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Introduction

In comparison with previous forums, the third Slovak Strategic Forum
 organized in 2009 by the Center for European and North Atlantic Affairs (CENAA) was more focused on the European Union and its Security and Defence Policy. In the year when the 10th anniversary of the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) has held, the forum participants focused particularly on the issues of the European Security Strategy (ESS) and the EU missions. These issues are part of a broader discussion about importance of the Lisbon Treaty for a further development of the Common Security and Defence Policy of the European Union, for fulfilment of its growing ambitions, and improvement of operational capacities necessary for fulfilment of new ambitions. The discussion about supplementation or a complete change of the ESS fitted in context of preparations of the new NATO Strategic Concept which will surely stay in the centre of the security analysts’ attention in the coming period. With regard to the growing discussion about possible development of Russia, and in connection with its new National Security Strategy 2020, the Slovak Strategic Forum concentrated on the relationship between the European Union and Russia.  

The Slovak Strategic Forum did not aim to unambiguously formulate the answers for the given questions. However, following some positive as well as negative opinions, it is possible to make certain partial conclusions which are summarized in this paper.  

The European Security Strategy after Five Years – How to Go Further

In December 2008, there was the 5th anniversary of adoption of the European Security Strategy, the first security document of the EU. Since the last year there have been several discussions concerning future development of the ESDP and the European security issues have been discussed by the Council of the EU and the European Parliament, too. The discussion has also raised several questions: Is it necessary to develop a new ESS or just update the ESS 2003? Does the ESS make any sense without definition of common European interests within the security area? Should the ESS result from a comparison of national security strategies? How often should the ESS be revised? How to deal with issues of “effective multilateralism” and all kinds of polarities? 

Is it Necessary to Develop a New ESS or just Update the ESS 2003?

Within discussion, the experts focused on assessment of the positives and the “weak points” of the ESS that have occurred during five years of its real existence. The opinions on Strategy were mixed – there were critics of its existence and the process of its revision, but there were also those who argued that the ESS is a sufficient document which has its place and is needed, and that the Report from December 2008
 had created sufficient conditions for its improvement.

The discussion incited a formation of two opinion groups. The critics pointed out particularly insufficient consensus which accompanied the ESS from its preparation and finally caused that the Strategy was written by a small group of people without taking into consideration broader European (regional) opinions. This issue occurred during the conferences on possible revision of the ESS in 2008, where the participants failed to reach a consensus on foreign and security policy. The mixed opinions occurred also in respect to the EU’s approach towards new security threats and a decision whether a new ESS should be developed or it is enough to complement the old one. 
The supporters think that, from the point of view of structure and scope, the ESS is a good document, with good analytic part and vision, which has created a common starting point for understanding of threats and relationship towards external world. They consider the ESS to be a needed document and judge the Council’s Report on the ESS Implementation to be a good starting point for a work on a new document. The group of critics thinks the Union lacks “comprehensive strategic thinking” and discussion on the European level – although, on the other hand, there are still some pressures on enforcement of narrower national interests. However, it was said several times that the ESDP as a whole has reached several successes, e. g. the first missions in Balkan or outside Europe, which eliminates certain “pessimism”.

The Forum participants also concurred that the Lisbon Treaty would play an important role within implementation of the ESS in response to the threat, although the opinions on the importance of the Treaty were mixed and some of the views were quite sceptical. However, the majority of discussants concurred that the Treaty brings a new view on capabilities and structures and will bring a progress within the ESS implementation. 

What poses a great obstacle in progress of the European security is an absence of strategic security interests and also insufficient “prioritization”
. Although the Council’s Report on the ESS Implementation has updated and extended the threats, the unity of political will during the decision-making about the response to the threats still remains a problem. At first, the EU has to unify itself in definition of security interests that could be a starting point for a definition of the “European security identity”.
 

The experts discussed also about an influence of parallelly prepared NATO Strategic Concept on the ESS. They agreed upon the following: it will be very important which place will be given to the EU (possibilities and ways of cooperation) within the already mentioned concept and what attitude the SK NATO will take to a non-military dimension. As far as Slovakia is concerned, it must – as a NATO member – support preservation and further development of the NATO. Similarly, while preparing the new ESS it is necessary to ensure that, alongside harmonization of the interests of all the EU members, the SR interests will be accepted, too.
 

A question concerning a size and complexity of the ESS evoked opposing opinions. Some discussants were pointing out that if the document would be extended and adopt often criticized “implementation aspect”, the ESS could become very broad and so thinly usable document. The new ESS should represent a starting point for further strategies – whether an antiterrorist or energy one, and so on. 

Partial Conclusion

On the basis of the discussion, it is possible to abstract away the following answers for the questions which had been posed to the SSF participants: 

· The discussants tended towards the view that it is necessary to develop a new document which should be prepared in coordination with preparation of the new NATO Strategic Concept. 

· Without definition of common European interests in the field of security, the ESS will remain the document without ability of implementation. 
· Within the preparation of the ESS, the experts’ views from individual member states should be taken into greater consideration (in comparison with 2003). It is a comparison of national security strategies which could serve as a fundamental starting point. 
· The revision of the ESS (or at least its assessment) could be carried out in spirit of the European Parliament, in five-year cycle. 
· Although the implementation of “effective multilateralism” is justified, it is quite complicated issue to which the Forum did not take a stand. 
The EU Missions – Experience 

Within the framework of the ESDP, the European Union has so far conducted 22 missions, while 16 of them have been civilian ones. The experience has shown that if the EU wants to fulfil its resolutions within international crisis management, it needs to build up not only civilian but also military capabilities. The development in recent five years has brought many new challenges and forced the EU to face with new decisions: Should we act uniquely under the UN mandate or also under the regional command (NATO, OSCE)? Are there any geographical limits for the EU missions? Does Africa represent an area of interest for the whole EU? Is the concept of the EU battle groups on decline and will it be replaced by the European Army Concept? Are we willing to send the Czech-Slovak battle group wherever?

The EU Battle Groups Concept vs. the European Army Concept

Within the discussion, the positives as well as the negatives of creation of the ESDP civilian and military capabilities and their usage in real conditions of engagement were assessed. The discussants focused mainly on the EU ambitions, new scenarios and capabilities of the EU battle groups (BGs). The supporters of the critical attitude pointed out that the Union prepares its capabilities and structures without a cohesive foreign policy or a vision what should they serve to. This implies a question of a purpose of the EU BGs. A majority of discussants supported the view that without capabilities construction the EU could not fulfil its ambition to be a respected player, less so a global one. The importance of the capabilities was pointed out even in the ESS 2003, and the Council as well as the European Parliament identify themselves with it
. A demand for the EU assistance has increased recently and the Union establishes greater ambitions and prepares more demanding scenarios
.    

The discussion about the EU missions and capacities was marked by rather positive view. A majority of the Forum participants agreed with an assessment that the EU engages more and more through the missions and operations, enlarges a number of operations and area of action and their quality increases, too
. Especially in the West Balkan, the EU has taken the responsibility for stability and security, and at the same time solved the problems which had not been solved during the previous actions of the UN or NATO.

Within assessment of the EU’s progress in this field, it was pointed out that the soft power has prevailed. This is considered to be a comparative advantage of the EU, since it is the only organisation that is able to engage such capabilities. The stabilisation is a long-term process and the means of soft power play more and more important role in it. Although civilian operations have prevailed in the EU crisis management, there are some problems in preparation of the capabilities. This is caused by differences in quantity and quality of national contributions. 

The same applies to Slovakia which has great problems within provision of civilian capacities. The discussion exposed that the greatest obstacle is represented by insufficient Slovak legislation for such a kind of engagement. Our engaged staff is not provided with the same conditions, protection, insurance and subsequent incorporation into society after an arrival as staff from other states participating in these missions
. Although now the EU is not able to prepare and launch a combined military-civilian operation
, currently created tools of planning increase this probability. 

All the discussants concurred that an increase in the EU’s ambitions is legitimate. However, one of important restrictions is a political will in fulfilment of ambitions and engagement of civilian and military capacities. At the same time, there has emerged a question whether the EU BGs are able to carry out the tasks of six supposed scenarios
, because from a military point of view their size and structure do not correspond with new ambitions of the Union. The battalion-sized groups are appropriate rather for arrangement of crises and conflicts of lower intensity; various national restrictions remain; and there are also other troubles, for example in the area of strategic transport. In terms of a further development of BGs, various opinions have occurred. The BGs are considered to be a positive element in the military capabilities development. Their dissolution in a short-term horizon would pose a risk in spite of the fact that they have not been engaged yet. According to the discussants, the NATO Response Force supposes a shift towards smaller forces since it has been proved that a size of the EU BGs does not play a negative role. The need of the BGs was defended also in term of a need to prepare the forces of the EU member states in compliance with “European military culture” – even despite the fact that it has its strict criteria. The discussion also brought the views that it is possible to think about replacement of the EU BGs Concept, however, there is no assumption that it could happen in a short-term perspective. Recently, various statements of the European politicians have occurred in this connection, for example a statement of the Chancellor of Germany, Angela Merkel, about an effort to create a common European Army, or a statement of the Polish President, Lech Kaczynsky, about the European Army bound to the NATO. The United Kingdom has also opposed the engagement of the BGs in a real time. 

The experts suppose that one of the weakest points of this concept at a political level may be for example a possibility of paralysing the BGs engagement by some states, in case the EU member states would not find a common will. This was illustrated by an example of different views of the Czech Republic and the Slovak Republic on Kosovo – two countries that form the common BG in the second half of 2009. 

The Forum participants also paid attention to the African continent, particularly in connection with the SR actions in the standby groups in 2009 and 2010. The discussants were sceptical in respect to an approach of Slovak as well as Czech politicians and parliaments towards engagement of a common battle group in Africa. Although the African continent does not belong to the sphere of interest of the Central-European countries, several experts pointed out potential threats coming from this continent. As an example we can mention mass illegal migration which currently threatens southern Europe, but which can gradually shift to the north. It means that Africa is becoming a similar challenge as Afghanistan. Therefore, Slovakia should take into consideration heterogeneity of regional interests and priorities as well as realize the fact that it is not possible to orientate itself only to the exclusively narrow Slovak priorities. It is necessary to take into account the threats concerning the whole EU and coordinate our interests. We should not go against the EU interests.

Partial Conclusion

Following positive as well as negative opinions it is possible to answer some questions that the Slovak Strategic Forum faced: 

· The EU has confirmed its capability to plan and conduct the operations. In the recent ten years it has carried out more than 20 operations of different specialization – from operations launched by the NATO and taken up by the EU to operations and missions that have been launched by the EU itself. It points out the EU’s ambitions to be a global player. 

· The EU capabilities and capacities, including the Slovak Republic participation, should be still strengthened in the future. It is important to use the comparative advantages of the EU, particularly within civilian capacities, but also in the future potential connection between civilian and military forces, despite current troubles that occur during their common engagement.  
· The existing ESS assumes the EU will respond to the crises only if it is granted with a UN mandate. However, there is also an assumption of action without a broader UN mandate – on the basis of bilateral agreements (particularly within European area, as the EULEX experience has shown).
· Despite opinion ambivalence, the EU BGs have represented a positive component and thanks to their capacity they are usable for fulfilment of some EU’s ambitions. What still poses a problem is their size and composition that are not in compliance with the established ambitions, which could complicate engagement according to particular scenarios.  
· The Security Forum has not excluded a possibility of replacement of the EU Security Strategy. However, it has supposed that formation of the common army in a short-term or a mid-term perspective is not realistic.
· The question of geographic limitation of the EU missions was not answered unequivocally. The discussants agreed about the fact that there is heterogeneity of regional interests and priorities and that the final result will depend on the consensus within the Common Foreign and Security Policy. 

· So far, Africa has stood out of the attention of the Central-European countries, despite some threats coming from this continent that could hit them. Although the ESDP has made some progress in relation to Africa, potential engagement of the Czech-Slovak BG is still marked by some scepticism: Would there be any political will to engage this BG in Africa? 

· The political will, a willingness to engage the BGs, still poses a problem within the EU’s ability of action and usage of already existing capabilities. Within engagement of civilian capacities, the EU’s ability of action is restricted by insufficiently adapted legal system of individual states – this is an ongoing problem in Slovakia, too.  

The European Union and Russia

Despite several greater or smaller crises, the European Union has recently realised that further development of a strategic partnership with Russia requires an insertion of a meaningful dialogue about security into the agenda. However, a security dimension of mutual relations cannot be separated from a broader European security structure. This implies several questions: To which extent can the European Union accept the proposal of the President Medvedev to create a new European Security System? Who was weakened by the Georgian-Russian conflict more – Russia or the EU? And which lessons should the EU take form it? Should the EU approach Russia independently or in coordination with the NATO (the U.S.)? What is the role of energy within mutual relations? The discussion did not bring clear answers, however it showed some trends within understanding of these issues by the Slovak security community. In these terms, several discussants pointed out vulnerability of Ukraine in relation to the Russian-Ukrainian conflict and at the same time emphasized a Trans-Atlantic Framework and importance of the cooperation with the U.S.  

A Meaningful Dialogue between the European Union and Russia

During the discussion about a more and more strengthened position of Russia in the international scene, the participants pointed out a need of balanced approach towards assessment of Russia’s position towards Europe. On one hand, the discussants came to an agreement that it is necessary to desist from stereotyped assessment of Russia (conservative, undemocratic, nationalist Russia with inclination to dictatorship etc.), but on the other hand they noticed that it is necessary to take into account that Russia follows its interests and, within the framework of strengthening of its influence, it tries to return back to Northern and Eastern Europe. Within an observation of mutual mistrust between the EU and Russia, some experts argued that Russian mistrust towards a development in the EU could emerge from concerns relating to possible exhaustion and internal break-up of the Union. On the other hand, although the EU is aware of a need of cooperative approach to Russia, it does not believe Russia, since “to be cooperative” means for the Europeans “not to cross the red line” (Georgia, gas crisis, enlargement, etc.). There was also a question whether the cooperative approach of the EU is really the right one.
 Most likely, neither a development leading to the Union’s “status” of a security actor is in the Russia’s interest. For Russia, it would be a new, too powerful rival, different from the NATO, because Russia is substantially dependent on the EU. 

When judging the mutual relations between the Union and Russia it is also necessary to take into account importance that these two actors attribute to each other. In terms of priorities of the Russian Foreign and Security Policy, the EU ranks behind the Commonwealth of Independent States and the U.S. Moreover, the National Security Strategy of Russia 2009 has mentioned a strategic partnership only in connection with the U.S.
. In relation to the EU, comprehensive strengthening of mechanisms of mutual relations has been mentioned, including gradual creation of common areas within economy, internal and external security, education, science, and technology
. However, Russia admits that 50% of its goods turnover goes to the EU and that the Union represents a stabile partner.  

On the other hand, within the EU Security Strategy, Russia is classified as an important player with whom it is necessary to establish a strategic partnership
. Paradoxically, the European Parliament has rejected a formula of strategic partnership. In this connection, one discussant expressed a view that the EU should be much more compact in its approach towards Russia and support its values, as well as abandon its “black-and-white sight”. In the matter of Slovakia, as a member of the Euro-Atlantic structures, it should support a clear approach of the Union towards Russia, since Russia is able to notice the smallest uncertainty of its partner at a negotiating table and take an advantage of it. This is one of the reasons why the EU should agree upon some common “catalogue of interests and goals” which would characterize the needs of particular policies of the Union towards Russia.  For example, several discussants considered the EU project, Eastern Partnership, to be quite problematic one. It is very important what kind of confidence this project will invoke on the side of the participating countries in the future, because the present attitudes are rather tepid. Russia considers this project to be rather its competitor and views it as an obstacle in the efforts to strengthen its positions in these countries.

Within the discussion about the proposal of the Russian President Medvedev to create a new European Security System, the discussants did not concur. One group tended to the opinion that it is necessary to take into account a Russian view which criticizes (in)competence of institutional structures and calls for renovation of the European security architecture. However, this view is based on the opinions of current political administration in Russia, which tries to strengthen – in every possible way – its position in the world.
 Russia has stopped preferring the OSCE and tries to enforce a new model, which Russia itself has not been able to define yet. The discussants expressed a view that the Russia’s effort to weaken the NATO within this system would be critical. The discussion will be influenced by the fact that Russia has not become a part of Europe in accordance with the EU’s visions, but at the same time Russia itself sees some problem in the perspective of its membership in the EU. Russia does not want to have purely business relations with the EU and therefore there is a discussion about substitution of the Treaty on Partnership and Cooperation. Russia would prefer much freer document that would provide sufficient space to manoeuvre. Russia is well known for its dual policy towards Europe – it acts differently towards the EU as a whole and at the same time it acts differently through its bilateral relations, particularly with Germany and France, and uses these relations for the weakening of the EU compactness. 

The views on problems concerning the EU energy policy towards Russia were ambiguous, too. The discussion confirmed importance of energy within bilateral relations and the discussants agreed that the existing Energy Charter has not been a guarantee of energy security – at the beginning of 2009 Slovakia and other countries had a first-hand experience of it. The discussion, however, did not bring any view on more precise direction of the energy policy between the EU and Russia or possibilities of Slovakia to influence it in some way.  

Within a meaningful dialogue with Russia, the Union should proceed in coordination with both important actors of the Euro-Atlantic Area – the Alliance and the U.S. However, the Slovak community has realized that the Russian view is much more critical towards Alliance and so the relationship of Slovakia towards Russia should be based on a premise that Slovakia is a member of both organizations. Although the discussion did not offer more definite proposals or solutions, a part of the discussants thought that the Slovak Republic should not be so “pro-extreme” as Poland or the Czech Republic. 

Partial Conclusion

In relation to the Russian Federation, the EU should take into account the following:

· Russia strives for a real restoration of its power and influence upon regional and global scene and it is necessary to analyze this new reality in detail and take it into account within formulation of a particular policy. 

· There is still a mutual mistrust between the European Union and Russia. Moreover, Russia still looks at the future development of the EU with insecurity and so does the European Union with respect to the further development of Russia. 
· There are some problems within International (European) Security System which was not (has not been) able to respond to the development of the security situation in appropriate way. The proposal of the President Medvedev to create a new pan-European Security System should be taken into consideration, but the EU should prepare its own proposals and requirements. 
The discussion provided this conclusion: it is necessary to deal with the proposal of the President Medvedev, but at the same time it should be taken into account that there are some differences within interpretation of global security, and within opinions concerning governance models belonging to the field of “common neighbourhood” of the EU and Russia.  
The Slovak Republic (SR) should:

· support a unequivocal approach of the EU towards Russia; Slovakia should influence a formulation of the EU interests towards Russia with respect to the SR interests;

· support a cooperative, not a confrontational, policy of the EU towards Russia and at the same time support a compactness of Europe and unification within particular policies;

· formulate its interests and policy towards Russia in a longer-term perspective.

The EU as a Global Player – a Myth or Reality?

During the Slovak Strategic Forum 2006, the representatives of the Slovak Security Community came to an agreement that the European Union should play more important role in ensuring peace and security in the world. However, they did not agree on tools the EU should use to perform its role of a global player. Following opinions of the Slovak experts, the EU has got further in its role of the global player – but only when we take into account all the tools. However, when we take a purely narrow view (ESDP), and regarding the global trends, the expert look at the future development of the European engagement in this field is more cautious. The “soft power vs. hard power” dilemma has not been solved in the EU yet. The Slovak experts still think that the EU power remains particularly in the use of the soft power means. However, the Forum has observed progress within formation of hard power and partially in effort to create appropriate conditions for common engagement of both capabilities. Military as well as civilian experts realize that without formation of hard power capabilities, the EU will lose a chance to carry out its global ambitions.   

There is no clear answer for a question to which extent the individual member states are interested to contribute to the EU’s role of a global player. Only the key states have had a comprehensive strategic vision. However, their strategic vision is often different, sometimes even opposing, which supposedly poses the biggest problem within a formation of the common European strategic vision or strategic culture. At the same time, there are also the states without global strategic thinking. This ambition is generally supported by the European public and Slovakia should support this trend, too. 

Instead of Conclusion

From several points of view, the European Union has already been the global player. The supportive arguments include the EU capability to project a vision which has so far united 27 European states and served as an example for other countries (Turkey, Ukraine, West Balkan countries). The discussants identified themselves with arguments that the ESS had stated as a confirmation of the EU’s global influence
. There are geographic areas where the Union is able to attain greater success, since in these areas the EU’s tools (political, economic, civilizing or crisis management tools) are more attractive and effective. However, there are also areas where this ambition does not have to fulfil. The reality within the crisis management is that the EU is successful in engagement of the soft power elements. In respect to traditional military power, the EU is not able to be a global power, although it does not mean it should not build up its military capabilities. At the same time, those who support the EU as a global player have pointed out uncertainties in the future development. These uncertainties include dynamic multi-vector global trends to which the EU member states are not able to respond. The given vision can be braked or even reversed by the growing populism. The agenda has taken up short-term political interests and goals, which could exert influence upon instantiation, consensus and implementation of the Common Foreign and Security Policy. In this connection, the influences of global economic and financial crisis have been discussed, as well as its influence on unification or division of Europe. Several discussants agreed that crisis might be an impetus for some kind of shift within the EU, that it could influence an effort for improvement and increasing of efficiency of its functioning and riddance of those activities and tools that are not effective. They also agreed that the crisis will weaken hard power for some time, particularly in respect to decrease of budgets for defence or crisis management as a whole. However, it can strengthen the integration. The EU can play quite significant role in international regulation of financial markets and commerce. A polemic was evoked by the views which could be characterized as conservative ones. Their supporters argued that the current progress of the EU is too rapid, so it is not possible to harmonize all the elements, and they did not exclude something in the way of Europe à la carte or the use of coalition of willing. According to these opinions it would be much easier to reach consensus within formulation of policy of crises solution and the use of mechanisms and tools that the Union (coalition states) has at its disposal. However, the majority of discussants concurred that it would be a step back, traditional power centres would be formed again and the approach to security and its elements would fragment. 

In terms of Slovakia, a negative vision of the EU development would be a problem. The discussants agreed that we, Slovaks, still discuss rather critical arguments than those which are typical for an optimistic vision. Slovakia lacks a layer of politicians who would be able to join the interests of Slovakia with those of the EU. The Forum participants also expressed the same opinion that Slovakia does not have any alternative – the EU position is important for us, regardless of variation in which it oscillates.

Sources:

Security Strategy of the RF, Article 18, http://www.scrf.gov.ru/documents/99.html
ESS, p. 14, http://ue.eu.int/uedocs/cmsUpload/78367.pdf
EU-Russia summit ends with prickly exchange over energy, Euobserver, 23.5.2009, http://euobserver.com/9/28173/?rk=1

The European Parliament resolution of 19 December 2008 – the development of the European security autonomy, building-up of new security structures, including integration of civilian and military capacities. 

Conclusions of the Brussels European Council of 11 and 12 December 2008 on the European Security and Defence Policy (17121/08). 

� The Slovak Strategic Forum (SSF) represents an exclusive open table which assembles the representatives of the Parliament, governmental structures, and experts for purpose of an open discussion about the future of the Transatlantic Security Policy. The aim of the SSF is to build up a network of the Slovak strategic community which, besides professional assessment of the Security and Defence Policy of Slovakia, will come with progressive views on the Transatlantic Security. The SSF has been organised by the CENAA once or twice a year. An intensive and open discussion has been guaranteed by the Chatham House Rules.


� The report on the Implementation of the European Security Strategy, p. 14. The European Parliament resolution of 19 December 2008 – the development of the European security autonomy, building-up of new security structures, including integration of civilian and military capacities.





� The ESS contains a wide range of measures that are derived from the interests of individual states, which is fine, however, it is not possible to take the same response for each threat – terrorism, piracy, organized crime, failing states and so on. Quite problematic is also the unambiguous view on a choice of particular tools for particular threats – the authors’ comment. 


� Within a preparation of a new ESS, two aspects will have to be taken into consideration: a theoretical one that is adequately represented in the current strategy and a practical one – a real EU policy, searching for adequate tools for given types of threats, consensus within a use of soft and hard power. Moreover, in the theoretical part, it is also necessary to unequivocally explain terms like security, security threat, security risk, security and defence strategy – the authors’ comment.


� A problem within discussion may occur in harmonization of interests. The discussants talked about “strategic minimum of consensus“. According to the discussants, an influence of the “great European players” would surely manifest. It may also happen that the ESS will not be more specific and will contain just the “hung” interests of different states and groups of states – the authors’ comment.


� Battle groups and Civilian Response Teams have enhanced our capacity to react rapidly. In: Report on the implementation of the European Security Strategy, p. 14. The European Parliament resolution of 19 December 2008 – the development of the European security autonomy, building-up of new security structures, including integration of civilian and military capacities. 


� Conclusions of the Brussels European Council of 11 and 12 December 2008 on the European Security and Defence Policy (17121/08).


� Since 1999, the number of operations has increased; there has been also a shift from easier operations, that the EU took from the NATO, to independent operations in hard conditions – the authors’ comment.


� The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Slovak Republic has launched a preparation of legislation that would create at least the same conditions as servicemen of the Ministry of Defence have. This issue has not been solved in the long term – the authors’ comment.


� Experience from the Crisis Management Exercise CMX 2008 has confirmed it, too. 


�  The new scenarios include: 


two major stabilisation and reconstruction operations, with a suitable civilian component, supported by a maximum of 10 000 men for at last two years;


two rapid response operations of limited duration using inter alia the EU’s battle groups;


an emergency operation for the evacuation of European nationals; 


a maritime or air surveillance/interdiction mission;


a civilian-military humanitarian assistance operation lasting up to 90 days;


around a dozen  ESDP civilian missions of varying formats in a rapid reaction situation. 


� According to the information after the EU – Russia meeting in Khabarovsk, the EU will not sign a new strategic pact with Russia, unless Russia enters the World Trade Organisation first (difficulties with timber exports, imports of cars, steel and milk). Europe still views a problem in observance of a peace accord on Georgia, safety of nuclear reactors and submarines, but also corruption and human rights abuses in North Caucasus. Source: EU-Russia summit ends with prickly exchange over energy, Euobserver, May 23, 2009, http://euobserver.com/9/28173/?rk=1.


� Russia will strive to build an equal and fully valuable partnership with the U.S., based on identical interests and taking into consideration an influence of Russian-American relations on the international situation. National Security Strategy of the RF, Article 18, � HYPERLINK "http://www.scrf.gov.ru/documents/99.html" ��http://www.scrf.gov.ru/documents/99.html�.


� Ibid., Article 16.


� We should continue to work for closer relations with Russia, a major factor in our security and


prosperity. Respect for common values will reinforce progress towards a strategic partnership. ESS, p. 14, � HYPERLINK "http://ue.eu.int/uedocs/cmsUpload/78367.pdf" ��http://ue.eu.int/uedocs/cmsUpload/78367.pdf�.


� The partnership countries are the following ones: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine – authors’ comment.


� According to the Russian analyses, the western (also peace) expansion was possible due to the Russia’s weakness. However, now the situation changes – Russia has overcome consequences of political and social-economic crisis and is becoming a key subject within multi-polar international relations; National Security Strategy of the RF 2020, Article 1, � HYPERLINK "http://www.scrf.gov.ru/documents/99.html" ��http://www.scrf.gov.ru/documents/99.html�





� The number of the EU citizens, GNP, the tools that are at disposal – the authors’ comment.
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