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I ntroducton

By the beginning of the nineties of the last century it became dear for many people
in Europe and North America that the time has come to badance rddions between two
ddes of the Atlantic in a new fashion and for the European NATO member-countries the
time has come to undertake some measures to increese their responghility for the
common security and defence. Eurgpean countries embarked a process designed to
drengthen and develop a european “bass’ of NATO-European Security and Defence
Identity [ESDI}, as wdl as to provide a genuine military cagpability without duplicating
the command dructures planning daffs and militasy assets and  cgpabilities dready
avaldble within  NATO while smultaneoudy increesing ther contribution to the
Alliances missons and activities Such an gpproach was seen as responding both to the
European aspirations to devdop a Common Foregn and Security Policy and dso to
promote the cregtion of more dable and bdanced transatlantic relaions, consolidating the
North Atlantic union asawhole.

But the deveopment of the reaions in the world and especidly in NATO was
characterized not S0 smoothly as was supposed.

The dudy of processes, connected with NATO's role in the trandformation of the
European security environment assumes an important  sgnificance now when the world
saw large drategicdly important changes, touched upon dl the european and eurcasiatic
aea BEvents taking place snce the nineties of last century give rise to new decisons,
redization of which would essentidly change the Allianc€s dructure and its military
establishment.

To-day in the conditions of a new security Stuation, when the massve threat from
the Eag gone and EU is agpiring to devdop Common Foregn and Security Policy,
security problems should be solved in a new fashion. In this connection an important step
towards closer cooperation between the USA and their European dlies was taken during



the January, 1994 NATO Summit in Brussds At this Summit the 16 member-countries
of the Alliance officidly approved the Program of formaion and deveopment within
NATO European Security and Defence Identity [ESDI], directed a the drengthening of
the European ‘pilla’ of NATO, while renforcing the Atlantic links The ESDI would
endble European dlies to take greater responghility for their common security defence.
They expressed their support for drengthening this European pillar of the Alliance
through the Western European Union (WEU), which has began to develop as the defence
component of the Europeen Union(EU).In order to avoid duplication of cgpabilities
NATO has agreed to make its collective assats and cagpabiliies avalable for WEU
operdions, underteken by the European Allies in pursuit of ther Common Foreign and
Security Policy. Cregtion of ESDI within NATO was conddered an integrd pat of the
internd  adaptation of this organization's politicd and military dructures, which  would
permit the European Allies to provide a genuine and effective military capability to the

Alliance’ s missions and operations as a manifestation of transatlantic solidarity.

In this connection we decided to begin our research with studying NATO Summit
documents and resolutions as well as maerids published in the press and on this bads to
determine what the ESDI is and its role in NATO a wdl as its influence on the
transatlantic links. Besdes we tried to condder the problems of creding autonomous
militay sructure of the Europeen Union and ther coordinaion with ESDI and the
problems of deveopment of NATO's second european pillar (ather pardld development
of both dructures or ther merging and developing into a unified Sructure of ES). In
connection with the last events — terrorist atacks in the United States on September 11,
2001, war in Afghanigan and Iraq — we a0 tried to see their influence on NATO and the
relations between the USA and ther european dlies as wdl as ther transatlantic
cooperation. And it became cdear that NATO is turned out to be in a very interesting

Stuation. Events of September, the 11 droke a terrible blow on the United States but



more terible in a politicd sense they droke on NATO. It turned out that the Alliance is
practicdly usdess from the point of view of repulsng new thresis Besides the NATO is
turned out to be put aside in the second time in these five years during the most serious
crises (Afghanigtan and Irag). Moreover the credion of the EU own military capability
can be compared with a ddayed-action bomb, which was put under the future of the

Alliance
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During the exigence and devdopment of the Alliance the balance of the American
and Wedteuropeen influence has been permanently changing. Its displacement ether to
one sde or ancther depends firgt of dl on corrdation of efforts between the United States
and their Westeuropean partners in different spheres of NATO activity.

Neither by the creation of the Alliance nor during long-time period after its formation
there were no doubts about legitimacy and expediency of the US leading podtion in it. It
was consdered that without the USA Western Europe would not be able to defend itsdlf.
But in the long run the Stuation has been changed. The changing corrdation of forces on
the internationd scene reveded deep geodrategicd differences between the USA and
their Westeuropean NATO dlies bringing about new momentsin their reaions.

The mogt bright expresson of this became a line on the formation of “the European
cord in NATO. This line was contrasted with two oppodte “scenaios’ of the
devdopment of americatWesteuropean rdaions. One of them envissged maximum
drawing of the USA into the defence of Europe, represented as the only possble
guarantee of Westeuropean security for the sske of which Westeuropeans should go
againg their own interestsif they run counter to the american ones.

In accordance with the second scenario Western Europe should free itsdf from the
military-politicd cover of the United States or even completely rgect it and subditute the
North Atlantic Alliance for exclusvely Westeuropean military-politicd adliance.



In West Europe both these “scenarios’ finds definite support and & the same time
they are vulnerable from the critics It is becoming dear after dl that both recommended
lines of behaviour are too radicd. The fird one ignores the increesad economicd,
poliicd and militay capabiliies of the Westen NATO countries and makes quite
irrdevant the quedion of returning Alliance to the times when the US right to dictate
ther will to their dlies was not practicaly contested. Another line underestimates the role
which the USA is playing in military-political activity of NATO and which could be
extremely difficult for the Westeuropean partners to undertake in full scope.

The dtractiveness of the idea of formation and enhancement of the “European cor€’
in NATO is explaned by the fact thet it is deprived of the extremes of both atlantism and
europagsm. The tadk is not aout ether NATO's trandformation into a branch of the
Ameican Defence Minigry or the liquidation of this block. It is proposed to drengthen
NATO in every possble way and more activdy devdop contacts between its
westeuropean partners by increesng their role in the formulaiing and redizing NATO's
politics That is the accent is made on the “europezation” of NATO who is supposed to
make through the cregtion within the Alliance westeuropean own mechenisms as well as
through their activiies On a paity bags with it some other inditutions out of NATO
such as WEU and EU should act. This line is presumed to be prevaling now in the
westeuropean military-political development.

Fom the oppodte dde of the Atlatic oceen the man meaning of NATO's
europeazaion is seen to mobilize the US westeuropeen dlies for more active military
preparations within the Alliance and to intengfy ther orientation for atlantic links and to
prevent the gppearance of “Neutrdity syndrom” in weseuropean policy. In this
connection they exercise deady pressure on West Europe so that it improves its
contribution into NATO's wa preparations. The USA would like to turn the block’s

europeazation only to that.



§2

The development of the westeuropean military-politica integration up to the end of
the eghties progressed modly towards the enhancement of the “NATO eurogroup”
because a number of the European Union countries not wishing to reduce its nationd
vedgnty limited atificadly the Western European Union's authority in the sphere of
Security.

However in the early nineties in connection with the change of geopolitica gStuaion
in Europe the NATO european member-countries embarked upon a process designed to
incresse their contribution to the fulfilment of the Allianceés missons and activities and
to enable them to assume greater respongibility for the common security and defence as a
manifestation of transalantic solidarity. This was done with a view to provide a genuine
European military capability without duplicating the command dructures, planning Saffs
and military assets and cgpabilities dready avalable within NATO. Such an gpproach
was seen as responding both to the european wish to develop a Common Foreign and
Security Policy and to the need for a bdanced partnership between the North American
and European member-countries of the Alliance.

By O-ties the rdaions beween WEU, EU and NATO have changed. And
everywhere it was underlined that it was WEU’s vocation to be smultaneoudy “defence
identity” for EU and “European pilla” for NATO. For the fird time these ams were
announced a the Maadricht Summit in 1999 and a the Minigerid meeting of WEU in
Petersherg in 1992 and developed in Amsterdam Tregty in 1997.

The essence of the Tresty on European Union, which was sgned in Maedtricht
was tha the European Communities were supplemented by a Common Foreign and
Security  Policy, induding the eventud framing of a common defence policy, which
might in time lead to a common defence In this connection the Summit in Maadtricht

adso adopted a Specid declaration on WEU, which was thought as a main red dructure



for EU could leen on in this sphere. Thus the Maedricht declaration caled upon the
WEU to deveop itsdf as a “defence component” of EU and as a means of strengthening
the Europeen pillar of the Alliance, thet is to save as a bridge military organization
between the USA and Europe.

For the firg time the term “European Security and Defence Identity (ESDI) was
used in the Maadricht declaration. According to it the European Identity should exist in
three dimengons

1) The North Atlantic Alliance, adapted to creste opportunities for the europeans to
assume greater responghility in the defence matters;

2) Intensfied Common Foreign and Security Policy abile to determine and defend
European interests and actively reect to event;

3 Srong WEU, cgpable to secure politicdly and precticdly political  control  and
drategic direction of the WEU-led operaions of Petersberg type, undertaken by the
european dlies

The activity, directed a the preparation and redization of the ESDI has been
conducted within these organizations.

In the Alliance the policy directed a the formation within HATO the European
Security and Defence Identity was officidly agpproved in 1994, It was directed a
drengthening the European pillar of NATO while reinforcing the transtlantic links, that
would enable European dlies to take grester responghility for ther common security and
defence and to meke more essentid and effective contribution into operations and
activites of the Alliance as an expresson of thar common responghilities
Smultaneoudy it would aso srengthen the transatlantic partnership.

So the Europeaen dlies began the process amed a srengthening their contribution to
the Allianceés missons and activities cdled to cregie opportunities to increese ther
repoghility for common security and defence as a manifedtation of transatlantic

lidarity. This was done with a view to providing a genuine European military capability



without duplicating the command dructures planing daffs and military assets and
cgpabilities dready avalable within NATO. Such an goproach was seen as reponding
both to the Eurgpean wish to devdop a Common Foregn and Security Policy and to the
need for a bdanced patnership between the North American and European member-
countries of the Alliance.

In the politicd sphere the formation and development of the European Security and
Defence ldentity was amed a drengthening the European pillar of the Alliance while
reinforcing the transatlantic links. It was supposed to create capabilities for the European
dlies to assume greaer respongbility for ther common security and defence and to
endble a more coherent contribution to be made by the European dlies to the security of
the Alliance asawhole.

In the military sphere the development of the ESDI cdls for assets of the Alliance
together with the forces of non-NATO countries in agreed circumstances to be placed
under the authority of the Western European Union for operaions in which the Alliance
itself may not be directly involved.

In this connection one of the man requirements of the ESDI is accordingly for
arangements, which enable the necessry dements of the NATO command structure to
be usad to asss in the conduct of operations led by the Western European Union. These
elements have therefore been described as “separable, but not separate’, since they can be
placed under the authority of the Western European Union while remaining integrd parts
of the Alliance s own military structure.
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Ancther important aspect in the devdopment of the European Security and Defence
I dentity is the concept known as “ Combined Joint Task Forces’ or “CJTF'.
What it is CJTF? A CJTF is a multingiond {combined} and multi-service {joint)

temporary task force, organized and formed for the full range of the Alliancegs military



missons and requiring multingtiond and multi-service command and control by a CJTF
headquarters. It may include dements from non-NATO troop contributing nations.

The CJTF concept was put forward at the end of 1993 and gpproved a the Summit
meeting of the North Atlantic Coundl held in Brussdsin January, 1994.

At this Summit Heads of State and Government endorsed the concept as an important
pat of the adaptation of the Alliance dructures to changes in the European security
environment.

This concept is desgned to provide NATO with a flexible means to respond to new
security chalenges, induding operations involving the participation of nations outdde
the Alliance. It is amed a improving NATO's &hility to deploy a short notice
agoproprigte multinationd and multi-services forces matched to the specific requirements
of a paticuar militay operdtion. It will dso fadlitae the integraion of nNon-NATO
paticipation in NATO-ed operations Many features of the CJTF concept have dready
been put into practice in the context of the NATO-led peace-kegping operations in the
Balkan region.

So they endorsed the formation of the ESDI. Besdes they connected the CJTF
concept with practicd military-politicd  cooperation within the “Partnership for Peace’
Programme.

The need which it was created to fulfil arose from the changing security Stuetion
in Europe and the emergence of smdler but diverse and unpredictable risks to peace and
dability. It was dso dipulated by internd adaptation of NATO, reduction of its forces as
wel as in connection with the adaptive Treaty about the Armed Forces in Europe the
most of NATO forces in peace time was turned over to full subordination of Nationd
command of their countries. As a result NATO does not have now a danding army its
owvn but the mgority of the socdled “NATO forces’ ae nationd forces which reman
under nationd control and would only become avalable to the Alliance and be placed
under the respongbility of NATO militay commanders in specific drcumdances in



accordance with the procedures agreed by member countries in advance. The Alliance
now has only headquarters and command dructures of different leve, the role of which
congg in ensuring joint militay planing, in devdopment of common dandards for
traning and draegy required to enable nationd forces to cary out new tasks ranging
from collective defence to peace-kegping and hdp them in conducting organizationd
measures necessary to their common education and traning, command and control. It is
precisdy in this connection it was agreed that future security arrangements would cdl for
edly deployable multinagtiond, multi-service military  formations tallored to pedific
kinds of military tasks Thee incduded humanitarian rdief, peace-keeping and peace
enforcement as well as collective defence. The forces required would vary according to
the circumstances and would need to be generated rgpidly and a short notice.

As an example of such forces there are Implementation Force, Stabilization Force
aswell as Kosovo Force.

At the core of the CJTF concept which was evolved to meet this needs are the
command and control arangements essential to dlow such forces to operate effectively.
The wide variety of circumgtances under which CJTF might operate places condderable
demands on the command and control arrangements for such operations. The role of
CJTF headquarters is therefore crucid. A CJTF headquarters will be formed around core
dements {the nucle} from sdected “paret” headquaters of the NATO command
dructures. It will be augmented from other NATO headquaters and by nations and
contributing Partner countries as necessary usng modular gpproach in order to meet the
requirements of the specific .missons.

Consequently no separate sructures are required for the CJTFs arangements for
assgnment of forces to CJTFs by member nations follow normad NATO force planning
procedures. Neverthdess the flexibility which is built into CJTF concept places
condderable demands on arangements for commanding and controlling the task forces
that is to say on CJTF headquarters. In this connection as it was sad above core eements



of a smdl number of CJTF headquarters are therefore being established within sdected
“parent” headquarters of NATO's command dructure. CITF headquarters rely  primarily
on “dud-hated” personnd — i. e personnd underteking other responghilities when not
operding in a CJTF context.

The minimum basdine for the Alliance planning was the principle that a lesst
two CJTF headquarters had to be able to undertake large-scde operations. This capability
should be complemented by the ability to form a number of smdler-scde land-based and
seabased CJTF headquarters. These mugt be able to command land forces of brigade or
divison dgze with compaably szed navd and ar force componets. The proposd
dructures had to be adle to megt CJTF Hg “nude” requirements and to provide the
requiste ability to generate CITF Hq gaff for both NATO and WEU-led operations.

A number of trids of the CJTF concept have been completed, for example, in the
context of the Exercise Allied Effort in November, 1997, in which a number of Partner
countries participated as obsarvers, and in the context of the Exercise Strong Resolve in
March, 1998 in which Partner countries participated and were integrated throughout the
dructure of the CJTF. The am of the trids was to vdidae the evolving CJITF
headquarters concept.

Based on these trids and other rdevant saff andyses the Alliance began the full
implementation of the CJTF concept in 1999. This process which indudes the acquistion
of necessay headquarters support and commeand, control and communications  equipment
is scheduled for completion in the late 2004.

So the CIJTF concept is desgned to provide NATO with flexible means to
repond to new security chdlenges It is amed a improving NATO's ability to deploy a
short notice gopropricte  multinationd and multi-services formations matched to the
soecific demands of a particular military operation. This concept will dso ensure the
integration of NO-NATO paticipaion in NATO-led opeaions. Undoubtedly thet
NATO will get as aresult an important insrument for crigs management in 21t century.



ESDI drengthening would depend not so on the Inditutiond changes but on the

forces modernization in accordance with the chalenges of the new security environment.
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ESDI would be smply empty words if it is not connected with the enhancement
of capabilities

The most ggnificant role in this is cdled to play a “Defence Capdbilities
Initistive” (DCl)which became one of the mogt important results of NATO's Summit
meeting in Washington in April, 1999. The am of this initiative is to ensure effective
operdions with the condderation of new roles and possble future missons — from
reection on the humanitarian catastrophes up to the peace enforcement operations and
operdions of high intengty while defending the territory of the Alliance.

As the NATO Gened Secretary Lord Robetson daed, “Defence Cegpabilities
Intiative’ is directed not only to preservaion of interoperability of forces and assets of
dl NATO dlies but dso to improvement and modernizetion of their cgpabilities to ress
new security challenges’.

DCl is specificdly oriented on those arees where NATO should develop its
operational potentia to meet effectively the security chalenges of the nearest years and
decades. DCI is amed in paticular to improve the interoperability of military forces of
member-countries. In addition the task was st to improve Alliancgs military cgpabilities
in the following areas, which are partialy coincided with one another:

- “mobility and deployability”, i. e the ability to deploy forces quickly to where
they are needed, including areas outside Alliance territory;

- “sudanability”, i. e the ability to maintan and supply forces far from their home
bases and to ensure that sufficient fresh forces are available for long-duration operaions;

“effective engagement”, i. e the ability to successfully engage an adversary in dl
types of operationsfrom high to low intensty;



“survivability”, 1. e the ability to protect forces and infrastructure agangt current
and future thrests,

“interoperable communications’, i. e command, control and information systems
which are compatible with each other to enable forces from different countries to work
effectively together.

DCl is not only bass for the improvement of the cgpabilities of the European
member-countries and reinforcement of NATO's “European pilla”, but for dSeady
military and politicd viablity of the Alliance.

Current gep in technology and cgpabilities between the USA and ther European
dlies manifested especidly during the war in Y ugodavia entails some consequences:

- Veay soon the amed forces of the European countries could not cooperate with
the americans because of ther “technologica backwardness’. The US achievements in
intdligence, aurvellance and target acquidtion, command, control and communications,
precison-guided wegpons begin fully supercede the alies on these spheres

- Would lead to new tendons in the Alliance if the European armies would find
themsdlves in a dtuation when they had to cary out dangerous missons demanding greet
human resources and possbly connected with consderable losses while the United States
will provide high technologicd logidics drategic ar and sea lift, intdligence and ar
power.

- Might bring about the problems of finance burden digribution and intensfication
of mutud sense of injury in connection with the Europe's growing dependence upon the
United States.

- Might & the end bring the politicd and military dgnificance of NATO down to a
minimum because the posshility of reciprocd messures on the pat of the US-European

codition to serious threats for the European and americaninterests is becoming lessredl.



The continugtion of politicd and military support of the Alliance on the pat of the
USA would depend on the ability of ther European dlies to meke thar worthy
contribution to the joint operations.

The tdk is not going about NATO replacement but aout the fact that the most
important  for the Alliancgs vidbllity in future will be shap reinforcement of the
European military cgpabilities.

About the dggnificance of military capabilities for ESDI to succeed NATO
Secretary Generd Lord Robertson spoke a London conference “The Globdization of
Defence Indudry: Policy Implications for NATO and ESDI» in January, 2001. He
sedificdly sad: «To-day, Europe smply does not have the cgpdbilities it needs to be a
truly effective security actor both for NATO or EU operaions. There must be no illusons
on this matter... As we enter the 21 & Century, the Euro-Atlantic community - North

America and Europe together - has to face some tough chdlenges when it comes to
improving our cgpability. We need to address the cgpability gep, and ensure our forces
can work together. And we have to get the best equipment our tight defence budgets
dlow. All of this is necessay, if we ae to ensure that Europe has the capabilities
necessary to meet its aspirations, and be a stronger partner to North America in security,

but dso if we want to make sure tha NATO countries to be adle to cary out its missons
effectively in the future».

In another speech in Munich in February, 2002 he sad: «Yet the United States must
do much more in fadlitating the process of European defence modernization. By eadng
unnecessary  redrictions on technology trandfer and indudrid cooperation.  Washington
can improve the qudity of capabiliies avalable and diminish any problems our forces
have in working together».

The Revolution in Militay Affars in the USA, as was pointed out before, will
degpen the gap in the equipment of the american and europeen forces tha is why the
European defence systems should be technologicdly raised up to the levd which would
pemit them to join the american ones Othewise the maters will tun o0 that US-
european cooperation will convert into empty phrase, political dogan.

The Defence Capabilities Initigtive, which indicated a the necessty of improving
about 58 different military-technological projects is caried out poorly. For the past



period, judging by the assations of the offida persons this programme was only hdf
fulfilled. In this connection despite the NATO adthorities datements that the
development of ESDI and DCA would promote the transatlantic links, in redity it could
be quite oppodte European rductunce to meke vdudble financid contribution to the
collective security gives rise to doubts among Americans in regard to the rdiability of the
European identity within NATO. This doubt was increased dfter the wars in Kosovo and
Afghanigan, where the lack of equdity between the US army and armies of other NATO

member-countries was discovered quite obvioudy.

§5

The formation of the European Security and Defence Identity became not only an
integra pat of the adaptation of NATO's politicd and military dructures, but dso an
important dement of the devdopment of both the European Union (EU) and Western
European Union (WEU). Both of these processes have been carried forward on the bass
of the European Union's Tredties of Maadricht in 1991 and Amderdam in 1997 and the
corresponding declarations of the Western European Union and decisons teken by the
Alliance a successve Summit medtings hed in Brussds in 1994, Madrid in 1997 and
Washington in 1999 aswell asat NATO' s minigterid sessons.

The Tresty on European Union (Maedricht, 1991) reflects the agreement of the
leeders of the Europeen Communities on the devdopment of a Common Foreign and
Security Policy (CFSP) which was aile to determine and defend European interests and
reect promptly to the events. This agreement included the reference to the Western
European Union as an integrd part of the dvelopment of the European Union as wel as
the request to the WEU itsdf to daborae and implement decisons and actions of the
European Union which have defence implications.

At the medting of the WEU which took place in Maedricht (December, 1991)
concurrently  with the meeting of the European Councl WEU member-dates issued a



declaration about the agreement on the need for a genuine European Security and
Defence Identity and a greater European responghbility in defence matters.

In January, 1994 NATO Heads of State and Government welcomed the entry into
force of the Maadricht Tresty and the credtion of the European Union as a means of
drengthening the European pillar of the Alliance and dlowing the European members of
NATO to make a more coherent cortribution to the security of dl NATO's dlies. They
agan redfirmed that the Alliance was the essentid forum for consultations among its
members and the venue for agreement on policies bearing on the security and defence
commitments of the dlies under the Washington Treaty. They dso wecomed the dose
and growing cooperdtion between NATO and the Wesern Europeen Union (WEU),
achieved on the bass of agreed principles of complementarity and transparency. They
further announced that they sood ready to meke collective assats of the Alliance
avalable on the bass of conalltaion in the North Atlantic Council, for WEU operaions
underteken by the European dlies in pursuit of ther Common Foreign and Security
Policy.

At the Summit meding in Madrid in July, 1997 NATO Heads of Stae and
Government welcomed the mgor deps taken with regard to the cregtion of ESDI within
the Alliance.

As a reault of the decisons to devdop ESDI within NATO, arangements have been
defined as pat of the adaptation of the Alliance to cover dl aspects of NATO support for
WEU-led operations. These indlude:

- Teaking WEU requirements into account in NATO'sS new defence planning
procedures for developing forces and cgpabilities. (The WEU began contributing to the
Alliance defence planning processin 1997);

- Introducing procedures for identifying NATO's assats and capabilities on which
the WEU might wish to draw with the agreement of the North Atlantic Council;



- Egadlishing multinaiond Europeen command arangements  within NATO,
which could be used to prepare, support, command and conduct operaion under the
politicad control and draegic direction of the WEU. Under thee arangements the
Deputy Supreme Allied Commander (Deputy SACEUR) acquires a didinct role both in
norma times and in the context of WEU-led operaions in reation to the forces to be
made avallable to the WEU

- Introducing oconsultetion and information-sharing  arangement to provide the
coordination needed throughout a WEU-led operation undertaken with NATO support.

- Devdoping military planning and exerdses for illustrative WEU missons.

In practice these arrangements would mean that if a crigs arose in which the WEU
decided to intervene and the Alliance choose not to it could request the use of Alliance
assets and  cgpabilities possbly induding a CJTF headquaters for  conducting an
operation under its own political control and drategic direction.

In this case the assets requested could be made avalable for the WEU's use by the
North Atlantic Council on a case-by case bags. Conditions for ther trandfer to the WEU
as wel as for monitoring ther use and for ther eventud return or recal would be
regigered in a specific agreement between the two organizations. During the operation
NATO would monitor the use of its assets and maintan regular politicad liason with the
WEU. Europeen commanders from the NATO command dructure would be nominated
to act under WEU palitical control. The assets would be returned to NATO at the end of
the operation or when required Throughout the operaion induding its preparatory phase
NATO and WEU could consuit closdly.

The next geps in the further devdopment of ESDI within the Alliance include further
work to complete or refine agreements on the use of NATO assets and commeand
arangements and on informaion-sharing and joint tesing and evauation of criss
management procedures followed by exerciang of command dements and forces. These
measures would help to develop the concrete procedures needed to support WEU



operations and to ensure tha they are well rehearsed in case they have to be put into
action. CJTF concept was adopted. According to this concept NATO could provide
“sparable but not separate’ military  cgpabilities for the operations undertaken by the
Europeen dlies without the USA. It is dso amed a providing improved operaiond
flexibility and permiting the more extensve and mobile deployment of forces needed to
regpond to the new demands of dl dliance missons. It was foreseen the wider
employment of multinationd formaions organized by the Europeen membes of the
Alliance.

The important turning point which made the European governments to remember
their decdson to eaborate common European defence policy and to form common amed
forces was a war in Kosovo. During this war it became evident that the United States
have more effective means of inteligence, survelllance and target acquistion, more
effective precison-guided wegpons as wdl as the advantage in such spheres as drategic
ar and sea lift, logigics and communications. The war showed the gap between the
military cgpebilities of the dlies It dso demondrated that the Europesns could not be
able to support ther initigives in economy and diplomacy by adequate militay means.
For mogt of the EU-member states — especidly France and Greet Britain — the subject of
serious concern aso became complex and ineffective processes of decison-making in the
EUMWEU and NATO on the problems of crigs management in Europe by military means
Thus the Kosovo criss made much more contribution to the devdopment of the
European Defence Identity than the whole decade of postMaadtricht consderations on the
Common Foreign and Defence Policy.

Kosovo reveded such unplessant fact for Europe — it depends on the military might
of the USA. Together it underlined dso another fact that the Americans do not want to
rk the life of ther soldiers in tangible european conflicts tha do not represent a red
threat to the US ndiond interests. The lesson for the europeans is evident: the US would

day an important factor of preserving peace and security on the continent until Europe



would not show its willingness to take greater responshility for ensuring their own
defence. As a result this main lesson of Kosovo pushed EU to revise its attitude to the
European cooperation in the fidd of defence, but not to wesken NATO and with the am
of cregtion of EU’ s military structures cgpable to strengthen diplomatic means.

As the ltdian Foregn Miniger sad in an interview for the “Panoramd Magazine in
April, 1999: "Europe should daborate its own vison of security. But together with deep
gopreciation to the USA for their deeds, Europe should redize tha it is wesk because it
does not have its own autonomous defence policy. The European Union should be a
upplement but not the dternative to NATO. But we could not alow oursdves to further
depend on the USA”.

86

But true break-through in the sohere of security took place & the end of 1999 when
the EU decided to make its own unified defence sysem. But for this the WEU should be
integrated into the EU structures and the European Union itsdlf getsits own army.

The EU Summit in Hesnki (December, 1999) gave a new turn to the development
of ESDI which marked a new stage in evolution of agreements about European security
and defence, thet is

- the EU intention to absorb WEU in near future;

- to deploy by 2003 military force of up to 60000 troops,

- to crege pamanett poliicd and military dructures, induding a Politicd and
Security Committee, a Military Committee and a Military Steff.

All this points out to again found by the Union determination to become a serious
and independent member of process of ensuring Security.

The outcome of the EU Coundl in Helsnki shows that the EU not only goes further
the former datements on the ESDI's problems but vitdly gets out of the modd of the
transatlantic partnership, agreed by Alliances Foreign Minigers in Belin in 1996, the



am of which was the devdopment of “separable but not separate’ European Security and
Defence Identity within NATO.

At the same time it was underlined that the Western European Union should be a
little bridge between the EU and NATO, emphesizing the independent character of
relations between these organizations.

Should the WEU be absorbed by the European Union this understanding would be
invalid because the EU would take the WEU' s functions.

The man landmarks in the creation of the Common Europeen Foreign and Security
Policy were EU Summits in da Feira (Portugd, June, 2000), Nice (December, 2000) and
Geteborg (June, 2001). These Summits adopted important documents for the framing of
mentioned politicd course. These documents contained the directives for the man
conceptud  politicd and gructurd  changes which should be caried out to creste an
effective security and defence sysem of the EU. It was aso emphasized that new systems
in no way to be a competitor or dternative to NATO but on the contrary it was said about
inevitable arangements of dose ocontacts coordination of actions and deepening of
cooperation between NATO and EU.

The mechanism of implementation of a common foreign policy is sufficently
complex, but & the same time flexible as it permits EU member-countries to keep some
independence. It might be supposed that an intergovernmentd process of coordination
and decison of the problems of Foreign policy of security and defence will reman for a
long period. The EU member-countries now sy that it is not possble to admit that they
are ready to move from the “common” foreign policy to “unified” foreign policy. It has
been remaining different gpproaches both to separate countries and regions and to certain
politicadl problems. It has been planned further enlargement of the EU and naturdly it
would insert its corrections into the formation of CESDP and its mechanisms. Where this
process will come to would depend firgt of dl on the fact what identity the EU will sdlect
for itsdf and it might be redized that the coordingtion within the framework of 15 States



is one process but in the framework say of 20-25 or 27 States is a new quditative leve of
complexity. But this process has been started and is developing.

Strategicdly the main pat in taking decisons about conducting operations of one or
the other types should belong to the EU Council of Minisers. There were cregted as we
have dready mentioned new politicd and militay dSructures a Politicd and  Security
Committee, consgging of the representatives of member-countries which is cdled to
folow for the devdopment of internationd dStuation and to promote the daboration of
the EU unified foreign policy; a Military Committee which includes on a pemanent basis
representatives of the Chiefs of Staff gives recommendations to the Politicd and Security
Committes a Militay Saff, recaving indructions from the Militay Committee is
engaged in implementation of a Common Europeen Security and Defence Policy
(evauation of the Stuation, rategic planning and so on)

The period of framing Common European Security and Defence Policy was
completed in Nice by the credtion of permanent dructures and by adoption of the
commitments to ensure cgpabilities and decigons concerning NATO and third countries.

The Politicd and Security Committee who congds of the ambassadors would play an
important role in the formation of the EU policy in case of crigs and in the contral for its
condgent redization. In crids gtuaion a High Representative of EU would be the
Charmen of the Committee The Committee would exercise politicd control and
draegic direction of the operation. It would be asssed by the Militay Committee,
condging of the militay representaives of the fifteen EU member-dtates. This
Committee would give recommendations on military matters and redize the effective
military management of the Military Staff.

The EU Militay Saff congsing of a hundred members would be engaged in
observation and andyss aswell as operationd planning.



The Europeen Union dso outlined collective ams in forming capabilities in three
drategic directions.  drategic  mobility, headquaters and command  arangements  for
combined forces and means of collective information for these purposes.

On November 21, 2000 a Capabilities Commitment Conference of Defence Minigters
of the European Union took place. At this conference every miniser pledged subgtantia
contribution of his date to the formation of capabilities. This conference became the firg
concrete redization of EU’ s determination to creste common military cgpabilities

Tdk is aout the fact tha by 2003 EU will have the capability to conduct
peacekeeping and other operations on the european or the nearest to Europe theater of
operdtions deploying within 60 days and sudaining for a leest one year military forces of
up to 60000 troops with ther own sysem of command and control, intdligence and
logigtics as well aswith ar and nava support.

The minigers dso came to a concuson tha the proposed now by the EU member-
countries resources of 100000 troops, 400 comba planes and 100 warships would ensure
the needs of new European forces.

The mog condderable contribution to the Eurocorps of 13500 troops was
promised by Germany, then goes France (12000 troops) and Great Britain of 12500. Itdy
and Span committed themsdlves to offer 6000 troops each; Netherlands — 5000; Greece —
3000; Fnland and Sweden — 2000 esch; Begium, Portugd and Irdand — 1000 troops
each and Luxemburg — 500.

The fifteen EU member-daes agreed methods of cooperation with NATO in
order to have posshilities to use its assats and capabilities according to the commitments
adopted by the Alliance in Washington. These procedures were gpproved by NATO a
the end of 2000. There were foreseen some commitments which could be undertaken by
the States which are not members of the EU in order they could take pat with the WEU-
led cris's management operations.



It was envisaged the creation of the Committee of the Contributing Countries
which would unite during the operation member-countries that is countries of “fifteen”
with the third sates and which would provide these dates with the possbility to play an
important rolein the crisis management.

The following features in our opinion pushed the Europeean Union to the
formation of its own security system:

- US pressure on the dlies more like as twiding hands with the am to meke them
to contribute more to the strengthening of NATO;

- US open disregad the interests of ther dlies including the security metters. For
example, unlesshing the war in Yugodavia the americans has been driving to move into
Bakans in order to show once more their srength and might and mainly to tie ther dlies
into the bloodshed;

- Maeid condderations such as the unification of defence cgpdbilities of the EU
member-countries that would permit them to dlot suitable means for the procurement of
modern armaments and military techniques,

- The ability fond by the Westeuropean countries to proceed fird of dl from ther
own interests in economic, trade, currency, scentific, technicd and even foregn policy
meaiters has become a symbol of independence and affirmation and permit them to go out
of subordinate position in the military-political sphere.

The question of forming EU own defence dructures went to the leve of practicd
solution immediately roused serious differencesin NATO.

Firg of dl the USA has expressed their displeasure with the aspirations of the
Europeans to have more independence in defence matters and driving to have a right of
“veto” on every decison of the command of the rapid respond forces They are dso
ingsting that the European rapid response forces should be subordinate to the Alliance.

France does not agree to this and has teken a firm pogtion puting out an idea of

autonomous system for drategic planning of the crested force. Greet Britain is dtercating



with France and under the pressure of the USA is showing inconsstency in the question
of forming European amed forces. It depated from some principd agreements. The
Defence minider of Great Britan G. Chun sad tha until schemes of cooperation
between the EU and NATO would not be worked out in detail there is no reason to form

European forces of rapid response.
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Discussons on this problem were added by impelus in the form of the “Joint
Dedlaration on the European Defence’ Joint Communique on the results of two-way
Ango-French summit in StMao a December, 1998. The officid cirdes as wdl as
means of mass information prodamed StMdo as a true “turning-point” in the EU
gpproach to the Security.

At the fird time European plans in defence sphere came out of the inditutiond
arangements and were filled with red militay content. In St. Mado France's postion
was adopted according to which “The Union sould have the capability to cary out
autonomous operations in defence sphere; as far as Great Britain is concerned it drived to
underline the organic link between EU and NATO. Both countries sad, that “The Union
should have necesssty command, control and information sysems reconnaissance and
aurvellance sysems and the capability for appropricte drategic planning  without
unnecessary duplication of dl that is avaladble within NATO”. Tony Blar's government
agreed with Frances opinion as to the fact that the strengthening of European defence
cgpability would not only ham the transtlantic links but quite opposte would be
necessay eement which would preserve the NATO's importat role and The US
paticipaion in European Security Sysem. Crossing this European Rubicon in defence
sphere Grest Britain opened a new chepter in the European integration and st up
premises for the beginning of a new didogue between Brussds and Washington on

defence and security matters.



All this was made on the understanding that The Europeen Security and Defence
Policy does not foresee the weakening of links with the North Atlantic Alliance as NATO
remans a bass for the transatlantic security and proceed from the fundamentd redity:
the Europeans have numerous common economic and socid intereds. They share
agpirdions to the union of dable democracies in a gable environment. Devation to this is
a bass for European condruction. It dso gimulates the creation of the European defence
by EU member-countries. But dl this could have reaults only if it relies on the effective
bodies and serious military capabiliies on  the credtion of which the European Union
concentrates its effort now.

Mans for the formation European armed forces are very modest and only give the EU
opportunity to conduct military operdtions where the USA choose not to. Yet during
many years ahead EU military operations would depend on NATO command structures
and US asxts in such spheres asintdlligence and logigtics.

It is difficult to imagine tha the EU could indegpendently begin any sarious military
operaion without the US approvd. But it is this remaining uncertainty and undearity of
operationd agpects of military dructure and the EU future operations evoke anxiety on
the other sde of the Atlantic. Trying to sisfy the Americans the EU is consdering the
problem to propose to the key NATO militay representatives daius of  permanent
representatives or observes in the EU Politicd and Security Committee and  Military
Committee. One more EU initistive is to propose the Deputy Supreme Allied
Commeander, Europe to teke pat if necessary in the EU Militay Committee activity.
Nevethdess 11 out of 15 EU member-dates have plans to send to the Military
Committees of NATO and EU the same representatives and this would ensure
trangparence and smooth enough cooperation.

The United Staes expressng ealier anxiety in regards to the European defence
identity now have moved a number of conditions concerning in paticular dose
coordination of EU actions with NATO while keeping supreme role of the later in



ensuring security as wel as including into European planning Sx Europeen members of
NATO not beng EU membes (these provisons were then induded into the EU
documents on CESDP). But it is evident that fulfilling the project and medting new
security thregis are only possble within euroatlantic partnership, close cooperation with
the USA and NATO a a whole. Postive evduation of the process dated by the
European Union is contained in the Common Statement of the USA and EU a the
Summit in Geteborg where it was dated that this project would strengthen the EU and the
“European pilla” of NATO.

During lagt time the European Security and Defence Policy has made an impressve
way forward on the provision the European Union with necessary dructures and assets to
react in crisis Stuations.

Tdk is not dout the formation of the European Army but about the forces
contributed by some countries on a nationd bass components of which could be used
for crigs management outside the EU area with the agreement of appropriate capitds and
the UNO mandate. Providing the EU with the cgpability to manage fast cridgs Stuations
and with gpproprigte command dructures together with the policy of defending dl 15 EU
members does not run counter ether to the policy of the non-dignment, conducted by
some countries or to NATO's role. So the EU member-countries again confirmed thet the
North Atlantic Alliance has been the bass for the collective defence of its members
which has exclusve advantage — it has dl militay and dvilian crigs-management
cgpabilities to regulae interndiond digoutes from  diplomatic control  during  precriss
gtuation up to the financid, adminidraive and tacticd abilities to conduct restoration
works after the finish of war stage.

The European Union aways decdlared its readiness to conduct consultations with
other countries about the problems of military crigs management.

The need of drengthening European role in NATO was undelined by its Secretary
Generd G. Robertson who characterized it as a question of absolute necessity. If NATO



would like to be as drong organization in the future as it was in the past it should develop
good, effective and rdiadle links with the European Union as the role of the latter is
risng in this sphere. Noting that “srengthening of Europe's role in NATO does not mean
the reduction of the North Americds role’, Lord Robertson underlined the fact that
transdtlantic relations remain key to support the effectiveness of NATO and that a red
gability in Europe and protection of its democratic vaues is not possble without dable
transatlantic links,

In 2001 precticd redization and consolidetion of agreements assume within the EU
gppreciable character. Impulse to this process was given by September, 11 tragic events
in Washington and New-Y ork and subsequent dteration of world Stuation.

As far as the North Atlantic union is concerned the period after September, 11 was
vay complicated from the point of view of transalantic relaions. After the terrorist
atack on New-York and Washington NATO for the firg time triggered Artide 5 of the
Washington Treaty, but not for ensuring security of the European dlies as it was
supposed but for the defence of the United States. However the USA began to form
antiterrorig codition not on the principles of Atlantic solidarity but on a pragmatic bads.
(It indudes Great Britain, Russa Uzbekigan, Tagjikisan, Kirghizdan and Pakigan). A
cold shower for European dlies became the statement of US deputy defence minister P.
Woolfowitz, which was made during his vist to NATO heedquarters in October, 2001. In
this satement he thanked the dlies for a proposed hep but underlined that in the matter
of ensuring its own surity his country could not rdy on the “codition of dates which
are dways ready to act” By this he had in mind the experience of Kosovo criss when the
so-cdled “war of committees’ in NATO serioudy complicated the adoption of decisons.

Snce then NATO Generd Secretary Lord Robertson has began to tak about the
necessity of NATO' stransformation and firgt of dl in the decison-making process.

One more chdlenge for NATO connected with changed world Stuation, with the

dae of transalantic relaions, enlargement and new qudity relations with Russa was a



devdopment of a new drategy. Addressng the meeting of NATO Defence minisers in
Wasaw a the end of September, 2001 Lord Robertson spoke about the necessty of
working out the preemptive drategy agang some outcast countries as the United States
cdled them. But goparently this idea might be only a part of anew drategy which would
replace the one adopted in Washington in April, 1999. And the bads of this Srategy
would be agpparently formed by a concept preemptive drike, adopted from the US
Foregn policy doctrine according to which Washington could drike fird on  countries,
which in its opinion have some rdaions to world terrorism. And so the Alliance would
get dso the posshility to drike preemptive blows on targets out of the area of ther
responghility because in May, 2002 in Reykjavik NATO countries agreed that the
Alliance must meet threets to their security from wherever they may come For this
apparently the Alliance has been cresting on the US suggedion a rgpid-reaction NATO
Response Force of up to 21 thousand troops from three sarvices Army, Air Force and
Navy.

The Leaders of European integration — France and Germany — aready do not exclude
now the posshility of credtion in the nearest future on the EU basis a red confederation —
a sort of the United States of Europe. Besides the EU has a definite basis for that in the
fom of Common legidaive and executive authorities (Europarlament, Eurocoundl and
Eurocommisson). And since 1999 Cugoms and Currency unions were added by
common currency-euro and the decison to form Europesn quick reection force,
autonomous from NATO. All these events make such “dreams’ aredlity.

The Americans as a whole refuse to take Europe as a collective member of NATO
though the Europeans argue that they have parliament, common currency and will have
ther own Armed Forces and so on — why not the only US patner united by common
principles of adminidrations. But in future the Americans would have to teke this into
condderation. The United Europe with its own amed forces would turn some times into

an independent center of force not dependent on the US dictate. And this in its turn will



bring to the weekening of NATO and even to the Alliance's disunity. Then the USA
could loose control over Europe.

Apparently Washington was guided exactly by this, when it demanded to conclude
an officid agreement between NATO and EU which would guarantee the North Atlantic
Alliance priority over any independent operations of the European Union.

But the EU leaders at that time resolutdy regjected such demand and in resolution on
the reallts of the Hesnki meeting put down that Eurounion would take independent
decison about military operations and would conduct the without dependence on any
NATO actions. And though the Europeans undelined that their close cooperation in
defence maiters would not only harm the European identity in NATO but srengthen the
Alliance as awhole, thisisthefirg portent to the independence.

Taking into account that in due course the European Union will take in
overwhdming mgority of the European countries it is evident thaa NATO dready in the
nearest decade will be doomed to say good-bye to the role of “firg violin” in decison of
the problems of the European security. And as some western experts note the only chance
for NATO to prevent disunity is its transformeation into consultative mechanism between
the EU and USA.

At the same time the EU would play more important and active role in forming
dructure landscgpe of European Security. In difference from NATO “new EU” would
have not only powerful military capability but would have a its digposd wide arsend of
economicd, financid and politicd levds of dae management. Teking into account the
fact that the mgority of regiond problems of Europe must not be effectivdly solved only
with militay means because they do not have long-tem militay <olutions, the man
active character in solving European security problems would be undoubtedly the EU.

And by this the leadership of the EU would try to meke out of the European Union a
Center of economicd and paliticd force, which is naurdly unthinkable without military-
politicdl idertity. At the same time Washington has understood thet this process is not



reversble and it is better to keep it under its control has agreed on the drategic
partnership between NATO and the EU.
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Apparently in this connection and with the change of internationd gStuaion a the
end of 2002 NATO and the European Union have dgned the Declaration of Strategic
Partnership. As it was reported the EU would be given technica capabilities to conduct
ovn militasy and peacekegping operaions but a the expense of NATO's cgpability
especidly in militay planning, logisgics mobility and intdligence  Europeen command
Structures would aso coordinate their actions with NATO command structures.

Digdlacement of accents in NATO policy, moving to the front line problems of
fighting with terrorism and new security thrests in different regions of the world could
bring to the beginning of contradictions and serious discords in the Alliance The
decisons of the Prague Summit of 2002 correspond firg of dl to the US interests, who
would like to see NATO as an indrument far ther pogtion-d-force policy in solution of
many politicadl problems But in its present date the Alliance could not play a role of
efficdent dly of Washington. This is dafirmed in particular by the experience of military
operdions in Afganigan and Irag, conducted by the Americans redly independently
without NATO. But nevethdess the USA ae interested in keeping up and support
NATO because the Alliance today is a man indrument of American presence on the
continent and not only military but aso politica and economicd.

Jugt another time the USA through the NATO headquarters in Brussds undertook an
datempt to narow the damaging transalantic cgpabilities gagp within the Alliance The
Symbol of this is the credtion of the so-cdled NATO Response Force, congsting of land,
sea and ar dements, numbering up to 21 thousand troops who by 2006 must be ready to
move quickly to wherever they might be required.



In personnd and materid meatters new problems come up before the Europeans as
together with the formation of the EU repid reaction force of 60000 troops in NATO
there is the European Security and Defence Identity with the task as it was sad earlier of
achieving agreements, which permit to use necessay dements of NATO's command
structures to support WEU-led operations. A paradoxica gtuation is aisgng. NATO does
not have pemanent amy and the mgority of the so-caled “NATO forces’ is composad
of naionad units who ae remaning under naiond command and ae turned over to
subordingtion of NATO militay commanders in specific drcumdtances according  with
the procedures agreed by member-countriesin advance.

And 0 we have two powerful politicadl organizations and this is a redity. But the
other redity is that the mgority of member-countries bedong to both organizations. And
reservoir from which troops are derived is one. But the am dedared by the European
Union to deploy military forces of up to 60000 troops who could fulfill peacekesping
tasks will demand not less than 200 thousand troops because rotation would be necessary.
But the Europeen dlies having in the amed forces aout 2 million troops could hardly
dlocate 40 thousand troops for the peacekegping misson in the Bakans That is why
European forces are Hill a “paper amy”. For Greet Britain as an example this means that
units, who according to paper ae ready to be transferred to the European forces have
dready been in action under NATO's aggis for example in Kosovo or together with the
Americansin Afghanistan and Irag.

Conclusion
As a concduson we would like to pay atention to the Stuation in NATO or around it
and make some remarks in regards to further development of the Europeen identity and
its influence on the transatlantic links
1. The last events have shown that in its present date the Alliance could not play a
role of effective dly of Washington. This was tedtified by the experience of the military



operation in Afghanigan and war in Irag, conducted by the Americans practicdly on its
owvn without NATO support. Ard though the drategic role of Europe has diminished the
USA neverthdess are interested in keeping and support NATO because a present the
Alliance is a man indrument of the American presence on the continent and not only
militay but dso paliticd and economicd. In this connection adagpting to the time
demands, NATO, usng the ESDI's experience regarding the CJTF, would reform its
military dructures into more flexible and effective joint (multiservice) task forces on a
multinational bass by smultaneous reduction in a number of headquaters. In this case
NATO would become an organization cgpable to take quick decisons and if necessary to
send combat formations to suppressterrorists sdlies.

2. Digplacement of accents in NATO policy, moving forward problems of fighting
terrorism and new security threats in different regions of the world could influence in our
opinion the further development of the European Security and Defence Identity. The
cregtion according to the decison of the Prague summit of NATO Response Force would
be on a condant bass. This force should dways be ready to conduct military actions
throughout the world that is it should have its own command and heedquarters and thet is
why it could not bee dependent on ESDI.

3. The Alliance should develop good and effective links with the European Union.
Saying that “more Europe in NATO does not mean less North America’, Lord Robertson
underlined that transatlantic relations remain a key to the effectiveness of NATO and that
without good transalantic link could not be red dability in Europe or defence its
democratic vaues In that connection NATO is undeteking Seps to intengfy the
paticipation of the European countries in ensuring security and drengthening by this
cooperation between Europe and North America NATO and other organizations such as
EU and WEU should st cdose ties during joint sessons exercisess and  regular
conaultations, directed a the strengthening of cooperation. They ae going to form such
Armed Forces who ae required to manage the more probable criss sStuations and



conflicts of the Future It is working out the undergtandings on ensuring such a postion
under which one of these organizations that would head the activity on prevention the
threet to peace in connection with such conflicts would have necessary powers, force and
military equipment.

4. As far as the economic cgpabilities of EU member-countries will be incressng,
ther politicad ambitions would not be only increesng but would be supported by
economical power. In this case the drengthening of Euro as a possble dternative to
dollar is of grest dgnificance. At the same time the growth of politicd ambitions,
economicd and financid powers of Europe would not be supported by the adequate
drengthening of militasy might especidly in modern wegpons and military  equipment.
Moreover the dependence of Europeans on the USA in this sphere would be increesng.
That is why it is unlikdy in nearest future to look forward to the credtion in Europe the
Center of Force who could be a military-palitica dterndive to the United States.
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