NATO after the Bucharest Summit

Expectations were high for the
NATO summit in Bucharest in April
2008. The summit, hosted by one of
NATO's newest members, Romania,
became the biggest in the history of the
alliance. It was also symbolic of the
current state NATO is in and the vari-
ous challenges it faces inits
continuing transformation
from the West‘'s main Cold
War alliance to a modern
defence organisation in the
21t century. In this context,
with this issue of Political
Thought the Konrad Aden-
auer Foundation intends to
focus on the aftermath of the
summit and its consequen-
ces for individual countries.
In addition, this issue is in-
tended to bring new mo-
mentum to the discussion of
the basic questions posed to the Alli-
ance in Bucharest:

What are the main purpose and the
defining identity of the alliance in a
globalising world?

What are the strategies of and lim-
its to enlargement of the organisation?

How does the organisation define its
relations to non-member partners in
other parts of the world?

What role does Russia play in the
planning of NATO's strategies?

In Bucharest, these questions were
intensely debated, but no agreement
was reached on how to answer them.

‘?.

Henri Bohnet

If NATO is the leading defence organi-
sation, should it defend only its own ter-
ritory or should it become a “global se-
curity provider”, acting as a “police”
force in conflicts worldwide? The latter
would surely overburden its capabilities;
the former would barely legitimise its
existence in a post-Cold War world and
neglect the “asymmetric” challenges
faced by international ter-
rorism.

Secondly, NATO was
clearly one of the key play-
ers contributing to the pe-
aceful transition of the for-
mer Yugoslav and Euro-
pean former Warsaw Pact
countries. To the candidate
countries, membership in
the alliance was and is per-
ceived as a stepping stone
to integration into the Euro-
pean Union. Membership
criteriain NATO extend over
military reform and modernisation to the
incorporation of democratic values and
the rule of law of each prospective
member. However, for the alliance,
“added value, not added problems” is
the demand of Secretary General Jaap
de Hoop Scheffer when referring to the
enlargement of the organisation.

In view of this, the invitation for Al-
bania and Croatia is a success for the
stabilisation of the Balkans; it is hoped
that Macedonia will join soon, after re-
solving the name dispute with Greece.
These countries have made serious
efforts to modernise their state struc-
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tures and their military and society; they
are already actively contributing to
NATO-missions abroad, from Afghani-
stan to Kosovo.

However, in terms of incorporating
SO many new members in a relatively
short time, experts warn about the lack
of consolidation of NATO's capabilities,
particularly when looking at the de-
creasing annual defence budget in most
of its member countries.

Thirdly, Russia is closely associated
with the alliance through the NATO-
Russia Council, but does not intend to
join the alliance. The disagreements
within NATO and between NATO and
Russia over Ukraine and Georgia pos-

sibly becoming members and other is-
sues, such as the planned US estab-
lishment of new missile defence sites
in Eastern Europe show that there are
different understandings on what NATO
is and is not, and of what it should and
should not be. The dialogue on this has
to continue, within NATO and with its
partners.

The Konrad Adenauer Stiftung is
grateful to all the contributors in this is-
sue in their attempts to answer the
questions facing the alliance and
present their views on the security chal-
lenges and possibilities facing their re-
spective countries.

—— Pe3unme

OuekyBamaTta 3a HATO camutoT BO BykypewT BO anpun 2008 6ea
roniemun. CamuTOT, 41j AOMaKuH 6eLle egHa o HajHOBUTE 3eMjU YNEHKM Ha
HATO, PomaHuja, cTaHa HajrofieM BO UctopujaTta Ha anvjaHcarta. Micto Taka
6elwe cnmbonuyeH 3a akTyesHaTa cocTojba Bo Koja ce Haofa HATO, kako
N pasHUTe Npegm3BuLM CO KOM Ce COOoYyBa BO KOHTUHYMpaHa TpaHcgop-
Mauvja o4 rnaBHa anvjaHca Ha 3anagoT 3a BpeMe Ha CTyaeHaTa BojHa BO
coBpemMeHa ofbpaHbeHa opraHusauuvja Ha 21 Bek. Bo 0BOj KOHTEKCT,
doHpauujaTa ,KoHpan AgeHayep® co oBa usgaHue Ha lonutudka mmucna“
uma 3a uen ga ce okycupa Ha ucxogot o4 CamnToT Kako 1 Ha nocneau-
unTe o4 UCTUOT 3a 044eSHU 3eMju. 3ropa Ha Toa, oBa U3gaHune nva 3a uen
4a poBede 4O HOB MOMEHTYM BO AMCKYCujaTa 3a OCHOBHUTE Mpallana
noctaseHu npe AnvjaHcaTa Bo bykypewT.
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Hato no CamuoTt Bo BykypewT

'oBop Ha poMaHCKMOT nperTce-
paren TpajaH bacecky no nosoj
lMpBuoT hopym 3a eBporicka noau-
Tmka Ha ®oHpaymjata ,KoHpag Age-
Hayep“ogpxaH Ha 16.04.2008 roguHa
Bo bykypeLut’

MpeTcepaTtenot Ha PomaHunja Tpa-
jaH Bacecky Bo cpepata, 16 anpun
2008 roguHa, yyectsyBale Ha dopy-
MOT 3a eBpOorncKa nonnTnkKa opraHnuau-
paH og ®oHpaunjata ,KoHpag Age-
Hayep“. MaHudgecTaumjaTa ce ogpxa
BO LleHTpanHaTta yHuBep3uTeTcka bub-
nnoTteka Bo BykypewrT.

Bu npetcTtaByBame usBagoum of
roBopoT Ha TpajaH Bacecky oap>kaH
no TOj NoBoA4;:

.Mopa ga npusHam geka gebatu og
BaKOB TWUM MHOTY PETKO Ce 0Ap>KyBaaT
Bo PomaHuja. Cekoj nat co 3a40Bos-
CTBO y4eCcTBYBaB Ha HMB, 6e3 pasfnuka
nanu ce ogp>xxysaa Bo CA[] unv Bo EB-
pona. Ce HafeBam geka npucycTBoTO
Ha ®oHpaumnjata ,KoHpag AgeHayep®
1 repMaHckmoT MapLuanoB ooHA Ke ro
oxpabpaTt oAp>XyBaHeTO Ha BakBU
nebatn Bo PomaHuja 1 cé no4ecTo Ke
éuaaT opraHu3mMpaHu.

WTto ce ogHecyBa o 6esbepn-
HOCHaTa n HaaBopellHaTa noJInTukKa
Ha PomaHwuja, noTpebHo e Aa gojae 4o
pasmeHa Ha MWUCNU 1 Aa ce pasBue

' MNpesBop Ha CoonwTeHNeTo A0 NevaToT UCMpaTeHo of
KaHuenapwujata Ha lNpetcepnatenot Ha Pomanunja of
MpeTcTaBHMwWTBOTO Ha PoHAaumjaTa ,KoHpas AgeHayep”
B0 BykypewT 1 Bo Ckonje.

TpajaH Bacecky
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1madAsAg oga
Lolvne) ou OLVvH

CMNOCOBHOCT 3a UAeHTUMKyBare Ha
Hajoobpute peweHuja. Hajgobpute
pelleHnja ce pesynTtart Ha egHa geba-
Ta, Ha Coo4YyBare CO peasiHoCcTa BO
PomaHuja, co peanHocTa BO pETMOHOT
Ha Koj My npunara n Pomanwja, pean-
HOCT TECHO NMOBp3aHa co rnobanHnte
pa3Bou. BaxHo e jaBHaTa gebata 3a
Ha[BOPELWHOMOIUTUYKITE TeMU Aa
CTaHe KOHCTaHTa Ha HawuoT jaBeH
XMBOT. EAQHOCTaBHUTE coonwTeHnja
Ha jaBHUTE Ap>XXaBHU UHCTUTYLMN HE ce
[O0BOMHW, 6€3 pasnuka ganu goaraat
of MpeTtcepatencTsoto, MuHncTtep-
CTBOTO 3a HaABOpeLHN paboTu, of
Manatata BukTopuja nnu og Hekoja
Apyra vHcTuTyumja, Tme rm objasysaart
HaCoOKNTE MO KOW Ce ABWXWU MONUTU-
KaTa, 3a Kou He ce gebaTupa jaBHO
UK, Nak, Kou He ce pedynTaTt og aeba-
TWTE Ha rparaHcKoTO OMNWTEeCTBO.

Of CYWTUHCKO 3Hayere e yyec-
TBOTO Ha €KCMNePTU Of pPasfnyHu 06-
nacTun Ha Hekoja MaHudpecTauumja, Ha
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Koja MMa npeTcTaBHUUM 1 o4 rpafaH-
CKOTO OrMLITECTBO U Ha Koja y4ecTBY-
BaaT M nuua akTMBHM BO obnacTa Ha
6e3begHOCTa 1 HagBopeLlHaTa nonu-
Tuka. Ha oBoj Ha4uH PomaHuja moxe
a ja geduHmpa ceojata nonoxoba Bo
HaBopellHaTa NoNnTuKa, Aa cosgage
pamka 3a gobpute ngev ga usnesat
Ha noBpLwVHa U Aa ce pasBujaT apry-
MEHTW KOUW Ke T onpasgaaTt HawuTte
nosuvumja n ctaB BO paMKu Ha HaABoO-
pelwHaTa nonmMTmka.

LLiTo ce ogHecyBa A0 MeHe, MOXam
4a ro Kaxxam crnegHoBoO: ylwTe o4 Mo-
eTo cTanyBake Ha cnyxoba, of noye-
TOKOT Ha 2005 roguHa, NOTTUKHYBAa-
HETO Ha CTabunHa permoHanHa nonu-
TVKa 6elle efeH 0 MOUTE aKLEHTM Ha
HagBoOpeLlHa NonuTuKa, Koe ce 6asu-
pa Ha HauMoHanHUOT UHTepec Ha Po-
MaHuja, HO BO UCTa MepKa ro 3ema
npeaBua U MHTEPECOT Ha PEervoHoT.
Op oBaa rnegHa To4dyka MoXe fga
kaxxeme geka CamutoT Ha HATO run
NOTBPAM HaABOPELWHONONUTUYKUTE
onpegenbu Ha PomaHuja. MNpeg oBoOj
CamuT belle jacHO Aeka Toj Ke buae
HajronemuoT Bo uctopujata Ha Cesep-
HoaTnaHTckaTa anujaHca. Ho, cé go
KpajoT umalwe ABe OTBOPEHM npa-
Wwama: npso, ganu CamutoT BO Byky-
pewT Ke buae u opraHn3aumckm ycne-
WeH? A BTOPOTO CYLUTUHCKO MNpallane
bele: KOj Ke buae NOAUTUYKMOT pe-
3yntat Ha CamutoT?

[eHec nmame oarosop Ha oBue
BaXXHW npawarsa: Camutot Ha HATO
BO bykypewT 6ewe Hajronemmnot Ca-
MUT BO ucTopujata Ha Cojy3oT, belle
OpraHuM3aLmncKu ycrneweH U nocTurHa
ycrnex BO OAHOC Ha CylTuHaTa, Ha
CcoAp>XvHaTa v Ha OHECEHUTE MEPKW.
EnHocTaBHO npebpojyBare Ha y4dec-
HAUMTE AaBa TeXuHa Ha 3Ha4YeHeTo
Ha nonmMTuykuTe oanyku. lNokpaj 26-

MonuTtnuka mucna

Te yneHkn Ha HATO, y4ecTByBaa, Hu
noBeKe HW Nomarnky, apyru 29 gp>xasu,
3eMju napTHepw, rnobasiHu NnapTHepwu
Ha HATO: AscTtpanuja, HoB 3enaHg,
JoppgaH, JanoHuja; a npucycTBOTO Ha
"eHepanHunoT cekpeTap Ha OH, baH Kun
MyH, npucycTtBoTO Ha [NpeTcegaTenoT
Ha EY, rocnoguH Bapoco, um gagoa
OOMNOMHUTENHA TeXnHa Ha AoHece-
HUTE O4NYKMU.

McTo Taka, BaxHO belle npucyc-
TBOTO Ha npeTcTaBHUuuTe of CaeT-
ckaTta 6aHka, Kou ce usjacHuja Ha Te-
maTa ABraHuCTaH.

Bo ogHoOC Ha npeTcTaBeHaTa paMka
MOXXEMe Aa KaKeMe AeKa HajBaXXHUTe
OANYKW Ce oaHecyBaa, o4 efHa cTpa-
Ha, Ha PerMoHoOT BO KOj ce Haofa n Po-
MaHuvja, a, o4 Apyra cTpaHa, Ha ABra-
HucTaH. OgnyknTte Ha CamnToT, u3rna-
CaHNOT MONMUTUYKN OOKYMEHT, MpeT-
cTaByBaaT MoHaTaMoOWeH 4YeKop BO
npouecoT Ha TpaHcdopmauuja Ha Co-
jy3oT. HATO HecOoMHeEHO ce Jokaxka
Kako opraHusauuja Koja rm HagMuHyBa
rpaHvuuTe Ha NOSIMTUYKO-BOEH COjy3.
Taa ce gokaxyBa Kako opraHusauuja
Ymja uen He e camo H6e3begHOCTa Ha
HEej3MHUTE YNEeHKU. HejsnHuTe 3anox-
61 1 AOHECEHN MEPKM FO NoKaxkyBaaT
HATO kako rnobanHa opraHusauymja
Koja nma cnocobHOCT da Bfivjae Ha
pasBouTe BO CBETOT, a KOU Ce ofHe-
cyBaaT Ha 6e3begHocTa, c€ BO UHTe-
pec Ha AeMoKpaTujaTa 1 Ha MUpoT, 3a
[obpoTo Ha rparaHuTe Ha HATO.

[a ce BpaTMme Ha UHTepecuTe Ha
HATO, n mopam OTBOpPEHO Aa Kaxkam
Jeka co ronemo 3a40BOJSICTBO 360py-
BaMm Ha oBaa Tema. Bo ogHoc Ha oBa
Mopa Aa CnoMHaM efHa Len Ha Hawa-
Ta HaABopelHa NonuTuKa, Koja no-
CTOM Hajmanky Tpu roAvHu: 3rofiemy-
Batbe Ha 6e3befHOCTa Ha rpaHuynTe
Ha PomaHuja. Nopagw oBaa npuyunHa,



HaTo no CamunoT BO BykypewT

HallaTa HaABOpeLLHA NONNTMKA € CUIl-
HO opueHTupaHa KoH 3anageH ban-
kaH, YKpauHa, Ha NpoCTOPOT OKOIy
LipHo Mope.

Ha CamutoT Ha HATO ce goHecoa
WCKITYYUTEITHO BaXKHWU OAJYKMU, Mefy
OpyroTo, ce O4Ny4YM 1 3a NpoLnpy-
BareTo Ha HATO. JoHeceHuTe oany-
ku cooasetcTByBaaT 100% Ha UHTe-
pecoT 3a 6e36e4HOCT Ha PErMoHOT U
Ha PomaHunja. XpBaTcka n AnbaHuja,
OBe 6anKaHCKN 3eMju KOW ce MHOry
Ba)XHW 3a 6e36egHocTa Ha PomaHuja,
6ea nokaHeTn Ha CamuTtoT Ha HATO
BO BykypewT 3a ga My npuctanat Ha
Cojy3oT. M1 BO norneg Ha MakegoHuja
HATO npegnoxu pewexuve: Makego-
HMja MoXXe fa cTaHe YneHka Ha HATO
Kora Ke ro pewm KoH(MKTOT co p-
Luja BO O4HOC Ha UMETO.

OcBeH T0a, CamutoT Ha HATO ja
nogo6pu n copaboTkaTta Mefy pasnny-
HUTe opraHmsauun, mefy HATO v sem-
juTe op HenmocpegHOTO COCEACTBO Ha
PomaHuja, Tyka mucnam Ha LipHa Mopa,
bocHa n XepuerosuHa n Cpbuja. Tyka
6u cakan ga gagam egHa sabenewka
Koja ce ogHecyBa Ha Cpbuja, PomaHuja
cMeTa [eKa Taa € KJlyyoT 3a cTabus-
HocTa Ha bankaHoT. bea ctabunHa Cp-
6uja, Kkoja uma uen ga snese so HATO,
He MOXe [a ce BOCMoCTaBu cTabun-
HocT Ha bankaHoT. Bo ogHoc Ha oBa,
KOHKPETHO ce 06uaoBMe OLHOCOT Ha
Cp6uja koH HATO ga pobwe cBoja Te-
XMHa — oA NapTHEpPCTBO 3a MUpP A0
WHTEH3UBMPaH anjanor. Mlako cpncka-
Ta Bnaga gocera He ¢opmynupana
BakBO 6aparbe, 0CTaHyBa OTBOpeHa
MoxxHocTa Cpbuja ga ja npudaTtu Ho-
BaTa pamMka Ha UHTEH3UBUPaH Aujanor,
BeJHall WTOM TOa Ke ro 0BO3MOXat
BHaTPELIHUTE NMONUTUYKU Npeaycrio-
Bu. bu 6uno rpewka ga ce [o3Bonu
[a ce co3paje ja3 Mefy bankaHcKuTe

Ap>kaBu BO nornes Ha copaboTkaTa co
HATO, Taka WTO HEKOM Ap>KaBu copa-
6oTyBaaTt co HATO Ha egHO HMBO, a
Cp6uja Ha Apyro H1BO.

[a ja pasrnepame cera jyrosanag-
HaTa rpaHuua — cO noHygaTa 3a co-
paboTka BO hopma Ha NapTHEPCTBO,
Ha MHTEH3MBUPaH Aunjanor ynateHa ao
Cpbuja, PomaHuja Ke ja nogobpu 6e3-
6enHocTa Ha oBaa rpaHuua. 'paHuua-
Ta Ha PomaHuja co Cpbuja ce npoTtera
Ha okony 550 kM. HawaTta uen e 06e3s-
6eayBarbe Ha rpaHMuMTe Co nogapLuka
Ha NpMeMOT Ha HaLLMOT cocef BO CTPYK-
TYpUTE Ha KOU 1 HYe UM npunarame.

Of vcTata npuvyvMHa umame uct
CTaB Kako 1 Aapyrute 4yneHkn Ha HATO
BO O0HOC Ha YKpauHa u Ha [pysuja, u
OBeTe 3emju Tpeba ga cTaHaT YNeHKN
Ha HATO wTom Ke 6ugaT nogroTBeHn
3a Toa. MiHcuctnpaesme Ha Toa YkKpa-
WHa ga fobue akUMOHEeH nnaH 3a npu-
em ywTe 3a Bpeme Ha CamuToT. Hawe-
To 6apare He MoXelle Aa ce Chnpo-
BeJe 3aToa WTO HEKOM Ap>KaBu apry-
MeHTUpaa Aeka YKpauvHa ce ywTe He
rM UCnosiHuna ctaHgapauTe 3a ga go-
6ue TakBa nokaHa. Cenak, 3a40BOJHN
CMe CO NoCTUrHaTnoT pesynTar. Bo 3a-
knydounte Ha CamnToT beLle n ogny-
KaTa geka YkpauHa u ['pysnja moxe
CO CUTYPHOCT [a CTaHaT 4YfIeHKM Ha
HATO wTom Ke rm ucnonHat notpe6-
HUTe ycnosu. OCBeH Toa, YfIeHKNTE Ha
HATO ononHomMowWTuWja ogpeaeHn Mu-
HUCTPK 3a HagBOpELWHN paboTn BO
OeKeMBpu Ja HanpaBsaT eBasyauuja 3a
VYKpauHa. AKO BO MefyBpeme onos-
HOMOLUITEHUTE MUHUCTPX 3a Ha[BO-
peLHn paboTu oLeHaT Aeka e 4oCTur-
HaT NnapamMeTapoT Ha HanpeaoK, Torall
YKpanHa Ke fobuve 3efeHo CBeTJI0 3a
cnpoBedyBaHe Ha aKUMOHUOT NaH 3a
npuctan Bo HATO.
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Ceé oBa nokaxysa geka HATO no-
caKyBa, o efHa cTpaHa, YKpauHa ga
My npucTtany Ha Cojy30T WTOM Ke rn
ncnonHu coogseTHuTe ctaHgapau. Og
gpyra cTpaHa, He Mopa Aa ce 4yeka go
CNegHNoT CamnT, Ha KOj Ke ce ANCKY-
TUpa 3a npownpyBareTo Ha AnuvjaH-
caTa, 3a YKpavHa ga ro gobve akuymo-
HWOT NNaH 3a npuem.

Ce nogpasbupa geka obesbenysa-
HeTO Ha rpaHuyaTta Ha PomaHuja co
YKpanHa e BaxXeH acnekT 3a 6e3bepn-
HocTa Ha PomaHuja. Ha PomaHuja i ce
noTpebHW 4p>KaBu OKosy cebe, Kon Ke
r genaT UCTUTE BPEeAHOCTWU CO Hac,
KOW Ce OPUEHTUPAHUN KOH UCTUTE Haye-
na BO pasBojoT Ha AemokpaTtujaTa.
Konky noseke gpxasu rn 6asvpaat
CBOWTE aKTUBHOCTU W OANYKWU Ha
cneuynduyHuTe BpegHoctn Ha HATO
ToNKy e nobesbeHo 3a PomaHuja. Uc-
TO Taka, Hawarta nosvuumja KoH Ykpa-
MHa e TecHo noBp3aHa co Hawara no-
nutuka KoH Penybnuka Mongasuja.
lMocakyBame rpaHmumTe Ha oBaa 3emja
[a ce obes3befeHn Taka LWTO Taa ga
6nge mefy ABe 3eMju YfeHKU Ha
HATO. 'paHuyaTa Ha PomaHuja co Pe-
nybnvka MongaBeuja ce npoTtera Ha
680 KM, a buaejkm 3anagHUoT gen e
BeKe 06e3befeH, Toraw nocakyBame
nctoyHaTta rpaHuua ga ja nokpusa
Ap>kaBa Koja UBPCTO YEKOpW Ha NaToT
koH HATO. [p>xaBa Koja ce npuapxy-
Ba Ha BpPegHOCTUTE 3a KOW CUTe 3Ha-
eMe geka ce knyyot 3a HATO, geka
ce cywTmHaTta Ha HATO. Osue Bpeg-
HOCTU ja npeTcTaByBaaT pamkaTa 3a
COXMBOT BO pamkmTe Ha HATO, BO
pamMKuTe Ha eeH AeMOKpaTCKU Nonu-
TUYKO-BOEH COjYy3.

[ajaHabrbygyBame [Npysunja, Hawa-
Ta nogJplka 3a oBaa 3emja NoTek-
HyBa Of Toa WTO OBaa 3emja e fen o,
3emMjuTe Kou usnerysaaTt Ha LlpHo

MonuTtnuka mucna

Mope. HawaTa pervoHanHa nonutmka
ce CTpeMu KOH 06e3beyBarse Ha npo-
cTopoT okony LipHoTo Mope. OBaa uen
MOXKe [a Ce OCTBapu camo ako ce
cosgage cneynruyHOTO NOSIMTUYKO U
6e36egHocHO HATO-onKpy>XyBamse€.
HawwuoT cTaB BO HUKOj CIly4aj He €
n3pas Ha HenpujaTencTBo KOH Pycka-
Ta ®egepauyja. Hue rv nogap>xysave
YKkpaunHa u 'pysunja Ha HUBHMOT nart
KOH yneHcTBoTo Bo HATO, HO co Toa
He UCKaxXyBame HenpujaTencTBO KOH
Pycwuja. HawaTa nogaplika noara uc-
KNy4YyMBO O HaWWOT HauuMoHaneH
nHTepec. NocakyBame BO perMoHOT BO
KOoj xuBeat PomaHuuTe ga Bnageat
6e3begHocTa U gemokpaTtumjata. 3a
Taa uen pasMeHMBMe MUCNeHa Co pyc-
KUTE HOCUTENM Ha OANTYKU KOU y4ec-
TByBaa Ha HATO-camuTOT 1 ce Haje-
Bame geka gujanoroT mefy PomaHunja
n PyckaTta ®egepaumja otcera ke buge
Ha OCHOBa Ha cé norosiema gosepoba.
Hue cme cBeCHM 3a permoHasniHoTOo 3Ha-
yere Ha Pyckata ®epepaumja. Vcto-
BPEMEHO HY Ce jacHM NoTpebuTte 3a 6e3-
6eaHoCcT Ha PomaHuja u Ha perMoHoT.
MNosuynoHnpareTo Ha PomaHuja BO
PErMOH BO KOj CE& NOBEKE Ke ce Hama-
nyBa 6e36e4HOCTa, BO KOj ApXaBute
Ke 6ugaT ce noHecTabusiHu, 6u rm no-
rogun BO TEMEs POMaHCKUTe rparaHu.
PernoHoT 61 MoXKen Aa cTaHe HecTa-
6uneH, 1 Toa He 6K BNKNjaesno camo Ha
AQupekTHaTa 6e36e4HOCT TYKy U Ha
eKoHoMcKaTa cTabunHocT. HamanyBsa-
HETO Ha MHBEeCTUUMMTE 6K BRvjaeno
Ha npeABUAEeHNOT pa3Boj Ha PomaHuja.
lMopaaun oBaa NpuynHa BHUMaTEN-
HO r'v creavMe pernoHanHuTe pasBou.
OnnnomaTcKMoT M NONUTUYKK BNOT 3a
pernoHoOT e cooABETHO roniem. lMNoara-
Me of, Toa Aeka of YeTupuTe ronemu
npo6siemn co kon EBpona Ke ce KOH-
dpoHTMpa BO creaHuTe geceTneTuja,
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6e3begHocTa Ke buae Hyna-npobnem.
AKO He ce 3arapaHTupaHm 6esbegHoc-
Ta Ha Ap>xaBuTe U Ha rpafaHuTe Ha EY,
TOrall CeKkoe njiaHupame Ha pasBojoT
e becmucneHo. Huty 6narococTtoj6ara,
HUTY COLMjaNTHNOT MITM UHCTUTYLIMOHA-
JIEH pa3B0j Ha EBPOMNCKO HUBO HE MOXXE
[a ce NOTTUKHYBa HagBop of 6e36esa-
HOCHaTa pamka.

[Opyra BaxxHa Tema 3a Hac, 3a Koja
ce 36opyBawe Ha HATO-camutoT, €
6e36egHocTa Ha eHeprujaTta. PomaHuja
MOCTOjaHo ro NoAAp>XXyBasa pasMucry-
Bar-€TO 3a eHeprujaTa co cosgaBame
anTepHaTUBU — anTepHaTMBY 3a CHab-
JyBarbe co eHepruja Ha EBpona. Cé
ylITe Ce ceKaBaM Ha HalwaTta npsa 3a-
nox6a BO 04HOC Ha NpPobNemoT co
eHepruja Ha LipHoTo Mope, Toa belle
BO XeMnToH KopT, Ha HedbopmanHnoT
EBponcku coBeT 3a Bpeme Ha 6puTaH-
CKOTO npeTcefaTenicCTBO BO HOEMBPU
2005 roguHa. Toralw 3a npsnar Ha ef-
Ha cegHuua Ha CoBeTOT NoAEeTasNHO ce
360pyBaLLe 3a Npob/eMoT CO eHepruja.
3akny4oKoT Ha cpefbaTa belwe geka
Mopa fa ce uaeHTudukysaaT antep-
HaTMBM 3a [a MMma norofieMa KOHKYy-
peHuuja. ANTepHaTMBUTE HE Ce OfHe-
CyBaa Ha 3aMeHa Ha NOCTOeYKMUTE U3-
BOPWU Ha eHepruja, TYKy Ha crnocob6-
HOCTa 3a KOHKYpeHLMja Ha Na3apoT Ha
eHeprunja. Mopa fga ce HajaoaT anTtep-
HaTMBWM 32 fia Ce CNPEeYN UCKYLLUEHNETO
Ha eQUHCTBEHNOT UCTOYEH Mcnopady-
Bay Ha eHepruja, Aa ja KOPUCTU eHep-
rmjata Kako MoSIMTUYKU UHCTPYMEHT.
Toa 3HauM feka e MHOry BaXKHO Aa ce
co3fjajaTt anTepHaTUBM, EHEPreTcKu
nasap, 3aToa LWTO CaMO Ha TOj HaYUH
MOXe [la ce Hamasm MOXHOCTa eHep-
rmjata fja ce KOpUCTU Kako NONIUTUYKIN
WHCTPYMEHT. TOKMy nopaau oBa oay-
KUTe Kou ce goHecoa Ha CaMuToT Ha
HATO ce MHory BaXkHU — umeHo, Op-

raHvsauujaTa ja npesema o4roBOpHOC-
Ta 3a 06e36eyBarb-€ Ha EHEPreTCKNTE
CTPYKTypwu. M Kora 36opyBame 3a ,,nu-
nenuH“-cucTemu, 3a JOBOAUTE Ha 3EM-
jeH rac nnu Ha HadTa, Kora cTaHyBa
360p 3a CUCTEMOT Ha crnpoBeayBaHe
Ha cTpyja, 3a 6e3begHoOCTa Ha aTOM-
CKUTE UueHTpanu unu Kora 36opysamve
3a 6e3begHoOCTa Ha TpaHCNopToT
NnpeKy MOPCKUTE NaTuwiTa, Ko 0BO3-
MOXyBaaT cHabayBare CO cTpyja Ha
HATO n Ha EY-uneHkunTe, TOraw aHra-
»XXnpaHoto ydectBo Ha HATO e cyw-
TUHCKN eNeMEHT 3a 3alTuTta Ha WH-
hpacTpyKTypuTe 3a TpaHCNopT Ha
eHepruja. OHa WTOo NOCTOjaHo Mopa Aa
ce 3eme npegsug e rosiemata onac-
HOCT 0f, TEPOPUCTUYKM Hanag. 3emjute
yneHkn Ha HATO oany4uja geka cso-
jaTa eHepreTcka uHMpacTpykKTypa
Tpeba Aa ja wTuTaT He co nocT-ak-
TYM WHTepBeHUMja, TyKy Aeka Tpeba
4a nocTou, BO NpPB NaH, HaumMoHanHa
pa3meHa Ha nHdopmaLum BO OAHOC Ha
pu3nuMTe 04 TepopusaM Bp3 eHepreT-
CKUTE WHpACTPYKTypu. 3amucnere
CW TaHKep co HadTa, KOj ro HanywTa
HoBocnbupck 1 oau Bo npasey Ha boc-
dop, unn nak TaHKep co HaTa Koj o4
Bocdop oan 3a KoHcTaHua ga buae
caboTupaH o4 TepopucTtu Bo LIpHOTO
Mope. 3amucneTte cu TepPOPUCTUYHKM
Hanaj Ha TpaHcnopTHaTa uHdpa-
CTpyKTypa oA as-npom, TepopucTmy-
KUTe Hanaau He ce NnoBeke Wnysuja,
He ce omKunja, TMe MOXXe BO ceKoe
BpemMe Aa ctaHat peanHocT. Of oBaa
npuydnHa, oanykata Ha HATO pa ja
npeseme OAroBOpPHOCTA 3a 3alTuTa Ha
eHepreTCKNTe MHhpaCcTPyKTypu € 0Co-
6eHo BaxxHa. Hvue akTMBHO y4ecTByBaB-
Me BO (DOPMYNIMpar-eTo Ha TEKCTOT BO
n3paboTtkaTta Ha m3jaBaTta, Koj ce
ofHecyBa Ha 6e36efHOCTa Ha eHep-
reTCKNTe NHPPaCTPYKTYpML.
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PomaHuja 6elle akTMBHa 1 BO efHa
Apyra obnacT, Taa ro npesema gypu u
BOACTBOTO, UIMEHO, MUC/1aM Ha CUCTe-
MOT 3a 3alWTuTa og pakeTu. TprHasme
oA Ase peanHoctn 3a HATO, oa npuH-
UMNoT 3a He4ENMBOCT Ha 6e3begHocTa
1 o NPUHUMNOT Ha conuaapHocT. Tue
ce ABeTe OCHOBHW Ha4ena Kou nocTo-
jaHO M HarnmacyBaBMe BO TEKOT Ha
nperoBopuTe 3a BOBeAyBaH-e pakeTeH
WTUT, KOMMNJSIEMEHTAPEH Ha OHOj Ha
CAL.

Hwn PomaHwuja, Hu Byrapwja, Hn Typ-
unja, HuTy CeBepHa Wtanuja, HoBute
yneHkn Ha HATO op BankaHoT wnnu
nak HOBUTE Ap>XaBu, Kou gobuja no-
KaHa 3a Bnes3 Bo HATO, He ce 3awTu-
TEHW CO aMepUKaHCKUOT pakeTeH
wTunT. Ce BoAea XXeCTOKU NPeroBopu,
Op>XaBuUTe Kou ce 3alUTUTEHU CO ame-
PUKaHCKUOT pakeTeH WTUT ja Habrby-
pyBaa 6e3begHocTa Of, €4eH acnekT,
a OHMe Kou He 1 ondraka 0BOj LWTUT
o4 Opyr acnek.

CpeKkHu cme wTo 6eBMe cBeaoum
[JeKa Ha KpajoT cuTe YIieHKu ja npuda-
Tnja ngejata geka HATO mopa ga ja
npeseme 0AroBoOpHoOCcTa 3a hopmMmumpa-
He KOMMIEMEHTAPEH PaKETEH LUTUT.
MHaKy, MHOry Ap>KaBu pasBmBaat cuc-
TEMW CO pakeTu CO rosieMm AocTpen,
KOW MoXaT fa ja norogaTt He camo
PomaHuja TyKy n cuTe gpyru gp>xxasu
KOW He 'Y MOKpUBa aMepuKaHCKM1OT pa-
KeTeH WTtuT. OTKaKo ce goHece nonu-
TnyKaTa o4nyKa, TEXHUYKUTE CTPYK-
Typu Ha Cojy30T 3ano4yHaa co cBojata
paboTa. Bo oBve CTpyKTypu nma npeT-
CcTaBHUUM O cuTe YneHkn Ha HATO.
Twe Ke u3Hajgat pelleHunja 3a ogbpax-
6€eH cuUcTeM o pakeTu, Koj Ke buge
KOMM/IEMEHTapPEH Ha aMepUKaHCKMOT
pakeTeH LTUT.

3a CamutoT Ha HATO moxe ywTe
a ce 36opyBa. bu cakan ga cnomHam

MonuTtnuka mucna

ywTe aBe Temu. [pBaTa ce ogHecyBa
Ha ABraHucTtaH. OgnykaTa 3a ABraHu-
CTaH € MHOry Ba>KHa 1 ja JOKYMeHTUpa
Busunjata. LTo ce ogHecysa o AB-
raHMcTaH — cera cnocobHocTa Ha
HATO 3a npomeHu e cTaBeHa Ha npoba
- oBa e npsnat Cojy30T fa HeMa 4YUCTo
BoeHa 3anoxba. Apmujata Ha HATO
JokKaxka aeka e Henobeanvea BO AB-
raHucTtaH, Bo 3anageH bankaH, kako
W Ha ApyruTe MecTa Kaje LWTO ce BOojy-
Bawe. Taa He MoXeLe aa buge nobe-
AeHa H1TY Ha BankaHoT, 3a Bpeme Ha
Hej3nHoTOo y4ecTBO Bo 1999 rog., HUTY
BO ABraHucTtaH. PeanHocta Ha nuue
MeCTO H/ NOKaXKyBa Aeka BoeHaTa no-
6efa He e JOBOMHA 3a OCTBapyBame
Ha HawuTe uenu. BoeHaTa nobepa
cama no cebe He rv pewum HUTY npobe-
MUTe BO ABraHucTaH HUTy Bo 3anageH
bankaH. JacHo e geka BoeHaTa nobe-
haHe e posonHa. HATO goHece ogny-
Ka, OCBEH 3rofiemyBareTO Ha 6pojoT
Ha BOjHULUM KoM ce bopaT BO ABraHu-
CcTaH, Aa 3eme npeasug v Apyru au-
MEH3UW, KaKo Ha NpuMep, EKOHOMCKU-
OT, COUMjaSTHUOT N MHCTUTYLMOHASTHU-
OT pa3B0j M OCHOBaHETO Ha HaumMoHarn-
Ha apmunja. Cé oBa ce efleMeHTU KOou
nokaxysaaTt geka HATO He pgaBa
npeasior ga ce npesemat camMo BOEHU
MepKU 3a ABraHUCTaH, TYKy ce CTpemu
4a U3Hajoe KOMMNMEKCHO pelleHue.
KpajHaTa uen He e camo BoeHa nobe-
4a, TYKy OCHOBake Ha JemMoKpaTcka
3emMja WTOo Ke no4ymBa Ha eKOHOMCKM
nopacrt.

3aK/y4oKOoT AeKa akTMBHOCTA Npo-
TUB TEPOPUCTUTE MOXE Aa MMa U ApY-
ra AMMeH3uja OCBeH BOEHa, NoKaxy-
Ba geka HATO e cnocobeH aa ce npu-
naroav Ha HOBWUTE AAafEHOCTUM U Aa
npeseme 0AroBOPHOCT Koja ja HagMu-
HyBa BOeHaTa pamMka.
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PomaHuja e uBpcTo ybeaeHa geka
oAnyKarta Koja ce oHece 3a Bpeme Ha
CamuToT BO BykypelT Ke pesynTtupa
co ycnex Bo ABraHuctaH. CurypHo ge-
Ka Toa He npeTcTaByBa ycnex Koj Mo-
>Xe [jla ce NOCTUrHe BO POK 04 TpU Unn
LIeCT MeceLy, BOEHOTO NPUCYCTBO MO-
pa Aa NnpoAoJSKK ywTe HEKOJIKY roau-
HW, EKOHOMCKUTE U UHCTUTYLMOHATHN
TpoLloun Ke bugaTt ronemm ce gogeka
ABraHucTaH He npecTaHe ga npeTcTa-
ByBa OMACHOCT 0 Tepopun3am 3a 3em-
juTe o4 UMBMNN3NPAHUOT CBET.

CamutoT Bo ByKkypeLT 6eLue noBog,
3a cpefba co npetcegartenoT Bnagw-
mup TyTuH, npn cpegbata HATO -
Pycuja. JacHo e feka napTHEPCTBOTO CO
Pycuja e cylITMHCKN eneMeHT 3a YieH-
kute Ha HATO, 3a Cojy30T kKako no-
NNTUYKO-BOEHAa CTPYKTypa. MapTHep-
cTBOTO co Pycuja He cmee ga buge 3a-
NOCTaBEHO O HUTY efiHa 3eMja YfieHKa.

Tyka 6u cakan ga ce HagoBp3am
Ha OHa WTo rocnoAuH Jukc (ocuum-
janHWoT NpeTcTaBHUK Ha KaHuenapw-
jata Ha ®oHpauumjaTa ,KoHpag Age-
Hayep“ Bo PoMaHuja) npeTxo4Ho LunTu-
pawe gen of objacHyBakaTa Ha rep-
MaHckaTa KaHuenapka Mepken: mopa
Jajarnepame peanHocta. LUTo ce op-
HecyBa [0 04HOCOT co Pycuja, akTue-
HOCTUTE Ce pas3finyHW, nako cuTe
Op>XaBu 4YneHkW noafaaT of jacHa
pageHocT geka Bpckata HATO -
Pycka ®epnepaunja e oyHaameHTanHa
3a rnobanHaTta 6e36e4HOCT. JacHo e
geka BO pamku Ha OpraHusauujata
nocTojaT pasfiMyHn Npuoan BO OL4HO-
coT co Pycuwja n geka Tue ce 6asupaat
Ha bunaTtepanHnoT ogHoc Mefy Pycuja
U cooABeTHaTa Ap>XaBa 4YfieHka Ha
HATO. Bo ogHoc Ha oBa mMopa ga no-
efHocTaBaM efeH acnekTt: PomaHuja
ro 3actanyBa CTaBOT AeKa YNeHKuTe
Ha HATO, Kako 1 4neHkute Ha EY,

Mopa Aa umaat 3aefHu4Ka nosuumja.
Bo HawaTta Bpcka co Pycuja Hema fa
MOXEeMe Aa umame efuHCTBEHa 3a-
noxoba cé gogeka noeguHedHnTe bu-
naTteparnHy/ BPCKU Ha CeKkoja Apxkasa
BO pamkute Ha HATO ce ocHoBa.
MoTpebHa HM e copaboTka co Py-
cvja 3a ga nm obesbegmme 6e3ben-
HOCT Ha HaluuTe rpafaHm u co Toa ga
UM ja rapaHTupame 6e3b6egHocTa Ha
pyckuTe rpafaHn. Ho, nctoBpemeHo
noTpebHa HU € eANHCTBEHA NONUTHKA
BO HalWMOT 0fHOC KOH PyckaTta ®epe-
pauuwja. Hema ga pgagam gpyru npu-
Mepu, TYKY Ke ce OCBpHaMm Ha acnek-
TUTE KOW CUTE T 3HaaT 1 NOBEKE NN
nomarky rv npudakaat. JacHo e geka
NopaHeLHNTE KOMYHUCTUYKMW pXKaBu
ce MasKy fnoBO34p>XXaHu BO CBOjOT
ofdHoc KoH PyckaTta depepaumja of
cTapuTe eBPONCKWU AEMOKpaTun Unm
og CALl. KopeHuTe Ha oBaa BO34p>Ka-
HOCT Tpeba fa ce 6apaat BO afeHoC-
TUTe oA BTOpaTa MOSI0OBMHA Ha no-
cnegHuoT Bek. OBaa BO34p>KaHOCT
MOXe HakpaTKOo Baka ga ce u3pasu:
CE yLTe NOCTON HeJAOCTUI Ha foBepba.
JacHo e geka aBeTe cTpaHu mopa ga
ro HaAMUHaT OBOj KOMMJIEKC HA MUHa-
TOTO, YMM KOPEHU ce BO uctopwujata.
Mopa ga BepyBame Bo gobparta Bonja
Ha gpyruTte. Toa e acnekT Koj 3aB1Cu
M oA HawmMTe Hapoau, He camMo of, no-
nuTudapuTe, 6uaejku nonmTuyapuTe
peTKo MOXe Aa cv A03BOoSaT Aa He ro
3emMaTt npeaBua MUCNEHETO Ha Hapo-
00T 3a HeKoja oApeAeHa BpcKa.
YecTo natu OTBOPEHO KaxXyBam
Jeka ako HacTaHe npobriem BO BpC-
kata HATO - Pycuja, Toraw toa BO
npB pes Ke ce objacHu co Toa WTo No-
paHeLHNTe KOMYHUCTUYKN Ap>XXaBu ce
ywTe ce BO3ap>KaHu Bo ogHoc Ha Py-
cuja. HegocTturoT og goBepba He e no-
Bp3aH camo co nocnegHute 50 rognHu,
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TYKY ce ofHecyBa Ha BEKOBHaTa UCTO-
puja. He moxxam fa oueHaMm Kako ywTe
MOXe ga 6uge onpaBhaH HeJoOCTUIOT
oA gosepba v NMYHO BepyBam AeKa BO
MOMEHTOB HeMa HMKakBa onpaspja-
HOCT 3a Toa. Ho, nuct HegocTur og go-
Bepba 3abenexyBame u kaj Pycuja, Ko-
ra ctaHyBa 360p 3a Hawarta opraHu-
3aumja. Toa 3Ha4M geka ocTaHyBa ca-
MO ylITe e4HO pelleHne 3a BpckaTa
HATO - Pycka ®egepauuja: TpaHcna-
PEHTHOCT, €AHO CONMAHO NapTHEPCTBO
LITO Ke NoYMBa Ha TpaHCNapeHTHOCT.

Bo kpajHa nvHuja, cute cme noro-
OEeHV BO UCTa MepKa o4 aCUMEeTPUYHN
pu3nun. Kora sbopysame 3a pusnum og,
TepopusmMoT, Toraw 3abenexyBame
neka Pyckata ®efepauuja e Bo ucta
MepKa XXpTBa Ha TePOPUCTUYKM Hana-
an — ako nomucnume Ha becnaH nnu
Ha TeaTapoT Bo MockBa, UCTO Kako 1
apxasute Ha HATO, Wnanunja, CAQ n
Benuka BputaHuja. Toa e onacHocT
Koja nebav Haf cuTe Hac, 6e3 pasnuka
fanu semvjata e yneHka Ha HATO nnn
cTaHyBa 360p 3a PyckaTta ®egepauyija.

Pu3aunkoT oa nneranHa Tprosuja co
gpora ja 3arposyBa BO UCTa MepKa u
6e3begHocTa Ha YneHknte Ha HATO
n Ha PyckaTta ®egepaumja. OnacHocTa
JeKa permoHanHuTe BOjHM Ke nsbujat
BO 6/IM3MHA Ha pyckaTta rpaHuua unm
BO 6/IM3MHa Ha rpaHuuaTa Ha Hekoja
Ap>xasa 4nenka Ha HATO e ucto Ton-
Ky ronema. MIcto Kako 1 onacHocTa ge-
Ka Ke n3bujaTt BojHN HeKage noganeky
o4 Pycuja nnun og uneHkute Ha HATO,
HO KOM MOXXe ga BnwujaT Ha 6e3bef-
HocTa Ha PyckaTta ®efepauuja unu Ha
yneHknTe Ha HATO.

TproBujaTta co gpora, efileH acumeT-
py4eH pu3nK, BO UCTa Mepa ro noro-
AyBa HaceneHWeTo Ha ApXXaBuTe
UYNIEHKN Kako U HaceneHmeTo Ha Pyc-
kaTta ®egepauuja. TprosujaTta co Apo-
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ra e Npouec Koj cé NnoBeKe ce Wwnpu, 1
nokpaj obuanTe Kou ce npesemaat BO
nocneaHo Bpeme, AporuTe ro noroay-
BaaT HapoJoT BO cpueBmHaTa. Tue ce
rosieM pusuk 3a mnaguTe reHepauuu,
6e3 pasnuka ganv ce ogHecyBaat Ha
yneHknte Ha HATO wmnu Ha pyckaTa
Hauwja.

WneranHata TproBmnja co gpora
BNunjae nogeAHaKBO UCTO U Ha 6e3bea-
HocTa Ha uneHknTe Ha HATO u Ha Pyc-
kaTta ®egepayuja. NMapute pobreHn co
unerasnHa Tprosuja co nyfre, co gpora
1 opyXXje ce uHBecTupaar, no Npasuo,
BO aKTMBHOCTU KOU C€ HaCOYeHN npo-
TUB HaceneHMeTo Ha AeMOKpaTCKuTe
Ap>XaBu. Hune, 3emjute 4neHkKn Ha
HATO un PyckaTta ®egepaumja, mopame
LUITO MOCKOPO Aa ro octaBmme 3aj Hac
NCTOPUCKOTO HacneAcTBO BO HaWWTe
rnaBu — CTPaBOT, 3arpuxxeHocTa, n ga
r HabrbyayBame pu3nLuTe KOU HU ce
3aKaHyBaaT Ha UCT Ha4yuH. Mopa me-
fycebHO Aa ce 3awTnTume, 3aToa WTO
npe3eMeHnTe akTUBHOCTM He Ce Haco-
YeHW e4HV NPOTUB APYIu, TYKY NPOTUB
pu3nuMTE KOU ce oHecyBaarT Ha cuTe
Hac.

lMopaam oBaa npuynHa cmeTam ge-
Ka bunatepanHaTta Bpcka He Moxe Aa
npeTcTaByBa OCHOBa 3a pasroBop.
Mopa ga cdopmynmpame eanHCTBEHA
nosuuuja Koja Ke He Hanpasu NOCUSTHY,
nojacHu” n NOBEpPOAOCTOjHM BO HallaTa
BpcKa KoH Pycuja. Pycuja mopa fa pas-
6epe geka HATO He e Hej3nH NpoTuBs-
HUK. Hekou uneHkn Ha HATO, ocobeHo
HOBUWTE, MOPaHELWHNTE KOMYHUCTUYKN
Jp>XaBu, Mopa ja ja passujaT goBep-
6aTa, Aeka ucTopujata Hema ga ce
noBTOPMW.

OBa 6ea HeKONKyTe NpUMepu Kou
cakas Ja Bu ru npeTtctaBam. Kora ce
36opyBsa 3a ognykute Ha HATO, Toraw
MOXXe Aa ce CMOMHe 1 ogfykarta ga ce



HaTo no CamunoT BO BykypewT

3anoXnmMe 3a CTPYKTypa Koja Ke buge
npoTmB cajbep-TepopoT. NcTo Taka,
MOXe [a ro uspasume HaweTo 3a40-
BONCTBO fgeka LlpHoTo Mope 6ewe
NPU3HaTO KaKo PErvoH o4 cTpaTeLko
3Havewe 3a AnujaHcata co HATO-
OOKYMEHT, 1 criopep Toa 6elle 1 co-
oABeTHO TpeTupaH. Moxewme ga ce pa-
AyBame feKa 1 nokpaj pasnmkute Bo
MuUcneraTa 3a neruTuMHocTa Ha Ko-
COBO, CM€ WUCTOMMUCIIEHMLM BO OAHOC
Ha noAggpwkara Ha TepuTopujanHuoT
WHTErpuTeT Ha AP>KAaBUTE KOU CE KOH-
poHTMpPaaT co UCTUTE 3amp3HaTu

KOH(MKTK (Ha npumep, Mongaswja,
Ipyswnja, AsepbejyaH, Epmenuja).

CmeTam geka nHtepecute Ha Po-
MaHuja, Kako U TUe Ha apyruTe gpxxa-
BW, o6po 6ea 3acTaneHn Bo bykypeLu-
KMOT npouec Ha oany4dyBare. Cnopen,
meHe, CamuTOT ja cTaBu PomaHuja Ha
npegeH nnax. Toj nokaxa gexka Poma-
HWja He camo LWTO e A0BepsIMB NapTHep
N npeHecyBay Ha 6esbegHocTa Ha
HATO Tyky u gp>xaBa BO KOja MOXe
[a ce o4p>Xun BaKoB HacTaH Co Hajmars-
Ky pu3nuun. [p>xaBa Koja e cnocobHa
Ja rnoHyAn MHOTY MOXXHOCTW. .

—— Abstract

citizens of NATO states.

The decisions reached at the Summit, as well as the designated political
document, represent a step forward in the transformation processes of the
alliance. NATO has undoubtedly confirmed its position as an organization which
overpasses the boundaries of a political-military alliance. It confirmed itself as
an organization whose goal is not only the security of its member states. Its
efforts and measures taken promote NATO as a global organization, which is
capable of influencing the global developments pertaining to the security, which
is in the interest of the democracy and peace, as well as the well-being of the
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Croatia as a NATO Ally:
Perspectives and Challenges

General Mc Arthur once said, “There
isS no security on this earth, there is only
opportunity”. Croatia’s opportunity in
this historic moment is called NATO.
The Allies’ Heads of State and Govern-
ments invited Croatia to join the Alliance
at the summit meeting held in Bucha-
rest at the beginning of April. The re-
spectable military alliance’s security
umbrella and membership in the club
of the politically and economically most
powerful countries in the world means
the accomplishment of one of the most
important objectives in the Croatian for-
eign policy since her independence.

“Europe’s Unfinished Business”

It used to be said during the Cold
War that the North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganisation was created to keep the
Americans in, the Germans down and
the Russians out. However, in 2003,
NATO Secretary General Lord George
Robertson gave one of his farewell
speeches under the title “This Ain’t Your
Daddy’s NATO". It is clear to everybody
that NATO is no longer what it once
used to be, either in the political or,
much less, in the military sense. Nev-
ertheless, the stabilization of the Euro-
pean territory as NATO’s basic task and
objective has not changed since its in-
ception until today.

NATO came victorious out of the
Cold War. The Alliance dissuaded at-
tacks against its members and pro-

Davor Bozinovi¢

tected the values of liberal democracy
and market economy. The consolida-
tion of Central and South East Europe
after the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact
was a logical continuity of its tasks. In
1946 Winston Churchill was talking
about the unity in Europe from which
no nation should be permanently out-
cast as the requirement for the safety
of the world. It was in this spirit that
NATO invited 14 new countries to join
the Alliance in five waves of enlarge-
ment. Today, NATO’s interests lie in the
unstable region of South East Europe
and its eastern boundaries. During the
recently held 44™ Munich Conference
on Security Policy, NATO Secretary
General Jaap de Hoop Scheffer re-
ferred to the Balkan region as “Europe’s
unfinished business”, and noted that the
door to Euro-Atlantic integration is to be
kept open for all the new democracies
on the old continent.

The security dimension of South
East Europe is still not consolidated, as
it is clearly shown by the events related
to Kosovo’s declaration of independ-
ence. In this context, to NATO, Croatia
represents the anchor of stability in the
region and a positive example for her
neighbors. Irrespective of the dominant
strategic thinking about enlargement
towards the East and cooperation with
the Ukraine and Georgia, NATO and the
EU cannot leave a Balkan security hole
within their borders.
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What does membership in NATO
mean to Croatia?

This short introduction was meant to
show that NATO’s enlargement is a stra-
tegic process that Croatia, as a Euro-
pean country, wants and needs. Al-
though strategic thinking and visionary
views are good characteristics among
politicians, the military and diplomats, it
is not only they who join NATO, but the
society as a whole. It is, then, of the
greatest importance to understand what
NATO membership means for the citi-
zens in their everyday life.

It would be incorrect to expect that
the eventually open issues that Croatia
has at the international level will all be
solved by joining NATO. Nevertheless,
it is a fact that membership in NATO
will strengthen Croatia’s security, politi-
cal and even economic position.

NATO is a political forum that gath-
ers the US, the largest European coun-
tries and Croatia’s neighbors. In this
context, Croatia’s presence at the ta-
ble where problems directly concern-
ing her interests are discussed, is and
objective need and an added guaran-
tee to her sovereignty. Especially if we
take into account that NATO members
make the majority of the UN Permanent
Security Council. Also, membership in
NATO may not be a formal requisite but
so far, it has been the political practice
in integrating new countries to the Eu-
ropean Union. Croatia’s membership in
NATO will give her a renewed weight in
the discussions with the Union and will
certainly alleviate the solution of indi-
vidual open issues. By joining NATO,
Croatia’s international political position
should strengthen in two directions: “in-
wards”, since Croatia will become a
peer among allies, and “outwards”,
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since Croatia will be considered as part
of the political, security and economic
club of NATO countries. Croatia’s view-
points and interests as a NATO mem-
ber will have to be respected in the re-
gion and in the international arena.

From the economic perspective,
membership in NATO has both direct
and indirect effects on domestic eco-
nomy, from increased investment to
concrete business related to NATO.
This is a circle of nations which have
half of the world’s economy in their
hands and which do most business and
make most investments among them-
selves. Security is one of the key issues
considered in deciding where to invest.
Therefore, we expect that the percep-
tion of better security in Croatia will
bring about more investment. As clear
examples we have the cases of the
Czech Republic, Poland and Hungary,
where direct investment doubled when
they joined NATO. In Romania, invest-
ment increased by 141% the year she
became member.

Viewed from the question of secu-
rity, NATO is the best and most eco-
nomical insurance policy for the future,
both because of the guarantee ratified
in the treaty, and because of the possi-
bilities that membership in this modern
military alliance offer for improving a
country’s capabilities. Collective defen-
se is one of the basic principles of the
Alliance. According to Article 5 of the
North Atlantic Treaty, an armed attack
against one of the allies will be consid-
ered an attack against them all, and this
also implies assistance to the attacked
country. There is no other model of or-
ganizing national security and defense
that offers such guarantees. Also, mem-
bership in NATO means adapting and
transforming our military system to the
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highest standards. Behind us are eight
years of defense reforms, and the re-
sults are clearly in sight: from the re-
duction in number of the armed forces,
through the adoption of the collective
defense system instead of individual
defense, to the optimisation of defense
costs and enhancing transparency in
the defense sector.

An Alliance that integrates not
only the armed forces but also
the society as a whole

The promotion of public dialogue,
understanding and support for NATO
are crucial in the moment when the aim
and objective of NATO and the transat-
lantic relations in general are becom-
ing more and more complex.

Generally speaking, foreign policy
will reach its objectives more easily with
support from the public. Croatia has to
be candid and recognise / admit that
from the very beginning she did not
make enough effort to explain to her citi-
zens what NATO is and which are the
political, security and economic advan-
tages of the Alliance. After the initial en-
thusiasm when Croatia joined the Part-
nership for Peace, and later the Mem-
bership Action Plan, support from the
citizens plummeted to its lowest point in
June 2005 with a bare 32% in favor.

Foreign policy cannot achieve its
objectives without public support, and
the citizens will never support a policy
they do not see. Therefore, through the
direct initiative of the Croatian political
leadership, chaired jointly by the Presi-
dent, the Prime Minister and the Speaker
of the Parliament, a State Committee for
NATO was formed. The Committee Ex-
ecutive Team’s task was to prepare a
communication strategy in which they

would engage politicians, government
officials and representatives, non-gov-
ernmental organizations and the media
in a dialogue with citizens.

At present, public support for NATO
is over 60%, twice as much as when
we started. This comes as a result of
much wider information available on this
political-military alliance and the advan-
tages that membership brings with it. It
was very important for the Croatian ex-
ecutive power to have a transparent
process so that through the dialogue
with citizens they would be given the
arguments of why membership in NATO
is of national interest and how it affects
all segments of society.

Contribution to international
security

Every country aspires to the high-
est level of security for its citizens. To
achieve such security one has to con-
tribute to it. The best way is to contrib-
ute to the Alliance’s operations, since
we want to be under its security um-
brella. Every wise security policy will try
to face the challenges to its national
security as far away as possible from
its national borders. In the same way,
looking back, from being a country that
needed international assistance, Cro-
atia has turned into a country that pro-
vides assistance to others. This is a very
important step for such a young state.
Besides, we have received special rec-
ognition by being elected as non-per-
manent member of the UN Security
Council. Croatia has shown that she is
capable and is ready to take her share
of responsibility in international peace
and security.

In this context, meeting the obliga-
tions that she took when she became
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member of the United Nations, Croatia
sends her troops to international peace-
keeping operations. Besides the en-
gagement in the NATO-led peacekeep-
ing operation in Afghanistan, Croatia
participates in ten UN missions. The
experience in Afghanistan is very dear
to us since through our participation
there we are training our military forces
and achieving interoperability with the
forces from other countries. Also, train-
ing means adaptation and transforma-
tion of our own military system accord-
ing to the highest standards. In addition,
the military profession is developing in
some new ways: today’s military have
to be at the same time police, diplomatic
and humanitarian officials. Experience
in international operations helps our mili-
tary keep pace with the times.

The enlargement regional
context

The image of success and the wish
to be part of the Alliance is the main driv-
ing force for reform. Croatia has gone
through six years of painful reform of the
society because she was convinced that
the change was worth the effort, and that
one day her citizens would enjoy the
economic and political privileges of her
membership in the EU and the security
privileges of her membership in NATO.
The same perspective must continue to
be present for the other countries in the
region, if they wish so.

NATO’s enlargement contributes to
its continuous efficiency and impor-
tance. If NATO wishes to continue to
be the most powerful military alliance
and to serve the defense interests of
its members, it has to continue to de-
velop. And this development has to in-
clude enlargement. The possibility of

MonuTtnuka mucna

NATO membership motivates the newly
developing democracies to take big
steps forward in areas like the rule of
law and civil society. The three aspir-
ant countries in the present process of
enlargement have made great progress
in their democratic lives, including the
acceptance of ethnic differences, the
respect for human rights, the creation
of a market economy and the enhance-
ment of goodneighborly relations.
Permanent stability and security in
South East Europe calls for military,
economic and political integration of the
new democracies into the existing Eu-
ropean structures. The countries in this
process of enlargement, that is, Alba-
nia and Croatia, including Macedonia
(FYROM) as the aspirant country that
has the doors open, can play a signifi-
cantrole in NATO’s efforts in the region.
They occupy important geostrategic po-
sitions and are best placed to dissuade
or prevent any effort from any factor to
destabilise the region with violence.
Membership in NATO was critical in
destroying the artificial political obsta-
cles imposed on Europe by the Soviet
Union after WWII. Also, it encouraged
the leaders of Central and Eastern Eu-
ropean countries to undertake risky
political reforms and to consolidate the
values of democracy and the free mar-
ket. The criteria for membership have
also helped the countries to solve spe-
cific ethnic and territorial issues. The
same principle has to be applied to
South East Europe, where the perspec-
tive of integration is the best news for
security and stability. Croatia supports
membership in NATO of all those coun-
tries in the region that wish to join it,
and is ready to assist them actively with
her own experience in the process.
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Transformed NATO

NATO entered the new millennium
transforming its command structure.
The two traditional strategic operational
commands — one in the USA and one
in Europe — have redistributed their
tasks according to the conclusions of
the Prague Summit in 2002. The Euro-
pean strategic command (Mons, Bel-
gium) became exclusively responsible
for operations, while the strategic com-
mand in the USA (Norfolk, Virginia) took
over the task of the Alliance transforma-
tion and military training. The ACT’s task
is the permanent transformation of al-
lied forces and capabilities according to
the new challenges, using solutions like
the NATO Rapid Response Force, new
military doctrines, communications, etc.

When we speak of NATO'’s transfor-
mation, we do not think only of innova-
tions in military doctrine. This new NATO
does not ensure security only through
force and the threat of use of force, but
mainly through security cooperation and
dialogue. Through a network of differ-
ent programs, the system of security
cooperation has reached areas which
today include Russia, the Ukraine,
Southern Caucasus and Middle Asia, as
well as the Mediterranean countries in
North Africa and the Near East. The con-
cept of global security partnership
reaches even Australia, New Zealand
and Japan which, in cooperation with
NATO, have engaged in projects and op-
erations in Afghanistan. The political di-
mension is crucial to the Alliance, and
not only in the area of security.

Traditional security based on military
security, the balance of power and arms
control is slowly vanishing, and today
we have a new dimension oriented to-
wards economic, ecological, and social
security. The key element in national

security will no longer be a foreign mili-
tary threat but an estimate of the state’s
own capabilities, the definition of na-
tional objectives and the elucidation of
interdependence in the region and the
world. In this respect, states will take
measures to minimize their national
vulnerabilities, with which they will en-
hance the state’s immunity and not
merely react to foreign threats (visible
orinvisible). Instead of the phrase “bal-
ance of powers”, the new security sys-
tem will be characterized by the word
“stability”. NATO’s enlargement is di-
rected exactly to the stabilization of spe-
cific political and territorial units.

The concept of security has been
enlarged, and today more than ever, all
European states accept its content. The
states and international organizations in
their joint efforts are enhancing stability;
they are working on preventing conflict
and are getting ready to manage crises.
The national military forces are directed
more and more towards peacekeeping
and humanitarian missions, and less to-
wards a possible armed conflict between
states. The capabilities and national
forces are gradually being reduced con-
sistent with the assessment of new
threats, which have reduced the possi-
bility of big war conflicts. In this context,
Croatia has found her defense security
policy and a guarantee to her sover-
eignty within NATO, but in practice, she
will continue to foster her physical secu-
rity through security dialogue and coop-
eration in the region.

NATO and Croatia after Bucharest

In describing the summit meeting of
NATO’s Heads of State and Govern-
ment recently held in Bucharest, politi-
cal analysts use the old parable from
India of a group of blinded people who
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were analysing various parts of an el-
ephant’s body. Touching its tail led to
some conclusions, touching its trunk led
to other conclusions, while touching its
side led to different ones. In the same
way, most of the delegations left the
summit with their own feeling of victory.
For Albania and Croatia, which were
invited to join the Alliance, the summit
was a triumph. Ukraine and Georgia
were content with NATO’s promise that
they will certainly become NATO mem-
bers. Washington noted NATO’s sup-
port for the American program of mis-
sile shield in Europe as a diplomatic vic-
tory. Other important results from the
summit are the French promise to send
more troops to Afghanistan and Rus-
sia’s consent to free transport through
its territory of non-lethal military equip-
ment on its way to Afghanistan.
Nevertheless, not everything went
so smoothly. NATO demonstrated its
declared principle of taking decisions by
consensus and the collective support
of allies in practice through the exam-
ple of Macedonia. Macedonia was not
invited to join the Alliance, but the doors
are kept wide open as soon as she finds
an answer to the issue of the state’s
name. Also, not even the dimension of

relations with Russia passed without an
epilogue from the Kremlin — Putin noted
that NATO should not ensure its secu-
rity at the expense of the security of
other countries, Russia included. Also,
he pointed out that NATO is a military
alliance, and as such it should display
restraint it the military sphere.

NATO is already looking at the next
summit meeting and the 60" anniver-
sary of the Alliance, which Croatia
should expect as a full-fledged mem-
ber. The accession talks between NATO
and Croatia were completed in May,
and in front of her are now signing the
accession protocol and its ratification
in the parliaments of the member coun-
tries. It is necessary to pass new laws
and enhance the institutional capabili-
ties to deal with the security and politi-
cal issues of membership. Then, there
is the responsibility of full participation
in all NATO committees — Croatia will
soon be able to attend all meetings and
participate in the decision-making proc-
ess. Last, but not least, Croatia will have
to put her efforts into completing the
regional security dimension, by helping
all those countries which have chosen
the path of Euro-Atlantic integration.

— Pe3nme

[eHec, noBeke of kora 6uno, KOHUEeNToT Ha 6e36e4HOCT € NPOLUMPEH N CUTe

€BPONCKKN 3eMju ro npudakaat oBoj KoHUenT. dpxaBute n mefyHapogHuTe
opraHMsauum BO HMBHUTE 3aefHWYKU HaMmopW ja 3ajakHyBaaTt CTabuiHoCTa,
paboTaT Ha cnpedyBarse KOH(IMKTY 1 Ce MOAr0TBEHM [1a Ce CrpaBaT Co KpU3u.
HauvoHanH1Te BOEHM CUIn C& MOBEKE Ce HACOYEHN KOH OA4PXXYBaH-E€ Ha MUPOT U
XYMaHUTapHN MUCUK, & MOMarKy KOH MOXXHV BOOPY>XEHWN KOH(MKTN MoMery
3emvjute. KanauuteTnte 1 HauMoHarnH1Te CUMM MOCTENEHO Ce cBedyBaaT Ha
KOH3WCTEHTHM CO MPOLIEHKNTE Ha HOBUTE 3aKaHW, KOW ja HaMaryBaaT MOXXHOCTa
3aronem Boopy>keH cyaup. Bo 0Boj KOHTEKCT, XpBaTcKa ja npoHajge concteeHaTa
nonmTuka 3a ogbpaHbeHa 6e36e4HOCT M rapaHuvja 3a CONCTBEHNOT CyBEPEHUTET
BO pamkuTe Ha HATO, HO BO NpaKTyKa Ke NpoAoKu Aa ja 3ajakHyBa huanykarta
6e36e4HOCT NpeKy Aaujanor 1 copaboTka BO PErMOHOT.
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NATO and Future Political and Economic

Relations with Albania

Our country clearly deserves the
growing attention it gets due to its re-
markable progress in the European and
Atlantic political and economic integra-
tion. | will start with NATO.

Albania was the first former Com-
munist country to publicly announce
that it wished to join the Alliance. That
was in 1992, and in the same year Al-
bania joined the North Atlantic Coop-
eration Council.

Full NATO membership represents
a major short-term priority of Albania’s
foreign policy. This is our main objec-
tive for national and regional security
and constitutes a vigorous impetus for
the ongoing political, economic and
military reforms.

Therefore, Albania has perceived
and perceives its integration into NATO
as a necessity in improving its current
state of security, and as a goal that per-
fectly serves the purpose of the con-
solidation of democratic values at home
and the steady opening of our society
to the wider region.

The MAP Process and the coopera-
tion among Albania, Croatia and Mac-
edonia, thanks also to the US support
in the framework of A-3, helped our re-
gion to turn towards its Euro-Atlantic
future, providing the necessary condi-
tions for an institutional cooperation with
the Alliance.

Likewise, through the MAP Process,
the Alliance held the enlargement doors
for new members open.

Lulzim Basha

1madAsAg oga
1tolmne) ou Ol vH

In its path towards membership in
NATO and the EU Albania has made
important steps in the fulfilment and
implementation of reforms in the politi-
cal, economic, military and juridical
fields, in combating corruption, organ-
ized crime, trafficking and terrorism.

The Government has implemented
important legal reforms on e-procure-
ment, e-taxes, and e-customs.

While reaching consensus with the
oposition on judicary and electoral re-
forms, the Government policies on un-
compromising fight against corruption,
smuggling and fiscal evasion have led
to the growth of budget revenues with
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nearly 1 billion US$, as against the year
2006, at a time when Albania was the
country with the lowest fiscal burden in
Europe.

Albanian economy has also suc-
ceeded in maintaining an overall macro-
economic stability, largely expressed in
the relatively high rates of economic
growth, holding inflation under control,
stability of the national currency, grow-
ing economic crediting and the good
performance of foreign trade indicators..

What happened at the 2008 Bucha-
rest Summit of April this year, when Al-
bania was invited, together with Croatia,
to start its accession negotiation, is the
reward for Albanian’s efforts and an in-
centive to further the reform agenda.

The Decision of the Bucharest Sum-
mit is a historic moment which marks the
successful crowning of the 15-year old
efforts by Albania towards the Euro-Atlan-
tic integration processes and the begin-
ning of a new era in its relations with the
allies for the time being and the future.

This event is an exceptional accom-
plishment for Albania and, at the same
time, the acknowledgement of the new
and tangible Albanian reality, a reality
reached thanks to the positive changes
and transformations, painstaking as
they often are, in all areas of economic,
political, social, and military life, human
rights and the rights of minorities.

This will directly contribute to the
enhancement of stability at home and

in the region; the enlargement will also
have a bearing on the free movement
of people and cultures, economic de-
velopment through growing invest-
ments and capital transfer and the de-
velopment of transport infrastructure;
the latter would have a substantial ef-
fect on tourist promotion, since Albania
possesses enormous and still unexplo-
ited potentials.

Albania is contributing to the main-
tenance of peace and stability, combat-
ing terrorism, the control of non-
proliferaton of mass destruction weap-
ons and to the fight against domestic
and foreign threats against legitime
goverments. In spring 2007, Albania
stepped up its own presence in Afghani-
stan with 115 soldiers. In addition, Al-
bania is the first country that has en-
tirely completed the destruction of
chemical agents.

Albania is a country with great eco-
nomic potential. It has all the precondi-
tions to become a prosperous nation in
Europe. Tourism, agriculture, energy,
minerals and other commodities such
as oil and gas, telecommunications,
textile, are all sectors that have so much
to offer.

NATO membership will not only an-
chor Albania within the Euro-Atlantic
community, but it will also strengthen
the political impetus in Albania itself,
and encourage the rest of the region to
further their reforms.

—— Pe3ume

3a HagBopeluHaTa nonuTuka Ha AnbaHuja, LefloCcHOTO YNIeHCTBO BO
HATO npeTcTaByBa rnaBeH kpaTKopo4eH npuoputeT. OBa e Halla rnasHa
Len 3a HauuoHanHaTa u peroHanHarta 6e36efHOCT U NpeTcTaByBa rnasHa
BOAEYKA CMNa 3a TEKOBHUTE MOMUTUYKI, EKOHOMCKU 1 BOEHU PedhopMM.
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The Western Balkans after the

Bucharest Summit

Introduction

In order for the Western Balkans
region to become a security community
it is necessary for its peoples to develop
a sense of mutual trust and collective
identity. It is anything but easy, bearing
in mind the burden of the past, the multi-
ethnic and multi-religious character of
this region, as well as the unsolved is-
sue of the status of Kosovo and
Metohija. One of the elements leading
to the creation of mutual trust and a
collective identity is membership in in-
ternational organisations. International
institutions contribute to establishing the
rules of conduct, create cultural homo-
geneity, faith in a common future and
generate the frameworks to restrict uni-
lateral actions. NATO’s cooperative
approach to security can have a great
influence on the creation of a security
community in the Western Balkans re-
gion. The decision from the NATO Bu-
charest Summit to extend an invitation
to Albania and Croatia to accede, and
also to Macedonia once its hame dis-
pute with Greece is resolved, are sig-
nificant steps forward in building peace
and stability in the Western Balkans
region. Moreover, NATO’s intention to
launch an intensified dialogue with
Bosnia and Herzegovina and Monte-
negro, and to offer Serbia, given its
present politico-security situation, the

Dusan Spasojevi¢

possibility to choose its own mode of
cooperation with NATO, are the foun-
dations for building the interdepend-
ence of the Western Balkans countries.

In order to analyse the impact of the
decisions reached at the Bucharest
Summit, as well as overall NATO policy
on the creation of a security commu-
nity in the Western Balkans region, a
research method developed by Ema-
nuel Adler and Michael Barnett, two
eminent scholars in this field, was used.
Emanuel Adler is professor at the Fac-
ulty of International Relations at Jeru-
salem University, and Michael Barnett,
professor at the Faculty of Political Sci-
ences at Madison University.

Security community: the term
and its development

The term security community was
first introduced to the theory of interna-
tional relations by Richard Van Wage-
nen in the early 1950s, but it was not
until the pioneering study by Karl
Deutch and his associates in 1957 that
the term received a complete theoreti-
cal and empirical treatment. A security
community was defined at the time as
a group of different peoples blended
into each other to the extent that there
is “an actual certainty they will not physi-
cally confront each other, but rather
solve their discrepancies in another
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way”." Emanuel Adler and Michael
Barnett, when attempting to redefine
Deutch’s terminological definition of a
security community, defined it as “a
transnational region comprised of sov-
ereign states citizens of which maintain
a reliable expectation of peaceful
change”.? Adler and Barnett define
peaceful changes as “not expecting and
not arranging organised violence as a
means to solving international discrep-
ancies”.®* A reliable expectation of
peaceful change, and thereby the de-
velopment of a security community can
stem from: (1) elements with interests
and priorities given in advance, that is
to say, from the rationalist theories
based on market-oriented behavior,
such as neo-realism and neo-liberal
institutionalism or (2) elements of col-
lective identity and interests that are
shaped by the environment, that is, from
sociology or interpretative theories. It
is important to point out here that trust
is the connective tissue of the said ele-
ments. The existence of an amplified
mutual trust contributes to the abandon-
ment of mutual threats by force or the
usage of force by the members of a
security community.

In their research procedure, Adler
and Barnett present three distinct
phases of the development of security
communities: “birth”, “growth” and “ma-
turity”, and they divide a mature secu-

"Emanuel Adler and Michael Barnett, “Security communities
in theoretical perspective” in: Security Communities, eds.
Emanuel Adler and Michael Barnett, (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1998), 6.

2 Emanuel Adler and Michael Barnett, “A framework for the
study of security communities” in: Security Communities,
eds. Emanuel Adler and Michael Barnett, (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1998), 30.

3 Ibid, 34.

4 Emanuel Adler, “Europe’s New Security Order: A Pluralistic
Security Community” in: The Future of European Security, ed.
Beverly Crawford, (Berkeley: Center for German end Europen
Studies University of California at Berkeley, 1992), 297.
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rity community into “free” and “firmly
harnessed”.®

In the birth phase of a security com-
munity, states do not explicitly seek its
formation, but rather begin considering
ways to coordinate relations in order to
increase mutual security; decrease the
costs of mutual exchange and/or to
encourage further exchange and inter-
actions. Accordingly, various diplomatic,
bilateral and multilateral exchanges
appear, such as “research missions”,
with the aim of determining the level and
scope of a viable cooperation. In order
to deepen and broaden their interac-
tions, engender cooperation and de-
fine a point when there is a lack of trust,
countries often rely on the help of “third
parties”, i.e., international organisations
and institutions. Using their mecha-
nisms and instruments, international
organisations and institutions can moni-
tor whether the participant states ob-
serve their agreements and commit-
ments.

The phase of a growing security
community is characterised by ever
more dense networks of cooperation
built on the basis of political agreement
or legal-contractual basis; new pro-
grams reflecting tighter military coordi-
nation and cooperation and/or reduced
fear of other states that might pose a
threat to them; cognitive structures en-
couraging a common way of looking at
things and joint action, and also a deep-
ening level of mutual trust, as well as
the occurrence of collective identities
that begin to stimulate reliable expec-
tations of peaceful change. At the in-
teraction level, the multiple channels

% Adler and Barnett have a socio-constructive understanding
of security communities and so they have historical and
evolutional pattern that follows the life cycle (birth, growth,
maturity)
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that appeared in the birth phase are
now broadening and strengthening,
while the states and their societies get
more and more embroiled into a thick
network of relations collectively defined
as “friendly’.

In the phase of a mature security
community, countries have a common
identity, thus sharing a reliable expec-
tation of peaceful change, as a result
of which the security community begins
to live. In its mature phase, a security
community can appear in two forms,
free or firmly harnessed. A free secu-
rity community is primarily character-
ized by settling disputes through com-
mon and consensual mechanisms en-
compassing the interests of all the par-
ties, by undetermined borders, by
avoiding the “worst case scenario” in
military planning, as well as by joint
detection of threats to security. As well

5 Individual security — promotion and protection of human
rights within one’s own borders and beyond, collective
security — maintaining peace and stability within their
collective space, collective defence — mutual protection
against external aggression, enhancing stability — active
peace building in other geographic areas where a conflict

as these traits of the free security com-
munity, the firmly harnessed one is fur-
ther characterized by a set system of
collective defence, a high level of mili-
tary integration, free movement of the
population and the appearance of au-
thorities even at the supranational level.

NATO and security communities

After the Cold War, NATO devel-
oped from a typical regional military al-
liance into a politico-military organisa-
tion of a global character with a coop-
erative approach towards security. By
such an approach, NATO endeavours
to encompass, under its aegis, four el-
ements of cooperation within security
(individual security, collective security,
collective defense and promoting sta-
bility) into one practical framework in
order to create an effective system.®

might threaten collective security, using political, IT,
economic, and, if necessary, military means. Outlined from:
Richard Cohen and Michael Mihalka, Cooperative Security:
New Horizons for International Order, (Garmisch-
Partenkirchen, George C. Marshall European Centre for
Security Studies, 2001), 10.

Table No. 1. Differences between military alliance and security community

Military alliance

Security community

Purpose

Allying of states for the pur-
pose of defending against
common foreign enemy.

States allied in order to
increase mutual benefit by
enhancing inter-dependability.

What is the type of
promise?

An attack on one of them is
attack on all of them: “I shall
use force to defend allies
even though my own safety
is not endangered”.

Disputes among states are
resolved peacefully: I shall not
use force against any member
state of security community .

What types of institu-
tions contribute to the
credibility of a promise?

v hierarchical structure of
decision making;

v unified military command,;

v maximal integration of
armed forces

v egalitarian structure of decision
making;

v actions of peaceful resolution of
disputes;

v’ other means of enhancing
transparency, exchange of

information, confidence building.
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Through this model of development,
NATO ceases to exist as a classical
military alliance and ever more resem-
bles a security community. In order to
illustrate the aforementioned claims it
is worthwhile to specify the differences
between a military alliance and a secu-
rity community as postulated by Steve
Weber.”

Mutual confidence was built among
all NATO members, as well as a com-
mon identity, based on the principles of
democracy, individual freedom and hu-
man rights. NATO members enjoy mu-
tual amiability and loyalty, trust and
mutual respect on the level which as-
sures the peaceful resolution of poten-
tial disputes.

Under the auspices of a coopera-
tive approach to security, especially in
the framework of its fourth element —
promoting stability, NATO has started
developing security communities in its
direct and wider surroundings through
various cooperation programs and
peace support operations as well. At the
moment, under the aegis of NATO, re-
gional cooperation is carried out with
the states of the European and Euro-
Asian regions through the program
Partnership for Peace, with Mediterra-
nean states through the Mediterranean
Dialogue, as well as with Middle East
states under the auspices of the Istan-
bul Cooperation Initiative.

NATO and the development of the
Western Balkans as a security
community

The phrase ‘the Western Balkans’
is, first of all, a political one, derived as

7 Steve Weber, “Does NATO Have a Future” in The Future of
European Security, ed. Beverly Crawford, (Berkeley: Centre
for German end European Studies University of California
at Berkeley, 1992), 364.
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a result of the regional approach of the
European Union towards the states of
the former Socialist Federative Repub-
lic of Yugoslavia (without Slovenia and
with Albania). The territory of the West-
ern Balkans is burdened by the past and
by recent and yet not entirely resolved
conflicts; a multi-ethnic and multi-reli-
gious society; great political fragmen-
tation; a low level of economic devel-
opment and also a clash of interests
between the influential elements of the
international community.

The influence of NATO on the de-
velopment of a security community in
the Western Balkans region cannot be
isolated. One must take into considera-
tion the well known “spaghetti matrix”
in theory and practice of international
relations when presenting European
security architecture. Itis clear that the
development of a security community
in the Western Balkans is influenced not
only by NATO, but also by the United
Nations, the OSCE, the European Un-
ion, as well as a multitude of regional
initiatives.

NATO contributes to the creation of
a security community in the Western
Balkans primarily by engaging states of
the region in the Partnership for Peace
Program, preparing them for and ac-
cepting their membership to the Alli-
ance.

By initiating the Partnership for
Peace Program, NATO started gener-
ating the conditions for the birth of a
security community in the post-conflict
territory of the Western Balkans. All
Western Balkans states acceded to this
program initiative — Albania in 1994,
Macedonia in 1995, Croatia in 2000,
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia and
Montenegro in 2006. Through the
Partnership for Peace, the Western
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Balkans states have the opportunity to
decrease inter-mutual anxiety by
means of security cooperation, coor-
dinate their policies to mutual benefit,
and also create more favorable condi-
tions for economic cooperation.

As part of the preparation process
for the Western Balkans states mem-
bership of NATO, through engagement
in the Membership Action Plan, their
citizens are starting to be involved in
various interactions which are trans-
forming the entire region. In the Mem-
bership Action Plan the rules of conduct
and mechanisms for the monitoring of
established rules are set down. Many
of the rules of conduct set down in the
Membership Action Plan contribute to
the promotion of pacifistic inclinations
which have a positive effect on the de-
velopment of a security community.
Engagement in the Membership Action
Plan contributes to an increase in co-
operation between states, which leads
to a redefining of their priorities and then
looking at ways of further cooperation.
In this way, NATO helps aspiring coun-
tries to identify with each other and de-
velop reciprocal expectations. Through
the preparation process for accession
to NATO, aspiring states develop cul-
tural homogeneity, belief in a common
destiny and the norms of unilateral re-
striction. These characteristics contrib-
ute to the building of mutual confidence
and a common identity which are the
basic preconditions for the existence of
a mature security community.

After being received as members of
NATO, the Western Balkans states
would become part of a mature secu-
rity community (freely or in firm harness)
which can primarily be characterized by
the following features: the settling of
disputes through common and consen-

sual mechanisms which incorporate the
interests of all members, the reduced
importance of borders, the common
definition of a threat, a unique discourse
and language of the community, collec-
tive defense, a high level of military in-
tegration and free movement of the
population.

At the Bucharest Summit, NATO
extended the invitation to Albania and
Croatia for accession. The invitation to
Macedonia is postponed due to a bilat-
eral dispute with Greece regarding its
name. Bosnia and Herzegovina re-
ceived an invitation for intensive dia-
logue which, among other things, im-
plies an open desire of those states to
become members of NATO. The door
is left open for Serbia to “refresh” its
cooperation with NATO and the possi-
bility, if Serbia wants it, to start an in-
tensified dialogue with the Alliance.
These decisions, as well as the pre-
sented research, clearly show that af-
ter the NATO Bucharest Summit, there
is a clear possibility for the establish-
ment of the security community in the
Western Balkans region which is devel-
oping from the birth phase into the
growth phase. Albania, Croatia and
Macedonia have finalized their engage-
ment in the Membership Action Plan.
The first two are at the doorstep of be-
ing admitted to NATO. Bosnia and
Herzegovina and Montenegro are on
the way to start their engagement in the
mentioned preparations mechanism for
the accession to the Alliance, and Ser-
bia has a “basic package” in the Part-
nership for Peace Program as the first
means of cooperation with that politico-
military organisation.

What is the future of NATO influence
on the development of the security com-
munity in the Western Balkans region

FoguHa 6, 6p. 22, jyHn 2008, Ckonje
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after the Bucharest Summit? It is by no
means certain that Albania and Croatia
will soon become a part of the Alliance.
Regardless of their proclaimed desire,
it is not certain when Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Macedonia and Monte-
negro will become NATO members.
Their progress on the road towards
Euro-Atlantic security integrations will
depend on different factors: overcom-
ing the name dispute with Greece for
Macedonia, restricted capacities for
Montenegro and the need to overcome
the political and systematic load for
Bosnia and Herzegovina. “The door is
left open” for Serbia for further coop-
eration with NATO in the measure and
manner Serbia desires. By giving Ser-
bia this option, the Alliance has shown
that it is well aware of Serbia’s impor-
tance in the region and, at the same
time, the controversial feelings of the
Serbian public and therefore under-
standably cautious approach of Serbian
politicians for further engagement with
NATO. At the moment, only 28% of the
citizens of Serbia support NATO mem-
bership. This lack of support is the con-
sequence of the past and present in-
volvement of NATO and its main mem-
ber states in the process of the disinte-
gration of the former Yugoslavia. Al-
though the theorists of international re-
lations point out that power is “the mag-
net of creation and development of se-
curity communities”, for NATO-Serbia
relations, such an attitude cannot be
entirely applicable, because the major-
ity of Serbian citizens do not have a
positive image of NATO and any kind
of progress which is connected with the
Alliance.® Therefore, we can conclude

8 Emanuel Adler and Michael Barnett, “A framework for the
study of security communities” in: Security Communities,
eds. Emanuel Adler and Michael Barnett, (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1998), 39-40.
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that the establishment of security com-
munity on the Western Balkans territory
is possible, but the finalisation of this
process depends on NATO’s stance
regarding the unilateral declaration of
independence of Kosovo and Metohija.

Final considerations

It is possible for a security commu-
nity to exist in every region, even in the
Western Balkans. The United Nations,
the OSCE, the European Union, NATO,
as well as the multitude of regional ini-
tiatives are the influencing factors on
the development of a security commu-
nity in the Western Balkans region.
NATO influences the advancement of
a security community between the
Western Balkans states primarily
through the Partnership for Peace Pro-
gram, as well as through the prepara-
tion process for admitting aspiring
states to the Alliance. The decisions
made at the Bucharest Summit refer-
ring to the Western Balkans states will
ensure the possibility of security com-
munity’s gradual transition from the
phase of birth to the phase of growth. If
all Western Balkans states became
NATO members, it could be said that
the conditions had been created for
establishing a mature security commu-
nity. Of course, the European Union al-
ready contributes to the process
through the Stabilisation and Associa-
tion Process and by admitting the West-
ern Balkans states to the EU. The role
of the OSCE, through the application
of the actions for confidence and secu-
rity strengthening, both at regional (Vi-
enna Document) and local levels (the
Agreement on Sub-regional Armaments
Control), is of a lesser significance, but
still there.
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However, through the possible
breach of the mandate of the Resolu-
tion 1244 of the United Nations Secu-
rity Council - by expanding the jurisdic-
tion of KFOR during the process of es-
tablishing the institutions of the secu-
rity sector in the self-proclaimed state
of Kosovo in the territory of Serbia - as
well as by breaching the principle of
neutrality in the field, Serbia’s citizens
mistrust of NATO would be com-
pounded and therefore, for the time
being, the development of a security
community in the Western Balkans
would be limited. As a result of NATO'’s

role in the region in the last decade and
its possible role in establishing the in-
stitutions of the security sector in the
self-proclaimed state of Kosovo in the
territory of Serbia, the Parliament of the
Republic of Serbia decided to declare
military neutrality in regard to the exist-
ing military alliances until a referendum
is called to reach a final decision on the
matter. Consequently, Serbia has alien-
ated itself from NATO membership,
which to all intents and purposes pre-
cludes the creation of a strong har-
nessed mature security community in
the Western Balkans.

Key words: NATO, Western Balkans, security
community.

Pe3snme

OBoj Tpya ro pasrnegysa MoOXHOTO BnujaHne Ha HATO Bp3 BocnocTa-
ByBaH€e 6e36eHOCHa 3aeaHuLa BO permoHoT Ha 3anageH bankaH. Ognykute
Kon 6ea goHeceHn Ha CamnToT BO BykypewT BO Bpcka co hopMuTe Ha
noHaTamowHaTa copaboTka nomefy 3emjute oa 3anageH bankaH co
CUrypHOCT NpeTcTaByBaaTt NO3UTUBEH CUrHas 3a pa3BojoT Ha 6e36eHOCHa
3aefHuua BO permoHoT. Ha noyeToKOoT OBOj TpyA AaBa TepMUHOSIOWKA
LeduHnymja 3a 6e36e4HOCHN 3aeHULN KaKO N HUBHUTE PasBojHN ¢hasn —
parare, pacT u 3penocT. [NoHaTamy, 0BOj Tpy4 Bpwu aHanusa Ha HATO
Kako 6e3befHOCHA 3aeHMLA, KaKo M KanayuTeToT Ha uctaTa Aa ja npompu
TakBaTa njeja npeky rpagere merycebHa nosepba n KONEeKTUBEH NAEHTU-
TeT. Ha KpajoT, 0BOj TpYA ro pasrnefysa MOXXHOTO BninjaHue Ha HATO, oco-
6€HO BO KOHTEKCT Ha UCXOA0T 04, HeoaaMHelwHnoT CamnT Bo BykypewT, 3a
pas3BojoT Ha 6e3befHOCHA 3aefHMLUa BO perMoHoT Ha 3anageH bankan,
3eMajKu i npeaBug cuTe Heroesm passojHu dasn. Janu 3anageH bankaH
Ke cTaHe MecTo Ha MWPHW NPOMEHU BO CKOpa WAHWHA, WTO € CYLWUTUHCKUOT
pes3ynTaT 3a NocToene Ha 6e36e4HOCHa 3aeHuULa, e npallare of NHTepec
3a MHOTy No3HaBayu Ha MefyHapogHuTe ogHocu. KpaTkaTa aHanusa Ha
MOXHUTE BnuvjaHuja Ha HATO 3a pa3BojoT Ha 6e36e4HOCHUTE 3aeaHuLM
oncaTeHn BO 0OBOj TpyA € camo Man npupoHec 3a efHa noobjeKTuBHa
pasmucra 3a 0BOj KOMMIIEKCEH MpoLec.

KnyuHu 36opoBu: HATO, 3anageH bankaH, 6e36egHocHa 3aegHuya
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Calmer Waters, for the Time Being

In the end, NATO’s Summit in Bu-
charest seemed to display a remarkable
degree of consensus among its mem-
bers. What was feared to turn into open
clashes, particularly between U.S. and
German/French allies over the issues
of enlargement and ballistic missile de-
fence, turned out to be a rather harmo-
nious event. Bucharest’s balance sheet,
it seems, was positive in terms of deliv-
ering on a broad range of issues, in-
cluding enlargement, missile defence
and the future of the Afghan operation."
As aresult, the Alliance is now in calmer
waters after months of bitter arguments
on almost any issue. This, undoubtedly,
is good news. Unfortunately, it is rea-
sonable to expect the dark clouds re-
turning soon. For what looms large is
the development of a ‘two-tier NATO’.

Interim Summit

For one, the Bucharest Summit
should ex post not be regarded as the
golden opportunity for solving the Alli-
ance’s most pressing strategic prob-
lems. It could not be any such occa-
sion. Instead, Bucharest was an ‘interim
meeting’, one year before the 60" An-
niversary Summit at the River Rhine in
2009 and with an outgoing U.S. Presi-

" Michael Ruhle, “Bucharest’ Balance Sheet”, IP Global
Edition, Journal of the German Council on Foreign Relations,
9 (2008) 2, pp. 18-23.

Benjamin Schreer

dent George W. Bush. This required a
careful management of the Summit. On
the one hand, many European govern-
ments were unwilling to discuss crucial
strategic aspects with a rather unpopu-
lar U.S. administration on its way out.
Any true renewal in transatlantic secu-
rity relations had to wait until the arrival
of a new U.S. government next year.
On the other hand, the Alliance could
not deny George W. Bush any success
at his last major NATO meeting. Not
only is the U.S. the biggest power horse
within the Alliance: Washington also
had the backing of some (particularly
Eastern European) allies on thorny is-
sues such as enlargement. Finally,
some progress had to be made given
the precarious state of the NATO-led
International Security Assistance Force
(ISAF) in Afghanistan.

Not surprisingly, therefore, the Bu-
charest meeting avoided the pitfalls by
focusing on Afghanistan and by post-
poning critical issues to 2009 and be-
yond. The Summit Declaration? con-
tained some progress on the Afghan
mission, most visibly in the form of a
‘strategic vision document’ which reaf-
firmed the allies’ commitment to the
operation and which called for the im-
plementation of a ‘comprehensive ap-

2 North Atlantic Treaty Organization, Bucharest Summit
Declaration, 3 April 2008, >www.nato.int/docu/pr/2008/p08-
049e.html<.
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proach’ integrating military and civilian
means. Moreover, NATO agreed on a
strategic plan for ISAF to develop
benchmarks for evaluating success,
particularly with regard to implement-
ing the comprehensive approach. Fi-
nally, during the Summit, the French
agreed to send about 700 additional
troops to address NATQO’s chronic short-
age of manpower in Afghanistan. In
addition, Romania and Portugal also
offered a certain number of troops.
Moreover, Bucharest also avoided
a showdown over the controversial is-
sue of U.S. plans to deploy strategic
defence systems in Eastern Europe as
part of its envisaged global ballistic mis-
sile defence architecture. Russia had
made it known before the Summit that
it regarded any deployment of such sys-
tems on European territory a source of
instability in Russia-NATO relations.
These statements resonated particu-
larly well with the German government
which belongs to the biggest sceptics
of a possible NATO strategic defence.
Yet, the Summit Declaration welcomed
U.S. missile defence efforts and the
potential to integrate American systems
with NATO missile defence systems.
Finally, the issue of enlargement
was resolved pretty smoothly. In the
run-up to Bucharest, the Bush Admin-
istration had challenged Germany and
France by announcing the intention to
open the way to full membership for
Georgia and the Ukraine, a move pub-
licly opposed by both Berlin and Paris
before the Summit. In the end, not only
were (as expected) Croatia and Alba-
nia invited to start accession talks with
the Alliance: surprisingly, NATO lead-
ers in principle conceded to Washing-
ton’s position on Georgia and Ukraine
and it is no longer a question if both
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countries will become members, but
only when exactly this development will
occur.

Modest achievements

At a first glance then, Bucharest
seemed to have delivered a remarkable
degree of consensus among NATO al-
lies. However, there is reason to be
cautious about such an assessment.
The ‘strategic vision’ for Afghanistan
merely re-affirms operational reality on
the ground were a variety of different
actors, including the military struggles
to devise let alone implement a ‘com-
prehensive approach’. The most diffi-
cult part will be to breathe life into a
concept that has become conventional
wisdom in the transatlantic strategic
debate, but which already on the level
of individual member states faces se-
vere hurdles.® Even more daunting,
being a military alliance, NATO is criti-
cally dependent on civilian actors, such
as the European Union, to turn the com-
prehensive approach into operational
reality. Finally, while being a welcom-
ing step, 700 French soldiers will not
do much to ease the burden for NATO
to bring about the necessary military
capabilities for the Afghan operation. In
the end, it was again the U.S. which
announced the largest influx of troops
with about 3,500 Marines. Also, Bucha-
rest did not alleviate disagreement over
the very nature of the ISAF mission. Is
it, as the Germans keep continue em-
phasising, merely a ‘stability and recon-
struction operation’.# Or is it, as the

3 Timo Noetzel, “Alliance at Odds”, IP Global Edition, Journal
of the German Council on Foreign Relations, 9 (2008) 2,
pp. 46-50.

4 On the German conceptualisation of the Afghan conflict see
Timo Noetzel and Benjamin Schreer, “Counter-what?
Germany and Counter-Insurgency in Afghanistan”, RUS/
Journal 153 (February 2008) 1, pp. 42-46.
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Americans, the British or the Dutch
claim, a fully-fledged counter-insur-
gency involving occasionally high-inten-
sity combat? Without a common under-
standing about the nature of the con-
flictin Afghanistan, however, the execu-
tion of NATO'’s ‘strategic vision’ will be
very hard to achieve.

Moreover, the consensus on the
ballistic missile defence issue was
rather sobering. Welcoming U.S. plans
to set up missile defence sites in Euro-
pean countries and considering linking
those assets to NATO’s missile defence
architecture was uncontroversial, given
that the Alliance failed to make real
progress on its own strategic defence.
Bucharest again postponed any deci-
sion of whether to develop and deploy
systems of strategic missile defence
protecting the whole of NATO'’s territory.
In fact, the Summit showed that the Al-
liance is still far from a real strategic
debate on this issue.®

Finally, the decision to invite at
some point the Ukraine and Georgia
was taken without any substantial dis-
cussion inside the Alliance about a re-
lated enlargement strategy. For it is
clear that membership of those two
countries will come at a cost for the Al-
liance. Not only will such a step put new
strains on relations with Russia: addi-
tionally, NATO will inevitably be drawn
into the Caucasian power plays. Does
NATO have a strategy for engaging this
region? And what is the future of Article
10 of the NATO Treaty restricting new
membership to European states? Such
issues were left out in Bucharest, hop-
ing that the problems related to mem-
bership of those two countries such as

5 Benjamin Schreer, “The Atlantic Alliance and Strategic
Defence”, IP Global Edition, Journal of the German Council
on Foreign Relations, 9 (2008) 2, pp. 24-27.

Georgia’s ‘frozen conflicts’, Ukraine’s
shaky political consensus over NATO
and the Alliance’ inability to demonstrate
a coherent enlargement strategy will be
somehow solved along the way. It prob-
ably won't. Instead, as in the case of
the EU and Turkey, the issue of full
membership for those two countries will
come back to haunt the Alliance.

To be fair: for the reasons stated
above, the Bucharest Summit could not
deliver more. Its greatest success was
largely unnoticed. The focus on Af-
ghanistan did curb the debate about an
‘exit strategy’ in NATO countries such
as Germany which had amounted more
to an ‘exit without strategy’. Still, the
Summit failed to address the Alliance’s
most pressing strategic problems. This
leaves room for a different interpreta-
tion of why Bucharest did not see much
controversy among the allies: they have
given up on the idea that other mem-
bers could be persuaded to change
their positions. One such indicator was
that the U.S. administration backed
away from calling for more German
troops in Afghanistan shortly before the
Summit started. While Washington had
pressed Berlin for months to provide
more forces on the ground, it seems to
have reached the conclusion that such
support would not be forthcoming any-
way. So why spend more political re-
sources on a lost case? If this reading
of the Bucharest Summit is correct,
however, NATO will continue to disin-
tegrate into a ‘two-tier alliance’, a chal-
lenge for which it is politically ill-pre-
pared and which might decrease its
ability to act as an effective military in-
strument for its member states.
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Two-tier NATO

The term ‘two-tier Alliance’ has so
far been used in political and strategic
debate in the context of the Afghanistan
operation. It describes an Alliance in
which some members are willing to
engage in combat operations, while oth-
ers focus on construction efforts but
refrain from fighting.® This will, in the
long-run, undermine NATO’s cohesion
since it questions the principle of alli-
ance solidarity, including sharing equal
risks and responsibilities. In the context
of the ISAF mission, the danger of a
two-tier NATO has been repeatedly
pointed out, most prominently by U.S.
Defence Secretary Robert Gates.”

Yet, as analysts have pointed
out, Afghanistan is a ‘symptom, not the
cause’ of NATO’s problems to avoid
strategic rift.® Rather, at the heart of the
matter lie different conceptions amongst
the allies about the very future nature
of the Alliance and its missions. The
catalyst for this divergence of interests
is the fact that with the Cold War, the
current complex set of security threats
have become a ‘matter of interpreta-
tion’.® Classical alliance theory holds
that military alliances eventually cease
to exist in the absence of an existential
threat.® It is too early to judge if NATO

¢ Michael Williams and Alastair Cameron, “NATO’s Strategic
and Operational Challenges”, RUSI Transatlantic and
European Security Programme Study, London: Royal United
Services Institute, 2008.

7 Fred Attewill and Héléne Mulholland, “Gates demands more
troops to ‘fight and die’ in Afghanistan’, The Guardian, 7
February 2008, www.guardian.co.uk/politics/2008/feb/07/
foreignpolicy.uk<.

& Juliane Smith and Michael Williams, “What Lies Beneath:
The Future of NATO through the ISAF Prism”, CSIS/RUSI
Paper, 31 March 2008.

¢ Karl Kaiser, “NATO is indispensable...as a successful
multilateral security forum”, IP Global Edition, Journal of
the German Council on Foreign Relations, 9 (2008) 2, pp.
10-13 (12).

°Stephen M. Walt, The Origins of Alliances, reprint edition,
Cornell: Cornell University Press, 1990.
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will suffer such fate. Yet, not only does
strategic debate predominantly per-
ceives the Atlantic Alliance no longer as
a military alliance, but as a ‘multilateral
security forum’." It is also seen as only
one among equals in a toolbox of se-
curity instruments at European states’
disposal.™?

As aresult, Eastern European allies
are the ones most concerned with the
decreasing relevance of NATO as a
classical military alliance based on Ar-
ticle 5 of the NATO Treaty, given that
they share borders with a potentially
hostile Russian neighbour. Members
such as the U.S. or Great Britain, for
their part, want to give the Atlantic Alli-
ance a more global role: ‘out-of-area or
out-of-business’. This requires estab-
lishing new ties with like-minded coun-
tries such as Australia, Japan or even
India. While particularly the United
States is shifting its strategic focus to
the Asia-Pacific region, continental Eu-
ropean members such as Germany and
France are wary about a ‘globalized
NATQ’. Thus, the issue of how to de-
velop global partnerships was spared
out in Bucharest, but will return on the
agenda as soon as a new U.S. admin-
istration has taken office in 2009.

Moreover, Germany, once the pri-
mary theatre of operations for NATO in
a potential war with the Soviet Union,
has de-committed from the Alliance
over the recent years. No longer the
‘front line state’, German governments
have displayed a hard-headed ap-
proach to NATO based on its own in-
terests. These include an unwillingness
to spend much political, financial and

""Kaiser, op. cit.

2Peter Schmidt (ed.), A Hybrid Relationship: Transatlantic
Security Cooperation beyond NATO, Frankfurt: Peter Lang,
2008.
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human resources on defence. Conse-
quently, German security experts have
questioned the claim whether in Af-
ghanistan the principle of solidarity was
on the line if German troops were not
sent to fight alongside their allies in the
South™ — nowadays, a common posi-
tion in German political debate and a
view heavily contested by allies such
as Canada.’ Moreover, Germany’s
more pragmatic foreign and security
policy encompasses a strong interest
in stable relations with Russia, mainly
for reasons of energy supply. Thus,
Berlin decided to build a pipeline from
Russia into northern Germany against
the opposition of Poland and others, a
move which could be seen as a blatant
example of German “self-interests first”
in years."” In sum, NATO no longer is
the defining instrument of German se-
curity and defence policy. Given that the
country is a major European NATO
member, this development has severe
implications for NATO in terms of main-
taining cohesion, particularly if Berlin
chooses to lead the ‘second-tier’ on a
rather frequent basis.

Likewise, as already mentioned, the
Alliance is deeply split on the use of
force in Afghanistan and elsewhere.
Member states do not perceive equally
the future of enlargement, the develop-
ment of NATO-EU relations and NATO-
Russian affairs, and their role in en-
ergy security. This leads to the conclu-

8Christoph Bertram, “Afghanistan ist kein Bindnisfall’, Die
Zeit (online), 16 February 2008, >www.zeit.de/online/2008/
08/nato-kolumne-bertram<.

“David Haglund, “Afghanistan is Testing German-Canadian
Ties”, Die Welt (online), 31 August 2007, >http://
debatte.welt.de/kolumnen/81/atlantic+community/35149/
afghanistan+is+testing+germancanadian+ties<.

®Williams and Cameron, op. cit.

sion that the notion of ‘two-tier’ NATO
cannot be limited to the issue of partici-
pation in combat operations. Rather, the
disintegration into flexible ‘alliances
within the Alliance’ concerns the funda-
mental strategic issues of NATO. What
would be needed for a start is the pro-
duction of a new strategic concept.
While not being a panacea for all of
NATO’s problems, such a document
would be a necessary step to provide
new ground for an Alliance facing a radi-
cally different political environment. So
far, however, enthusiasm among mem-
ber states for such a new guiding pa-
per has been low, indicating that they
recognize how difficult it would be to
bridge the divergent positions on many
aspects of NATO policy.

In the end, the system of a ‘two-tier’
NATO is likely to become a constant of
Alliance policy. Instead of lamenting this
development, members should start
building a robust political structure to
absorb some of the related negative
consequences. This requires, primarily,
a serious debate within NATO about the
impact of a two- (or multi-) tier Alliance:
what are the mechanisms to deal with
this new nature of the Alliance? Can a
military alliance sustain such a system?
Does a ‘two-tier’ Alliance reduce opera-
tional effectiveness? While not being a
safeguard against the possibility that
classical alliance theory will have its
way, such a debate is needed to at least
postpone such a development. Given
that NATO, during the past, has shown
a remarkable ability to adjust, there is
some optimism that the organization will
cope with one of its greatest challenges
in recent history.
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—— Pe3unme

Ha kpajoT, CamutoT Ha HATO BO ByKypeLT ce 4nHu geKa nokaxa 3Ha-
UMTENHO HMBO Ha KOHCEH3YC Nomery YneHkuTe. Toa WTo ce nnawesmMe geka
Ke npousnese Kako OTBOPEH cyaup ocobeHo nomery cojysuuumnte CAL un
lepmaHmnja/dpaHumja BO 04HOC Ha npallamarta 3a npowmnpyBaHeTo U
ofbpaHaTa co 6anIMCTUYKKN NPOEKTUMN, Ce NoKaKa Kako XapMOHUYeH
HacTaH. ByKypeLlKnoT 6unaHceH JOKYMEHT, Ce YMHK, Belle NO3NTUBEH BO
O/ZHOC Ha WMPOKMOT AOMEH Ha npatuarba ondyaTeHn co UCTMOT, BKIyHyBajKu
r TykKa 1 npowmpyBareTo, ogbpaHata co NpoeKTUNn, Kako n ngHuHata
Ha onepayunTe Bo ABraHuctaH. Kako pesynrtar, AnvjaHcaTa cera ce Haofa
BO MOMWPHW BOAM NOCNE Meceun Ha rop4nvmeu pacnpasmm No CKOpPo cuTe
npawarsa. OBa, HECOMHEHO ce [o6pun BecTw. 3a xxan, pasymHo 6u 6uno ga
oyeKyBaMe TeMHUTe obnauyn ga HagBWUCHAT NOBTOPHO. buaejkn Toa wWTo
[EeMHe e pa3BojoT Ha T.H. ,ABOjHO (nogeneHo) HATO".

MonuTtnuka mucna




The Bucharest NATO Summit:
An Outlook from Bulgaria

From the viewpoint of Bulgaria, the
decisions of the NATO Bucharest Sum-
mit of April 2008 was of key signifi-
cance.2 Commitments to the security in
Afghanistan and Kosovo, the enlarge-
ment with the neighboring countries of
the Adriatic Group, the desire of Ukraine
and Georgia to upgrade relations, the
proceedings of the NATO-Russia Coun-
cil — the outcome of all these issues was
closely related to and would have im-
plications for the country’s foreign and
security policy.

Afghanistan and Kosovo meant that
commitments to the alliance and firstly,
the global and secondly, the regional
security should be met. Moreover,
troops commitment had always had its
specific human and social dimension of
sending soldiers in a challenging envi-
ronment.

Expanding the alliance to the West-
ern Balkans meant more stability and
security for Bulgaria and — in the long
term — a new level of good neighborly
relations even beyond the immediate
“NATO borders”. The dispute between
Greece and the Republic of Macedo-

" The views expressed in this paper are those of the author
and do not concern in any way the organizations the author
is affiliated with.

2 For the official proceedings, please refer to NATO’s web-
page at http://www.nato.int/docu/comm/2008/0804-
bucharest/index.html . For a broader context, with input from
the independent policy community, the web-page of the
Bucharest Conference of the German Marshall Fund of the
United States can be accessed for a variety of high level
expert debates at www.gmfus.org.

Marin Lessenski’

nia over the name of the former Yugo-
slav republic put NATO in a very awk-
ward situation, in which it, nevertheless,
did not want to and should not want to
interfere. Bulgaria was even less inter-
ested to interfere in any way between
its two close neighbors, as it ran the risk
that even the most innocent word will
be interpreted, misinterpreted and mis-
used in the heat of the debate. How-
ever, a quick and mutually acceptable
outcome of the “name issue” for Bul-
garia means one less serious barrier on
the way to a more stable and advanced
Balkans.

At the end of the day however, while
not having the maximum, the invitation
to all three Adriatic Group countries was
there, the upgrade in relations with
other two Western Balkan countries —
Bosnia and Herzegovina and Monte-
negro was there as well.

The eastern dimension of NATO’s
policy — with the NATO-Russia Coun-
cil, the Ukraine and Georgia aspirations
— held profound interests for Bulgaria’s
“eastern” foreign policy focus, struc-
tured around the adjacent and geopo-
litically very significant Black Sea re-
gion. It was known from the very start
that no easy solutions are possible and
that no shortcuts can be made. Moreo-
ver, there were compelling views that
hasty decisions without consent — ex-
plicit or implicit — of all the regional fac-
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tors may even antagonize or exacer-
bate the already complicated situation.

Bulgaria’s expectations and posi-
tions at the Bucharest Summit of 2008
emanated from long years of foreign
policy making and domestic reform in
a troubled regional environment and
reflect the changes in the global and
more immediate environment, as well
as Bulgaria’s own interests and experi-
ence. In the words of Bulgaria’s foreign
minister Ivaylo Kalfin®:

We see NATO in principle, and this
is the experience of Bulgaria, as a po-
litical-military organization, which is no
longer the organization it used to be in
the Cold War, when there were two
opposing blocks. NATO is focused on
protecting the security of the states,
ensuing from the so-called asymmetric
threats, and that is why NATO is so
engaged in the fight again terrorism,
overcoming humanitarian catastrophes,
etc. When our neighbors enter the Alli-
ance it will mean that they endorse the
same principles of democracy, the
same values of commitment to protect-
ing security and then, our country would
feel much safer.

Bulgaria’s policy as a NATO mem-
ber should be studied in at least three,
equally important contexts. The first one
is related to the very rationale of join-
ing the alliance and it still informs the
Bulgarian decision-making process.
The second context is the overall rea-
soning of Bulgaria’s foreign policy. The
third context is the task of transforming
Bulgaria into a committed member of
NATO and then of the EU with the en-
suing responsibilities and new oppor-
tunities of action.

3 An interview for the Bulgarian National Radio during the
Bucharest Summit, April 2-4, 2008.
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The run up of Bucharest:
foreign policy and security
context

Bulgaria officially took course to join-
ing NATO in 1997 and achieved its goal
in 2004, when it joined the ranks of the
Euro-Atlantic alliance. The decision to
join it was multilayered, involving a com-
plex understanding of what NATO is and
how membership in the alliance will
benefit Bulgaria. NATO reciprocated by
considering Bulgaria and fellow CEE
states as serious candidates and po-
tential key contributors to NATO’s goals
of maintaining stability in the Euro-At-
lantic area.

The first reason for joining NATO
was the value-based policy approach,
where NATO was considered an alli-
ance of values. Bulgaria viewed acces-
sion to NATO and the EU as twin proc-
esses, part and package of the reform
process in the country that would seal
the transition efforts of re-joining the
family of nations sharing and defend-
ing common liberal democratic values.
Moreover, the goal of joining NATO re-
ceived and maintained a very high de-
gree of public support (an average of
76%) and unanimous political support
all across the political process.* There
is no better evidence to that consen-
sus-based action than the fact that the
first steps towards NATO were taken
under the center right government of
lvan Kostov, and accession was sealed
by President Parvanov, formerly leader
of the Bulgarian Socialist Party, and the
coalition government of the liberal par-
ties of Simeon Sax Coburg Gotha

4 For a general and in-depth overview of Bulgaria’s way to
NATO, see Bulgaria for NATO 2002, published by the
Institute for Regional and International Studies, editors
Ognyan Mincheyv, Valeri Ratchev, Marin Lessenski. The book
can be accessed online at www.iris-bg.org.
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(NMSII) and Ahmed Dogan (MRF). The
political consensus translated into
policy making and served as the essen-
tial pre-requisite for the success of Bul-
garia’s candidature for NATO in two di-
mensions: a) Bulgaria had no problems
in covering the political criteria of join-
ing NATO and b) every government,
minister and military commander was
able to secure - meeting the high NATO
standards - quick and optimal legisla-
tive and financial backing of the NATO
accession process.

The second reason for joining NATO
was the more “traditional” perception of
NATO as the primary defense alliance
in the world that was able to provide
long-term guarantees to the peaceful
social and economic development of
the country. In the realm of business
this would be considered buying an in-
surance policy. The immediate concern
of Bulgaria was the regional security
situation, which remained a grave con-
cern of the international security
agenda throughout the 1990s and be-
yond, in the 21%t century. There was
however, the more forward looking vi-
sion that membership was necessary
not just for the current situation, but also
as a prerequisite for stability in an ever
more dynamic global context for dec-
ades to come.

The regional security context was
critical to Bulgaria’s decision to join
NATO which, in turn, informed NATO
members’ decision that Bulgaria should
join NATO to contribute to the stability
in the region. The Yugoslav wars of the
1990s demanded decisive action and
it was NATO that was up to the task to
stop violence. NATO used direct action
to intervene in Bosnia and Herzegovina
and then the region of Kosovo. But it

understood well that, in order to main-
tain stability and prevent new outbreaks,
a supportive regional environment is
necessary and that it would be best
achieved by extending the alliance just
next to the troubled Western Balkans.
Thus a positive “spill-over” of stability
would occur.

The regional context, however, is not
entirely negative. It also provides in-
structive examples of regional coopera-
tion in the face of the security chal-
lenges next door. Moreover, these co-
operation patterns came from the se-
curity domain, where former Cold War
era adversaries managed to success-
fully collaborate and elevate it to struc-
tured, institutionalized forms. In fact,
throughout the 1990s, those coopera-
tion patterns proved to the rest of the
world that the Balkans are more than
atavistic feuds. They also provided the
vital background for an exchange of
positions, confidence building and
search for common solutions. Bulgaria
was an active and enthusiastic partici-
pant in these cooperation patterns. On
the political level, this was the Defense
Ministerial, the regular meetings of the
ministers of defense in Southeastern
Europe. On the military cooperation
level, the process advanced to the point
where a joint “Balkan corps” was es-
tablished through the SEEBRIG (Multi-
national Peace Force for Southeast
Europe Peace),’ whose first headquar-
ters was in Plovdiv, Bulgaria. The se-
curity cooperation culminated in the run
up of the Prague Summit of 2002, when

5 The SEEBRIG is a regional, multinational and military
organization, made up of 7 European countries (Albania,
Bulgaria, Greece, ltaly, the Former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia*, Romania, Turkey) and was activated on 31
September.1999. For more information, see http://
www.seebrig.org/, of May 2008.
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the “4+4” format was established. It in-
volved the two NATO members, Greece
and Turkey (which sidelined their own
differences), and which lobbied for the
entry of the two NATO hopefuls, Bul-
garia and Romania, with the full under-
standing that having their neighbors as
peers in NATO serves their best inter-
ests.

The task of reforming the Bulgarian
armed forces was, of course, the most
pressing issue as at the end of the day,
NATO is primarily a defense alliance.
Naturally, this was not easy, as the
country had to downsize the big army
of the early 1990s into a small, but very
effective modern force. But that was
only the surface. In fact, along with the
armed forces’ main components —army,
navy and air force - the whole security
sector had to be reformed and modern-
ized. Awhole new way of thinking about
the role of the armed forces and the
strategic and operational planning had
to be adopted. These decisions did not
come easy, nor was the process with-
out problems. For example, the down-
sizing of the armed forces meant that a
great number of servicemen had to be
released and severe social cost had to
be paid. From an estimate of 120,000
in the beginning of the 1990s, the de-
sired goal at the end of process was an
armed force of 45,000. The interopera-
bility with NATO forces meant that new
technical and communication equip-
ment had to be provided, which put
additional strain on the already stre-
tched public budget. The force of the
socialist times, which was prepared for
more conventional roles, had to be
readied to act in NATO joint defense
operations and increasingly — in a new
type of missions, involving peace-en-

MonuTtnuka mucna

forcement or peace-keeping. This
meant lighter, more flexible, expedition-
ary type of units.®

Bulgaria’s accession to NATO in
2004 was not a final destination. It was
rather a new starting point, where the
country continued to perform its allied
obligations. These were no simple fol-
low-ups to what was previously done
or finishing job undone — though they
were many on the agenda. Bulgaria’s
policy and role within NATO evolved
under the influence of three factors. The
first factor is the constant change on
the regional, and above all, the inter-
national security situation. The second
factor is NATO’s transformation project
in the new century. The third factor is
Bulgaria’s own evolving role as both
NATO and prospective (since January
2007 full-fledged) member of the EU.

The international security environ-
ment was, of course, primarily influ-
enced by the 9/11. For the first time,
Article 5 of NATO was activated and the
alliance came to the help of the United
States. In this situation, Bulgaria
emerged as a forward state vis-a-vis the
wider Middle East region, where the
focus of international attention was. Af-
ghanistan, and then Iraq, became the
focal points of NATO’s and its members’
attention for years to come. In the re-
gion of the Balkans, the mass-scale vio-
lence of the 1990s was subdued, but
the process of state disintegration was
far from over, with the accompanying
danger of return of violence, especially

© A very professional account of the transformation of the
Bulgarian armed forces for a new type of missions can be
found in Valery Rachev’s “War Against Terrorism:
Implications For The Bulgarian Military”, in The War on
Terror: Policy Implications, published by the Institute for
Regional and International Studies (IRIS) in 2003, available
at www.iris-bg.org.
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in Kosovo, with potential spill-over to
neighboring Republic of Macedonia.

The changing nature of security
challenges — from the conventional type
to the new terrorism and dangers from
rogue and failed states — as well as the
location of the breeding grounds of
those new dangers, compelled NATO
to reconsider its mission and strategy.
Thus, NATO endorsed out-of-area op-
erations with various peace support
operations, much in contrast to its Cold
War posture and character of forces.
The military requirements of NATO'’s
transformation went hand in hand with
the political aspects of the transforma-
tion, which involved mainly developing
NATO’s partnership in the close prox-
imity, as well as across the globe.

Bulgaria’s role was also changed
dramatically as its status was elevated
as a NATO, and shortly after, as an EU
member. As such, it served as an ex-
ternal border of the two organizations
vis-a-vis two directions, two different
security complexes. The first direction
is the Western Balkans, a traditional
source of pre-occupation of Bulgaria’s
foreign policy and security concerns.
The focal points of this attention were,
above all, the implications of Kosovo’s
unresolved status and the fragile bal-
ance in the neighboring Republic of
Macedonia. Bulgaria contributed di-
rectly through its contingents in Bosnia
and Herzegovina and Kosovo, as well
as in its political support to NATO’s open
door policy towards the group of West-
ern Balkans’ candidates —i.e. the Adri-
atic Group of Albania, Croatia and the
Republic of Macedonia.

The second direction is the east —
south east, involving countries in the
Black Sea region and the wider Middle

East. From the very onset of the war
against terror, Bulgaria joined the ranks
of the anti-terrorist coalition as a NATO
member and a close ally of the United
States. Bulgaria sent contingents in
both Afghanistan, joining ISAF, and later
in Iraq, as part of the multinational force
in the Polish-led zone.

In the Black Sea region, Bulgaria
assumed a political and diplomatic role
of helping develop relations between
NATO and its new partners in the re-
gion. Bulgaria’s specific contribution
was assuming the position of NATO
contact point for the South Caucasus
countries of Armenia, Azerbaijan and
Georgia. The performance of the Bul-
garian embassy, which served as a con-
tact point, was so good that in a rare
move of appreciation, NATO decided to
continue its mandate for a second
term.”

In a similar context, Bulgaria has
deepened its cooperation with the
United States by signing a defense co-
operation agreement in 2006, which
provides, above all, the establishment
of joint installations (dubbed by the
media “American bases”) in Bulgaria.
These are three locations (the Novo
Selo training facility and warehouses
and the two airbases of Bezmer and
Graf Ignatievo), which will host US per-
sonnel and equipment in line with the
new US strategy of setting up smaller,
more flexible forward operational bases
to address the challenges of the new
security environment.

Bulgaria’s Black Sea policy should
also be viewed along the lines of par-
ticipation in regional cooperation initia-

7 For more information on the functions of NATO contact
points, see http://www.nato.int/issues/cpes/index.html.
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tives of various format and purpose,
primarily the more comprehensive for-
mat of the BSEC (Black Sea Economic
Cooperation Organization) back in
19928, the BLACKSEAFOR, which pro-
vides for rescue missions and military
cooperation between NATO and non-
NATO members.

Bulgaria’s positions and activities
within NATO cannot be separated from
its responsibilities and role as an EU
candidate and member. In that capac-
ity, Bulgaria has to participate in two
sets of policies. The first set are the
CFSP and ESDP domains, which seek
to achieve stability among all in the
neighboring Western Balkans and the
Black Sea regions. The more the US
was becoming engaged in other cor-
ners of the globe, the more the EU as-
sumed primary responsibility for the
region. In that capacity, Bulgaria par-
ticipates in at least three different sets
of policies. Firstly, in the above men-
tioned CFSP and ESDP missions as a
direct involvement in security provision.
Secondly, Bulgaria is also serving as
an external border of the EU along the
lines of the Justice and Home Affairs
(JHA) policies. Thirdly, there is the EU
enlargement process, which will ulti-
mately be the most sustainable and ef-
fective means of resolving the security
and developmental problems in the
Balkans.

Conclusion

The outcomes of Bucharest have
indeed brought some disappointment to
the high expectations to a number of
aspiring candidate states. The failure to

8 Fore more information on BSEC, see http://www.bsec-
organization.org/.
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achieve the maximum results did not
mean, however, the hopes have van-
ished. On the contrary, the doors remain
open; the solutions are at the grasp of
a hand — assuming there is enough
good political will.

This was also a lesson learnt about
how NATO functions, and that the Alli-
ance cannot afford to inject instability
and import problems in its own system.
Perhaps the future will show that cau-
tiously considered solutions are better
than hurried ones.

In Bucharest, Bulgaria has already
demonstrated that it is a responsible
and committed NATO member that is
able to make informed decisions. For
Afghanistan, the decision to continue
the long-term commitment with its
troops reflected the recognition of the
contribution to global security as a
member of a primary security alliance.
The decision not to pledge new contin-
gents was based again on the lessons
learnt, that planning should be based
on existing capacity, not on unrealistic
goals — having a limited number of qual-
ity troops trumped the misleading think-
ing “the more the better”.

Bulgaria supported the enlargement
of NATO and the upgrade of relations
with partners in the Balkans and the
Black Sea region, upholding the posi-
tion that there are no shortcuts to sus-
tainable decisions and that, at the end
of the day, it is better to go through a
lengthier process of necessitated ne-
gotiations and reform — ultimately
brining about the desired results very
soon.

The end of the Summit signaled the
beginning of an even more difficult time
— the time to implement the decisions
taken in practice, with the hope that, by
the time of the next summi,t in two
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years, the open questions will have the close neighbors from the west and
been solved, NATO will have three the east will have become even more
more members from the Balkans and closer Alliance partners.

Key words: NATO, the Balkans, Black Sea re-
gion, Bulgaria.

—— Pe3ume
3a mHorymunHa, CamutoT Ha HATO Bo bykypewT 6ewwe ,nonynpasHa’
yalwla, HO UCTO Taka MOXe Jda Ce Kaxke [eKa MocrnopuTe pelleHunja ce
nogobpu 1 noucTpajHu pewenuja. LLUTo ce ogHecyBa o nosuumjata Ha
Byrapwja, Ha bopyMoT bele nHopmmpaHa 3a 4oArnTe roaMHU Ha NCKyc-
TBO U AehHUPaH-eTO Ha HagBOpeLlHaTa NONNTNKA Kako 1 6e36egHOCHUTE
uenu — Kako of HauuoHasnHa, Taka M of, CTpaHa Ha Cojy3HuuuTe — OBa
cnopep nepcnektmea Ha HATO n 3emjute 4neHku Ha HATO.

FoguHa 6, 6p. 22, jyHn 2008, Ckonje
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OpaHocute mery Peny6nuka MakegoHuja u
HATO opg ocamocTojyBarbeto 4o CamutoT
BO bykypelwT - wto noHatamy!?

BepgHaw no ocamocTojyBameTO,
Penybnuka MakegoHwja jacHo rv onpe-
Aenu cBouTe Ha[BOPELLHOMOMUTUYKN
uenu: 3ayneHysarwe Bo EBponckata
YHuja n CeBepHoaTnaHTckara [oro-
BopHa opraHmnsaumja (HATO). MNMpukas-
HaTa 3a Penybnvka MakegoHuja n HA-
TO Tpae peuuncu egHa 1 non geueHwja,
NOYHYBajKM O MojaByBarbeTO Ha np-
BUTE aKTUBHOCTU Ha HaLLUTE UHTENeK-
Tyanuu Bo pamkuTe Ha Acounjaymjata
Ha aTnaHTcKuoT gorosop (Atlantic Tre-
aty Association) Bo 1991/92 roguHa.'
Onpepgenbata 3a 3ayfieHyBame BO
HATO, Penybnuka MakegoHuja ja
yTBpAn Ha 23.12.1993 roauHa, Kora
CobpaHueTto Ha Penybnuka Make-
JOHMja foHece oanyka Penybnuka
MakefoHwuja ga ctanm BoO YeHCTBO BO
CeBepHoaTnaHTCcKaTa AOroBopHa
opraHusaymja — HATO.? Bo oBOj KOH-
TEKCT, 3a NOTNUCHUKOT Ha OBWE pefo-
BW OCTaHyBaaT OTBOPEHW creaHvBe
npawara, Kako noHaramy ce peanu-
3upa ognykata Ha CobpaHumeTo Ha
Penybnvka MakegoHuja T.e. YneHoT 2
cnopeg Koj: ,bapareto 3a ctanyBarme

Pyxun H., HATO npeg HosuTe npeanssuym n nepcrex-
TuBuTe Ha Penybrinka Makegoruja, donpaumja ,Ppuapux
E6epT*, Ckonje, 2005, cTp. 121. (MoonwmpHo 3a ogHocuTe
mefy Penybnunka Makegonuja n HATO kaj uctvoT aBTop u
Our Way to NATO, MuunctepcTBo 3a ogbpaHa Ha
Peny6nuka Makegonuja, 2003).

2 Cnyx6eH BecHuk Ha Penybnnka Makepgo+uja, 1993, 6p.
78.

Cawo [logescku

Ha 4s1eHcTBO Bo CeBepHoaT/iaHTCKaTa
JoroBopHa oprannsaymja — HATO pga
ro nogHece lNpetcegatesnot Ha Pery6-
mka Makegonumja“. lMpawararta ce:
KOj M Kora ro ynatyesa 6aparmeTo Ha
Penybnunka MakegoHuja 4o Hagnex-
HUTEe MHCcTUTYUmMm Ha HATO 3a uneH-
cTBO Ha Penybnunka MakegoHuja BO
HATO? Janv e npumeHeTa nctata no-
cTanka Kako npu 3a4/ieHyBameTo Ha
Penybnuka MakegoHuja Bo gpyrute
MefyHapo4HV opraHuMsauum, Kako Ha
npumep ObegmHeTnTe Haymmn, CoBeToT
Ha EBpona n EBponckarta YHuja Kora
no JOHecyBaHeTO Ha ogsiykarta Ha Co-
6paHuneTo Ha Penybnnka MakegoHuja,
OBJlaCTEHUTE MpeTcTaBHUUM Ha Pe-
nybnvnka MakepnoHwja, BegHal, cnea-
HUTe 4eHOBM ynaTtuja 6apame 3a YNeH-
cTBO Ha Penybnunka MakegoHuja BO
oBue MefyHapogHu opraHmsaumn? Ho,
Kako 1 ga e, 1 NoKpaj cuTe npempex;ja
“ NpobnemMn Kou ro criefea ocamoc-
TojyBameTo Ha Penybnuka Makepo-
HMja U HEej3MHOTO eTabnnpame BO
mMefyHapoaHaTa 3aegHuua, Penybnvka
MakegoHuja ro Npogo/mKn NpouecoT
3a 3a4neHyBame B0 HATO.

Mopaan npeyvkuTe Npeav3BuKaHu
o Peny6bnuka lNpuywja, Penybnuka
MakepgoHuja rn popmanunsupatwe
ogHocute co HATO agypu Bo 1995
roguHa, no noTnuwysareTo Ha Mpu-

lopuHa 6, 6p. 22, jyHn 2008, Ckonje

1madAsAg oga
Lolvne) ou OLVvH
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BpemeHaTa cnorogba co Penybnuka
pumja Bo centemsBpu 1995 roguHa,
Kora npakTuyHo 6elwe ,aebnoknpaH”
T0j npouec. Of Toraw Penybnuka Ma-
KeJoHMja e CUJTHO NocBeTeHa Ha ak-
TUBHOCTUTE 3a 3a4/ieHyBake BO
HATO. Ha 15.11.1995 roguHa, MNpeTce-
patenoT Ha Bnapata Ha Penybnuka
MakepnoHuja, BpaHko LipBeHKOBCKM BO
Bpucen Bo cegunwTeTto Ha HATO ro
noTnuwa PamMKOBHMOT AOKYMEHT CO
Koj Penybnuka MakegoHuja ctaHa 27-
Ta gp)aBa-4fieHka Ha nporpamarta
MapTHepcTBO 3a Mmup — MN3M (Partner-
ship for Peace - PfP). Ha 11.3.1996
roguHa Penybnuka MakegoHwja 6elle
npuMeHa BO YneHcTBo Ha CeBepHo-
aTNaHTCKMOT COBeT 3a copaboTka
(NACC - North Atlantic Cooperation
Council) koj Bo Maj 1997 roguHa ce
TpaHcopmupalle Bo EBpoaTnaHTCKu
naptHepckn coseT (EAPC - Euro-
Atlantic Partnership Council). Ha
14.6.1996 rogMHa BO ceauITETO Ha
HATO 6ewwe oTBOpeHa KaHuenapujata
3a BpCKU Ha Peny6nvka MakegoHuja.
Op Toraw Penybnuka MakegoHuja
“nma CBOMW NOCTOjaHN BOEHW NpeTCcTaB-
Huum Bo HATO, BO CBOjCTBO Ha BOEHMU
ochuuepun 3a Bpcku Bo bpucen n BO
LLITa6oT BO MoHc. BnapaTa Ha Peny6-
nuka MakegoHuja Ha 25.8.1997 rogu-
Ha JoHece ofjlyKa 3a oTBopare Ha
Mwucunja Ha Penybnuka MakegoHuja
npu HATO co ceguwte Bo bpucen,® a
nuctara 6ele cBe4eHO OTBOpeHa Ha
26.11.1997 rognHa. Ha 18.11.1997
roguHa lNMpeTcegatenoT Ha Penybnuka
MakepfoHuja foHece ykas co Koj JoBaH
TeroBcku,* TOrawHWOT BOHPEZEH U
onosHoOMoLWTeH ambacagop Ha Peny6-
nnka MakepoHunja Bo KpancTtBoTo

3 Cnyx6eH BecHuk Ha Penybnvka Makegoruja, 1997, 6p. 43.
4 OBaa (hyHkUuja gocera ja ussplysaa: A-p HaHo PyxuH
(2001-2008) n Kupe Wnunesckn (2008 - ...).
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Benrnja, Kpanctesoto XonaHaunja u
FonemoTo BojsoactBo Jlykcembypr,
6elwe nocTaBeH 3a wed Ha Mucnjata
Ha Peny6nunka MakegoHuja npy HATO.®
Ha 1.12.1997 roguHa, Bnagata Ha
Penybnnka MakegoHuja goHece oany-
Ka 3a popmupare KomuteT 3a EBpo-
aTNaHTCKW MHTerpauuu co 3agaya:
SKoopanHupawe Ha aKTUBHOCTUTE
CcBp3aHu 3a nogroTeyBame 3a 3a4rie-
HyBame Ha Penybnvka MakegoHuja Bo
EBporickata YHujan HATO® VicTo Taka
6ea chopmmpaHu 1 Apyrv Tena noBp3aHn
CO aKTUBHOCTUTE 3a YNIEHCTBO BO
HATO. Ha oBoj HauuH 6elle cosgageHa
NoMTUYKO-OpraHm3aumoHa nHapa-
CTPYKTypa 3a BOAeHe Ha NpoLecoT Ha
3a4neHyBare Ha Penybnvka Make-
AoHuja Bo HATO, Kako 1 3anoqHyBarse
Ha HenocpeaHaTa MHTEH3UBHA KOMYHW-
Kaumja n mefycebHa copaboTka Ha no-
NNTUYKN N BOEHO-6e36e4HOCEH MnaH
Mefy Op>KaBHUTE UHCTUTYyUuM Ha Pe-
nybnuka MakegoHuwja u CTPYKTypuTe Ha
HATO. MogouHa, Kako WTO Ce MHTEeH-
3uBMpaa ogHocute mefy Penybnuka
MakegoHuja n HATO, co uen ga ce
3ajakHaT M KoopAuHupaaT akKTuBs-
HocTuTe, Bnagata Ha Penybnvka Make-
[OoHwuja Bo jaHyapw 2005 roguHa HasHaum
HaunoHaneH KoopguHaTop 3a MNoAro-
TOBKUTE Ha 3emjaTa 3a YMEHCTBO BO
HATO. KoopanHupareTo Ha aKTuB-
HocTuTe 3a 4neHctso Bo HATO ce no-
OWrHyBa Ha HajBMCOKO HMBO Kora BO
centemspu 2007 roguHa ce opmupa
KomuTeT 3a nprem Ha Peny6nvka Make-
goHnja Bo HATO koj ro pakosoawn
MpeTcepgatenoT Ha BnagaTa Ha Peny6-
nvka Makeponuja.’

HajsHavajHaTa gumeH3uja Bo 0gHO-
cute mefy Penybnuka MakegoHuja u

5 Cnyx6eH BeCcHuk Ha Peny6nvka Makegoruja, 1997, 6p. 59.

8 Cnyx6eH BeCcHuK Ha Peny6nvka MakegoHuja, 1997, 6p. 62.

" www.mfa.gov.mk (MuHncTepcTBO 3a HagBOpPELLHU paboTn
Ha Penybnnka MakegoHuja).



OpHocuTte mefy Penybnvka Makegonuja n HATO
of, ocamocTojyBareTo 4o CamuToT Bo ByKypewT — wTo noHaTamy!?

HATO e, cekako, NpoLecoT Ha NpoLun-
pyBaweTo Ha HATO. Bo T0j ogHocC
3HayajHa e copaboTkaTa BO pamKuTe
Ha NapTHepCcTBOTO 3a MUp, KOe NpeT-
cTaByBa OCHOBa 3a copaboTka Mmefy
HATO un gp>aBuTe-napTHepu u edeH
BMA4 NOAroTOBKA Ha ApXaBuTe 3a
yneHctBo Bo HATO. LlenTa Ha lNap-
THEPCTBOTO €: NfaHmpare Ha Hauuo-
HanHaTa ogbpaHa 1 Ha BOEHUOT ByLleT,
JemokpaTcka KoHTpona Ha 6e3befn-
HOCHWTE CUMW, OpraHnauparse 1 ydec-
TBO BO 3aeHUYKU BOEHU BEXOU U
BOEHUW MaHeBpW, UUBUIHW U UTHU cna-
cyBa4dku onepauuu, MUPOBHU MUCUN
nTH. Ha camutoT Ha HATO ogp>xaH Bo
BawwuHrton 23-25.4.1999 roguHa,
Penybnnka MakepoHuja cTaHa KaH-
anpat 3a 4neHcTso Bo HATO. Ha oBoj
camuT 6elue JoHeCceH AKLMOHMOT niaH
3a 4yneHcTtBo — AlNY (Membership
Action Plan - MAP). ®yHkuujaTa Ha
AlNY e ga M nomorHe Ha gp>xasuTe-
acnupaHTu 3a 4neHcTso Bo HATO npe-
Ky pasnmyHun aktuBHocTU. Co nnaHoT
ce ondpaTeHn pasnnyHM Npawaxsa, npu
LITO OA Ap>KaBuTe-acnmpaHTu ce 6apa
Ja vcrnonHaT ogpefeHun uenu Ha no-
JIMTUYKM N HA eKOHOMCKM NnaH. Apry-
MEHTUTE CO KOM CEeKOj acnupaHT
HacTojyBa Aa ce 3406Me CO YNEeHCTBO
BO AnvjaHcaTa ce cuctemaTm3npanu u
n3noxeHun Bo [oauMwHaTa HaumMoHanHa
nporpama 3a 4neHcTso — MHMY (Annual
National Program for Membership —
ANP).8 OBaa nporpama cogp>xu HeKor-
Ky Aeria BO Ko ce ondaTeHu NoanTny-
KnTe, EKOHOMCKMNTE, BOEHO-040paHbe-
HWUTe, pecypcHuTe, 6e36e4HOCHUTE U
npaBHWTE Npawara.®

8 Py>xxud H., yut. geno..., ctp. 175.

9 MoonwMPHO 3a KapakTepucTUKUTEe Ha MNapTHepCTBOTO 3a
MUP 1 3a AKLMOHWOT NNaH 3a YNeHcTBo, [lpupadyHnk 3a
HATO, Office of Information and Press, Brussels, 2001 u
www.morm.gov.mk (MuHuctepcTBo 3a ogbpaHa Ha
Peny6nuka MakegoHuja).

BoO KOHTEKCT Ha npowmpyBaHeTo
Ha HATO 3Ha4yaeH momeHT belue op-
MUpaHeTo Ha HedpopmarnHara rpyna
BunHyc (V-10) Bo maj 2000 roguHa,
cocTaBeHa o[, ApXXaBuTe-acnmpaHTu,
mefy Kon u Penybnvka MakegoHwuja.
lMpouecoT noHaTamy NpPoOAOJIXM CO
notnuwysareTo Ha [loBenbarta 3a
napTHepcTBO uUNu JagpaHckara no-
Ben6ba (The Charter of Partnership
among Albania, Croatia, Macedonia
and USA) 1 hopmmparseTo Ha Jagpar-
ckaTa rpyna, nosHata n kako A3, co-
cTtaBeHa of AnbaHuja, XpaTcka n Ma-
KefoHuvja. ViIHnunjatmeaTa 3a hopmu-
parbe Ha oBaa rpyna ja nokpeHa nokoj-
HWOT npeTcepaten Ha Penybnvnka Ma-
KefoHwja, bopuc TpajkoBcku, Ha Map-
rMHUTEe Ha camuToT Ha HATO Bo Mpara
ogp>xxaH Bo Hoemspu 2002 roauHa.
JagpaHckaTa nosenba 6ewe noT-
nuwaHa Ha 2.5.2003 roguHa Bo TupaHa
Of, MMHUCTpPUTE 3a HaABOpeLLHU pabo-
™M Ha Penybnuka MakegoHuja, g-p
MnuHka MuTtpeBsa; Ha XpBaTtcka, ToHu-
Ho Muuyna; Ha Anbanuja, nup MeTa
n gp>xaBHuoT cekpeTap Ha CA[, Ko-
nvH Mayen. JagpaHckaTta noeenba
npeTcTaByBalle CTpaTernucku LOKy-
MeHT, nogap>xaH og CAL, Bo chyHKumja
Ha MHTerpauujaTa Ha TpuTe Ap>KaBu BO
HATO n copaboTkaTta Mefy TpuTe 3eM-
jn BO ucrnonHyBarwe Ha ycnosuTe 3a
npuem Bo HATO. KoHTuHyupaHaTta
noggplka Ha Penybnvka MakegoHuja
3a yneHcTBo Bo HATO, 3a nporpecoTt
BO pechopMCKMOT npouec BO NnoBeke
obnactv BO Ap)xaBaTa, cnpoBeayBa-
HeTo Ha AlNY u MHIMY, y4ecTBOTO BO
mucumte Ha HATO wuTH., 6elwe jacHo
n3paseHa BO 3aBpLHNTE AeKnapaumm
of camutute Ha HATO oppxxaHu BO
Mpara Ha 21-22.11.2002,"° Bo VcTaH-

° Prague Summit Declaration, Issued by the Heads of State
and Government participating in the meeting of the North
Atlantic Council in Prague on 21 November 2002.

FoguHa 6, 6p. 22, jyHn 2008, Ckonje
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6yn Ha 28-29.6.2004 roguHa' u BO
Pwura Ha 28-29.11.2006 roguHa.
OpHocuTe mefy Penybnnka Make-
goxuvja n HATO run kapakTepusumpaat
U gpyrn acnekTu, Kako Ha npumep,
CKNy4YyBameTo MefycebHu 4OroBOpw.
3a npB TakoB AOroBOp MOXe Aa ce
cmeTa ,/JoroBopoT 3a TPaH3UT Ha cu-
numte Ha IFOR* (Implementation Force)
HW3 TepuTopujaTa Ha Penybnuka
MakegoHunja Koj belle CKiy4eH co
pasmeHa Ha nucma mefy MuHuctepoT
3a ogbpaHa Ha Penybnuka Makepo-
Huja, a-p Bnaroj XaHuncku v ['eHeparn-
HUoT cekpeTap Ha HATO, Xasuep Co-
naxa. Toj 6elue npuMeHET ¥ Npu TpaH-
3UToT Ha cunute Ha SFOR (Stabiliza-
tion Force) HU3 Teputopujata Ha Pe-
ny6nuka MakegoHuja. lNpeMmuHyBarse-
To Ha cunute Ha HATO BO mucunte
IFOR n SFOR (BOEHM MUCUMM BO KOU
HATO y4yecTtByBale Bo bocHa n Xep-
LeroBmHa), MoXe fa ce cmeTa 3a npsa
akTmBHOCT Ha HATO Ha TepuTopumjaTa
Ha Penybnuka Makegonuja. Ha 30.5.
1996 roguHa mery Penybnuka Make-
goHunja n HATO 6ewwe noTnuwad /oro-
BOPOT Mefy gpxaBuTe-cTpaHu BO
CeBepHoaTnaHTCKNOT JOroBop 1 ApY-
rute gpxxasu y4ecHu4ku Bo lNapTHep-
CTBOTO 3a Mup 3a CTatycoT Ha HUB-
HUTE Ccnm n [JornoaHNTETHNOT NPOTOo-
Ko Mmery apxxaBute-ctpaHu Bo Ce-
BEpPHOAaT/1aHTCKNOT [OroBop v Apy-
ruTe gpxxaBu-y4eCHUYKN BO NapTHep-
CTBOTO 3@ MUP 3@ CTaTyCOT Ha HUBHU-
Te cunn“.'® CobpaHuneTo Ha Penybnvka
MakegaoHuja, Ha cegHuLaTa ogp>xaHa
Ha 4.6.1996 rognHa, ro goHece 3ako-

" Istanbul Summit Communiqué, Issued by the Heads of State
and Government participating in the meeting of the North
Atlantic Council in Istanbul on 28 June 2004.

2 Riga Summit Declaration, Issued by the Heads of State
and Government participating in the meeting of the North
Atlantic Council in Riga on 29 November 2006.

'8 Criyx6eH BecHuk Ha Perny6imka Makegoruja, 1996, 6p. 29.
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HOT 3a paTudukayuja Ha JoroBopoT.
OBoj [loroBop e 3HayaeH nopaan Toa
WTO ce npuMeHyBalle Mpu BOCNOC-
TaByBaheTOo U PYHKUMOHMPAHETO Ha
BoeHuTe mMucum Ha HATO Ha Tepu-
TopujaTa Ha Penybnuka MakegoHuja.
Mokpaj oBoj florosop, mefy HATO un
Penybnuka MakegoHwuja 6ea CKnyyeHu
n gpyrun gorosopu: ,Cnorogba 3a
6e36eHOCHM apaHXMaHu mery Pery6-
nmka Makegonuja u HATO®, cknydeHa
Ha 19.1.1996 roauHa; ,OcHOBEH fo-
rosop mery Penybnuka MakegoHuja un
HATO 3a onepayuute Ha HATO mucu-
ute Bo Penybnvka MakegoHuja“, ckny-
YeH Ha 24.12.1998 roauHa; ™ [Jorosop
3a crarycot Ha cunnte Ha KOPOP Ha
Teputopujata Ha Penybnvka Makego-
Huja“,"® ckny4eH Ha 18.5.2001 roguHa.

CopaboTkaTta Ha Penybnvka Make-
goHuja co HATO ce ogsuBaLle v npeky
oAp>XXyBare BOEHU Bexbu, opraHu-
3upann og HATO un lNapTHepcTBOTO 3a
mup. MNpBa BoeHa Bexxba opraHu3u-
paHa Ha TepuTopujaTa Ha Penybnvka
MakepoHuja 6elle BoeHaTa Bexb6a
,Cnacuten® ogp>xaHa Bo maj 1997 ro-
AvHa. Of Toraw na BO rogvHUTE NoToa
Ha TepuTopujaTa Ha Penybnvka Make-
OOHMja 6ea ogp>KaHW noBeKe BOEHMU
BEXOM CO y4eCTBO Ha BOEHU CUN Of,
Ap>xxaBuTte-4neHkn Ha HATO un gpxa-
BUTE-4NeHKM Ha [lapTHepcTBOTO 3a
mMup. VIcTo Taka, BOEHUTE CUNIM Ha
Penybnuka MakefoHwuja y4ectsyBaaT
Ha BOEHU BEXOW opraHusvMpaHu og
HATO HapBop of TepuTopujaTta Ha
Penybnuka MakegoHuja. lNpBa BoeHa
Bex6ba Ha Koja y4ecTByBa BO€Ha
egvHuua Ha APM HagBsop of Tepu-
TopujaTa Ha Penybnvka MakegoHuja

"“eopruescku C. — flogescku C., JokymeHTn 3a Peny6ivka
Makepgoruja 1990-2005, MNpaseH dakynTeT, Ckonje, 2008,
cTp. 819-832.

* UcTo..., cTp. 832-836.
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6elwe BoeHaTa Bexba ,MuposeH opern
‘96", Koja ce ogpxa BoO jynu 1996
rognHa Bo Anbanunja. OgHocute mery
Peny6bnvnka MakegoHuja n HATO ru
KapakTepusupaaT U 6pojHUTE BOEHU
mucum Ha HATO Ha TepuTopumjaTa Ha
Penybnuka MakegoHuja. 3a npea
mucuja Ha HATO Bo Peny6nvka Make-
OOHuWja MOXe [a ce cmeTa onepauvjata
LPelunteneH cokon*, peanusmpaHa Bo
jyHn 1998 roauHa, npeky crnposeay-
Barbe BO3AYLUHW BOeHW BexX6u Ha ban-
KaHOT, Kako Aen o4 noAroToBkUTe 3a
MOXHaTa BoeHa akuuja Ha HATO Bp3
CPJ. Bo Hekonky4yacoBHaTa BoeHa
Bexxba 6ea ynoTpebeHn noBeke BOEHU
netana Ha HATO: 6op6eHu aBuoHu F-
16, TopHaga, XenMKonTepu, TpaHc-
NMOPTHW U aBUOHWN TaHKEPWU, WNNYHCKN
aBnoHn — AVAKS. Bexbata beLue np-
BMOT BO3JylleH BOEH MaHeBap Ha
cunute Ha HATO of TakoB BUA Ha Te-
putopunjata Ha Penybnuka Make-
OoHuja, co cornacHocT Ha BnagaTa Ha
Penybnuka MakegoHuja, 3a Kopuc-
Tere Ha BO34YLWHWOT nNpocTop Ha Pe-
ny6nvka MakegoHuja. Bo KOHTEKCT Ha
KpnsaTta Ha KocoBo, CO COrfiacHoCT Ha
Bnapata Ha Penybnuka MakegoHuja
6ea BOCNOCTaBEHM ABEe MUCUU Ha
HATO, KocoBcku BepuhmkaLoHeH Ko-
opauHaTuseH LeHTap — KBKL, (KVCC
— Kosovo Verification Coordination
Center) (dhyHKUMOHMPaLLE BO NepuoaoT
26.11.1998 - 24.3.1999) n Cunn 3a
n3enekysare (Extraction Force) (dbyHK-
umoHupate o nepuogot 10.12.1998
— 24.3.1999). Nako oBue gBe mucum
odhmumjanHo npecrtaHaa ga nocrtojar,
cunnte Ha HATO He 6ea noBreyeHn
oA TeputopujaTta Ha Penybnunka Make-
JoHuja. Tue n HaTamy ro npogosixuja
CBOjoT npecToj Bo Penybnuka Make-
OOHMja Kako NoAroTBUTESHM CUNK Ha
K®OP 3a KocoBo, HO 1 BO crnipaByBa-

HETO CO KOCcOBCKaTta berancka kpusa
Bo Peny6nvnka MakegoHuja. Bo Toj ne-
pvoga, mapT-jyHn 1999 rognHa, Ha Tepu-
TopujaTa Ha Penybnuka MakegoHwuja,
no 6apare Ha HATO n co ogobpeHne
Ha BnacTtuTe Ha Penybnuka Makego-
Hunja 6ea pacnopegeHu okony 16.000
BOjHMUM Ha HATO. HajronemnoT gen
of4 oswue cunu, npeky Penybnuka Ma-
KegoHuWja Kako npunagHmum Ha KOOP,
ce pacrnopeavja Ha TepuTopujaTa Ha
KocoBo. lMapanenHo co ogBuBaHeTO
Ha aKTMBHOCTA Ha oBaa Mucuja, BO TOj
nepvog Ha TepuTopujaTa, T.e. Haj BO3-
OyWwHMOT npocTtop Ha Peny6nuka Ma-
KeZoHwja, ce cnpoBeyBaLle ylTe ef-
Ha BoeHa onepauuja Ha HATO, T.e.
BO34ylwHaTa MHTepBeHuuja Ha HATO
Bp3 CPJ. Nako npumapHaTa akTus-
HocT Ha cunute Ha KOOP 6ewe Ha Ko-
coBo, KOOP uma cBoja nornctunyka unm
3agHuHcKa 6a3a Bo Penybnvnka Make-
OoHuja, T.e. wTtab Bo Ckonje. LUTaboT
6ewe BocnocTtaseH Ha 12.6.1999
rogunHa, pe4ymcu UCTOBPEMEHO CO Brie-
ryBameTo Ha cunute Ha KOOP Ha Ko-
coso. LTaboT nocroele Kako camo-
CTO€EH 3a4HMHCKM WwTab o anpwn 2002
rognHa, Kora no Hapegba Ha KOMaH-
pata Ha HATO (AFSOUTH - Allied
Force South) HagnexxHa 3a BankaHoT
6ewe hopmmpaH eguHCTBEH WTab Ha
HATO Bo Ckonje, BO 4nj cocTaB Bne-
rysa v 0BOj 3a4HNHCKN WwTab. Bo mapT
2003 roguHa, no BOCMNOCTaByBaHETO
Ha BoeHaTa mucuja Ha EY — KoHkop-
avja, wtaéot Ha HATO Bo Ckonje npo-
LOMMKN aa yHKLUMoHUpa go jyHn 2007
roguHa, kora APM ja npesege koopau-
HauujaTa Ha normcTuykaTa nogapLuKa
Ha cunute Ha HATO BO perMoHoT 1 3a
K®OP Ha KocoBo. [len og akTuBHOCTa
Ha HATO Bo Penybnuka MakegoHuja
6eLle 1 ocTaHyBa COBETOAABHMOT TUM
Ha HATO Bo MyHUCTEpPCTBOTO 3a OA-
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6paHa Ha Penybnuka MakepoHuja.
3HavaeH gen BO ogHocute mery Pe-
ny6nvka MakegoHuja n HATO npeT-
cTaByBaaT y4eCTBOTO M MPUAOHECOT
Ha HATO Bo peluaBareTO Ha BoeHaTa
Kpusa Bo Penybnuka MakenoHuja Bo
2001 roguHa. lNpeky oupeKTeH nonm-
TUYKO-AUNSIOMATCKM N BOEH aHrax-
maH, HATO nomaraiwe BO paspely-
Batbe Ha BoeHaTa Kpusa Bo Peny6-
nuka MakepgoHuja. Mo 6apare Ha
BnactuTe Ha Penybnuka MakegoHuja,
HATO ga nomorHe Bo HaAMUHYBaH-eTO
Ha Kpu3aTta, Bo Penybnuka Make-
OOHMja 6ea BOCNOCTaBEHU MUCUUTE:
.,HeonxogHa xeTtBa“ (Essential Har-
vest) og 22.8.2001 go 22.9.2001,
~-KnnunbapHa nucmua“ (Amber Fox) oz
27.9.2001 po 14.12.2002 n ,Cojys-
Hu4ka xapmoxuja“ (Allied Harmony) og
14.12.2002 go 31.3.2003 roguHa.
VcTo Taka, egHa of, Haj3HavajHUTe
3aeHNYKN aKTUBHOCTM U copaboTka
mefy TpuTe Ap>Kasu of JagpaHckaTa
rpyna, no4yHyBajku og 2005 roguHa, e
Yy4eCTBOTO Ha 3aeAHUNYKN MEOULIMHCKN
Tum BO onepaumjata ISAF (Interna-
tional Stabilisation Assistance Force) Bo
ABraHucTtaH, npegsogeHa og HATO.
OcBeH y4ecTBOTO BO OBOj 3a€4HUYKN
MeaVLUMHCKN TUM BO MucujaTa BO AB-
raHucTtaH, Penybnnka MakegoHuja ro
3anoyHa y4ecTBOTO BO Mucujata ISAF
BO aBrycT 2002 roguHa. Og Toraw go
[JeHec 3Ha4nTenHo ce sronemm 6pojoT
Ha NpunagHuUMTEe Ha BOOPYXEHUTe
cvnn Ha Penybnuka MakegoHuja Kon
y4yecTyBaaTt BO oBaa mucuja. 3a npo-
decuoHanHocTa, obydHeHoCTa U Noa-
roTBEHOCTa M YCMELWHOTO Y4eCcTBO Ha
BOOpPY>XeHnTe cunn Ha Penybnnka Ma-
Ke4oHuja Hajaobpo roBopu hakToT WTO
Ha BOOpY>XeHuTe cunn Ha Penybnuka
Makegoxuja HATO nm gosepu oaro-
BOpHa 3ajadya, mefyapyroTo, ga ro
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obe3begyBaat MaBHMOT wWwTab Ha
HATO Bo Kabyn. Toa e camo ywTe egHa
noTBpAa 1 NpU3HaHUe 3a BOOPY>XEHUTE
cvnm Ha Penybnuka MakegoHuja n 3a
Apxasata Penybnuka MakegoHuja Bo
LuenuHa, Mako HawaTa gpxxasa He e
uneHka Ha HATO.

Bo LenvoB 0BOj U3MUHAT nepuos,
Op>XaBHUTE MHCMTYUMKM Ha Peny6nvka
MakepgoHuja KOHTUHYMPAHO o Mnog-
Op>XyBaa nNpouecoT Ha 3a4/ieHyBahe
Ha Peny6nuka Makegoxuja Bo HATO.
Bnapata Ha Penybnuka MakefgoHuja
n MuHucTepcTBOTO 3a ogbpaHa rm
[oHecoa HeoNxXoAHUTE AOKYMEHTU BO
byHKUMja Ha UCMONHYBaHe Ha KpuTe-
puymuTe 3a 4neHcteoto Bo HATO. Ta-
Ka, Ha npumep, Bnagata Ha Peny6nu-
Ka MakepgoHuja Ha 5.10.1998 roguHa
ycsou ,CTpareruja 3a nHterpaymja Ha
Penyb6nvka Makegouuja Bo HATO". '
McTo Taka n CobpaHueTto Ha Peny6-
nuka MakepoHwja BO usmmHaTuse ro-
OVHV BO pamMKWUTE Ha HeroBuTe Hapg-
NIEXXHOCTN KOHTUHYMPAHO o MOTTUK-
HyBa ¥ nNogAp>KyBa OBOj npouec, 3a
LITO cBEAoYAT AeknapaumuTe yCBOEHU
o4 CobpaHueTo Ha Penybnvka Make-
JoHwja: Jleknapauumja 3a nogapLuka Ha
lNosenbata 3a napTHepcTBO Mery Pe-
ny6nvnka Makegoruja, Peny6nvka Ar-
6aHuja, Penybnuka Xpsatcka n CA/L
(JagpaHcka noBesnba)“,'” ycBoeHa Ha
22.7.2003 rogvHa; ,[eknapauvja 3a
nogurHyBare Ha HUBOTO Ha OHOCUTE
u copaboTkata mery Peny6rivka Make-
AoHuja u HATO"'® ycBoeHa Ha 21.5.
2004 roguHa v Jeknapauymja 3a 6apa-
e rnogapLUKa 3a rnpuem Ha Pernybivka
Makepgonuja Bo HATO"® ycBoeHa Ha
19.6.2007 roguHa.

6 Cny»x6eH BecHUK Ha Peny6nuka Makegonuja, 1998, 6p. 51
7 Cnyx6eH BecHuk Ha Penybrivka Makegonuja, 2003, 6p. 49.
'8 Criyx6eH BecHuk Ha Pernybnnka Makegonuja, 2004, 6p. 33.
9 Cnyx6eH BecHuK Ha Peny6rivka Makegonuja, 2007, 6p. 78.



OpHocuTte mefy Penybnvka Makegonuja n HATO
of, ocamocTojyBareTo 4o CamuToT Bo ByKypewT — wTo noHaTamy!?

YcnewHaTa 3aBpluHULa Ha LenvoT
0BOj Npovec Tpeballe Aa ce Cryyun Ha
camutoT Ha HATO BO BykypewT BO
anpun 2008 roavHa, Kkage criope cuTte
oueHkn Penybnuka MakegoHuja rm
NCNONHN NpeaBuUAEHNTE KPUTepuymm
3a 4neHcTtBo Bo HATO, HO, nopaawu
NONNTUYKM NPOB6IEM KOj HEMA HUKaK-
Ba MOBP3aHOCT CO NPOLECOT Ha 3a4sie-
HyBahse Ha Penybnvka MakegoHuja Bo
HATO, 6elwe OHEBO3MOXXEHO A06M-
Bar-€TO Ha NoKaHaTa 3a Y/1IeHCTBO 3a-
eaHo co AnbaHuja n Xpsatcka. Peny6-
nuka Mpumja Kako 4dneHka Ha HATO,
KOPUCTEjKN ' MEXaHU3MUTe Ha o4 y-
yyBarbe Bo HATO ro 6nokupa u oHe-
BO3MOXW J0OMBaH-ETO Ha NoKaHaTta 3a
yneHcTBO Ha Penybnvka MakegoHuja
Bo HATO. YnaTyBareTo Ha nokaHaTa
1 BOOMLITO MAHOTO YSIEHCTBO Ha Pe-
ny6nnka Makegoxuja Bo HATO npak-
TUYHO € JOMOSIHUTESNHO YCIOBEHO CO
pelwaBareTo Ha ,pasnukara“ okony
nveTto mefy Penybnvnka MakefnoHuja n
Penybnuka Npuuja, oHakKa Kako WTOo
Toa e hopMyniMpaHo Bo 4iieHoT 20 o4
Heknapauwnjata og Camutot Ha HATO
BO bykypewwT.?°

Kako 3akny4oK, BO 0BOj KOHTEKCT
MOXe [a Ce Kaxe Aeka 3a peanusa-
Luujata Ha OBOj rofieM MpoeKT, YreH-
ctBo BO HATO, Penybnnka Makepgo-

20 Bucharest Summit Declaration, Issued by the Heads of
State and Government participating in the meeting of the
North Atlantic Council in Bucharest on 3 April 2008.

HWja HaBUCTMHA BNOXW ronem Tpya,
BJIOXKM rofiema eHepruja, Brnoxu ¢um-
HaHCUCKM CpeacTBa U rofieMy HoBEYKM
pecypcu. Ha 0BOj Ha4MH NpakTU4HO ce
nokaxa cusiHaTta NocBeTEeHOCT Ha
Penybnuka MakepoHunja KOH OBOj
npouec. VIHTEH3UTETOT U KBaNuTeTOT
Ha ogHocuTe mefy Penybnvka Make-
JoHnja n HATO Bo 0BOj nepuog camo
ja noTBpAmja cunHaTa onpegenieHocT
Ha Penybnuka MakegoHuja o4 Hejsu-
HOTO 0CaMOCTOjyBaH-e Aja CTaHe YfieH-
Ka Ha oBaa MefyHapogHa opraHu-
3aumja. Victo Taka, co oBa MOXe fa ce
noTeBpau geka Penybnuka Make-
OOHMWja HeMa NPOCTOp 3a ApYru ,eKcne-
PUMEHTN" N anTepHaTMBU OCBEH YS1EH-
ctBoTo BOo HATO. Bo oBOj npouec, BO
KOj € BNIOXKEHO MaKCUMasiHO MHOry,
Tpeba ga bugaT BMIOXKEHU MaKcu-
MasiH1 Hanopw 1 cuTe KanauuteTu Ha
Ap>xaBaTta fa bugaT cTaBeHn BO (OYHK-
umja 3a ga Penybnuka MakegoHuja ja
ocTBapu oBaa uen. VIHTeH3UTeToT ”
KBanMTETOT Ha ogHocuTe mery Peny6-
nuka MakepgoHuja 1 HATO Bo nepwu-
O4O0T 04, 0CaMOCTOjyBareTO 40 AeHEeC
HECOMHEHO MoKaxka M NoTBpAM Aeka
Penybnuka MakefoHuja Hanpasu Ha-
MOpu CO KOU M UCMOJSTHN KpUTEPUyMu-
Te 1 3acnyxu ga ja gobue nokaHaTa
3a4NeHCTBO 1 ga cTaHe yneH Ha HATO.
Bnpo4ewm, Toa e cojy3 Ha gp>xasu 1
Hapogun Kage Penybnuka MakegoHuja
NpUPOAHO, reorpaddCKm, NOSIUTUYKN U
LUMBUAN3aUMCKIM npunara.

—— Abstract

After acquiring its independence in 1991, the Republic of Macedonia
clearly defined its main foreign policy goals, membership in the European
Union and NATO. Since 1993, when the decision for macedonia's
memebership in NATO was adopted by the macedonian Parliament until
the recently held Bucharest Summit, the Republic of Macedonia has
established strong and intensive relations with the Alliance. As a result of
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these relations, the Republic of Macedonia carried out all the necessary
activities and reforms in order to meet the necessary criteria and invested
tremendous energy, financial and human resources to become a member of
the Alliance. These reforms have been evaluated and confirmed by NATO,
but unfortunately, because of the Greek “veto,” the Republic of Macedonia
did not receive an invitation for membership together with Albania and Croatia.
There is no other alternative for the Republic of Macedonia, and in future it
should undertake all the activities required to achieve this goal.
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MakegoHCKM NepcneKTUBM U NpeausBuLm

MounTyBaHM YuTatenu,

Ha noyeTokoT, 61 cakan ga rvm ns-
pas3am MOeTO 3a40BOSICTBO U ocobeHa
YecCT WTO ja MMam MOXXHOCTa no BTOP
naT BO CBOjCTBO Ha MuHuCTep 3a Haj-
BopeLwHn paboTn Ha Penybnnka Make-
[OHMja fga npuiioXxam CBOj TEKCT 3a
HajHOBOTO U3[aHMe Ha CnucaHueTo
L[ 10MTNYKa Mucna“, Koe ce usgasa o4
cTpaHa Ha ®oHpgayujaTta ,KoHpapg
ApeHayep“. ®oHpgaunjaTta ,KoHpapg
ApeHayep“ o4 NOYETOKOT Ha CBOETO
dyHKUMOHUpare BO Penybnvnka Ma-
KefoHWja faje HeCOMHEH npuaoHec
BO NPOMOBMpPaHETO Ha BPeAHOCTUTE
Ha AemokpaTuvjaTa, Brnageereto Ha
npasoTo, NMPUHUMNNTE Ha nasapHaTa
€KOoHOMMja, jakHeHeTo Ha TpaHcaT-
NaHTCKNTe BpedHoCcTu, cnobogata Ha
ne4yarToT, NOTTUKHYBaHe€TO Ha KOMYHWU-
KauujaTa Ha BNaavHMOT CO HeBMagu-
HMOT CEeKTOp, Kako 1 Co cooaBeTHaTa
nonuTUYKa edykaumja Ha peneBaHT-
HUTEe HocuTenun Ha pecopmnTe BO THe
cthepw.

Bo M0joT TekcT 3a BaweTo LeHeTo
cnncaHne oA MmHaTaTa roguHa noon-
LUMPHO Ce OCBPHaB Ha MaKeAOHCKNTe
noAroToBKMU U Npe3emeHnTe pedopmun
Ha nnaHoT Ha ofbpaHaTa, npasocyf-
CTBOTO, EKOHOMMjaTa, bopbaTa NpoTuB
OpraHusMpaHnoT KpUMUHan u Kopyn-
unjata, MakedoOHCKOTO napTuymnu-
pare BO permoHanHuTe nHnumjaTmneum,
onepauunTe Ha AnuvjaHcata U make-
JOHCKaTa fiormcTmyka nomow Ha
nctute (KoHkpeTHo KOOP), co uen ga

AHTOHMO Munowocku

ja pobneme mokaHaTa 3a 3auyfieHy-
Bake BO AnvjaHcaTa Ha nocnegHuoT
Hej3nH camuT BO ByKypewT og 2 oo 4
anpun 2008 r.

CuvTe peneBaHTHM aHanM3un 1 o4e-
KyBama yKaxyBaa feka 3emjute of
JagpaHckaTta rpyna (US - Adriatic
Charter) — An6anuja, XpBatcka n Ma-
KeJoHvja Ke fobujaT noKaHa 3a YiieH-
cTBO BO AnujaHcata Ha CaMuTOT Ha
HATO Bo BykypeLT, co WITO Ke ce 3a-
OKpY>Xelle NpoLuMpyBaHeTo HajaBeHo
npeg Ase roguHn Bo Pura. Kako wTo
ce oyeKyBauwe, Ha BykypelwkunoT ca-
MWUT rnaBHM Temu 6ea AONOMNHUTEN-
HOTO BOEHO 3acunyBare Ha MucujaTa
NCA® Bo ABraHucTtaH, cutyaymjata Ha
KocoBo, napTHepckute ogHocn HATO-
Pycuja BO KOHTEKCT Ha nocTaByBa-
HETO Ha aHTU-PaKETHMOT WTUT BO Mc-
To4yHa EBpona n eHepreTckata 6es-
6enHocT. LiBpcTo 6eBMe yBEpEeHU aeka
Penybnuka MakegoHuja, co cute
Hej3uHK gocerawHn pegopMcKn Ha-
nopu BO M3MUHaTaBa AeleHunja 1 non,
ro 3acny>u gobusareTo Ha CTaTycoT
CojysHuk Bo AnvjaHcara.

3a xan, 3a Bpeme Ha CamuToT,
Penybnuka Npumja rv ocTBapu 3aka-
HyBa4KuTe HajaBu Aeka Ke ja briokunpa
nokaHaTa, a co Toa M MOYETOKOT Ha
nperoBopuTe 3a YneHCcTBO Ha Peny6b-
nnka MakegoHnuja Bo HATO, wTo npeT-
CTaByBallle rofiemo pasodapyBarse 3a
cuTe rpafaHu Ha Penybnuka Make-
JOHMja. Ha Toj HaumH Taa ja npekpwmn
MpuepemeHaTa crnorogba og 1995
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Kaje WTOo BO YneHoT 11 ekcnimynTHO
e onpegeneHo geka [puuja BO MHTe-
pec Ha [o6pococeacKUTe OAHOCK He-
Ma Aa ro 6510KMpa 4neHCTBOTOo Ha Pe-
nybnnka MakegoHuja Bo MefyHapoa-
HUTe opraHmsauuun. MNputoa MowHe
N3HeHaAyBa4yku U UMHUYHO 3BYYU
(hakToT WTO Ha Npumja BOONLITO He M
npeyun Kora MakegoHCKUTE BOjHULM BO
ABraHucTaH, kage Bo onepauuvjara Ha
HATO pamo fo pamo co ocTaHaTute
COjy3HUUM 1 NapTHepU rM pusnkysaat
CBOMTE >XXUBOTU CO y4eCcTBO BO 6Op-
6eHn onepauuu, Ha cBoMTeE YHUOPMHA
ropAo ro Hocat umeTo Ha MakeoHuja.
BakBaTa AuckpenaHua BO FpYKoOTO
OofHecyBame€ 3a HeynaTeHuTe Ke buae
nojacHa AOKOJIKY ce 3Hae haKToT ge-
Ka [punja, 3a pasnuka of Hac, BO
nornej Ha Hej3uHUTE BKYMHU pacno-
NOXMBU BOEHU eheKTUBN U PUHaH-
CVCKMN pecypcu e nNpoueHTyasnHo Tpu-
eceTuHa naTu nomarky 3acTtaneHa Bo
onepauunTe Ha AnvjaHcarta, Npu WTO
e BKJly4eHa camo BO Jlorucrmykarta
nogApLliKa Ha UcTuTe.

HamecTo HajaByBaHata ghnekcu-
OGUTHOCT M NOArOTBEHOCT 3a LWTO No-
CKOPO 3aTBOpame Ha npalaHeTo 3a
nmeTo, 'punja no bBykypewknoT camuT
3ano4yHa ga cnposefysa AONOSHUTEN-
HV (POPMM Ha MPUTUCOK (NonpedvyBaHe
Ha OBWKEeHe Ha fyfe U CTOKM U NPOTOK
Ha napu) Bp3 Penybnuka MakegoHuja
CO LUTO M HaTamy rv NoTBpAyBa cBojata
npavlmoHanHa nonnTnka u ynopHocra
BO HamepaTa 3a MeHyBam€ Ha HaWweTo
UMe N Ha HalMOT HaUMOHamNeH u Kyn-
TYPEH MOEHTUTET.

Opnykata Ha HATO 3a ognoxyBa-
HEeTO Ha nokaHaTa e CBOeBUAEH
npecefaH v nocneauua Ha HameTHa-
TWOT CNop 3a MMETO Ha HalwaTa 3emja,
oA cTpaHa Ha Penybnuka puuja, Koj
BO OCHOBa e bunartepaneH, a jac 6u
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peKon 1 yHunarteparneH, buaejku camo
efiHa 3emMja uma Nnpo6byemM Co UMeTO Ha
Penybnuka Makegonuja. Co npuda-
KaH-eTO HEroBOTO pellaBare Aa CTaHe
YCIoB 3a HaweTo 4neHcTBo Bo HATO,
Toa Ae haKTo cTaHyBa AOMOSHUTENEH
KpuTepuym 3a 4neHctso Bo HATO,
eKCKy3nBeH 3a MakegoHuja n Hag-
BOp 04 OHMe Kou bea natokas Ha
MaKoTpnHUTE pedOpMCKM npouecu
HM3 KOW NOMMHA HawaTa 3emja BO
nocnegHaTta geueHunja. Nmajkn rum
npegsua cocTtojéarta BO PErmoHoT 1
npean3BmuuTe BO HApe4HNOT Nepuo,
oBaa ofJ/lyka HEMUHOBHO Ke nMa cBoe
BNMjaHMe Ha pervoHanHata 6e36ef-
HOCT, KOH Koja Penybnuka Makepo-
Huja Ke genyBa KOHCTPYKTUBHO, BO
npaseLl Ha HejanHaTa cTabunusayuja.
Mpepg ce, Tyka Mucnam Ha cuTyaumjata
Ha KocoBo, 4une MefyHapo4HO nNpu3Ha-
Barbe He 04U CO 04eKyBaHaTa 6p3uHa,
nonuTnykarta cutyaymja o Cpbuja no
napnameHTapHuTe n3bopu, Kako 1 no-
TeHuMjanHo KpusHaTa cuTyauuja BO
BocHa n XepueroBsuHa, of, acnekT Ha
WHMLUMpaHUTe pechopmMu 3a 3acunysa-
He Ha TamollHaTa LeHTpasiHa Bnacr.

BepyBajku BO npyHUMNMTE Ha Mefy-
HapoAHOTO NpaBo, a npen ce neruTum-
HOTO NpaBO Ha camoonpeaenyBame,
Penybnuka MakegoHuja npogosixysa
CO NperoBopuTe 3a U3Haorame Ha 3a-
eHNYKN NpucaTNMBO peLleHne, Bo-
e/[lHO NpPOo4OSIKYBajKM CO nonuTukarta
Ha MHBeCTMpar-e 1 rpagere Ha fo6po-
COCeACKUTE OAHOCU CO CBOjOT jy>XeH
cocep, Penybnuka lNpuyuja. MimeTo Ha
Hawara 3emja, Koe HalimTe npeaum ro
coyyBasie HU3 BEKOBUTE HaHasaf, ro
pedneKkTupa HawunoT UAEHTUTET U
€BEeHTYaNIHNOT KOMMPOMUC HE MOXe
4a buae Haco4eH KOH HEeroBo Herupa-
He. Mlako oBa npeTcTtaByBa CyLTUH-
CKO Mpallare 3a MOjoT Hapos, Hue Ke



MakefoHCKM nepcnekTyBM U Npeau3BuLm

npucTanvme KOH u3Haorarwe 3aen-
HUYKO NpuaTNnBO peLleHne Tpesse-
HO 1 pa3ymHo. be3 ngeHtTuTeT u gocTo-
WHCTBO HEMa UAHUHA 3a MaKe[oHCKa-
Ta Hauuja 1 HMedHO YIeHCTBO BO Koja
6uno opraHmsaumja Toa He 61 MOXXeso
4a ro 3ameHu.

YuwTe o4 CTeKHYBakeTo Ha Hesa-
BMCHOCTA U CYBEPEHUTETOT, Cakajku
Ja unsneseme BO NpecpeT Ha 3arpuxe-
HOCTa Ha HaLIWOT jy>KeH cocen U Aa ja
3ajakHeMe MefycebHaTa gosepba, Hue
npesefoBmMe peanua aKTUBHOCTH,
[aBajky NoBeKe KOHLEeCUn KakBu WTo
ce, Ha npuMep, yCBOjyBaHeTO Ha yC-
TaBHUTe nameHn og 1992 r. co kom
eKCN/NUMTHO AeknapupaBme geka
HemMame TepuTopujarHU NPeTeH3un
KOH HaLLMOT jy>XeH cocef, Ui npome-
HaTa Ha HaleTo AP>XXaBHO 3Hame of,
1995 . Cé ywTe BepyBam AeKa CO KOH-
CTPYKTMBEH NpUcTan of ABeTe CTpaHu
n co megujatopcteo Ha OH e MOoXHO
a ce fojae 0o 3aeAHNYKO 3a40BOMM-
TEJSIHO peLLeHue.

[NokaHa 3a cuTe Tpu YNeHKu Ha Ja-
ApaHckaTta nosen6éa (US — Adriatic
Charter) Bo bykypewT ke gagewe
CUNEeH NO3UTMBEH UMMYJIC BO peru-
OHOT, @ NOCebHO Kaj OHWE 3eMju LTO
cakaaT 3ae[HUYKN U KOHCTPYKTUBHO
4a ru cnogenysaaTt U cripoBegyBaat
eBpo-aTNnaHTckuTe BpeaHocTu. Mpu-
TOa, UHTErpMpaHeTo Ha 3emjute of
JagpaHckaTa rpyna Ke npectasyBalle
CWMHa nopaka v NoTTUK 3a eBpo-aT-
NaHTCKOTO MHTErpupame Ha npeocTa-
HaTUTe YneHkn Ha nporpamara lap-
THEPCTBO 3a MMp o4 pernoHoT (Cpbuija,
LipHa lNopa n buX), a Bo noganeyHa
nepcnekTmea v 3a YkpauHa u ['pysuja.
pukoTO 6NOKMpare Ha MaKe[oH-
CKOTO UHTerpupame Bo AnnjaHcaTta e
Hajénaro KaxxaHo HeoAroBOPHO BO
OHOC Ha 3a4yByBaH-€TO Ha pernoHan-

HaTa cTabunHocT, cTabunHocTa Ha
eBporckaTa 6e36e4HOCHa apXUTEKTY-
pa v HapyllyBare Ha yrneaoT Ha Anu-
jaHcaTa BO norne Ha 0cTBapyBareTo
Ha Hej3nHUTe cTpaTeLwkn uenu. icto-
BPEMEHO, eBPO-aTNaHTCKOTO UHTErpu-
parbe Ha LenuvoT Hall pervoH Ke oBo3-
MO>XM MpeHaco4yBar-e Ha 3HaYNTENHU
BOEHM edpeKTnBM Ha AnujaHcarta 3a
onepaumu BO ApYru KPU3HN PpermoHn Bo
CBETOT Kaze LUTO Ce MHOTYy NMoHeonxoa-
HW (Ha np. AeraHucTaH). Og BakBMOT
ncxop Ha BykKypewkunoT camuT BO No-
rneg Ha npoLwmpysareTo, nokpaj 'p-
umja, MOXXe eANHCTBEHO Aa buae 3a40-
BOJIHa camo ouumjanHa Mocksa.

Bo cekoj cnyyaj, He nocTon anTep-
HaTMBa BO OAHOC Ha HALLEeTO YSIEHCTBO
Bo HATO n EVY. Hue cme uBpcTo ognyy-
HV Oa NpoAosmKUMe co cute pechopmm
KOW Ce BO KOHTEKCT Ha HawaTa eBpo-
aTnaHTcka uHTerpaumja. Ke npogon-
>XMMe CO HalleTo Yy4ecTBO BO Mefy-
Hapo4HUTe BOEHW onepauuy Bo Vipak,
AsraHucTaH, BocHa 1 XepuerosuHa v
JInbaH, Kako 1 co KagpoBCKOTO 3ajak-
HyBame 1 creynjanuanpare Ha Make-
AoHckata Mucwuja npy HATO Bo Bpucen.

Co nocebHO 3a240BOSICTBO MOXaMm
da ja cnogenam co Bac uHdopmaum-
jaTa geka cnopepf nocnegHUTe UCNNTY-
Batba Ha MaKegOHCKOTO jaBHO MUC-
newe no bykypewkunoT camuT, nog-
Jpwkarta 3a MakeJOHCKOTO UHTerpu-
parse Bo HATO nsHecyBa BUCOKU 85%,
LITO € He3Ha4YnTeNHo onarame BO 0f4-
HOC Ha UcnUTyBaraTa of nocrnegHuTe
HEeKONKYy roAuvHu, Kage WTo ucrara
nogpwka ctabunHo ce ABuxelwe
okony 90%.

HaweTo nHTerpupame Bo Anvjax-
caTaro rnejame Kako AOMNOoSIHUTENEeH
NOTTUK 32 HaLWEeTO NOHaTaMOLIHO WH-
Terpupamrse Bo EY. MuHaTuoT mecel, ru
poébusme HacokuTe (Road map) 3a
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AHTOHMO Munowockun

LleSTOCHO YKnHyBare Ha LLleHreH Busu-
Te 3a MakKe[OHCKUTE gp)KasjaHu, npu
WTO NOoTeHUMpaMm feKa MojaTa 3emja
BEKe I'v uma MCMoJSIHETO HajronemMmnoT
6poj npensuaeHn mepkun. Co orne Ha
TOa WWTO EKOHOMCKUTE hakTopu ce o4
ocobeHa BaXXHOCT 3a HauuoHanHarta
6e36e4HOCT ceKoja 3emja, LIBPCTO CyM
ybefeH Aeka HaleTo 3adfieHyBahe
BO AnmnjaHcaTta Ke npuaoHece 3a 3ro-
nemyBarbe Ha 06eMOT Ha CTpaHCKuTe
WMHBECTULMM BO 3emMjaTta, Kako of, rose-
MUTE MyATUHALNOHANHN KOMNaHnn Ta-
Ka u o4 nomanuTe JOMalLHW U peru-
oHanHu niBecTuTopu. Mickyctearta Ha
HOBUTE 4YJieHKN Ha AnuvjaHcaTa npeT-
cTaByBaaT HECOMHeH npumep 3a 6p3
€KOHOMCKM pas3Boj U OTBOpaHe HOBMU
paboTHM mecta. MakegoHckaTa eko-
HOMMWja BO TeKOT Ha 2007 r. nocTurHa
Hajoobpu pesynTtaTu o4 0CaMoCTOjy-
BareTO Na A0 AeHec BO nornef Ha
6pyTO AOMALLHMOT Npoun3Bod u cuc-
KanHuTe pedopmn 1 NOArOTBEHO O
04YeKyBa EKOHOMCKMOT ByM, Kako pe-
3ynTaT of 4neHcTeBoTo Bo HATO.
TpaHcdopmauujaTa Ha AnnjaHcaTa
no nagoT Ha bepnuHcKMOT sug npu-
JoHece Taa fa ce npunaroau Ha co-
BpeMeHnTe 6e36e4HOCHV Npean3BuLm
— bopbaTta NpoTuB TEPOPU3MOT, MpPO-

nudpepaumjata Ha opyxxjaTa 3a MacoB-
HO YHMIITYBaHe, eHepreTckata 6e3-
6e4HOCT, NPeKyrpaHNYHNOT OpraHu-
31paH KpuMrHan, co uen ga ce noctur-
He rnobanHa cTabunHoOCT BO rrnobanu-
3MpPaHNOT cBeT. BO TOj KOHTEKCT
rnegam etabnupaHuTe napTHepcTea
Ha AnujaHcaTta co W3paen, Pycuja,
YKpavHa, nimymjatueBuTe 3a napTHep-
cTBO co JyxHa Kopeja, ABcTpanuvja n
HoB 3enaHpf, Kako u HejanHnTe ho-
pymn 3a MeguTtepaHCKMOT Aujanor u
VMcTaHbynckaTa nHuymnjatmea, Ko ce
pen op ctpaternjata Ha HATO 3a og-
roBapame Ha rnobanHnTe CoBpemMeHu
3aKaHu NpeKy NoefuHeYHU napTHep-
CKMN 0fHOCHK.

MapTHepcTBaTa 6apaaT oApXuB
N BUANNB AEMOKPATCKM KanaunTeT Ha
NOCBETEHUTE 3eMjuU. Tue 0BO3MOXY-
BaaT M AomallHaTa jaBHOCT Aa uma
pasbupame 3a KOMMNEKCHOCTa Ha
npobnemute M notpebaTta 3a 3ajak-
HyBarbe Ha uctute. Penybnuka Make-
JOHMWja ocTaHyBa nocBeTeHa Ha 3aure-
HyBameTO BO AnujaHcaTa, UenocHo
noAroTBeHa ga rm UCKOPUCTU MPUBK-
nermute M UCMNOSHN 06BPCKUTE 04
YNIEHCTBOTO, CO LITO LESIOCHO 6u ce
BKJly4uia Bo rnobanHuTe ropecrnome-
HaTun 6e36e4HOCHU NpoLecu.

—— Abstract

All the relevant analyses and expectations indicated that the countries

from the Adriatic Group (US Adriatic Charter) — Albania, Croatia, and
Macedonia, will receive invitations for membership in the alliance at the NATO
Summit in Bucharest, which would have concluded the expansion announced
two years earlier in Riga. As expected, the major topics at the Bucharest
Summit were the additional military reinforcement of the ISAF mission in
Afghanistan, the situation with Kosovo, the partnership relation NATO — Russia
in the context of the anti-missile shield set in Eastern Europe, as well as the
energy security. We were strongly convinced that the Republic of Macedonia,
with all its efforts made in the reforms conducted in the previous decade and
a half, deserves the status of a member state of the Alliance.

MonuTtnuka mucna



MakegoHuja n HATO no bykypewrT

CamuntoTt Ha HATO Bo BykypewT BO
anpun 2008 Ke ocTaHe 3abenexaH He
camMo0 BO KOHTEKCT Ha 04A4enHOoTO
(He)pelwaBar-e Ha NpMeMoT Ha Peny6-
nuka MakefoHuja TyKy U BO CeBKyn-
HVOT KOHTEKCT Ha TEKOBHUTE U UAHU-
Te pa3Bou Ha AnuvjaHcaTa BO LenocT.

HacnpoTu o4ekyBawaTta M Crpo-
TVMBHO Ha JOTorawl BOCMOCTaBeHUTe 1
NCMOMHETUN KPUTEPUYMM 32 HIIEHCTBO,
Penybnvnka MakegoHuja Bo bykypewT
He ja gobwu 3acnyxeHaTa nokaxa. o-
TOYHO, [06M yCcrioBHaA nokaHa. Benam
HacnpoTu o4YeKyBarbaTa HO U MUCMOJI-
HeTUTE KpUTEPUYMN — BUAE]KN U € QHU-
Te n gpyrute 6ea HecnopHu. Crnope
CUTE KPUTEPUYMU Ha AEMOKPATCKU U
WHCTUTYLMOHANMHO BOCMOCTaBEHU
BPEeAHOCTMW, NOTBPAEH € OFPOMHUOT
Hanpeaok Koj MakegoHwja ro nocturHa
04 0CaMOCTOjyBameTo A0 AeHec. Ha-
cnpoTu cuTe npeamssnum, Penybnnka
MakegoHuja Kako mnaga gemMmokpaTuja
npepacHa BO MOZ€eN He caMo 3a peru-
OHOT TYKY W MHOTy nowunpoko. Hajro-
nemunoT ycnex MakeoHwuja ro nocTur-
Ha BO rpagereTo Ha MOAEeNoT Ha
byHKLMOHANHA MyNTUETHUYKA LEMO-
KpaTuja, MOAeN KOj € UCKIy4nTeneH
npeav3BMK 1 3a MHOTY Moronemu ge-
MOKpaTuu. HecnopeH e n cepnosHnoT
npugoHec Koj MakegoHuja BO KOHTU-
HyMTeT ro Aasa KoH rnobanHaTa 6e3-
6e4HOCT M CBETCKMOT Mup, 6naroga-
pPejKn Ha 3a0KPY>XyBameTO Ha KOM-
nnekcHnte pedopmn Bo 6e3begHoC-

Jlaszap EneHoBcku

HNOT N oabpaHbeHnoT cekTop. M3ea-
Ha4yyBajKn rm COMNCTBEHUTE CO CTaH-
JapavTe Ha AnvjaHcaTa HU3 geBeTTe
MATI uyunknycn, Penybnuka Make-
OOHVja ycnea fa geknapupa 3Hayu-
TeneH npungoHec Bo MCAD Asra-
HucTaH (o4 2002), Upak (o4 2003), EY
AnTea (o4 2006) n Bo YHUNDWIT NlnbaH
(04, 2007). Bo npecpeT Ha CaMuTOT BO
BbykypewT MakepgoHuja ro ygsou
NPUOOHECOT KOH KOAnUUMOHUTE CUin
BO Vlpak v ro 3ajakHa npMaoHecoT KOH
HATO npeaBogeHaTa onepauuja BO
ABraHucTaH npeky BKy4yyBaHe BO
OMJIT TvmoBK. Ha Toj HauuH, Make-
OOHMWja [OCTUrHA CTEMEH Ha NpUaoHeC
BO MWUCUM BO CTPaHCTBO KOj M3HecyBa
pedncn 4% opf BKYMHUTE KOMHEHU
cunu. Konky 3a cnopegba, BakoB BU-
COK MpoLeHTyarneH CTeneH Ha Hauu-
OoHaneH NpuaoHec KOH Mucumn obes-
6egyBaaT camo Hekonky HATO 3emju
uneHkun. Bo mefyespeme, Penybnuka
MakegoHuja npogo/mkmn ga npetcra-
ByBa CWUSIeH hakTop U MpoMOTOp Ha
ereKTnBHaA pernoHanHa copaboTka,
Haco4yBajKun r'v HaNnopuTe He camMo KOH
COMCTBEHOTO TYKY U KOH €BpO-aT/iaHT-
CKOTO MHTerpupare Ha permoHoT BO
uenuHa.

HATO wedoBute Ha gpxasun 1
Bnagun ce obeguHunja Ha CammTOT BO
ByKypewT co uen ga ro notspaar npo-
WMpyBareTo Ha AnnjaHcata n noHa-
Tamy ga ja 3ajakHat HATO nogroTse-
HOCTa fa ce CnpOoTMBCTaBMW Ha NoCTo-
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Jlazap EneHoBcku

€4YKUTE N NpeTCcTojHUTE 6e36e4HOCHMN
3akaHu Ha 21 Bek. Bo pamkuTte Ha
bykypelwkaTta geknapauuja, AnujaH-
cata rm NOTBPAW CUMHWUTE Haropu u
noceeTeHocTa Ha Penybnuka Makepo-
Huja koH HATO BpegHocTUTe 1 onepa-
uunTe npeasogeHn on AnujaHcaTa.
lMoBMKyBajKun ce Ha HeycneLwHocTa Ha
nperoBopuTe 3a UMEeTO, NOTTUKHYBAj-
KW LUTO NO6p30 06HOBYBAH-E U 3a0KpPY-
XXyBare Ha nperosopuTte, AnujaHcaTta
ce cornacu geka nokaHaTta Ke n éuge
BpayeHa Ha Penybnuka MakegoHuja
BeJHal no NnocTUrHyBameTO Ha 3aef-
HUYKKM NpudaTAMBO peLleHne Ha npa-
WaHeTo 3a umeTo. VI KoHe4vHo, nako
BO MCX04o0T oA bykypewT nyncupatie
CEBKYMHOTO HaLUMOHASHO U MOMUTUYKO
ncyekyBare Ha MakefoHuja, Taa He
ro Hajoe CBOeTO MecTO BO BTopaTta
To4kKa, BO Koja AnvjaHcaTta UM 4ecTu-
Tawe Ha Anb6aHuja n XpBaTcka 3a
NCTOPUCKOTO AOCTUrHYBaH-e Ha J06u-
Barbe NokaHa 3a npucTanHu pasroso-
pw, 3acCny>eHo NpeKy roavHn Ha TeL-
Ka paboTta u noceeTeHocT KoH HATO
BpegHocTuTe. belle HarnaceHo geka
npvemMmoT Ha oBue Age 3emju Bo HATO
Ke npugoHece 3a npubnuxyBare KOH
HATO uenTa 3a yena, cnobogHa u
mupHa EBpona, 6e3 nputoa ga ro 3abe-
NleXxm OTCYCTBOTO Ha 3emjaTa Koja con-
CTBeHaTa cTpaTeruncka onpegenoba ja
3aN0XN TOKMY KOH Taa uen. NMputoa
e[MHCTBEHa pedhepeHua 3a BakKBOTO
(He)nosuuymoHupare Ha Penybnuka
MakepoHwja Bo areHgaTta Ha AnujaH-
caTta Bo bykypelwwT 6elle npawareTo
3a UMeTO, NOIMTUYKO Mpallare Mefy
MakepoHuja n Npynja Koe e Ha areH-
gata Ha OOH u HukKako He npeT-
cTaByBa €fleMeHT 0f, KOMMNMEKCOT Ha
»3aeHn4KnTe BpegHocTn Ha HATO".
MHoOry noBeke u efieMeHTapHO €, Ha
npvmMep, npawameTo 3a NoYnTyBame

MonuTtnuka mucna

Ha OCHOBHUTE YOBEKOBM NpaBa of
OenoT Ha npaBaTa Ha HauuMoHanHuTe
ManuuHcTBa.

OtTtamy, CamnToT Bo BykypewT oa-
HOBO ro U3HEece Ha NoBpLUNHA npaLla-
HETO Ha BOCMOCTaBEHUTE cTaHaapamn
1 nepuenuun. HacnpoTun nocturHaTute
Kputepuymn n ctaHgapau, Bo byky-
pewT ce HMBenupalle NpaBoOTO Ha Be-
TO [0 HMBO Ha CONMAAPHOCT Koe AoBe-
e [0 Hocense Ha 04JyKa Koja ce Kocu
co HATO kputepuymmuTe.

CamutoT BO BykypewT 6ele 3Ha-
YaeH 1 Bo rnobanHu pamku. Toj MHory
NOLIMPOKO OTBOPU TPU KPYMNHW NpaLla-
Ha Hen36eXXHO NOBP3aHM CO HaTaMOLL-
HaTa TpaHcdopmaymja Ha CeBepHoaT-
naHTcKaTta anujaHca.

EQHo e npawareTo Ha OCHOBHUOT
nNpUHUMN Ha AnnjaHcaTa, KOHCEH3YCOoT,
1 HerosaTta gormaTcka popma Bo oBaa
(¢rasa Ha nocTojaHaTa TpaHcopmayu-
ja Ha AnwnjaHcaTta. NMpouecoT Ha npo-
wupyBare Ha AnujaHcata koj HATO
ro cmeTa 3a UICTOPUCKU yCnex WTo npu-
[JOHece 3a LIMPEeHeTO Ha 30HaTa Ha
CTabuUHOCT 1 AeMoKpaTuja, BNpoyem,
peanHo npuaoHece 3a TpaHchopmu-
par-e Ha AnnjaHcaTa, U BO U3MUHaTUTE
15-vHa roguHun ja npeTBopun of 6e3-
6epHocHa 3aegHuua Ha 15 3emju Ynex-
Kun o peducu geHec 30-vHa gpixasu.
Bo Taksu ycnoBu hyHKUNOHMPAHETO
Ha NPUHLUMNOT Ha KOHCEH3YC € OTeX-
HaTo M NOAMNEXN Ha ceKorall oTBope-
HaTa MOXXHOCT 3a Herosa 3ioynotpeba
Of CTpaHa Ha efHa 3eMja YfeHKa, Ka-
KO WITO BNpo4yem belle nNpuMepoT Co
MakepoHwja n Taka HameTHaTaTa co-
NNOAPHOCT Aa ce KOCU CO OCHOBHUTE
HATO kputepuymun. Bo TakBa HoBa
KOHCTenauuja Ha pacnopeg Ha cunum n
nHTepecu, ocHoBHuTe HATO kputepu-
ymMy 61 ocTaHane kpeambunHu, ecpu-
KaCHV 1 3aWTUTEHUN eOUHCTBEHO Nog,



Makegonuja 1 HATO no BykypewT

YC/I0B Ha BOBeAyBaHe HOB MPUHLMM
Ha orpaHu4eH KOHCEH3YyC, OAHOCHO
KOHCeH3yc -1 nnu -2.

CamutoT BO BykypewT ceprmo3Ho
3arposu ywTte efeH o4 OCHOBHUTE
npyHuunu Ha Hosoto HATO - npuH-
umnoT Ha OTBOpeHu BpaTtwu. [la ce noT-
ceTuMe, OBOj BU3MOHEPCKU U Crlo60-
OapcKu NpuHUmMnN 6elle BoBeAEH TOKMY
3a noajplika Ha HoBUTe Mnaam gemo-
KpaTum Ha Ko noagplikaTa og 3anag-
HaTa gemoKpaTuja um beLue 1 ceé ywTe
UM e 0, rofieMo 3Havere 3a usrpagba
Ha HMBHAaTa KpeBKa geMokpatuja. Vc-
TO Taka, npuHyunoT Ha HATO wmy 6e-
Wwe noTpebeH 3a 3ajakHyBar-e Ha 6e3-
6efHOCTa BO HeroeaTa TpaauumoHan-
Ha 30Ha, HO M Mopaau CTpaTelKnoT
NHTEepec oA npolumpysareTo. [loBTOp-
HO KaKo pesynTarT Ha pasnu4HuTe nep-
uenuuu u nHTepecu, 0Boj NpUHLMN 6e-
Le Cepmo3HO 3arpo3eH He camo NpeKky
npymMepoT co MakefoHuja TyKy ylwTe
noBeKe NpeKy MCXOA4O0T 3a YKpavHa 1
'pyswvja. [iBe mnagn gemokpaTum Kou
CO cUTe Npean3BULM CO KON Ce COOYY-
BaaT cenak Hanpaswuja rosiem gemo-
KpaTCKM UCHEKOpP U UCTO Taka uMaat
jacHa cTpaTellka onpegenba 3a eBpo-
aTNaHTCKO MHTerpupame. MimeHo, n
nokpaj oopmynauyujata Bo [deknapa-
unjaTta og bykypewT geka AnnjaHcaTa
ce cornacyea oBuve ABe 3emju ga bugat
yneHkun Ha HATO, co He3ano4yHyBaHe-
To Ha MAT npouecoT uctara rm octasu
3aj 3aTBopeHu BpaTu. [loToNKy nose-
Ke LITO 3a pas3nuka og cny4ajot co Ma-
Ke[oHuja, KOj cenak MoxXke fa ce cMeTa
YCNOBEH CO MOCfefHUTe nNperosopwu
npeg npuctanyBaweTO KOH nocnef-
HaTa dasa og NpubINKyBaHEeTO KOH
HATO, Bo cny4ajoT Ha YKpanHa u 'py-
3uja BoonwTo He belle gageHa MOX-
HOCTa 3a MHuLUMjanuaupare Ha OBOj

npouec nNpeky npucranyBarwe KOH
MATI1 npouecoT, o4N0OXyBajku ja 3a
HATO MWHMCTEPCKUOT COCTAHOK BO
ngekemBpu 2008 roguHa. Konky 3a
notceTyBame, MakegoHWja 3a0Kpy>Xu
geset MAIT uuknycu, 3Ha4m BpemMen-
CKM Lena efHa AeueHwvja, nped Boon-
LWTO Aa ja fobue MOXKHOCTa 3a ouHan-
Ha eBanyauuja npeg ynatyBake no-
KaHa 3a YJIeHCTBO.

M KOHe4Ho, HacnpoTy NoBeEKeKpaT-
HUTE MHCUCTMPara Ha HOCe4YKuTe
yYneHkn Ha AnuvjaHcata, CaMuTOT BO
ByKypewT He U3Hajae peleHne HUTY
3a nNpob51IeMoT OKONy HecooABeTHaTa
pacnpefenba Ha ToBapoT Koj co cebe
ro HOCU rapaHTupaHaTa KoNleKTuBHa
6e36egHocT. HanpoTtus, Bo bykypewT
ywTe egHaw 6elle BUAHO HarnaceHa
AunckpenaHuarta, ocobeHo nomery ca-
MuTe 3emju 4neHkn Ha HATO, nomery
HMBHaTa aBTOMaTCKa npeTnocTtaBka
3a cTekHaTuTe 6e36e4HOCHU rapas-
uuvn, o4 efHa cTpaHa, U HUBHaTa pe-
anHa NoAroTBEHOCT 3a Aeknapupame
COMNCTBEH HauMOHaNeH NpuaoHec KoH
KonekTnBHata 6e36efHOCT, of apyra
cTpaHa. MpumepoT co ABraHucTaH,
Kaje 3a rnaBHUOT TOBap M pU3MK npu-
JoHecyBaaT camo Hekonky HATO sewm-
jn 4neHku, e ouurneneH. Bo Toj KoH-
TekcT, Ha HATO arenHgaTta ocTtaHyBa
OTBOPEHO 1 NpallareTo 3a cTpaTeLl-
KWOT TpaHcaTNaHTCKU AOroBop Ha
CA[L v EBpona BO NpyAOHECOT KOH Haj-
ronemaTta 6e3begHocHa AnvjaHca Ha
CBETOT, O4HOCHO KOH CBETCKMOT MUpP
1 nporpec.

CamutoT BO BykypewT 6eLue ncto-
pycku 1 3a MakeoHuwja Ho 1 3a camata
AnwnjaHca. OcBeH WTO nNpeau3Buka
CEpPUO3HM aHann3n BO AOMALLIHW pam-
KW, yliTe NoBeKe Ke npeanssuka u BO
NMOLIMPOKK pamMKu Ha AnujaHcaTta BO
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WMHTEepec Ha HEejSBMHOTO COOABETHO 06-
NMKyBare Ha npeanssunuMTe 3a Bpe-
MeTO Koe goara.

Ha kpajoTt, BykypewT ja noTtspau
3penocta Ha MakegoHuja ga 6uge
KpeaubuneH 4YneH Ha eBpo-aTnaHT-
CKOTO cemejcTBo. Ogp>XXyBareTo Ha
ycnewHocTa Ha MoZenoT Ha Peny6-
nuka MakefoHuja Ha pyHKLUMOHanHa
MyNITUETHUYKA AemMoKpaTuja Mopa Aa
NpoAOS/IXKN Aa npeTcTaByBa npumep
KOj 1 noHaTtamy Ke npuaoHecyBa KOH
pervoHanHata cTabusiHOCT, Kako 1
KOH NOHaTaMOLWHO jaKHeHe Ha BHaT-

peluHaTa Koxeauja Ha gp>xaBaTta, Kako
HEONXO4EeH NpeAyclioB 3a HaweTo
€BpOo-aTNIaHTCKO UHTEerpmpame.

MakepoHuja cTon UBPCTO BO Mpo-
[OJKYBaHeTO Ha CeBKYMNHUTE pedhop-
MU, a nocebHo BO 6e36e4HOCHMOT U
oabpaHbeHnoT cekTop. Kako n gocera,
Ke ro KOHLeHTpupame CEBKYMHUOT Ha-
UMOHaneH KanayumTteT 3a ABUXeHe
Hanpeg ocobeHo UMajKu rm npeasug u
npegu3BMUMTE NPes Kou e ucnpaeseHa
N camaTta AnujaHca, Kako uuBununsa-
LMCKO CEMEJCTBO BO KOE MPUPOAHO 1
3acny>KeHo npunarame.

—— Abstract

As the Bucharest Summit approached, the Republic of Macedonia doubled
its contribution to the coalition forces in Iraq and strengthened its contribution
to the NATO-led operation in Afghanistan by including OMLT (Operational
Mentor and Liaison Team) teams. Thus, Macedonia has achieved nearly 4%
of deployability of its land forces deployed in international operations. In
comparison, such high percentage of national contribution in missions is
provided only by several NATO countries. In the meantime, the Republic of
Macedonia continues to represent a key factor and promoter of effective
regional cooperation, directing its efforts not only towards its own, but also
towards the Euro-Atlantic integration of the region as a whole.
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Integration Into Euro-Atlantic Structures —
a Key to Regional Stability

NATO: past and present

In the past two decades, NATO has
undergone multiple transformations,
from playing a key role in the Cold War
as a counterbalance to the Warsaw
Pact to finding itself in an “identity cri-
sis” after the fall of the Berlin Wall. In
the 1990s, NATO found new purpose
in solving the regional conflicts of South
Eastern Europe and in its role as a glo-
bal policeman of the post 9/11 Era.

NATO’s functioning role has been
one of constant adaptation because of
the perpetual and shifting changes to
the New World Order. During the Cold
War, NATO’s mission was to protect the
territories of its members, while during
the 1990s, NATO started operating out-
side its own territory, in the Balkans, for
example, where it dealt with crisis man-
agement. It also worked on consolidat-
ing new democracies in Central East-
ern Europe by pushing its borders east
under the framework of conditionality.
After the terrorist attacks on New York,
NATO'’s allies realized the threats were
no longer coming from Europe (as in
the Cold War) but from other regions.
In light of these new developments, the
approach had to be adjusted. Combat
techniques had to change, which, con-
sequently, had an influence on NATO'’s
structure as a whole, but within Europe,
NATO still has a functioning role of con-
solidating democracies since the de-
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mocratization of South Eastern Europe
is not yet complete.

Building democracies in post-
communist Europe

To prevent an institutional divide
between the “old” and “new” Europe at
the end of the Cold War, NATO had to
expand its borders. Alongside the ideo-
logical reasons for enlargement, it also
had a very practical side. Certain stand-
ards for NATO membership were set,
among them, a very important and cru-
cial one: only democratic states could
join NATO. Thus, it was not only the
European Union that helped build de-
mocracies in Central Eastern Europe in
the 1990s, but also NATO.

The same has been happening in
the South Eastern European states
during the first decade of 21%t century.
The Alliance has a certain degree of
leverage with Western Balkan states
and, as a partner of the European Un-
ion, is helping with the transformation
of these states into democratic socie-
ties. NATO membership is very impor-
tant to these nation states because of
the recent wars and violent conflicts that
had gone on in the region in the not so
distant past. Under the umbrella of
NATO and the EU, these peoples will
again feel safe and secure and encour-
aged to cooperate.
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Euro-Atlantic integration can be a
long one; the aspirant states therefore
need encouragement. NATO enlarge-
ment is always one step ahead of EU
enlargement. For the Eastern European
states, NATO membership is, conse-
quently, the first affirmation of belong-
ing to the West. Further, it also sends
positive signals to the EU. If a state
succeeds in joining NATO, certain
norms and values have been set and
achieved in that particular state. These
norms and values are also eligible for
EU membership.

The process of accession into NATO
is clear and the steps fixed. A political
decision of accepting a nation state into
NATO is made at the beginning of this
process — this is similar to the EU ac-
cession process. The next bulk of the
process largely consists of technical
conditions being fulfilled by the acced-
ing state. NATO has expanded its bor-
ders five times so far, and the sixth en-
largement will most probably take place
next year in April on the 60" Anniver-
sary of the Alliance. At the Bucharest
Summit in April 2008, Albania and
Croatia were officially invited to start the
accession talks. Macedonia was also a
candidate, but Greece, a member of the
Alliance, put up its veto.

Macedonia and NATO

Macedonia signed the Partnership
for Peace (PfP) with NATO as early as
in 1995. Croatia, for example, singed it
in 2000. In addition, Macedonia has
been actively involved in NATO activi-
ties. It contributes troops in the peace-
keeping missions, is involved in the
ISAF mission in Afghanistan, and dur-
ing the Kosovo crisis in 1999, Macedo-
nia opened its airspace to NATO and

MonuTtnuka mucna

has remained a logistic center for NATO
Command in Kosovo ever since.

Furthermore, NATO was one of the
key factors to a quick end of the Mac-
edonian warin 2001. NATO and the EU
coordinated the negotiations that re-
sulted in the Ohrid Framework Agree-
ment in August 2001. It continued with
post-conflict management by disarming
the guerilla fighters. Under the frame-
work of the PfP and Stabilization and
Association Agreement with the EU,
Macedonia underwent a thorough inter-
nal transformation and built a functional
democracy in a multiethnic society — a
feat not easily achieved. In these past
years Macedonia has been heralded as
an example of successful conflict pre-
vention in the Balkans.

The infamous name dispute

After its independence in 1991, the
Republic of Macedonia was faced with
immediate Greek opposition to its new
name. In 1993, the UN Security Coun-
cil recommended to the UN General
Assembly that Macedonia join the
United Nations under the name “The
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedo-
nia.” Macedonia and Greece eventually
formalized bilateral relations with an
Interim Accord signed in New York on
September 13, 1995. Under this accord,
Greece agreed not to obstruct the re-
public’s applications for membership in
international bodies so long as it was
under its provisional UN appellation.
Leading Greek officials repeatedly
stated that Athens would veto the coun-
try’s accession in the absence of a reso-
lution to the dispute.

A few weeks before the NATO Sum-
mit in Bucharest in April 2008, Greece
firmly stated it would not support a Mac-
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edonian NATO bid if the name dispute
was not resolved before the summit. In
light of the fact that these two border-
ing nation states have been debating
the Macedonian name issue for the last
seventeen years without any visible re-
sults, it was naive to expect a sudden
solution in time for the summit. The
Macedonian government accepted the
proposal made by the UN Special Rep-
resentative Matthew Nimetz to officially
name Macedonia the “Republic of Mac-
edonia (Skopje),” though the Greeks
refused it. Thus, Macedonia was not
invited together with Albania and
Croatia to join the Alliance. However,
the door was left open — as soon as the
name issue is resolved, Macedonia will
be invited to join the club. But, given
Greece’s firm stance against using any
form of the word [Macedonia] to consti-
tute its northern neighbor’s name, hope-
ful expectations for a near-future agree-
ment seem dim if none-existent.

Greece’s persistent insistence re-
garding the name issue is fuelling na-
tionalism on both sides, which can be
dangerous in a multiethnic society such
as Macedonia. However, it should be
in Greece’s interest to have a stable and
prosperous neighbor, since Greece is
one of the biggest investors in Macedo-
nia and an important economic partner.
Macedonia’s future is uncertain and this
could have a very negative impact on
the whole Balkan region.

Greek veto changes the
principles of enlargement

Past examples of Euro-Atlantic in-
tegration of post-Communist states
prove that NATO and EU conditionality
are the most successful tools for chang-
ing social, political, and economic sys-

tems into modern, democratic and de-
veloped nation states. The prospect of
membership is the best soft-power tool
that the EU and NATO posses. In order
to preserve its efficiency, the rules have
to be clear and respected. One of the
strongest ties that keep the Macedonian
multiethnic society together is precisely
the prospect of membership in Euro-
Atlantic structures. This prospect, how-
ever, has slowly started to fade in the
minds of Macedonian citizens after the
Bucharest Summit. The EU integration
process is also at stake. Greece already
announced it would veto the EU acces-
sion of Macedonia if the name dispute
was not resolved by that time.

The Greek veto changed NATO’s
approach to enlargement. First of all,
the name dispute is a bilateral issue
between Macedonia and Greece and
is not a set condition for joining the Alli-
ance. Secondly, Macedonia has fulfilled
all set technical and political conditions.
It is a functioning multiethnic society.
And thirdly, a veto on membership has
never before been used on a candidate
state fulfilling all set conditions. All these
facts point to show that NATO member-
ship has, in fact, become a field for bi-
lateral disputes, where member states
can exert their power(s) over candi-
dates while collective security is pushed
aside. Moreover, Greece has violated
the agreement signed by both states in
1995: “not to obstruct the Republic’s
applications for membership in interna-
tional bodies so long as it was under its
provisional UN appellation”. And the
message being sent to the region - ful-
filled technical conditions and demo-
cratic standards are no longer sufficient
to join the club. States having problems
with neighboring member-states could
be discouraged from fulfilling the con-
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ditions, and the pace of reforms is likely
to be slowed.

Usage of leverage by member
states

After the Greek veto, a debate was
initiated with wide regard given to the
leverage used by member states on
candidate nations. We can find many
examples in past EU enlargement of
how a member state exercised its
power on a candidate.

The case | am the most familiar with
is the Spanish Compromise between
Slovenia and lItaly in 1995. In 1993,
Slovenia and the EU signed a coopera-
tion accord, which envisaged the pos-
sibility of an early signing of the Europe
Agreement. The negotiations were
launched that same year but were put
on hold because of the dispute between
Italy and Slovenia that had to be set-
tled. Italy claimed that Slovenia should
grant the right to purchase property to
Italian citizens who had lived on its ter-
ritory but opted for Italy after World War
II. After Slovenia’s government pledged
that, before signing the Europe Agree-
ment it would propose a constitutional
amendment to bring the provisions con-
cerning the right of foreigners to pur-
chase property in line with those of the
EU, Italy agreed to accept the negoti-
ating terms. The signing of the Europe
Agreement was again blocked by Ita-
ly’s demands related to foreigners’ right
to property, so in the summer of 1995,
the EU presidency, which was then held
by Spain, put forth a proposal to break
the deadlock. Slovenia accepted the
Spanish compromise as set down in
Annex XlII to the Europe Agreement at
the end of 1995.

MonuTtnuka mucna

In this case, a nation’s identity was
not questioned as in the Macedonian
case where it seems more difficult to
make a concession because the na-
tion’s identity is in question. However,
because of Slovenia’s small size, many
felt threatened by the thought of a big-
ger neighbor buying out large portion
of the nation’s property. This of course
did not happen.

Past experience proves that mem-
ber states have more power over the
aspirant candidates. Usually, conditio-
nality is used with neighboring states,
where bilateral disputes are most prob-
able. However, it is also common for
member states on the eastern or south-
eastern borders of the European Un-
ion to be the most fervent advocates of
enlargement. It is in their strategic in-
terest to have stable, developed, and
friendly neighbors. When this is the
common goal of both parties in a dis-
pute, a compromise can be reached.

Regional implications

Although it might not seem so at first
glance, Macedonia is an important fac-
tor of regional stability. The European
perception is that Serbia is the key, and
big efforts have been put into stabiliz-
ing the country. However, the triangle
of stability in the region is represented
by Serbia — Bosnia and Herzegovina —
Macedonia.

Serbia is internally divided in its re-
lations with the European Union. This
gap only grew in size after Kosovo’s
declaration of independence, when the
majority of European states recognized
Kosovo’s independence. The last par-
liamentary elections in May 2008 con-
firmed this division which will not be
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easily overcome. This will keep Serbia
in a state of limbo. Furthermore, the
Kosovo issue is not destabilizing but
rather uniting Serbia. However, the
Kosovo issue remains a destabilizing
factor for the region because a real
possibility for the escalation of violence
is still high.

Bosnia and Herzegovina has struc-
tural and constitutional problems. Post-
Dayton Bosnia is not sustainable. Cer-
tain modifications to the constitution will
have to be made so that the EU inte-
gration process may be embarked
upon. With the present structures, this
is not possible. The transformation will
not be easy here either due to different
politics of the two entities, which will find
common ground only with strenuous
difficulty. Bosnia and Herzegovina
poses a certain degree of instability to
the region because of the secessionist
tendencies still kindling flames in
Republika Srpska.

Macedonia has been the most sta-
ble corner of this triangle for the past
few years. However, violent incidents
of the parliamentary elections in 2006
and in 2008 remind us of the fragility of
this multiethnic democracy that has not
yet been consolidated. The Albanian
minority has not fully been integrated
into the society. The prospect of NATO
and EU membership is an important
one to keep the region stable as a
whole. Because of the possibility of the
escalation of violence in Kosovo, Mac-
edonia remains strategically important
for NATO. The logistic center for the
NATO Command of Kosovo is still in
Macedonia. Supply routes go from
Thessaloniki, through Macedonia, to
Kosovo. It is vital that Macedonia re-
mains stable; hence the Euro-Atlantic
integration of Macedonia is essential.
International community must be aware
of this and should act accordingly.

Pe3ume

cTabunHocT.

Mokpaj EBponckaTta YHuja, HATO urpa 3HayajHa ynora Bo TpaHcdop-
MUParbeTO Ha MOCT-KOMYHUCTUYKUTE onwTecTBa Bo VcToyHa EBpona.
MoxxHocTuTe 3a 4neHcTso Bo HATO u EVY ce HajeheKTUBHO cpeacTBO Ha
3anagoT 3a TpaHchopmauvja Ha 3anageH bankaH BoO npocnepuTeTeH m
cTabuneH pervoH. 'pukoTo BeTO Ha MakegoHuja 3a 4neHcTtso Bo HATO
6eLwe ronem ygap Bp3 npuHumnuTe 3a npowuvpysane Ha HATO. MakegoHuja
T UCMOSHN CUTE TEXHUYKM YCIOBM 3a npucTanyBame KOH AnunjaHcara, a
npo6s1IeEMOT CO MMETO € Npawake 3a bunartepanHuTe ogHocu nomery Ma-
KepoHuvja u Npumja. NnatdopmaTta Ha HATO He Tpeba ga buge mecTo 3a
pelaBare bunaTepanHu HecornacyBarba. [JoKONKY MOXXHOCTUTE 3a YMeH-
CTBO M NPOLECOT Ha MHTerpayuja ce 3amaTeHun o UHAMBUAYaTHUTE UHTe-
pecu Ha 3emjuTe YNeHKK, Toralw Ke ce foBee BO Npallake permoHanHara
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Macedonia hoped until the very end
that it will receive an invitation for a full
membership in the NATO along with
other two Western Balkans MAP (Mem-
bership Action Plan) countries, Albania
and Croatia. Although there were cer-
tain indications' that Macedonia’s
“name dispute” with Greece might pro-
voke the latter to use its “veto” in the
Alliance, significantly delaying Macedo-
nia’s Euro-Atlantic integrations, Mac-
edonian elites and population stayed in
favor of membership, with approxi-
mately 90% of voters,? according to
some polls.

Our intention is to show that, al-
though the decision not to issue an in-
vitation to Macedonia was legal, its
legitimacy can be contested and, that
this damage to legitimacy of NATO'’s
policy of conditionality could decrease
the level of Macedonian compliance in
the future. We will emphasize the dif-
ference between legality and legitimacy
in order to implement those two theo-
retical concepts to the concrete situa-
tion, and we will argue that legitimacy
cannot be overlooked. By showing the
connection between legitimacy of con-
ditions and the level of compliance, we

" We point at the failure of the Nimetz process and the state-
ment made by the Greek PM Karamanlis, “No solution —no
invitation”.

2 According to P. Gallis, P. Belkin, C. Ek, J. Kim, J. Nichol,
and S. Woehrel, (2008), Enlargement Issues at NATO'’s
Bucharest Summit, CRS Report for Congress, RL34415,
Foreign Affairs, Defense and Trade Division.
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will argue that compliance must be re-
warded or it will bring instability in the
conditionality process by decreasing
the willingness of both political elites
and the population to comply. At the end
of this paper, with the intention to pro-
voke further discussion, we will offer two
behavior consequences of such a de-
cision that could be expected in Mac-
edonia.

Legality and legitimacy are
complementary but not the same

Legality and legitimacy are two com-
plementary concepts. Their value re-
vived after the USA proclamation of the
Just War doctrine after the 9/11 attack's®
but were contested by several schol-
ars during NATO'’s “out-of-area” cam-
paigns in Bosnia and especially in Ser-
bia and Montenegro (1999). According
to Richard Falk, legality refers to “ju-
ridical evaluation,” and legitimacy to the
“international reputation”.# This insight
is very important since it allows us to
make a difference between the two con-
cepts and implement them properly.

In the social sciences literature, es-
pecially in the works on international
relations (IR), various definitions of le-
gitimacy can be found. The issue of
social control, with which legitimacy is

3 R. Falk, (2005), “Legality and Legitimacy: The Quest for
Principled Flexibility and Restraint”, Review of International
Studies 31, pp. 33-50.

“ Ibid.
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closely connected,’ has been one of the
most important preoccupations in IR
theory for centuries (see Hobbes, Le-
viathan). However, we will be using a
different definition. This is because our
intention is to identify the sources of
legitimacy and its importance in the
decision-making process, as well as the
compliance of a state to the demands
of an international organization, which
is, in this particular case, NATO. Hurds’
definition of legitimacy as “the belief by
an actor than an institution or rule ought
to be obeyed™ has a definiens generic
enough to be implemented in an analy-
sis dealing with any of the international
organizations, and yet is specific
enough in its definiendum, and threfore
our intention to analyze NATO’s condi-
tionality policy cannot be blurred.
According to this definition, legality
can be evaluated according to the rela-
tively simple criteria, and that is whether
the existing rules and norms have been
respected or not. We will therefore ex-
amine if the decision to leave out Mac-
edonia from the invitation set at the Bu-
charest Summit legal in relation to
NATO’s rules and norms. As an interna-
tional organization, NATO has a set of
rules and norms by which its goals, struc-
ture and procedures are determined.
Those are included in NATO'’s founding
act — The Washington Charter, signed
on April 4, 1949. This document, among
other things, provides the basic frame-
work for the enlargement process. Chap-
ter 10 of the Charter limits geographi-
cally possible enlargement of the Alli-
ance to European states. The decision-
making process is the same for all types
of decisions and it is consensual. This

5Hurd, (1999), Legitimacy and Authority in International Poli-
tics, International Organization 53,2, pp. 379- 408.
® Ibid.
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means that each member country must
first reach the decision within its own
political system in accordance with its
laws and then go to the NAC (North At-
lantic Council) where the decision is pre-
sented to the other member countries.
Unless all member countries consent to
a certain attitude, the decision within
NATO cannot be made. According to this
rule — every member country has a right
to veto any decision in the Alliance. An-
other important document relating to the
enlargement process is the NATO Study
on Enlargement which develops criteria
for candidate countries that they need
to achieve in order to be invited. How-
ever, this document emphasizes the
consensual mode of the decision-mak-
ing process in NATO by highlighting that
even though all criteria are fulfilled, the
final decision on membership invitation
is always political and lies in the hands
of each and every member country
apiece.

Case Macedonia

As we have noticed before, Richard
Falk is emphasizing the connection
between legitimacy and reputation. In-
ternational organizations’ reputation (as
well as the reputation of any interna-
tional relations actor) is dependant on
whether it acts in accordance with its
obligations towards other actors or not,
ergo whether it can be trusted or not.
In relation to the basic foreign policy
means (promise, threat, punishment
and reward) which are at the same time
the main instruments of conditionality
policy, reputation and therefore legiti-
macy of the international organization
depend on its persistence in implemen-



No Carrot? Why Comply?

tation of these means, namely — NATO’s
reputation and legitimacy would depend
on whether it is convincing and depend-
able in any specific relation with other
international relations actor.

Strictly speaking, NATO has not
made any formal obligations towards
Macedonia that it would issue a full
membership invitation right at the Bu-
charest Summit. Still, it has implied
more than once that Macedonia de-
serves such an invitation. As Nano
Ruzin, Macedonia’s Ambassador to
NATO noticed, there were at least
seven indications that Macedonia was
going to be invited.” This implies the
existence of the second type of legiti-
macy which we are going to call “infor-
mal legitimacy”.® This type of legitimacy
develops from the expectations derived
from the indications that international
organization might do something. In the
case of Macedonia and the Macedonian
people, the disappointment strong as
this one might cause the decrease in
trust among the population. Thus,
NATO'’s reputation might come at risk
and along with it, its ability to shape the
future of the region through integration
in security and defense.

Macedonia’s readiness to become
a NATO member is, however, still a
matter of discussion. A Hearing in the
United States’ Senate provides anillus-
tration. Speaking before the members
of the Committee on Foreign Relations
in March 2008, Ronald Asmus partially
disagreed with those who felt that the
“Adriatic Three” must be invited “to
shore up Western Balkan stability in the

7 N. Ruzin, “Seven indications of our upcoming NATO
membersrhip”, Crossroads, July-October 2007, http://
www.mfa.gov.mk/Upload/ContentManagement/Publication/
CrossRoads-3%20www%20Final.pdf.

8 The best example of the so-called “informal obligations” is
the one between USA, France and the United Kingdom of-
fered by Henry Kissinger in his all important work Diplo-
macy.

wake of Kosovo’s independence”.® In-
stead, Asmus focused on performance.
In his opinion, NATO should not lower
its performance standards because of
the instability generated by Kosovo. On
the other hand, US Undersecretary
Daniel Fried admitted that the candi-
dates are not “perfect”, but emphasized
that they “have done significant work
and put themselves on a trajectory for
success”.’® Macedonia was not only
successful in building a multiethnic de-
mocracy: its government “has taken
strong steps in the rule of law, by im-
plementing several critical laws in its
courts and the police and taking action
against human trafficking”." One month
later, in Bucharest, this same effort was
recognized by NATO, in its “Bucharest
Summit Declaration”. However, while
Albania and Croatia were invited to ac-
cession talks, the “invitation to the
former Yugoslav Republic of Macedo-
nia will be extended as soon as a mu-
tually acceptable solution to the name
issue is reached”."2

In his paper, “Seven indications of
our upcoming NATO Membership”,
Nano Ruzin, Macedonia’s Ambassador
to NATO, explained how “because of
the long pause from the last issuing of
invitations to new members, the even-
tual by-passing of the aspirants by the
Alliance will cause disappointment
among them, even more so because
they long ago surpassed the achieve-
ments of the candidates which were
granted membership in 2002.”*® In ad-

¢ Testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Commit-
tee, “NATO Enlargement and Effectiveness” by Ronald
Asmus, March 11, 2008, http://www.senate.gov/~foreign/
testimony/2008/AsmusTestimony080311p.pdf.

© Testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Commit-
tee, “NATO Enlargement and Effectiveness” by Daniel Fried,
March 11, 2008, http://www.senate.gov/~foreign/testimony/
2008/FriedTestimony080311p.pdf.

" Ibid.

2 NATO Press Release (2008) 049: Bucharest Summit Dec-
laration, April 3, 2008, http://www.nato.int/docu/pr/2008/p08-
049e.html.

*N. Ruzin ibid.
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dition to his seven indicators, Ruzin
added “several events which have a
favorable impact” on Macedonia’s as-
pirant position: “the hosting of the EAPC
Security Forum in Ohrid, the further af-
firmation of the Macedonian multi-eth-
nic model as an optimal model for a
multiethnic society, the status of a can-
didate in the EU, NATO’s high popular-
ity in the Republic of Macedonia, the
intensity of [...] reforms, especially in the
defense field, the Government’s suc-
cess in several areas, the participation
of Macedonian soldiers in several
peace-keeping operations.”™

The official EAPC Ohrid website
states that “next year in Bucharest, Mac-
edonia has a meeting with its future”.
Assistant Secretary-General for Political
Affairs and Security Policy, Martin
Erdmann acknowledged the challenge as
true. He, too, saw the perspective of EU
and NATO membership as crucial. The
process of democratization itself now
seemed to depend on it, since “the mag-
netic pull of Brussels is necessary to over-
come opposition by vested interests to
the much needed reforms”.”® Yet, Erd-
mann stressed how nothing was decided.

Macedonia’s multi-ethnicity rests on
the Ohrid Framework Agreement. At the
time of its signing it was celebrated as a
great accomplishment, which indeed it
was. The Agreement offered an alterna-
tive to the nightmare seen since March
2001. It sought to rectify the rational rea-
sons behind ethnic Albanian grievances.
Constitutional amendments made the
Albanian language the official language
of communication with the authorities.®

' Ibid.

s Remarks at the Closing Plenary Meeting of the EAPC Se-
curity Forum, http://www.eapc-ohrid.gov.mk/Speeches.
aspx?SpeechlD=13&id=8.

6 Annex “A” (“Constitutional Amendments”), Article 7 of the
Framework Agreement. http://www.faq.macedonia.org/poli-
tics/framework_agreement.pdf.
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The task of electing local chiefs of po-
lice was handed to the municipality coun-
cils, in order to prevent the government
to impose a candidate of its liking."” The
National Liberation Army was to be
transformed into a political party. The
preamble of the Constitution was
changed, moving Macedonia closer to
a state of all its citizens. So was the
wording of the Article 19, which since
1992 defined the status of religious com-
munities in the Republic of Macedonia.
The Agreement was accepted by the
Sobranje on November 15, 2001, after
two months of hard negotiations.

On the other hand, it was the imple-
mentation that proved to be difficult.
Ethnic Macedonian public opinion was
largely hostile to the Agreement. Many
Macedonians, who vested their secu-
rity in the Macedonian state, perceived
the Agreement as a loss of security.
When the wording of the preamble was
changed, they protested: the state was
the foundation of their identity.”® The
Albanian community in Macedonia has,
on the other hand, supported the Agree-
ment ever since it was signed. Apart
from this, in four years of formal imple-
mentation, “the Macedonian parliament
adopted 15 constitutional amendments
and 70 new or revised laws, making the
Agreement the founding document of
contemporary Macedonia”."® The sen-
sitivity of the issues involved in the im-
plementation of the Agreement slowed
the process down. It took, or it will take
years before territorial re-composition

7 Annex “B” (“Police Reform”) of the Framework Agreement.
http://www.fag.macedonia.org/politics/framework_
agreement.pdf.

8 U. Brunnbauer, “The Implementation of the Ohrid Agree-
ment: Ethnic Macedonian Resentments.” Journal on Ethno
Politics and Minority Issues in Europe (JEMIE), Issue 1/
2002. http://www.ecmi.de/jemie/download/Focus1-
2002Brunnbauer.pdf.

® B. Stavrova, R. Alagjozovski, “An Uneasy Anniversary”.
Transitions Online Analyses, August 25, 2005.llenges and
Opportunities’DPMNE and DPA relied heavily on candidat
Agreement made the process slow.t-wing political groups.
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of municipalities is achieved. The issue
of displaced persons has not been re-
solved in time as well.

The strength of the Macedonian
multi-ethnicity was again tested by
Kosovo’s (unilateral) Declaration of In-
dependence. The impatience of more
radical elements with the eventual out-
come of the negotiations has not placed
the delicate balance between the two
communities in danger. Still, the matter
of defining the border between the
Kosovo “newborn” and Macedonia will
remain a challenge.

European Union’s commitment to
Macedonia was reaffirmed several
times. First of all, the EU signed the
Stabilization and Association Agree-
ment with Macedonia amidst the 2001
conflict. The EU heavily influenced the
circumstances in which the Ohrid
Framework Agreement was brokered,
offering incentives and threatening
sanctions when necessary. Macedonia
applied for EU Membership in March
2004. Following a positive opinion by
the European Commission, the status
of candidate country was granted to
Macedonia in December 2005.

There has been little progress since,
largely due to political instability. Today,
the EU has put forward eight bench-
marks which Macedonia must fulfill if it
wants the European Commission (EC)
to even consider the start of negotia-
tions. The Accession Partnership
adopted by the Council on 18 February
2008 identifies eight key priorities in the
accession process. These cover — apart
from the proper implementation of all
commitments undertaken under the
SAA — dialogue between political par-
ties, implementation of the law on po-
lice and anti-corruption legislation, re-
form of the judiciary and public admin-

istration, as well as measures in em-
ployment policy and enhancing the
business environment.?°

It was widely believed that, if its
military was to join NATO, Macedonia
would already be a member country.
With the finalization of the last phase
of defense reform, Macedonian armed
forces have been declared as fully pro-
fessional in October 2006. Customary
for defense reform in the Western Bal-
kans, a great part of the overall effort
was invested in personnel management
in an all-professional force. Language
training, democratic control of the
armed forces, budgeting of the defense
sector, “Consultations, Command, Con-
trol, Communications and Computers”,
Military Education and Doctrine — all of
these matters have been subject to re-
form, or introduced for the first time.

Four principal political parties in
Macedonia, VMRO DPMNE, SDSM,
DUI and DPA, are in favor of Euro At-
lantic integrations. In an interview, the
Prime Minister Gruevski said: “[Mac-
edonians] want the country to become
a NATO and EU member, [and there is]
no dilemma and no alternative”.?!

Early elections were the first con-
sequence of the Greek “no vote”. Since
the program of the incumbent Govern-
ment (composed of VMRO DPMNE and
DPA) relied heavily on the integration,
there is fear that decreasing interest in
foreign investments, a decline in credit
ratings and stagnation of the economy
might follow.?

20Communication from the European Commission, “Western
Balkans — Enhancing the European Perspective”, March 5,
2008, http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/balkans_ com-
munication/western_balkans_communication_050308_
en.pdf

2"“Macedonia holds crucial elections Sunday”, Southeast
European Times, Thursday, May 25, 2008, http://
www.setimes.com/cocoon/setimes/xhtml/en_GB/features/
setimes/features/2008/05/29/feature-01 .

2Z. Nikolovski, “Macedonia in 2008: Challenges and Oppor-
tunities”, http://www.setimes.com/cocoon/setimes/xhtml/
en_GB/features/setimes/articles/2008/01/21/reportage-01 .
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Having in mind the BOVE, if we look
at the “Macedonian issue” through the
lenses of legality, we can understand
the disillusion of the Macedonian peo-
ple and its political elites. However, they
should have expected that there would
be no invitation at the Bucharest Sum-
mit, due to the name dispute with
Greece.

For 17 years, two countries have
been arguing about Macedonia’s con-
stitutional name that was unacceptable
to Greece, because it views the name
as a territorial claim on Greece’s north-
ern Macedonia province.?® When the
United States recognized Macedonia
under its constitutional name and more
than one hundred countries followed,
many expected Greece to change its
policy. In 2008, with the Bucharest Sum-
mit approaching, pressure to reach an
agreement was mounting. However, all
of the proposals suggested by the US
Envoy Nimetz were rejected.

What’s the point?

The disillusion we have been refer-
ring to might have an important, i.e.,
negative impact on the Macedonian
compliance to any further NATO de-
mands. Dedication to the “ultimate re-
ward” (in this case — full membership)
is one of the most important factors that
influence the level of compliance of the
state to the international organization’s
demands.? This dedication derives not
only from the perception of national and
political interest, but also from a rational
choice approach, which means that one

2 Lj. Grozdanovska, “Macedonia — What's in a Name?”, Tran-
sitions Online Analyses, March 6, 2008.

24 E. Baracani, (2005), "Pre-Accession and Neighborhood:
European Union’s Democratic Conditionality”, working pa-
per presented at the 3 ECPR Conference, Budapest, 8-10
September 2005, Panel 18-1: The EU as an External De-
mocracy Promoter.
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would not “go the distance” for the im-
possible and/or imaginary goal.?® The
larger the distance of the reward, the
smaller the motivation for compliance.?

If a country (Macedonia) has rea-
ched the satisfactory level in its com-
pliance and its results, which we have
proved it has, and still has not received
the reward a significant decrease of
dedication to compliance among its
population and political elite is to be
expected. The claim that Greece had
the right to use a veto, and that the de-
cision to leave out Macedonia is legal
and legitimate can not be disputed, but
there is still the specific weight of the
so-called informal legitimacy to be con-
sidered. Therefore, we claim that if a
lower level of compliance of Macedo-
nia to NATO demands occurs, this
should not be seen as a surprise.

It is our position that compliance
must be awarded:; if this is not the case,
events might unfold in two ways. Firstly,
a disbelief in the value of integration
could appear in part of the electorate
that accepted it in the first place. Sec-
ondly, political elites could begin to chal-
lenge policies on the grounds of alleged
national interest. Both of these can re-
sult with the same possibility — the risk
of reduced compliance, not only in the
country in question, but also among the
regional countries with same aspira-
tions.

Key words: Macedonia, NATO, Bucharest
Summit, politics of conditionality, legality,
informal legitimacy

25 See more on rational-choice approach in relationships of
conditionality in J. Kelley, (2004), “International Actors on
the Domestic Scene: Membership Conditionality and
Socialization by International Institutions”, International
Organization, No. 58, Summer 2004, pp. 425 — 457.

26 H. Grabbe, (1999), “A Partnership for Accession? The Im-
plications of EU Conditionality for the Central and East
European Applicants”, The Robert Schumann Centre, Work-
ing Paper 12/99.



No Carrot? Why Comply?

—— Pe3unme

OpnykaTa 3a npowwupyBare Koja 6ewe goHeceHa Ha HATO CamutoT
BO bykypewT co nokaHa Ha Penybnuka Xpsatcka u Penybnuka AnbaHunja
3a L|efI0CHO Y1eHCTBO BO AnvjaHcaTa, HO CO n3octaByBare Ha Penybnuka
MakegfoHuja, ro oTBOpWM Haj3Ha4ajHOTO Mpaware 3a JIerMTUMMHOCTa Ha
NoNNTUYKOTO ycnoByBame Ha HATO. Mneaajkn HU3 npuamMaTa Ha hopmarnHa
NerMTUMHOCT, oaflyKara fa ce nsoctasu MakeaoHuja Moxe ga ce onpasza
€O paKToT geka cute gokymeHTn Ha HATO TBpaaTt geka, nako semjata v
UCMOSHYBa CUTE YCMOBW, KOHeYHaTa OAfykKa € NonunThyKa v 3aBucu of
ceKoj 4neH Ha AnvjaHcata. Og gpyra cTpaHa, HMe cMeTame geka noctom u
OpYr acnekT Ha NEermTUMHOCT KOj Tpeba Aa ce 3eMe npeaBug — 3aCHOBaH
Ha o4yeKyBahaTa, ,HedopmanHa“ NerMTMMHOCT Koja BO OBOj cNny4yaj 6ele
HapyLueHa.

FoguHa 6, 6p. 22, jyHn 2008, Ckonje cTp. 77



cTp. 78 MonuTtnuka mucna



Macedonian and the Western Balkans
European Perspective

After the tragic events of the last
decade, the majority of the countries of
the Western Balkans are still facing a
great need for major political, economi-
cal and social reforms and the EU is
the only idea that brings the region for-
ward, guaranteeing progress and de-
mocratisation.

The population in Macedonia, as
well as the population in the other re-
gional countries, is very much aware of
the fact that the EU offers security, pros-
perity, rule of law and economical de-
velopment for all its member states, and
that Europe stands for tolerance, hu-
man rights, acceptance of cultural di-
versity and good neighbourly relations.
Concerning this last point, Macedonia
has to improve the relations with its
neighbours, especially with Greece.

Name dispute

During the last NATO summit held
in Bucharest, the Atlantic Alliance en-
try ticket delivered to two Western Bal-
kans countries, Albania and Croatia,
was refused to Macedonia. This is cer-
tainly not due to Macedonia’s lack of
preparation, on the contrary. These
three Balkan countries showed to the
EU and to the entire international com-
munity that they were able to completely
fulfil the required membership condi-
tions, and the EP congratulated Alba-
nia and Croatia for their efforts and

Doris Pack

achievements in getting the invitation to
open NATO membership negotiations.

The refusal to grant Macedonia
membership in the Atlantic Alliance is
due to the long-standing name dispute
between Athens and Skopje that broke
out shortly after Macedonia gained its
independence in the early 1990s. Ac-
cording to Athens’ main concern, the
use of the name “Macedonia” implies
territorial aspirations towards the north-
ern Greek province of the same name,
and Greece, as member of NATO,
blocked Macedonian’s attempt to open
membership negotiations by using its
veto. Greece’s decision to use its right
to veto in order to safeguard its inter-
ests may not sound very fair or just but
itis legal and no one can make Greece
change her mind. NATO Secretary-
General, Jaap de Hoop Sheffer, tried
to persuade Athens not to veto Mac-
edonian’s bid to join NATO in the event
a solution was not found, but accord-
ing to the Greek authorities, “no solu-
tion means no invitation”. Hence, the
two countries must step up their efforts
in order to find a convenient solution
on the name issue as soon as possible
and in line with UN Security Council
Resolution 817/93 and 845/93 in order
to promote the establishment of good
neighbourly relations and the develop-
ment of regional cooperation.

In February, the UN Secretary-Gen-
eral’s personal envoy Matthew Nimetz
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presented both countries with five al-
ternate names: Constitutional Repub-
lic of Macedonia, Independent Repub-
lic of Macedonia, New Republic of Mac-
edonia and Republic of Upper Macedo-
nia. | fully recognise the sensitivity on
the name issue and | do understand that
for the Macedonian public opinion, a
new name is hardly acceptable, but a
prefix will not and can not change the
Macedonian identity. Macedonians still
stay Macedonians, with their own cul-
ture, language and heritage. The ques-
tion of identity is twofold.

The name issue has really poisoned
the relations between the two countries.
Recently, Greece has even used this
context to refuse to the Macedonian
Airline Company to operate flights to
Greek airports. This refusal is in viola-
tion of the international legal system for
aviation business and flight operations
and should be prohibited.

Political challenges and
economic developments

As a multinational state, Macedonia
is fragile but the country has made im-
portant strides since it avoided an all
out war in 2001 between its Macedo-
nian majority and Albanian minority, and
a recent report by Erik Meijer, MEP,
welcomed the government’s achieve-
ments and dealing with the political as-
pects of inter-ethnic relations in the
country. However, the tensions are not
definitely settled down. The latest inci-
dents in the country, when the vehicle
of Ali Ahmeti, the leader of the Demo-
cratic Union for Integration (DUI) came
under fire, have heated up the forth-
coming early parliamentary pre-election
atmosphere of June 2008 and can eas-
ily tarnish the country’s democratic

MonuTtnuka mucna

reputation. | have to underline that Mac-
edonia must avoid any kind of violent
acts that would convey a negative im-
age and thus prove its political maturity
by holding again free and fair elections.
Concerning the economic situation,
Macedonia is doing quite well. The
country’s top priority is to attract foreign
direct investment, a markedly pro-busi-
ness stance that distinguishes the coun-
try from its neighbours. Its strategy is
backed by the World Bank which has
ranked Macedonia as the fourth best
market reformer worldwide. The Com-
mission’s progress report on Macedo-
nia published last November also un-
derlined the country’s sustained macr-
oeconomic stability, a reduction of the
trade deficit, a payback of foreign debt
and an increase in official reserves. The
EU is the biggest donor and trade part-
ner in the Western Balkans region, but
Macedonia, like the other countries, still
needs new dynamic impulses and any
further investment from the EU, as well
as from the international community, is
more than welcome. Since 2007 the EU
has provided financial support to the
Western Balkans through the new In-
strument for Pre-accession Assistance
(IPA). The annual funding for the West-
ern Balkans amounts to about €800
million, totaling €4 billion by 2011. The
European Investment Bank (EIB) alone
will increase its funding from €1.9 bil-
lion to €2.8 billion by 2010.
Macedonia, as well as the other
countries of the region, has enormous
potentials, especially with regard to the
very young population present in the
country. The best way to accelerate re-
forms necessary for EU membership is
to support the people that are actively
involved in pursuing change on the
ground, the civil sector and the youth.



Macedonian and the Western Balkans European Perspective

Currently, Macedonia’s high unemploy-
ment rates create the ground for organ-
ised crime and human trafficking, ille-
gal migration towards the EU countries
and insecurity in the region itself. The
only way to improve the situation is to
create jobs and offer a future perspec-
tive to the youth. Empowering the civil
society - including the local NGO's, the
free media and open public discussions
- secures sustainability and Macedo-
nia’s political, economic and social de-
velopment and should remain a key
priority in the long run.

Macedonia has, of course, a clear
European perspective: as one of the
first Western Balkan countries having
signed a SAA in 2001, Macedonia was
granted the status of “accession candi-
date” in 2005. However, of the three
candidate countries, Macedonia is the
only one with which no accession ne-
gotiations have taken place to date.
According to the European Parliament
report (Erik Meijer, MEP), “this excep-
tional situation should end”. The report
exhorts Macedonia to ensure that the
necessary reforms are undertaken and
urges the Commission to “develop a set
of benchmarks the attainment of which
by the country will lead to the opening
of the accession negotiations before the
end of 2008.” This will no doubt en-
hance the stability in the country and
strengthen its European prospects.

The European perspective and
enlargement

The approximation of the Western
Balkans to the EU has become the ma-
jor priority of our external policy and we
have offered them our hand of coopera-
tion. However, when some politicians talk
about the Balkans joining the EU, they

are preoccupied by the integration capac-
ity of the EU. After the Lisbon Treaty, the
EU has tools for the next enlargement.

Certainly, the pace at which indi-
vidual countries move closer to the
Union continues to depend on the
speed of their reforms and the support
for them. Europe has taken great strides
to stop the carnage of the1990s and,
subsequently, to help rebuild the Bal-
kan countries. The “European perspec-
tive”, granted to all Balkan countries
through the Stability Pact in mid-1999,
was a powerful signal to the people of
the region that their future lies within
Europe. The Thessaloniki Summit of
2003 reinforced the prospect of asso-
ciation with the Union and EU leaders
said that they would be ready to admit
the Western Balkans when they came
up to the EU’s standards. This is not a
matter of charity; the Balkans, com-
posed of countries with special needs
mainly due to a complex post-conflict
transition process, would bring value to
the Union. In order to accelerate the
Western Balkans integration process,
the most recent EU members, both
Balkans countries with special needs,
can help the Union develop an appro-
priate accession strategy. It is in the
interest of Europe as much as it is in
the interest of the region to speed up
the delayed integration of the Western
Balkans in a dynamic Union. The future
of the countries of the region lies within
the European family, and accompany-
ing them towards the path of the Euro-
pean integration will remain EU’s long-
term commitment.

However, each Western Balkans
country is entitled to the EU integration
processes. The integration is necessary
for both sides and will contribute to
breaking down the last divide in Europe.
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—— Pe3unme

Mo TparmdHMTe HacTaHu o4 um3mMuHaTarta geueHunja, NoronemMmmoT 6poj
3emju of 3anageH bankaH cé ywTe ce coodyBaaT co rofiemata notpeba
3a KpYMNHM NONIMTUYKMW, EKOHOMCKM 1 onwTecTBeHn pedopmu, a EY e egmn-
CTBeHaTa ngeja Koja ro npuasm>xyBa permoHoT Hanpeg, co Toa WTo npeT-
CTaByBa rapaHuuja 3a HaNpegoKoT 1 AemMokpaTusauyujarta.

HaceneHneTto Bo MakefoHuja, Kako U HacesieHneTo BO ApyruTe 3emjm
O[3 PEMMOHOT, LIENIOCHO € CBECHO 3a 0akToT Aeka EY Hyam curypHocT, npoc-
nepuTeT, BNageere Ha NpaBoTO U EKOHOMCKU Pa3Boj 3a CUTE 3EMjy YreH-
KU1, Kako 1 Toa geka EBpona ce 3anara 3a TonepaHuuja, HoBEKOBU Npasa,
npudakare Ha KynTypHaTa pa3HOBMAHOCT U Jobpococencku ogHocu. Bo
0fHOC Ha oBaa nocnegHa To4yka, MakegoHuja Tpeba ga rv nogobpu ogHo-
cuTe co coceguTe, ocobeHo co Ipyumja.

MonuTtnuka mucna



MNMpucTtanot Ha EY vis a vis PM KoH
BKJly4yBaH€TO Ha NOJSIOBOTO MNpaluame
BO obnacTta Ha BpaboTyBae

Hanpasus cé wto Hanpasu ®pes
camMo co 0bparHu YeKopu N BUCOKU
nornetTuym

LinHyep Poyepc

EaHo npeTxoaHo npawatse: Kako
ce pechmHupa KoHuenToT gender
mainstreaming?

Bkny4yBaH-eTO Ha NosioBOTO npa-
Lar-e BO CUTE NOSIUTUKN U aKTUBHOCTM
Gender Mainstreaming' kako KoHUenT
noyHa ga ce ynoTpebyBa CO O[PXY-
Barbe Ha YeTBpTaTta cBeTcka KoHge-
peHumja 3a xeHu BO lNekuHr Bo 1995
rogumHa.? Bo lNMekunHwkarta nnatgopma
3a akuuja, koHuenToT Gender Main-
streaming ce geduHupa Ha cnegHuoT
Ha4uH: ,BNaguTe u Opyrute aktepu
Tpeba ga npomoBuMpaaT aKTUBHA U
BMAMBA NONUTMKA Ha ONWTO npuda-
Karbe Ha monosaTa nepcnekTvMsa BO
CUTE NONUTUKM N Nporpamu, Taka LWTo
npeg ga ce foHecaT O4JyKu, Ke ce Ha-
npasu aHanu3a Ha epeKTuTe Bp3 Xe-
HUTE U MaXkuTe, COOABETHO".

" Mopaan HeMOXXHOCTa Of, TOYHO npeBejyBare Ha O0BOj
TepMUH O/ aHMMINCKM ja3UK Ha MaTUYHUOT jasuk, norosne-
MUOT e 0 ApXXaBuTe ja KOpMCTaT aHrnnckaTa Bepauja.
Bo Peny6nuka MakepfoHuja 0BOj KOHLENT ce npeseayBa
KaKo MonoBa WHTErpupaHocT, MHKOPMOPUPaHOCT, CToja-
nuwTe, NepcnekTuBa, npouecuparse. Mopaan HenocToere
COO/BETEH MaHAaH Ha OBOj TEPMUH BO MaKeJOHCKMUOT
jasnk BO TEKCTOT C€ KOPUCTU U3BOPHNOT TEPMUH.

2YeTBpTaTa cBETCKa KOHbepeHLja 3a XXeHn ce oap>Ka o
4 no 15 centemspu 1995 roguHa Bo MekuHr, Knka, Bo opra-
Hu3aumja Ha ObeanHeTUTe Hauyun. Ha oBaa koHpepeHLmja
189 apxasu rv yceouja MNekuHiwkata geknapauuja u MNe-
KUHLIKaTa nnaTdopma 3a akLuja co Kov ce nocTaBmn enH-
CTBeHa nporpama 3a e/JHakBoCT BO 12 KpUTUYHM o6nacTu.

BunjaHa YaBkocka

Bo pedumHnumjaTta Ha MNporpamaTa
3a pasBoj Ha ObeanHeTUTE HaLuK
(UNDP) ce uctakHyBaaT cnegHute
KOMMOHEHTU: ,3emareTo Nnpeasua Ha
nonoBuTe npawaka BO cuTe nonu-
TUKK, NporpaMn, aagMUHUCTPaTUBHU U
(PUHAHCUCKN aKTUBHOCTU U OpraHu-
3almMcKM nocTanku, co WTo ce Npugo-
HecyBa KOH Anaboka opraHusaymcka
TpaHcdopmaumja. BHecyBare Ha pe-
3ynTaTute of COLMO-€KOHOMCKUTE U
o4 NONUTUYKUTE aHaln3nm BO cUTe
npouecu Ha JOoHecyBake OAJTYKU BO
opraHusauujaTa v cnegerbe Ha pesyn-
TaTtoT. Tyka Bnerysaar v rnaBHUTe o4-
NIYKN 3a nonintTnkKaTa Ha opraHu3auun-
jata n cekojaHeBHUTE Mann OA4JyKu
npv cnpoBegyBameTo. .2

Bo pamkuTe Ha EBporickaTa YHuja,
OBOj KOHLENT 3a NpB naT ce CnoMHyBa
BO TpeTaTa nporpama 3a akuyuvja 3a
e[lHaKBW MOXXHOCTU,* HO, cenak, He ce
peanusupalle 3a Bpeme Ha [lporpa-
maTa (1991-1996).5 Bo nosHaTtarta Ko-
MyHuKaumja Ha Komucujata go Cose-
TOT N EBponckuMoT napnameHT 3a
BKIy4dyBarbe Ha eAHakKBUTE MOXXHOCTU
3a MaXXnTte n XXxeHnte Bo cuTte NonnmTun-
KN U aKTMBHOCTU Ha 3aefHuuaTa ga-

3 3a nopgetanuu udopmayunn sugmn http:/www.undp.org/
gender/.

4 Commission communication concerning the Third medium-
term action programme on equal opportunities for woman
(1991-1995), COM (1990) 449 final.

5 Pollack A. M. and Burton H. E., “Mainstreaming Gender in
the European Union”, Harvard Jean Monnet Working Paper
(2000), http://www.jeanmonnetprogram.org.
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JeHa e cnefHaTa geduHuymja: lMono-
Bata nepcnektuBa (Gender Mainstre-
aming) BKflydyBa HeorpaHuyyBa4dku
Hanopu 3a nNpomMoBMpare nofosa
e[lHaKBOCT CO MOBUNN3upar-e Ha cute
NONIMTUKN U aKTUBHOCTMK 3apaaw no-
CTUrHyBar€e eHaKBOCT, NPEKY aKTuB-
HO U OTBOPEHO BKJyYyBaHe Ha MOX-
HWUTe nocneavum 3a nonoxobaTa Ha Ma-
XKOT M XeHaTa ywTe Bo camaTa asa
Ha HMBHa NoAroToBKa. YWTe rnoseke,
0BOj KOHUENT He 3Ha4yu camo Aeka
nporpamuTe u rHaHCUCKUTE U3BOpU
Ha 3aegHuuaTa ce nonpuctanHu Ao
)XeHaTa, TYKYy BUCTUHCKa Mobunusa-
uMja Ha npaBHUTE VHCTPYMEHTU, hu-
HaHCUCKNTE MU3BOPWU U aHaNUTUYKNTE
N opraHM3auuckm kanauymteTtun Ha 3a-
e[H1uaTa BO HacoKa Ha MpoMoBUpaHe
6anaHcupaHu ogHOCU Mefy MaxXuTe u
)XeHUTe BO cuTe obnacTtu“.® [iga ene-
MEHTU o[, oBaa AeduHuumja ce oco-
6€eHOo 3Ha4ajHU: NPOMOBUPaHETO NOJIO-
Ba €4HaKBOCT Mopa Aa ce BKJy4M yLu-
Te BO camaTa noAroToBKa Ha cuTe npo-
rpamMv M akTMBHOCTW W, BTOPO, Mopa
Ja uma BUCTUHCKa Mobunusaumja Ha
cuTe KanauuTeTu Ha 3aegHuuara.
YcBOjyBareTO Ha OBOj KOHLEMNT BO
nonnuTukNTe Ha EBponckaTta YHuja e
pes3ynTart Ha HEKOJKY hakTopu. Kako
npBo, BO 0BOj nepuop EBponckaTta
YHuja ro 4oXuByBa TPeTUOT npar Ha
npowmpysare co AscTpuja, PuHcKa u
LLiBeacka (1995) kov BeKe umaa npak-
TU4YHO UCKYCTBO BO CMpoOBeayBaHeTo
Ha OBOj KOHLIENT Ha HaLMOHAaHO HUBO.
MoA NpUTUCOK Ha HUBHUTE NpeTCcTaB-
Hn4kK, EBponckaTta Kkomucuja npoay-
uMpa roguilieH n3BeLuTaj 3a eqHaKBoC-
Ta Ha MaXkuTe u XeHuTe Bo EBponcka-

5 Communication from the Commission for incorporating equal
opportunities for women and men into all Community
policies and activities, COM (96) 67 final. Brussels, 21
February 1996.
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Ta YHuja. Og Toraw, EBponckaTa Ko-
MUcvja pefjoBHO U3BeCTyBa 3a npumMe-
HaTa Ha NocTaBeHUTE Lenn u MepKkute
Kou Tpeba fa ce npesemat 3a BKIly-
YyyBaH-e Ha NosiIoBOTO Mnpatlare BO Cu-
Te NOJSINTUKN U aKTUBHOCTU Ha YHK-
jaTta.

BTopunoT 3Ha4aeH hakT, Koj BNnunjae
4a ce npudaTtn KoHUEenToT TOKMY BO
0BOj Nepuoa, e ctanysaHeTo BO cuna
Ha [orosopoT og Amctepgam.” [loro-
BOPOT M (hOpmMasnHo-rnpaBHO Mponu-
WwyBa 06BpcKa 3a Ap>XaBUTe-YNeHKU
3a BKJly4yBaH-e Ha KOHLEenToT BO CUTe
NONMUTUKN U aKTUBHOCTU.®. KOHEuYHO,
0BOj KOHLENT ce 3ajakHa 1 Co TOJSKY-
BareTO Ha EBponckunoT cya Ha npas-
parta Bo npecygute Kalanke n Mar-
schall® co wTo de facto ce gonywTa
No3vMTMBHA AWCKpUMUHaLMja'™® BO KO-
pUCT Ha NoMarnky npeTcTaBeHnoT NoJl.

[Nokpaj 3akoHoaBHaTa pamka 3a
nofosa eAHaKBOCT M MO3UTUBHUTE
aKkuuu, BKIy4yyBareTo Ha MosioBoTO
npaware BO CUTe NOSINTUKN N aKTUB-
HocTn Gender Mainstreaming e KOH-
LenT Koj BeTyBa HajMHOry BO OCTBapy-
Bar-€TO eIHaKBW MOXXHOCTY BO EBpon-
ckaTa YHuja.

O6nacta Ha BpaboTyBare Kako
case study

O6nacTa Ha BpaboTyBarE€ € 3emMe-
Ha Kako case study co ornepg Ha dak-

7 LlenocHnoT HaauB Ha [loroBopoT rnacu: AMcTepaamcku
[0roBop 3a usmeHu Ha [loroBopoT 3a EBponcka YHuja,
[I0roBOPUTE CO KOW Ce OCHOBaHW €BPONCKNUTE 3aeHNLM 1
peauLa akTi NoBP3aHK Co HUB. [loroBOpOT € CBEYEHO NoT-
nuwad Ha 2 oktomspun 1997, a ctanun Bo cuna Ha 1.5.1999
roavHa.

8 Bugw v unex 2, 3 n 13 oa AMCTepaMcKnoT [0rosop.
TekcToT Ha [loroBopoT BuAM ro Ha http://eur-lex.eu/en/
treaties/index.htm

¢ Case C-450/93, Kalanke v. Freie Hansestadt Breen, 1995,
ECR 1-3051, Case C-409/95, Helmut Marschall v. Land
Westfalen, 1997, ECR 1-6363.

© Ce kopucTaT ¥ TepMuHUTE apupmMaTuBHI akLumn, nNosu-
TUBHU aKkLmm, o6paTHa AMCKPUMUHaLM]a, NPEOHN MEPKU.



MpuctanoT Ha EVY vis a vis PM KOH BKNy4yBareTo Ha
nonoBOTO Npaliare Bo obracta Ha BpaboTyBaHe

TOT Aeka EBponckaTa YHuja o4 cBOeTO
hopmMupare BoAu rpyxka 3a ocTBapy-
Barbe BUCOKO HMBO Ha BpabOoTEHOCT BO
Op>KaBUTe-4NeHKN 1 ycornacyBame Ha
XXVUBOTHUTE M paboTHUTE cTaHAapAu
3a cuTe rpafaHn Ha YHujaTta.

HajpagukanHute npomeHu ce cny-
Ymja co cTanyBare BO cuna Ha [loro-
BOpOT oA AmMcTepAaM Koj BoBeAyBsa
HOB HacfioB MOCBETEeH Ha BpaboTe-
HocTa 1 coumjanHaTa nonutuka.'" BHe-
CyBaHeTO Ha 0BOj HacrioB Bo [oro-
BOpPOT o4 AMcCTepAdam e pe3ynTaTt Ha
HanopuTe Ha BNnaguTe v coumnjanHuTe
napTHepu ga ce peanuaupaar npeno-
paknTe yCBOEHU Ha caMuTOT BO EceH. ™
Osue npenopaku Tpeba ga NpoMoBu-
paaT o4p>XNMB pacT 6e3 nHdnaymja n
BMCOKO HMBO Ha BpaboTeHOCT, cTabus-
HOCT Ha ueHuTe, pechopmun Ha nasapoT
Ha TPyZ U €KOHOMCKUTE MOSIMTUKM Ha
OpXXaBUTE-YNIEHKN.

Co AmcTepaamMcKuoT 4OroBop ce
dopmmpa KomuTteToT 3a BpaboTyBa-
He'® KOj MMa coBeToAaBeH cTaTyC BO
KOOPAUHMPAHETO HA EKOHOMCKUTE 1
couujanHuTe NONTUKN Ha Ap>KaBUTe-
4YneHkn Ha YHujata. 3agadarta Ha
KoMuTeToT e fa BpLUM MOHUTOPUHT Ha
€KOHOMCKMTE NOJINTUKN U EKOHOMCKa-
Ta cuTyauuja BO Ap>XKaBUTE-UITEHKUN 1
4a naBsa mucneme no 6aparse Ha Co-
BeTOT unu MNMapnaMeHToT UM no con-
CTBEHAa MHUUMjaTUBa 3a npallara of
obriacta Ha BpaboTyBame.

MoyHyBajkn og 1998 roguHa, EB.-
ponckarta Komucuja kpevpa Hacoku 3a
BpaboTyBaHe 3a EKOHOMCKUTE Nonu-
TVKU Ha Op>XKaBUTE-UYNEHKUN Ha roauL-
HO HuBo. OBne Hacoku 3a Bpabo-

" Anne G. “UNSOCIAL EUROPE, Social Protection or
Flexploitation”, Pluto Press, 2004, pp. 67-71.

2 Blainpain. R. “EC Labor law”, Kluwer Law International, p.
192.

'3 Council Decision N. 2000/9/EC, O.J. L 29/21, 4 February
2000.

TyBare MOKpuBaaTt 4YeTupu obnactu
Of, KOW 3a ocTBapyBare nosiosa ef-
HaKBOCT HajBakeH e cTonboT KOj
npeasvayBa 3ajakHyBare Ha NoNuTu-
KUTe 3a efHaKBM MOXHOCTM Ha nasa-
poT Ha TpyA. Bp3 ocHoBa Ha HacokuTte
3a BpaboTyBare BO ApXKaBUTe-YreH-
Kn ce n3paboTyBaat HaLuuoHamHu nna-
HOBM 3a BpaboTyBaH-e, Ko ce ycorna-
ceHu co HacokuTte 3a BpaboTyBaH-e.
EBponckaTta komucuja, npeky 3aeg-
HUYKMN M3BeLlTaj 3a BpaboTyBare Koj
ce ycBOjyBa Ha roAgulHO HUBO, N
aHanusvpa HaumoHasnHuTe nnaHoBu 3a
BpaboTyBame. Mlako npaBHO HeO6-
Bp3yBayKu, HaUMOHaHUTEe NiaHoBuU
3a akuumja 1 usBelwTanTe usBpLunja
rofemMo BfvjaHue BO HauMOHasnHuTe
NOSINTUKMN.

Bo HacokuTe 3a BpaboTyBare ak-
LeHT ce cTaBa M Ha nogobpyBare Ha
nepcnekTnBMTe 3a BpaboTyBare Ha
>KEHUTE CO WTO 3a NpB naT NosioB1OT
KOHLIeNT ce BKJly4dyBa BO HauuoHas-
HUTe nnaHoBM 3a BpaboTyBare Ha
ap>xaBsute-dneHku. Co Toa gpxasute-
YNIEHKM MMaaT 06BpcKa peoBHO Aa ja
n3sectyBaaT EBponckarta komucuja 3a
NOCTUIHATMOT HanpeaoK BO ennMmu-
HMpaH-e Ha NoSIoBUTE Pa3fIvKM BO NO-
rnej Ha npucTtanoT npu BpaboTyBa-
HEeTO, paboTHUTE YCNOBU U CTPYHHO
ocnocobyBarbe.

Bo n3BewTanTe Ha KomucujaTa 3a
cnpoBefyBaweTo Ha HacokuTte 3a
BpaboTyBaHke BO ApXKaBUTE-YNEeHKU
ce 3abenexyBa HeJOBOSIHA aHraxxunpa-
HOCT Ha ApP>XXaBHUOT UHCTPYMEHTapuyM
3a UCMosHyBaHe Ha eHaKBUTE MOX-
HocTwu. NpeKy npenopakute Kou EB-
ponckaTta KoMucuja rv ynatysa Ao ap-
»KaBUTE-YNEHKN Ce MHCUCTUPA Ha KOH-
TUHYMpPaHO co3aBar-e YCoBU 3a ef-
HaKBW MOXXHOCTW Ha MXKUTE U XKEHNTE
BO obnacTta Ha BpaboTyBane. Cenak,
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BunjaHa YaBkocka

oyurnegHa e petopuykata npokna-
Mauuja 3a cnpoBeyBarbe Ha eHaKBU
MO>XHOCTU, HO HE N KOHKpEeTHa peanu-
3aumja. OTcycTBYyBaaT NpUMeHeTUTe
NONIUTUKN N UHAMKATOPU 32 MOHMUTO-
PVHT.

Co ycBojyBameTo Ha peBugupa-
HaTa JlucaboHcka cTpaTtervja 3a Bpa-
6oTyBahe," EBponckaTta YHuja no-
CTaBW HOBM NPUOPUTETU Ha Na3apoT Ha
TpyA Ao 2010 roguHa, n TOa, OcTBa-
pyBare MpoceyHa onwTa cTtanka Ha
BpaboTeHocT Bo EBponckarta YHuja og,
70%, Hajmanky 60% 3a >xeHuTte n 50%
3a noso3pacHuTe paboTHUun (55-64),
Kako 1 HamanyBake Ha HeBpaboTe-
HOCTa M HeaKTUBHOCTa. 3a ocTBapy-
Bake Ha OBME Uenun, apxasute-
YIeHKM ce cyapyBaat co HOBW Npeaus-
BMUKM. HeonxogHa e eKcniuuuTHa
noNuTUYKa Bonja U MHCTUTYLMOHanHa
06BpCKa Ha HajBMCOKO HMBO 3a Crpo-
BedyBare Ha KOHUeNnToT; U34BOjy-
Barbe Ha coogBeTeH OyleT 3a noaro-
TOBKa Ha cTpaTerum 3a BKIly4yBahe
Ha NoJsI0BOTO Npallare Bo cute obnac-
T 1 NpoAyumpare eKcnepTu 3a Cnpo-
BeJyBame Ha n3paboTeHuTe cTpaTe-
MU U NPUMEHETUTE NMONNTUKMN.

Mpegussuum 3a Penybnuka
MakepgoHuja

Penybnuka MakenoHuja Bogu ak-
TWBHa NonuMTuMKa Bo obnacrta Ha Bpa-
60TyBaHeTO 1 Nofo6pyBaH-eTO Ha Orl-
wTara cranka Ha BpaboTeHoCT, 3a Mo-
OUrHyBare Ha >XXMBOTHWOT cTaHAap4
n pabotHute ycnosu. Cenak, namu-
HaTUTe rognHW Ha TpaH3uumja Npuao-
Hecoa 3a 3rofiemyBake Ha cTankarta
Ha HeBPabOTEHOCT U AUCKPUMMUHALMja

“Presidency Conclusions, Brussels, 22, 23 March 2005,
7619/1/05 REV 1.

MonuTtnuka mucna

Ha NasapoT Ha TpyA 3a ogpefeHa Ka-
Teropwvja paboTHuun. Npean3BmKoT 3a
Penybnuka MakegoHuja nexxum Bo n3-
Haofare MexaHu3Mu 3a ocrnocobysa-
H€e Ha HeBpabOTEHUTE U aKTUBHO
BKJ/lydyBah€ Ha nomasky npetcraBe-
HUTEe nnua Bo paboTHMOT Npouec.

Bo Taa Hacoka, MMHUCTEPCTBOTO
3a TpyA u couujanHa nonvTurka ja yc-
BOW HauuoHanHata cTpateruja 3a Bpa-
6oTyBare go 2010, 3aegHo co Hayuo-
HafHMOT akKLUMOHEeH nfaH 3a Bpabo-
TyBakse 3a nepnogoT og 2006 no 2008.
Co oBue nnaHoBKM ce nocTasuja cTpa-
TeLWKuTe Lenm 3a ocTBapyBame noso-
Ba eHaKBOCT BO obnacTta Ha Bpabo-
TyBareTO. HaynoHanHata cTpatervja
3a BpaboTyBare rm MHKopnopmpa no-
NUTUKNTE Ha BpaboTyBare Of pPeBU-
AupaHata JlucaboHcka cTpaTerunja un
WHTerpnpaHunTe Hacoku Ha EY 3a pacTt
1 pasBoj.

Co ycBojyBareTo Ha HOBMOT Ha-
LMoHaneH akuMoHeH nnaH 3a BpaboTy-
Bakse 3a nepuogot 2008-2010 ce ove-
KyBa cTankarta Ha BpabOoTEHOCT Ha Xe-
HaTa BO Penybnuka MakegoHuja ga
n3Hecysa 38% po 2010 rogunHa (Ha-
cnpotn 60% Bo EBponckata YHuja).
BakBaTta cocToj6a ce fo/mKu Ha noma-
naTa BKJ1y4eHOCT Ha XXEHUTE 0, POM-
Cka, anbaHcka u Typcka HauuoHan-
HOCT BO 061acta Ha BpaboTyBame, HO
ce npasaT Hanopw Npeky 06pa3oBHNOT
npouec ga ce 3rofeMm n HUBHOTO
Yy4eCcTBO Ha nasapoT Ha Tpya.

Bo Hacoka Ha nMocTurHyBare Ha
3aupTaHuTe uenu Bo HaumoHanHata
cTpaTerunja 3a BpaboTyBawe, prima
facie 06BpPCKM 3a HAaANEXHUTE OpraHu
BO HapeAHuoT nepuog Tpeba ga bu-
nar:

— HaTaMOLWHO XapMOHM3upame Ha

MaKeJOHCKOTO 3aKOHO4ABCTBO CO



MpuctanoT Ha EVY vis a vis PM KOH BKNy4yBareTo Ha
nonoBOTO Npaliare Bo obracta Ha BpaboTyBaHe

3aK0HO4aBCTBOTO Ha EBponckarta
VHuja,

— npe3emare MepkKu 3a ycornacy-
Bakbe Ha NpodecuoHanHUoT co
NPUBaTHUOT XMBOT,

— pechopmu Kaj Manu u cpeHu npeT-
npujatuja n pasBoj Ha XXEHCKOTO
NPeTNPUEMHULLTBO,

— o06e3begyBarbe npucTan 4o ycnyru
3a rpuxa 3a geua no fnoBOJIHU
LeHu.

3akny4yok:

EBponckaTta YHuja Bogu aktusBHa
NONNTUKA KOH BKJlydyBareTo Ha no-
NoBOTO Mnpallare Bo obnacra Ha Bpa-
60TyBake N peanuanparweto Ha ef-
HaKBMOT TpPeTMaH npu BpaboTyBame,
CTPY4YHOTO ocnocobyBare n paboT-

HuTe ycnosu. Co ycBojyBameTO Ha
pesugmpaHata JlucaboHcka ctparte-
rmja 3a BpaboTtyBame 2005-2010 ro-
AgvHa, EBponckaTta YHuja npesema
aKTUBHOCTM 3a OCTBapyBaH-e Ha 3aLp-
TaHWTe UeniM Ha nasapoT Ha TpyAa u
3rofiemyBarbe Ha ctankarTa Ha Bpabo-
TEHOCT Ha »XeHaTa. 3a Taa uen, nono-
BOTO Npallarse € BK/y4eHO BO Hauuno-
HanHWTe NnaHoBM 3a BpaboTyBame
cornacHo co EY HacokuTte 3a Bpabo-
TyBare, CO LUTO AP>XKaBUTE-YIIEHKN Cce
o6Bp3aHu Ada ja nssectysaat EBpon-
cKaTa KoMucuja 3a NOCTUrHaATUOT Ha-
npegok. MpeansBuKOT 3a ApXKaBute-
YMIEHKWN NEXW BO HATaMOLIHO uUmMne-
MeHTUpaHke Ha 3aKOHO4AaBCTBOTO 3a
nofioBa e4HaKBOCT Y 3rofieMyBame Ha
cBecTa 3a eHaKBUTE MOXXHOCTM Ha
cuTe ApXKasjaHun Ha YHujaTa.

— Abstract

The European Union pursues an active policy in the field of employment
and the implementation of equal opportunities in respect to employment,
training and working conditions. Following the adoption of the revised Lisbon
Employment Strategy 2005-2010, the European Union has undertaken
different activities for the realization of the set objectives for the labor market
with a priority to create a more attractive place for investment and work,
knowledge and innovations for growth and creation of more and better jobs.
The objective of this article is to make a comparison between the approaches
of the European Union vis a vis the Republic of Macedonia in reference to
the inclusion of the gender issue in the area of employment. Namely, this
paper elaborates on the challenges and perspectives for the woman as a
less represented sex in the field of employment in terms of leveling the
differences in the European labor market.
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NocnogvH EBpona

NMon XeHpu Cnak (1899-1972)

OcTBapyBareTO Ha €BPONCKUTE
naeanu e uen Ha UCKy4mTesiHo rofiem
6poj nHanBMAayanuu n rpynu o4 cute
cthbepn Ha onwTecTBaTta Ha EBpon-
CKNOT KOHTMHEHT. Mefy MankymumHaTta
KOV ce usasojyBaaTt e U efeH of
,OCHOBa4KunTE TaTKoBUKN“ Ha EBpona —
Mon XeHpn Cnak. 3a Typuctute BO
Bpucen oBa e camo ume Ha efHa of,
3rpagnte Ha EBpONCKMOT napnameHT,
Ho nokpaj MoHe, LLlymaH, AgeHayep u
e acnepu, Cnak e Moxxebu Haj3ac-
NY>XHUOT 32 OCHOBaHE€TO U PasBojoT
Ha eBpOMNCKNTE 3ae4HNLM.

HeroBuTe cemejHn KopeHU Be-
pojaTHo bune npecyaHu 1 Toj Aa ce 3a-
HVYMaBa Co NONNTUKA, NMOKPaj HEroBMOT
[efo, Byjko 1 majka. Bo cBonTe paHu
TpUeceTTU roAMHU CTaHyBa MUHUCTEP
BO benruckaTa Bfaja, Kora 3anoud-
HyBa HeroBaTta AoJsira v njaogHa nonu-
TuykKa Kapuepa o benruja. Ha oyHk-
umjatTa MUHUCTEpP 3a HAA4BOPELLHMN pa-
60Tn 61N n3bupaH gypw AeceT natu,
a yeTupu naTtu 6un nsbpaH n 3a npe-
muep Ha benruja.

3a BpeMe Ha BTopaTta cBeTcka BOj-
Ha CTaHyBa CufieH NobOpPHMK 3a COo3-
JaBambe LapuHcKa yHuja mefy benruja,
XonaHawja u Jlykcembypr. Nako e Haj-
no3HaT Kako nobopHWK 3a obeawu-
HyBare Ha EBpona, Cnak e 3acny>eH
N 3a NOYETHMOT Pas3Boj Ha Apyru op-
raHnsauum — Bo 1945 e npetceparan
Ha npBoTO eHepanHo cobpaHue Ha
O6epumHeTuTe Hauun, a Bo 1946 rogu-
Ha e n3bpaH 3a npetcegarten Ha np-

Backo HaymoBcku

1adido| |

BaTa cecuja Ha KOHCyNnTaTMBHOTO CO-
6paHue Ha CoBeToT Ha EBpona. VcTto
Taka, Bo nepuogoT 1957-1961 roanHa
ja n3BpuwyBa dyHKumnjaTa NeHepaneH
cekpeTap Ha HATO. JeueHuun nogou-
Ha, MOXKeMe [a 3aK/lyyume geka opra-
HU3auMMTe BO YMMLLTO no4yeToumn 6un
BKNydYeH n Cnak, nako Ha pasnuyeH
CTeneH, oCcTaHyBaaT yCneLwHW 1 AeHec.

ObegnHeTUTE HaUUK, Nako co pe-
naTuBM3npaHa ynora Bo nocnegHute
roAvHW, ocTaHyBaaT yHMKaTHa opra-
HM3aumja YMMWTO NPUHLMNU U CTaH-
Japaum ceé ylwTe npeTcTasyBaat cToNnb
Ha MefyHapoAHUTE O4HOCU U MefyHa-
poAHOTO npasBo. Bkny4yBajku 47
Op>XaBu-4neHku co noseke of 800
munuoxHn Eesponejun, CoeToT Ha EB-

lopuHa 6, 6p. 22, jyHn 2008, Ckonje
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Backo HaymoBcku

pona HW3 rognHUTE npuaoHece 3a
admpmaumja n 3awTmta Ha YOBEKO-
BUTE N ManuuMHCKMTE npasa, 6opba
nNpoTUB Kopynuujata, He3aBMUCHOCTA
Ha MeaunymuTte, UTH. CeBepHoaTnaHT-
CKMOT MNakT, Nak, U AeHec ocTaHyBa
HajMOKHaTa BOeHa anuvjaHca YuuLLTO
uenu, nako moanduumpaHu nocne
KpajoT Ha cTygeHaTta BojHa, Ce Haco-
YeHn KOH 0b6e3befyBar-e TpaeH Mup,
CTabUITHOCT U HanpegoK BO C& Moro-
nem 6poj pernoHn Bo cBeToT. 3aefHo
co Yepuun n e MNacnepun, Cnak BO
1948 roguHa e nsbpaH 1 3a NoveceH
npetcegaten Ha EBponckoTo ABuxe-
He, opraHusauvja KojawTo ogurpana
3Ha4ajHa ynora BO MOBEKE eTanu Ha
€BPOMnCKOTO 06eAnHyBar-e.

Bo ogHoc Ha cosgaBaneTo Ha eB-
ponckuTe 3aegHuun, Cnak e nNpBuoT
npetcegaten Ha 3aeHNYKOTO cobpa-
Hue Ha EBponckaTa 3aegHuuya 3a
jarneH n yenuk (E3JY) - nHctutyum-
jaTa npeTxoAHWK Ha EBponckunoT nap-
nameHT. OBaa npBa eBponcka 3aef-
HULA M HEej3VHMOT ycnex nocnyxwuja
Kako MHcnMpaumja 3a npowuvpyBame
Ha obnacTuTe Ha MHTerpauujata BO
NOAOLHEXHMOT Nepuog, — npouec WTo
Josefe Jo cosgasarse M Ha Espon-
ckaTta YHuja (EY) Bo 1992 roguHa.
MHCcTUTyumoHanHaTta cTpyKTypa Ha
E3J4 ro page n MogenoTt 3a UHCTU-
TyuMmMTe Ha cUTe ocTaHaTu 3aeHuuUn
Kou, CO MoBeKe npunarogyBama, yc-
newHo yHKUMOHUpaaT 4o AeHec.

Mefy no3Ha4ajHUTe acneKkTun Ha He-
roBOTO AeflyBame BO eBpornckarta uH-
Terpauuja e n ynorata Ha KOH(epeH-
uunjaTta Bo MecuHa, kora my e gogene-
Ha OA4roBOPHOCTA 3a NOAroTOBKa Ha
n3BewwTaj 3a co3gaBare Ha 3aeHun4-
Kun nasap. Pesyntatute oa oBaa He-
roea 3agada, NpeTo4eHn BO AOKYMEH-

MonuTtnuka mucna

TOT No3HaT Kako M3BelwwTajoT Ha Cnak,’
6ea CYWTUHCKN 3a co3gaBare Ha
4BeTe HOBW eBPOMNCKU 3aegHuun —
EBponckaTta ekoHOMCKa 3aegHuua
(EE3) n EBponckaTa 3aefgHuua 3a
aTomcka eHepruja (EBpoatom) Bo 1957
roguHa.

Mpu o0BOj Npouyec BCYLWHOCT ce
BOCMOCTaByBa U HAYMHOT Ha pedopma
Ha JoroBopuTe Ha 3aedHuuuTe U BO
HapeAHWUTe HEKONKY Aekaaun. NimeHo,
Hajrofiem gen of nNperoBopuTe 3a us-
MeHa Ha JOoroBopuTe W/unm 3a ycBo-
jyBarbe Ha HOB OOKYMEHT ce BogaTt
npeg No4eTOKOT Ha MefyBnaguvHuTe
KOH(pepeHumn, a Ha KoHdepeHuunTe
ce npasart 3aBpLUHUTE ycorfacyBaHa.
Bo oBoj nepuoz ce BogaT BUCTUHCKUTE
nperoBopu 1 ce NoAroTByBa 3aBpLUeH
M3BELTaj KOj BCYLWHOCT ja COYMHYBa
OCHoBaTa 3a paboTaTa Ha KoHde-
peHumjaTa 1 BO KOj ce npeanara cyLu-
TMHaTa Ha npeaBULEHUTE U3MEHMU.
OBoj meTo4 BO nNuTepaTyparta e nos-
HaT TOKMy Kako CnakoB MeTOZ Ha npe-
ropapame. Mefy onucute 3a HerosaTa
CMOCOBHOCT 3a NperoBapar-e € 1 OHOj
peka ,Cnak e uenocHo cnocobeH ga
Be 3aK/y4u BO KaHuenapuja u ga su
nopadya 'lrocnoga, Hema ga usnesete
Ccé gojeka [OroBopoT He € noTnu-
WwaH’“.2 3a cekoja nameHa Ha eBpon-
CKNTEe JOroBOpU HeomnxogHa e cornac-
HOCT Ha cuTe Ap>KaBu, ycornacyBame
Ha CTaBOBMUTE M KOMMPOMUCU Of, CUTE
cTpaHu. KnyyHnoT enemMeHT Ha npove-
COT € BO U3Haofare Ha hopmyna Koja
Ke rv 3a10BOV CUTE, U TOKMY TyKa Jie-
XKW YCNEexXoT Ha MoAepaTopCTBOTO Ha
Cnak.

" Intergovernmental Committee on European Integration. The
Brussels Report on the General Common Market, http://
aei.pitt.edu/995/.

2 The TIME Magazine, Monday, 24 December 1956.
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3aegHNYKMOT Nasap e cywTuHarta
Ha eBpornckaTta eKOHOMCKa copa-
60TKa, U TOKMY CO PumckuTe gorosopu
3anoyHyBa NaToT Ha UHTerpupame Ha
nasapuTe Ha Ap>XXaBUTe-4NIeHKU Ha
3aegHuuMTe, npouec WTO MHOry no-
JouHa Ke KynMmuHupa co npudakane
Ha 3aefHu4Ka eBponcka sanyTa.® Bo
peanusauyujata Ha Bu3mmTe Ha Cnak u
HeroBuTe COBPEMEHULU MOXEME Aa ro
BUAUME N acNeKTOT Ha MOCTeneHocT
BO eBpornckara uHTerpauyuja — cute
uenu ce peanuaupaart 4Yekop no 4e-
KOp, BO COMfaCHOCT CO OKOJSTHOCTUTE,
NOSIMTUYKNTE N EKOHOMCKWU Npuopwu-
TeTW, HO CeKorall co jacHO 3aupTaHa

3 EBPOTO Kako 3aefHu4Ka BasyTa 3anodHa ga ce ynorpe-
6yBa Bo 2002 roguHa.

KpajHa Len — WTo nobrimcka yHuja mery
€BPOMNCKUTE Ap>XXaBW U HUBHUTE Ha-
poau.

Mako Mon XeHpu Cnak e mefy
peTKUTe NonuTMYapu 3aciy>XXHu 3a
OCHOBaH-E€TO U MOYEeTHUOT pasBoj Ha
€BPONCKNTE 3aedHUUN KOW He npwu-
naraart Ha 4EMOXPUCTNjaHCKOTO CEME)-
CTBO, HO TO@ HU MasiKy He ro Hamanysa
HEeroBoTO 3Ha4erse.* HanpoTus, Toa e
nokasaTten Ageka rosieMvHaTa Ha eB-
porickaTa ugeja He Nno3HaBa MAEO0JIOoLL-
KW pasnuku n uctata e cynepmopHa Bo
O4HOC Ha cuUTe APYrn NOAUTUYKHN
acnekTun, oypu u 3a efeH ,60MWeBnK
BO BEYEepeH KOCTyMm".®

4 Cenak, npemuepoT Ha Benruja Bo BpemeTo Ha noTnu-
wyBatbe Ha foroBopoT 3a E3JY, Mon BaH 3unaxa, npunara
Ha [lemoxpucTujaHckarta napTuja.

5 The TIME Magazine, Monday, 24 December 1956.

—— Abstract

dinner jacket”.

The realization of the European ideals is the goal of a large number of
individuals and groups from all spheres of the societies on the European
continent. One of the “founding fathers” of Europe — Paul Henri Spaak is
among the few exceptional people in this domain. For the Brussels’ visitors,
it is just a name of one of the European Parliament buildings, but together
with Monet, Schuman, Adenauer and de Gasperi, Spaak is probably the most
important person for the foundation and development of the European
communities. His long-lasting mandates in the Belgian government, posts in
the UN, the Council of Europe and NATO demonstrate his wide experience
and expertise, which contributes to his prominence and importance for Europe
and the world of international organizations. Although he did not belong to
the Christian-Democratic family like the other prominent Europeans in the
early stage of the unification, his career testifies to the fact that the European
idea is superior to political differences, even in the case of a “Bolshevik in a
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KanuaH?

KpajoT Ha amepukKaHcKaTa epa:
AmepukaHckaTa HagBoOpellHa NosiMTUKa
U reononiuTukara Ha 21 Bek' og Yapnc A.

AHa Yynecka

The End of the American Era; U.S. Foreign Policy
and the Geopolitics of the Twenty-first Century,
Charles A. Kupchan, 2002

KpajoT Ha amepukaHckata epa e
nps nat nsgageHa so Hoemspu 2002
rogvHa n 4OXXUBYBa HEKOJTKY CBETCKU
npomoLun, BOEAHO € 1 onuueTeope-
Hue Ha DECLINE Te3ute.® HejanHumoT
CyncTpaT HUTY e 3acTpallyBayku HUTY
€ naeanucTn4kn, HanpoTme, hakTuTe
Ha HaABOPELUHONONMNTUYKUOT XUBOT
cé noBeKe ja noTBpAayBaaT peanuc-
TnykaTa KoHuenuuja. Bo Taa cmucna
OOBOIMHO € caMo Aa ru nornegHete
HacnoBuTe Bo Foreign Affairs kage ke
BUAMTE JeKa MWUHUMYM ABe TPEeTUHU
0f, MarasuHoOT ce NOCBEeTEHWN Ha HeKoja
oA BapujaHTuTe Ha DECLINE guckyp-
coT.*

Ona wTo npogecopoT KanyaH BO
oBaa KHura ro usfnoxxysa e efiHa pearn-
nonMTM4YKa cnuka 3a Ttoa geka: Ave-
puka mopa ga cospgapge rpaHgmnosHa
cTparervja 3a cBeTcKkara TpaH3auyuja,

! OpurmHanHuoT Hacnos Ha kHuraTa e The End of American
Era; U.S. Foreign Policy and the Geopolitics of the Twenty-
first Century.

2 AMepVKaHCKM HaJBOPELWHONONMUTUYKU aHanuTu4ap u
npodecop 3a mefyHapoAHu ofgHocu Ha Georgetown
YHUBEP3UTETOT, & HaM HU € No3HaT nopagu (PakToT WTo
VHTEH3MBHO Ce 3aHVMaBa Co npallarbata Ko Ce akTyesnHu
Ha bankaHoT, ocobeHo no celecujata Ha COPJ.

2 Twe Te3u He Ce HOBMHA BO pean-nonnuTukaTa u umaat MHory
3acTanHuyu mefy BpBHWTE HafBOPELWHONONUTUYKY
aHanUTU4apy of CBETCKMN PaHr.

4 Ha npumep, Bo 6pojoT Mmaj/jyHun 2008 Hacnosute ce
cnepHnwuse: Is America in Decline?; The age of nonpolarity
what will follow U.S. dominance, og P. H. Xaac; nnun The
Future of American Power; How America can survive the
rise of the rest? op ®. 3akapuja n MHory gpyru.

THE END
iE TR
AMERIGAN

ERA

U. S. FOREIGN POLICY AND THE GEOPOLITICS

OF THE TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY

CHARLES A. KUPCHAN

mmeHshnay

CO HEKOJIKY LEeHTPU Ha MOK, 1 fjeKa Toa
Tpeba fga ro cTopu gogeka ce yLTe e
HajMOKHa n HajcusiHa, bugejku notoa
Ke e npegouyHa.

MmeHo, rnobanusauujata, T.e. Apy-
roto nme 3a Pax Americana, HavayBsa
Ha cé norofsiemMu oTnopu (Kaj Mycnmma-
HuTe Ha Bnuckuot VcTok, Bo EBpona
— ocobeHo dpaHuuja) n nctaTa Ke npe-
On3BMKa HOB HaTnpeBap 3a cBeTcKa
cynepcuna.
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3a cerawHocTa® KanyaH Benu geka
CA[ ja urHopupaaT Heonxo4HoCTa Aa
umaart 'paHgmo3Ha cTpateruja 3a ca-
MO3alTWTa, HO 1 A ro 3adyBaat Mefy-
HapOAHMOT MopeaoK, CO WTO npona-
rmpa uHTepBeHUuoHannsam. 3a ngHu-
HaTa cyrepupa KOHKpeTHU peuenTu n
KBanuTaTUBHW COCTOjKM Ha ucrtata
lpaHpgno3Ha cTpaTteruja, T.e. Kaksa
Tpeba ga e. Bo Taa cmucna, Ha reono-
nuTu4KaTa cBeTcKa Mana u BO ame-
pvKaHckaTa yfnora Bo TOj KOHTEeKCT Ha
npekpojyBame He rnegave yHunonap-
Ha TYKy MynTunonapHa guctpubyuuja
Ha MOK mefy cynepcunute, kage CAL
He ce eAVHCTBEHU N NPeAOMUHAHTHMU.
CornacHo oBa, Benu geka e [ojaeH
KpajoT Ha amepukKaHckaTa yHunonap-
HOCT, 6UAejKn TakBaTa KoHcTenauuja
Ha MOHOMOJICKA reononnTn4Ka nosu-
Umja KopecnoHamMpa co HajMMpHOA4OM-
CKMN ucTtopucku ycnosu, n geka CA[
BO MHOry cny4au gobpo ja ogurpaa
(MmHaTo Bpeme) TakBaTa porja. Hase-
JyBa HeKonky npumepun: bnuncku Vic-
ToK, Kunap, BankaH, Eputpeja, un cme-
Ta geka CA[l 6ea kny4yHa cuna 3a
obesbenyBare MUp BO ropeHase-
OeHuTe crydau, u geka uma MHory
6uTHa nosmymja sBo HATO, MM®, CTO,
[ONOSHWUTENHO, A0NapoT cTaHa AOMU-
HaHTHa BanyTa, 3apaau WTo 1 amepu-
KaHu3aumjata ce ekBanuaupalle co
rnobanusayuja.

Ho, Ha areHaaTa Ha HagBopeLwlHaTa
nonutnka Ha CAJl 6ea n PyaHga, Co-
manwvja, buX, Tumop, CUOA-Ta UTH., a
3a 0BME CepPNO3HN TEMU YHUMOMAPHNOT
MOMEHT, MaKo ce ylTe e Tyka, KanyaH
cMeTa JeKa HeMa u Aeka He Moxe aa
Tpae gonro. [NoTeHumpa geka eBpoTo

5 CeralwHocTa Kako noum oBfie e AuckyTabunHa, bugejku
KHuraea e objaBeHa 2002, a aBTOPCKO Aesio 0 0BOj BUA
nogpaséupa MUMHUMYM HEKONKY FOAUHU NpeTxodeH
WHTeneKTyaneH aHraxmaH.

MonuTtnuka mucna

BEKe HEeKOJIKy naTu CKoKa Hag, gona-
poT 3apaau Toa wTo EBpona Ha rmo-
banHata cuyeHa e ce roakTyesiHa u
cTaHa cuiHa (hHaHCUCKN, AUPEKTEH
pesynrar o Toa e: MPOMEeHEeTUOT Ka-
paktep Ha aMepuKaHCKUOT UHTep-
HaymoHanusam, ogHocHo CA/J He
MOJXXe roBeKe fa ce CBEeTCKM YyBap.®

Oypu n camaTta ekc-aKkTMBHa ame-
puKaHcka MHTepBeHUuja 6elle 3Ha-
YMTENHO yHMnaTepanHa, co wrto CA[
cu fossonunja orpagysamnse o4 Kjoto n
AHTM6ANMCTUYKUTE JOrOBOPU, a OBUE
Hej3uHM NoTe3n JoHecoa U CUiHa
cBeTcKa onoauyumja ocobeHo BO EVY,
TakallTo BTOPMOB EHTUTET CTaHa Co-
oABeTeH KoHTpanyHKT Ha CAL. OTTy-
Ka, ouurnedeH e MyntunarepanHuoT
WHTepBeHUMoHanM3amMm BO CBETOT, 3a
pasnuka of npeTxXo4HWoT, UCKy4u-
TeNIHO aMepuKaHCKKW, yHunaTepareH,
Koj nogpasbupawe nonoxba CAL ga
ocTaHaT camu BO KamnakaTa npoTuB
TajsaH wnn An kaepga nocne 11 cen-
Temspwu 2001 rog.

Bo oBue cutyauum genukaTtHocTa
Ha gpX-He-gaj cuTyaumjaTta ce ceefe
Ha T.H. TemriopasiHa cComaapHoOCT 3a
CA/] op cTpaHa Ha EVY, Pycuja n Kuna.
3aTtoa, eBponcK1oT 1 a3nCcKMoT Nogem
JoHecoa M najg Ha amepuKaHCKUoT
WHTEepBeHLMOoHann3am, gogeka reo-
NoONMTUYKNUTE pacuenu AeHec ce Ha
nuHunja: CeBepHa Amepuka — EBpona
— WcTto4Ha Asnja.

Mno6anusauyuja n amepukaHusaymja;
The global market will soon suffer
from too little America.

Kora Kan4daH ro kputyksa ®pua-
MaH (MOBOPHUKOT Ha rnobanuaayuja-

5 Bo osve norneaw KanyaH He nsoctaHysa of pa3MucninTe
Ha HeroBuTe Koneru chwHuep 1 KNUHTOH.
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Ta), CO aprymMeHTauuja BTeMeneHa Ha
NpYMEepoT CO YMHOT Ha anceHeTo Ha
CnobogaH MunoweBsuk, T.e. HeroeaTta
HecnocobHOCT Aa ja MoHononuaupa
MobunHaTa TenedoHunja 3apagu rno-
6anu3auyujata, HM pasjacHyBa MHOry
HewTa. Benu gexka ocHoBHa ,yTKa" Kaj
®puamaH e Toa WTOo Toj ce hokycmpa
Ha TemnopanHu, a He OONropoYHU
MWPOBHW peLUEHUNja, UK, KandaHoB-
CKW: rnobanusaymjata He e UCTO LUTO
u cBeTCKM Myp. TakBUOT CTaB € uny-
3uja 1 e onaceH, caMo OMNONIHUTESTHO
MOXe [a M UHTEeH3MBMpa arpecumTe
cnpeMa amepukaHCcKuTe rpafaHu.
[obneceH n cBeceH, aBTOPOT NpuUs-
HaBa JeKa eKOoHomckaTa rnobanu-
3auumja npugoHecyBa Aa HajrofieMmoT
CTPaHCKN UHBECTULUCKU UMNYT BO
CA[Ll poafa og EBpona u co oBa
NOBTOPHO HEé HaBpaka kaj DECLINE
TesaTa M nuwyBa Adeka rrobanusa-
yujaTta BO NOBOJIHU BpeMUrba Tpacupa
cTabusIHOCT M NpPocrepuTeT, HO BO
HernoBOJIHW Npogyumupa cupomaLutmja
n arpecuja (Ha npumep, CA[l mHory
npuagoHecoa BO cCnpedvyBameTo Ha
huHaHcMckuTe Kpnsm Bo 90-TuTe), HO
OOKONKY MMa HapefHa cnu4Ha cBeT-
CKa enusoga Ha Hebe3begHoOCT, a BO
ycnosu kora CA[l He cakaaT ga ce
CBETCKM YyBap Ha rnobanHnoT nasap,
outcome-0T Ke e cocema NOUHAKOB,
WHTEH3UTETOT Ha Kpu3aTa Ke e noro-
nem 3apagm cneumpu4HocTa Ha BYYy-
OOoHeBuayBa4dkata 6p3vHa Ha wupe-
we. CmeTa geka nocTou anconyTHa
HEeCUTypHOCT BO OBaKBW YCJIOBU Ha
Mefy3aBUCHOCT U Ha MHULUMjaSTHO-MPO-
rpecvBHa MHopMaTU4Ka pesosnyuuja,
Kage yntpa-cnobogHNOT, HEKOHTPO-
NMpaH NPOTOK Ha MHhopMaLum NOBEKe
LUTETN OTKOJIKY LUTO KOPUCTH, U UCTUOT
He e rapaHT 3a TONIepaHTHOCT 1 AeMo-

KpaTCKO Bnageere, HanpoTms, He-
OAroBOPHUTE NNAEPM UmMaaT 3naTHa
LaHca 3a nponarupame 1 npomouunja
Ha OecTpyKTuBHU ngeonorun. Osue
HellTa ce CuNneH NoTeHuujan 3a onac-
Ha BapuvjaHTa Ha cBeTcKaTa couuo-
€KOHOMCKa HeeaHaKBOCT, O4HOCHO
MeTacTasa Ha Hm3a nNpobnemu Hu3
CBETOT (MpMMep 3a OBa € aMepuKaH-
ckaTa Tpareguja o 11 centemspu
2001 rog.)

[NpodhecopoT e Ha MUcnere ageka
amepukaHusaymjata He e 6nokaTop Ha
rnobanusauujaTa, TyKy geka rnobanu-
3aumjata e caMmo HyCnpoAyKT o4 BOJi-
jaTa Ha Amepuka fa ja ogpXu cta-
6unHocTa Ha rnobanHMOT nasap.
OnacHocTa Tyka He MpUCTUrHyBa Of
n3egHadyBaHeTO Ha rnobanusayvjata
N amepukKaHusaumjaTta, TYKy 04 HUB-
HaTa gudepeHuvjaunja, uu, UHTEp-
BeHUmMnTe WwTto EY u Asnja rm npasat
Ha rnobanHnoT nasap, 1 NOBTOPHO BO
HeroB maHup, 3aknydysa ,The global
market will soon suffer from too little
America”,

HOemokpaTtujata u
HaUUoOHaNIUM3MOT Ha
MefyHapogHaTa cueHa

[leka n3Bo30T Ha nubepanHu 4emo-
KpaTuu M Wwnpu MUpOT U npocne-
pUTETOT BO CBETOT He € usgpxkaHa
TYKYy e AuckytabunHa Tesa, cnopej
KanyaH. 1 CA[l n Hopseluka ce gemo-
KpaTum HO HemMaaT UCTO KONMYEeCTBO
MOK, a HemaaT HUTY UCT cTaTyc. NcTo
Taka u KnHa He e jemokpaTuja, Ho nma
MHOTY MOrofiemMo BnvjaHue og Apyru
AemokpaTcky onwTecTBa. OnacHocT
O/ HauMoHanM3MmM NOCTOM Hacekape,
0CO06€eHO 0f MaH-eBPOMNCKMOT Haumo-
Hanusam, n 60pbuTe 3a HE3aBUCHU
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OP>XaBu U HUBHO MpuU3HaBare HU3
CBETOT UpUTUpaaT 1 ce NpeTBopaar Bo
KOMMNETUTUBHU CMOPOBW.

MopgemoT Ha EBpona 1 penauujaTta
co CA[]; BawMHITOH, Kako u Pum,
€ NPpUHyAeH Aa e cBeAoK Ha
rpagyanHata gucysmja Ha MOK
HagBop o4 umnepujanHUoT
ueHTap, goaeka EBpona, kako u
BusaHTHja, cTaHyBa He3aBUCEH
LeHTap Ha MOK

KoBeHUMoHanHn npuynHn nopagm
Koun EY e BO nogewm, vmja KpajHa KOH-
CekBeHUa e e(deKTOT 3a KpajoT Ha
yHunonapHata CA/[l, ce HEKOMKY.

EV ke ce patn Bo kocTey co CALL
He caMo Nopaan eKOHOMCKUOT nporpec
TYKy nopagu Toa WTO OAHOCHOTO
HewTo ro nssegysa 3aegHo co CA[,
OYypY MMa 1 MMMNPECUMBHU PECYpCU m
CWneH nHTenekTtyaneH kanutan. Co-
paboTkaTa Ha EY co aTnaHTckuTe ge-
MOKpaTuu e o4durrieieH pakT Koj €
pe3ynTaT Ha HMBHATa 3aefHu4Ka
ncTopwuja u UICT CUCTEM Ha BPe4HOCTMW.

Ho, cnopeg Kanyvax, CAl v EBpona
3a Bpeme Ha CBeTckarta BojHa 3aef-
HUYKW TO NermTummsupaa napasoT
3ATA[, v Toa Kako efeH non, nopaaun
wTo EBpona octaHa 6e3 anTepHaTuBa,
OLHOCHO Hej3e n b6ewe noTpebHa
ofbpaHa og Victok. bugejku cera Hema
TakoB BUA acUMeTPUYHOCT, OBOj
npeTxoaeH yHunonapeH 3AlMA[L ce
pacnojyBa Ha gBa gena, CAL v EVY.
ABTOpPOT 0OBAEe KOMNapaTuBHO 1 Mo-
co4vyBa npumepuTte 3a PumckaTta
Mmnepuja, ogHocHO nogenbarta Ha
KoHCTaHTUHONONM, UNn ncTa penuruja,
3aeHVUYKN Henpujatenu, anaboku
BPCKM BHaTpe, ce genaT Ha nuHuja
KoHcTaHTuHonon — Pum, unun geHec
BawwHrtoH — Bpucen.

MonuTtnuka mucna

EBponckaTa uHTerpaunja e eneH
Ofi HajBaXXHUTE acneKTu Ha reornonu-
TnkaTta Ha 20 BeK. Taa ycrnewHo
crnpedyBa BOEH KOHMNNKT mefy Bpu-
TaHnja, ®paHumnja NepmaHuja v gp.
Beke 50 rogunu. lMNMoeeke og 40% op,
HaceneHuneTo BO EY ce ngeHtngurkysa
co Hea,” 70% paBaaT nogAplwka 3a
3HBIM, 75% € npoueHTOT Ha WHTep-
HaTa Tproscka pasmeHa, Airbus e
KOHKYpeHT Ha Boeing, Nokia e no-
gobpa oa Motorola, Bertelsmann-
OBWOT MHAEKC ro HaAMWHAa OHOj Ha
Randomhouse, 1 eBpoTO € noapHo o4
JonapoT. EBpONCKMOT Bre3eH Kanu-
Tan Bo CA[l e BUCTUHCKM Bombapaep
n e 6asa 3a amepukaHckunoT declining
dakTop.

BalwunHrtToH, kako n Pum, e npuHy-
[OeH [a e CBeOK Ha rpagyanHara gu-
dy3uja Ha MOK HaaBOp o4 umnepujan-
HWOT UeHTap, godeka Espona, kako u
BusaHTunja, cTaHyBa He3aBUCEH LEH-
Tap Ha MoK. HapegHuoT non, Asuja
(Kuna, NHawnja, Kopeja) e oHOj Koj e
NAE0/10WKO-reonoSIMTUYKN PasinyeH.

FpaHguo3HaTta cTpareruja;
nomecTyBaHeTO Ha fen og
opgrosopHoctute og CA[] Ha EY
Tpeba Aa e npumapHa uyen Ha
HOBaTa amMepuKaHcKa cTparteruja,
HO PU3MKOT Of OBa BOONLUTO HE €
man

HacokuTte n KOMeHTupareTo, 3a-
e/[lHO CO npenopaknTe, 3a penauuvjara
CAL - EY, npocbecopoT rv pasriiegysa
HajBeKe OKOJy npallareTo 3a Toa Koja
e HajgobpaTta nonuTtmka 3a CA[,
apropos TpaHcdopmauujaTa, gypu v

7 OBOj NpoLeHTyaneH NoAaTok e NoMHaKoB BO KHUrata Ha
36urtbes BxesnHcku, MeocTparTeluka Tpujaga. BeywHocrT,
B>xe3uHcku Benu feka TakBa ugeHTudrKaLlmja BOonwTo
W He nocTou.
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nog ycrnoB MOKTa a e guctpmbymnpaHa
nogepHakeo mefy Tpute, CALl, EY un
McTouHa Asuja.

KanyaHoBaTa paHguo3Ha cTpa-
Ternja, T.e. CTpaTtervjata Ha BEKOB, 3a
CA[] e HeonxogHa 3a ga TpaHcdop-
Mauumjata Ha fnuHujaTa YHU-MYyNTuU-
nonapHocT buae HeKoHpNNKTHa. 3a-
Toa: 1. CA[l mopa ga ce coo4yaT CcoO
KpajoT Ha COMNCTBEHUOT YyHWUNonapeH
WHTepHaLuuoHanusam, n mopa ga Ha-
BexxbaaT cTpaTeLlKn oTnop, mopa ga
ce BocnocTaBaT CUJIHU, UBPCTU "
OOBEPSMBU UHCTUTYLUN 1 MOpa Aa ce
KOHcOMmAanpa onwTecTBeHaTa UHTe-
rpauvja BO KOHTEKCT Ha npomMoLuuja Ha
dhamununjapHocT, gosepba u 3aea-
HUYKU WOEHTUTET; 2. ropeHaBefeHnTe
ocHoBM Tpeba ga ce mmnepaTms 3a
CALl BO MynTUNONApHUOT CBET 3a Aa
ce nsberHe mMefyHapodeH KOHMUKT,
T.e. Aa ce 6a3a 3a HOBMOT nmbepaneH
amepukaHusam; 3. CA[] Tpeba ga nc-
npaTtaT curHan geka ce nosauHTe-
pecupaHu 3a MUp OTKOJIKY 3a AOMU-
Hauunja Npeky Toa WTO Ke oTBopart
NpoCTOp 3a ApyruTe LEeHTPM Ha MOK, a
CO Toa Ke MOoXe fJda ce npoueHart
cUTyaunmTe Kora M Ha KakoB HauduH
Tpeba Aa ce npesemaat MefyHapoaHu
OArOBOPHOCTM M MHTepBeHuuu; 4. Bo
ogHoc Ha Espona, CA[ Tpeba ga ro
npudgarat Hej3MHOTO C& NOronemo
y4eCTBO U aBTOHOMUja, U ia Ce CPEKHN
WTO CO TpaguumoHanHo b6smckara
EBpona umaat copaboTka n genat
OAroBOpHOCTU. AMepuKa Mopa Aa ja
noaAp>Xu eBponHTerpauujata Bo cute
HEej3UHN acnekTu, BKNYy4yBajKu ja u
opbpaHaTa u ga n pasjacHaTt geka ce
NnoAroTBEHU 1 BOSTHU 32 copaboTKa co
Toa WTO Ha EY Ke n gogenysaat u
npedpriaaT NorosieMy o4roBOPHOCTMH,
ocobeHo BO pamkuTe Ha HATO; 5. EY
n CA[l saegHnykm Tpeba ga pabortat

BO 2 30HU: 1) MMpHa KOHconugaumja
Ha JUE® n 2) Pycka uHTerpauuja BO
EBpona.® Kan4aH Benu geka Ha EY
OBa I e HajnpobnemaTndHaTa 30Ha.

PernoHanHa asucka uHTerpauyuja e
cynep pelieHue 3a MMpeH
MynTuiaTepasieH CBeT; cyrecruja
3a peace in parts™

A3VCKNTE 3eMju Ce yLITe Ce 3aBuUC-
H1 og CA[l n raaT unysuu Ha rnopu-
¢mkaumja Ha BTopaTa cBeTcKa BojHa
N He ce coo4unre Kako Tpeba co dak-
TUTe Ha uctopujata (JanoHumja oco-
6eHo). 3a KuHa e npepaHo ga ce Tpe-
Tpa Kako cTpaTelwkm naptHep, n CALL
no oBa npaware Tpeba ga nmaat wait
and see cTaB, bugejkn Taa Tpeba fo-
cTa BHMMaTEesHO fa ce akomoampa BO
cynep cuna, nputoa nornegot Tpeba
[a e Haco4yeH Ha Hej3UHUTEe eBeH-
TyanHu arpecuBHu Hamepu. OBa nog-
pas3bupa TpogenHa cTpaTteruja 3a
CAL: 1. npoMeHa Ha amepuKaHckarta
gunromMartcka akTUBHOCT BO A3uja co
doKyc KoH TemuTe TajBaH M HyKne-
apHO BOOpYXyBawe N 3a3emane
LUBPCT CTaB BO O4HOC Ha TEMUTE KOou
Ke rn onpefeny Kako LeHTpasHu, Ha
np. TepopmM3mMoT; 2. Aa Ce WUHTEeH-
3uBMpaaT BeKe yTBpAeHuUTe 3aef-
HUYKM UHTepecu BO chepute Kako

8 Mpawareto Ha Penybnuka MakegoHnwja ro pasrnegysa
BO PErMOHAITHUOT CeLeCUCKM 6aKaHCKN KOHTEKCT 1 cmeTa
[leKa HallaTa 3emja Mma lwaHca fja 0CTaHe MynTUeTHUYKa
M MMpHA, HO 32 TOA Ce HEOMXOAHW BHUMATEIEH MOHUTOPUHT
0o/ cTpaHa Ha MefyHapoaHaTa 3aefHuWUa U CUNEH
aHraKmMaH Ha HalwuTe Bnagu Bo Nofobpysatbe Ha CTaTycoT
1 npaBaTa Ha an6aHCKOTO eTHUYKO MasLMHCTBO.

9 3a Pycwja, 6anTnykuTte 3emju n 3emjute og LleHtpanua
EBpona cmeTa geka umaaT noTeHuujan ga npupoHecat
3a konekTuBHaTa 6e3beaHocT Bo HATO u npeTtnocTtaBysa
Aeka go 2010 Pycuja ke gobve uHuumjaneH gatym 3a
acouujauuja, buaejkv Taa e BpBeH npuopuTeT 3a EV.
MomecTyBameTo Ha fen of ogrosopHocTuTe o CAJLl Ha
EY Tpeba ga e npumapHa uen Ha HoBaTa aMepukaHcka
cTpaTeruja, Ho PU3NKOT O/} OBa HE € Marl.

' TepmuHonorvjata 3a Tesara peace in parts e nosajMeHa
og Josed Haj.
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wTo ce KopejcknoT 3anus, TproBujata
1 pasmeHaTa; 3. Aa NnoMorHaT BO Hafj-
MWUHYBar€TO Ha KMHECKO-jaroOHCKMOT
pacuen n Kaj peKoHcunujaumjata Ha
CesepHa 1 JyxxHa Kopeja. 3aToa pe-
rMoHasiHa a3ucka uHTerpauuja e cynep
pelleHne 3a MUpeH MynTunaTepaneH
ceeT, kage EY, CAl n Asnja Ke BOC-
noctasaT HajoBCKUW peace in parts.

3a gurutanHara epa; face to face
nonuTuKaTa ce 3amMeHyBa co
politics via internet.

Bbuaeku cera e Beke Kpaj Ha epaTa
Ha MgyCTPUCKMOT Kanutanmaam, 4EMO-
KpaTcKuUTe penybnivMku u HaymmTe-ap-
»XaBu, epata Bo koja CA[] nmaa orpom-
Ha cBeTCKa ynora, a cMe cBeJoum Ha
nomMecTyBaheTO KOH AurutarnHa epa,
(¢hakToB e (hakTop U 3a o4urnegHara
npoMeHa Ha OMWTEeCTBEHO-NOMNTNY-
KUTE MHCTUTYLMMN.

KanyaH, 3a aHanusa Ha gurutan-
HaTa epa ja ynoTpebyBa T.H. Teopuja

" Ha npumep, Bo HOMajackaTa epa uma cnabv MHCTUTYLun
OHOCHO NPUMUTUBHU 3aeHNLM; BO arpuKyTypHaTa epa
NoCcTOM NOCUITHA coLmjanHa koxesuja n cTpaTurKaumuckm
OMWTECTBEH XKMBOT; WHAYCTPUCKATA epa e COOYeHa Co
NONMTUYKO, COLMjaNIHO M EKOHOMCKO NOBP3yBarbe 1 Hyau
[eMOKpaTCKu penybnuky v HaunoHanHn UAEHTUTeTH;
fofeka BO gurutanHata epa, AMepuka e npumapeH
Cy6jeKT 1 Hej3UH OCHOBOMOJMOXHWK, NOPaAN WTO UCKITY-
yuTenHo 6p30 ja BKNy4M aurutanusauyujata BO onwtec-
TBOTO, EKOHOMMjaTa, NONUTUKATA U BO BOjyBarbeTO.

Ha UCTOPUCKN MPOMEHM W HejanHaTa
CyWwTMHa (CBOEBUAEH MapKCUCTUYKMN
OMCKYpC), AeKa KOMMEKCHOCTa Ha on-
LUTECTBEHO-NOSIMTUYKNTE UHCTUTYLUN
Bapupa BO 3aBUCHOCT Of WMHCTUTY-
uMoHanHaTa nermtumusaumja u Kol-
CTpyKumja, HO U 04 WHCTUTyUMOHAan-
HaTa genervtvMauuja u geteputopu-
3aumja."

Mpo65emMoT € Toa WTO TeXHOJOLL-
KWOT Nporpec e cekojaHesue, u nva
KBaAHTUTaTMBEH a He KBanuTaTuBEH
UMNaKT BP3 HAYMHOT Ha NPomM3BOa-
CTBOTO.

Ceé ywTe e npepaHo ga ce 36opysa
3a CuUTe CTPecoBu Kou ce npeasuay-
Baar 3a gurutanHarta epa Bp3 amepu-
KaHckaTa gemokpaTtuja, Ho o4uUrnegHo
e, Ha npumep, Aeka LUMBUNHUTE NOBp-
3yBarba 04 gurutaneH Bug ja cnabeat
HauujaTa-gp>xaBa, u geka manute bio-
tech cdompmu, MiHTepHeTOT 1 start-up-
0BUTE, MOXKHO € Aa cTaHaT KJly4Hu 3a
€KOHOMCKMNTE UHOBaLuW.

McTo Taka, cnabeatT rparfaHckuTe
aKTUBHOCTW, a u face to face nonu-
TuKaTa ce 3aMeHyBa co politics via
internet. Toa nogpasbupa atommsauuja
Ha NOMUTUYKMOT XWUBOT, 3rosieMeHa
onwTecTBeHa mnsonaumja u He NUHAU-
BWyanusam TYKY anveHupaH rparax-
CKM aToMMU3am.

— Abstract

MonuTtnuka mucna

The End of the American Era by Charles A. Kupchan ( 2002) is a pure
example of the decline thesis in the field of IR analysis. The author claims
that the USA should make a Grand Strategy for the impetus needed for the
world in transition, which has several powerful points. This Grand Strategy
should be implemented urgently, since the USA is still the most powerful, and
Europe is currently a very relevant financial power. The character of the
American interventionalism is changed and America does not want to be the
global policeman anymore. The EU and Asia are rising powers, and that is




KpajoT Ha amepukaHckaTa epa:
AmepukaHcKaTa HaABOpeLLHa NoNMTUKa U reononuTukaTta Ha 21 Bek og Yapnc A. KanyaH

the reason for the decline of American power. The current geopolitical structure
lies along the line North America- Europe- East Asia.

Kupchan maintains that the global market will soon suffer from too little
America and globalization is not the same as world peace; he adds that this
kind of position is an illusion, and that one can speak of intentions for aggression.
Economic globalization is the most important determinant for the European
foreign input in the USA and the ultimate consequence for the declining America.
Globalization in peaceful times upholds stability and prosperity , butin a contrary
situation, globalization promotes poverty and aggression. The conclusion is
that the global market will soon suffer from too little America.

Speaking of the Grand Strategy, Kupchan gives detailed directions for action
in the international arena, and some of these are of special interest to us. The
obligations delivered by USA to EU should be the primal objective of the Grand
Strategy, but the risk of this kind of transfer is great. The USA should also send
a clear signal that it is interested in peace, not in dominance. This will be
achieved when the USA makes room for the other powers in situations where
international intervention is necessary. The EU and USA should be and should
work hard together in two crucial areas: 1. peaceful consolidation of SEE; 2.
Russian integration in the EU. The Macedonian question in this book is perceived
through the prism of the regional secession processes in the Balkans. Kupchan
thinks that our country, the Republic of Macedonia, has a chance of remaining
a peaceful multiethnic state, but that intensive monitoring by the international
community and the local Macedonian Government improvement of the minority
rights for the ethnic Albanians is a necessity.

Kupchan states that regional Asian integration is the solution for a peaceful
multilateral world, and he puts forward the thesis of a peace in parts. He also
refers to the contemporary digital era and to the society where face to face
politics is replaced with politics via the Internet.
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Washington DC, 4 April 1949

The Parties to this Treaty reaffirm their faith in the purposes and
principles of the Charter of the United Nations and their desire to live in
peace with all peoples and all governments.

They are determined to safeguard the freedom, common heritage and
civilisation of their peoples, founded on the principles of democracy, individual
liberty and the rule of law.

They seek to promote stability and well-being in the North Atlantic area.

They are resolved to unite their efforts for collective defence and for
the preservation of peace and security.

They therefore agree to this North Atlantic Treaty:

Article 1
The Parties undertake, as set forth in the Charter of the United Nations,
to settle any international dispute in which they may be involved by peaceful
means in such a manner that international peace and security and justice
are not endangered, and to refrain in their international relations from the
threat or use of force in any manner inconsistent with the purposes of the
United Nations.

Article 2

The Parties will contribute toward the further development of peaceful
and friendly international relations by strengthening their free institutions, by
bringing about a better understanding of the principles upon which these
institutions are founded, and by promoting conditions of stability and well-
being. They will seek to eliminate conflict in their international economic
policies and will encourage economic collaboration between any or all of
them.

Article 3
In order more effectively to achieve the objectives of this Treaty, the
Parties, separately and jointly, by means of continuous and effective self-
help and mutual aid, will maintain and develop their individual and collective
capacity to resist armed attack.
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Article 4
The Parties will consult together whenever, in the opinion of any of them,
the territorial integrity, political independence or security of any of the Parties
is threatened.

Article 5

The Parties agree that an armed attack against one or more of them in
Europe or North America shall be considered an attack against them all, and
consequently they agree that, if such an armed attack occurs, each of them, in
exercise of the right of individual or collective self-defence recognised by Article
51 of the Charter of the United Nations, will assist the Party or Parties so
attacked by taking forthwith, individually, and in concert with the other Parties,
such action as it deems necessary, including the use of armed force, to restore
and maintain the security of the North Atlantic area.

Any such armed attack and all measures taken as a result thereof shall
immediately be reported to the Security Council. Such measures shall be
terminated when the Security Council has taken the measures necessary to
restore and maintain international peace and security.

Article 6!

For the purpose of Article 5, an armed attack on one or more of the
Parties is deemed to include an armed attack:

« on the territory of any of the Parties in Europe or North America, on the
Algerian Departments of France,? on the territory of Turkey or on the islands
under the jurisdiction of any of the Parties in the North Atlantic area north of
the Tropic of Cancer;

« on the forces, vessels, or aircraft of any of the Parties, when in or
over these territories or any area in Europe in which occupation forces of
any of the Parties were stationed on the date when the Treaty entered into
force or the Mediterranean Sea or the North Atlantic area north of the Tropic
of Cancer.

Article 7
The Treaty does not affect, and shall not be interpreted as affecting, in
any way the rights and obligations under the Charter of the Parties which are
members of the United Nations, or the primary responsibility of the Security
Council for the maintenance of international peace and security.

Article 8
Each Party declares that none of the international engagements now in
force between it and any other of the Parties or any third State is in conflict

" As amended by Atrticle 2 of the Protocol to the North Atlantic Treaty on the accession of Greece and Turkey.
2 0n 16 January 1963 the Council noted that insofar as the former Algerian Departments of France were concerned the
relevant clauses of this Treaty had become inapplicable as from 3 July 1962.
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with the provisions of this Treaty, and undertakes not to enter into any
international engagement in conflict with this Treaty.

Article 9
The Parties hereby establish a Council, on which each of them shall be
represented to consider matters concerning the implementation of this Treaty.
The Council shall be so organised as to be able to meet promptly at any time.
The Council shall set up such subsidiary bodies as may be necessary; in
particular it shall establish immediately a defence committee which shall
recommend measures for the implementation of Articles 3 and 5.

Article 10

The Parties may, by unanimous agreement, invite any other European
State in a position to further the principles of this Treaty and to contribute to
the security of the North Atlantic area to accede to this Treaty. Any State so
invited may become a party to the Treaty by depositing its instrument of
accession with the Government of the United States of America. The
Government of the United States of America will inform each of the Parties of
the deposit of each such instrument of accession.

Article 11

This Treaty shall be ratified and its provisions carried out by the Parties
in accordance with their respective constitutional processes. The instruments
of ratification shall be deposited as soon as possible with the Government of
the United States of America, which will notify all the other signatories of each
deposit. The Treaty shall enter into force between the States which have ratified
it as soon as the ratification of the majority of the signatories, including the
ratifications of Belgium, Canada, France, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, the
United Kingdom and the United States, have been deposited and shall come
into effect with respect to other States on the date of the deposit of their
ratifications.®

Article 12
After the Treaty has been in force for ten years, or at any time thereafter,
the Parties shall, if any of them so requests, consult together for the purpose
of reviewing the Treaty, having regard for the factors then affecting peace and
security in the North Atlantic area including the development of universal as
well as regional arrangements under the Charter of the United Nations for the
maintenance of international peace and security.

Article 13
After the Treaty has been in force for twenty years, any Party may cease
to be 3 Party one year after its notice of denunciation has been given to the

3 The treaty came into force on 24 August 1949, after the deposition of the ratifications of all signatory states.
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Government of the United States of America, which will inform the Governments
of the other Parties of the deposit of each notice of denunciation.

Article 14
This Treaty, of which the English and French texts are equally authentic,
shall be deposited in the archives of the Government of the United States of
America. Duly certified copies will be transmitted by that government to the
governments of the other signatories.
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3a aBTOpUTE

TpajaH bacecky e npetcegarten Ha
PomaHuja.

Nlyn3um Bawa e mvHucTep 3a HagBo-
peLwHn paboTtn Ha AnbaHuja.

OaBop BboxuHoBuk - HATO amba-
cagop Ha Penybnuka XpBatcka

AHpu BoHe e gupekTop Ha doHAa-
unjata ,KoHpag AgeaHyep® Bo Ckonije,
Penybnuka Makegonwja. Mo npode-
cvja e nonutukosnor. lNMpeTxoaHo pabo-
Ten Bo ®oHpaumnjata ,KoHpag Age-
Hayep“ Bo Kues n Mockea. PaboTten n
Kako ekcnepT 3a 6e36e4HOCHM npaLua-
Ha Bo 'epmaHckaTa ambacaga Bo Ku-
eB 1 kako OBCE HabrbyayBad 3a Bpe-
Me Ha ,[llopTokanosaTa pesonyyuja“
BO YKpauHa.

M-p Cawo [oaeBcku, pogeH 1973 ro-
AunHa. Maructep no mefyHapogHa no-
nutuka. Maructupan Ha [lNpaBHUOT
gakynTeT ,JycTunHnjaH Mpeun” Bo 2004
roguHa. Og 2006 rogvHa, AOKTOpaHT
Ha ncTuoT hakynTeT. [lopaHelleH cTu-
neHgnct Ha ®oHpgauyunjata ,KoHpapg
ApeHayep”.

Nasap EneHoBcku (1971), MMHuCTEp
3a ogbpaHa Ha Penybnuka Makepo-
Huja og 2006 roguHa. Aiunnomupan Ha
EKoHOMCKMWOT hakynTeT npu YHUBEpP-
3utetoT ,CB. Kupun n Metoauj“. Og
mapT 2001 po gexkemspu 2005 ja ns-
BpLlyBan yHkuumjaTa "eHeparneH ce-
KpeTap Ha EBpo-atnaHTckn kny6 Ha

MakepoHwuja, a Bo gekemspu 2005 e
n3bpaH 3a npetcegaren Ha EBpo-at-
NaHTCKu coBeT Ha MakeoHuja, Ynex-
Ka Ha ATnaHTckaTa acouujaumja (ATA),
Koja obegnHysa 40 HaumoHamnHu aT-
naHTcku acouujaumm og CesepHa Amve-
puka go LleHTpanHa Asuja. VIHuywja-
TOP U NOTNUCHUK Ha [leknapaunjaTta 3a
EBpo-aTtnaHTCcKo NapTHepCTBO 1 copa-
60TKa MoMely aTnaHTCKuTe acouuja-
umn og Anbanuja, Xpsatcka n Make-
OoHuja Bo Maj 2004 roguHa.

AHa Jelle e nporpamcku ANpeKTop Ha
NCC bankaH nporpam. AHa rv ondaka
NONNTUYKUTE TPEeHA0BM Ha BankaHoT,
6e36e4HOCHMTE MNpalwama, Kako 1
ofaHocuTe Ha pernoHoT co HATO M EY.
Mma maructpupaHo Bo obsiacta Ha no-
NNTUYKUTE HAYKKM MpU YHMBEP3UTETOT
BO bosomna.

MapwuH JleceHCKM MOMeHTasnHo pabo-
TN Kako ekcnepT 3a [lporpamarta 3a
eBpOorcKa NonnTuKa 1 rpafaHcka nap-
Tyuymnaumja Ha VIHCTUTYTOT OTBOPEHO
onwTecTBo — Codumja, a UCTOBPEMEHO
€ nNporpamMmcku ampekTop Ha HcTuTy-
TOT 3a pervoHanHu u MefyHapoaHu
ctyguu (IRIS) og 1998.

AHTOHMO Munowockwu (1976), MMHUC-
Tep 3a HagBopeLwHn paboTtu og 2006.
YrieH e Ha N3BPWHMOT KOMUTET Ha
nonutuykata naptuja BMPO-OMMHE.
Ounnomupan Ha lNMpaBHUOT hakynTeT
Bo Ckonje 1999, a marucTtpupan Bo
"epmaHuja BO 2002, kafe MOMEHTASTHO
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3a aBTOpUTE

e JOKTOpaHT BO obnacTa Ha NosinTuy-
Kute Hayku. Og 1999 po 2000 6un
LLled Ha kabuHeToT Ha focTa [dnmos-
cka, Buue-npemuep Ha Bnagata Ha
Penybnvnka MakepoHuja, a og 2000 go
centemepu 2001 6un nopTnapon Ha
Bnapata Ha Penybnuka MakegoHuja.
Opg 1997 po 1998 Munowockn 6un
notnpetcegaten Ha YMC Ha BMPO-
OMNMHE.

Backo HaymoBcku, goueHT Ha da-
KYyNTeToT 3a MefyHapoAHW OAHOCH, MO-
NNTUKA U €BPOMNCKMN CTyaun Ha Hbyjopk
yHuBep3uTeToT CKonje; guniomMmupan,
mMarucTpupan u JokKtopupan npaso 1
npaso Ha EY Ha lNpaBHuoT hakynteT
~JYCTVHWjaH MNpBK“ Ha YHNBEP3NTETOT
,CB. Kupun n Metoguj“ Bo Ckonije; ma-
rmcTpupan eBponcku ctyauv Ha Pajn-
CKNOT yHuBep3uteT ,Opugpux Bun-
xenmc® Bo boH, CP NepmaHuja; npeT-
ceparten Ha IHCTUTYTOT 3a eBpPONCKM
n mefyHapoaHu ctygumn — Ckonije.

[Oopuc Mak, pogeHa 1942, npetce-
Jasad Ha [leneraumjaTta 3a o4HOCK CO
Jyroucto4Ha EBpona, 4neH Ha EBpon-
ckaTta HapogHa naptmja EHIM - E[
rpynata Bo EBpONCKMOT napriameHT.

JeneHa MNeTpoBUK e He3aBNCEH UC-
TpaxyBad, ce 3aHVMaBa CO TeMu MNo-
Bp3aHu CO NpoLecuTe Ha eBpo-aTnaHT-
CKWTE MHTerpaumm Ha 3emjute og 3a-
nageH bankaH.

Mapko CaBKOBMK e ucTpaxysauy/
copaboTHMK npu LieHTapoT 3a ogHOCK
Mefy rpafaHCKUOT U BOEHUOT CEKTOP
co ceguwTte Bo benrpag,.

MonuTtnuka mucna

AOywaH CnacojeBuK 6un Ha nosu-
unjata mMefyHapoZeH cekpeTap Ha
JdemokpaTtckaTta naptuja o jynm 2005.
WcTo Taka 6un COBETHWK 3a HaABoO-
pelHa nonuTMKa Ha npeTcepatenoT
Ha Peny6nvka Cpbuja kako 1 3aMeHnK
npetcefaBsady Ha KoopAnHATUBHOTO
Teno 3a onwTuHuTe lMNpeweso, byjaHo-
Bau n Megasefa. Bo MomeHTOB, Cnaco-
jEBMK e Ap>XaBeH cekpeTap 3a oabpa-
Ha, BO pakoBogcTBo Ha OpbpaHbe-
HaTa nonuTtuka Ha Penybnuka Cpbuja.

BunjaHa YaBkocka e pogeHa 1981
rognHa. Ounnomupana n maructpum-
pana Bo obnacTta Ha MefyHapogHOTO
npaso npwu NpaBHWOT hakynTeT ,Jyc-
TuHmjaH Mpen“ Bo Ckonje. [leHec pa-
60TU Kako acucTeHT Ha lpBuoT npu-
BaTeH yHuBep3uteT — GOH.

AHa Yynecka, pogeHa 1981, noctaun-
nomew Ha MefyHapoAHa nosmMTuKa Ha
MNpaBHWOT hakynTeT ,JycTuHujaH p-
Bn“ Bo Ckonje, gemoHcTpaTop no
npegMeToT MoSIMTUYKa coumnonoruja,
KoopAuHaTop 3a npea roguHa Ha no-
JIMTUYKN CTYOMN N KOOpAMHATOp Ha
npoekToT ,[onHaky 3a nonuTukaTra“.

A-p BeHjamuH Llpeep, BoguTen Ha
NCTPa>KyBaydkMoT TUM npu YHuBsep-
3uTteToT BO KoHcTaHL, epmaHuja.



