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FORMATION AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE COMMON
SECURITY AND DEFENCE POLICY (CSDP),
AS AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE COMMON FOREIGN
AND SECURITY POLICY (CFSP) OF THE EUROPEAN UNION
Despite the end of the Cold War, the collapse of the USSR and the Warsaw Pact, the unification
of Germany, and the actual destruction of the bipolar system of international relations, European
security issues remain extremely important. The threat of world war with the use of weapons of
mass destruction has been replaced by new threats and challenges to both European and world
security. These include international terrorism, regional and local military conflicts, aggressive
Russian policy, environmental problems, illegal international migration, intensification of
international organized crime, drug and human trafficking, smuggling of weapons and military
equipment, information wars, etc. Accordingly, new threats need new ways of dealing with them
and preventing them. And one such way is to develop the European Union’s Common Security and
Defense Policy (CSDP).
It should be noted that first efforts to institutionalize the coordination of the joint efforts of the European
states in the field of their security began immediately after the end of the Second World War. As early
as March 4, 1947, the Dunkirk Pact was signed between France and the United Kingdom. It was a
treaty of union and mutual assistance for 50 years, the primary purpose of which was to strengthen
European security and prevent possible aggression of Germany, as well as to strengthen economic
relations between the two countries. This bilateral treaty marked the beginning of the integration of
European countries in the field of security. Later it was extended by the Brussels Pact and enshrined
in the North Atlantic Treaty.
Just three months later, on June 5, 1947, US Secretary of State George Marshall, during his report
at the Harvard University, announced the need for a large-scale assistance program to European
countries to prevent economic, political and social chaos and the revival of Europe, and offered
financial assistance to European countries. In order to coordinate the recovery of the economies of
the European countries, the Organisation for European Economic Cooperation (OEEC) was created.
And it was the first step towards the beginning of the processes of European economic integration.
In parallel with economic integration, political and military integration processes have intensified.
Less than a year later, on March 17, 1948, the United Kingdom, France, Belgium, the Netherlands,
and Luxembourg signed the above-mentioned Treaty of Economic, Social and Cultural Collaboration
and Collective Self-Defense (Brussels Pact), which became the basis for the creation of the Western
Union. It was the first collective security structure in Europe, which envisaged joint action in the
economic, social and cultural spheres and defined obligations for joint action by its member states
in the case of a new war in Europe and in the case of an armed attack on any of the members of
the treaty. The USA was actively involved in the processes of European security integration. So, in
April 1949, the agreement establishing the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) was signed
in Washington, which assumed collective security in Europe, while the Western Union remained
a regional military-political organization. However, despite the creation of NATO, further efforts
to intensify the cooperation of European countries in the political, economic, and security spheres
continued in the nearest future.
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On October 24, 1950, French Prime Minister Rene Pleven proposed the creation of a European
army, closely linked to the economic and political institutions of united Europe. This initiative was
supported by the NATO Council, which agreed to work on the European Army project in December
1950, but unfortunately, this initiative did not receive further development. At the same time, the
Western Union ceased to exist as a structure, because it somehow duplicated NATO’s functions.
European countries remain dependent on the USA for their security issues.
On May 27, 1952, France, Germany, Italy, Belgium, the Netherlands, and Luxembourg signed a
treaty establishing the European Defense Community (EDC), a security structure that should have
a common budget, common arms, centralized military procurement, and institutions. However, the
treaty establishing the EDC did not enter into force, and due to various circumstances, the organization
did not fully work. Thus, attempts of further expanding of integration into the foreign and security
spheres were unsuccessful, as most Western European states were not ready at that time to surrender
their national sovereignty to such an extent.
Instead, on October 23, 1954, the Brussels pact was modified, and the Western European Union
(WEU) was created. Main goals of the WEU were to build in Western Europe a firm basis for
European economic recovery; to afford assistance to each other in resisting any policy of aggression;
to promote the unity and encourage the progressive integration of Europe. The creation of the WEU
helped to shape the treaty and institutional foundations of a common security and defense policy.
Unlike previous initiatives that suggested a joint army or the creation of supranational structures,
the WEU was seen as a European NATO pillar that had to deal solely with European security issues
and reconcile European countries’ positions in relations with the United States, cooperating with the
United Kingdom before joining the European economic integration associations or communication
with France on security issues since its departure from NATO military structures in 1965.
In the 1960s, French President Charles De Gaulle, who sought to reduce the dependence of European
states on the US in the security field, launched his initiative on a new European security structure.
In 1960, a committee was set up to develop a plan for the Confederation of European States and to
step up the development of a common foreign and security policy. However, after only two years, the
committee’s work was terminated because other European countries were opposed to a supranational
union controlled by France.
Thus, it can be concluded that the processes of political and economic integration in post-war
Europe have evolved much more actively than security integration, where maintaining security in
the region and coordinating military cooperation were still provided by NATO. The same can be
said about the common foreign policy of European countries. Only in 1970, with the adoption of the
Davignon report on the future foreign policy of European Economic Community member nations,
countries of Western Europe continued to develop the integration in the foreign and security spheres.
However, important decisions in this area have not been taken over the next nearly 20 years, until the
unification of Germany and the collapse of the USSR, which marked the beginning of a new stage in
the development of European integration in general and in the development of the European security
system in particular.
In the early 1990s, security questions, along with economic and political issues, became one of the
most critical issues for the newly created European Union (EU). Member States have realized that
such a powerful integration alliance must have the capacity to provide its own security and defense
effectively. Although NATO remained the central pillar of European security, EU member states
increasingly sought to secure their own security.
In the founding Treaty establishing the European Union, signed on February 27, 1992, and better
known as the Maastricht Treaty, three main pillars of the EU were declared – European Communities,
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Common Foreign and Security Policy and Cooperation in Justice and Home affairs. According to
Article 42 of the Treaty, States are determined to pursue a Common Foreign and Security Policy,
including the gradual establishment of a common defense policy that may lead to a common defense,
thereby enhancing Europe’s individuality and independence in order to promote peace, security and
development in Europe and around the world. The main objectives of the Common Foreign and
Security Policy were common concepts like peacekeeping, conflict prevention and enhancement of
international security, development of international cooperation, support for sustainable economic,
social and environmental development of developing countries, poverty eradication, democracy
development, the rule of law, respect for fundamental rights and freedoms, respect for the principles
of international law, the promotion of the integration of all countries into the world economy, the
promotion of international action to preserve and improve environmental quality and reliable
management of the world’s natural resources as well as specific measures relating to the EU, namely,
to safeguard the common values, fundamental interests, security, independence and integrity of the
Union in accordance with the principles of the Charter of the United Nations and strengthen the
security of the Union. However, if economic integration and the creation of a monetary union (the
introduction of the single common currency – euro) were developing very actively, then security and
defense integration was much slower.
The notion of European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP), as part of the Common Foreign and
Security Policy, was referred to in the Maastricht Treaty, which stated that it should provide the Union
with the capability to act on civil and military means, and the Union may resort to these tools when
conducting missions abroad to ensure peacekeeping, conflict prevention and international security,
in accordance with the principles of the Charter of the United Nations. In doing so, this policy should
not have affected the specific nature of the security and defense policies of some member states, nor
should it respect the obligations arising from the North Atlantic Treaty for the individual member
states.
The important point was that if a member state of the Union was subjected to armed aggression in
its territory, the other member states should provide it with help and assistance. The Union may also
resort to civilian and military means in the context of joint disarmament operations, humanitarian
and evacuation missions, missions related to providing military assistance, conflict prevention and
peacekeeping missions, including conflict-stabilization missions.
An important practical consequence of the Maastricht Treaty was the gradual transformation of the
WEU into the EU defense component. In 1992, the possibility of using the Armed Forces of the
WEU member states to conduct EU military operations and humanitarian missions was fixed. NATO
member states have agreed to provide the WEU with all the necessary resources for relevant military
operations. Thus, more than 40 years after the first declarations on the creation of a European security
system, the first practical dimensions began to emerge.
A little earlier, back in 1991, German Chancellor Helmut Kohl, together with French President
François Mitterrand, declared their desire to develop the idea of common European security
and defense and confirmed this desire by establishing in 1992 a joint Franco-German corps with
headquarters in Strasbourg. These corps were named Eurocorps, and were later joined by Belgium,
Spain, Luxembourg, and other countries, and have been used as a European Union and NATO rapid
reaction forces from 2002. Eurocorps forces can also be involved in a variety of operations: disaster
relief, humanitarian assistance, evacuation, security support in areas of small conflict, and hot spots
under UN or OSCE auspices. Today Eurocorps is part of the ground component of the NATO Response
Force, which includes three more multinational corps: Allied Rapid Response Corps; German/Dutch
Corps; Multinational Corps Northeast. In addition to the five countries mentioned above, Poland,
Romania, Turkey, Greece, and Italy were associated members at the end of 2019.
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The 1997 Treaty of Amsterdam broadened and specified the mechanisms for implementing the
Common Foreign and Security Policy. In order to ensure the successful functioning and coordination
of the CFSP system, the post of High Representative for the CFSP, was introduced. To take decisions
on joint actions, as well as other decisions based on the overall strategy, the principle of the qualified
majority was introduced. This increased the effectiveness of this body, primarily by giving it the
ability to override the veto of individual dissatisfied participants who hindered decision-making.
Another major milestone in the breakthrough in ESDP implementation was the Franco-British
summit in Saint-Malo, held on December 3-4, 1998. At the summit, a Joint Declaration on Defense
was signed in which parties expressed their desire to enhance the EU’s international influence, by
giving it the ability to act in a military response to international crises when NATO forces are not
involved. The Declaration also provided for the creation of European armed forces equipped by
the European military industry, the provision of appropriate structures and access to information
sources, strategic planning capabilities without duplication of NATO structures. The commitments
of the European member states of the Alliance and the necessity of allocating its military resources to
the needs of the EU were stressed. In fact, the Declaration initiated the practical development of the
ESDP and provided for direct EU-NATO cooperation.
Thus, the UK’s refusal in the autumn of 1998 from its opposition course on European military-political
cooperation opened the way for full integration of the WEU into the EU and the development of a
European security and defense policy. Within the framework of the ESDP, the implementation of
the Franco-British plan for the creation of the European Rapid Response Force and the DanishDutch program for the formation of the European Police Corps began. According to the first plan,
the creation of a European Rapid Response Force capable of deploying a military contingent of 5060 thousand people for humanitarian and peacekeeping actions was envisaged within a two-month
period. An important point was that the project was supported by the NATO Washington Summit in
April 1999. The same year, the Cologne EU Summit decided to develop the ESDP as part of the CFSP.
This rhetoric was continued by the Helsinki European Summit in December 1999. The Declaration
addressed in detail the issues of EU-NATO cooperation in the security field and identified the EU’s
responsibility for peacekeeping and conflict prevention.
Despite this, a number of international crises at the turn of the century (the Balkans conflict, the
terrorist attacks in the United States, the war in Afghanistan and Iraq, rising tensions in the Middle
East and other regional conflicts) have shown that EU security is still heavily dependent on NATO
while coordinating international efforts in times of crisis, and is not ready to take an active role in
addressing global security crises. One reason for this could be the fact that there was still no unity
within the EU as to how the ESDP should develop. There were three main approaches that had been
lobbied by the three strongest European countries at that time. France insisted on strengthening
the military component, increasing the professionalism and capabilities of the military, improving
decision-making structures and transforming the EU into an independent and autonomous player in
the international arena. The United Kingdom, which agreed with France on the need to increase the
EU’s military strength, at the same time insisted on maintaining NATO’s key role as a key instrument
of European defense. Germany, in turn, insisted on strengthening ESDP civilian components and
resources, applying a comprehensive approach to crisis management, starting with crisis prevention
and ending with post-conflict regulation. In the end, ESDP took something of each approach.
The Treaty of Nice in 2001 enshrined the EU’s decision to set up a Rapid Response Force and gave
further impetus to the development of the Common Foreign and Security Policy and the European
Security and Defense Policy. For the command of the European Rapid Response Force and other
management functions in the ESDP system, the Treaty of Nice created a six-tier governance structure.
Political solutions to common defense issues have become the prerogative of the European Council.
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Legally binding decisions in the form of “mandatory actions” remain within the competence of the
Council of the European Union at the level of the Ministers of Defense. The Political and Security
Committee was entrusted with monitoring the political situation in the international arena and
making appropriate proposals to the Council. The Military Committee of the European Union, as a
member of the Heads of Military Staff of the member states, became responsible for the preparation
and coordination of military and political actions, and the European Union Military Staff, which is
part of the General Secretariat of the European Council, was given the authority to respond promptly.
Finally, the immediate response of the Rapid Response Force was to be assigned to the commander
appointed by the Board for each operation.
Already mentioned earlier, the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, in the United States helped
to further intensify the cooperation of European countries in the field of security and defense. In the
fall of 2001, an extraordinary summit of the European Council in Brussels adopted a plan of action
to combat terrorism, which envisaged increased police and legal cooperation, the development
of an international legal framework for anti-terrorist activities, counteraction to the financing of
terrorist organizations through the European anti-money laundering directive. It was also decided to
strengthen Europol with a special counter-terrorism department, giving it powers to cooperate with
the relevant US authorities. Cooperation between the EU and NATO security structures has been
intensified.
As a result of such active cooperation, a joint NATO-EU Declaration on European Security and
Defense Policy was signed on December 16, 2002. Recognizing that NATO has a leading role in
supporting security in Europe, the EU has obtained, through the ESDP, recognition and access to
NATO planning tools, including access to the Headquarters of the NATO Armed Forces Commander
in Mons (Belgium). The arrangements between the two organizations also involved working together
to improve the European security system and avoid duplication of functions, joint military and
civilian operations, crisis management operations and joint training.
Another important moment for the development of the ESDP was the adoption in December
2003 of the European Security Strategy Paper “A Secure Europe in a Better World”, under which
the permanent political and military structures of the CFSP were created. It was the first strategic
framework document for the further development of European security since the creation of the EU,
and included not only military or defense aspects, but also such “non-military” issues as natural and
human-made emergencies, illegal migration, humanitarian aid, poverty alleviation, environmental
issues and more. The main threats to European security were named terrorism, the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction, regional conflicts, the breakup of states, and international organized
crime. And the EU’s strategic goals were defined: counteracting and neutralizing threats, the creation
of a friendly neighborhood around the EU, as well as cooperation with international organizations;
interaction with the UN. With this document, the European Union, as a global actor in international
relations, has shown a willingness to take on some of the responsibility for global security. As a
result, two EU military operations were launched: Operation CONCORDIA in the former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia and Operation ARTEMIS in the Democratic Republic of Congo.
However, most of the reforms in the ESDP took place after the entry into force of the Lisbon
Treaty on December 1, 2009, according to which the European Union became a legal entity and
acquired international legal personality. The ESDP received the first sign of transformation into
a common defense and was renamed to the Common Security and Defense Policy (CSDP). The
Lisbon Treaty found that the CSDP provides the EU with operational capability that relies on
civilian and military means that the EU can use in missions outside the Union to maintain peace,
prevent conflicts, and enhance international security in accordance with the principles of the
Charter of the United Nations. It is the Lisbon Treaty that has opened up new opportunities for
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EU member states to further integration in security and defense spheres. An important aspect
of the treaty was the mutual assistance clause, under which the EU functions as a collective
security organization. This clause requires EU member states to work together in a coordinated
manner to provide the necessary assistance if a member state experiences armed aggression
in its territory. In these circumstances, the other member states shall provide such assistance
to the member state by all means possible. And if, at the time of the adoption of the Treaty of
Lisbon, any serious military conflict on the European continent seemed unlikely, then Russian
aggression against Ukraine, annexation of Crimea, occupation of parts of Donetsk and Lugansk
regions, war in Syria and other regional conflicts only confirmed how important security for the
further sustainable development of the European community is.
The next major step in the development of the EU security policy was the adoption of the EU
Global Strategy “A common vision, a joint action: a stronger Europe” in June 2016, which identified
priority areas for the nearest future (military defense; counter-terrorism; cybersecurity; strategic
communications) and priorities for EU external actions (strengthening security and defense; investing
in the resilience of states and societies in the east and south; developing an integrated approach
to conflict and crisis; promoting and supporting a common regional order; strengthening global
management based on international law).
An important feature of the EU’s future security policy, according to the document, should be a
comprehensive approach to crisis management. To achieve this, as outlined in the Strategy, the EU
must have the full spectrum of land, air, space and maritime potential, including strategic resources.
In fact, much attention is paid to the development of the defense industry of the EU member states.
And if the previous EU security strategy of 2003 was mostly theoretical, then the mechanism for
implementing the current strategy was also provided in this case. For this purpose, on November 14,
2016, at the meeting of the EU Council, the Plan for the implementation of the EU Global Security
8

Bulleting № 01 • January 2020

and Defense Strategy was adopted, and on November 30, 2016, the European Commission adopted
the European Defense Action Plan. This document also declared the intention to create a European
Defense Fund designed to increase the cost-effectiveness of EU member states on common security
and defense and strengthen the EU’s strategic autonomy.
Another step towards the development of the CSDP was the adoption by the European Parliament
of a resolution on the creation of a common European army in February 2017. And already in
December 2017, the EU Council approved the establishment of a Permanent Structured Cooperation
on Security and Defense (PESCO), which joined 25 of 28 EU member states. Since then, and by the
end of 2019, the program has approved 47 different projects (military mobility projects, projects on
the development of new weapons or equipment, improving readiness, increasing defense budgets
etc.). Another major initiative is the European Intervention Initiative (EI2), a joint military project
of 10 European countries (France, Germany, Denmark, Belgium, the Netherlands, Spain, Estonia,
Portugal, the United Kingdom and Finland), created outside the EU and NATO. An important
difference between this project and PESCO is that not only EU member states but also others can
participate in it.
Thus, we see that the Common Security and Defense Policy, as an integral part of the EU’s Common
Foreign and Security Policy, has undergone a difficult path of development and transformation from
an unlikely initiative to one of the EU’s most important programs. It is worth noting the practical
dimension of the implementation of EU security and defense programs, namely the participation of
European troops in peacekeeping and humanitarian operations, both within NATO and within their
own resources. Since its establishment, the EU has successfully completed 18 international missions
and is actively involved in 16 ongoing missions (see below)
And how effective the further development of the CSDP will be, can be said no sooner than in a few
years. Because such issues, as the decision-making process and the formulation of long-term strategies,
are still incomplete. And new global and regional challenges and threats to European security require
constant detailed monitoring, development of confrontation and resolution strategies, transformation
and adaptation, enhanced military cooperation, and more.
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Steinmeier Formula - Exit or Trap?
Written by Viktoria Kalashnyk
What is Steinmeier’s formula, why does it appear in the media every day? What does it bring? How
do ordinary citizens, politicians and professionals treat this? What is it’s status today? It is worth
considering everything in order.
Who is the author of the formula?
We will begin with the name of the person, after whom this formula is named. Frank-Walter
Steinmeier, who actually proposed the formula - German politician, statesman, 12th Federal President
of Germany, Minister of Foreign Affairs and Vice-Chancellor of Germany. In June 2016, he got into
the center of a scandal involving NATO and their training in Poland - he declared that‘’ rattling
weapons ‘’ and ‘’ symbolic tank parades ‘’ would not help in fighting Russian aggression. Torn words
from the context have caused a flurry of criticism from both party members and opponents and other
states. Steinmeier then explained and cited the full text of his statement, where he tried to soften his
words. Everything seemed to calm down.
So, his formula. It was first discussed in October 2015, at a meeting of Foreign Ministers of the
“Normandy Format” when it was acknowledged that the Minsk agreements were not being
implemented by Russia. At that meeting, Frank-Walter suggested his own solution to the Ukrainian
problem, calling it the “Steinmeier Formula”. Its essence was that the occupied lands should be allowed
to hold elections, but only under current Ukrainian law and under OSCE oversight. The formula was
officially recognized on November 28, 2015, when Steinmeier from Germany and Fabius from France
sent letters to the Foreign Ministers of Ukraine and the Russian Federation stating that Donetsk and
Luhansk regions should be given special status through local elections, and when the OSCE would
confirm that all went according to Ukrainian law and international standards - the status will become
permanent.
Everyone needs a formula, but no one understands it
At that time, the formula seems raw and unfinished. Only the main purpose is mentioned - to give
the two above mentioned areas special status if they recognize the rule of Ukrainian law. There was
no mention of any conditions for holding local elections, what will be the ratio of representatives
of Ukraine and the occupied territories, what exactly will this special status mean, how high will
the level of autonomy be? It is logical that if this status provides for the rule of the Ukrainian law
only on paper, and in fact, for any of our attempts to interfere with the activities of the Luhansk and
the Donetsk, they will declare that we violate their independence, if not sovereignty, and be able to
maintain ties with Russia, smuggling, weapons, and more?
So, in 2015, they exchanged letters. The shift occurred in 2019, October 1, when the Ukrainian side,
headed by Kuchma, signed the relevant documents. The OSCE and Russia also signed. What is the
final text of the Steinmeier formula? It is provided to us by Kuchma’s spokesman:
“This law shall enter into force at 20:00 local time on the day of voting in early local elections
in certain districts of Donetsk and Luhansk regions, scheduled and held in accordance with the
Constitution of Ukraine and the special law of Ukraine regulating the holding of local elections in
the mentioned districts. It will act on a temporary basis until the publication of the final report of
the OSCE/ODIHR Election Observation Mission, in accordance with established OSCE/ODIHR
practice, regarding the compliance of early local elections with OSCE and international standards
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for democratic elections, and with Ukrainian laws. The report should answer the question agreed
upon in Normandy Format, approved by the Trilateral Contact Group and forwarded by Ukraine
in its invitation letter and by OSCE Chairmanship to ODIHR Director.
This law continues to act on a regular basis if the OSCE/ODIHR Final Report concludes in
accordance with established OSCE/ODIHR practice that early local elections in separate areas of
Donetsk and Luhansk regions were generally held in general in accordance with the OSCE and
Ukrainian standards. The report should answer the question agreed upon in Normandy Format,
approved by the Trilateral Contact Group and forwarded by Ukraine in its invitation letter and
by OSCE Chairmanship to ODIHR Director.”
There are more concretics - now it is known that elections will be conducted in accordance with
the Constitution of Ukraine and a special law that will regulate elections exclusively in Donetsk and
Luhansk regions. However, that’s all. Everything that was mentioned earlier is now well drafted and
added on what legislative basis it will take place.
Turning to the first origins, Steinmeier could somehow better (though eventually) explain what exactly
he meant and give more details. As it turned out, further implementation of the Minsk agreements
is added here, among which there is a separate item providing for local elections under the auspices
of the OSCE. That is, we can conclude that the Steinmeier formula is a separate clause of the Minsk
Agreements. Why so? It is difficult to say something right now because the media do not often give
truly truthful information. For example, he is credited with pro-Russian views that he seems to put
her in the first place, so he urges not to enter arms race with her and engage in active dialogue. On the
other hand, looking at the translations of his posts on the German Foreign Ministry’s website, we see
that he is still ambiguous about Russia’s actions and even looks positively at NATO’s actions.
How is this formula treated by others?
Let’s start with Ukraine. The idea of the formula was started in the time of Poroshenko, although it
was activated by Zelenskiy. What does Poroshenko say? “No” Steinmeier formula “exists in nature.
This is Russian fiction. Never before, no representative of Ukraine has ever approved in writing or in
any other form of the” Steinmeier formula. “ Although he reported that the formula is being prepared
for implementation in Ukrainian legislation. What about Zelenskiy? On October 1, when the formula
was signed, the president called a briefing that day and gave an explanation of what was signed and
what the consequences were. Special emphasis was put on the fact that “… no red line will be crossed.
That is why there is no and never will be any surrender ... ”. The protests of ‘No surrender’ still took
place in the coming days, though now everything has calmed down. What do Ukrainian politicians
say? Permanent Representative of Ukraine to the Council of Europe and Vice Prime Minister of
Ukraine for European and Euro-Atlantic Integration Dmitry Kuleba considers the formula only a
political maneuver of France and Germany, and he is not concerned about the “Steinmeier formula”.
The new “special status law” to be adopted by the Verkhovna Rada ... ‘will be important.’ Here he
emphasizes the Ukrainian situation, how the formula affects our lives. Viktor Medvedchuk, who
has repeatedly come across anti-Ukrainian views, said that a real breakthrough in this case should
be expected only when Ukraine shows its political will, then the formula will be filled with real
meaning. What exactly he means by the real meaning and in what direction the breakthrough will be
is unknown. Foreign Minister Prystayko considers the formula a painful compromise, but still a path
to peace. As he noted in an interview: “… If the people find it an acceptable price, we do it. If not,
we should know, for example, I have already spoken to our deputies, if they are serious about this,
then we take away a third of our budget from pensions, salaries, health insurance, translate it into
mobilization of our army and try to protect ourselves without peace process… ”. A bold statement,
however, will it be implemented?
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What do the representatives of Donetsk and Luhansk regions say?
“Ukraine, thanks to Russia, Germany and France, yesterday finally signed the” Steinmeier formula“,
which guarantees the Donbass special status. Thus, it recognizes the special right of the people of the
Donbass to independently determine their fate. We will decide in what language what will be our
economy, how our judiciary will form, how our citizens will be protected by our people’s police and
how we will integrate with Russia. This is our business, our goal. “It was also noted that the republics will
“continue negotiations in Minsk, in the end, to come to full self-government and self-determination.”
- said Pushilin and Pasechnik after signing the formula.
What is the position of the international community?
Germany: German Ambassador to Ukraine Anka Feldguzen is confident that the formula will be able
to be implemented, but it will not happen very soon. As she points out: “I want to emphasize that this
formula can only happen when we get to the election process - when all the conditions are right for it.
As for me, there is still a long time to go before the election and there are other steps that need to be
taken. ” Merkel is trying to avoid straightforward statements about the formula itself, but points out
that the Minsk arrangements must be fulfilled (for example, in a telephone conversation with Putin
in October 2019).
Lithuania: Lithuanian President Gitanas Nausėda considers the plan set out in the Steinmeier formula
more profitable for Russia than for Ukraine. He points out that it is not correct that Ukraine makes
concessions to implement the formula, while Russia does not.
EU: Co-chair of the Parliamentary Committee of the EU Ukraine Association, Polish MEP Witold
Jan Waszczykowski sees the risks in implementing the “Steinmeier formula”, but states that “Ukraine
can still win.” He notes that “... If it is a Steinmeyer formula, I must admit that we are looking at
its implementation with some concern. It may be a trap that will lead to the complete loss of the
Donbas ...”
US: US Ambassador to the OSCE James Gilmore believes that the so-called “Steinmeyer Formula”
can work after the withdrawal of Russian troops from eastern Ukraine. He added that it can only
be implemented if Russia strictly adheres to all conditions. “Kyiv needs to have a clear prospect of
restoring sovereignty and border control to stop the flow of ammunition that we suspect is being
transported there. This is what Russia must provide. If it does, it will mean that it is ready to fulfill
Minsk “.
Russia: “The adoption by the Ukrainian side of the Steinmeier formula as the basis for political
settlement is a key element for the success of the summit. While participating in the preparation
of this possible meeting, this summit firmly assumes that this is a minimum condition for - first, to
hold it, and secondly, to really show that the “Norman format” continues to perform an important
function as an international tool that allows to consolidate the results achieved by the contact group“said the Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs of Russia of the Federation Alexander Hrushko.
What is the status for today?
On December 9, another meeting was held in the Normandy format - Paris, Vladimir Zelenskiy,
Emmanuel Macron, Angela Merkel, Vladimir Putin. The event was dubbed the Paris Summit, the
result of which was the Communiqué of the Paris Summit.
The first concrete document that contains at least some details. Although much smaller than expected
was spelled out, there are also some of the results below.
Personal analysis.
I will try to analyze without pro-Russian, pro-Ukrainian, pro-European or other thoughts. In essence,
12
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what is the Steinmeier formula? This is already an attempt to resolve the issues of the Luhansk and
the Donetsk without declaring an open war. The principle of respect for peace and the reluctance
to risk declaring war on one of the most powerful countries make us try to compose, discuss, sign.
The lack of open support for the same influential country plays a very important role. As seen above,
everyone seems to support something, but views can change very dramatically if the danger from
Russia is passed on to those who support us. I can point out that we are uninterruptedly supported by
the Baltic countries and a little more restrained by the EU. It is advantageous for us to be sovereign so
that we can introduce the programs and complexes we need. Then we will enter the belt of ‘successful
states’ and become a shield between Europe and Russia. This is a very good motivation for the EU. By
the way, not all EU countries stand for neutral or for Ukraine. The politics of Macron, who suddenly
began to criticize NATO and gradually add barely perceptible pro-Russian expressions to its speeches,
are beginning to worry. So far it looks like this: Ukraine versus Russia, Germany is more inclined to
Ukraine, France is still neutral, but more inspiring to listen to Russia. Until again enough attention is
given to the formula, you can judge as follows:
1. Ukraine holds elections to the Donetsk and Luhansk regions without disarming militants,
withdrawing Russian troops, and controlling the border. It is very, very dangerous step. Here
it is good to mention Gilmore, who emphasizes that Ukraine is making far more concessions
than Russia. It seems here that we should show a good example to Russia and it will follow our
steps. Agree, that given the history of our relations with the Russian Federation, this is unlikely to
happen.
2. After the elections, Ukraine grants political and economic autonomy to Donetsk and Luhansk
regions for a period of 5 years - why should we grant Donetsk and Luhansk regions autonomy? In
this formula, we are trying to be conveied that the Donetsk and Luhansk regions are still our lands,
simply with their internal conflicts, and therefore on this basis we must give them autonomy as
our own lands. But in fact it is recognized that the territories are occupied by foreign troops and
to give those territories freedom and self-government when there are openly enemies - there is
clearly something wrong.
3. Ukraine declares full amnesty to all fighters. - such is stipulated in the law of Ukraine ‘’ On the
special order of local self-government in certain areas of Donetsk and Lugansk regions ‘’, Article 3.
Well, here it is still possible to agree with a creak, but still these fighters can be brought to justice,
only not through the Ukrainian court, at least through the European Court of Human Rights,
according to a report on the human rights situation in Ukraine as of May 16 - August 15, 2017
from the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights, states that too many
human rights abuses, ranging from common threats to torture and sexual abuse take place on
these territories.
4. Fighters receive the status of “People’s Police”, manage their own security agencies, won’t lay down
their weapons during the elections. – it is just as dangerous as point 1. Just pointing out - how can
terrorists, even officially recognized as terrorists, be allowed within the formula to authorize their
own security agencies and not lay down their weapons?
Concerning the Summit: Analyzing the communiqué and speeches of the Heads of State after the
Summit, we can see the following:
About ceasefire and troop deployment
Participants agreed on partial deployment of forces in Donbass at three checkpoints. In addition,
participants in the meeting supported the agreement of the Trilateral Contact Group on the opening
of new CCWLs along the contact line.
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Volodymyr Zelenskiy, speaking at the Normandy meeting, announced that the parties had agreed
to a complete ceasefire in the Donbas by December 31, 2019. The President of Ukraine expressed
his confidence that the “Norman Four” will return to address this issue at the next meeting in the
Norman format. Instead, German Chancellor Angela Merkel said in her opening statement at a press
conference that these would be zones “near Stanytsia and Petrovsky.”
About the elections in the Donbass
Participants in the Paris meeting indicated the feasibility of incorporating the “Steinmeier formula”
into Ukrainian law according to a variant agreed within the “Norman Four” and the Trilateral Contact
Group. Further options for the election are to be discussed within the TAG and will be considered
within the “Norman Four” in four months.
About border control
The issue of returning Ukraine to the border will be discussed at the next meeting. The President of
Ukraine stated that he insisted on the need to restore control of Ukraine abroad.
“I insisted on the need for Ukraine to restore control over the state border. I am sure that we will get
back to resolving the issue at the next meeting in the Norman format in 4 months, ”Zelenskiy said.
According to him, Russian President Vladimir Putin believes that control of the Ukrainian authorities
should be transferred after the elections in Donbas.
“I raise the question that the border crossing must be before the elections. So far we have different
views. But we have to find a solution to these issues, ”Zelenskiy said.
About sharing all-in-one prisoners
Under the “Norman format”, the parties agreed to exchange detained persons on an “all at all” principle
until December 31, 2019, starting from all established ones. In doing so, the Red Cross must gain full
and unconditional access to all those who are in detention.
About expanding the OSCE mission
The mandate of the OSCE Special Monitoring Mission should be extended soon, with work permits
at night.
“The OSCE mandate needs to be expanded; they must observe not only day and night, but also 7 days
a week,” German Chancellor Angela Merkel said, but did not specify when such a decision could be
made.
In addition, the OSCE mission must have access to the entire territory in order to fully fulfill its
mandate.
“In order to effectively monitor and strengthen the ceasefire regime, all parties recalled the importance
of safe and secure access to the OSCE / ODIHR throughout the territory of Ukraine and noted the
need to extend the OSCE / ODIHR mandate with the possibility of monitoring around the clock,” the
President of Ukraine said.
About Red Lines
President of Ukraine Volodymyr Zelenskiy stressed on several “red lines” that Ukraine will never
cross: impossibility of federalization, impossibility of compromise through concessions within the
territories.
“I want to outline a number of principles that I, as President of Ukraine, will never violate and which
the Ukrainian people will disagree with. The first is the impossibility of federalization. Ukraine is a
unitary state, it is an invariable article of its Constitution and an inviolable principle of state existence.
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The second is the inability of anyone to exert any influence on the movement and development vector
of Ukraine, which is an independent, independent, democratic state, whose development vector
will be chosen exclusively by its people. The third is the impossibility of compromises to resolve the
situation in the East of Ukraine through concessions to territories within internationally defined
borders. For every Ukrainian, both Donbass and Crimea are Ukraine, ”the President said.
About the special status for Donbass
Judging by the communique of the “Norman Four, adopted by the results of the Paris summit,
President Vladimir Zelenskiy agreed to approve the special status of the Donbass for another year.
The Special Status Law will be coordinated within the Trilateral Contact Group and in the “Norman
Four” format.
In addition, the Complex of Events, referred to by the leaders of the “Norman Four”, spelled out
“constitutional reform in Ukraine” and “the introduction of a new Constitution, which provides as
a key element of decentralization (taking into account the specific areas of Donetsk and Luhansk
regions agreed with representatives of these regions), as well as the adoption of permanent legislation
on the special status of certain districts of Donetsk and Luhansk regions.
In turn, Russian President Vladimir Putin has stated explicitly that Ukraine will have to spell out a
“special status” in the Constitution.
About Crimea
Volodymyr Zelenskiy said he was preparing a substantive plan and intended to discuss Crimea during
the Normandy summit. However, the circumstances of the negotiations did not allow to raise the
issue of Crimea and the parties did not reach the discussion of this issue.
By the way, the secret part of the formula was not published - maybe all ‘’ but ‘’ is listed there? Perhaps
the future policy of the signatory countries is outlined there? I hope it will be revealed in some way
at the summit. And I just hope that at the summit we will come to something real, not written on
paper for the sake of bureaucracy. If not - I tend to agree with Pristayko that if we don’t get help - we
will help ourselves.
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Topic: Conflict Resolution and Sustainable
Development in Africa
The African continent has long been the focus of many conflicts. Indeed, since the Berlin Conference
(late 1884 - early 1885) causing the balkanization of the continent, the African people have long waged
wars to protect these borders. These conflicts of political, economic, cultural, territorial and religious
origins constitute an obstacle to the take-off of the African continent. According to estimates by
Oxfam (2007), Africa loses about $ 18 billion each year due to armed conflict and violence. However,
Africa as a whole and by the youth of its population aspires to sustainable development. The purpose
of this study is to demonstrate that these conflicts constitute a major handicap for the emancipation
of the continent. The aim of this study is to promote the tradition mechanism that can help resolve
these conflicts in order to achieve sustainable development.
According to a report by APRM (African Peer Review Mechanism), there are several types on the
continent. The conflicts generally encountered on the continent stem from electoral violence and land
issues, while the predominant causes or factors of conflict are ethnic / religious differences, inequalities
and poverty.
In fact, electoral competitions in Africa are regularly peppered with violence and contestation, which
can lead to confrontations between members of the same political party, or between the different
political parties. The organization of elections is still not transparent. In order to stay in power, some
leaders do not hesitate to resort to unorthodox practices. Such behavior can only lead to unrest in the
country. This is the example of the post-election crisis of 2011 in the Republic of Cote d’Ivoire where
incumbent President Laurent Gbagbo did not want to recognize the results at the end of the second
round against his challenger Alassane Dramane Ouattara. This situation caused the death of more
than 3,000 people.1
Moreover, one of the conditions present in several African countries and serving as a catalyst for
political conflicts is the transition from a one-party system to a multi-party system, or from an
authoritarian regime to democratization or a conflict with peace. Tensions and lack of stability
characterize these periods of change, which can lead to a power vacuum or challenges for the new
power in place, compared to the old. In most countries that have begun the transition to a form of
democracy, elections have become the battleground for the power and location of political conflict.
[APRM p. 8]2
As we mentioned earlier, we agree with many other experts that the current problems of the African
continent originated in the berlin conference from November 1884 to February 1985, without the
participation of African indigenous leaders.
Indeed, the new cartography of Africa following the Berlin conference is today at the origin of the
border and social conflicts observed everywhere in Africa. This bad mapping is, for example, the
cause of the December 1985 war between Moussa Traore’s Mali and Captain Thomas Sankara’s
Burkina Faso around the Agacher Band. This division of boundaries does not take into account the
linguistic, ethnic, religious, geographical, political and historical realities that existed in Africa. Thus,
https://www.connectionivoirienne.net/2016/02/10/cote-divoire-ce-faux-chiffre-des-3000-morts-que-la-franceet-lonu-veulent-nous-imposer/
2
1-EISA OCCASIONAL PAPER AP8, SEPTEMBRE 2016 https://www.eisa.org.za/pdf/aprm2015aps8fr.pdf p. 8
1
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whole families have been divided or separated on both sides. This is one of the reasons why you will
meet family names like Ouattara, Coulibaly or Traore, in several West African countries. Before this
conference, these ethnic groups were grouped within the Mande family in the same empire.
As many international experts believe that the current problems in Africa are largely the result of the
Berlin Conference, we believe that the African people themselves must take the initiative to resolve
conflicts on the continent. That’s what motivated Captain Thomas Sankara when he said, “We have
to accept to live as Africans. This is the only way to live free and dignified. Without an adequate
solution to the continent’s problems, we believe that it would be very difficult to achieve sustainable
harmonious development.
Moreover, among the 17 objectives of the United Nations, we have noted that 12 objectives are
priorities in 2/3 of African countries. These objectives are: 1-Eradication of poverty; 2- Fight against
hunger; 3- Access to health; 4-Access to quality education; 5- Equality between the sexes; 6- Access to
safe water and sanitation; 7- Use of renewable energies; 8- Access to decent jobs; 9- Build a resilient
infrastructure, promote sustainable industrialization that benefits all and encourage innovation; 10Reduction of inequalities 11- Fight against climate change; 12- Justice and peace.
To achieve these 12 priority objectives on the continent, we believe that Africans must draw from their
culture the traditional mechanisms that guarantee stability, social cohesion and progress. Among
these traditional mechanisms, we can quote the ‘Rakiré’ (The joking kinship), the palaver tree.
‘Rakiré’ or joking kinship is a mode of mitigating or resolving inter-ethnic conflicts in West Africa
and is a major component of human relations in ancient societies. In Burkina Faso, the practice
remains alive, despite the transformation of cultural frameworks and the competition of imported
values. The joke alliance is a cement that binds and federates cultures, languages, regions and even
countries. The practice is in fact based on a form of supra language or supra culture allowing ethnic
groups to find themselves on common ground of understanding that allows the symbiosis of cultures.
From then on, the notions of language and ethnicity are sublimated through the verbal game and the
practice of the phenomenon to retain only the expression of shared common values such as solidarity,
understanding, brotherhood. In short, the interbreeding of values, languages and cultures as a form
of language transcending the simple notion of ethnicity and language.
Regarding our second conflict resolution solution and the 12 sustainable development goals mentioned
above, we propose a “palaver tree”. In fact, the palaver tree is where we are in Africa at night in the
countryside to start “long and tumultuous discussions” and to talk, organize a city or talk about a lot
of things.
It is also this majestic tree, impressive scale, which gives a cool shade especially during the dry
season: in general, the shea, the cailcédrat, the mango tree, etc. that is to say, the tree whose leaves
are not deciduous. It gives shade in any season. The life of the village is governed by the palaver tree:
marriages, land conflicts, good or bad behavior of a particular young man, this or that young girl,
good or bad harvest, news from the parents of the neighboring villages, protection of the village
against witchcraft, etc. Prohibits whose role is to protect the village from various scourges (drought,
epidemics, etc.). The village is thus scrutinized from all angles. It is truly a collective management of
the village. The cohesion of the village community is thus ensured, just as peace and understanding
are ensured between inhabitants of the same village and then between neighboring villages.
At the end of our study, we found that conflicts on the African continent have various sources, including
the famous Berlin conference. This conference triggered multiple border disputes between the new
states. In addition, countries south of the Sahara face the fight against terrorism. Indeed, the fall of
Libyan President Mohamad Gaddafi (2011) has led to the destruction of the security climate in some
countries such as Mali, Niger and Burkina Faso. The fight against terrorism is a new phenomenon
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for most African countries. These countries are then forced to appeal to France, the United States
or the United Nations to help them. For a specific case in Africa, the resolution of these conflicts
requires taking into account several factors including the cultural component. While experts will
argue that Rakiré and the palaver tree can’t be invoked to resolve armed conflict, the importance of
such practices as an effective means of conflict prevention must be taken into consideration.
________________

Côte-d’Ivoire « Ce faux chiffre » des 3000 morts que la France et l’ONU veulent nous imposer https://www.
connectionivoirienne.net/2016/02/10/cote-divoire-ce-faux-chiffre-des-3000-morts-que-la-france-et-lonu-veulentnous-imposer/
Chronologies détaillées de 2010-2011, faits majeurs politiques et sécuritaires https://www.ofpra.gouv.fr/sites/default/
files/atoms/files/20_civ_chrono_2010-2011.pdf
EISA OCCASIONAL PAPER AP8, SEPTEMBRE 2016 https://www.eisa.org.za/pdf/aprm2015aps8fr.pdf p. 8
HISTOIRE : La parenté à plaisanterie au Burkina : http://www.burkinatourism.com/HISTOIRE-La-parente-a-plaisanterieau-Burkina-Faso.html
La problématique des conflits en Afrique: le cas de la Somalie, de la Côte d’Ivoire et de la RDC: https://www.memoireonline.
com/09/12/6119/m_La-problematique-des-conflits-en-Afrique-le-cas-de-la-Somalie-de-la-Cte-dIvoire-et-de-la-RDC3.
html
L’ARBRE À PALABRE ET LIEN SOCIAL: http://imaginationforpeople.org/fr/project/larbre-a-palabre-et-lien-social/
La Conférence de Berlin, 1885 Une mainmise des Européens sur l’Afrique: https://www.herodote.net/La_Conference_
de_Berlin_1885-synthese 2009.php
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Key points in the EU-Canada’s cooperation
in the 21st century
The beginning of the 21st century was marked by an unexpected rapprochement between Canada
and European countries, after a decade of rather inert cooperation.
It should be emphasized that after the end of the Cold War, in Ottawa they focused on resolving
domestic issues. Therefore, there was a gradual loss of interest in Europe, especially after the
withdrawal of Canadian troops from the old continent. In addition, the United States has established
itself as Canada’s dominant foreign political and economic partner. In its turn, after the adoption of
the Maastricht treaty, the European Union concentrated its efforts on establishing its own institutions
and preparing for membership of the countries of Central and Eastern Europe.
Thus, there was a gradual decrease in the intensity of contacts between Ottawa and Brussels.
The turning point for bilateral relations was the events of September 11, 2001 and the US military
intervention in Iraq. While in the first case, Brussels and Ottawa intensified security cooperation, in
the second case, Canada and the EU united the desire to respect key principles of international law. In
this way, there was a consistent renewal of bilateral cooperation in different areas. Today cooperation
between Canada and the European Union is becoming increasingly complex. However, it should
be noted that there is considerable asymmetry in bilateral relations, as there is more interest in
intensifying cooperation from the Ottawa‘s side than from Brussels’. In addition, the logic of building
relations between the European Union and Canada cannot be understood without consideration of
an American factor.
It should be noted that the most intensive and promising cooperation is in the economic sphere.
While the United States has focused on relations with China and the Asia-Pacific region in general,
Canada is increasingly becoming oriented on other regions, Europe in particular, in the area of trade.
Following the conclusion of the Free Trade Area Agreement with the countries of the European
Free Trade Association, the European Union became the second European bloc with which Canada
formally began the negotiation process in 2009, which ended up with the signing of the Comprehensive
Trade and Economic Agreement. This idea quickly gained support in the business community, as the
EU was a trading partner whose potential was under-used for a long time by Canadian investors and
exporters. We would like to emphasize that Ottawa had earlier put forward proposals to conclude
a transatlantic free trade area with the EU, which required mandatory US participation. However,
Washington rejected it as unacceptable. [3, 62-65]. The European Union is Canada’s second largest
market. Trade with the 27 Member States accounted for 8.5% of Canada’s exports and 12.4% of
imports in 2009. Trade has increased slightly over the last decade, but the deficit remains not in favor
of the North American partner. Moreover, Canada is the third largest investor in the EU and the EU
is the second largest in Canada. At the same time, Canada accounts for just over 2% of EU trade.
Therefore, it is in Ottawa’s interest to find the right tools to restore positive dynamics in bilateral trade
[2, 49-52].
It should be noted that FTA negotiations are not the evidence of Ottawa’s searching for counterbalance
to US economic dominance, but rather an effort to secure the potential for Canada’s further growth
and competitiveness, as NAFTA has exhausted its potential and is stagnant today. The draft agreement
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between Canada and the EU has confirmed that it will be a turning point in its importance in bilateral
relations, facilitating the revitalization of co-operation in other areas.
Human rights, environmental protection, multiculturalism etc. continue to be important on the
agenda of bilateral relations. These issues were often eliminated from negotiations, in particular,
during those on trade agreement, as they did not seem to be related to the subject matter of the
negotiations (usually for structural reasons). In the case of Canada and the EU, it is evident that they
are of high social standards and hold to values and standards of living that are of key importance to a
democratic society. Therefore, the FTA negotiations have strengthened political cooperation between
Ottawa and Brussels to protect their shared values, both bilaterally and multilaterally.
It should be recalled that the EU and Canada are coordinating their actions in Ukraine to ensure
transparent and fair elections by sending observer missions that work closely together, first and
foremost, within the OSCE. It is also worth pointing out that Canada often takes positions on global
issues such as environmental protection, which are closer to the EU’s vision than US diplomacy.
Thus, upholding common values for Canadian and European society has become an important area
of interaction

between Brussels and Ottawa.
Cooperation in the security field is rather not a priority in bilateral relations. First of all, this is due
to NATO’s key role in ensuring security in the transatlantic space and to a sufficiently low military
capability of both the European Union and Canada. Close cooperation is maintained between the
two parties in the framework of peacekeeping operations. Let us emphasize that Canada has sent its
troops to participate in EU-sponsored missions in Bosnia and Herzegovina.
To sum up, it should be said that in the near future, the economic component will determine
cooperation between Canada and the European Union. The conclusion of the Free Trade Area
Agreement, which came into force in 2017, has only reinforced this trend. The two sides continue to
work together to solve global issues and support common values.
________________

1. David Ch.-Ph. Le Canada et le système de sécurité européen. Défense nationale,1996, no. 52 (2), pp. 55-66.
2. Deblock C. 08From economic dialogue to CETA: Canada’s trade relations with the European Union [Text] / C.
Deblock, M.Rioux //International Journal.- Winter 2010-11. – p.39-56.
3. Leblond P., Olteanu-Strachinescu A. Le libre-échange avec l’Europe. Quel est l’intérêt pour le Canada? [Text] /
P.Leblond, A.Olteanu-Strachinescu // Politique étrangère du Canada. – 2009 . –Vol.15(1). – P.60-76.
4. Morin D., Roussel S. Autopsie de la politiqueétrangère de Stephen Harper: unexamenpréliminaire // Canadian Foreign
Policy Journal. – 2014. – Vol. 20, №1. – P.1-8.
5. Murray R. Middlepowermanship and Canadian Grand Strategy in the 21st Century // Seton Hall Journal of Diplomacy
and International Relations. – 2013. – Vol.14, № 2. – P.89-99.
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KEY FOCUS OF FOREIGN TRADE IN UKRAINE UNDER
THE CONDITIONS OF DCFTA BETWEEN UKRAINE
AND THE EU
Modern global economy is defined by a rigorous process of creation of bilateral free trade zones.
There are protagonists and opponents of both, though. The latter argue that this form of integration
is disadvantageous to less developed countries due to their poor economic development. Protagonists
comment that the depth of the free trade area, and hence the preconditions for more efficient use of
resources, are determined by political decision-making.
The need for national economy reform, greater foreign market access will allow to stay in the focus of
international integration processes, rather than on the fringes of the world economy.
Recent hopes for the economic upturn in Ukraine have been anchored owing to the introduction
of Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Area (DCFTA) on 1 January 2016 [1]. However, export
performance under DCFTA conditions requires that Ukraine improves this area significantly with
the further upgrade to a whole new level. Meanwhile, it is quite likely that under DCFTA conditions
EU imports will drive out locally manufactured goods from the domestic market. However,
according to experts current Euro to Ukrainian Hryvnia exchange rate proves that such concerns
are unsubstantiated, since price-related competition in the domestic market is still more favorable
to Ukrainian manufacturers than the European ones. Although according to both domestic and
international experience, it is no good to solely rely on the benefits of price-related competition.
DCFTA gives freedom to do trade not only in goods but also services, providing access to public
procurement markets, deregulation of foreign investment regimes, as well as enforcing new rules on
certain aspects of competition policy, including government aid; application of modern regulations
and standards of intellectual property protection [2, p.2].
The main objective of DCFTA is to assist the upgrading of Ukrainian economy by trade ramp-up with
the EU and other countries. With business climate improvement Ukraine can become an attractive
foreign and domestic investment project with further prospects of manufacturing products for EU
and international markets export [3, p.3].
According to the Office for National Statistics of Ukraine as of 2018 exports of goods and services
amounted to 57.1 billion US dollars or percentage-wise it’s 108.6% compared to 2017. As for imports
– it was 62.9 billion US dollars or 114.3%. The negative balance amounted to 5.8 billion USD (in 2017
the balance was also negative - 2.5 billion USD) [4].
Exports of goods to EU Member States back in 2018 increased by 15.0% (+2.6 billion USD) and
amounted to 20.2 billion USD. Imports of goods increased by 11.5% (+2.4 billion USD) and amounted
to 23.2 billion USD. The negative balance of trade in goods with EU Member States amounted to 3.0
billion USD, which is 241.7 million less than in 2017 [5].
There is a gradual increase in the relative share of EU Member States in foreign trade turnover of
goods and services of Ukraine, which at yearend of 2018 amounted to 41.1%. In particular, exports
from Ukraine to the EU increased from 34% in 2015 to 42% in 2018. Exports commodity structure
is of great importance, where ferrous materials (16.4% of the total exports), cereals (15.3%), mineral
products (14.3%) prevail [4]. Thus, more than half of Ukraine’s exports to the EU is raw commodities
and low value-added goods.
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Such exports commodity structure, even under positive dynamics condition, will not allow for
economic development upturn for Ukraine. It is necessary to provide favorable conditions for small
and medium business development, attract foreign direct investment, which will contribute to
industrial growth, in particular, its high-tech industries of engineering manufacture.
DCFTA implementation leads to imports increase across all product groups, with import growth
rates exceeding export growth rates. This situation impairs the trade balance of Ukraine. Significant
share of imports is held by engineering, mineral and chemical products.
If the economic structure remains unchanged, DCFTA will provide a benefit to EU Member States,
while Ukraine will gradually turn into a mere supplier of raw materials and a source of cheap labor.
Therefore, it can be argued that DCFTA between Ukraine and the EU is a tool for promotion of foreign
economic activity and foreign trade, in particular. Its implementation can be deemed successful only
subject to clear and consistent economic development strategy in place, which will provide for gradual
fundamental changes in the structure of the economy.
________________

Association Agreement between Ukraine, as the party of the first part, and the European Union, the European Atomic
Energy Community and their Member States, as the party of the second part [Electronic resource]. Access mode: https://
zakon3.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/984_011.
Хайлієр М. Торгівля з ЄС в рамках поглибленої та всеосяжної угоди про вільну торгівлю / М. Хайлієр,
В. Пятницький // CTA Economic & Export Analysts LTD. – 2013. – 18с.
Поглиблення відносин між ЄС та Україною: що, чому і як? / Під ред. М. Емерсон, В. Мовчан // CEPS, ІЕД. – 2016.
–255с.
Office for National Statistics of Ukraine [Electronic resource]: [Website]. - Access mode: http://www.ukrstat.gov.ua.
Ministry of Economic Development and Trade of Ukraine [Electronic resource]: [Website]. - Access mode http://www.
me.gov.ua/Documents/Detail?lang=uk-UA&id=a4421e9c-b5a0-4f99-8b8ccd7be64794ba&title=ZovnishniaTorgivliaUk
rainiTovaramiTaPoslugamiU2018-Rotsi.
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IDEAS OF «GREATER» STATES AS ONE OF THE MAIN CAUSES
OF SEPARATISM AND IRREDENTISM IN EUROPE
At the present stage of international relations there are many reasons why separatism emerges
in certain regions of Europe. This is primarily due to the fact that the former empires in Europe
were expanding their territories by conquering the neighboring countries. So in the 20th century
after the collapse of colonialism, multi-ethnic state entities were formed (for example, the United
Kingdom, Spain, the Federal Socialist Republic of Yugoslavia), within which there are historical and
geographical regions – habitats of indigenous ethnic communities that have a national and political
consciousness. Moreover, the economic factors are also among the causes for the emergence or
intensification of separatist tendencies in the European countries. States respond differently to the
threats and manifestations of separatism and apply their own approaches and national political and
legal mechanisms to prevent and suppress this dangerous phenomenon. Its deployment can lead
to destabilization of the internal political situation in the country, changes of state borders, loss of
territorial integrity, emergence of the new states, as well as the modern threats to the international
security. Furthermore, the existence of ideologies of «Greater Serbia», «Greater Albania», «Greater
Croatia», «Greater Romania» and «Greater Russia» might cast doubt on the possibility of overcoming
separatism once and for all in the near future, since these concepts are quite old.
The essence of «Greater Serbia» idea lies in the creation of a Serb state which would include all
regions that are populated by Serbs, even the ones that are outside Serbia. According to this Serbian
nationalist and irredentist ideology, Serbia should incorporate a bigger part of Croatia, all territory of
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro, North Macedonia, and Kosovo which is a partially recognized
state and a former Serbian autonomy. Pan-Serbism as the initial ideology for uniting all Serbian lands
involved the seizure of Albania, Bulgaria, Hungary and Romania at certain times. In the 20th century
Pan-Serbian ideas were fulfilled to a certain extent during the existence of the Federal Socialist
Republic of Yugoslavia, where the Serbs de facto ruled over the other nations. Re-creation of a similar
state could trigger another bloody war in the Balkans. However, the chances of unification of the
countries of this region are too small, since the painful wounds have not healed yet and the mutual
insults will not be forgotten soon.
The idea of «Greater Albania» involves the reunification of all the territories where the Albanian
ethnic group lives. Several regions of Macedonia, Montenegro, the Epirus region in Greece and
Kosovo should be part of the «Greater Albania». The above-mentioned concept that is widespread
on the Balkan Peninsula applies to Kosovars too. A big part of Kosovars or Kosovo Albanians desire
to reunite with Albania. It is important to note that Kosovo’s self-declaration of independence on
February 17, 2008 set a precedent in international law and gave hope to other regions seeking to
secede from their sovereign states in the future. Furthermore, no partially recognized or unrecognized
republic has had such a support of the international community as Kosovo had, whose independence
was recognized by approximately 100 states as of December 2019 and it is a potential candidate to join
the European Union. The main factors that led to the emergence of separatism among the Kosovars
were: the idea of Albanian national identity; the historical past of the territory; the beginning of
transformation processes after the collapse of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the Federal
Socialist Republic of Yugoslavia. The Pan-Albanian idea is unlikely to be realized because Albania is
not strong and powerful enough to carry out such a plan. At the same time, some experts believe that
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the reunification of Kosovo with Albania could solve many problems faced by the partially recognized
republic.
The idea of «Greater Croatia» became a response to the powerful nationalist movement in the
Kingdom of Hungary in the 19th century, when Croatia was a part of it. After the breakup of the
Federal Socialist Republic of Yugoslavia the Croatian Community of Herzeg-Bosnia was proclaimed
on November 18, 1991 within the territory of Bosnia and Herzegovina. President of Croatia Franjo
Tuđman tried to annex the proto-state Herzeg-Bosnia. His main goal was to create a «Greater Croatia»
by expanding the state borders. In accordance with the modern interpretation of the aforementioned
concept, «Greater Croatia» should cover the territory of Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bačka and
Syrmia regions in Serbia, and Boka Kotorska region in Montenegro.
Among other similar concepts is the idea of «Greater Romania». Initially, the main goal of conception
of «Greater Romania» was to incorporate all Romanian speakers into one sovereign state. In 1918 the
annexation of Transylvania, Bukovyna and Bessarabia was considered as the realization of the panRomanian goal. These days the supporters of «Greater Romania» ideology are still looking for the
ways how to unite Romania and Moldova.
Nevertheless, nowadays the idea of «Greater Russia» poses the biggest threat to the national security
and territorial integrity of the European states, especially Ukraine. This idea and other hegemonic
concepts of the Russian Federation have been recently brought to life by the annexation of the
Autonomous Republic of Crimea and gaining de facto control of the part of Donbas (these territories
are de jure under the control of the Donetsk People’s Republic and the Luhansk People’s Republic,
which are the unrecognized states). Moreover, the annexation of Crimea has caused a new wave of
Russian nationalism. Now the aggressor state plans to annex more land from Ukraine, the Baltic states,
the northern Kazakhstan and other countries that were the parts of the former Russian Empire or the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. The claims of the Russians about their right to lead other Slavic
nations, because they consider themselves as «older brothers», are not legitimate. Here is the proof.
Kyiv was mentioned in the written sources for the first time in 482 AD and the first written reference
about Moscow is dated 1147 AD. Russia will not be able to change the past by rewriting the history of
the neighboring countries and its own one. But the closest neighbors of the Russian Federation have
to stop the current war and secure a peaceful future for all European states. Apart from that, every
actor of the international relations should respect the general principles of international law and the
fundamental human rights. There is no place for the ideas of «greater» states in the modern world,
since all states are equal.
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