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Abstract. Article describes the main priorities and objectives of foreign policy of Gaullism and neogaullism, trying to underline
those elements that remain untouched during the decades and those that have been transformed due to the changes on the international
arena. Besides, the authors focus on the notion of “grandeur” that was extensively used by the general de Gaulle, and estimate
the direct influence of this concept on the French foreign policy. The main foreign policy priorities of Charles de Gaulle include
independent foreign policy, status quo change in the bipolar world and great power status regain. Foreign policy priorities of neo-
gaullists, Jacques Chirac and Nicolas Sarkozy, haven’t been changed so far, but the ways of achieving goals are different now.
Both presidents have been trying to develop the EU integration, even through strengthening the supranational institutions,
and develop the integration with NATO (Sarkozy even returned France to the military structures of NATO). France, led by neo-
gaullists, also conducted an active policy in the Mediterranean, cooperating not only with traditional partners (Arab states) but
making attempts to restore relations with Israel. Sarkozy launched the idea of the Mediterranean Union that had the aim to strengthen
the influence of France in the region, boost cooperation with Mediterranean countries and solve the numerous problems that all
of them were facing. But this idea wasn’t realized as it was supposed to. In general, neogaullists follow the main principles of

Charles de Gaulle, also responding to the current challenges.

It’s worth mentioning that the authors analyze the foreign policy of French presidents holistically from the point of view
of neogaullism, trying to evaluate the level of continuity during the decades and conclude whether the provisions of Gaullism

are relevant for France in the 21st century.
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Gaullism, as a special foreign policy phenome-
non in modern France, represents a rather flexible
political direction, with concrete and clear fundamen-
tal principles. Vitality and flexibility of the Gaullism
can be explained due to several factors. Firstly, Gaull-
ism has several dimensions: historical (appeared
in the period of the Resistance, giving a reference
to the period of Jeanne d’Arc, Clemenceau govern-
ment 1917), philosophical (opposing voluntarism
to fatalism) and political (political idea of the general
de Gaulle and his successors, political actions of
Gaullists). Secondly, political actions of Charles de
Gaulle do not fully reflect the variety of his political
ideas. In this context, the research question arises:
does Gaullism present pragmatic actions of Charles
de Gaulle during his staying in power or it could
better and fully demonstrated through his political
ideas presented in doctrines, reflections and memoirs?
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Even despite these difficulties, the key foreign
policy principles of Gaullism could be understood
as “ideas, determination and action”'. According to
the Constitution of the Fifth republic?, the foreign
policy of France is determined by the Elysee palace,
although it is conducted not only by the president.
Parliament and government also play a great role
in the foreign policy realization, but starting from
1959, the president comes to the fore. After the 2008

' Conférence de presse du général de Gaulle. Palais de

I’Elysée, 9 septembre 1968. URL: http://www.charles-de-
gaulle.org/espace-pedagogie/dossiers-thematiques/mai-1968/
documents/conference-de-presse-du-general-de-gaulle-palais-
de-lelysee-9-septembre-1968/ (accessed: 10.06.2018).

2 Texte intégral de la Constitution du 4 octobre 1958
en vigueur. URL: https://www.conseil-constitutionnel.fr/
sites/default/files/as/root/bank mm/constitution/constitution.pdf
(accessed: 10.06.2018).
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constitutional reform, the “Parliament also needs
to take part in French diplomacy”, nevertheless,
president still plays a key role in the determining
the foreign policy objectives, to say nothing of the
Charles de Gaulle presidency, who had established
the main provisions of Gaullism.

French foreign policy at those times was fully
based on the idea of the “grandeur” of France that
laid the further foundation for the foreign policy
strategy of the general. The idea of the “grandeur”
was transformed by the general into a national idea,
but one could hardly define it in a single way. What
is for sure, that it had nothing to do with Fascism
or Nazism and does not refer to the superiority of
the French over other nations. As de Gaulle stated,
“France can’t be France without grandeur’™. It can be
concluded that for the general this idea of the gran-
deur is national sovereignty of France, based on strong
national and military power as well as on the chang-
ing of the world order, where all the decisions are
taken by two superpowers [Vaisse 1998: 34].

National sovereignty and the necessity to restore
the influence of France on the international arena
contributed to the development of other foreign policy
principles of the general. This idea is characterized
by many researches and political figures, for instance
Edouard Balladur, as pragmatic®. National independ-
ence is the indispensable condition for the state to be
able to influence and form international trends, and
be independent in taking foreign policy decisions.
France has always been stick to the principles of
independence and national sovereignty, not integrating
entirely to the NATO, not taking without preliminary
consultations the decisions of Anglo-Saxons, etc.
Even in the realization of European policy France has
been demonstrating its own independent approach.
De Gaulle accepted those provisions of the Rome
treaty that were set to establish the Common market,
as it was a possibility for France to modernize its
economic structure and then strengthen its position
in the world politics. But he was firmly against the
development of supranational institutions that could
threaten the sovereignty of the country [Gaillard
2010: 81].

> De Gaulle Ch. Mémoires de guerre. V. 1: L’ Appel
1940—1942. Paris, 1954.

* Le gaullisme est un pragmatisme. Il se tient loin des
idéologies et des systémes. URL: http://www.gaullisme.net/
definition-gaullisme.html (accessed: 10.06.2018).
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Taking into consideration the international bodies
and alliances, it’s necessary to take into account one
more key position of the general. He realized that
without strong Europe France couldn’t claim to be
a strong power that would be listened to by the USA
and the USSR, having, of course, the decisive vote
on the political topics of that period. At the same
time de Gaulle was against the hegemony of two
confronting blocks determining the world agenda.
According to this perceptions, the stability of the
world is determined by the multipolar system where
there are other centers of power and one of these
centers had to be France being the leader of the unit-
ed Europe [Vaisse 1998: 34]. But the general had his
own views on the functioning of the international
organizations, in particular the European Commu-
nities. This was the reason for his refusal to change
the system of voting in the EC from the unanimous
adoption to the majority system. As a result, the EC
had to adopt the “Luxembourg compromise” as
aresponse to the empty chair crisis. Although there
were some disagreements between de Gaulle and his
partners about the project of the united Europe, he
realized that only the united Europe can help France
to become one of the centers of power on the interna-
tional arena [Gaillard 2010: 87].

The next condition for the independent policy
and national sovereignty is the quality of the national
defense system. For the general, the effectiveness
of the defense policy and the effectiveness of the
foreign policy are two interlinked notions. That’s
why, when he became a president in 1959, de Gaulle
defined one of the strategic goals the creation of nuc-
lear weapon, by France itself without any help from
the USA. This decision had two consequences: finally
French nuclear weapons were more expensive
in comparison with the British WMD, as GB got the
American support, but France was entirely independ-
ent in taking decisions how to use these means of
intimidation. The last point was very important for
gaullists who regarded nuclear arms as the possibility
for survival in the framework of Cold War. This
means that each state can use this power at first for
its own survival and only then provide security of its
allies [Narochnitskaya 2015].

The issue of nuclear weapons was one of the
key security factors of that time. For the general,
WMD represented mainly the political instrument.
He realized that the amount of French nuclear weap-
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ons would not allow starting a real nuclear war against
USSR, but at the same time it could be used during
the negotiations, as the potential threat to Moscow
from Paris could have been rather significant. Ac-
cording to calculations, French armament was able
to destroy 10 big cities of the USSR and only a quar-
ter of the industrial potential. Even these numbers had
to make Soviet government think in case of a serious
conflict. Besides, having nuclear weapons is primor-
dial for a great power [Vaisse 1998: 47].

The second task of de Gaulle was the refusal
of the military integration in NATO. According to
the general, every country has to remain control
in security and defense sphere due to two reasons.
Firstly, independent defense policy reflects the na-
tional interests of the state and can’t be identical
to the defense policy of others states, members of
the Alliance. That’s why France didn’t support the
presence of the military bases on its territory and
in 1958 was firmly against the usage of its air force
base by the USA to conduct the military operation
in the Middle East outside the NATO zone. The per-
manent presence of the American partners on the
territory of the country, regular flights over the terri-
tory were the cause to call for the reform of NATO
in 1958 and in 1966 France left the military structures
of the Alliance. Protecting the national sovereignty
in the framework of its defense, France wasn’t against
the cooperation in this sphere (standardization of the
armament, common logistic system, etc.). Paris only
tried to preserve subjectness in taking decisions
in this sphere [Vaisse 2009a].

As concluding remarks on the French foreign
policy the following assumptions should be men-
tioned. At first, declaring the grandeur of France and
its sovereignty in international affairs, the general
realized that France couldn’t be called a superpower
under any circumstances and couldn’t be placed
in the same row with the USA and the USSR. It
didn’t have either great industry or labor force or vast
territory. At the same time, de Gaulle was sure that
France could be one of the world leading powers also
having great influence on the world order and agenda.
That’s why one of the priorities of Paris was to
change the status quo in the bipolar world, that
according to de Gaulle was less stable and equilibrium
then the multipolar one. Moreover, the bipolar world
stack to the block policy where the policy of the
superpower was the main one. At the same time
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de Gaulle favored intergovernmental cooperation that
was aimed at strengthening all the participants of the
process. This was the classic concept of the general
concluded during the times of the Cold War period.

So, how did the Gaullists change after the end
of the bipolar world system and how did they see
the role of France in the new one?

From 1986 Jacques Chirac and his supporters
were getting the main positions in the government.
The party “The Rally for the Republic” that is
a Gaullist party gain the majority in the National
assembly on the elections of 1993 and in 1995
Jacques Chirac became the president of the Fifth
Republic. During this period such notions as “chi-
raqism” and “pragmatic neogaullism” appeared
[Pupykin 2010: 331—341]. They were a start of
anew period in the history of Gaullism that was
connected with the refresh of the traditional ideology
to confront the threats of the modern world. Unfortu-
nately, it’s difficult to name the researcher who was
the first to introduce these notions but even in 1982
René Rémond in his book “Les droites en France”
uses these notions to characterize the Gaullist move-
ment at those times [Rémond 1982: 334—335].

Jacques Chirac was the first president who had
to perform from the beginning of his presidential
term in the new international context and adapt
Gaullism to the post-bipolar system. The international
situation was rather tense at that period: the USA
remained the only superpower, Russia found itself
in a very challenging position deprived of territories
and having difficulties understanding its new geo-
political and economic space, Europe was pushing
its integration even though having significant eco-
nomic difficulties [Charillon F. 2007]

President Chirac defined the following princi-
ples of his presidency, mainly on the basis of the
previous Gaullist provisions of pragmatism and volun-
tarism. Firstly, he wasn’t satisfied with the bipolar
world, as well as with the unipolar one, even though
the only superpower after 1991 was his ally — the
USA. So, on 26 of August 1999 during this speech
in front of the ambassadors the president defined the
multipolar world as one of the priorities’. No doubt,
France was seen as one of two key leaders of the

5 Réception des ambassadeurs a 'Elysée. Le 26 aofit 1999.
URL: http://discours.vie-publique.fr/notices/997000157.html
(accessed: 10.06.2018).
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united Europe and one of the centers of the decision-
making in the new world. President Chirac was for
the continuation of the European construction, alt-
hough the more powerful Europe was, the more
sovereignty France had to transfer to supranational
institutions [Fabius 2004]. But he fully realized that
without further integration the EU wouldn’t be the
center of the world politics. In accordance with the
strengthening of Europe Jacques Chirac was consid-
ering the topic of the building of European defense
system as he didn’t want to rely entirely on the USA
in this sphere®.

Joining the concept of multipolarity contributed
to the appearance of one more element in his foreign
policy agenda. This was the desire to strengthen the
role of international institutions in adopting the deci-
sions in particular the UNO which the activity had
to help in the construction of the new world that had
to be based on the supremacy of the international
law and participation of several centers of power
in decision-making process [Vaisse 2009b: 30].

Needless to say that these concepts and deci-
sions were formed not only by the president. A sig-
nificant role in the formation of the foreign policy
agenda were playing two eminent figures: 1) Domi-
nique de Villepin, a longtime supporter of Jacques
Chirac, who was at first the general secretary of the
Elysee palace (the head of the presidential admini-
stration), from 2002 to 2004 — the minister of Foreign
Affairs; 2) Jean-David Levitte — an experienced
diplomat that was a diplomatic adviser and “Sherpa’”’
not only of Jacques Chirac, but also of Nicolas Sar-
kozy [Vaisse 2009b: 30]. Both advisors graduated
from Sciences Po, both had significant experience
in diplomatic sphere and work in the government.
Since 1981, Dominique de Villepin participated
in the Centre for analysis and planning of the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs, a think-tank on strategic issues.

France still lacks a special expertise and research
center where the external priorities of neogaullism
would be developed. Sciences Po has been elaborat-

6 See: Laurent L. La politique extérieure du Président

Jacques Chirac dans un monde américano-centré. URL:
http://www.diplomatie.gouv.fi/ft/IMG/pdf/24 Lombart.pdf
(accessed: 10.06.2018).

7 Sherpa is a personal representative of the head of state
or government who prepares international summits (in parti-
cular G7). Sherpa are rather influential although the decisive
vote on this or that problem is up to the president.
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ing some strategy for the president and its supporters.
Centre of political studies and Centre of international
studies, functioning on the platform of Sciences Po,
closely collaborate with the French National Center
for Scientific Research. Eminent foreign policy ex-
perts and scholars (Christian Lequesne, Samy Cohen,
Maurice Vaisse, Serge Berstein, David Valence) con-
tributed to their functioning. M. Vaisse, S. Berstein,
D. Valence are members of the scientific council
of the Foundation of Charles de Gaulle that analyses
Gaullism and political actions of the general.

It would be an exaggeration to claim that J. Chi-
rac managed to reach all the goals set at the beginn-
ing of the presidency. Trying to show the independ-
ence from the USA in decision-making and pretend-
ing to be a leading center of power, France didn’t
support in 2003 the military operation of NATO
in Iraq. In January 20, 2003, the French minister
of Foreign Affairs Dominique de Villepin claimed:
“We consider military invasion in Iraq to be the worst
decision™. This position led to a big disagreement
in French—American and French—DBritish relations,
but it made the president and his cabinet very popular
in France. At the same time, Chirac could not allow
a complete rapture with NATO, entertaining some
steps to establish closer ties with the Alliance. In De-
cember 5, 1995, Jacques Chirac returned France to
the Military Commandment of NATO, as the war
on the territory of former Yugoslavia showed Euro-
pean and French military forces couldn’t stabilize
the situation alone. Besides, France had limited in-
fluence on adoption of the decisions on some key
questions because of the absence of its representa-
tives in military structures of NATO. J. Chirac hoped
that the fully integrated participation of France
in NATO could help to gain the right for the Euro-
peans to dispose control over the military forces of
NATO. But this return didn’t lead to the desired
effect [Pupykin 2010: 331—341].

Jacques Chirac demonstrated a particular dip-
lomatic activity during his second presidential term
when he didn’t have to consider the “cohabitation
government”. The relations with Russia, an important
partner even during the times of Charles de Gaulle,

8 Conference de Presse de M. Dominique de Villepin,

Ministre des Affaires Etrangéres de la France. 20 Janvier 2003.
URL: https://www.un.org/press/fi/2003/conference_de presse
France.doc.htm (accessed: 14.03.2018).
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got a high dynamics. Jacques Chirac had a rather
positive perception of Russia. He realized that both
countries had common interests [Lequesne, Vaisse
2012: 159]. Diplomatic activity on the Middle East
was rather ambiguous. On the one hand, the president
tried to follow the traditional pro Arabic strategy that
had been accepted from the de Gaulle presidency
[Vaisse 1998: 40—45]. On the other hand, Jacques
Chirac took several steps to reestablish the relations
with Israel and improve mutually beneficial coopera-
tion in military and economic sphere. Besides, France
continued anti-Israeli actions in the UN and actively
cooperated with Arabic regimes in Libya, Egypt,
Jordan [Lequesne 2007].

As for the political concept of Nicolas Sarkozy,
there was an obvious contradiction between political
slogans and real actions [Védrine, Boniface, Lequesne
2018]. On the one hand, at the beginning of his presi-
dency, Sarkozy declared a complete rapture with the
policy of predecessor and in this sense with Gaullist
principles [de Charrette 2008: 7—12]. On the other
hand, his real actions during the whole term of the
presidency mostly corresponded to neogaullism.
Together with Chirac, Sarkozy declared the neces-
sity to reform international institutions [Panyuzhe-
va 2013]. At the beginning of his term he insisted
on the UN Security Council enlargement including
Germany, Japan, India and some African states.
Besides, there were some remarks about the enlar-
gement of the G§&°.

President Sarkozy made European direction one
of his main priorities, especially the EU that was
in the institutional crisis. On the day of the inaugura-
tion the president paid a visit to Germany and called
Angela Merkel to start active cooperation. During his
election campaign Sarkozy claimed that he was deter-
mined to make a new EU treaty that had to include
institutional changes derived from the European con-
stitution rejected by France and the Netherlands
in May — June 2005. Finally, Sarkozy stepped with
a proposal to elaborate a new strategy of European
security instead of the one in 2003 [Gaillard 2010:
144—145].

? La politique étrangére de Nicolas Sarkozy. Rupture ou
continuité ? Compte rendu de la conférence // Maison de
I’Europe. 2010, 13 avril. URL: http://www.iris-france.org/
docs/kfm_docs/docs/cr-conferences/2010-04-13-1a-politique-
etrangere-de-nicolas-sarkozy.pdf (accessed: 10.06.2018).
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As for the EU and its enlargement, the president
actively supported the idea of the enlargement to-
wards the Balkans (candidate — Macedonia, poten-
tial candidate — Serbia, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Montenegro and Albania) and even saw a European
potential for Kosovo that claimed its independence
in 2008. But he didn’t regard Turkey that had been
a candidate since 1987 as a member of the EU.
Sarkozy was ready to develop different cooperation
projects such as “partnership” or “association”
[Zugian 2002]. This desire not to accept Turkey
in the EU was supported, according to the survey,
by about 70% of the French [Zvereva 2008: 34—38].
This formed the concept of the Mediterranean Union
that would join all the countries of the Mediterranean
into a single organization. The idea was launched
even in 1995 in the framework of the Barcelona
process but didn’t reach its objectives. According
to Sarkozy, the Mediterranean Union had to con-
tribute to the dialogue between two rivers of the
Mediterranean historically connected with each other,
as well as to find a way to solve such a great problem
as migration [Gaillard 2010: 163]. No doubt, he also
took into a consideration the role of France in the
project as he wanted the country to regain the lost
influence in the region. But due to significant dis-
agreements with Germany the idea of the Mediterra-
nean union was transformed in the Union for the
Mediterranean that included all EU member states
(even those that didn’t have any access to the Medi-
terranean Sea) that made the work difficult [Kareva
2015: 98—160]. Furthermore, due to the revolution-
ary events in Arab world, historical disagreements
between Arab states and Israel, the Union didn’t
become such an organization that could fulfil the
ideas of N. Sarkozy.

The idea of strengthening the influence of
France in a strategically important region from the
Atlantics till the Indian Ocean was also touched
in the White Paper of 2008'°. This region had a great
significance for France not only in the framework
of the strengthening the global influence of France,
but also in connection with the security agenda
[Bagayoko-Penone, Cazelles 2007] That’s why
in 2008 White Paper a great attention is paid to the

' Défence et Sécurité. Le livre blanc. 2008. URL:
http://www.ladocumentationfrancaise. fr/var/storage/rapports-
publics/084000341.pdf (accessed: 10.06.2018).
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development of intelligence service and its technical
support (the development and launch of the military
satellite systems, the creation of the joint command-
ment of space forces)''. In general, the modernization
of forces in order to prepare them for global chal-
lenges as information warfare, terrorist attacks'> were
organized".

Nicolas Sarkozy is famous for the proatlantic
statements and the speech delivered in the US Con-
gress when he announced his plan to be the friend
and partner of the States [Pupykin 2010: 331—341].
Needless to say, transatlantic relations were closer
during the presidency of Nicolas Sarkozy compared
with the one of Charles de Gaulle. Sarkozy made
a rapture with the policy of de Gaulle claiming in
March 2009 that “it was time for France to return
to the Military Commandment of NATO”. He

" See: Le Livre blanc sur la défense revoit a la baisse

le format des armées // Le monde, 17.06.2008 URL:
https://www.lemonde.ft/politique/article/2008/06/16/le-livre-
blanc-sur-la-defense-revoit-a-la-baisse-le-format-des-armees_
1058685 823448.html (accessed: 10.06.2018).

2 See: Discours de M. le Président de la République
sur la Défense et la Sécurité Nationale. URL: http://archives.
livreblancdefenseetsecurite.gouv.fr/2008/information/les
dossiers_actualites 19/livre_blanc_sur defense 875/livre
blanc_1337/discours_president_republique 1338/index.html
(accessed: 10.06.2018).

3 La politique de défense apres le livre blanc 2008. URL:
http://www.vie-publique.fr/politiques-publiques/politique-
defense/livre-blanc-defense-securite-nationale/ (accessed:
10.06.2018).

reminded that his predecessors also made some
changes in the policy of France, so he only continues
their political actions. The decision of the president
approved by the Parliament was actively criticized
by Allain Juppé and Dominique de Villepin [Boni-
face 2010]. At the same time, France tried to show
its independent position on the international arena
criticizing the USA for the Iraq war [Zvereva 2014:
124—125].

To sum up, the political “heirs” of de Gaulle
have to give answers to current challenges such as
the international terrorism, new conflicts, not defined
format of the current international system, etc. Usually,
they propose thought-provoking initiatives on the
international arena. At the same time neogaullists
try to stick to the main principles that had been
formed by the general de Gaulle and that are asso-
ciated with main priorities of the foreign policy of
Gaullism. First of all, it is the perseverance of na-
tional sovereignty of France, based on centralized
power and military force. Foreign policy of gaullists
has undergone thorough different periods due to the
changes in political, economic and social situation
in the world. Gaullism has always been about prag-
matism. So gaullists try to solve their political prob-
lems basing on the modern global conditions. But
for the French politicians Gaullism is still the basis
that has been forming the political culture of the
country and the main priorities and objectives of
the foreign policy.
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l'o/11M3M 1 HEeOroJLIN3M:
NnpeeMCTBEHHOCTb U AUHAMMUKA
BHEIIHENOJ/JIMTHYECKOM CTpaTeruu d)pamum
A.A. Kopuunios, A.. Aponbuiuna

Hwmxeropoackuiit HAIMOHAIBHBIN HcclienoBaTeNbcKuil yauBepcuteT nmenu H.M. Jlo6adeBckoro,
Hwuxuuit Hosropon, Poccuiickas ®enepanus

B crarhe aBTOpBI pacCMaTpPUBAIOT OCHOBHBIC BHEITHETIONUTHYECKUE IPHOPUTETHI U LIENH TOIM3Ma U HEOTOJUIU3MA, BBISBILS
T€ aCIeKTHI, KOTOPbIe OCTAIMCh HEM3MEHHBIMU Ha MPOTSHKEHMU NECATUIETHH, U Te, KOTOphle TpaHCHOPMUPOBAINCH BMECTE
C U3MEHEHHEM BHEIIHETIOIUTHYECKOH 00CTAaHOBKH. ABTOPHI TAKXKE XapaKTEPU3YIOT MOHATHE «BEJIMUUE», ACTO YIOTpedisiemMoe
renepainom II1. ne I'omseM, 1 OIEHUBAIOT BIMSHUE KOHIENINN «Beanuns @paHiumy Ha e€ BHEIIHIOI MOJIUTHKY.

B xauectBe 0CHOBHBIX MproOpUTEeTOB BHEIIHEH nmonuTrku Opanruu npu Llapne ne ['one BeicTynany He3aBUCUMAs BHEITHSS
nonutuka OpaHnuy, U3MEHEHHE MEKIAYHAPOTHOTO CTATyC-KBO B OMIIONSIPHOM MHUpE U BOCCTaHOBJIEHHE cTaTyca dpaHIMU Kak
BEJIUKOH JEPIKaBbL.

T'oBopst 0 BHEIIHEN NOMUTUKE HEOrowUcToB, TO ecTh JK. Illupaka u H. Capko3u, MOXKHO CKa3aTh, YUTO OCHOBHBIE IIPUOPUTETHI
OpaHiy, 110 CyTH, He IOMEHSIIUCH, OIHAKO CIIOCOOBI JOCTIKEHHS BHEITHENIOIUTUUECKUX Lieel yacTo Obuin uHble. O0a npe3ueHTa
CTapaIUCh pa3BUBaTh MHTErpanuio B paMkax EC, mycTh naxxe IyTeM YCHIEHUS HaJHALMOHAIbHBIX HHCTUTYTOB, U UHTETPALIUIO
¢ HATO (H. Capko3u naxxe BepHya ®@panuuto B BoeHHbIE cTpyKTypsl HATO).

IIpu veoromnucrax Iapux Takke MPOBOAUII AKTUBHYIO MOJIUTUKY B perioHe CpeIu3eMHOMOPBS, COTPYJHUYAsl HE TOIBKO
C TpaJULIMOHHBIMYU NApTHEpaMH (apaOCKUMU CTpaHAaMU), HO U IPEANPUHUMAsI HOIBITKH [0 BOCCTAHOBICHUIO OTHOLIEHUI ¢ M3pariem.
H. Capko3u BeicTynui ¢ uaeeil co3nanus CpeaAn3eMHOMOPCKOIO CO03a, LENbI0 KOTOPOro ObUIO YCUIIUTh BiusHUe DpaHIuu
B PETUOHE, HATAJUTh COTPYIHUYECTBO MEX]Y CPEIU3EMHOMOPCKUMU CTPaHAMU U PELIUTh MHOIOYHC/IEHHBIE HAKOIMBIIUECS
IpoOJIeMEL, KOTOPBIE CTOST Hepex HuMu. OJHAKO TaHHAs Ujes He OblIa BOILIOIICHA B KM3Hb HMEHHO B TOM (hopMare, B KaKOM
3alyMbIBajach. B UTOre HEOro/WIUCTHI CIEAYIOT OCHOBHBIM IpuHIUNaM reHepaina I, ne I'oms, Taxoke oTBeyas IpU 3TOM Ha BbI30BBI
COBPEMEHHOCTHU.
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CriemyeT OTMETHTB, YTO B JTAHHOM HCCIIEIOBAHHWH aBTOPHI KOMIUIEKCHO PAacCMaTpHBAIOT BHEUIHETIOMUTHYCCKHN Kypc (paH-
I{Y3CKUX IIPE3UIEHTOB UMEHHO C TOYKH 3PEHMS MOJUTUKN HEOTOJUIM3MA, CTapascCh OLEHUThH CTENIEHb IPEEMCTBEHHOCTH Kypca
Ha MPOTSDKEHUHU JECSITUIICTHH, a TaKKe aKTyaJlbHOCTD MOJIokeHNH romuaMa st Opanrmn X X1 B.

KuroueBble cioBa: HeorowmsM, ronusm, Hlapne ne Tomns, XKax [upak, Hukons Capkosu, CpeauseMHOMOpPCKUi co-
103, @pannus, EC, HATO
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