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Beware the European mirage

(or: Never join a losing team)
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Hazsa crarri, npucBsiuenoi €Bpo-
neficbkomy Co103y, KDaCHOMOBHO TO-
BOPUTH TIPO JIOBOJI TOJIEMIUHY I0O3U-
1ifo aBropa. Tak, Ha IYMKY [OKTOpa
Kiecce, €C i itoro kpainu-4senu, 3Ba-
’KaI0ud Ha iX iCTOpIIo Ta Cy4yacHy MoBe-
NiHKY, He MAIOTh MOPJIbHOTO IIpaBa
nopyatu iHUMX. BoHW TOBUHHI GyTH
CKPOMHMMM Ta CTPUMAHUMHU, aJi)Ke BCi
KJIIOYOBI TPaBIli €Bpoleiicbkoro 06’e1-
HaHHS He Tak JIaBHO BUCTYIAJIU B POJIi
KOJIOHI3aTOPIiB OL/IbINOI YaCTHHU 3€M-
HOI KyJIi, 10 TOTO X HalCTpaIIHinImi
PEKOP/I 3HUIIECHHS JIIOJICTBA 32 BCIO HO-
To iCTOPII0 TEeX HAJNEKUTb OJHOMY 3
yireHiB €C. A HemozaBHa ¥ HUHIIIHSI
y4acTb €BPOIEHCHKUX CUJI Y TIOMiSIX B
Adrawnicrani, Jligii, Maui, Cupii cBiz-
YUTHh TIPO Te, 10 €Bpora He BUHECIA
JKOJIHMX YPOKIB 3i CBO€EI KaTacTpodiu-
HOi icTopuyHoi criaanuau. [Ipo e ro-
BOPUTD TaKOX ii cTaBIeHHs 10 OixKeH-
11iB, ETHIYHUX MEHIIUH (TIepeLyCciM 11-
rad), 3pOCTaHHS IPOSABIB KceHo(oOil,
icmamodo6ii, BILIMBY yJIBTPAIPABUX
TOJIITUYHUX CUJL.

3a crocTepe;keHHSIMU BYEHOTO, TKa-

Doktop ApmaHp Knecce — BCecBiTHbOBIAOMUI eKCnepT i3 MiXHa-
pPOAHUX BiHOCUH, pupeKkTop JllokcemOyp3bKoro iHCTUTYTY eBponeii-
CbKUX i MDKHapOAHUX AOCAIAXKEHb i3 Nepwux AHIB MOro CTBOPEHHS
(1990 p.). Y npodeciitHii 6iorpadii A. Knecce — po6oTa B 9kocCTi cne-
uianbHOro pagHuka ypsaay Jliokcemoypry (1986-1994 p.), y npoueci
9KOI BiH cniBnpauioBas i3 npemM’ep-miHictpom XXakom Cantepom, Mi-
HicTepcTBOM 3aKOpAOHHUX cnpae i MiHictepctBom o6opoHu Benu-
koro lepuorctea Jliokcembypr. Moro Buknagaubka Ta AOCRigHULbKA
reorpadia Bknoyae yHiBepcutetn Himewuuum, lMispeHHo-AdpukaH-
cbkoi Pecny6niku, ®paHuii, Benukoi Bputanii, Benbrii, LUBeiuapii,
ITanii, Pocii Ta HU3ku iHwmx kpaiH. floktop Knecce — aBTop, pegakrop
i BUAaBeLUb YACNEHHMX HAayKOBMUX Mpaub, MPUCBAYEHUX MiDKHaApPOAHIN

npobGnemaruui.

CboroaHi xxypHan «30BHiLUHi cnpaBu» 3HAMOMUTb YKPAIHCbKOI 0 YMTa-

HUHA EBPONENCHKOTO CYCITIbCTBA PO3-
BAIIOETHCA. €Bporielicbka IIPUCYTHICTh
y CBIiTi XapaKTepU3y€TbCsi raHeGHOI0
ciabkicTio, ockinbku €Bpona He Biji-
rpa€ He TUIBKM BUPIIIAJIbHOI, a # oc-
HOBHOI ITOJIITUYHOI Ta CTPATETiYHOIL Po-
Ji K 'y palfoHax, MPUIerJux o ii Kop-
JTOHIB, TaK 1 Y CBiTi 3arajiom.

ABTOp aHasi3ye icTOPiI0 MOMUJIOK
€BPOINENCHbKOT0 CIIBTOBAPUCTBA Bifl
TepIIuX KPOKiB OT0 CTBOPEHHS IOHU-
Hi Ta pOOWUTH IIECUMICTUYHI LIOZO
006’€/IHAHHST BUCHOBKHU, XapaKTepPHU3yo-
Yy HOT0 JiSIJIbHICTD Y MOJITUYHIM, (i-
HAHCOBII I BUpoOHMUIK cdepax SK
nmoBHuil nposan. Jloktop Apmanj
Kiecce 6aunTh TpU MOKIINBI BapiaHTH
Buxozay i3 cutyaitii. [lepmmii — naiipa-
MUKANbHININKN, ane, Ha MepeKOHAHHS
BUEHOTO, HaWpalliOHAJbHININAN 1 Hali-
MOCTITOBHIMIUN 3 KOHIIENTYyaJbHOI
TOYKHU 30Dy, a TAKOK — HalyecHIiMMii.
[le — BiZMOBA Biji HUHINITHBOI apXiTEK-
TYPH CIHIJIBHOTO €BPOIEHCHKOTO JIOMY.
TosnoBHUIT HEMOJIK LBOTO PIilllEHHSA —
3arasibHa (parmeHTusaiis €Bponw,
1110 MO3Ke TIPUIBECTU JI0 TIPOOYIKEHHS

4a 3 HoBolo cTaTTelo A. Knecce, no6’a3Ho HapaHo0 HUM AN nyonikauii.

CcTapux JIEMOHIB HAI[iOHAJI3MYy Ta IIO-
BiHI3MY i posmasy €Bponu B IiJIOMY.
[ pyruii Bapiant — rnepeTBopuT €BpO-
neticbkuii Cot03 Ha JieKiJibKa TOPTO-
BEJIbHO-CKOHOMIUHUX OpraHisalliil, siKi
He MaJii O HaJ(HAIIOHATIBHOTO XapaKTe-
Py, EIMHOI BJIIOTH, PEaTbHUX MO TUY-
HUX CTPYKTYP 1 eauHol noJituku. [le
Moryio 6 garu KpaiHaMm-4jeHaM Ta ix-
HiM rpoMagsHaM Oinbiny cBoOOLy, sSKa
MOKe BUSBUTHUCH 1JI030PHOI0 B JIOB-
TOCTPOKOBI TepcrekTusi. TpeTiM Ba-
piaHTOM, 3a JOKTOpPOM ApMaHIIOM
Kitecce, Mmoke crtaTtu IIOJIITUYHA CIIiB-
IPYKHICTD (heZiepabHOrO XapakTepy 3
TaKUMHW CUJIbHUMU II€HTPATbHUMU
IHCTUTYTaMU, SIK MPE3UICHT, €EBPOIIEii-
CbKUH ypsif, ABOMAJIATHUH TapJlaMeHT.

Po3mipkoBytoun Hasl TePCIEeKTUBOIO
BCTyIy YKpaiHu 70 €BponeichbKkoro
Cotosy, mokceMOYP3bKUI HAYKOBEIlb
HAroJIONIYE Ha 3arpo3i 3aJIUITUTUCS Ha
riepuepii MOJiTUYHIN, eKOHOMIUHIN i
HaBIiTh KyJBTYPHil, y KpanomMy pasi —
BizlirpaBaTu Ipyropsiiny poib. Ilonpu
niporosionieni €C BUCOKI €BpOTIENCHKI
1T CONMapHOCTI Ta 3TypPTOBAHOCTI,
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BiH HIKOJIM He IIPOTIOHYBAB PeabHO
piBHI yMOBU [IJIsI CBOIX 4JeHiB. Tomy,
Ha JIyMKy aBTopa, YKpaiui, abu 3mill-
HUTH CBOIO aBTOHOMIIO, BapTO 306eper-
TH po3yMHUi Gananc Mix Pocieo, sika

The European Union and
its member countries are not
entitled, morally speaking,
to give lessons to the rest of
the world — not on the basis
of their history and not on
that of their present behavi-
or. The only attitude that
would suit them would be
humbleness, modesty and
restraint. Most of its key ac-
tors are indulging in neo-im-
perialist and neo-colonialist
endeavors; they seem to ha-
ve forgotten that they have a
terrible historical record:
Germany as the greatest an-
nihilator in the history of
mankind, Britain and Fran-
ce but also Spain, Belgium,
Netherlands and Portugal
who not long ago have hu-
miliated, enslaved and exp-
loited the major part of the
globe. The recent and pre-
sent behavior of European
“powers” in Afghanistan, in
Libya, in Mali or in Syria
shows that Europeans seem
not to have learned from
their disastrous legacy, since
they are condoning the sys-
tematic killing of civilians,
the use of torture, even if
this torture is done indirect-
ly, for example through ext-
raordinary rendition. The
moral anesthesia appears al-
so in the way Europe treats
refugees or ethnic minorities
such as above all the Roma.
Throughout Europe one can
watch the rise of xenophobia
and islamophobia and with
it of the political extreme
right. One cannot avoid the
impression that the fabric of
European society is falling
apart. The European action
in the world is characterized
by shameful weakness: Eu-
rope plays no decisive, not
even a substantive political

and strategic role in areas
close to its borders and, of
course, even much less so in
the wider world.

There exists a striking dis-
crepancy between the pre-
tense of the European Union
to act as praeceptor Europae
et mundi and its real influ-
ence. Perhaps as a psycholo-
gical compensation the Euro-
pean Union interferes in the
internal affairs of countries
Brussels is thinking of as
vulnerable, malleable and
dependent.

The European Communi-
ty has no real capacity, no
credibility and no leverage.
It also has no unity: Britain,
France and, increasingly,
Germany follow their own na-
tional agenda. A new East-
West divide inside the Uni-
on has been emerging rein-
forcing the old North-South
divide. Increasingly “sacro
egoismo” is prevailing while
the Community is faking a
unity of purpose. Instead of
gaining in political strength
the European Union is lo-
sing steadily of its uncertain
substance, the centrifugal
forces being much stronger

nominye ua Cxomi, i €C, 1o gominye
Ha 3axoi, i B Takuil crocib 3Haiitu
MIPUNHATHE Miclle Ha TeOMOJITUYHIHN Ta
reoeKOHOMIuHil Marri €Bpornn.
[ToBumil TekcT crarTi AOKTOpa Ap-

TeMyY.

than the centripetal one.
Despite all the efforts at har-
monizing there is a growing
heterogeneity at all levels —
politically, economically, so-
cially and culturally.

The United Kingdom, a
country whose prosperity
has been hinging strongly on
the City and is now experi-
encing a kind of thirdworldi-
zation, is considering a com-
plete opting out, even if it
knows that leaving the Uni-
on will not revert the steady
decline but perhaps even ac-
celerate it. The discrepancy
between Britain’s pretensi-
on and its capacities makes
its behavior look ever more
grotesque.

France is watching with
consternation its, first cree-
ping and now galloping, de-
industrialization and the
dramatic loss of competiti-
veness and its general decay.
It proclaims an identity it
has lost long ago and at the
same time tries to rekindle
some old colonialist ins-
tincts as shown recently in
Mali without being aware
how ridiculous this behavior
must look against the back-

manma Kiecce «3.C.» HaBOAUTH MO-
BOIO OPUTIHATY Ta 3aMpPONIY€E BITUU3-
HIHUX eKCIepTiB J0 AUCKYCil Ha III0

ground of national anemia.

Germany maintains that
Europe can only be saved if
it adopts the German model
of austerity (“am deutschen
Wesen soll Europa gene-
sen”). The Germans say that
they don’t want to be any-
more the paymasters of Eu-
rope when in fact they are
largely the beneficiaries of
the weakness of countries in
the South and to the East.
They behave more and more
arrogantly, exhibit openly
their new ambitions while
showing utter contempt for
the weaker nations. It seems
that this country has com-
pletely forgotten its not so
distant infamous past.

Italy appears to be mired
in a permanent societal imb-
roglio while being threate-
ned by a breakup into nor-
thern, central and southern
parts. A feeling of despair is
taking hold of the young ge-
nerations in Greece, Portu-
gal, Spain and elsewhere with
up to 50 percent of young
people being without a job.

The European Union is
now caught by the mistakes
and omissions of its foun-
ding years. There may have
been a chance to achieve so-
mething more substantive in
the early fifties when there
were plans for a European
Defense Community (EDC)
and a European Political
Community (EPC) with
strong supranational ele-
ments; however only tech-
nocratic organizations were
created, first the European
Coal and Steel Community
and then the European Eco-
nomic Community, with a
complete lack of political
underpinning. All follow-up
plans and schemes were in-
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sufficient or just intergovern-
mental in character such
as the Fouchet Plans of the
1960s which were meant to
bring about some political
cooperation but not political
integration. The efforts to
amend and reinforce the Eu-
ropean Community through
various treaties (Maastricht,
Amsterdam, Nice, Lisbon)
have proven vain as did the
frivolous scheme of a Euro-
pean constitution; the gap
between the political and
economic dimensions of the
integration project became
ever larger. This predica-
ment is aggravated by a las-
ting institutional disarray
and a manifest lack of de-
mocratic legitimacy. The ori-
ginal impetus, particularly
of the federalist movement
has long ago run dry and the
Union has degenerated into
a sterile bureaucratic device.

Instead of becoming a spa-
ce of greater freedom the
European Union has become
a space of constraint and
even duress, due to a ram-
pant Scandinavization and
an intolerant maternalism,
all this against the general
background of decline in ab-
solute as well as in relative
terms.

In the new, germanized
Community small and weak
countries steadily lose in inf-
luence. Frail countries are
exposed to constant implicit
or explicit blackmail by the
still stronger countries and
above all by Germany: “beha-
ve as we tell you or else....”.
The Germans are now more
or less openly regretting
that countries such as Ro-
mania and Bulgaria have be-
en admitted. Therefore they
block at least the access of
these two to the Schengen
area to show their discon-
tent. In fact, for any rational
analyst the history of the
geographical widening of
the European Union is one

of unique shortsig-
htedness and self-de-
lusion. For decades it
has been argued, aga-
inst all logic as well
as empirical eviden-
ce, that enlargement
and political deepe-
ning are not just r
compatible but that
adding new members |
would in any case

render the Union
stronger.

Admitting countries such
as Bulgaria and Romania
without thinking about the
possible consequences, while
forgetting consciously or un-
consciously the existence of
one of the main pillars of the
European Union, namely free
movement not just of capital
but also of people and labor
and without sticking to its
own political and moral im-
peratives, above all the hu-
man and minority rights as
laid down in the Copenha-
gen criteria shows an unbe-
lievable carelessness. Now
countries such as Germany
are caught by their own fo-
olhardiness and are looking
desperately for ways to keep
Bulgarian and Romanian ci-
tizens, that means in fact
Roma, from those countries
out without infringing Eu-
ropean law. The tacit motto
of the Union seems to be:
freedom for the wealthy, res-
trictions for the poor. The
basic aporia of the European
Union is that because it does
not know what it stands for
and what it is supposed to
achieve it cannot convin-
cingly argue and decide who
should be a member and
who not. Britain, whose ma-
in ambition from the begin-
ning has been to weaken the
European Community, has
of course been in favor of un-
limited enlargement, even if
this country now has some
doubts about the wisdom of
such a policy.

Membership in the Euro-
pean Community, for a num-
ber of countries, has revea-
led itself to be a mirage, ma-
king people believe that it
will bring about automati-
cally prosperity, security,
stability, freedom and demo-
cracy. In general, however,
those countries who are pro-
sperous when they entered
have remained prosperous or
have become even more we-
althy, whereas those who
were poor have remained re-
latively poor. This is true for
Greece but also largely for
Portugal and Spain; it seems
to be true, or become true,
for Romania, Bulgaria and
even the Baltic countries;
they are experiencing a kind
of stagnation not just in the-
ir economic and social but
also their general societal
development. A partial ex-
ception, but only a partial
one, is maybe Ireland and
perhaps to a certain degree,
at least till recently, Slove-
nia. The massive financial
transfers, so much praised by
Brussels and the capitals,
may only appear to be massi-
ve; in fact these transfers
may be only of marginal im-
portance, an artificial stimu-
lus, a kind of doping. They
may have a slight, and only
passing, impact, for example
on infrastructure, but above
all reinforce the mentality of
being assisted and the gene-
ral situation of dependence.
Membership may have a de-
vastating impact for small

peasantry which gave many
people a modest but decent
living, for small — and even
for larger — industry and
handicraft which despite the
lower labor costs will not be

= competitive. The neoliberal

credo with its obsession of
unrestricted deregulation
may further undercut the li-
velihood of millions of peop-
le. The complete failure of
the Common Agricultural
Policy, once a pillar of the
integration venture, is a
stark illustration of a Brus-
sels-made disaster. Half a
century after the onset of
this common policy the situ-
ation of agriculture in most
parts of the European Union
is verging on catastrophe
and despair. Despite all ef-
forts to reform and revitalize
the Union one can describe
today more than ever the
state of the Union as that of
eurosclerosis.

What could reasonably be
done in this awkward situa-
tion? What are the options?
One option, the most radical
but perhaps also the most ra-
tional and coherent one
from a purely conceptual
perspective, and also the
most honest one in some res-
pects, would be to scrap the
whole European venture.
However, such a solution
might bring about a total
fragmentation of Europe,
waken the old demons of na-
tionalism and chauvinism
and precipitate the decay of
Europe as a whole. In such a
scenario not just the stron-
gest but also the weakest co-
untries of the former Euro-
pean Union area might do
better for a while but then
have to realize quickly how
vulnerable and finally hel-
pless they may be in a harsh
global world dominated by
the new superpower China
and by Asia in general, and
of course also the old super-
power United States.
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A second option would be
to transform the European
Union, as the British and so-
me others, particularly in
the Northern part of Europe
would prefer, into a minimal
organization, a kind of free-
market area without real po-
litical structures, without
any common policies of a
rather supranational charac-
ter and without a common
currency. Such a solution
might bring about more fre-
edom of action to its mem-
ber countries and even the
citizens of the various natio-
nal entities, freedoms which
however may prove illusory
in a longer term perspective.

chequer would probably be-
come similar to that in opti-
on one.

The third option would be
to bring about a genuine po-
litical community of a fede-
ral character where strong
central institutions such as a
president elected at univer-
sal suffrage, a European go-
vernment instead of the Eu-
ropean Commission and a
parliament consisting even-
tually of two chambers of
which one would represent
the various nations. Looking
at the real interest of Europe
in a long-term geopolitical
and geoeconomic perspecti-
ve, this might be the soun-
dest option. The question

Europe’s place on the global

however is whether it is not
much too late to envisage
such a choice when the Eu-
ropean Union has become
such a heterogeneous cons-
truction.

Looking at countries who
still may consider an ap-
plication for membership,
what would be the rationale
for joining this divided, dep-
ressed and despondent Eu-
ropean Union? What would
be the real benefits of mem-
bership and would they out-
weigh the costs? By the
way, one may ask whether
countries such as Greece or
Romania would have done
better outside the European
Union. Of course it is hard
and even perhaps impossible
to answer this question.
What is however certain is
that the established Euro-
pean Union powers want
to keep the new members
down and prevent them
from becoming competitors
in the decisive economic
sectors. Transfers yes, fair
competition no. New mem-
ber countries, the old mem-
bers think, should be kept at
bay and not be allowed to
use their competitive ad-
vantages. The attitude of
the core member countries

towards candidates for
membership or new mem-
bers can at best be described
as patronizing and at worst
as neocolonialist.

Taking a country such as
Ukraine, it would, if it were
to join the European Union,
remain at the periphery not
just geographically but also
politically, economically,
strategically and even cultu-
rally and never move to the
center. It would at best play
a marginal role in a Union
the core of which will be
Germany. It would run in
vain after the elusive goal of
comparable prosperity for
all. Despite the proclaimed
lofty European goals of soli-
darity, commonality and co-
hesion the European Union
has never offered a real level
playing field to its members.
It might therefore be prefe-
rable for Ukraine to preserve
and strengthen its auto-
nomy, no matter how shaky
this autonomy may appear
for the moment, to keep a so-
und balance between a Rus-
sia-dominated East and a
EU- or rather German-do-
minated West and thus to
find a satisfactory place on
the geopolitical and geoeco-
nomic map of Europe.

€sponeiicbka KoMmicist orosiocuia KOHKYpC MPOEKTIB y paMKax
€BporneiicbKOoro iHCTPyMEHTY 3 MUTaHb J€MOKPATii Ta PaB JIOIUHYU ISl YKPaiHu

3aranbHa MeTa KOHKYPCY NoNarae B NOCUAEHHI poni ykpa-
IHCbKOIro rpoOMagsHCbKOro CycnifibCTBa B 4OTPUMaHHI Npas
JOANHW, FeHOEPHOT PIBHOCTI Ta 3A4IMCHEHHI AEMOKPAaTUYHUX
pedopm, CMPUSHHI MMPHOMY Y3rOAXXEHHIO iIHTEPECIB Pi3HUX
rpyn, a TakoX 3abe3neyvyeHHi y4yacTi Ta npeacTaBHULTBA B
NONITUYHMX Npouecax. KOHKYpC NPOEKTIB CNPSIMOBAHNA Ha
3abe3neyeHHs 3axXUCTy NpaB Ta OCHOBHUX cBOOOA, NOANHU
B YKpaiHi Ta niaTpUMKy BUKOHaHHS Mopsaky 4eHHOro acoLi-
auii «<YkpaiHa — €C».

KomnoHeHT 1: «[oBara Ao npaeB Ta OCHOBHMX CBOOOA Ni0-
OvHW». BiH nongrae B peanidauii 3arasibHONPUNHATUX NPOr-
pam y cdepi npas NOANHU Ta OEMOKPATUYHUX pedopm
LISXOM HafaHHS NiATPUMKN FTPOMaASHCbKOMY CYCHiNbCTBY
3a TakuMu Hanpsimamu, Kk 6opoTbba 3 TopTypamm Ta iHWKN-
M1 HGOPMamMm XOPCTOKOrO NOBOOXKXEHHS; AOTPMMAHHS CBO-
604aM BUpaxXeHHs nornsais, ceoboam 3acobiB MacoBOi iH-

dopmauii Ta 3abeanevyeHHsl napaniaMmy megia; ceoboam
MWPHUX 3iBpaHb; cBO60AM 06’€AHaHb; cBOOGOAN OYMKN, CO-
BiCTi Ta penirii abo BipocnoBigaHHS; Ta npasa PiBHOCTI ne-
pen 3akOHOM i LOCTyny A0 NpaBoCynns, BKAKYAYM NpaBo
Ha CNpaBeasiMBUIA CYyOOBUA PO3MSL | HalexXHy npasBoOBY
npowenypy ToLlo.

KomnoHeHT 2: «Bubopyi npoLecu Ta MoHiTopuHr Mopsaa-
Ky AE€HHOro acouiauii «<YkpaiHa — €C» — nepep6ayae MoHi-
TOPVHT | HANEXHN CYNPOBIA, 3AINCHEHHS BUOOPUMX NPOLLe-
CiB, BKJI04AI04YM CTBOPEHHS BiANOBIAHOI 3aKOHO4ABYOI 6a3un
Ta BMKOHaHHA pekoMeHgauin OBCE/BAIMNJ1 womo napna-
MEHTCbKMX BU60opiB 2012 poky TOLLO.

3aranbHuii 6100XeT KOHKYpcy cTaHoBUTL 2 344 000 eBpo.
KiHueBuin TepMiH ANg NOOAHHS KOHUEMLN NPOEKTHMX NPO-
No3uL,i aHmMiNCcbkolo MOBOIO — 13 TpaBHa 2013 poky.
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