In search of “good Europeans”

The Economist, Jan 24th 2002 | BRUSSELS 

Europe's awkward squad seems to be growing in number

IN A month's time a grand convention to draft a constitution for Europe will open in Brussels. Valéry Giscard d'Estaing, a former French president who will chair the affair, modestly compares it to the Philadelphia convention that gave birth to the American constitution. Many in Brussels see the European version as the culmination of a process of political union that has been unfolding for half a century.

But those in Brussels, Europe's would-be capital, who dream of ever tighter integration are having their reveries more frequently interrupted by disquieting news from the provinces. Their most immediate worry is Italy, long the most reliable of “pro-European” countries. The treaty of Rome in 1957 was the founding document of the modern European Union; the Italians have always been among the loudest cheerleaders for “ever closer union”, the ideal enshrined in the treaty.

Yet Silvio Berlusconi's government is making increasingly sceptical noises about the EU (see table). His ministers have compared their stance on Europe to that of Tony Blair, the British prime minister. To believers in ever closer union, such a comparison is shocking. In the past year Romano Prodi, the European Commission's head, himself an Italian (albeit one who cannot stand Mr Berlusconi), has been driven to near-despair by what he regards as the “theological” opposition of the British to further European integration.

Some in Brussels still tend to dismiss the Berlusconi government as a European aberration. But they may be complacent. The Italians are not the only traditionally “good Europeans” behaving a bit oddly of late. Last June the Irish voted to reject the EU's Nice treaty, whose ratification is widely regarded as essential to meet the Union's longstanding aim of bringing in as many as 13 new members, mainly from Central Europe. The vote was all the more striking since the EU's opinion polls usually put the Irish, along with the Italians, among the most zealous of Europeans. 

So, as the constitutional debate opens, the old awkward squad of Britain and the EU's Nordic countries may be bolstered by Italy and Ireland. Right-wing populists have also been increasingly influencing the debate in Austria (see article) and in Denmark: they too could dampen hopes of faster integration.

In Germany, meanwhile, the nomination of Edmund Stoiber to lead the opposition into September's general election has raised the profile of a politician who, by national standards, is pretty Eurosceptical. Admittedly, this is not saying a lot, given the strength of cross-party support in Germany for closer European union. Like most mainstream German politicians, Mr Stoiber is keen on a distinctly bigger defence, foreign-policy and internal-security role for the EU. But as Bavaria's premier he has often complained about “interference from Brussels”, has questioned the concept of a European constitution, expressed doubts about enlarging the Union, and has argued against EU involvement in social policy. Moreover, as a money-conscious conservative, he is unlikely to accept uncomplainingly that Germany should go on being the EU's paymaster-in-chief, especially since it is under growing pressure from the rest of the EU to cut its budget deficit. Even if Mr Stoiber does not actually win the election, he may change the tone of Germany's debate on Europe.

Define good

So how much pan-European political consensus does the EU need? Mr Berlusconi says that his love of the European ideal cannot be questioned; he is simply sticking up for Italy's national interests. That distinction sounds clear. But if too many countries start making it at once, the EU may find it harder to operate.

Indeed, for the next two-and-a-half years, its agenda is likely to be set by a succession of countries whose definition of national interest could make life quite awkward for the rest. This flows from the EU's system of a rotating presidency, which allows each country a six-month stint at setting the Union's agenda and chairing its main council's meetings.

The EU's current president is Spain. That is awkward because the Spaniards have fought tooth-and-nail to keep up the flow of financial aid to themselves, as one of the EU's poorer countries. But now they must oversee the forging of a new EU policy on the amount of regional and farm aid to countries due to join the Union from Central Europe, even though any shift in resources will hurt Spain a lot. 

By deferring such big decisions for another couple of years, Spain may get the Union off that hook. But the respite would be brief. Next up for the EU's presidency is Denmark, always oddly placed to tell others what to do, since it has been specially allowed to “opt out” of several of the EU's biggest ventures—on judicial matters, defence and the single currency.

The Danes' defence opt-out means that Greece, as the next country due to hold the presidency, will chair all EU defence meetings for a year. The Greeks' definition of national interest means that they are slowing progress towards an EU defence policy, because they fear that too many concessions have been made to Turkey, their old rival, which is in NATO but not the EU. That could become particularly dangerous during the Greek presidency in the first half of 2003, if the EU decides around then to admit the Greek bit of Cyprus. Doing so would provoke Turkish fury.

Assuming that the EU manages to get through the Greek presidency unscathed, it then has a year with Italy followed by Ireland in the chair. That too is a peculiarly tricky combination, since the two presidencies will coincide with the moment governments must consider the constitutional proposals drafted by Mr Giscard and his colleagues. A few months ago, fans of ever closer union presumed that a treaty negotiation presided over by Italians would be ideal for ensuring an ambitiously integrationist document. No longer, with Mr Berlusconi in charge. Nor will things be much better if negotiations spill over into the presidency of Ireland, where ardour for integration has dampened. 

One awkward EU presidency might be dismissed as bad luck. Might five in a row start to look like a troublesome trend?

Rays of light

The Economist, Dec 13th 2001 | ANKARA 

For the first time in a year, Turks are seeing some flickers of hope

A RARE shaft of light has penetrated the gloom which for the past year has shrouded Turkey. The economy, crippled by a recession that followed a banking crisis and currency crash last February, is showing hints of recovery. After nearly four decades of bickering or non-communication, Turkish-Cypriots and Greek-Cypriots are at least back to talking of some kind of deal to reunite their divided island. And just as encouragingly, Turkey has agreed to drop its threat to use its veto in NATO to prevent close co-operation with the EU's proposed rapid-reaction force, after being assured that the force would not be used against it in a conflict with an EU country (read Greece), or in any fight in Turkey's part of the world without Turkey being consulted. 

What has caused this startling change of mood? On the economic front, Turkey's odd coalition government of fierce nationalists and mild leftists had to swallow the bitter medicine prescribed by the IMF as part of a rescue arrangement worth $19 billion, or face a complete collapse of the bank system. The IMF's executive director for Europe, Willy Kiekens, last week praised the Turks for their recent efforts to reform. As a result, he has been negotiating a fresh loan, worth $10 billion, to help the government service the huge domestic debts that had piled up since it sought to bail out the banks after the February crash. 

In any case, the capital share of state-owned banks as a proportion of the total has shrunk from 40% to barely a fifth. As new rules about openness bite, politicians should find it much harder to borrow from state banks as their age-old means of dispensing patronage. 

Buoyed by promises of still more cash from the IMF, shares on the battered Istanbul stock exchange have gone up by 23% in the past month, while the Turkish lira, which shed more than half its value after the crisis, has risen by almost 10%. It all amounts to “an economic revolution”, writes Metin Munir, a prominent financial commentator in a mass-circulation daily newspaper, Sabah. 

This burst of confidence is caused in part by Turkey's growing importance in western eyes since September 11th. After becoming the first Muslim country to offer troops to the American-led campaign in Afghanistan, Turkey has even changed its tune on Iraq: it has indicated that, if America takes on Saddam Hussein, Turkey will not object. “We should go after terrorists wherever they are,” said Ismail Cem, the foreign minister, when Colin Powell, the American secretary of state, visited Ankara last week. For good measure, the Turks kicked out Iraq's ambassador, supposedly for links with Osama bin Laden. 

The Americans are pleased too by the apparent flexibility of the Turkish-Cypriot leader, Rauf Denktash, who has dropped his long-standing demand that his bit of Cyprus should be recognised as an independent entity before any peace talks with his Greek-Cypriot equivalent. “Turkey has realised it cannot join the EU until Cyprus is solved—and that's highly encouraging,” says a European ambassador. 

But the shadows still lurk. Bulent Ecevit, the prime minister, who is 76, sounds shaky. One newspaper says that he left a recent cabinet meeting without putting his shoes back on. If he were to resign, his awkward coalition might collapse. And if Tayyip Erdogan, the Islamist-minded former mayor of Istanbul, won an election, as many pollsters predict, the IMF, which he rails against, might just change its mind. 

Moreover, many of the country's 12m-odd Kurds (nearly a fifth of the population) go on grumbling. Curbs on the Kurdish language in education and broadcasting are to be loosened, as part of an effort to polish up Turkey's democratic credentials. But the changes have yet to be felt. Security forces in the mainly Kurdish city of Diyarbakir, in the south-east, recently banned a local radio station, confiscated its equipment and prosecuted its owner for airing Kurdish love songs. Soon after, police raided the offices of some Kurdish-language publications and arrested their owners, besides scores of officials from the pro-Kurdish People's Democracy Party.

The crackdown has provoked threats of renewed violence from members of the separatist Kurdistan Workers' Party, who have stuck to a truce in their 15-year-long battle for independence since their leader, Abdullah Ocalan, was captured nearly three years ago. Another Kurdish upheaval is the last thing that Turkey needs. 

Don't call me greedy

The Economist, Dec 6th 2001

Must national vetoes go if the European Union is to function?

THE other day Charlemagne—the columnist, not the medieval emperor—committed an ugly faux pas in Spain. It was at one of those seminars on the future of the European Union, where diplomats and pundits while away long winter afternoons. Conversation turned to whether Spain could be expected to sacrifice most of the financial aid it receives from the other members of the EU, when much poorer countries in Central Europe join the club. The Spanish attitude, in essence, is, “Don't even think about it.” Spain will cling to the billions of euros it gets from the EU for as long as possible. Did the assorted Spanish academics and officials in the room realise, Charlemagne wondered aloud, that the rest of the EU viewed their attitude as “rather greedy”? Apparently not. The use of a word like “greedy”, huffed one participant, was a political slogan that was “inappropriate” at an academic conference; it showed a total failure to understand the principles of EU solidarity, fretted another. Perhaps, asked an economics professor icily, this was an example of the famous British sense of humour that she had failed to understand?

To be fair to the Spaniards, there is a more coherent response to the charge of greed than sheer anger. They say that, though their economy has progressed rapidly since they joined the EU in 1986, they are still poorer than the current average. Letting in a bunch of even poorer members will reduce the members' average wealth, thus, under present rules, making most Spanish regions ineligible for more aid. The Greeks, Portuguese, Irish and southern Italians, all of them big recipients of EU structural funds, would feel the same chilly effect. But, argue the Spaniards, a poor region like Extremadura will still be just as poor once the Union expands: how unfair to ask such regions in countries already in the EU to take the biggest financial hit when the club has new members. The answer, say the Spanish, is to make the EU budget bigger. Then Spain can go on receiving the aid it so richly deserves, even as new recipients join up.

It is an argument—but not much of one. Look at the gleaming new motorways and high-speed trains built across Spain with EU money and compare them with the wretched roads of Poland, and it is not hard to decide which is more deserving. The figures tell the same story. Spain's GDP per person is now over 80% of the EU average; Poland's is 35%, Latvia's 27%. Moreover, nobody is arguing for an overnight end to regional aid to Spain. Even under current rules, three of the 11 Spanish regions that now qualify would still get it after the EU expands.

A better defence of the Spanish attitude is that it is just one example of a problem that plagues the whole of the EU. European leaders love to talk about solidarity and the pan-European interest. But increasingly the EU is burdened with nonsensical policies because one country or another has taken it hostage, while cloaking national self-interest in hypocritical talk of solidarity. Thus at last month's world trade talks in Doha the Europeans found themselves defending grossly protectionist farm policies, mainly because France has a lot of farmers who do very well out of the EU's common agricultural policy. When the French defend the CAP they talk of the “European social model”, the beauty of the countryside and, naturally, European solidarity. Other Europeans see a naked attempt to hang on to a system that benefits France disproportionately. 

The British and the Germans play the nationalist game too. The British regularly block moves towards greater integration favoured by a clear majority of the others; now they are defending the absurd position that Britain has a right both to stay out of the euro-currency zone and to block those who are in it from taking policy decisions as a group. The Germans, for their part, have managed to stymie the pan-European takeover code favoured by most other countries, because influential German companies do not want to be taken over.

Perhaps the most dangerous example of the nationalist use of the veto is Greece's attitude to Cyprus and the EU's enlargement. This week the leaders of the divided island's two parts, meeting for the first time in four years, raised a little hope that a settlement might at last be hammered out, which would enable the EU to embrace a united Cyprus. But if the talks (due to resume next month) fail, as well they may, the Greeks say that they would then veto the whole of enlargement unless the EU lets in the island's Greek bit. The rest of the EU is reluctant, since such a decision might provoke a confrontation, possibly even a military one, with Turkey, a strategic ally. So, because Greece is using the EU as a weapon in its struggle with Turkey, the club's governments may face an agonising choice: either they put off indefinitely the historic readmission of Central European countries to the heart of the continent; or they let in a divided Cyprus and risk an unnecessary row with Turkey.

Hang together? Or hang loose?

For convinced European federalists all these dilemmas prove that “inter-governmental” co-operation—that is, governments making deals through discussion and compromise between themselves—cannot work, especially in a club that doubles in size. But inter-governmentalism's virtue is that, because governments can veto decisions in any area where they are especially sensitive, no EU country has to swallow something that it simply finds horrible. Defenders of inter-governmentalism think that retaining the veto is the only way to make the EU function. The federalists, on the other hand, argue that in a vastly bigger EU the inter-governmental method is a recipe either for paralysis or for letting individual governments blackmail the rest, whether over regional funds, the CAP or Cyprus.

The answer, say the federalists, is clear. At next week's EU summit in Belgium, they will once again demand that many more decisions be made by majority vote. That, they say, would be the Union's making. Or, say the sceptics, its breaking.

A whiff of veto in the air?

The Economist, Nov 29th 2001 | BRUSSELS 

France is making its fears of a larger European Union more public

ARE the gloves coming off at last? For years there has been speculation that France is quietly opposed to enlarging the European Union, to take in as many as 13 mainly Central European countries. Now, just as negotiations are entering what should be their final, crucial year, negative noises are indeed coming from the powers-that-be in Paris.

Last month the European Commission put out a report suggesting that ten countries could wrap up negotiations by the end of next year. Hubert Védrine, the French foreign minister, responded by saying that he thought the EU should try to take in all 12 of the countries in negotiation—including Bulgaria and Romania, the two notorious laggards. 

Superficially, this sounds generous. But in Brussels it is widely seen as a blatant effort to throw sand in the engine. The Bulgarians and Romanians themselves had already said they would not be ready to complete negotiations by the end of next year. When Mr Védrine suggested that, since some countries in the favoured ten were already being granted special favours on political grounds, the same privileges should be extended to the Bulgarians and Romanians, he seemed to cast doubt on the integrity of the whole enlargement business. The front-runners—the Poles, Czechs and Hungarians—are indignant.

The notion that the French establishment might be pondering a veto was then bolstered by a front-page article last week in Le Monde entitled, “Who will dare say no to enlargement?” It suggested that “political correctness” was preventing European leaders from pointing out a “double truth”: that the EU's institutions will be unable to cope with the new members; and that countries seeking to join will be unable to meet the demands of membership. Enlargement, the paper lamented, meant that the EU would slide into being “a wide free-trade area” that would mark “a British victory over the former Franco-German vision” of how Europe should be run. Only France, said Le Monde, could break the politically correct consensus on enlargement. One article in an influential newspaper may not precisely reflect official thinking. But EU officials note that French correspondents in Brussels have recently dined with both Mr Védrine and with Pierre Moscovici, France's Europe minister. 

Certainly, France has sound nationalist reasons to fear enlargement. Ever since its foundation, the EU has been driven forward by a Franco-German partnership. The French clearly worry that a bigger EU will mean that Germany, at a new geographical hub of the Union, will look east as much as west. That might drop France into the rank of second-tier powers in Europe, alongside Britain, Italy, Spain and Poland. Particular French interests might also be threatened. France does very well out of EU farm aid, but much of that might go east in a bigger EU. Besides, the Central Europeans speak English more than French. And, because of cold-war memories, they may make EU foreign policy more pro-American than the French would like.

If France could block the club's expansion, that might then let it push for a tighter Union of 15, still centred on the old Franco-German alliance. The snag is that an overt blocking move would antagonise Germany's elite, which sees enlargement as a strategic and moral imperative.

It may be possible, however, to hold matters up indirectly. The hardest issues—regional funds and farm aid—are still to be negotiated. Irish voters may do France a favour by again rejecting the Nice treaty, widely if incorrectly assumed essential to enlargement. And then there is Cyprus. Many countries within the EU are anxious about letting a divided island into the Union. But Greece says it will veto all the applicants if Cyprus is kept out. Why not let Greece do France's dirty work?

Cyprus: the case for federation

The Economist, Nov 29th 2001 

And the case for resisting blackmail

FOUR main choices face the Cypriots on their divided island. Either the Greeks and Turks who live on it agree to rub along together in a very loosely federal state. Or they agree to separate formally, with fairer boundaries. Or the present edgy stalemate goes on, with both sides growling at each other across barbed wire. Or the island's internationally recognised Greek part is inducted as soon as possible into the European Union, with the Turkish bit set aside until its leaders choose to come back to negotiate. All these choices have drawbacks. But the first—loose federation—is still the least bad. With the island's long-serving Turkish and Greek leaders about to meet for the first time in four years, this is not the moment for outsiders to give up trying to cut a deal.

Why are three of those choices less satisfactory than the first? The present stalemate cannot hold. The poker game over the EU's enlargement—involving Greece's wish to get its island cousins into the club and Turkey's desire to join it some time too—have destroyed the unstable equilibrium of the past quarter century. Many Greeks, and several EU governments, want the internationally recognised Greek-controlled bit of the island brought into the Union, whatever the Turks and others may think. Otherwise, says the government in Athens, it will block the entry into the EU club of ten other countries, an incomparably more important event. If Greece has its way, Turkey, a valued but prickly NATO country, says it may annex Turkish Cyprus outright, imperilling the entire region.

So why not recognise partition—and two separate states on the island—rather than seek to persuade two peoples who plainly dislike each other to live cheek by jowl? The notion is by no means ridiculous. The Turks, who made up 18% of the island's population when their mainland cousins intervened in 1974 after a short-lived local coup threatened to attach Cyprus to Greece, now have 37% of the land. The Greeks would rightly deem a settlement that froze that status quo to be grossly unfair and a shocking endorsement of ethnic cleansing besides. But if both sides agreed to a new share-out, if compensation were internationally adjudged and if boundaries were redrawn to both sides' satisfaction, why not then let them live happily on their own? Fine, in principle. But it would be much harder to get that sort of agreement than the elusive, long-mooted, loosely federal one.

The Turkish-Cypriots' leader, Rauf Denktash, fears that in any federation the Greeks would do down the Turks. Turkey's powerful generals sympathise. Most Turkish-Cypriots, say pollsters, now want a federal deal to get all of Cyprus into the EU and make all Cypriots richer. In a rare and hopeful step, Turkish businessmen and politicians have begun chastising the rigid Mr Denktash. If they fail to move him, they can bid adieu to any chance of joining the EU in the foreseeable future.

The Greek-Cypriots have moved quite a way in the past few years. They have agreed to have much less sway over the Turks than before the invasion of 1974. They may even, as a helpful gesture, admit publicly that in the decade before the invasion they mistreated the Turkish minority. Still, the EU should refuse to be blackmailed by the Greeks into letting in Greek Cyprus willy-nilly. The UN negotiators, for their part, should ask the Greek-Cypriots to accept not only Mr Denktash's legitimacy as the Turkish-Cypriots' leader but also the reality of his statelet as more than just an outcrop of mainland Turkey. And if Mr Denktash comes out of his long sulk and agrees seriously to negotiate ways of sharing the island rather than partitioning it, the UN should lift sanctions against his bit of the island as a foretaste of EU benefits to come. It is, after all, in Turkey's as well as Cyprus's interest to give ground.

British Professor of International Law Prof. H. Mendelson Q.C.'s opinion on the legal aspects of the one-sided membership application of the Greek Cypriot Administration of Southern Cyprus to the European Union.

Republic of Turkey, Ministry of Foreign Affairs homesite (http://www.mfa.gov.tr/grupb/bf/mendelson.htm)

The prominent British Professor of International Law Prof. H. Mendelson Q.C., has prepared a comprehensive opinion on the legal aspects of the one-sided membership application of the Greek Cypriot Administration of Southern Cyprus to the European Union. This legal opinion of Professor Mendelson has been published as a UN General Assembly and a Security Council document.

Professor Mendelson in his research dated 12 September 2001, revisits his earlier opinions of 1997 especially in light of the arguments to the contrary advanced by the Greek Cypriot Administration.

In this Legal Opinion, Professor Mendelson puts forward strong reasoning and evidence to prove that the Greek Cypriot Administration's arguments have no validity from the legal perspective.

The main conclusions that Professor Mendelson reaches on Greek Cypriot's application to the EU can be summarized as follows:

Greek Cypriot Administration's application to join the EU is a breach of the relevant provision of the 1960 Treaty of Guarantee which stipulates that "Cyprus" cannot participate, in whole or in part, in any political or economic union with any State whatsoever, in which both Turkey and Greece are not members. Such application constitutes a breach of the Treaty of Guarantee, as well as the legal and political state of affairs established by the 1960 Agreements and the international commitments contained in them.

*The Guarantor States are also legally bound to prevent all activities which directly or indirectly aim at assisting the accession of "Cyprus" to the EU, which is prohibited by international Treaties. Therefore, United Kingdom and Greece are under legal obligation to prevent such attempts.

*Members of the EU, other than the Guarantor States, also carry a responsibility to prohibit coming into effect of such unlawful application.

There is no legitimate authority that represents both Parties in Cyprus. This application which has been made on behalf of the whole island, to which the Turkish Cypriot party did not give her consent" is legally null and void.

Professor Mendelson's Opinion reconfirms the fairness and validity of the views expressed by Turkey from the outset. We expect the members of the European Union to make the necessary assessment in light of these relevant provisions of international law and to take the necessary steps in order to stop this unlawful application by the Greek Cypriot Administration.

Despite all the objections raised by the Republic of Turkey and the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus, if this application is to be taken forward, this will inevitably bear serious legal and political consequences and have negative implications for the region.

NOTE: The text of the legal opinion of the British International Law Professor Mendelson (Further Opinion of Professor M.H. Mendelson Q.C. on the application of the Republic of Cyprus to join the European Union-89 pages) can be maintained from the official website of the UN, under the below stated web address.

www.un.org/documents/ga/docs/56/a56451.pdf

PRESS RELEASE: The Report On The Uniteral Accession Negotiations Of The Greek Cypriot Administration With The European Union-No:180-06 October 2000

Republic of Turkey, Ministry of Foreign Affairs homesite (http://www.mfa.gov.tr/grupb/ba/baa20/october/default.htm#bm01)

The General Assembly of the European Parliament has adopted on October 4, 2000 the report of rapporteur Poos regarding the unilateral accession negotiations of the Greek Cypriot Administration with the European Union.

Both the report and the motion for a resolution have demonstrated once again the biased and unrealistic approach of the members of the European Parliament to the Cyprus issue, who voted for the resolution.

The Permanent Representative of Turkey to the European Union has reflected our views regarding the resolution in a press statement.

The Government of the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus as well has made its views known through its statement.

We fully share the viewpoint and the position of the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus.

The one-sided resolution accepted in the European Parliament will serve to augment the intransigence of the Greek Cypriot side at a time when the proximity talks are under way and will create difficulties for the efforts of the UN Secretary General.

The door creaks open

The Economist, Nov 15th 2001 | BRUSSELS 

The EU may, within three or four years, let in ten more countries all at once

IT WILL be soon and it will be big. That was the thrust of the European Union's annual report on negotiations to bring new countries into the club. Thirteen of them have asked to join the 15 that are already members. Most are from Central Europe and have been knocking at the gate since the fall of communism in 1989. It may soon swing open. According to the EU, negotiations with as many as ten countries may well be concluded by the end of next year, paving the way for them to enter the Union as early as 2004, though many people in Brussels still reckon 2005 is more likely. The ten new members would add some 75m people to the EU's present population of 375m.

There are still no promises. All of the ten countries that aspire to finish negotiations next year have big hurdles to jump. Apart from the political bargains that need to be struck, the sheer technical slog of converting some 80,000 pages of EU law into domestic legislation is enormous. What is more, the applicants must convince the EU that they have not only enacted the laws but can actually apply them. Some of the candidates may yet fail to keep to the timetable over the next year. 

But although the EU's report cannot say so, since it restricts itself to technical assessments of readiness, the political logic points increasingly to a “big bang” enlargement. That is because it is widely felt, particularly in Germany, that a first batch of new members that excluded the biggest candidate, Poland, would not be worth having. And since Poland is a relative laggard in the negotiations, an enlargement that included the Poles would probably have to include quite a few others that might not, under strict criteria, have been in the first intake. A similar logic also suggests that it would be hard to admit one Baltic state but not all three—or the Czech Republic without Slovakia. So, barring the most blatant lapses on the part of one or more of the applicants, ten looks like being the number.

If there are negotiating problems still unresolved by the end of next year, they are just as likely to emerge from the European Union side. The biggest dampener to the EU's current optimism is that the really big issues, in particular the future of agricultural policy and regional-aid funds, have yet to be dealt with. These questions will rattle the EU hardest because they cost most money. Together, agricultural and regional aid account for almost 80% of the EU's euro96 billion ($85 billion) budget. And since the applicant countries are on average much poorer than the existing members and have a great many farmers, they could be a big strain on the EU's budget. 

Getting around the problems of agricultural and regional funds will be next year's great task. It will not be made any easier by the presidential election in May in France, the biggest beneficiary of the EU's current system of farm subsidies. And the fact that Spain, at present the biggest winner of regional funds, is to hold the EU's agenda-setting presidency for the first six months of next year will make it harder to concoct an EU offer that will be palatable to the applicant countries.

This week's report, however, gives a hint about how the European Commission intends to try to crack the budget puzzle. It notes that the current EU budget runs out at the end of 2006 and that it contains enough money to admit the applicants, under something like the existing rules, for the brief period until a new budget comes into force. So the commission may, in essence, try to squeeze the new applicants into the club first, then hammer out the details of a new settlement on agricultural and regional funds later, as part of the budget negotiations for the period after 2006.

Stymied by an islet?

One other problem may yet throw the whole enlargement business into crisis: Cyprus. At present the EU is negotiating just with the internationally recognised Greek bit of the island and ignoring the Turkish-occupied bit. Although the EU has always said that it would prefer to admit a united island, that prospect is looking increasingly distant since peace talks are stalled. So the EU looks likely to admit a divided Cyprus, particularly since Greece has threatened to veto the entire enterprise if Cypriot entry is blocked.

However, many existing EU countries are queasy about letting in a divided Cyprus, fearing that such a development might make Turkey, a valued member of NATO, turn its back on Europe and even on all the main western clubs. So a stand-off over Cyprus could yet delay the whole venture. It would be cruel indeed if the former communist countries of East and Central Europe, having struggled through a decade of tortuous negotiations and painful changes, were to find entry to the EU blocked by what must seem to them a footling dispute over an island of just 750,000 or so people.

Benefits of Accession to the European Union: Questions Relating to the Whole of Cyprus.

Office of the Cyprus Negotiator for the Accession Negotiations (http://www.cyprus-eu.org.cy/eng/05_benefits/index.htm)

1. What are the benefits to Cyprus as a whole from membership of the European Union?

The benefits to Cyprus as a whole from membership of the EU will be quite substantial, with the whole population of the island benefitting from political, economic, social, environmental and other advantages. Though it must be remembered that membership of the European Union also requires obligations and commitments and a period of adjustment that will certainly cause some problems, overall, however, there is little doubt that the advantages of membership far exceed the disadvantages. This is especially the case for a small country such as Cyprus which is in any case highly dependent on the EU, and greatly affected by its decisions. One has only to note that 50% of the exports of the Government-controlled part of Cyprus and 64% of Turkish Cypriot exports are to the EU, to realize how important the EU is for the island.

2. What are the specific political benefits from entry to the EU?

The political advantages from entry to the EU are extremely important for both the two main communities of the island and for the State itself. The main benefits being:

· Improvement of relations between the Greek and Turkish communities of Cyprus by following the example of, and participating in the mechanisms developed by, the European Union. We have to remember that the European Economic Community, from which the European Union was derived, was born out of the bitter experience of World War II and the realization that the recurrence of terrible wars could be stopped only by the nationalities and the states of Europe coming closer together and developing common interests. Cyprus will benefit from the experience gained in Europe in building bridges between peoples and communities, as well as from participation in the European integration mechanisms. 

· Improved security for all the population of Cyprus, which will derive from membership of a community of nations and sovereign states that stresses its attachment to the principles of liberty, democracy, respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms and the rule on law. These principles are confirmed by the European Union Treaty. Since these are fundamental to the EU, the violation of these rights of a Member State, or within a member state, would be unacceptable. The Union of 15 states has the economic, political and eventually military power to both act as a deterrent to such violations and to force corrective action where violations occur. 

· The commitment to refer to the European Treaties and the body of the EU law in dealing with problems, thereby, having a reference point for the resolution of disputes and problems that goes beyond the narrow interests of political groups, communities and pressure groups. This does not mean that European Law will determine everything, but rather that basic principles which form the foundation of the EU philosophy, such as the principle of non-discrimination, should be upheld. 

· The ability to participate as a voting member in the decision-making processes of the EU, so as to be able to influence decisions that affect Cyprus and the whole of Europe. 

· The provision of EU citizenship to the citizens of Cyprus. 

3. What are the economic advantages of membership?
· Access of Cypriot goods and services to a huge single market consisting at present of the 15 most economically advanced countries in Europe, with a population of over 370 million, a gross national product of $7,269,116 m, and imports of $1,644,806 mln. (1992 data source IBRD Atlas). this is expected to lead to an increase of Cypriot exports to EU Member States. 

· Participation of Cyprus in the Union’s internal market, an area where free movement of goods, services, persons and goods is ensured, will lead in the medium and long term to a more efficient allocation of factors of production towards activities in which Cyprus possesses comparative advantages. This will have positive repercussions on growth and employment. 

· Share in the growth and development of the EU economy. 

· Attraction of investment from the EU in activities in which Cyprus possesses comparative advantages, thus accelerating the transformation of Cyprus into a regional business centre. 

· Adoption of the Euro and participation of Cyprus in the Economic and Monetary Union (EMU), an area where conditions of macro-economic stability prevail, is expected to lead to lower inflation and lower interest rates, thus resulting in stronger confidence of the economic actors, increased investment and higher growth rate. Furthermore, participation in the EMU should boost Cypriot exports, considering the reduction of transaction costs which will result from the abolition of both the exchange risk and the cost of converting the local currency to Euro in transactions with other members of the EMU. 

· Widening of the choices of the consumer as far as goods and services are concerned. 

· Increased financial assistance from the EU to Cyprus. Most EU funding will be provided for agriculture and through structural funds. 

4. What other benefits are anticipated form EU membership? 

A whole range of advantages are expected, covering most areas of business and life in general. The laws and standards will in most cases be upgraded and modernized. Social programs will be brought into line with the high standards of the Social Charter, while there will also be a greater emphasis on improvement in the environment, safety standards and quality improvement. Overall, a significant improvement in the quality of life is anticipated, especially in the less developed parts of the island which will be eligible for massive EU assistance.

5. Will there be political gains from EU membership?

The importance of Cyprus in the world will be increased and the country will be able to influence EU policy and to cooperate with its EU partners in the implementation of policy.

European Union  

Republic of Cyprus homepage (http://www01.cyprus.gov.cy/cyphome/govhome.nsf/Main?OpenFrameSet) 

Relations between Cyprus and the EU date back to the 1970’s when the government of the Republic of Cyprus signed an Association Agreement with the European Economic Community (EEC) in 1972.

These relations were steadily developed over the years despite the difficult circumstances created in the island by the 1974 Turkish invasion and occupation of a large part of its territory. The invasion and occupation of Cyprus led to the delay of the signing of the Customs Union Agreement with the EEC, which was finally signed in 1987.

By the end of the 1980’s, Cyprus’ relations with the EEC were mainly of a trading character. Following the submission of the application of Cyprus to join the EU in July 1990, Cyprus’ European relations were upgraded and they were set in a new framework making Cyprus’ accession course the government’s main political choice. The aim of Cyprus’ accession to the EU is to safeguard a peaceful future for all Cypriots on the island in conditions of safety and prosperity. 

Cyprus’ accession course is pursued steadily by the government of the Republic within the general framework of the EU’s own enlargement policy. It is also part of the Mediterranean dimension of the EU’s enlargement and its policy of creating conditions of stability, security and cooperation in the region.

The accession procedure does not replace Cyprus’ main aim, which is the resolution of the Cyprus problem.

The main historical landmarks of the evolution of Cyprus’ relations with the EU are the following:

1. Association Agreement, 1973

2. Customs Union, 1987

3. Submission of the application for Cyprus’ Accession to the EU, 1990

4. European Commission’s Opinion (Avis), 1993

5. Corfu European Council Decision, 1994

6. Decision of 6 March 1995

7. Luxembourg European Council Decision, 1997

8. Beginning of Accession Negotiations, 1998

Teze: "EU by (ne)měla pokračovat v jednání o vstupu Kypru do EU" 

Petr Jahoda
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