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The article analyses Great Britain’s specifics in the context of European integration. The key
factors, which separate the United Kingdom from its continental neighbours, are its being an island
state, having a historical past of a great superstate, strong and long-lasting relations with the USA.
All these factors had their specific impact on forming Great Britain’s unique political attitude and
behaviour. They have also determined a multi-vector British identity for the British see themselves as
a part of a British nation, a part of a Trans-Atlantic alliance as well as a part of a large European
community. In thelast decades an ethnic component of the identity has become significant. Thus, such
identity levels as national, ethnic and pan European have been singled out. The Maastricht Treaty
was perhaps the key element of certain finalising of the European integration process as it de-facto
created the European Union that we know today. The process of its adoption and ratification have
been analysed in thearticle. It has been concluded that signing the treaty has deepened the differences
between the euro-enthusiasts and euro-sceptics in the society in general and within political circles
in particular and has also caused a conflict within the Tori Party which hasfirst led to a defeat at the
parliamentary electionsin 1997 and had many other manifestationsin the following years, the Brexit
being one of the most prominent and visible results of the aforementioned phenomena.
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The United Kingdom has always been a special country in Europe. One the one hand, it can
boast a truly glorious past, in which it was a super state, an empire and a dominant player on the
international arena. On the other, its geographical position has aways singled out Britain among other
European states. In other words, there has always been Europe and there has always been Britain,
which has never been fully European. The British are considered unusual and eccentric and they are
proud of this. Thus, when the time came to make a decision about the membership in the EU, the
issue has caused a lot of disputes, troubles and uncertainty. The uncertainty occurred on both sides,
as Britain was twice declined membership in the European Communities. The uncertainty, obviously,
laststill this day as the results of the 2016 referendum show.

A number of Ukrainian as well as foreign scholars have studied the issue or even the
phenomenon of Britain’s integration into the EU. Ukrainian scientist V.O.Gorbyk [1] was a
remarkable figure among the Britainists. After the Union of the Soviet Socialist Republics collapsed
traditions of Ukrainian British studies were continued and developed by S\V. Tolstov[2],
N.L. Y akovenko [3] and others.

The topic of the European integration and the United Kingdom’s participation in it is
traditionally disputable in the British scientific literature. Opinions vary from clearly federalist to yet
clearer Euro phobia.

Such pro-European authorsas C. Coker [4], J. McCormic [5] and others expressed the opinion
that Great Britain hasto build its economic and political future in the context of European integration
processes and underestimated the meaning of the Euro-Atlantic cooperation at the end of the 20"
century. Euro skeptics, on the contrary, said that close cooperation with the continental Europeis an
erroneous line of development of the British policy.

The aim of the article is to determine the peculiarities of the British identity and the attitude
towards the national sovereignty in conditions of globalisation and regionalisation, to study the
peculiarities of realisation and implementation of the European Union Treaty conditions aswell asto
study how exactly has it influenced both the political elite of Great Britain and the average citizens
of the state.

The dichotomy, which existed during the times of the “Cold War”, broke the existing balance
of forces. The beginning of the 90-s was marked by an attempt to create the mono polar world
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structure with the United States of America as the centre, as it was the most highly economically,
politically and military developed country. In Great Britain such changes did not meet any opposition.
London thought of the USA as their chance to stay in the big politics as a country of the universal
importance by following lead of the policy of the USA.

Processes of globalization and integration completed one another asall the uniting movements
repeated all the general tendencies characteristic of the creation of the universally connected system
of economy, politics, social cooperation etc. only in a smaller scale. At the same time, regional
integration was an obstacle to globalization by protecting the interests of the region. The United
Kingdom did not associate their interests with the goals of the European continent.

The creation of the mono polar world, which would be oriented at the United States of
America, was comfortable for Great Britain. The Atlantic orientation in policy was highly developed
in London. The British and the Americans were and are connected not only by the economic and
political cooperation but also by much deeper cultural connections that influence the way of thinking
of both nations. It has so happened that in the consciousness of the British the trans-Atlantic identity
has very deep and strong roots and it clashed with the European identity of the British. In other words,
the British associated themselves with the Americans much more than with the Europeans.

Great Britain inherited itsimperia past, ambitions of a powerful country and did not react at
the proper time to the changes in the world, which took place in the second half of the 201" century.
Their ideas about the strength of the country, its sovereignty and national identity remained
unchanged since the period of the 18"-19" centuries when the United Kingdom was truly a powerful
country. And processes of globalization and integration made it necessary to adapt to the new
conditions, where a country could protect itself, its own sovereignty and identity only by close
cooperation with other countries, by participating in international associations.

During the whol e post-war period Great Britain wanted to pursue its national intereststhrough
the so called “three pillars” of British external policy, which were the development of the
Commonwealth of Nations, maintaining special relations with the USA and playing the leading role
in Europe. In reality though, building special relations with the USA has had its priority before the
European policy of the United Kingdom. Great Britain considered the United States a country, which
can make the UK an active and powerful participant of the world policy. And the United States paid
less attention to special relations with Great Britain as it had lost its positions on the European
continent in comparison with the strength of the sea power, which it used to be.

Great Britain has aways separated itself from the continental Europe orienting its policy more
to the countries of the Commonwealth and the United States of America. That’s why after the
activation of the European integration tendenciesin the post-war period, the process of Great Britain’s
gaining membership in the institutions was difficult. It required new evauation of the situation in
Europe and in the world in general from the British government.

The term “European integration” was perceived and understood in Britain as cooperation at
the level of governmental agreements between different countries. The priority of these agreements
was economic integration, cooperation between the states, regions and enterprises [6]. For the Great
Britain’s EU partners the European integration had a noticeably wider and deeper sense. This
difference of aims and the final goal of the integration processes created conflicts between the British
government and the authorities of other EU member countries. The possibility of federalization of
Europe created an even more cautious attitude towards European activity in Great Britain, which they
possesstill this day.

At the beginning of the 1990-s Great Britain still faced a dilemma of either European or
Atlantic choice. The question of European integration was an important issue of the British
governments’ policy. But the dominants of the governmental policy were aimed at decrease of the
cost of Great Britain’s participation in the EU and support of the subsidiarity principle (division of
the authorities between the EU, national government and local authorities). Thus, Great Britain kept
losing the initiative in the European development and was forced to live in Europe, which was
designed by others. As years passed this became more and more obvious and unacceptable for the
British. After the Conservative Party in the face of David Cameron came to power in 2010, the issues
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of European identity and membership in the EU became more talked about and promoted again, thus
leading to the famous Brexit in May 2016, the resign of David Cameron and the transfer of the Prime
Minister seat to Theresa May who now has to deal with al the political, economic and cultural
consequences of the referendum.

Attempts to present European integration as the only possible way of socio-political
development do not agree with the reality, nor does the total rejection of its significance. European
integration has been expedient from the point of view of effective management but it was not
inevitable. Apart from the things that unite the European countries there are also many which prevent
the countries from connecting and unification. The “nationally based” countries still remain the main
participants of internationa relations. Acting in the nationa interests was the main task of the
governments and parliaments of these countries. Interests of separate countries often conflicted in
spheres of economic, security and other policies.

It is possible to single out three levels of the British identity — national, ethnic and pan
European. National identity unites the people within a country. It is one of the most common and
traditional identity levels, which is formed and developed under the strong influence of education,
culture and upbringing. Under the influence of ethnic mobilization process the ethnic level became
higher and Euro integration formulated the pan European level of identity. The question of identity
is closely connected with the question of the external and internal. In the opinion of many British
people the supragovernmental level of governing ruins the principles of nationa sovereignty as by
delegating its authorities the United Kingdom’s parliament stops being the supreme power [7].

The last decade of the 20" century showed positive resultsin the issues of political and social
integration. European influence if not broke the traditional aloofness of the British then at least
created the base for accepting the European idea together with the historically oriented worldview.

At the end of the 20" century and especially after the Labour Party won the elections in 1997
Great Britain turned to Europe, but it did not justify the expectations of the British leaders as to the
fast change of people’s attitude and the political establishment to the totally pro-European vision and
attitudes of the British [8]. As soon as the Conservatives returned to power, the traditional topics of
national identity, preserving historical and cultural heritage, the “uniqueness” of the British nation
have been raised again and were so well received by the average citizens that 52% blindly voted for
leaving the EU without giving much thought to all the economic and political consequences of this
decision.

National traditions remained strong and the citizens of Great Britain are not very enthusiastic
about turning all the nations into one “European” nation. Despite all the attempts of Europhiles to
change it into one federative country, Europe differs alot from the United States of America and to
unite together the British, the French, the Germans still remains the Euro enthusiasts’ plan for the
future.

A vivid struggle between Euro sceptics and Euro enthusiasts could be observed in Great
Britain during the process of the Maastricht Treaty ratification.

Opponents of Great Britain’s integration to any supranational structures insisted that the end
of the Cold War gave birth to the new era of national sovereignty as absence of the common threat
may lead to denial by the national countries of their international obligations, would give them the
opportunity to act separately. They were sure that the governments of the countries do not play a
significant role in the globalization processes, which have to be defined only by the markets.

Great Britain was among the last countries to ratify the Maastricht Treaty, which was signed
in February 1992 by the Ministers for Foreign Affairs of 12 member countries. At the genera
electionsin April 1992 al three parties, the Conservatives, Labourites and the Liberals, supported the
idea of the country’s participation in the “European building”, but they did not draw much attention
to this matter to prevent the escalation of the existing disunity in the Conservative and the Labour
parties caused by the European question. The majority of people from the power circles supported
John Major’s government, which in fact had signed the Treaty. However, at the level of the social
opinion the balance was very unsteady.
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The Treaty was subjected to unmerciful criticism. The arguments were similar to those in
other countries. a threat to the national uniqueness, the wish to preserve the nationa currency,
unfavourableness and unreasonableness of spreading a single policy to the social and legal spheres,
external policy and defence.

The Maastricht allowed Great Britain to continue carrying out its policy without complete
stepping aside from the events in the European building and at the same time to be at most distance
from the focal point, which gave it the opportunity to react just in time when the interests of the
European integration would conflict with the national interests of Great Britain or when the United
Kingdom would not be ready to accept the changes as it was done with the exchange rate mechanism.

But the ratification of the Maastricht Treaty caused the Tory interparty crisis resulting in the
loss of image of a single political force because of splitting into “Euro enthusiasts” and “Euro
sceptics” and as a result they suffered a defeat at the parliamentary electionsin 1997 and managed to
regain trust of their fellow citizens only in 2010. But the conflict within the party remained aswell as
the opinions on the issue of European integration varied.

To sum up, we may say that the value structure of the European people still has its national
focus, which is only being adapted to the European requirements. Socia rights together with the civil
and political ones have formed atriad, which have practically become the basis for the key paradigm
of building co-existence of nationsin the United Europe.

Creation of a “still closer union” is possible only after ruining the existing stereotypes in the
social consciousness and in the political leaders’ understanding of the place and role of a single
country in the world community as a participant of the process of the European integration. Great
Britain’s participation in the European Union was and still is complicated mainly by the difference in
understanding of the level of integration. Taking into consideration itslong-lasting traditions, Britain
does not accept the idea of a “suprastate” formation such as a federative Europe, but would rather
only want to have close cooperation at the level of single countries. And even though we may have
hoped that with time Britain would somehow become more inclined to accept European integration
and fedl itself closer to Europe the results of the referendum in May 2016 prove the opposite.
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Henpuyvka T.1., Henpuuvkuii O.A. Ocobrusocmi Benuxoi bpumanii 6 xoumexcmi
€sponelicvKoi inmezpayii.

B cmammi ananizyemvca cneyughixa Benuxoi Bpumanii 6 Kommekcmi €8poneucvKkoi
inmezpayii. BusnaueHni 20106Hi uyuHHUKU, Kompi 6i0pizusaomb Cnoiyuene KOponiecmeo 6i0 il
KOHMUHeHMAIbHux cycidis, a came, OCMpI6HE NONOJCEHHA, ICMOpUYHe MUHyle 6elUuKoi
cynepoepaicasu, oasri ma miyni 36 sizxku 3 CLIA. Bci yi pakmopu cnpasuiu citi cneyughiunuil 6niug
Ha Gopmy8aHHs YHIKAIbHO20 NONIMUYHO20 cmasieHHs ma nogedinku Benukoi Bpumanii. Bonu
MAKONHC BUSHAYUUNU OA2AMOBEKMOPHICMb OPUMAHCHLKOI i0eHmuuHoCmi addce cami bpumanyi 6auams
cebe i YacmuHoo OpUMAHCLKOI HaYii, YACMUHOIO MPAHCAMAAHMUYHO20 COI03Y, A MAKOHC YACMUHOIO
BeIUKOI €8PONEUCHLKOI cnitbHomu. B ocmanni 0exaou emuiuHul KOMNOHEHM [0eHMUYHOCMI CMae
sadicausum. Taxum yunom, 6y10 8UOKpeMIeHO MAKI PiBHI I0eHMUYHOCMI IK HAYIOHATbHUL, eMHIYHULL
ma nauegponeticokuti. Maacmpuxmcoki y2o0u Oyau, HanesHe, KIOUOBUM €l1EMEHMOM NEe6HO20
3a6epuieHHs npoyecy €8ponelcvKoi inmezpayii, aoxce 6onu Ode-gpakmo cmeopunu €8poneucoKull
Co103, axutl mu 3HAEMO cb0o20oOHI. IIpoyec ix npuiinamms ma pamughikayii 6y8 npoananizosanuil y
cmammi. bByno eusnaueno, wo nionucanus Yeoou noerubuno po3oincHocmi Midc  €6po-
eHmy3iacmamu ma €8po-cKenmuKamu y CyCRilbCmel 3a2aiom, ma 6 NOAIMUYHUX KOAax 30Kpemd, a
MaKodC GUKIUKALO KOHGIIKM 6cepeOuHi napmii mopi, KOmpuili npu3eié 00 NopasKu Hda
napaamenmcwbkux guobopax 1997 poxy, a makoxc mas we pso ACKpasux nposigié npooosHc PoKis,
KyivMiHayiero sakux € bpexcim ma tioco nacnioxu.

Kniwwuosi cnosea: Benuxa bpumanis, eeponeiicoka  inmeepayis, — i0eHMUYHICMD,
Maacmpuxmcokuii 0o208ip, mpancamianmuyuna cnienpays, bpexcim.

Henpuuyxaa T.H., Henpuuxuii A.A. Ocobennocmu Benuxobpumanuu 6 KowmeKkcme
e8poNnelCcKoU uHmezpayuu.

B cmamve ananuzupyemcs cneyuguxa Benuxoopumanuu 6 KoumeKkcme e8ponelicKol
unmezpayuu. OnpeodeneHnvl 0OCHOBHbLE Parkmopbl, Komopsie omaudarom OovbeouHeHHoe KOPOLe6CmE0
om e20 KOHMUHEHMANbHLIX cocedell, d UMEHHO, OCIMPOSHOEe NON0JHCEHUe, UCMOPUYEcKoe NPOULLoe
senuKoll cynepoepacasnvl, daenue u Kpenkue ceasu ¢ CILIA. Bce smu ¢gakmopsl okasanu ceoe
cneyuguueckoe 8nusHUe Ha GOPMUPOBAHUE YHUKATLHO2O NOIUMULECKO20 OMHOUEHUS U NOBEOCHUS
Benukobpumanuu. Onu maxoice onpeodenunu MHO208eKMOPHOCHb OPUMAHCKOU UOEHMUYHOCU, 8€0b
camu dbpoumanysl 8UOAmM cebsi U 4acmvlo OPUMAHCKOL HAYUU, U YACMbI0 MPAHCAMIAHMUYLECKO20
cow3a, U 4acmovio OONLUIOU e8PONelCcKol obwunbl. B nocineonue Oecsmunemusi IMHUYECKUL
KOMNOHeHm cmain gadxcen. Taxkum o6pazom, 6v110 gvloeNieHo cledyioujue Ypo8HU UOEHMUYHOCMU KAK
HAYUOHANIbHBIU, dMUdecKull u nauwegponetickuti. Maacmpuxmckue coenawienus Ovliu, HasepHoe,
KIH04eBblM 3]IeMEeHMOM ONpedeleHHO20 3a8epuleHUs Npoyecca esponeicKou unmezpayul, 6edb OHU
Ode-gpaxmo coszoanu Eeponeiickuti Coros, komopwiii Mbl ce2o0us 3uaem. IIpoyecc ux npumsmus u
pamughuxayuu OvL1 npoanaiusuposar & cmamse. bvino onpedeneno, umo noonucanue Coenawenus
Venyouno pasHo2nacusi Mexcoy e8podIHMy3Uacmam U epoCKenmukamu 6 ooujecmee 8 yeiom u 8
ROAUMUYECKUX KPY2aX 8 YACIMHOCTU, 4 MAKHCE BbI36AJ10 KOHMIUKM HYMPU NAPMUL MOPU, KOMOPbLil
npusesl K NOpajfceHuro Ha napiameHmckux evloopax 1997 2cooa, a maxoce umen ewje pso sApKux
NpOsIGNIeHUll 68 MeYeHUU MHO2UX Jiem, KyabMuHayueu Komopulx saensiemcsi bpexcum u eeco
nOCIe0CMBUsI.

Knwueevie cnosa: Benuxobpumanus, eponeiickas —unmezpayus, UOEHMUUHOCMb,
Maacmpuxmckuii 0o2060p, mpancamaanmudeckoe compyonuiecmso, bpexcum.
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