in his article ithe Guardiandescribedthe Sunthe

Times the Mail andthe Telegrapho be the most biased against pro-European governm
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Moreover, the hostile attitude of the Tories to @ would result in “no” towards its
enlarging provided the treaties were renegotiaBad. mad as it seemed to be, would the
Conservatives’ terror eventually lead to the greatgareness of public opinion and the
victory of the pro-Euro movement in persuadingBhigish to the currency?

The nearest future, though, proved the visiontoadbe realistic. The discourse on
Europe from the Conservative and Labour’s pointietv still went on. The Labours, in the
words of Mr Cook, declared their pro-European esidgm as an attempt to overcome “the
wave of Euro-scepticism”, thus cautiously tacklthg issue of joining EM&. The Tories,
on the other hand, abode by their opposition tocsententralised Europe, accusing the
government European strategy of being “a disasierBfitain and Europe as a whole”.
Moreover, John Maples, shadow Foreign Secretaayneld that Britain under Labour power
was losing its interests by being encouraged tosvarBuropean super-state.

Mr Blair tried to push away the Conservative opfas for fear of being subjected
to “national humiliation or exit from Europ&® He did realise that the British were not
willing to enter the euro zone, but the vision dE@opean super-state did not frighten him.
What did worry the Prime Minister, though, was hisfavourable image — as “arrogant,
metropolitan, swanky and out of touch” — especiatigated by the pre¥d Although his
strategists attempted to imitate Bill Clinton’s unal ease and confidence while coping with
the public, but without much success. The anti-Eedia, led bythe Sun carried out a
“battle” in return of an attack of Alastair Camplbéhe Prime Minister's press secretary. The
battle, however, which Blair decided to give up angd turned to television viewers instead.
The press is the power that cannot be omitted,vemeh it is, the repercussions may be
dramatic.

Mr Blair cared much about the way he was percebaethe public for the reason of
promoting his pro-European politics among the Bhitipeople, an honest picture of his
attempts at the meetings with EU partners, but dtsothe reason of approaching
parliamentary election. Again, the time around thext significant summit to be
accompanied by the treaty in Nice was occupiedritgnsified discussions between the
government and the opposition. Francis Maude, thrg foreign affairs spokesman, declared
the Conservatives’ intention to make an electisnésof an EU treaty to be signed in Nice in
December 2008" The Tories dreaded of the next move towards apetee

%21 Eyrope to head Labour’s agend8BC news from January 6, 2000, Internet:
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integration in the form of extending qualified miijp voting. Moreover, Mr Maude blamed
Mr Blair for consenting to the creation of a suptte by other EU leaders, who he was
“timidly tagging behind”.

The outcome of the Nice summit did not satisfy tpposition either. The Prime
Minister's expectations to be achieved during tke¢hgring had been widely knotn
Firstly, the aspirations for a bigger and saferdperthrough the expansion with Central and
Eastern European countries. Secondly, he desiretktte a single speed Europe headed by
Germany and France, but with Britain not to be befhind on the one hand, and not to be
dragged into a super-state, on the other. Thirtlg, Labour leader wished for a stronger
Britain, the one which could be supported by othember states of the EU in order to make
its voice louder. Moreover, Mr Blair was preparedight for a protected Britain, which did
not lose its “red lines” vetoes on tax, social sggutreaty changes, defence, the EU budget
and borders.

Although the premier’s intentions may not haverbshared equally by the whole
British political scene, at least the subject & Bl enlargement was fully agreed with, even
the Conservatives. However, the outcome of the Bicemit was not welcomed warmly by
the Tories. Their accusations mainly concerned ipgshway the veto in 23 areas, the
human rights charter and a Euro affiyThe Prime Minister, though, claimed that he had
“fought Britain’s corner” and preserved the vetokey areas of a national interest, which
included moves to harmonise tax and social secffity defence of his decisions, he stated
that the agreement to extend qualified majorityingptresulted from the necessity of such
changes in the EU of 27 or 30 members in ordetambtock decisions. The Tories’ worries
about the human rights charter, however, appedmee tmonths before the sumifit At
that time the government fought for new social andnomic rights being included in the
European Union’s Final Charter of Fundamental Righdr fear of undermining Britain’s
free-market system. The Conservatives stayed imsppn, calling on the cabinet to veto
the charter, thus preventing the EU from develojmg a super-state.

The last explosive issue, though, was creatingadled Euro army, which Mr Hague

perceived as “independent and autonomous Europleatity that duplicated and conflicted
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the structures of NATG®. Taking into consideration the whole achievemdrtany Blair

at Nice, the Tory leader suggested a differentwmigor Europe: “it would be a modern,
reformed, flexible Europe, fit for the challengdsalargement and the needs of the modern
world”. One might ask: what, then, was the EuropeBl&ir was heading for?

Although the Nice Treaty met Tory’s oppositioneyhstill emphasized their strong
desire to speed up the process of enlargement.dMereWilliam Hague demanded that
there should be a firm date arranged for the applig regardless of the Conservatives’
objection to the ratification of the tred{ The opposition leader advocated creating “an
enlarged area of peace and stability across Euroggiecially including the countries
harassed by tyrannical communists. At a Europeandgeatic Union conference of Centre-
Right leaders in Berlin, Mr Hague was convincing fallows to set the dates for accession.

2.Great Britain versus other members of integrating guctures towards

the enlargement.

As much as Great Britain had been fighting fowvigon of Europe, the relationships
among the influential member states and the advaeceof some processes in the EU, with
a special emphasis on the enlargement, the sarog &fid been put by the other EU
countries, with a special regard for the core state. Germany and France. Those two
powers had been undergoing changeable periodspporas with the United Kingdom,
which were mostly caused by the perception of mafianterests harmonizing with the
European ones.

However, the objective of NATO as well as the E@ap Union of enlarging their
structures and ensuring new countries with secuaiyl democratic, altogether with
economic stability, was especially favoured by &Matain. In the case of the Atlantic
Alliance, though, the UK could not follow any natad business, as the matter of military
guarantee of peace in Europe and in the world wasr any question. Nevertheless,
Britain’s inclination to welcoming new members bétEU could bring some doubts whether
its attitude was nothing else than a sheer cara fmlanced development of the continent, or
there might be hidden reasons for maintaining sustance.

Yet, taking into consideration Great Britain’s effoto cut through to the leading
core, it seemed to be obvious that the state waerdto act in favour of the enlargement in
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order to weaken the position of Germany in the Blgeneral and French commitments to
some moves of common policies, which were unacbépfar the UK. Moreover, in the

British interest was to speed up the process adnehihg in order to delay the actions for a
closer integration, just as the economic and moyaiaion. On the other hand, however,
one could not exclude the fact that Britain wisl@aévite new members for the reason of a
historical and traditional attitude of contributing a well-balanced arrangement of the

economic power in the world.

2.1. British interests for NATO and the EU new alliances

A close connection between the USA and the UKdlasys been regarded as the
top priority in the British foreign policy. No woed, though, that the issue of NATO
enlargement found its place in the British politiaeena, despite the fact that there was no
ratification debate on the Alliance expansion ia @reat Britain’'s parliament. However, the
lack of this procedure did not stop the Britishnfra debate on the process, which aimed at
expressing different views on it, rather than iafiging the ratification itself.

It is essential to underline that all politicalripas in the UK had approved of the
Atlantic Alliance since its establishment in 194¢hich undoubtedly contrasted with their
attitudes to the country’s membership in the Euamp€ommunities. Nonetheless, it does
not mean that there were not any disputes amonBritish politicians over the involvement
in the forces. There were, the same as the temyperaf the relationships between two
allies, which had changed according to the operatieeld by NATG* There was the other
side of fluctuation in the British attitude to NAT@ctions: the party in power. The
Conservative cabinet of John Major had less favaaraelations with Bill Clinton, which
was reflected in the differences in coping with thisis in the former Yugoslavia, whereas
the Labour government became more Atlanticist, Wwinevived the atmosphere on the Blair-
Clinton line and the engagement of British fof¢és

Yet, in the statements of the American presidém,appraisal of the relations with
the former Prime Minister John Major was satisfactd. Although the atmosphere at the
beginning of Clinton’s presidency was strained hiqmaliticians proved to be responsible and

professional, bearing in mind how a great deal wditiess they had to carry out, one of

%1 Swatridge C.Europe and the British presEuropean Integration Studies, v. 2, no. 2 (200339
332 Sharp J.M.O British Views on NATO Enlargemein; Serfaty S., Cambone $IATO Enlargement. The
National Debates over Ratificationlnternet: http://www.nato.int/acad/conf/enlarg9trehtm.
333 |
Ibidem.
334 Walker M.,Clinton makes a new friend at No Ihe Guardian Weekly, June 8, 1997, p. 6.

129



which was undoubtedly NATO. Therefore, when Blame to power he desired to combine
the enlargement of the European Union with the NA@®ansion, which would tighten
Anglo-American bonds and establish intimacy andsipensability of both in the integrating
structures.

However, Blair's government distinguished more djga from the cooperation. It
did also realise that the UK’s value for the USAsvedosely associated with its leading role
in the EU, which was emphasized by the Foreigneagy, Mr Cook. After all, the United
Kingdom perceived its goal in joining the militasyructures and opening its door to the new
members. Firstly, the alliance with the United &atmeant keeping under control either
Germany or Russia and prevent them from potentsjemess to dominate Europe.
Secondly, the enlargement of NATO was supposedetp Ksermany tied to the western
democracies and the institutions of the westernrggacommunity, thus sharing the role of
a co-ordinator for the new countries and allowitigeo EU states to play the role, especially
Britain.

The British ambassador to Washington, John Kérgnainternational conference in
January 1997 emphasized the importance of thegamant, stating that the process should
correct the injustice of Yalt®. Moreover, he postulated that there was the riighe to
accept new candidates as it was difficult to pred@~ long the door would remain open.
Mr Kerr dissuaded the EU states from creating aopesn Security and Defence Identity,
since it could threaten transatlantic cohesion tviares the guarantee of NATO security.

The United Kingdom could act as an advocate ofNBEO expansion when the
ambassadors from the 19 NATO countries were exgetdeappoint the UK Defence
Secretary, George Robertson, as the head of tiené#>°. His candidacy found the support
of the US Defence Secretary as well as a favounasponse of other NATO leaders. Mr
Robertson approved of the enlargement as one abth@rior actions, expressing his care
for giving security to another generation.

Britain’s aspirations for the expansion of the d&pegan Union, however, resulted
from different reasons, although a common intelbesiveen those two processes existed: the
UK’s ambition for a political clout in the internahal scene. A lot of British newspapers
posed the question of why their country was prgssim much for the Central and Eastern
European states to accede to the EU and the ardidenot surprise anyof¥. The

335 Sharp J.M.O British Views...pp. cit.

%3¢ Robertson poised for top NATO j&BC news from August 1, 1999, Internet:
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337 Craske O.Why the Change of HearReview of CEE issues in the UK press since 26 2006, Central
Europe Review, Internet: http://www.ce-review.ofy&6/craske26.html.

130



journalists spotted the connection between somedean leaders’ moves towards further
integration and Britain’s immediate response. WRegnch president Jacques Chirac called
on 27 June 2000 for creating a “pioneering grouthn the EU in order to fasten the
integration, the UK noticed the danger of formingtwo-speed” Europe, which was in a
strong opposition to its vision. Blair's governmésared of losing the influence in the EU as
well as deepening the divisions in the countryrdéfege pushed ahead the issue of the
enlargement.

Robin Cook, in the reaction to Chirac and Schrdedalans of a federal Europe,
insisted on Britain’s role as the champion of theamsio*® He explained that new
countries needed reassurance about the model &UWhiney were aspiring for, thus could
not face the Union of inequalities, with a thre&tbeing excluded one day. Yet, if Britain
really wished to give assurance of new entreespuit have taken into consideration the fact
that the fresh EU members would wait for its suppdmot some benefits. Was, then, the
UK ready to bear the responsibility?

The question does not seem to be groundless,ths titnes of Major’'s government,
Britain was also inclined to champion the enlargetnbut facing the entrance of Austria,
Sweden and Finland, appeared to be losing its *fditiAnd again, the doubt about
welcoming new countries was closely associated with shifts in voting powers in the
European Council of Ministers, which brought a détobjections. Such a situation proved
that Britain did not realise what kind of transf@tions the process of enlargement required.
Besides, it could also bring the thought of Brits#lf-interest, though being a part of an
integrative community.

The subject of the enlargement in the contexthef Nlice summit appeared around
the period of the general election in Britain. Roklook was convinced that the European
issues would eventually divide the Labour and tbegervatives during the election, as their
only objective was to stay out of Eurdffe The Foreign Secretary propagated the idea of “A
Labour Britain leading Europe or a Tory Britain\e® Europe”. On the other hand, there
were the Tories’ voices which criticized the Labswision of the EU as a superpower and
their aspirations “to be in Europe and run by Eefdf. Francis Maude accused the

Labours, and the Prime Minister in general, of legdBritain into the organization of a

38 |bidem.
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European federation, which would damage NATO, th€sUelations with the USA and
threaten the national interests.

However, no matter how acute the accusations sigthe Labour leader were, his
victory for the second term proved the trust of Bntish people and their belief in the vision
of Europe to come true. But, what had he in fatieaed to bring people closer to Europe
and European problems to the people? Since conaal o power in 1997, Blair had
managed to free the Bank of England, rewrite hiathe British constitution, half-repair the
relations with the EU by signing the “social chajytpromote a more independent European
policy and promise a referendum to join ERY So, his first term goals seemed to look
quite impressive, although there was still a lobéodone and Mr Blair was eager to respond
to a challenge. In terms of Britain in the Europé&hamon, however, the Labour leader still
aspired for changing the UK'’s position in Europ#oithe leading one. He distinguished
British strength in its close bonds with the Unittdtes, the EU membership and the G7 and
the power of the English language.

Nevertheless, he felt that he needed to work hardhange Britain’s attitude to
Europe. The Conservative views on Europe were @fscwhich resulted in the British
becoming more suspicious of the EU, being oppogeining the euro, in favour of leaving
the EU or willing to decrease the EU power. Desphte fact, though, that he attempted to
remove the possibility of the EU transforming imtsuper-state, he faced the fears coming
from the ambivalence over the issue. Again, thebfEm of Europe” was tearing Britain
apart because of the Tories, whose attitude wasniieg more and more enigmatic: did
they really want the UK to be a full member with raécessary compromises to take, or did
they prefer being left at the margins? These pszpesed the questions none of the
Conservatives, let alone a new Tories’ leader, Iincan Smith, were willing to answét

The harsh campaign against Europe began alongthattproject of the European
Constitution, which pushed Smith’s party into thseaf leaving Europe unless the idea was
dramatically watered dowiff. However, all rumours connected with the Consttuthad
more to do with British interests for the EU in enfrontation with the EU partners — the

core states — which will be thoroughly describethie following chapter.
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2.2. The core states about the EU enlargement.

The British relationships with the two founders thie European Communities,
Germany and France, might be rated as troublesevhegh results from two various
reasons. The first one concerns the UK'’s reluctamceunwillingness to engage in a deeper
union of continental countries, such as the Coal &teel Community, the Economic
Community, or the Monetary System, just only toegatdhe rules and join the structure after
the venture works. The second reason, howeveromacted with the inclination of
Germany and France towards their domination in Hig. Taking both facts into
consideration, though, one may state that thigefifilship of three” can only result in a test of
strength rather than a real cooperation for the sdlthe EU.

Although Great Britain has been doing its best idiplomatic way to enter the core
of the Union, its prospects of making a breakthioug German-Franco-British relations
depend, to a large extent, on mutual interestsedisas tolerance. Some journalists believed
that Britain did a lot to be left on the marginstieé EU*°. First of all, the UK seemed not to
decide whether it should join the euro zone, thedebitral project, which put it in a worse
position of the country that was able to do it, tuats unwilling to act against its domestic
interest, condemning itself to an “outsider” in &, at the same time. Moreover, Mr Blair
relied on Germany’s new chancellor, Gerhard Sclenedho, at the beginning of his term,
expressed the conviction of Britain’s participation“a tripartite alliance to lead the EU”.
Nevertheless, the Prime Minister appeared not #lisee the fact that Mr Schroeder’s
affection for Great Britain was soon counter-bathby the francophilia. Finally, the close
intellectual and personal bonds of the Labour Partl the Democrats in the USA, rather
than with social democrats in Europe, did not Hdpain break the domination of the core
states.

The next nail in the coffin, however, turned oatbe the lack of British politicians’
knowledge about European politits Whereas German and French politicians and civil
servants conducted regular consultations concentiageuropean issues, the British ones
tended to categorise their partners as “New” ord”"Qlabour, which proved that Great
Britain perceived the distance to the USA to batgno

However clearly the UK advocated its support fae EU enlargement, Germany and
France also made their contribution to the process, is better to say: in the name of the
expansion. Yet, it is beyond question that the stages were in favour of the enlargement,

nevertheless they pressed for closer links betwaeh other in order to create a “hard core”

345 Britain: Three’s a crowdThe Economist, London, October 10, 1998, p. 60-61.
¢ |bidem.
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with a vision of a two-speed Europe, the modeldsnitwas strongly opposed to. The EU
summit in Portugal in June 2000 helped Britain iseathat the Franco-German relations
were so strong that it would not prevent Europenf@ two-speed mod&l. Moreover, Mr
Blair could notice his partners’ determination negsing for a closer integration, leaving the
UK behind. Mr Schroeder, two years after his frigrattitude to Tony Blair, reminded the
Prime Minister that Europe had already functionetiva speeds, with the euro zone and the
Shengen agreement. In defence of his intention€Mirac, the French president, underlined
the need of creating “an institutional system ahfieeced cooperation” in an enlarged
Europe, which would even more seek for “an advargeatd” for others to follow. Both
politicians, however, claimed that their plans wergispensable to realize before the EU
could welcome newcomers.

Nonetheless, the attitudes of the European felldidsnot discourage Mr Blair to
give up his desire to become one of the EU leadhrst the opposite, he attempted at
explaining his cabinet the necessity of enhancowperation when the Union was enlarged,
although he still objected to a Europe with “andénand outer coré*®. He could understand
France and German’s point of view only to keep dnis influence in the EU, which
seemed to be a diplomatic strategy. Furthermoresold also negotiate on the visions of
Europe, a federal one — approved by the Germamgfominister, Joschka Fischer, and a
nation-state one — advocated by Jacques Chirde higtown idea as not to be pushed on the
margins of Europ&® (the British Labour Government's policy on the den term
development of the EU was presented by Mr BlaiWiarsaw to put emphasis on the
enlargement, therefore it will be analyzed thordygh chapter 1V).

The Prime Minister’s efforts to stay “in touch titthe core states resulted from the
incident which took place few months earlier, wir@ance and Germany took steps to form
a single economic government for the 11 countrfeth® euro zon&. The plans involved
the powers of 11 finance ministers of EMU membetsch excluded Britain as not the euro
zone part. The initiative kept the UK in anxietyoabthe creation of a new policy-making
body. However, the lesson that Britain learnedrditilead to joining the single currency, but

it learned even more caution in the European policy
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The two powerful EU states, though, did not aveidall clashes. As all the
discussions about a closer integration, buildifigaad core” of the EU or transformations of
the institutions proceeded in the name of the gelaent, the intensions were not supposed
to bring any objections. Yet, one of the leadersGermany — had an inclination to
domination. In June 2000, France’s Foreign Minjsteubert Vedrine, opposed the German
ambitions for a political union, which, in Mr Fisets vision, could lead to an outright union
of both countries, leaving others behitfd Mr Verdine distinguished a lot of threats in his
colleague’s idea, worrying about over-ambitious re-building” projects becoming the
key topic of the ongoing French presidency, insteddocusing on the expansion into
Central and Eastern Europe. Moreover, French neinigsarned of dividing Europe into fast
and slow lanes which would only result in an ingi@gnal confusion in the EU.

Surprisingly, though, President Chirac and hisnerMinister, Lionel Jospin, did not
perceive Mr Fischer’'s vision to encourage unnecgsdabates, just the opposite, they
agreed on 2 Nonetheless, the approval was regarded as difilommoves to advocate
France and Germany’s leadership rather than arsircelorsement of the vision.

The conception of Europe was strongly criticisgdr Blair, who was afraid to be
outside the core, but whose criticism of a politicaion was ignored by the German
chancellor, thus putting the Labour leader in amounfortable positioft>. Moreover, the
second core leader, Mr Chirac, was also going teyagle Mr Blair to accept the creation of
the political integration commitment, otherwise esing his state to the fringes of the Bl
As the Prime Minister feared to be a part of a speed Europe, he knew he would
eventually surrender and back up the clause chgrtgaregulation of the Treaty of Rome,
according to which countries wishing to press ahedl a political union would be free to
do so. Again, such an attitude towards Great Britaiuld provoke a thought over Germany
and France’s self-interest and abusing Britain'srgg wish to become one of them.

Although the core countries’ intensions to enlattyge EU did not raise any doubts,
Germany could not avoid a gaffe on the issue irstiole. German commissioner for the EU
enlargement, Gunter Verheugen, let himself expitessieed of holding a referendum on the

expansion into Eastern Europe in order not to refheamistake as the German government
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made with the single European currefidyHis statement caused a dispute in Europe, with
the French accusations of threatening the policywlas advocating. Furthermore, Mr
Schroeder confirmed Germany’s desire to welcome oamntries as soon as possible and
offered them economic and political charic®@sGermany, however, could even strongly
claim its support for uniting the continent whilelebrating 10 years of re-unificatih The
German chancellor emphasized his country’s awaseaesdivision, which would reinforce
the integration with people beyond their borddrereéby speed up the EU expansion.

A thaw in Anglo-French relations came with thepewo of the issue of “enhanced
cooperation” at Biarritz summit on October 13, 2680The disagreement between two
states came to an end soon after the French réjébteChirac’s idea of a single “pioneer
group” and the British left their fears of creatiag “inner core”. Out of the sudden, the view
of building a multi-speed Europe found its adhesemtong the French, although a few
months earlier they could not agree on it. Howesiecere the agreement with Britain
seemed to be, France was suspected of securingKlevote to the approaching Nice
Treaty™®. Regardless of the reasons, though, Britain cwirigl at least for the time being, its
aspirations for playing a central role in Europe.

It did not take long, however, to wait for the diexd of French goodwill, as less than
three weeks before the Nice summit France senBtiissh government proposal for the
treaty ignoring the UK'’s “red line&®® It had been widely known that there were some
reforms which Great Britain would not accept, swsh taxation, social security, border
controls, or foreign and security policy, yet theerfich attempted to push Britain into the
abolition of the veto in favour of the qualified joaty voting. Again, the Prime Minister
was caught between a rock and a hard place, riskouking the biggest enlargement of the
EU history®%. And again, he was forced to compromise at theafdsaving EU allies.
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The biggest test of having or not the EU alliesonder to protect each other’s
national and European interests was the Nice sumvhidsse major objective was to enable
the EU to function after the most substantial egdarent. On the eve of the summit,
however, Mr Blair was convinced of French suppborthie issue of retaining the veto on six
policy areas essential to national iderifityHaving won Mr Chirac’s favour as a key ally,
though, the Labour leader was able to accept Frgatth on international negotiations on
trade. Nevertheless, the summit’s reality did nugear to be so easy, as the Franco-German
axis tried to exert pressure on Mr Blair to baclagwen the tax vet8®> The Prime Minister
could not go so far, as he would have been accoigdlle Tories of “selling Britain”, and
moreover, he felt he could only make concessioinsafs not against the population, which
undoubtedly was.

Unexpectedly, the Nice meeting brought about sistetween Britain and France,
whose source was the EU proposed defence ¥érddr Chirac put forward a proposal of
the independence of the EU army of NATO commandcsire, which thwarted Britain’s
plans to use the summit to guarantee the Britishthe Americans that Europe’s defence
force would not develop into the army. Obviouslycls a state of affairs led Mr Blair to a
disagreement with the French president, reassthgigthe British “they are going to end up
with something that NATO supports, Britain suppoatsd America supports — and the
French can live with”. Moreover, the row was evetensified by Mr Cook’s statement that
the UK could not accept the French proposal oftergaown defence and security force of
the EU countries as it made no reference to NATOickv Great Britain perceived as the
only force to secure Europe.

A real test of strength between the EU partnemieg¢, however, took place when
France and Germany attempted at proving one anatherwas the most powerful state in
the EU. The Franco-German alliance was subjecttialebecause of Germany’s demand for
a bigger number of votes in the Council of Minist& Mr Schroeder put his country on the
top of the EU as the state with the largest pomuain the Union, thereby claiming more

votes. To ease the spat, Mr Chirac emphasizedadle af those two countries’
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partnership in advancing the European integratidnich met with Germany’s Chancellor’s
objection.

The fact that there was no rapport between thenten, however, did not prevent the
treaty from being agreed on. Although there wenetaof doubts and disagreements on
different issues, the politicians decided to giveaad to the decisions on account of not
delaying the EU enlargement.

The relationships between Germany and France neghrd to the EU enlargement
had been undergoing some shifts, depending oneibel@in power. The chancellor Gerhard
Schroeder was a keen supporter of the eastern sigpaior moral and economic reastfis
The moral factor resulted from Germany’s sharegassibility for the Cold War and the
division of Europe, whereas the economic factor wssociated with the country’s close
trade and investment bonds with Central and Ea&werape. Moreover, the key argument of
Germany’s involvement of the enlargement concethedstabilization of eastern societies in
transition, which was a crucial component of Gerrsacurity. The French interest, however,
seemed to be more directed towards the Mediterrathem the Eastern Eurofé

As Germany needed its core partner to win Franoer the beneficial eastern
enlargement, the efforts began in 1994 when thea&dble -Lamers-Paper established the
idea of core states, with the next attempt at tteeE summit to revive an EU Mediterranean
policy in order to reach the agreement on a styategeastern accessitfi The deals to be
achieved in the name of the enlargement became difficult when the term was taken by
the chancellor Kohl, as it meant making more cosioes, especially in financial terms, by
the old EU members. However, Germany had to aategically to gain France’s favour for
the expansion, while fulfilling their own nationaterests.

Nevertheless, around the time of the crucial fierénlargement summit in December
2000, the EU leaders tended to promote the cotesstd three — Germany, France and Great
Britain — and change the idea of a German-Franinak into a consenstia The efforts,
though, proved to be well-grounded, as the Nicemsitmejected the “alliance” and showed
the divergence of interests between the states.&aimany and France still believed they
were able to reach a consensus on some key pditite &U, one of which was a redesign

of the Union for the purposes of the enlargement.
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But the following year brought the decline of thranco-German relationship, which
raised some questions of the future shape of theafidng French journalistS. They
worried not only about the lack of compromise betwéhe partners, but first of all about
meeting the challenges the enlargement posedeithee to be noticeable, though, that the
idea of building a two-speed Europe was unfeastntel, besides bad for the EU itself, the
same as the Nice model of “enhanced cooperatiohiglwcould result in overlapping core
groups. The solution that the journalists perceit@de sensible, was a French offer to
Germany of strengthening “union for two”, evenhiey were acted outside the scope of the
EU treaties, creating a separate organisation. Memeaphazard the conceptions sounded,
the French still pressed for the Franco-Germandgline” for the rest, not taking into
account that they might lose part of the influemten the EU had 25 members.

The reconciliation of France and Germany, howeveok place when the EU
expansion began to enter the final stage, anddbatds reached the point of a controversial
Common Agricultural Policy, the details of whichlwbe presented in chapter IV. The
improvement of mutual relations also appeared batwierance and Britain, the latter of
which could benefit a lot from the EU “expandingair looser political entity'*. However,
the renewal of the core states’ bonds was connegatbdeach other’s interests in the face of
the approaching enlargement as well as the workihercEU constitution. Berlin and Paris
again managed to combine forces on their plans fe#fdaral European police force and
prosecution service for a Constitution draft. Busttime, though, it was France which took
the senior partner position due to Mr Chirac’s exee power and Germany’s economic
problems. Nevertheless, no matter who the initatrelonged to, the fact was that French
enthusiasm to the EU enlargement seemed to ab#tehei thought of German profits of it,
whereas Berlin, with the economic troubles, stattedorry about the bigger bill to pay the
moment its eastern neighbours joined the club.

However, the phenomenon of the two countries ctaké one aback: although they
tended to begin from opposite points of view on hkey European matters, they were able
to reach a consensus to that extent that the atienber states were likely to follow.
Nonetheless, they did realize that the EU of 25 bemiwould not allow being dominated

by two in power, yet, especially France, hopedg@ining more clout in the new Eurdpe
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Not surprisingly, Great Britain could benefit fraire renewal of the Franco-German axis for
the reason of, first of all, getting on quite welith Mr Schroeder, and, secondly, having
extraordinary connections with the USA as well amg capable of forming alliances with
different EU member states on different is§{ie§ he partnership with Germany resulted in
the chancellor’s first overseas visit to Britainesfbeing re-elected in October 2002, which
amazed the French. But however dissatisfied witingaand eloquent Blair Mr Chirac could
be, the visit did not put him off to strengthen ties with Germany over mutual interests.

The crucial point in the positions of three cai@es in terms of the enlargement was
the draft of the Constitutional Treaty produced thy Convention on July 10, 2003.
Although Germany, France and Britain did not sh#re same views on the future
development of the EU, the divisions occurred eaerong smaller countries. However,
France was always known as a supporter of a stEumgpe, but without undermining
government powets"’ Hence, the speech of Mr Fischer in May 2000 at tumboldt
University proposing a European Constitution metedi French reactions. It aroused
scepticism towards the idea of extending the Gerfadaral Europe, which led to a great
suspicion against Mr Schroeder at Nice. Nevertlselesme sceptical reactions did not
discourage France to support the start of the EaoConvention, which eventually led to
the French leadership of the Convention and Franag involvement in the whole process.
The positive result of the future Constitution cepiton resulted in a Franco-German
agreement on the financial part of the EU expansinch helped speed up the decision of
the Copenhagen Summit in December 2002 to welcemadw members to the EU.

Germany, on the other hand, had always been nmbegrationist, with a strong
tendency to build a federal Union, with the deepgrof a political dimension as the main
challengé”. However, the Convention works did not show then@ms to aim at the
favourable model, which raised criticism especiaipong the politicians of the German
Christian Democrats. Yet, Germany, after the reheWdhe Franco-German cooperation,
engaged in the process to that extent that mad=iessof joint proposals about a lot of
essential matters related to the Convention, sscBusopean security and defence, justice
and home affairs, economic governance or the utitital system. The proposals proved a
compromise between different approaches of FrandeGermany, which gave faith to the
revival of the Franco-German motor even to leacetilarged Europe.
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The United Kingdom, however, did not oppose thturlei EU Constitution. The
Foreign Secretary, Jack Straw, endorsed the pragdhe element which would set out
clearly the primacy of nation statés Moreover, he perceived the document to work in
favour of the EU enlargement, the process whickaBrihad always advocated.

Nonetheless, the history of the ups and downs@imost powerful countries in the
European Union has shown that the hard core coatdfunction well and long enough
without the presence of the United Kingdom. No eratiow strongly the idea of the Franco-
German core has appealed to those two states,canchiach the idea has met the scepticism
of the others, though, the moves such as commaigforand security policy will not exist
unless the UK joins in. Despite the fact that theiom of the EU leaders may sound
frightening for the newcomers, the need of the desltip will remain a key question in the
enlarged EU, and will be seen as necessary eachthe EU of 25 fails to achieve an

agreement.

2.3. The other member states’ attitudes to NATO and Elénlargement.

The processes of extending the integrating strastwith new members required
great changes in the principles of their currenicfioning, thereby leading to different
responses of their participants. The enlargemeNAFO provoked debates on the costs as
well as the capabilities of participating equallythe Alliance, the majority of which took
place in the American Senate. The North Atlantiealy requires the unanimous agreement
of its members to invite additional European statepin and mandates that the members
evidence their approval in accordance with thegpeetive constitutional procedures. In
approving the Treaty in 1949, however, Congresstetl a promise from President Truman
that all enlargements of NATO would be submittedSenate advice and consght

Nevertheless, the enlargement of the Europeanrnes the process which relied
on a great number of alternations necessary tatibman the group of ten new members,
therefore the discussions and changes of attitadesng current EU countries appeared
during each attempt to adjust the organizationnh@mre members, as they contributed to
individual interests and profits from the membegpshihe negotiations of indispensable

shifts in the process of expansion turned out t@roeial not only for the core states, but
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also for the remaining ones, sometimes much smaligrthe members on the equal rights.
They did approve of the EU enlargement, althougly tlvere willing to fight against losing
the significance of their voices in the Europeastitations in favour of bigger states, or to
defend their interests during particular reguladiarf the new treaties. No matter how
extensive the EU was supposed to be, though saditdites must be treated equally, whether

they would decide to join more integrative groupthim the organization, or not.

2.3.1. The USA about NATO expansion.

However popular and sometimes controversial tloegss of the European Union’s

enlargement was in Europe, the expansion of thehN&tlantic Treaty Organization found
its substantial place in the United States, whidticed the connection between the
processes. The purposes of the NATO enlargemenigth see providing increased stability
and security for the whole of the Euro-Atlanticate be the objectivé®. In order to build
such security, however, it is necessary to comlineeintegration and cooperation of all
existing structures in Europe. Furthermore, NAT@saperceive the process of enlargement
to bring a lot of benefits to the new memBé&tsThe newcomers’ developing democracies
will be protected, and their freedom and securitly e safeguarded in accordance with the
principles of the UN Charter. Moreover, owing t@ tnembership in the Atlantic Alliance,
the future members will enhance the habit of coafem, consultation and building a
consensus to get on well with current Allies. Alomigh the reduction of instability through
the national approach to defence policies, the mastners will reinforce European
democratic values, on which the idea of integratod cooperation is based, and thereby
reducing the inclination to a disintegration alatgnic and territorial lines.

The enlargement of NATO was regarded as a unigpertunity to create a security
architecture in the whole of Euro-Atlantic area.estdent Bill Clinton declared the
willingness of ensuring Central European statesusty under NATO’s wing, which was
supposed to be the logical next step for Eurofthérpost-cold-war ef&’. However, it could
not be overlooked that the need of joining the icamt in a military context as well,
resulted, to a great extent, from the closenedRuskia. Although there was, and still is, a

big number of discussions and debates on how fdetéice “Russian problem”, the Atlantic
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Alliance was not discouraged to continue its expansn order not to “allow the old
dividing line of Europe, which was essentially dietd by where the Red Army was in 1945,
to determine the future of Europe”, according tosi8snt Secretary of State, Richard
Holbrook, who became known as one of the leading ®/xpansionists™.

The American conceptions of NATO’s new role in therld soon after the

beginning of the system transformations in Easteurope kept revolving around Russia.
The USA felt obliged to take the leadership onwlimle European continent, with a special
emphasis on integrating Germany and Russia inteva Euro-Atlantic peace and stability
framework, the motor of which had to be NA¥® Although there were numerous big
issues in Europe to be handled, such as Polish-@edistrust, the role of the Ukraine, the
challenge to Russian nationalism and resentmeatn#ture of the military protection and
the willingness of the alliance to extend its pctittn, NATO declared the assistance in
solving the problems — providing the Eastern Euappeountries with military security and
political reinforcement of their democratic instians — altogether with its expansion to
become stronger and more powerful, even if it waukekn “having a strong anti-Russian
flavour™®,
Nevertheless, the U.S. President was keen tormentihe process of opening the
NATO’s door but with Russia’s agreement on it, whiaccurred to be feasible in May
1997%. Mr Clinton’s enthusiasm to that historic evend ke calling it “a step closer to a
peaceful, undivided and democratic Europe for ih& time in history”. The agreement
guaranteed Russian “no veto” over NATO’s plans,rafiens or ambitions to enlarge,
thereby ensuring Moscow with a seat in a separataal.

The United States’ expansion of the alliance wappesed to symbolize the
American commitment to a continuing leadership ol&urope, perceiving a larger NATO
to be a tool for creating a new European ordei) witvider EU to take a secondary, mainly
economic rol®®. The process of expanding NATO, however, was dEghras a
simultaneous one with the enlargement of the Ewopénion. Bill Clinton wished to
enhance his foreign policy ambition by an economiaforcement in the form of a fast
accession of the new NATO members to the’He justified his plans with a vision of
creating a framework of an undivided, democraticopa, which could only take place if
those two processes were parallel. It was of spétiportance, he stated, as the post-
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communist countries to join NATO would even moreethean economic integration.
Moreover, it was believed that the enlargement &TR and the EU would complete
Germany’'s multilateral integration, which would @ Berlin to include its neighbours’
interests in considering its own polici®s

Nonetheless, the question of eastern enlargenfi¢hé dlliance raised some doubts,
especially associated with its costs. The periddrbethe ratification of the enlargement by
Senate was occupied with the debates, most of witinbherned the financial matt&f% The
first element was connected with the absolute solsich aroused the concern of balancing
the federal budget as well as the awareness ofNHWEO allies to be able to bear a
substantial portion of it. The second element, tfguelated to how money was to be spent.
The senators worried about unequal burdens to l@sathere was a gap between the
capabilities of US forces and those of currentealliTherefore, they predicted difficulty
adjusting costs to a reasonable level for all andgsure that current and new allies would
contribute substantially to allied capabilities.

Moreover, the issue of allied commitment to thegess was not clear enough for the
senator®®. Firstly, the anxiety resulted from the expansitself, as some politicians
claimed that the American involvement in the prgcess greater than the attitude of other
allies. Secondly, the concerns were caused alsbebyncertainty whether the politics of the
EU would manage with both, the enlargement andntbeetary union. Although the EU
accession was supposed to include three of NATQ@uresipn’s countries, some could have
been satisfied while regarding those two proceasegarallel, but on the other hand, long
accession talks would bring some doubts as to whethey would not delay the
enlargement. Eventually, both expansions were ta beurce of “hard and soft” security in
Central Europ&®.

The closer to the Madrid summit, during which thembership invitations were to
be issued, the more strained the US-Europeanaetabegan to be. The day before the final
summit, however, top NATO diplomats met to reaclk #greement on the issue in
questiofi®. President Bill Clinton, Mr Blair and other leadezncountered to head off the
crises over the countries to join NATO. The US mlest insisted that only three states —

Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic should becibra members, which met strong
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opposition of France, Italy and several other coestthat favoured Romania and Slovenia.
Although the dispute could have foiled the next day meeting, Mr Clinton managed to
assure that “the door to NATO remains open”, anth \Biritain’s assistance in preventing
French-American crisis, the official invitationsutd be handed in.

However, the road from the beginning of the exmangalks, which occurred in
April 1993 when the President of Poland, Lech &a} and the President of the Czech
Republic, Vaclav Havel, used the opening of theddalist Museum in Washington to urge
new President Clinton to expand NATO eastwardhtoMadrid summit was not an easy
one®? Although the issue found President Clinton’s suppthere were some politicians to
object to such a move, especially the experts ofsRn politics. Nevertheless, the
representatives of both sides — the USA and Russ@uld meet a consensus on the
expansion, which left the President only with coring his own country to the process.
Being faced with the financial arguments, howewdr, Clinton could persuade of the
legitimacy of his plans stating that the enlargeme&auld strengthen democracy, civilian
control of the military and provide added secuffity the United States. He could also
compare the process to the Marshall Plan, whichugirb the reconstruction of western
Europe, contributed to the political reconciliatioetween France and Germany and peace in
Europé®. All these efforts for gaining American approvetbé expansion, though, led to
US Senate endorsement of it on May 1, 1998.

2.3.2. EU member states towards the enlargement.

Although the process of the EU enlargement wastlgndssigned by the core states
of the organization — Germany, France and Greataiiri— the other states, however,
asserted their existence and influence in the dsbad well. They could not express strong
objection to the expansion itself, yet some moweddlay the process or oppose it resulted
from the eagerness to manifest their rights inEkhkand to defend their interests. As the
discussions on the enlargement, which occurred grttwan EU members, took place around
or during new treaties, different attitudes and ¢heation of “coalitions” of the countries
could be also observed.

When more serious talks about enlarging the Umippeared among the states, the

prospects of joining the club were perceived by tierent countries in two different
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ways* Most of them advocated the European Commissiprmgosal to begin talks in
1998 with five countries — Poland, Hungary, the €@zRepublic, Slovenia and Estonia — and
also Cyprus, whereas Sweden, ltaly, Denmark, Gre@pain and Portugal favoured the
conception of “regatta”, which would mean openirggatiations at the same time with ten
applicants. However, the problem seemed to coneetronly the scenario for what groups
of countries to bring together, but also how tolaxpthe situation to those which became
excluded from the first batch, i.e. Lithuania, LatfvRomania and Bulgaria. Moreover, the
issue which caused anxiety in 1997 was Cyprusjdiaed which the EU planned to start
talks with the following year with the involvemenitboth Turkish and Greek sides.

Nonetheless, the questions of the order of thesston negotiations did not bring as
much anxiety related to the enlargement as theggsafor enlarged European institutions.
Starting with the Maastricht Treaty, it included raamajority voting and “flexibility”, the
instrument which enabled some states to adopt canpulicies even if others did not, but it
was always the majority voting that caused a resldbetween small and big count’i&s
France, Spain, Germany and Great Britain attemgteddressing the over-representation of
the small states, proving the enlargement to beiren more small countries, thereby making
the imbalance in the representation. The smalkstain the other hand, would defend their
clout resisting the big ones’ efforts. The voicesgrotecting small states’ interests reiterated
with the subsequent treaties, the most controveddiavhich turned out to be the Nice
summit.

However, a few months before the summit, the Etedathe expansion crisis
triggered by Austria, which was officially imposednctions when in February 2000 Mr
Schuessel's conservative People’s Party formedaditiom with the Right-wing Freedom
Party led by the populist Joerg Haitlér The Austrian’s government opposed the sanctions
after a few months, which resulted in its threablkack the EU enlargement. Moreover, the
Chancellor Schuessel announced that the referemauthe sanctions would be held if the
14 EU partners did not restore normal relationse HU states were worried about the
announcement, especially due to the fact that aidigninew members from Central and
Eastern Europe was the EU principal challenge.Agfin Austria expressed its support for
the expansion, however, the threat was an effainafquestioning the state’s compliance

with common European values.
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The turbulences within the EU, though, led torfgkia firm date for the next round
European enlargement, which was supposed to take pin January 1, 2005, the date to be
suitable for some reasofis Firstly, the new entrants would benefit from man®ney
allotted to economic aid as the EU poorer regionSmain, Portugal, Ireland and Greece
would have stopped taking the resources. SecottdtyiGerman government would dispose
of the issues of the expansion costs and eastgratioins during its 2002 general election,
perceiving the year 2005 to be remote enough tadatlee problems of the campaign.
Moreover, France and Germany’s plans to set upntieegovernmental conference in 2004
for adjusting the EU institutions and determine tierd core of the Union, seemed to
complete the reasons.

Yet, there was one crucial argument which wasawodr of 2005, according to Mr
Busek, the Austrian government’s envoy on enlarggmeamely excluding new members
from the subsidies enjoyed by the current memtzrs result of the EU treaty reforifis
The issue of CAP subsidies, though, was a tindedidle enlargement, as the EU countries
did not have any rights to deny the newcomers anm$ of aid, therefore some of them
considered the ideas of delaying the admissiorrderoto have time for the reforms. How
much the alleged plans were just speculations anavhiat extent they were serious
intensions, was soon to be decided, with the fileal to take place at Nice.

The Nice summit was dominated by the debate oomaltvetoes, which were to be
reduced if the EU ever dreamed about functioning asion of 25 or 30 states, according to
the European Commission’s president, Romano PfodHowever, not all members
regarded the veto as an obstacle in decision-makingess, and necessary to be replaced for
Qualified Majority Voting in all European areas. NBiair was of the opinion that if a
country opposed a proposal and threatened vetre thas usually a good reason for that,
therefore there were several areas Britain wisloeteinain the veto on, such as taxation,
social security or immigratidf’. However, Great Britain was not the only countsich
demurred at QMV. France could consider two versiohyoting as far as taxation was
concerned, while it expressed a strong oppositiommimigration, the attitude approved by
Germany, Austria and Spain. Furthermore, the Fréogght against QMV on foreign trade
in the service sector, fearing that their cultureuld not succeed in a confrontation

%97 Helm T.,EU to set 2005 as date for next expansikire Daily Telegraph from July 14, 2000, Internet:

http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/main.jhtml?xml=/r&£2000/07/14/weuld.xml.

3% Coman J.Growth of EU could cost 24bn pounds in farm dide Daily Telegraph from July 16, 2000,

Internet; http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/main.jitrml=/news/2000/07/16/weul6.xml.

39 Evans-Pritchard ARrodi needs QMV to stop Brussels grinding to hetiie Daily Telegraph from

Eoecember 6, 2000, Internet: http://www.telegraplukmews/main.jhtml?xml=/news/2000/12/06/weu206.xml
Ibidem.

147



with Hollywood productions, whereas Spain, Greewnd Rortugal attempted to block the
voting over regional aid, for fear of losing bilie when the newcomers entered.

Despite earlier arrangements, though, during thrensit the coalitions could break
down, with the allies being embroiled in “dirtydkis™°’. Great Britain lost the support of
Denmark in stopping harmonisation of social segumthile Germany dropped its veto on
asylum policy, thereby making Sweden back out fitsmsupport on taxation. Nevertheless,
the change of coalition partners led to a row om British-Danish axis, when Britain’s
officials suspected Denmark of accepting a deallitmv QMV on social policy although it
would not protect the Danish welfare system. Suclsesious accusation frustrated
Denmark’s politicians and led to an uncomfortalleagion during a crucial meeting for the
future of the EU.

However, the next critical moment at Nice appedcele the issue of re-weighting
votes in the Council of Ministers, the alteratiohieh reformed the institution for almost
double number of members. For the biggest state$y as France, Germany, Britain and
Italy, it was a matter of power to maintain a de@svoice within an enlarged EU, which
angered the smaller partn®s Portugal and Belgium called for a revolt by theatler
countries, as the result of the change in the GbohMinisters was that Britain and two or
three biggest countries would be able to block slens, also when the EU enlarged. No
wonder, then, that such a state of affairs resuhedimediate and strong responses of the
smaller states. Austria or Luxembourg opposeddea bf having their votes downsiZ&ti
the Portuguese Prime Minister was furious seeirgrSmore than triple its votes, therefore
he called the summit an “institutional coup d’et3t” The Dutch Prime Minister, though,
demanded more votes than Belgium, and Greece atdasmce of trying to create a
“directoire of big countries®,

The Nice summit was supposed to be a final medtiragree the unification of the
continent, the symbolic moment to welcome formemownist countries to the European
family based on fixed, democratic and widely acedpprinciples to share equally by all
their members. Nonetheless, the reality occurrefetalifferent; the summit turned into a

battle for power and influence of the current mermapwiith playing “dirty tricks” on one
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another and having rows over which country — smailebigger one — should be more
powerful and dominant. This “show”, however, didt nesemble an encounter whose
objective was to prepare for the new states to gmid together lead Europe. Moreover, an
appropriate conclusion of the summit was given ey $candinavian countries which put
forward the idea of an alternative presidency (Emench led the presidency during the
summit), as they lost confidence in Frafie

Thus, the French presidency ended in the atmosphdr argument and
dissatisfaction, but it did not discourage the Eaies to enlarge the club, just the opposite,
the vision of “permanent revolution” seemed to mati the community since the beginning
of the Swedish leadership of the EU, i.e. since1280 The conception of revolution,
however, included three ambitious goals for theddnb achieve: to circulate the euro notes
on January 1, 2002, to enlarge the EU within fiearg, and to organise a debate on the
future EU constitution. Even if the Swedes would n@anage to speed up the issues, the
Belgians, who took over during the second half e year, would definitely carry on,
especially with the idea of constitution, as thegrevperceived to be keen integrationists,
the attitude that not all EU states were in favofjrbecause it meant “widening” the club
altogether with “deepening™. The big ones, Britain, Spain and some Scandinayiaere
afraid with the enthusiasm about “ever-closer uhi@s well as the small states, which
expressed their fear of any “anti-small countriefbrms” at Nice. The doubts over more or
less integrative options for the EU, however, matchvith the rise of Euro scepticism,
which became a real danger for any alterationgtmtooduced for the new EU.

Nonetheless, strange as it could seem to bentkietees did not contribute to the EU
states’ unwillingness to enlarge the club. It turreut that West European countries had
appreciated long years of peace and stability, vhesulted in their desire to share the stable
values with those who lacked them. Mr Verheugee, BU enlargement commissioner,
could justify the pursuit with three main reasostbility, a moral obligation to help the
victims of Nazism and communism and the economipodpnity offered by the new
markets of the ed®f. Of course, one cannot underestimate the factesfipus enlargements
and the experience the current states got. Joldnegce, Spain and Portugal proved the EU
partners that the membership could help estabhshptinciples of democracy and bond

together the countries with autocratic past.
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However, it is necessary to mention that the easrlargement was associated with
some threats for the old EU states. One reasonesgpecially for Germany and Austria, the
immigration from the ea$f. Austria, mostly in favour of the expansion, haatsome
doubts about foreigners in campaigns, whereas Ggrrmoauld worry about “Haiderisation
of European politics”, which concerned the potdnpeoblem of political backsliding.
Adding to it the enlargement-related matters of B¢ institutions — voting rights in the
Council of Ministers, seats in the European Pamiatror QMV — as well as the money-
related issues — agricultural and regional polieidéisall came to the conclusion of numerous
“sacrifices” to be made by the current membersrdento regain stability of Europe.

However integrated on the issue of enlargemenEthetates seemed to be, the dark
horse became Ireland, which approved of the Ni@afjrat the second attempt, leaving the
EU “green light” to the enlargeméht The matter about having a ringing endorsement of
the EU, though, turned out not to be so obviousha<€U officials were to settle the case of
financing the 2004 admissitA. The Swedish Prime Minister predicted troublesrdhe
outcome of the negotiations, while the Danish dipds were able to keep the meeting
going until the consensus was achieved. Althoughditbates considered different scenarios
for the new EU budget, with the countries’ demaad fears concerning new members, the
road ahead remained open and the EU soon hopedé¢atie last print on paper and ten new

members signed up.

3. British disappointments and hopes.

The process of NATO and the EU enlargement wasiqtlinhensional. Both of them
were widely discussed from a political and economant of view, not only among
politicians and experts, but also with the engageneé the public opinion. Although the
preparations for NATO membership were not on theesacale as the huge economic, legal
and political reforms required of the EU candidatesth expansions raised concern of
journalists, academics, politicians, experts as agethe societies.

The research on the attitudes to the enlargemelat®d to the trends in the Alliance
and the EU countries and in those of their new ecaton partners from the first ideas about

widening the structures to the final stages of thdime studies attempted at assessing
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the amount of support for the future members aradyaed the changes of attitudes towards
them along with the increase of the states’ awa®nkloreover, the insight into public
perceptions of the Alliance concerned the issudsuobpean security and challenges for the
military structures, whereas the EU enlargemendlistuincluded the views on the most
important aspects of the EU membership, such asCtlramon Agricultural Policy, the
monetary union, the Single European Market or titeré constitution.

However, the analysis of British opinions on thespand cons of both processes
could not make the overview complete if it was cmtfronted with the public perceptions of
other countries of the integrative structures. Tamparison of Britain’s public opinion on
the issues in question with the views of other ipigdnts and observers of the events
contributed to reinforcing British attitudes anckgenting how much, if ever, and to which
extent, they differed from the others, making tloeirdry a leader of the enlargements or

locating it among its partners.

3.1. British public opinion on NATO enlargement.

The expansion of the North Atlantic Treaty Orgatian, although less demanding
for the candidates than the EU membership, causieel an intensified debate on the fears of
the process from the very beginning. The disputer @nlarging the Alliance with three
Central European countries had a lot to do withsRuand the unsuccessful Moscow coup in
August 1991, encouraging NATO partners to consialepros and cons of the mdVé
Despite the fact that the former Warsaw Treaty taesy after being freed from the Soviet
domination, unofficially became NATO members buthwa little encouragement of the
allied partners. Only when the threat of Soviet powppeared did the states find more
interest among NATO members, though not withoutesdoubts.

The Head of the International Security Programnbethe® Royal Institute of
International Affairs in London, Trevor Taylor, tisguished the points in which a larger
NATO would cause more problems than it could atyusblve’* He was of the opinion
that once NATO absorbed eastern partners, Russiddwear of the West’'s domination,
which could result in Moscow’s investment in a taity instead of economic development.
Such a situation, however, would lead to a morkcdif partnership between Russia and the
West, making the significant issues of the proéifem of nuclear and conventional arms

almost impossible to solve.
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Moreover, Mr Taylor regarded the accession of itbey members as disruptive of
NATO'’s arrangements and machinery. Since 1950ptganization has maintained the main
principle that there must be an equal commitmenhé¢odefence of all the territory of allies
as well as the commitment to give credible andogitfe help for an attacked ally by other
actions — command structures, infrastructure eléspatiies’ forces, multinational exercises
and guiding strategy. It all goes to an integrat#idnce, which would involve only credible
members, capable of taking all necessary actiortput any political problems, as NATO
has no provision for associate partners with natamyl involvement. Having two types of
membership, however, might result in disagreemeassthe countries without military
commitment would be excluded from the most sigaificdebates.

Furthermore, the expert found the additional resesito spend on the security of
Central Europe unbearable for the current NATOestaas their public opinion had already
opposed defence overspending. Besides, the issiof wbuld cause a serious row among
the allied partners was admitting the members apdsng themselves to a possible nuclear
war because of Russia. On the other hand, howeymyeared another question: since
Poland, the Czech Republic and Hungary were ineab danger of Russia, as Moscow
advocated abiding international commitments, wasetlany rush for the three countries to
join NATO? Or was there anything for the current NA members to be afraid of? The
following years and debates could allow finding slodutions.

It has been widely known that British politicalrpes had been keen adherents of the
Atlantic Alliance since its establishment in 194@ich undoubtedly contrasted with their
views on the country’s membership in the Europeamf@unities. In return, Great Britain
gained respect of other allies as a major budgatriboitor, a leader of major commands and
a provider of men and mateffal Moreover, British officers could allow being knovas
major contributors to the formulation of NATO taxgiand doctrines. No wonder, then, that
the state played a leading role in the continend #he political arena could support the
Alliance’s activities and ambitions.

Outside the government, however, the views on NA@&Qargement differed
according to the level of defence and foreign effaawareness, although the majority of the
British public opinion seemed to be unconcernedultiee proceds®. The people who had
been participating in British politics could be idied into proponents and opponents of the

expansions for various reasdHs The sceptics tended to worry about weakening the
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Alliance integration as well as its task of colleetdefence, therefore they objected to any
changes of NATO. Among them there was a group, liwdid not find the idea of admitting
Central European states beneficial for the orgdimizaJust the opposite, they could notice
the danger coming from Russia as a country endingiéh military partners, thus provoking
it to xenophobic behaviours. There was one moreegnto appear: a new possible Yalta
that would condemn Central Europe to a permanessiBn sphere of influence. However,
the representatives of such views were perceivée tanaware of NATO’s adaptation to the
post-Cold War world, and its possibility of coopgra with Moscow.

On the other hand, there were those who suppdt&eO enlargement only to gain
the markets of former Russian satellites to sefleasive offensive military equipment,
hence raising Russia’s concern. Moreover, theyndidnotice any threat of impoverishing
Central Europe by expanding NATO and the EU; thaghed to locate their defence
industries on both sides of the Alliance in order grotect the new members from
unnecessary expenses, and bring profits for themseht the same time. Most British
supporters of NATO expansion, though, could belidvat the process would reinforce
market economies and pluralistic democracies inGbatral European states. Those ones
favoured the gradual transitions of NATO from thrgamisation involved in the security of
its members to the structure with the collectiveedee for the whole Europe.

Taking the attitudes of British diplomats in Moscmto consideration, however, one
could notice their ambiguous views on the enlargeffiie Some of the former ambassadors
expressed their fear that the expansion would ritestthe Russian president, who had not
overcome the loss of the Warsaw Pact or the Saimedn yet. Nevertheless, the officials
condemned Russians for the false accusations tAatONenlargement had damaged their
political and economic reforms. Yet, there were digomats in Moscow who approved of
the accession of new members to the Atlantic Adegmot worried about Russia’s reactions,
but convinced about NATO's role of providing statyiin Central and Eastern Europe.

With reference to the Atlantic Alliance, the Bsiti also paid much attention to the
role of armed forces on peacekeeping operatf@naccording to Michael Clarke of the
Centre for Defence Studies in London, Britain’sificdl leaders were not aware of the
amount of support for NATO external operationsgeliberately ignored it. Nonetheless, the
British represented readiness for active and resptaparticipation in international affairs,
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with a tendency to succeed in any tasks assigméttetm. On the other hand, though, there
was a kind of inconsistency in the public percaptistated Mr. Clarke, as the attitudes
towards international peacekeeping operations colidshge rapidly. A possible explanation
to it could be the fact that with the end of thddCwar, 80% of NATO supporters ceased to
perceive any threat to the West, thus becoming noceroed of the issues of the Alliance to
be of British national busine8

However, the arguments that some considered inufaef the enlargement, the
others criticized, just like the Alliance’s tendgntmo become a military organisation for
collective defencE’. Moreover, the discussions which appeared in tbesd of Commons
were occupied with the fears over the difficulties reaching consensus after NATO
absorbed nineteen members. The concerns were oobdjess as the new entrants could
bring the complexes of the outside countries, theisg sensitive to defending their interests.
As for the anxiety about losing the Alliance colesithough, the British as well as other
members could notice the domination of the USA initthe organization. Although the
agreement in January 1994 among NATO partners @realstern expansion was collective,
some allies complained about the US command ircdliese of the process without enough
consultations with the othéfé Furthermore, the USA were also accused of being
dictatorially as far as which candidates to ertter Alliance was concerned. Despite the fact
that some states, including Britain, were willirgg admit more than three new partners,
Washington decided not to exceed that number, whiehthe other countries’ annoyaffce

Apart from small clashes between the members, heryéhe British disputes in the
House of Commons also discerned the impact of N&A&X@ansion on military effectiveness.
Although the future partners were assessed positive terms of the Alliance’s
requirements, the fears concerned the state of #reied forces or NATO-compatible
communications, which would be able to meet thadseds in few years’ time after the
admission. Therefore, the new members would cartibo small peacekeeping operations,
but it would reduce the military effectiveness loé twhole Alliance anyway. Moreover, the
British discussants worried not so much about tbeessary resources but more about the
issue of personnel and organisation. The threesstadd already attempted at restructuring

their armed forces to decrease the high numbeffiokos and the ministers of defence, but
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still the doubts related to the question how restlithe new structures could be to absorb the
information flows demanded by the membership. Sithee future allies lacked English-
speaking officers, would they meet the Allianceguirements and be capable of the mutual
cooperation, even once trained?

Though the British politicians were engaged in al#lyg over such “technical”
guestions, the public opinion approached the psooea more trouble-free way. According
to experts, the analyses of public opinion wereiatdor the Alliance’s point of view, hence
being a decisive factor in defining political chescin democracié¥’. In spite of its
changeability, however, the politicians could makse of it, as the public perception
identified new security questions for NATO to entban. Therefore, Britain could rely on
its society about the approval of the expansiamesi’2% of the British in 1991 considered
NATO to be a significant military organisatitin The endorsement did not change much in
1993, although the Atlantic Alliance was faced witie questions of its future, the
membership and the relations with Ru$3iaThe confidence in NATO encouraged
politicians to make efforts to adapt the organaatio the challenges of the reality, the more
so because the public criticized the operatiorteeérformer Yugoslavia.

However influential the public’s message in thédates of foreign and domestic
matters was, the governments and internationalnazgons could not forget that people’s
attitudes tended to change rapidly, but no matber long they would remain or how strong
they would be, the fact was the societies expettten countries’ leadership in creating the

security system for Europe.

3.2. British public opinion on the EU enlargement.

The enlargement of the European Union requiredensopnomic, political and legal
adjustments from the candidates than the expansictime Atlantic Alliance, hence no
wonder that the public opinion was a bit confusbdua the process, and that the people’s
perception was dependent on the level of their kedge connected with it. Moreover, the
road of the new members lasted long — from the nmbrokethe membership application till
the very admission — which also affected the at&tuof the societies.

The survey, conducted after the 1995 enlargeméhtAwstria, Finland and Sweden,

concerned the attitudes of the EU states towards dhstern expansion, and was
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carried out in January-March 1996 by Eurobarori&teThe British people asked about
their preferences for the immediate future of thkedxpressed the approval of 44% for more
joint actions to be taken in the existing EU statather than “leave the Union as it is”, the
alternative which found the support of 21%, wherdas crucial vision of enlarging the
community with new states was backed up by a smathber of 15% of Britons. Not
surprisingly, however, the results stayed in linéhvBritain’s political climate, with Tories
in rule, the divisions among Euro-sceptics and Enthusiasts, thus influencing the
approaches of the society to the EU issues. Itdcoat, though, result from the low level of
the expansion awareness, as 46% of respondentsecdhat they had heard or read about
discussions concerning the future eastern enlangen@n the other hand, the upsetting
element was the fact that a big number of the 8ritt 51% - was quite unaware of the
process, although the British government condudeldates on the UK’s position in the
Union or its stances on the European issues.

One may state, though, that such a low level of dddsciousness among British
society could arise from always positive attitudeBatish political parties to inviting new
members, thus bringing the media disputes to th#ensaof cons and pros of a greater
European integration. Nevertheless, when askedtdi®ing in favour of the candidates
becoming part of the European Union in the futtie,United Kingdom’s positive response
to the enlargement was 40%, which put the coumtry group of less receptive ones to new
applicants, a conservative attitude, typical of Bnigish.*?®

Soon after the accession negotiations with thdiapys were officially opened on
March 31, 1998, the support for the enlargemerthen UK did not undergo a substantial
shift*®. In spring 1998, the British favoured the expansiv43%, whereas those who could
not make a decision were 32%. The result seemdak teatisfying in comparison to the
research carried out two years later, althoughpitevious one faced Britons with more
options to choose from, while the current one mesisthe attitudes only concerning the
support of the process. Nonetheless, such a pegtillic perception of the enlargement
should be associated with the British cabinet b&akgn over by pro-European Labour Party
and numerous critical debates on the Maastrictatyre

The situation, however, transformed dramaticatly2000, when the EU public
opinion survey presented Great Britain as one antbegstates with the lowest support:

2" The European Union Public Opinion Rep@tandard Eurobarometer 45, Internet:
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23% in spring and 28% in autufif Yet, when the Eurobarometer modified a bit the
question and asked about the opinion concerningstatement: “The European Union
should be enlarged and include new countries”, ittem of expansion found 31% of
supporters in the URY. Undoubtedly, there was a connection between isevers obtained
and the level of understanding a notion at allnot the complex issues of the European
integration process. Moreover, the fall in the egganent support could not be regarded as
separate from the events in the European poliicaha, which was occupied with the Nice
negotiations. Entering the “sensitive” EU mattessich as the disputes over qualified
majority voting, the institutional shifts, commogrecultural policy and regional funds, or
labour market, contributed a lot to the confusibat also presenting the issues of national
interests resulted in reinforcing the sense of danfthe enlargement.

Although the United Kingdom was engaged in the iE&lies in 2001 more than in
the previous years, the knowledge and awarene®ritth population was quite poor,
according to ICM Researtf. At the end of 2001, the British claimed in 21%ttthey did
not know about the European Union at all, wheredg ®4% felt quite well-informed. The
result turned out to be alarming, especially takimgalmost 30-year-old UK’s history in the
EU into consideration, or just the atmosphere oéné European events, such as the Nice
summit. However, the former argument soon appe#webde groundless, as the survey
proved the level of information of the society abthe current British Government’s policy
on the EU to be very low, with 14% of those wholddwollow the Cabinet’'s EU policy, and
21% of those who could not. Moreover, the intengew stated that they did not trust the
government much about the Union, as only 18% ahtlaere able to express their average
confidence, with only 1% of the population to bed#ethe government, and 17% of those
who failed to believe. Peter Hain, the Europe Marisclaimed that there was no surprise
that a lot of people in the UK knew little abouéetBU, although the good thing was that the
more the citizens knew, the more positive theydbhut the EG.

The matter of the British membership in the comityuthough, was not so strictly
assessed; 47% regarded it as a positive thinghicountry (13%-very good thing; 34%-
fairly good thing) versus 25% opinions about the’éJgresence in the EU as negative (12%-

very bad; 13%-fairly bad). Not surprisingly, howeveBritons did not give much
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support for the EU future task of welcoming new roies to join: only 8% chose such an
option among the other nine. Yet, this point coblkel explained by the fact that the
respondents were faced with many other alternatwesdicate, therefore the enlargement
objective lost against more important issues, atingrto the British public opinion, such as
maintaining peace and security in Europe, fightipgverty, crime or unemployment.
Remaining opinions, though, showed that the dimsim the political arena had an impact
on the society, leading to much confusion, lackradwledge and information, and inspiring
doubts as to whether the EU organization would vedficiently and with satisfying results
as a group of 25 members, since there were motagmns, except the process itself, to
worry about. Again, the Minister of Europe ideredithis kind of attitude with a practical
European approach which the Government was keadvancé®*

The next year did not bring any substantial charigethe British public perception
and awareness about the EU exparfsforThe level of personal information remained
almost untouched, with 49% of those who were “netywvell informed”, 27% quite well
informed and 21% of the people who admitted knowlitte or not at all. The research
results proved that more than half of the poputa{6%) was aware of the fact that the EU
would enlarge with Central European countries m tear future. However, 61% were not
able to name any country which was applying to jbim Union, whereas those of them who
risked naming some of them turned out to be wromgking the total of people unaware of
the EU enlargement or the states to join amouBB#. \WWhen asking about the acceptance
of all 13 applicant countries, however, 39% of teepondents decided to support them,
while 19% confirmed their opposition. It did nobpe a general favour for the enlargement,
as a total of “don’'t know” and “neither support noppose” amounted to 42%, which
confirmed a lack of a strong opinion on this issue.

Considering the process in terms of advantageksadvantages, though, the British
opted as much for the latter (33%), as for the &rn{28%), perceiving it to bring
opportunities as well as potential threats. Theonitgj of people in Britain thought the EU
after the enlargement would be stronger and moliéigadly and economically influential,
with 63% believing British companies entering agar single European market.
Nonetheless, those who acknowledged the expansiterms of greater stability and peace,
were also sceptical about the EU effectivenessyesiaecision-making, or crime control in
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the face of few internal boundaries. Furthermordicganumber of people (57%) worried
about British interests in an enlarged EU, polltieathe difficulties to force through the
UK'’s point of view and form allies, and economiceon British companies faced with more
taxes and low-wage competition. Moreover, 53% ef British feared the state would lose
jobs as more countries relocated to benefit frowelowage costs in other parts of the EU.

The interviewees also distinguished more econonfigence of the EU enlargement
in the world, with 65% believing more countries wable to reach western standards of life
on the one hand, and with 58% concerning aboutsBrfarming industry, and 6 out of 10
thinking Britain would pay more into the EU tharadtually would get, on the other.

Not surprisingly, however, the people associatedenlargement with the impact on
their lives, a positive as well as negative on€oG®uld express their satisfaction from the
fact that admitting new countries would mean trauotion of cross-border pollution as the
new members would have to meet EU environmentaldstas, and 66% could appreciate
the increase of cultural richness. Nevertheless,afdbig number of Britons (65%) the
expansion meant the risk of handling organised eriar the reduction of drug smuggling
(60%). More than half of the British society aleafed too many people coming to the UK,
as a threat to the labour market and a concermitisiBsense of isolationism and identity.

Although the British people did not demonstrateagrinterest in the EU itself, which
resulted in their ignorance of some European nwteand their support for the process of
enlargement did not belong to the biggest one dk iwvevould be unfair to state that the
UK'’s public opinion opposed admitting new countriesthe Union. They did have some
doubts about doubling the number of the stateschwhvas mostly connected with the
shortage of information on the crucial matters,tlas British politicians fought over the
European problems among themselves. On the otimet, @wever, such a state of affairs
has been scientifically proved as deriving fromtitraality” and “identity” aspecf§®.
According to the first strand, populations suppbe integration due to the benefits of the
membership, whereas the “identity” element concehesattitudes to the integration as a
result of reluctance to share a political powehviitreigners.

In general terms, though, the British public opinbehaved according to the theory:
it could discern the profits of the EU participatifor its own interests as well as for the EU,
although it displayed some anxieties as far asdistification with new members was

concerned.
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3.3. British views versus other member states abouUNATO and EU

enlargement.

The enlargement of the North Atlantic Treaty Oigahon found its place at
political debates in all allied countries, handlthg process less or more enthusiastically for
a lot of reasons. Some member states supporteexff@nsion for regional considerations,
the others could locate it in a broader contextaddtrategic evolution of the European
Union, but no matter what the causes were, thedalliartners were able to back up the
process in principle because the USA perceived litet essential for the European stability
and the vitality of the alliané®’. Although the countries differed in terms of ficéal
constraints or the EU role in security problems tttitudes towards the states to be
welcomed as NATO members did not cause any oppositi On the basis of the
interviews with officials from the allied partneasd discussions of observers as well as
other accessible sources, the analysis of thesstatsitions to NATO enlargement was
created®®.

According to the analysis, the countries of thdaitic Alliance endorsed the
expansion with three Central European states, gnekd to leave the door open for more
candidates to join. Belgium expressed its suppartSiovenia and Romania, similarly to
Germany, Greece, Italy, Luxembourg, the NetherlaRdstugal and Spain, with Bulgaria’s
candidacy favoured by Greece, and Lithuania, Latgionia seen by Denmark to join in a
second round of the enlargement. Some of the deantnowever, looked at the process
from the angle of the relations with Russia. Fréstance on NATO importance and its
expansion was dependent to a large extent on thsilppe revitalization and aggression
from Russia. Moreover, French road to acceptingmimbership, then moves of the
Alliance had been of different natures, as Presi@mnrac and Prime Minister Jospin did
not present equal views on the expansion. Mr Chargantually advocated admitting new
countries to the Alliance, considering France’sumetto NATO'’s integrated command
structure in the long term, while Mr Jospin wishtb@ enlargement to proceed slowly,

remaining critical to American influence in EuropEherefore, the ultimate view on the
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move was unclear, which was reflected in the Frgndblic perception of the expansion:
only 39% could appreciate new allies in 1487

Besides France, Russian relations became a de@®wment about the alliance for
Germany, whose Chancellor Kohl subjected Germaagdorsement of the expansion to
the guarantee of maintaining good terms with Rudsiathermore, the process inspired
some concerns among the allied partners for reghittie costs. Belgium worried about
budgetary sacrifices to be made towards qualibicatio the European monetary union,
which restricted its capabilities in the face o #xpansion. Denmark could also object to
additional expenditures for admitting newcomersthalgh the country advocated
international peacekeeping efforts, with more pmdit missions to be undertaken. France
suffered from limitations of the resources, thusventing it from independent military
missions, the case which was found difficult fomBpas well, especially in the moment of
Spanish economy coming slowly from recession, wittill high level of unemployment.

However, Germany also expressed its anxiety atheutinancial side of the process,
although the government believed that the Germangddibe able to accept some expenses
in the name of reinforcing stability in Europe, tigh the unification of the country or the
substantial assistance to the development of dexoiesr in Central Europe and to Russia
bore heavy burdef¥. Other countries, e.g. Holland, were divided otlee issue of
enlargement costs, although the Dutch supportdmsvieed new members should realize the
fact of a meaningful contribution to their own dete. Portugal also faced a hard time with
accepting costs of the expansion, especially acdifftask while making efforts to stop
inflation and encourage growth.

No matter what concerns or fears appeared in th&nge’s countries on the way to
the expansion, a general approval of the processuwwguestionable, and on the eve of this
historical moment the Secretary General of NATOvielaSolana justified the only
acceptable direction leading to welcoming new mamloe the name of strengthening the
world security*’. He confirmed the organization’s objective of gliag all European
democracies, regardless of their geographical imtabr historical nuances, which was
proved by the fact of opening doors to three CeéiHtaopean states — Poland, the Czech
Republic and Hungary. Moreover, Mr Solana reasstlratithe Alliance could only enlarge
if it distinguished the strategic interests for partners, which undoubtedly happened

4“4%Erench Public less eager than in '96 to welcome meembers to NATOYSIA Opinion Analysis.,
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during the current expansion, taking four main poimto consideration. Firstly, the
newcomers would substantially reinforce the pditiand military clout of NATO, by

committing their forces and financial resourcescdpelly, an expanded Alliance meant no
new dividing lines in Europe, and assisting the ntoas to enhance their political,
economic and military reforms, to contain old ansity and to inspire the need of
integration.

Moreover, according to the Secretary Generalidaieed and larger NATO was on
good terms with Russia, having a greater rangsesafeis to cooperate on within the NATO-
Russia Founding Act. Although Moscow did not apgr@f the expansion, there were no
fears of the shortage of areas to work mutually Feinally, in reference to the biggest
concern of the allies, Mr Solana ensured that dstscof the enlargement would not exceed
the Alliance’s capabilities.

The speech of Solana brought some comfort to lthes aalthough the process did
not require so much concern about NATO'’s realitgrathe accession, more anxiety for the
member states, however, was associated with tlaegemhent of the European Union. Since
the beginning of system transformations in the @ériEuropean countries after 1989, the
European Community’s states were concerned withr theighbours’ situations and
majority of them wished to support the countries ewen considered their future
membership in the integrative organization. Accogdito the research carried out in
December 1990, more than four to one (69%) expdettsair understanding and offered
benefiting from programmes and resources availablg to member states in the fields of
technological research, youth training, universitydent exchang&s. Moreover, the
Italians were the most keen to accelerate integrattithin Community and 72% of them
wanted to increase the budget to help the refomtbe countries of Central and Eastern
Europe. Italy, altogether with Britain (69%) ande@ce (68%) were the first to see the
reforming states in progress among the EC in thedu

The period just before the enlargement of the Eld ®weden, Austria and Finland
moved away the issue of the Central and Eastemtiges to join in the Union, although the
results of the studies presented fairly favouratiigudes to the potential EU candidéfés
The interviewees in Greece, Spain, Ireland, theh&dnds, Portugal and the United
Kingdom could support the efforts of the counttesdecome future EU partners, but the

affinity for each of the possible candidates hardbached 50%, with the exception
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for Hungary (55%) and Poland (51%). Belgium, Framcel Luxembourg were even
sceptical to the admission of Slovakia, Bulgariamfnia and Slovenia.

However, the situation did not change much thiefahg year as the support for the
future newcomers amounted to 51%, still for Hunganyd Malta and Poland with about
50% backup, leaving the other candidates with thierame 35% in genef4l. Not
surprisingly, though, the study proved some menskaies to be more or less receptive to
new applicants, and the groups did not differ frtve favourable or unfavourable ones from
the 1995 research. Still, the leading places wakert by Sweden, Greece, Spain, lItaly,
Finland and the Netherlands (50% and more), whetteaseast friendly turned out to be
Belgium, Luxembourg, Austria and France (31% arsk)leThis time the results were
contrasted with the states’ awareness of the esmaegt, and showed the connection
between the attitudes to the process and the kdgelebout it. The countries whose
approach to new members was positive, admittechiyangad or heard something about the
expansion, for example in Denmark, 79% of peoplesvesvare about the issue, just like in
Finland (77%), the Netherlands (75%) or Sweden (/3Phe states which were more
negative, on the other hand, as Belgium, the UKredand, read or heard not much about
the process (46%). However, one country remaingddée: Greece, whose citizens knew
little, but whose attitude to candidates reache@&c.52 possible explanation of this
phenomenon could be the fact that the Greek diizeeaow much they gained (as a net
beneficiary), and how much their economic situatadtered after entering the EU, thus
supporting the other countries, even did not foltbes news.

Soon after the accession negotiations with Cyptius, Czech Republic, Estonia,
Hungary, Poland and Slovenia were opened on Mafch1998, and Bulgaria, Latvia,
Lithuania, Romania and Slovakia signed AccessiorinBeships, the importance of the
enlargement became even more crucial for the reptasves of the member states, as the
laborious and disputable process was to mark gihberg. The President of the European
Commission, Jacques Santer, in a speech to thep&amoParliament in July 1997,
emphasised the significance of the event, as taristurning point for Europe”, a chance,
which had to be taken “for the sake of its securdgonomy, culture and status in the
world"**®. The question, however, remained whether the Eamoocieties did realize the
opportunity and would show the understanding wehible attitudes?
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The idea of enlarging the EU with 10 or even 1% meembers met quite a positive
reception among the EU states in 198874% of the Union’s citizens believed the
organization would gain more clout if it includecdbra members, with only 34% worried
about the fall of their states’ importance as aultesf the process. The majority of
respondents in the EU bound with the expansion Hopeultural enrichment as well as
peace and security. Furthermore, many Europeangedothe necessity of the EU
institutions’ reforms (55%) and being ready to lelurthe single currency before the
newcomers joined (47%). However, the statementsumh advanced issues could be
misleading, as not so many Europeans were realyasted in an economic dimension of
the enlargement. 64% of the Dutch, 63% of the DaB2% of the Germans were aware that
a larger Union meant more money from their counfilyere were also such nations which
expressed their economic concern by being opposeordviding future members with
financial assistance before the admission, withetteeption of the Greek, the Irish and the
Portuguese.

The average support for all 11 candidates in 1B88ever, was declared by 63% of
the Danes and 61% of the Swedes, which meant ftesi level of backup by these two
nations. The remaining states favoured the enlaggemwith an average 45% of support,
although they did not approve of each applicantabgu Portugal, Spain, Belgium,
Luxembourg and Italy were the ones with the leasbunt of spread between the lowest
and the highest level of support, while Greece,tdausnd Germany had the highest spread,
with more diverse attitudes to the future members.

The year 2000, the period of essential changeth&EU and the candidates, did not
bring a substantial shift in the member statesta@agh to the enlargement itself. According
to the studies conducted in autumn 2000, the sagpoithe process of expansion in the
whole Union amounted to 44%, with the highest esitmm noted in Greece (70%), Italy
(59%), Ireland (59%), and a little above 50% in 8ere Denmark, Spain and Portd§al
Traditionally, the states which remained more pesdic about welcoming new partners
were Luxembourg, Belgium and Holland, with an agerd4%, while Germany, Finland,
France, Austria and the UK took an even more umdifie attitude, with an average score of
35%. Moreover, the assessment of the candidatetreesidid not come out satisfactorily as
well, because fewer EU nations than the year befoiecated the membership of the
Central and Eastern European states. Since spifimgitumn 2000, there was a 4% fall of

the average support for the candidates as far as WWhole EU was
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concerned. Surprisingly, the biggest decrease fake among the societies of usually
favourable nations, such as the Swedes and thesO&oen 61% in spring in Sweden to
51% in autumn, and from 58% to 48% in Denmark respely). The other EU countries

were also less receptive (about 9 to 4 percentagespfewer) to the future partners, with
only Italy and Luxembourg becoming 1% less entlaigia

However, despite the fall in the EU states’ supporthe newcomers, the average
level of acceptance in the EU-15 remained unchangedmparison to the period of spring
2000, and came to 44% in autumn as well. The unf@lde situation among the EU
countries resulted from the hot phase of the acmesggotiations. The public opinion was
not encouraged at this stage of the process toddmed towards the applicants, and the
debates and discussions on crucial EU issues didlissipate the doubts of the nations.
Furthermore, the lack of the actions promotingphmcess of enlargement in the Union had
already influenced the societies, even those alwegsptive to Cyprus and Malta, as the
states whose membership could not bring any thteatse EU countries. The crisis of the
social support for the enlargement, however, shbakk been taken seriously into account
by the policy-makers, and hopefully it would, sintte public opinion was affected by
politicians, but the people affected the politiaegna as well.

On the eve of the enlargement, in 2003, the rekeaoted a positive trend in the
number of the opponents of the process, whose nuhdzk fallen to 3096°. Taking the
particular EU nations into consideration, thoudteré were still countries which strongly
opposed the process, such as France (49%), Germ@wadchyLuxembourg (34% each),
Belgium (33%), Great Britain (32%), Finland and &igs(31% each) and the Netherlands
(28%). The attitudes of them could be justifiednatheir financial position in the EU, as all
except Finland were the net payers to the Europedget, whereas as the net beneficiaries,
such as Spain, Greece, Italy and Ireland, had ehedt objectors to the enlargement (
respectively 14%, 17%, 19% and 15%).

Although the situation with opponents and suppsri& the expansion could be
understandable, the alarming fact was that evéity ditizen of the Union thought the EU
should not be enlarged with any of the candidatentt@es. The biggest number of the
followers of such a view were in France (34%), Belg (26%), Britain and Austria (22%
each) and Germany (21%), while 45% of Europeanddvwallingly see only some of the

applicants in the organization. The greatest faveas expressed towards the accession of

449 Bogustawska JRrzeciwnicy rozszerzenia w Unii Europejskiiijletyn no. 14 (118), 12 March 2003,
Polski Instytut Spraw Midzynarodowych, Biuro Analiz, p. 763-765.
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Malta, Hungary, Cyprus, the Czech Republic andafdl whereas the admission of
Turkey, Romania, Slovenia and Bulgaria met the éstjgpposition.

Since the public opinion obtained a substantiabam of information from the
policy-makers, while forming their attitudes towsrdhe enlargement, it would be
interesting to compare whether the approaches efptiitical parties in some EU states
agreed with the perception of their sociéfi@sAustria had been a quite controversial
country in the Union, with the experience of Jogktgider in rule, but its stance on the
expansion had undergone a shift: from being scapta@ some countries, e.g. the Czech
Republic, and the attempt to stop the proces$)ddavourable attitude towards it, with the
reassurance of signing and ratifying the AccesSimraty. With reference to the views of
Austrian public opinion, however, one could stdtattthe turbulences in the government
affected the society as well, being rather oppdsetie move and welcoming newcomers.
Belgium and France had right parties in rule, scapto the enlargement, which was quite
dangerous for the Accession Treaty. Moreover, Istéites could discern disadvantages of
the expansion, such as a big influx of people frGemtral Europe, negative effects on
Common Agricultural Policy, or the fear of unempiognt, the threats which were shared
by Euro-sceptical societies as well.

The politicians in the Netherlands, on the othend) fought against the admission
of some states: Poland, Slovakia, Lithuania andiaatccusing them of not meeting the
accession requirements, thus provoking the govemhriee object to the enlargement in
2002. Fortunately, the following election broughé tanti-European parties only 24% seats
in parliament, which moved the danger of objectibine Dutch society, however, followed
the government’s disputes, and expressed theirosufgy the expansion, but for only some
countries to join in. A similar situation took pkadn Italy, where unfavourable to the
process party propagated the arguments againsthdpéfully its percentage of seats in
parliament amounted to 4, which did not threatem tiieaty, and did not influence the
attitudes of the society.

40 Ibidem.
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