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Kenneth Minogue in RÆSON:

Napoleonists and Olympians! Byron and Shelley! The mysteries of the Bush-Blair alliance and of Europe as a religion
"I have no doubt that if Britain rejected the proposed constitution in a referendum, those in favour of closer relations with Europe would certainly continue in every way they could to bring us closer, because this is something like a religion. There are people in Britain who feel that our only salvation lies in becoming Europeans".

Is Britain leaving Europe? Today, RÆSON launches an interview series on British foreign policy as the United Kingdom prepares for a referendum on the European Constitution - the first in the country since it confirmed its accession to the Common Market in 1975. Professor Kenneth Minogue of the London School of Economics is a former chairman of the Euro-Sceptic "Bruges Group".
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1. The old longing for the continent

In your essay, you make the point that the natural geographic orientations of some of the countries in the EU - Britain, France, Spain - during the Cold War were submerged in the bipolar confrontation and are now re-emerging. Could you elaborate on that?

KENNETH MINOGUE: [KM] During the Cold War there was the overriding problem of security - from, in the early years of the communist threat: infiltration and subversion, and possibly also invasion. This meant that everybody based their foreign policy and international attitudes on America and Russia. There were of course things going on in North Africa; and the British had the Commonwealth and African relations and colonial troubles and so on - nonetheless, the Cold War was the overriding consideration. Now, after 1989, that more or less ceased to be so: we no longer worried about the communist threat and the regional connections of European states became more important. The Germans came to be more interested in Eastern Europe, the French in the wider destiny of francophonie etc. - and the British perhaps become more aware of what they previously were not so much aware: namely their global connections. Britain has very strong trading connections all over the world - particularly with America - and it has this cultural affinity of course with America and Australia and Canada and so on. That became more prominent than it had been.

Some people would see in this argument a continuation of the colonial project or orientation - with the Commonwealth and so forth. Is it possible for a modern state to take up a foreign policy that it left off 50 years ago?

KM: Oh no, it is not in the least a colonialist or imperialist foreign policy. It is an involvement in other countries - for instance, the British involvement in Sierra Leone; its trading and possible defence relations with countries like Australia. In the initial enthusiasm for the European Community - under particularly Edward Heath - the whole Commonwealth-connection was put on the backburner. It became less important because Heath was above all preoccupied with Britain's connection with Europe. Europe is far more a project of France, Germany and Italy than it is a British project. The British have always been ambivalent because of their geographic position. I suspect that in some ways Denmark is a bit like Britain, because it consists of islands and a peninsula and is not quite as geographically tightly-connected to the continent as other countries. This kind of ambivalence exists in all countries to an extent, but particularly in Britain - and all the more so because our legal traditions are very different from those on the continent, where Roman law on the one hand and the experience of Napoleon on the other gave the continent of Europe an experience of what was then modernisation, that has marked it ever since. The British never had that experience.

Historically speaking, British politics has always been ambivalent to the continent - right from Boudica [25-62 AD], the Queen who fought against the Romans. There was the way in which the Normans involved us in a sort of quarrel with France, which became part of English national identity as different from the French. And of course - because France was so much greater than Britain in population, culture, power and all the rest of it - we gained an enormous amount from it. Ever since then there were Catholics in Elizabethan times who wanted to identify with Rome; in the 18th century there was a strong pro-French movement in England and of course with Napoleon, we had Napoleonists, who felt that Britain was an ancien regime, that needed to be revolutionised the way the revolution and Napoleon had changed Europe. In 1815, there was a Samuel Whitbread - of a famous brewing family in Britain - who committed suicide in despair because the Napoleonic adventure was finished. And a lot of poets - like Byron and Shelley - were very pro-continent. This has gone on all the way through English history - right up till pro-Germans after 1870; pro-nazis; pro-communists and so on. A belief that Britain's destiny lies in submerging its power in the European Union. This takes off from a long tradition which has split English and British experience over a long period.

2. The mystery of the Bush-Blair alliance

Of those re-emerging orientations you mentioned, I guess you would agree that by far the most important is the one to America. What seems curious of course is that you have Tony Blair - by default, the most left-wing leader for 25 years and someone who, when he came into office, was perceived as very pro-European. In the US, you have the exact opposite: a President who is arguably the most right-wing that they have had for 25-30 years---

KM: Indeed, yes.

When this alliance is reforged; the Special Relationship is renewed, does that say a lot about the cultural affinity or the closeness of these countries, when two leaders who are politically so different seem to find each other?

KM: Well, it is rather strange, isn't it? One thing to be remembered perhaps is that Tony Blair and the Labour Party in the 1980s were NOT very friendly towards the European Union - they were critical of it. So Blair is a kind of convert. I think he is a convert probably because the social legislation of the EU promises to achieve - through the EU - what could not really be achieved through the British parliament - or, at least: didn't seem to be achieved, previously. Cultural affinity with America is clearly important - but cultural affinity doesn't necessarily lead to a foreign policy alliance. That, I think, is a separate issue. On the other hand there are fairly close ties - and have been for a long time - between Britain and America, in the sense that their intelligence services co-operate. There is quite a lot of military co-operation. And that's quite important. Furthermore, America is an ally: we stand - or think we stand - for pretty much the same set of liberal-democratic values. All of these things are quite important. None of them prevent the solidity of the alliance between Blair and Bush being somewhat mysterious. A lot of people in Britain simply do not understand it. And the Labour Party is often baffled by it and does not like it.

In your paper, you discuss the differences between the foreign policy views of the elite and the people. IS there a difference in how the Blair government and the bureaucrats in London perceive the American alliance and Washington at the moment and how the broader British population look at America?

KM: Yes, I think there is a bit of a difference. The point about the elite is that I don't think they're very keen on the American alliance at the moment. Because they are internationalists and Olympians, as I describe them in that paper. Now, America is defying all of these pieties, because it didn't sign up to Kyoto, it didn't sign up to the International Criminal Court and it is now acting - along with Britain - against, or without the fullest possible authorisation by the United Nations in what a lot of the elite describe, I think quite wrongly, as an illegal war. So that's where elite opinion is.

What the people think? Well, it's all a bit mysterious - I'm not quite sure what the people think. They move back and forth. There are opinion polls which suggest they are getting less enthusiastic about the war in Iraq - they are all in effect moderately…. well, I was going to say: 'pro-American', but I am not sure of that. Because there is really quite a lot of anti-Americanism in the elite and also among popular activists; the people who demonstrate.

And it is different in Britain, isn't it? Because of the language and the affinity perhaps the personality of Mr. Bush actually comes through in a stronger fashion than it does on the continent, where America is somewhat shaded and a little further away?

KM: I suppose so. I think Mr Bush's personality doesn't come over all that well in Britain. I don't myself particularly respond well to him, in spite of the fact that I supported going into Iraq - I think there was good reasons for it. So I don't think the cultural affinity has much benefit for Bush himself - and I think he's becoming probably increasing unpopular.

But it does make one wonder if it were Bill Clinton, who had found himself in this situation - someone with even more common ground with Mr Blair, how tight would the alliance have been in that case?

KM: Well, if Clinton could have acted in the way in which Bush has, I am sure the alliance would have been even tighter. And of course Clinton seems to have this enormous charm, both in personal relations and more generally. He's a remarkably popular figure.

3. Iraq: How Blair got the opposite of what he wanted

Iraq. Last year, there was the sense that Tony Blair went in with the notion that he wanted to bridge the United States and the Bush with the UN - provide a cover; built-in or settle this project in an international setting. Has he succeeded in that - bridging the United States with the world community?

KM: No, I don't think he has succeeded. I am persuaded by the suggestion that Blair attached himself to Bush originally in the hope of persuading Bush to wait for United Nations approval - for a second United Nations resolution. If he had achieved that, then this would be a very powerful precedent - making it very, very much more difficult in the future for any country to act unilaterally - to go to war unilaterally.

You're saying that he went in with a strategy to come up with the very opposite result of what many people think the result has been. Rather than war being something, which the United States can decide unilaterally, Blair actually had the notion that this was an opportunity to make ANY war outside the UN illegal or even: impossible.

KM: That's my reading of it. It's always difficult. Having taken that position, Blair found himself stuck with it. In the end, they couldn't get the second resolution - they decided they had enough legitimacy to go in. And in any case the military reasons for going in were, I think, quite strong. I take the view that both Bush and Blair were extremely foolish to try and sell this policy to their peoples by talking about weapons of mass destruction. I can't tell how plausible the intelligence really seemed before that war, but it does seem to me that there were quite a lot of good reasons for invading Iraq and for toppling the Saddam Hussein regime. They included the need for regional stability in the Middle East; the fact that Hussein did seem to be wanting to increase his possibly nuclear power - the power, that would give him the capability of intimidating all the states around that area; which would give him control of oil. There was a whole series of perfectly sensible reasons for invading Iraq - including the fact that the Americans had an army in Kuwait, ready to do the job and they couldn't exactly withdraw that army without giving Hussein a victory, and they couldn't leave it around indefinitely. So there were many good reasons over time for thinking about this decision and going in. To make it a matter of weapons of mass destruction turned out to be a vast embarrassment in the long run - and, I would have thought: an unnecessary embarrassment.

This goes to the heart of the paper about the 'national interest' and your insistence that it should be remain or be reconstituted as----

KM: A criterion for making public international policy, yes.

As A legitimate basis or even as THE legitimate basis for any kind of foreign policy?

KM: Well, that's partly a conceptual question. If you understand the national interest in the widest sense it does include of course respect for morality; for international agreements entered into; for taking international organisations perfectly seriously. But it includes quite a lot of other things as well. So in the widest sense you might say national interest is the basic criterion for making all decisions - but it is important to emphasise that this does not mean the national interest in a very narrow sense.

So not as a mere reflection of traditional power politics?

KM: Yes. Traditional power politics has certainly had its limits. But there was a letter in the Times yesterday, in which some believer in Europe objected to the question, 'What do we in Britain get out of the European community?' in saying, 'this is a criterion of selfish national interest. We should rather be asking, in the manner of the late president Kennedy, 'Do not ask what your country can do for you; ask what you can do for your country' - in other words: the British should do what they think they can do in order to help the European Community.

Now of course the European Community is a very dodgy organisation with a great deal of corruption - and it is I think entirely legitimate and not at all selfish to ask, 'What is Britain getting out of it?'

4. The vaccous EU and the solidity of nations

In your argument there does seem to be two elements to the national interest. One is the calculation that you're hinting at now - the more utilitarian one. But also the notion of British identity and the British role on the world stage - something you're not prepared to assign to the heap of history!

KM: Oh no, no, no - not at all. There is no doubt that there will be culturally-specific-actors on the international stage - and that includes a moral dimension. That the European Union is culturally very unspecific: in fact, if you ask, 'What is its moral character?' you have to look to Bruxelles and to the Commission. And what moral and cultural character the Commission has I don't know. They won't, for example, declare themselves Christian. They want, I think, to be multi-cultural. They are very much internationalist-believers in rights. In other words, I think the European Union is the weirdest combination of up-market moralism about human rights and non-discrimination and the future of humanity on the one hand - and with an almost rat-like concentration on immediate selfish interest in its relations with everything from farming subsidies to the way in which it treats farmers in African and Asian countries, which are excluded by its tariffs. It is large enough and complicated enough for this rather vague, bureaucratic organisation to be able to get away with being - as you might in shorthand say: selfish in its realities on the one hand, and, highly moralistic in its professions on the other. In other words, it is a rather vacuous organisation, whereas Britain is a rather more specific cultural organisation  - just as France is, Germany is, Denmark is. Nation-states have something more solid to them.

One of the views about the EU as a foreign policy actor is that it is not going to act out like a nation-state, an empire or anything like that, but rather it will serve as a model for international co-operation - in the Olympian spirit that you talk about. So that when you say that there is no ideological, cultural or moral content - well, THAT IS the content! The notion that international co-operation and we can work out our differences.
KM: Indeed. I think the word you might use here is: aspirational. The European Union - what it is, is a kind of aspiration to high-mindedness.

Implicit in the aspiration-tag is that it is not a fulfilment of that ambition and that it can't be?

KM: No. I don't quite know how to deal with that. I think the aspiration really is, that 'in all conflicts, we shall have peace-processes. and wherever soldiers are involved, they shall be peace-keepers'. Now, the limits to that kind of thing are given by situations like Israel-Palestine; Northern Ireland; the Basques and so on - possibly Cyprus. There are real quarrels which cannot really be settled in this way. I think the evidence is probably accumulating that soldiers who are excessively under very strict controls as to when they can shoot and things of that sort - firstly, they are not very effective, because there is not a great deal they can do against guerrilla-kind of tactics. So they are not very effective. And often they become corrupt and behave rather badly. So altogether, what I am trying to do is to concretise one aspect of what I call the aspirational moralism of the European Union. The other aspect of it will be  a matter of voting in the United Nations, and there I think the European Union - as a sort of bureaucratic organisation, which has affinities with the bureaucracy of the United Nations, will be very keen to internationalise and bureaucratise the control of for example the law of the sea. It will try to get its hands on the planets, if that becomes a realistic possibility and so on! The model is, I suppose, a bit like the common agricultural policy - or the common fisheries policy. That is: it is central direction, rather than property relations or anything of that sort.

In this picture, the European Union would not really be a competitor or rival for the United States, but more: an impotent organisation, which would - via the international community, the wild growth of international law and so forth - constrain the US from acting?

KM: Yes. That's exactly right. But it needs to be qualified by the fact that the European Union at the moment has very little power - it has almost no military power compared with the United States, which is the sole military power. Now if the European Union finally gets a constitution and becomes sufficiently unified to look like a single state, it has very strong anti-American tendencies already and it might quite likely evolve - in a generation or so - into the ambition which certainly a lot of earlier exponents have had, of balancing the United States - competing with the United States and possibly coming into fairly direct conflict with the United States.

So in the future, Europe will not want to play Venus to the American Mars but challenge the U.S. in its own right?

KM: Yes. I wouldn't be surprised. All I can say is that there are tendencies in Europe that would lead in that direction. For the moment, all the rhetoric of Europe is of the kind I have been describing, but these things certainly change over time. I think that internationalism is perfectly capable of developing power of its own, in time, and if it had the power I think it would come down very heavily on smaller countries, particularly, that it could bully. I don't think that all this high-mindedness is to be taken too seriously, I think there are slightly sinister things behind it - but I don't want to turn this into melodrama.

5. The crippled states-system

That point about smaller states goes to the question of the nation-state and sovereignty - intimately connected with the issue of national interest that you discuss in the paper. There is a question at the moment about who is asserting and who denying national sovereignty. Some see the Iraq-invasion as denial of national sovereignty, because notions of an Axis of Evil, intervention etc. show that he U.S. is not respectful of other countries' sovereignty [see Chris Caldwell in RÆSON, March 2003]. So that EVERYBODY is really now in favour of transgressing sovereignty, the question is about by what means.

KM: [laughs] That's an ingenious argument! It is certainly true that there is a kind of controversy which posits humanity and intervention on the one hand against national sovereignty on the other. This argument hasn't really sharpened very much yet, because the only cases for humanitarian intervention are states, that you cannot quite take seriously as national-sovereign states - Iraq---

I thought you were gonna mention France.

KM: [laughs] Oh no! It is not likely that there will be a move for humanitarian intervention in France!

Really? That will come as a disappointment to some.

KM: [laughs] Well, yes. But I mean, Iraq is not a country you could take very seriously any other more than Uganda is. Serbia is possibly a slightly more dodgy case - that raised I think slightly more serious issues. But humanitarian intervention is I think a doctrine that is growing because after 1945, the only model by which you could decolonise or organise international life was the model of the European nation-state. And all sorts of tiny entities - islands in the pacific, for example, and tribal areas in Africa became things called states - which really had virtually nothing of what Europeans would regard as a properly liberal-democratic state. So what we've got is a sort of crippled states-system, over quite a large part of the world, and the humanitarian intervention-doctrine is only thought to be relevant to that. On the other hand, it is quite likely that if the doctrine gets going it WILL become an instrument of attack on national sovereignty - as indeed the UN Human Rights Commission has become in relation to for example British treatment of IRA detainees in Northern Ireland. Or indeed as it were invoked in Australia, when in the Northern Territory, there was legislation about mandatory sentencing for thieves, I think, and a lot of people invoked the UN Commission . The idea was that the UN would have some sort of jurisdiction over whether Australia could legislate in ways that might be judged to violate human rights.

When you talk about states we can and cannot take seriously, an essential part of those states that we CAN take seriously and ought to be respected is liberal democracy?

KM: It's liberal democracy plus power, is it not? Because I don't think we would regard China as a liberal democracy, but there is no doubt we have to take it - and of course we do take it - quite seriously. There is a sense in which countries like China are perfectly serious countries, because at least for the moment their government knows what it's doing, and if it says it will do something then it carries that out, 

There is an element of accountability and predictability?

KM: There is an element of accountability - this is one of the criteria that has always been used by the Foreign Office in judgments about when to recognise new regimes: Do they have control of the country?

Which leads us right back to France…

KM: As it happens, I quite like the French! IN fact, let me be very clear: I like European countries, and although I am very sceptical about the European Commission, I am very keen on having the closest possible relations with all European countries, which I think are terrific.

6. Britain on the world stage

Let's say that the constitution comes to a referendum in Britain and is rejected. If Britain is to leave the EU - or at least, have a loose association with the Union [Britain of course wouldn't be the only country in such a position - Denmark being in a slightly similar stage anyway].

KM: Slightly similar, yes.

What kind of role would you see for Britain then? Some people will say, "Look at Iraq! What we've seen this past year and a half is basically that Britain CAN'T do anything successful on the world stage on it's own!" What would be Britain's world role if it were to dissociate itself from Europe?

KM: Well, it's quite a large economy - the fifth/sixth in the world. It has high trading relations. It has treaty relations with lots of countries. For the moment at least it has a seat on the Security Council. I think one can say that it has a fair amount of respect - we're still to some extent living of the moral capital of the Second World War. Britain, like America, is sort of a 'democracy of rights' - it stands for things that people tend to salute. It is obviously not a great power, but on the other hand it can usefully go into some trouble spots - such as Sierra Leone, and prevent bad things from happening. So I don't think that it's situation would be vastly different: Britain is not a great power, but then Denmark is not a great power, but you eat your bacon every morning and enjoy life!

I am grateful for the comparison, but clearly Britain does have a vastly room for manoeuvre! To what extent would Britain's policy be directed towards America? Would Britain see itself as a 'junior partner' with a special responsibility?

KM: "Junior partner" is a sort of analogy to 'a less powerful ally'. Britain has a certain prestige and influence - it can orchestrate some responses in American public opinion which are quite useful to it.

Can you give us an example?

KM: All I was thinking of at that moment was that Tony Blair's popularity and support is quite an important factor in American domestic politics. No country in world I suppose has a vastly high profile in the United States, but the Irish have their people in Boston and New York; there are Jews and there are now Muslims, Britain also can play a role in American public opinion, and it is a state in which public opinion is quite influential. We have a certain prestige. So it is not just a matter of what are the military relations and alliance with 'Britain as a junior partner'; Britain also participates as a kind of proxy in American political discussion, and can do this quite well.

So, when you ask, 'what is Britain's role in the world?', I remember under the Conservatives, Tristram Garel Jones, who looked after European relations for the Foreign Office at one stage, was very preoccupied with what he called 'a seat at the top table'. He said that in his lifetime, he'd been young at the time of Suez in 1956, when the British and the French had failed to carry their policy through because the Americans had simply blocked them, and his mature political life had seen the Falklands when, as he put it, because Britain was part of the EU Britain had a more much successful place in the world and was able to operate more successfully. Now I don't think this is very plausible, because we also relied very heavily on American help in the Falklands. But the point I'm making is, when you're asking about the Britain's role in the world you're asking in a way a question that activities the political classes of the country and they would quite like to have a seat at the top table and to be involved in making decisions of this sort. I don't know that most people worry about that very much.

7. If the Olympians lose the referendum

We know the constitution will come to a referendum in Britain. Then we will see Tony Blair, the liberal democrats and the pro-European Tories try to do the one thing they've never really had to do before: to go to the public and say, 'This is important. These are the reasons why' and according to all the opinion polls that does seem to be quite a tall order for them to fulfil.

KM: It looks as if they would fail, yes.

Before you go into your own reasons, what kind of debate will that be? What kind of campaign will that be?

KM: On the one side, the people in favour of the European constitution will say, 'If we don't support it, we will become marginalized; we will probably have to leave the European Union and we will be --- and this word has in the past been fairly deadly --- isolated'. Something I don't understand, but it appears to have a certain power with quite a lot of people, who fear that Britain will be isolated. I think it is totally absurd, of course.

So on the one hand, it will be a kind of melodramatic view: that this is our 'last chance'. It's another of those versions of 'the train leaving the station! we've gotta get onboard so we won't be left behind!' That's on the one side. On the other side we will have the argument that we do not wish to lose our autonomy in the world - I would of course want to press specific things like we do not want to be taxed by an authority, which is not accountable to us. The European Union we have virtually no control over - Britain is about 12-15% of the population. Here, a great deal of rhetoric gets to be involved. When the 1975 referendum was held, the polls early on at that stage had quite a lot of people hostile - I think the majority was against it. But the campaign managed to turn that around - people voted in favour; in fact I voted in favour, and lots of other people voted in favour, because we were all in favour of relations with Europe, free trade, that sort of thing. We did not realise what was happening. There is now a much stronger sense that: They Lied To Us. The government issued for example public documents saying for example, 'Britain's sovereignty is not in the least affected by this!' What we were joining were the European Common Market - it was all free trade. Later on, over Maastricht, people like Heath said: 'But of course it has ALWAYS been a political union!' Which indeed it was.

What has developed in the time between 1975 and now is that there is a much stronger sense people have, that we were lied to in the past and we are still being lied to. When the British government tried to say, 'this treaty is just a tidying-up exercise', I don't think anybody believes them. And of course the referendum means that it is far more than that.

Let us imagine that Tony Blair loses a referendum; that Britain negotiates some kind of other status with the EU - not excluded or kicked out - do you suspect that even in that situation, Blair and those who you call the Olympians in London would still work to further European integration? So that Britain, despite the rejection of the constitution, is slowly pulled towards Europe and kept onboard the train?

KM: I have no doubt that they would continue to move in that direction, yes.  I have no doubt that if Britain rejected the proposed constitution in a referendum, those in favour of closer relations with Europe would certainly continue in every way they could to bring us closer, because this is something like a religion. There are people in Britain who feel that our only salvation lies becoming Europeans. I don't think there are a great number of them - I think that most people are more pragmatic, but there is no doubt that this passion is extremely strong, and that's why it seems to me best explained by looking back to Germanophiles at the time of Wilhelmine Germany; communists who wanted to take their cue from Moscow etc. One of the features particularly of the politics of the past 200 years is that these ideological fashions for finding the pure ideal model in some other country - in revolutionary Paris, in communist Moscow or in Nazi-Berlin. This is a very strong tendency in Britain and it will continue.

At the risk of being melodramatic, what you are saying is that some pro-Europeans think that there are things wrong in Britain, and by being re-born as Europeans, these flaws can be mended!

KM: Yes. I think that is pretty much it. And they think that the only reason that people don't support closer - ever closer - European union is xenophobia, I think they call it, absurdly: prejudice, narrow self-interest, a lot of bad things. But the point is that if the constitution should be rejected by Britain, then it technically is dead. And what happens then will be that the European Union continues in the present form, I suppose, for a year or two, three or four - until some new version of the whole thing gets going and there might be a new proposal for a new kind of constitutional settlement. We simply will move on. It may be, you see, that the political energy generated by a referendum in which the constitution is thrown out might carry over to the British government. It would have to be, I think, a conservative government, deciding that it really wanted a different kind of relationship altogether. That's a possibility. At the moment it is sort of unspeakable in serious British politics: nobody discusses it in public, but I think there is quite a lot of support for it around, but it will become quite important after a referendum.

The British economy is going pretty well at the moment - some say that the British economy, like the American, is stronger and more dynamic than those of the continent. Is that a factor?

KM: I think it IS a factor. As far as I am concerned, it is the constitutional sovereignty issue, that is much more important. I think it is true that the European Union has locked itself into a dirigiste economic model, which will probably keep the economy pretty depressed for some foreseeable future. On the other hand, the reason that Britain wanted to enter the European Union in the 1960s and 70s was that Britain seemed to be a failed economy. I mean, the European Union is an association of failures, isn't it? Created because most of the states of Europe had failed in one sense or other during and after the Second World War, and Britain acquired that sense of failure a little later - in the 60s, as its economy seemed to be extremely poor. Then in the Thatcherite 80s, a bit of brutal head-knocking and a change of economic direction - and the British economy began to come back again. So economic confidence is revived - and there is a sense in which the European Union depends upon economic failure. A small area that has been a terrific success is not very keen to join a failing empire - unless, of course, like Ireland, it is getting heavily subsidised and making a profit out of the whole thing. 

Is there any chance that Tony Blair would succeed? That not he, but other people would say: "Look at Iraq! We can't do things this way - we have to join Europe!" Could that catch on with the population?


KM: My crystal-ball was sent away last week for repair and I don't know that it quite can cope with anything like that! I don't think it will happen - but you know that the unforeseeable can happen in politics. I think that the people who are against this European Constitution are so well-organised and so articulate - and, I think, so extensive in the British population, that I don't think it's gonna happen. But the Blair policy is to try and frighten the wits out of the British with the thought that they will no longer be at the heart of Europe; but isolated and that it will all be terrible. It could play, but I don't think it will.
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