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Introduction

How has membership in transnational organizations transformed nation states?  In an era of increasing global exchange, there has been much speculation about the impact of transnational political actors and international coordination upon nation-states.  This paper contrasts the responses of national governments in Eastern Europe to prospective membership in the European Union, analyzing the reorientation of national movements towards new opportunities at the transnational level, as well as the active support of transnational strategies by international organizations.  Membership in transnational organizations, this paper finds, does not determine the choices of national politicians but rather constrains the options considered on national political agendas, analyzing the alignment between historical and political legacies and the demands of membership.  To develop these arguments, I compare the Czech Republic and Slovakia, whose common history and subsequent divergence in the process of enlargement highlights the interaction between transnational demands and domestic politics.  In each country, I compare energy and the environment as issues around which EU membership has influenced national politics.  

Let me begin with two observations.  First, the enlargement of the European Union has begun.  After years of ambiguity in the early 1990s, the EU declared that “the associated countries of Central and Eastern Europe that so desire shall become members of the European Union.”
 Enlargement is a socio-legal process in which applicant countries are invited to begin negotiations that conclude with a membership agreement and ratification by the applicant countries and member states.  Five countries were invited to begin negotiations in 1997, followed by an additional seven countries in 1999.  Accession, however, is conditional upon the meeting the “obligations of membership,” and this principle is the mechanism by which enlargement influences nation-states.  The Copenhagen criteria in 1993 identify three principle criteria for membership:  (1) stability of institutions guaranteeing democracy, the rule of law, human rights, and respect for minorities; (2) the existence of a fully functioning market economy as well as the capacity to cope with competitive pressure and market forces within the Union; and (3) the ability to take on the obligations of membership, including adherence to the aims of political, economic, and monetary union.  The question is no longer whether the EU will or should enlarge, but in what form and to whom?  

Second, although enlargement has begun, vigorous differences in models for the European Union remain among current member states.  Although few dispute that EU membership has become the only feasible choice for formerly communist countries of Eastern Europe for reasons of economics and security, it is still unclear exactly what type of union they will eventually join.  For some such as German Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer, enlargement presents an opportunity to move forward boldly to a new federal Europe based on a constitution and shared rights (Fischer, 2000).  For others such as British prime minister Tony Blair, enlargement highlights the reality that the European Union is already too diverse to be based on shared political sovereignty and should remain based in common markets.  

Differences in the national reactions to prospective membership in the European Union can be illustrated by the reactions to the EU decision to impose diplomatic sanctions on Austria after the inclusion of the Freedom Party in government in 2000.  In the Czech Republic, a cacophony of political voices erupted across the political spectrum.  President Havel quickly allied himself with the European Union’s punitive measures against Austria, condemning the Freedom Party for denying “the very principles of which the EU has been founded…. [such as] democracy and the respect for human rights.”
   At the same time, however, Speaker of the Czech Parliament (and former-prime minister) Vaclav Klaus sent a letter to the Austrian People’s Party expressing his support for its decision to enter into a coalition with Haider’s Freedom Party.  The coalition, he wrote, “is the lesser evil compared with the attempt of the EU to oppose the sovereign decision-making of one of its members.”
 Similarly in Hungary, prime minister Viktor Orban sent a telegram congratulating the leader of the new Austrian coalition and asserting that diplomatic sanctions against Austria were “completely unacceptable” in light of Hungarian interests.
  President Havel and prime minister Zeman’s subsequent coordination of their policy in support of the European Union appeared to have immediate political dividends.   That same day the EU commission in charge of enlargement proclaimed his support for the Czech Republic in two areas of contention with Austria, rejecting the call for a reassessment of the Benes decrees in 1945 under which the German minority was expelled from Czechoslovakia and denying the Upper Austria Governor’s claims that a Czech nuclear power plant bordering Austria posed danger for the region.  

By contrast, the Slovak government quietly declined to take a stand on the Austrian coalition, not wishing to antagonize a neighboring country that has repeatedly illustrated its willingness to obstruct Slovakia’s application for membership and with whom it has extensive trade.  This quick survey of reactions to the EU’s assertion of authority over one of its member states is not the place to explain the reaction to Austria.  It does highlight, however, that despite the emergence of a common framework for European enlargement to the countries of Central and Eastern Europe the EU is perceived very differently across and even within countries seeking to become members.  

Transformation of the nation-states in Europe

This paper focuses on the impact of the political processes in nation-states seeking membership in transnational organizations.  A review of the scholarly literature reveals multiple accounts of the nation-state in contemporary Europe:  from those who contrast the “strong” with the “weak” transnational thesis (Tarrow 1998) to those in the intergovernmental school of international relations who resolutely reject transnationalism (Moravcsik 1991, 1998).   The current enlargement of the European Union offers a view onto the transformation of the nation-state vis-à-vis transnational organizations by highlighting the intersection between two broad process of change in the 1990s:  the building of democratic and market institutions after the fall of communism and the growth of regional integration.  

Regional integration is a polity-forming process whereby nation-states alter their authority over certain arenas in exchange for benefits in others, typically in the creation of common markets.  When seen from this perspective, European enlargement entails the transformation of nation-states from autonomous actors in the international sphere to embedded actors within regional networks of exchange.  This suggests that nation-states are not simply losing autonomy in a zero-sum fashion as the debate over the decline of the Westphalian system might lead one to believe.  (Mathews, 1997)  Rather, they are entering what some have called a multi-level polity whereby sovereignty over particular arenas is shared at different levels of governance (Marks et al., 1996, Sandholz and Stone Sweet, 1998).  Notably, even current EU members have not adopted uniform policies across the spectrum of policy arenas but participate to varying extents in a variety of cooperative agreements including the Schengen customs treaty, the EMU, and specific policy opt-outs such as social policy.    

This argument should not be overstated.  Many scholars argue that membership in the European Union has actually strengthened nation-states by creating new areas of authority in a context of global capitalism. (Mann, 1993; Milward, 1992)  One must ask, in which arenas does the state relinquish sovereignty?  Clearly the state has not lost all its powers as a sovereign actor, since foreign policy within Common Security and Foreign Policy of the European Union remains resolutely intergovernmental.  There are two major economic arenas – agricultural and competition policies – and the relevant political arena composed of parliaments and courts which must defer in these areas to European institutions.  

This paper highlights three dimensions of impact on nation states:  legislation, administration, and policy making.  First, legislatively, applicant countries have adopted the requirement that all new legislation be compatible with EU law.   New members must accept the supremacy of European law, with consequences for national courts.  Second, administratively, applicant countries are reorganizing to adopt the regional structures required for the implementation of EU policies.  This has been a contentious process, challenging the prior allocation of political and economic resources among cities and regions.  For example, to prepare for EU membership Poland replaced its previous system of 49 regions with a new system of sixteen provinces required to administer EU funds only after acrimonious debate.  Third, in terms of policy making, applicant countries are seeing their autonomy challenged in policy making in specific issue areas.  For example, Austria has threatened to challenge the applications of several applicant countries if their environmental policies concerning border nuclear power plants were not altered in particular ways.  

In contrast to the tendency in the literature on European integration to see a one way process of imitation or adoption, I argue in this paper that integration is better understood not in terms of adaptation by which the obligations of membership in the EU are implemented to varying political and historical legacies of the past.
  That is, integration is not merely a “legal” process of approximating legislation but of changing the legal framework in which society and the economy operate and revolutionizing the institutions of the state.  To this end, some have criticized the “check list” approach of meeting the obligations of membership as “inadequate” given that the applicant countries are relatively poor and face major financial problems:  the “only hope to really successfully tackle these problems is if high investment and economic growth can continue for many years.” (Mayhew, 1998:377) 

At the same time, enlargement disadvantages applicant countries by excluding them from the decision making process, by requiring them to accept the institutional framework for European laws and procedures in full, and by placing the onus of change on applicant countries.  Thus, the Europe Agreements signed in the early 1990s were on terms that disadvantaged East European countries economically by excluding the sectors in which these countries might pose a threat to member states.  Predictably, this led to an imbalance of exports from the EU into Eastern Europe.  Further, applicant countries were not permitted to participate nor voice an opinion at 1996 ICG in Amsterdam.

Case studies:  the Czech Republic and Slovakia

With the fall of the Berlin Wall and demise of communist regimes in 1989, the Cold War boundaries between Eastern and Western Europe also disappeared, and a continent-wide European integration became a possibility for the first time after the second World War.  In comparison with previous enlargements, the European Union has never been so deeply integrated and the gap between the Union and applicant countries so wide.  It is beyond the scope of this paper to contrast the various adjustments across policy areas and the range of applicant states, including the five countries invited to begin negotiations in 1997 (Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic, Estonia and Slovenia) and the seven countries invited in 1999 (Slovakia, Romania, Bulgaria, Latvia, Lithuania, Cyprus, and Malta).  Rather, I develop the arguments in the paper by contrasting one country from each round of enlargement, the Czech Republic and Slovakia, with the aim of developing a clearer theoretical framework to explain the processes of change.  

The Czech Republic and Slovakia provide a provocative contrast to the impact of prospective EU membership.  Part of the common federal state of Czechoslovakia until 1993, the newly independent states initially took markedly different directions.  Whereas the Czech Republic elected a Western free-market oriented government in 1992 and was invited to begin negotiations for EU and NATO membership in the first wave of applicants, Slovakia elected a semi-authoritarian populist government and was rejected in the first wave for failing to meet the political criteria for accession.  By the late 1990s, however, the direction of change appeared to reverse in both countries so that the Czech Republic was repeatedly criticized for failing to implement necessary reforms for EU membership, while Slovakia was praised for electing a pro-EU government in 1998 and invited to begin negotiations for membership in 1999.  In each case below, I analyze three areas in light of the impact upon legislation, administration and policy-making:  (1)  the interaction between the post-communist transformations and European integration, (2) public opinion and mobilization around the EU, and (3)  the evaluation of the country’s progress in the European Commission’s official Opinions.  In each case, I analyze the role of the environment, especially nuclear safety, in negotiations for EU membership.  While nuclear safety is not explicitly a part of the acquis communitaire, Austrian politicians and activists have repeatedly linked concerns about nuclear power plants on its borders on environmental grounds to EU membership. 

The Czech Republic

The Czech Republic has frequently been the rogue case of applicant countries, voicing its skepticism about European integration rather than seeking to smooth the process.  The cover of a summer, 1999 issue of Euro, a Czech economic weekly, summed it up with the headline, “We greet Brussels” over a photograph of a hand painted with the Czech flag, making a rude one-fingered salute.  

The Czech Republic, in European terms, is a small country of ten million people.  It has been industrialized since the early part of this century, when its territory contained approximately three-fourths of the industrial production of the Austro-Hungarian empire.  Since the fall of communism in 1989 and the division of Czechoslovakia in 1993, the Czech Republic has become a parliamentary democracy with a functioning market economy.  It shares, however, many of the problems of post-communist countries:  partial privatization of formerly-state owned industries and banks, an inefficient state administration, and incomplete structural reform.  For example, although the Czech constitution states that the parliament will be composed of two chambers, the upper chamber (the Senate) was only established three years after independence.  The judiciary is independent but cannot cope with the increasing number of cases it must adjudicate, engendering a lack of confidence in the transparency and accountability of the legal system.  Although nearly ethnically homogeneous, there is a significant Roma population which has suffered from recurrent discrimination and harassment, most strikingly in the building of a wall to enclose the Roma neighborhood in Usti nad Labem in 1999.

The first half of the 1990s were a period of stability in the Czech Republic that laid the groundwork for membership.  Prime minister Vaclav Klaus won elections in 1992 and appeared to govern until 1996 without serious opposition.  He promoted the apparent Czech economic success story, particularly the innovative “voucher privatization” in which each citizen received a set of vouchers that could be exchanged for shares in enterprises being privatized.  Inflation remained low, and, at least in Prague, foreign investment was high.  In this period the Czech Republic appeared to lead the way for post-communist countries, as prime minister Klaus declared, “We will be ready to join the EU earlier than the EU will be ready to accept us.”
  By 1997, however, economic difficulties arising from incomplete privatization and widespread corruption, especially in the banking sector, had proved prime minister Klaus overly optimistic, and a new government led by the Social Democrats was elected in 1998.

The nascent debate about membership in the European Union has a curious quality in which the notion of “national interest” for or against membership is virtually absent.  The Czech Republic is a new country that has yet to engage in debate about its political identity and interests apart from the former-Czechoslovakia which was divided in 1993.  Czech history has also shown repeatedly that larger countries often determine what will happen on their territory.  President Havel consistently has spoken on behalf of membership, even questioning attachment to the nation-state:  “The greatness of the idea of European integration on democratic foundations consists in its capacity to overcome the old Herderian idea of the nation-state as the highest expression of national life.  Thus, European integration should – and must, if it is to succeed – enable all the nationalities to realize their national autonomy within the framework of a broad civil society created by the supranational community.” (1997:130)  At the same time, leading elected Czech politicians have frequently questioned the value of European integration without apparent regard for the impact that this might have upon the country’s prospects for membership.  Former-prime minister Klaus derided the integration project as “collectivist,” evoking the spectre of socialism and raising the issue of threatened sovereignty.  Even after a devastating flood in northern Moravia in 1997, the Klaus government refused an offered 40 million ECU in assistance from the EU.  

By the mid-1990s it had become clear that the Euro-skeptic position was not tenable and that the Czech Republic had no reasonable alternative to EU membership.  The Czech Republic’s application for EU membership in 1996 admitted its mistrust in the “complicated and at times not sufficiently transparent mechanism of the EU,” but simultaneously conceded that the government’s responsibility “makes this decision imperative.”
  Even so, after the bombing of Kosovo in 1999 (in which the Czech Republic participated as one of the three newest NATO members), skepticism about participation in international institutions resurged on the political scene.  Small but vocal political parties such as far right Patriotic Republican Party and National Social Bloc have declared their opposition to EU membership.

The trend in public opinion in favor of EU membership is positive, although the percentage has fluctuated around a majority with only 49.6% declaring of those surveyed stating their intention to vote in favor of membership (and 13% stating their intention to vote against). (Eurobarometer, 1998)  Many have questioned the government’s efforts at communicating to the public the costs and benefits of enlargement.  Lacking a concrete deadline for membership, politicians have tended to speak in the abstract about the need to participate in the integration process.  There is little public activity for or against EU membership, although Czech industry has made some efforts.  In a joint statement, the Confederation of Industry and the Economic Chamber of the Czech Republic expressed their “concern over the present situation and pace of preparations related to EU accession,” calling upon the government to make the accession process more transparent and effective.  Such efforts, however, remain few and poorly supported.  On the other hand, there are indications of small and potential right-wing reactions against EU membership seen in the March, 2000 demonstration by a group of approximately 50 skinheads against the Czech Republic's membership in NATO and its bid to join the EU.

Despite the skepticism about European integration voiced by former-prime minister Klaus, the Czech Republic was judged to meet the Copenhagen criteria and invited to begin negotiations for membership as part of the first wave of applicants in 1997.  Although the government headed by the Social Democrats proclaimed membership in the European Union to be at the heart of their program, little progress was made in their first year of office.  The European Commission’s highly critical report on progress towards accession in 1999 noted that the progress made was “not satisfactory.”  This was the result of several factors, including the fragile status of the minority government and the procedural requirements necessary for legislation to be adopted.  Much EU legislation has been held up by the lack of necessary previous legislation, such as the law on administrative regions which would create political institutions needed to administer new policies. The dilatory steps taken suggest a lack of urgency perceived by the Czech government.  Some politicians expressed their belief that the Czech Republic simply could not be excluded from expansion on political grounds. The negative Commission report in 1999 appears to have provoked the Social Democratic government to accelerate its efforts, which were recognized by EU Commissioner for Enlargement Verheugen in February 2000 as improvement, even if he called for greater efforts.  The Czech Republic has completed preliminary talks on 13 chapters in the EU accession process.

Despite the otherwise low level of political activity concerned with the EU, energy and the environment have sparked popular mobilization and diplomatic recriminations on the European level between the Czech Republic and EU member states, primarily concerning nuclear safety at the power plant in Temelin, close to the Austrian border.  Interventions have come from all levels, including the European Parliament’s critical resolution concerning Temelin in March, 1999, national politicans such as German Environmental Minister Juergen Trittin’s declaration that a Czech decision to go ahead with the operation of the plant “was not a prudent step from the point of view of EU integration,” and sub-national leaders like the premier of the province of Upper Austria’s support for blockades of the Austrian-Czech borders.
   In September-November 2000, Austrian groups such as the Austrian-Czech Anti-Nuclear Committee and Austrian Stop Temelin closed fifteen border crossings between the two countries, threatening to do so again in February and April, 2001 and prompting EC Commissioner Verheugen to threaten to start proceedings against Austria for violating the free movement of people and goods.  

Much of the debate in the Czech Republic has surrounded the “Europeanization” of the issue, praised by Austrian anti-nuclear activists and derided by Czech leaders like Vaclav Klaus as “unnecessary and false.”
  Early statements by EC Commissioner Verheugen declared the issue a “bilateral affair” but gave way to the EU’s eventual mediation between prime ministers Schuessel and Zeman’s meeting which produced a compromise agreement to conduct an environmental impact study on the plant.  Czech politicians have articulated their support for the agreement in European terms, with foreign minister Kavan declaring that Temelin will not be operable “unless it meets security standards that conform to tough EU standards.”
  Despite this agreement, Austrian politicians such as Wolfgang Sobotka, Upper Austria Councillor for the Environment, have declared that “Austria must keep the possibility of vetoing the energy chapter at the Czech-EU admission talks.”
  

Slovakia

Slovakia’s relations with the European Union have taken a dramatic turn-around in the 1990s.  After being initially rejected from the first round of applicant countries in 1997 for failing to meet the political requirements of stable democratic institutions, the election of a new government in 1998 marked a reversal of fortune.  This government led by the Slovak Democratic Coalition set foreign policy at the heart of its program and sought to convince the European Commission that it was now prepared for membership negotiations. In the fall, 1999 Slovakia was invited (with six other countries) to begin negotiations on membership, and the EU released a positive report on progress toward accession which commented favorably on the “important progress” in all areas and encouraged Slovakia to ensure the stability of these reforms.  

Slovakia is a small country, of five million people, with a relatively large agricultural sector and industrial firms dating from communist heavy industry.  It has a significant Hungarian minority of nearly ten percent of the population (dating from the redrawing of the boundaries of Hungary after the First World War), as well as a small Roma population.  Since the fall of communism in 1989 and division of Czechoslovakia in 1993, Slovakia has made halting progress towards becoming a parliamentary democracy and market economy.  The government of former-prime minister Vladimir Meciar (elected in 1992 and 1994) was characterized by breaches of democratic procedures, harassment of the political opposition and media, and clientilistic privatization.  Despite this, the economy appeared to be strong in the mid-1990s (attributable in part to reforms put in place during the short period when Meciar was out of office), with relatively low inflation and GDP growing at over 4% in 1994.  

With the election of the Slovak Democratic Coalition in 1998 and their inclusion of the minority Hungarian parties in the government coalition, Slovakia appeared to leave behind semi-democratic politics.  At the active urging of the European Commission, the new government coalition included the ethnic Hungarian parties and passed a law on the use of minority languages which met EU concerns for the protection of minorities.  The legacy of the preceding government, however, has been daunting including partial and failed privatization, budgetary problems and a judiciary with weak credibility for transparency and accountability.  One year after the election, the coalition has largely achieved its foreign policy objectives of rapprochement with Western institutions, but been characterized domestically by hesitation and public bickering that have negatively affected public confidence.  The government has pinned much of its hopes on the planned wave of privatization of banks and telecommunications industries which it hopes will generate foreign investment and economic recovery.  

Public opinion on the EU has been generally positive, with over 70% in favor of membership, but Slovak politicians express caution about the superficial nature of such support, especially following the public outcry against the government’s cooperative policy towards NATO in the Kosovo crisis in 1999.  Like all applicant countries, Slovakia admits the need for a communications strategy to explain to parliamentarians and the public the costs and benefits associated with EU membership.  Initial steps taken include brochures on the EU (titled “Europe for Slovaks”), materials on Europe sent to grammar schools, as well as television programs on the prospects for European integration.  A communications strategy has been developed through 2002, when the government hopes it will be seeking to generate public support for a constitutional referendum on membership.  

The negative evaluation of Slovakia in the first wave of accession negotiations symbolized its poor relationship with the EU in the early 1990s.  Although the Meciar government formally stated its desire to become a member of the EU, frequent criticism of the government by European politicians provoked complaints that the EU was biased against Slovakia, as well as diplomatic overtures to Moscow (including the signing of fifty-five intergovernmental treaties entailing mutual cooperation in nuclear power engineering and customs).  The new government elected in 1998, however, identified a reversal of the EU’s decision as crucial to its reform program.  Since a majority of its exports are to countries in the first wave of enlargement, the new government hopes that the 1999 decision to invite Slovakia to begin negotiations for membership will open the door to rapid accession close to the time as the first wave countries.  Slovakia has concluded preliminary negotiations with the EU in eight chapters of the acquis communitaire.  The first eight chapters include science and research; small and medium-sized enterprises; education; statistics; economic competition; culture and audio-visual policy; external relations; and common foreign and security policy. 

Although EU membership is strongly supported across the Slovak political scene and its unicameral parliament makes legislative procedures simpler than in the Czech Republic, the actual capacity of the Slovak government to implement European law is limited by scant previous legislation (such as the necessary law on administrative decentralization) and economic difficulties that are the legacy of the Meciar regime.  At the same time Deputy prime minister responsible for integration, Pavol Hamzik, expressed his frustration with the speed of EU negotiations, arguing that the threshold for negotiations has shifted over time and that Slovakia is being asked to meet criteria which current EU members to not.
 

As in the Czech Republic, Slovakia’s efforts toward EU membership have been marked by controversy surrounding energy and the environment.  Slovakia, however, has taken a markedly more cautious tone than the Czech Republic.  After having been evaluated to have failed to meet the political criteria for EU membership in 1997, EU negotiators raised the closing of a nuclear power plant in Bohunice, near the Austrian border, as the final hurdle for an invitation to begin negotiations.  As in the Czech Republic, national politicians in neighboring EU member states raised concerns that sought to frame the issue in European terms.  The environmental caucus of Germany’s Social Democrats warned that the power plant could affect EU accession talks in 1999, while Austrian prime minister Victor Klima declared that nuclear power plant safety is “a prerequisite” for EU membership.
  In contrast to the Czechs, Slovak politicians took a more cautious tone in its statements about European integration, promising to close the plant earlier than previously agreed while asking for assistance to mitigate the costs associated with Austria’s demands.  This response was quickly welcomed by the European Commission, which endorsed the Slovak timetable for closing the plant between 2006 and 2008 at the Helsinki summit in 1999 and indicated that Slovakia might be eligible for a loan of 20 million Euros to assist in the process of closing the plant.  In an apparent swipe at the Czech Republic, Austrian President Thomas Klestil told his Slovak counterpart in November 2000 that Vienna was willing to help Slovakia become an EU member as soon as possible, that Slovakia had “provided a good example” with regard to energy and the environment.

Discussion

The two cases in this paper highlight adaptation to the political and historical legacies of transformation in each country.  Rather than finding common patterns of response to a uniform policy of enlargement, the cases reveal divergence, even in countries that shared a common history as part of a federal state until 1993.  While integration appeared consistent with the economic and political transformation in the Czech Republic in the early 1990s, this country developed a history of skepticism towards European institutions.  This derives in part from the legacy of the Cold War, after which Czech politicians argued against weakening sovereignty recently regained as part of domestic appeals for political support.  In Slovakia, the supposed positive influence of the promise of European integration did not appreciably alter the Slovak government’s weak commitment to democratic processes in the early 1990s.  Yet, in both countries membership in the European Union became perceived as the only feasible policy option by the late 1990s, and the Euro-skepticism of the Klaus government as well as the semi-authoritarian policies of the Meciar government were both replaced by new coalitions seeking closer integration.  Even so, the impact of prospective membership appears indirect at best.  In both countries, the domestic transformations have filtered their abilities and willingness to undertake the necessary reforms for implementing the acquis.  Since negotiations for membership have begun in both countries, the question may be whether the enlargement process itself can act as a disciplining force upon patterns for reform.  

The arguments in this paper can be contrasted with other competing explanations based on national interest or economic gains and pressure from sub-national mobilization  First, assuming that all countries have roughly similar benefits from joining, one might argue that those for whom the costs of membership are highest will have the lowest popular support for membership and the most anti-European policies.  This simple analogy, however, is not supported by public opinion data, where, for example, in 1997 support for joining the EU was highest in countries for which it would be mostly costly due to large agricultural sectors (such as Poland and Romania) and lowest in countries for which it would be least (such as Slovenia and Estonia). (European Commission 1998)  The cases in this paper are consistent with this, with public support for EU membership higher in Slovakia, which has struggled with political and economic reform in the 1990s, than in the Czech Republic, where the transformations have been smoother.  

Second, one might also explain the impact of membership in the EU in terms of sub-national mobilization around European integration including both reorientation of domestic activists to the transnational level (such as activists in applicant countries working with current members to mobilize by targeting Brussels) and the outside support of activists by transnational organizations (such as the sponsorship by the European Union of a range of groups aimed at assisting applicant countries for membership).  The cases as well as existing research, however, suggest that mobilization in both member states and applicant countries remains largely focused on domestic rather than European issues.  Koopmans and Statham find an “almost complete absence of claims making related to the EU” in their analysis of migrants in Britain and Germany, groups one might expect to make transnational claims given their ties to other nations (1999:689).  Even when domestic political actors respond to political developments at the supranational level, such mobilization has tended to take a “more routinized character” and remains largely symbolic (Imig and Tarrow, 1999:18; Jeffrey, 2001).

Applicant countries, like most countries, are primarily concerned with domestic political and economic problems.  This is not to obscure the hand of the European Union in the acceding countries nor reactions to it.  Originally an acronym for Poland and Hungary Aid for the Reconstruction of the Economy, the PHARE program of grants sponsored by the European Union has supported democratization and civil society projects since 1994 entailing support for non-governmental organizations and social movements.  In terms of its economic significance for beneficiary countries, however its impact is relatively small at approximately Euro 10 per capita, compared with Euro 250 per capita for disadvantaged regions in the EU’s Structural Funds (Mayhew 1996:142). 

While the level of EU-oriented mobilization is generally low, there are some noteworthy exceptions.  Poland has witnessed the rise of several anti-EU political factions.  These include the Polish Accord Movement which emerged in early 1999 from right wing circles including the Our Circle and Polish Family parliamentary groups, the National Party, and the All-Poland Youth Movement, proclaiming themselves to be “united by our opposition to Poland’s accession to the EU.” (quoted in RFE/RL April 26, 1999)   The Polish government has stopped shipments of EU products including Dutch flowers and German rye at its borders, while the Polish Peasant Party has urged a ban on EU imports of animal-derived food products.  The Polish Self-Defense Farmers’ Union has gone further, brashly comparing the EU to the Soviet Union and declaring that the “EU is another kolkhoz – one had its headquarters in Moscow, the second has its headquarters in Brussels.  Nothing has changed.”

The debates surrounding enlargement concerning the stabilizing influence upon democratic institutions, fears about outward migration, protectionist moves against new markets should be familiar to scholars previous enlargements in Greece, Spain and Portugal.  While the current wave of enlargement differs from previous instances in the degree of integration among current members of the EU, the dramatically changed international context with the end of the Cold War, and the nature of the transformations in applicant countries, attention to previous enlargements highlights common problems.  

Enlargement has typically been an opportunity for existing member states to pursue their own objectives and to “externalize” their internal problems. (Preston, 1997)  Common Fisheries policy was agreed in 1970 with the prospect of the first enlargement of Britain, Ireland and Denmark, countries with substantial fishing interests; Greece sought and received money from the Integrated Mediterranean program in exchange for not blocking the Iberian enlargement in the 1980s.  The question for current wave is whether it will succeed in encouraging a resolution of decision making procedures within European institutions and the Common Agricultural Policy that are in principle independent of enlargement itself.  The lesson of the incremental response by the European Union to the fall of communism in the 1990s may be that the EU which East European countries are being invited to join is not an emerging idealist vision of Europe based on solidarity and subsidy for new democracies but rather a persistently hard-nosed protectionist association of current members jockeying to protect their national interest. 
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