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CHALLENGES FOR THE EASTERN PARTNERSHIP IN THE CONTEXT OF
SOVEREIGN TENDENCIES OF EU MEMBER STATES FROM CENTRAL AND
EASTERN EUROPE

loan HORGA
Eduard lonut FEIER

Abstract. In the last two years, the trend to recover the competences of sovereignty, totally or partially
assigned towards Brussels, has become obvious in the EU Member States from Central and Eastern
Europe. If in the case of Hungary this happened in the context of EU sanctions against Russia and
against the wave of migrants from 2015, in the case of Poland it happened in the context of establishing
the percentage of migrants which would be received by every EU Member States, and moreover of a
permanent ping pong on the justice topic with Brussels. Romania, the second country as size from the
area, seems to have remained in pleased neutrality, but there are signs that even in its case the
sovereign tendencies might emerge. Starting from these data, in this paper we propose to answer to
the following questions: Does the agenda of the Eastern Partnership and EU Member States from
Central and Eastern Europe correspond with Brussels’ agenda? How do the EU Member States from
Central and Eastern Europe relate to the Eastern Partnership?

Keywords: Central and Eastern European countries, Eastern Partnership, sovereignism, Visegrad
Group, Intermarium.

of the European Union enlargement towards East, of the establishment of a new EU

frontier on the former Soviet border, except for the Baltic States, which joined the EU in
2004. The ambition of this project, oriented towards the former Soviet republics from western
ex-USSR (Belarus, Moldova and Ukraine) and Southwest (Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia)
was, on the one hand, to secure the eastern border and the wider Black Sea area by creating a
“common market” for goods, services and human resources, and, on the other hand, to create
a buffer zone between the EU and Russia, an area where economic, social and political
alternatives might find their place in relation to the model experienced by these spaces until the
disintegration of the Soviet Union.

The launching of the Eastern Partnership, in 2009, took place in the context of the success

Of course, the move that the EU has done through the Eastern Partnership might have had in
Moscow another resonance than the diffuse and incoherent European Neighbourhood Policy,
launched in 2003, which extended from the Finnish-Russian frontier to the Spanish-Moroccan
frontier. EU-Russia Summits, until the emergence of the Eastern Partnership, did not explicitly
address the issue of future Eastern Partnership countries in Moscow, except for crisis
situations, such as Transnistria in the case of Moldova or South Ossetia and Abkhazia in the
case of Georgia, and the Orange Revolution in Ukraine, because Russia believed that the EU
respected its strategic option “Neighbouring Neighbourhoods”, formulated in the context of
concluding the enlargement of the EU towards the east.
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By launching the Eastern Partnership, Moscow believed that the EU wanted to hone and even
impose by force its point of view with regard to the former Soviet republics, for which the
project was intended.! That statement referred to the fact that the EU had exceeded the
tolerance level of Russia,? therefore Russia’s position was not a new one, but a constant one,
though obviously more careful. That fact was confirmed especially in the context of the crisis in
Ukraine, as emphasized by the American Professor John Mearsheimer, who believes that
“great powers are always sensitive to potential threats near their home territory.”

The EaP prompted Russian officials to launch a tough attack on the European Union. For the
first time since the collapse of the USSR, Moscow accused officially the EU of intrusion into its
spheres of influence, anti-Russian politics and the promotion of US and NATO interests in
Europe. Neither the launch of the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) nor the accession of
the three Baltic States (former Soviet republics) and former Warsaw Treaty members to the EU
disturbed Russia to such an extent.# The situation referred to above led Russia to reconsider
its relationship with the European Union in terms of changing its perception of the EU, from
strategic ally to competitor for influence.>

The EU's EaP policy had to cope with three main challenges: a) Russia’s influence on the
overall political architecture of the EaP, whereby Russia seeks to turn the bilateral EU and a
partner country into a tripartite format, thus washing out the fundamental principles of this
policy; b) The traditional inclusion-segregation dilemma, whereby in exchange for political and
economic reforms and adoption of costly EU rules, partner countries are offered only
integration into the EU internal market instead of full-fledged membership in the Community;
this raises doubts as to whether the cost of adapting to EU standards is higher than the
incentives offered by the EU; ¢) The debate within the EU on the future of the EaP policy,
caused by the emerging number of those claiming that the EaP policy, should not violate the
balance of power in Eastern Europe.®

Looking retrospectively at the Eastern Partnership decade (a decade in which, on the one
hand, the EU sought, until the beginning of 2014, to be very active in pursuing its strategy,

1 Olexij Semenij, “EU-Russia strategy and Eastern Partnership: Less Confrontation, More Cooperation?,” Heinrich
BollStiftung, 16 September 2010, https://www.boell.de/en/navigation/europa-transatlantik-eu-russia-strategy-eas
tern-partnership-10113.html (accessed 5 February 2018).

2 Tamas Novak, “The future of the Eastern Partnership. Strategic changes or continued drifting,” Osterreichiche
Gesellschaft fur Europapolitik, Policy Brief, 2015, http://oegfe.at/2015/05/the-future-of-the-eastern-partnership
(accessed 29 January 2018).

3 John Mearsheimer, “Why the Ukraine Crisis Is the West's Fault,” Foreign Affairs, September/October 2014,
http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/141769/john-jmearsheimer/why-the-ukraine-crisis-is-the-wests-fault
(accessed 29 January 2018).

4 Vasile Rotaru, “Parteneriatul Estic — 0 nou etapa in relatiile UE-Rusia?,” (PhD diss., SNSPA, 2013), 3.

5 [hid., 5.

6 Laurynas KascCionas, Vilius Ivanauskas, Vytautas KerSanskas and Linas Kojala, “Eastern Partnership in a
Changed Security Environment: New Incentives for Reform,” Eastern European Studies Center, Vilnius,
November 2014, 11. See also Laure Delcour and Kataryna Wolczuk, “Spoiler of Facilitator of Democratization?:
Russia’s Role in Georgia and Ukraine,” in Democracy Promotion and the Challenge of llliberal Regional Power,
eds. Nelli Babayan and Thomas Risse, 459-478 (London: Routledge, 2016).
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even forcing things, as it happened in the case of the Vilnius Summit in 2013, and, on the other
hand, it entered a blockage in the context of the crisis and the war in the East of Ukraine
2014-2015, we find that Brussels position towards the countries in this bloc was initially very
optimistic, confident in attracting these countries in its sphere of influence, but with the
Ukrainian crisis these countries are beginning to be perceived as a buffer needed to secure the
eastern border of the Union.

With the 2015 Riga Summit, the EU seems to be back to the new pragmatic strategy with the
launch of the 20 deliverables of Eastern Partnership cooperation for 2020, adopted by the
Eastern Partnership Summit in Brussels in November 2017 as the agenda to be followed.”
Present at this summit, the President of Romania Klaus Johannis underlined the need for the
European Union to continue to support, in a consistent manner, the modernization and reform
efforts of the six Eastern Partnership countries, underlining that it is not enough for the EU to
ask its partners to implement reforms, without the Union, in turn, to provide all necessary
support for this purpose.8

Looking at the content of the 20 deliverables® and the overall strategy, based on differentiation
in which the EU would emphasize the responsibility of individual EaP countries and would offer
some vaguely defined support for the countries that decide in favor of the European
perspective, on the one hand, we find that the Eastern Partnership, as a joint bloc of action, is
put in the archive, and, on the other hand, that “it is a cheap and convenient way for the EU to
avoid any major confrontation with Russia.”10

The question that raises is whether this new development of the Eastern Partnership is only
the result of the EU blockage of action, in the context of the crisis in Ukraine and the possibility
of a major confrontation with Russia, or whether it could also be the consequence of regional
developments in the countries that joined the EU in 2004 and 2007, respectively. In the last
two years, in the EU Member States from Central and Eastern Europe, the trend to recover the
competencies of sovereignty, totally or partially assigned to Brussels, emerges more and more

7 European Commission, “2017 Eastern Partnership Summit: Stronger together,” Press Release, 24 November
2017, http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-17-4845_en.htm (accessed 5 February 2018).

8 Klaus lohannis, At the Summit of the Eastern Partnership: “EU must continue to support the modernization
efforts of the Eastern Partnership states,” Bursa, 26 November 2017, http://www.bursa.ro/ klaus-iohannis-la-
summitul-parteneriatului-estic-ue-trebuie-sa-continue-sa-sprijine-eforturile-de...&s=banci_asigurari&articol=33603

3.html (accessed 5 February 2018).

9 Broadened outreach and targeted support in particular to grassroots civil society organisations; supporting
businesses and providing loans in local currencies, in partnership with key international financial institutions;
improving the capacity of partner countries to take advantage of the trade opportunities with the EU and with each
other; reform commitments and specific investments in the area of energy efficiency; developing better and safer
transport links by 2030 with a long-term investment contributing to connecting the partner countries with the EU
and amongst themselves; a digital package, including concrete steps towards harmonised roaming pricing and
reduced roaming tariffs among the partner countries, easier and cheaper access to internet through the roll out of
national broadband strategies, and support for job creation in digital industries; a substantial new support package
to youth and education; a comprehensive new communication approach on assistance for the Eastern
Partnership, and a stepping-up of strategic communication.

10 Novak, “The future of the Eastern Partnership. Strategic changes or continued drifting.”
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obviously. If we cannot yet give the answer to a natural question, i.e. whether these countries
managed to support a change of the Eastern Partnership paradigm, we are able, however, to
perceive some future implications that developments in the EU Member States from Central
and Eastern Europe will have on the EU’s relations with the Eastern Partnership countries.

Therefore, in the first part of the paper we shall try to look at the evolutions of the EU Member
States from Central and Eastern Europe between illiberalism and sovereignty. Then we shall
try to answer the following questions: Does the agenda of EU Member States from Central and
Eastern Europe correspond to Brussels agenda in the case of the Eastern Partnership? How
do EU Member States from Central and Eastern Europe relate to the Eastern Partnership?

1. Central and Eastern European Countries between illiberalism and sovereignty

Over the past few years, Western Europe has looked on with mounting bewilderment and
exasperation at the political trajectory of Hungary, Poland and several other former communist
states, which started to demonstrate more and more obvious tendencies to avoid the model
they adopted in the first two decades after 1989, when they were committed to common
European values, including liberal democracy, respect for human rights and the rule of law;
currently they seem to be implementing an altogether different political model.1

This development is due, on the one hand, to a shift of the EU towards itself, in the context of
the economic crisis, of cooling relations with Russia, in the context of launching the partnership
with Eastern states and with Turkey, though the accession negotiations with the latter started
to slow down. On the other hand, these developments are due to the strengthening of the
leaders’ positions in the two neighbouring powers, i.e. Vladimir Putin in Russia and
RecepTayyip Erdogan in Turkey.

1.1. EU Members States from Central and Eastern Europe and Illiberalism

According to Cas Mudde!2 on the European continent there are (at least) three powerful
illiberal democrats. The most powerful is the President Vladimir Putin, who has dominated
Russian politics for the past decades. Putin used this EU support to establish an iron grip on
Russian politics and society and, when he finally lost most of his friends and protection within
the EU, he started supporting anti-EU parties such as the National Front (FN) in France and
the Jobbik in Hungary.13

11 Stephan Pogany, “Europe’s illiberal states: why Hungary and Poland are turning away from constitutional
democracy,” The Conversation, 4 January 2018, http://theconversation.com/europes-illiberal-states-why-hungary-
and-poland-are-turning-away-from-constitutional-democracy-89622 (accessed 28 January 2018).

12 Cas Mudde, “It Is High Time for EU to Stand Up to Creeping llliberal Democracy in Europe,” Huffpost, 3 April
2016, https://www.huffingtonpost.com/cas-mudde/it-is-high-time-for-eu-to_b_9384564.html (accessed 28 January
2018).

13 |bid.
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The Second center is Turkey, where RecepTayyip Erdogan came to power more than a
decade ago, and quickly became a darling of EU politicians because of his claimed support for
neoliberal economics and moderate Islamic politics. However, it didn't take long to see that
Erdogan might not be an Islamist, but he isn’t a liberal democrat either.4

The third major illiberal democrat in Europe is Viktor Orban, the prime minister of Hungary,
who has been turning his country into an illiberal democracy since regaining power in 2010. In
the first years Orban focused almost exclusively on transforming his own country: rewriting the
constitution, weakening institutional checks and balances, harassing opposition, and using
economic and legal pressure to domesticate the media. While there was some push-back from
the EU with regard to banking and media reform, crafty politicking and political protection by
the powerful European People’s Party (EPP) ensured that Hungary's transformation into an
illiberal democracy was hardly affected.1>

But as the EU was too occupied with fighting the economic crisis and saving the big banks,
Orban was not just transforming Hungary, he was inspiring illiberal democrats in other
countries — including governments in Croatia, Poland, and Slovakia — and plotting a challenge
to “multicultural” Europe. The refugee crisis and terrorist attacks of 2015 gave him the
opportunity to mount that challenge, which has been very successful so far and is still
growing.16 For Orban, the refugee crisis is simply the latest and most visible symptom of what
he sees as the failure of Europe’s liberal politics and the weakness or naivety of some of the
continent's most prominent politicians, including the German Chancellor, Angela Merkel.
Beginning with a speech in July 2014, Orban extolled the virtues of ‘illiberal democracy,’
singling out Putin’s Russia and Erdogan’s Turkey as allegedly successful states that avoided
the liberalism.1” For Orban all these data were favourable in order to unify the Visegrad
countries (Hungary, Poland, Slovakia, and the Czech Republic) so as to oppose the EU
redistribution of the refugees.

In Poland, the ruling Law and Justice Party has assumed political control over state-funded
radio and television. By July 2016, 164 journalists and news anchors had either resigned or
been dismissed. In December 2017, the government’s continuing efforts to curb the
independence of the judiciary prompted the EU Commission to formally declare that there is
“a clear risk of a serious breach of the rule of law in Poland.”8 In our opinion, there are more
sovereign tendencies in Poland, which we shall present in the following sub-chapter.

In the same month, the EU launched infringement proceedings against the Czech Republic,
Poland and Hungary for failing to take appropriate steps to resettle limited numbers of asylum
seekers, in accordance with decisions previously taken by the Member States.1® Some months

14 |bid.

15 |bid.

16 |bid.

17 Stephan Pogany, “Viktor Orban, Refugees and the Threat to Europe,” Social Europe, 2 November 2015,
https://www.socialeurope.eu/viktor-orban-refugees-and-the-threat-to-europe (accessed 28 January 2018).

18 Pogany, “Europe’s illiberal states: why Hungary and Poland are turning away from constitutional democracy.”

19 |bid.
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earlier, the European Court of Justice dismissed cases brought by Slovakia and Hungary in
which the latter had sought to argue that the EU’s scheme for the mandatory relocation of
asylum seekers was unlawful.20

This model of authoritarian political culture, particularly in Hungary and Poland, has rejected an
ideology founded on individualism, human rights, economic transparency and multiculturalism.
They are turning instead towards an alternative social, political and economic model in which
the cultivation of “traditional values” and distinct national identities is of paramount ideological
importance.

Even though we cannot argue that the illiberal model is present ingenue in other ex-communist
countries in the region (Bulgaria, Croatia, Romania), following the political life of these
countries, especially after the economic crisis, we see tendencies bordering on illiberalism?2!
even if, at least, at the declarative level and not very substantially the political system and the
society are open to liberalism. In relation to this ambiguous evolution in all the states in the
region, immediately after the joining of these countries to the European Union, Professor
Andrei Marga drew attention that Central and Eastern Europe broadly adopted procedural
democracy (i.e. liberalism), but democracy as a style of life22 is still a desideratum.

1.2. EU Member States from Central and Eastern Europe, and Sovereignty

If, at least prior to the 2015 refugee crisis, the old founding states in particular and the EU
space in general perceived the group of Visegrad states, formed by Hungary, Poland, the
Czech Republic and Slovakia, with admiration and consideration for their desire to better
promote their interests at the European level, with their firm decision not the accept the groups
of refugees Brussels began to wonder what are the real objectives of these states. Some
deviations could be seen as early as 2014, when the EU introduced the economic retaliation
against Russia in the context of events in Ukraine, but they were tolerated because different
opinions came only from the two states, Hungary and Slovakia. If Victor Orban’s sympathy and
closeness to Russia were tacitly accepted, the voice of Slovakia emerged as somewhat
surprising, as it is the only country in the Eurozone group and therefore strongly linked, from an
economic point of view, to the European core.

Starting in 2016, the voice of the Visegrad group in the EU, as an inconvenient group, has
emerged more prominently, receiving on the one hand unity in political vision with the
accession of all governments with anti-European stance, and a common stance with reference

20 |bid.

21 Protectionist laws (percentage of Romanian products on the shelves of shops and limitations imposed on the
possibility to buy agricultural land), a discourse against the large multinational companies: supporting the
referendum initiated by the Coalition for the Family, attacks against the independence of the legal system, the
description of the European Union as an enemy of Romania. See Ovidiu Nanhoi, “EU si UE. Liberali si lliberali — 0
comparatie,” Dilema Veche, 668 (December 2016): 6-13, http://dilemaveche.ro/sectiune/pe-ce-lume-traim/articol/li
berali-si-iliberali-o-comparatie (accessed 28 January 2018).

22 Andrei Marga, “Democracy as Form of Life,” Eurolimes 8 (Autumn 2009): 141-154.
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to the freedom of justice, freedom of expression, and the beginning of a campaign against
multinational companies, especially those in the sphere of commerce, selling, in their view,
low-quality products to citizens living in these countries compared to the products sold in
Western Europe. More and more obvious sovereign attitudes can be observed, along with a
more and more open reconsideration of relations with Russia, in the case of Slovakia and the
Czech Republic, and in the case of Hungary, where Victor Orban declared himself not only a
sympathizer but also a friend of Vladimir Putin. Poland followed in 2016 all the evolutions of
other Visegrad countries, except the aspects regarding the relationship with Russia, which
remained unchanged, as Poland continued to mistrust Moscow and consider it as the most
sensitive point of preoccupation for its sovereignty.

For the Visegrad Group countries the vote for Brexit came as a confirmation that the sovereign
line they followed within the EU was a correct one, being adopted by a major Member State in
the EU bloc, the United Kingdom. In particular, the Brexit has had a major impact on Poland
and the Czech Republic as regards the strengthening of their position as sovereign states
within the Visegrad Group and their relationship with Brussels.

Ever since they joined the EU, the two countries mentioned above followed the model of the
United Kingdom. Poland supported the UK in gaining a special status in some decision-making
issues adopted by the Treaty of Lishon in 2009.23 The Czech Republic and the UK were the
only EU Member States that did not join the European financial stabilization mechanism in
December 2010. In December 2015, the countries of the Visegrad group rejected, along with
the United Kingdom, the refugees’ allowances allocated by the European Council.

Poland’s special relationship with the post-Brexit UK had, besides these connotations, linked to
the European agenda, bilateral connotations as well, some of them related to the historical
tradition of relations between the two states, but especially to recent common interests. The
massive Polish economic downturn in the last 25 years has been heavily weighing in the
relationship between the two countries, in the UK’s exit of the EU and the closing of the British
labour market for the millions of Poles working in the UK. From the point of view of the security
of the two states, threatened by Moscow, there are many interferences in both directions.
Therefore, we can say that sovereign Poland — supported by the UK - is making an
increasingly vocal tandem with the illiberal Hungary, supported by Russia.

The election of Danald Trump as the president of the US was explicitly supported by Victor
Orban and by the Czech President Milos Zeman, two of the leaders of the Visegrad group
countries, who became the group’s critical voices in relation to Brussels. The policy change in
Washington has strengthened notably the sovereign positions not only of the Visegrad group
towards Brussels but also of other Central and Eastern European countries where political
changes took place in the autumn 2016 and the spring of 2017, materialized in the coming to
power of conservative forces, with illiberal sympathies (Romania, December 2016; Bulgaria,
the spring of 2017).

23 |ordan Gh. Barbulescu, Noua Europd. Identitate si Model European (lasi: Polirom, 2015), 421.
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As a consequence of these political developments, especially in 2017 and at the beginning of
2018, looking closely at the meetings of the Visegrad group, one can notice a tendency
towards association among several observers, and even among some representatives of
Bulgaria, Croatia, Romania and Slovenia. Thus at the meeting of the heads of state and
government of the Visegrad group in Budapest, on 24-25 January 2018, the Secretary of State
for Agriculture Affairs of the Government of Romania was among the participants.

The question that emerges is whether one can expect that, in 2018, Visegrad is going to
extend at a V5 ... V8? The evolutions of the past two years seem to indicate an increasing
evolution towards sovereignty.

2. Does the agenda of EU Member States from Central and Eastern Europe correspond
to Brussels agenda in the Eastern Partnership?

For Brussels, the Eastern Partnership is a new source of opportunity. Even if they see the
same thing, the EaP and some EU Member States from Central and Eastern Europe find that
the price is too high so as to counterbalance with Russia’s reaction and the energy-related
dependence on it, in the case of the Visegrad countries group or in the case of Bulgaria.

For Brussels, promoting a free society is an essential condition for the success of the Eastern
Partnership and the adoption by these countries of the European values. Even if their views
converge with those of Brussels, EU Member States from Central and Eastern Europe
consider that the liberal society will not be able to bring stability to the countries that belong to
the EaP, since there was peace in this space in the close past.

For Brussels, the presence of problems in relation to the EaP can be explained by the action of
diverse factors, though it always believes strongly in the existence of a solution. For some EU
Member States from Central and Eastern Europe, EU issues in its relation to the EaP are
explained only by the fault of Brussels, without any prejudice to Russia’s involvement.

For Brussels, the diversity represented by the EaP countries is not a problem, it is a challenge.
For the EU Member States from Central and Eastern Europe, this diversity is transformed into
uniqueness, each being interested in a specific country on national and historical grounds, and
not about the whole bloc of the EaP (Poland and Hungary in Ukraine, Romania in Moldova
especially, and to a certain degree in Ukraine).

Brussels, in the relationship with the EaP countries, seeks to speak not in relation to states but
uses instead as levers various regions, cross-border cooperation, civil society, business
environment, while for the EU Member States from Central and Eastern, the state is the main
actor in the relationship with the states and other actors in the EaP.

Brussels considers that minorities should be listened to and protected. For EU Member States
from Central and Eastern Europe, the majority dictates while the minority is used as an
instrument just outside their borders, and in our case when talking about some EaP countries
(the Hungarian, Romanian and Polish minority in Ukraine and the Bulgarian minority in
Moldova).
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Brussels considers the force of the institutions as an essential factor; if the institutions do not
exist, they must be created, while for many EU Member States from Central and Eastern
Europe, the force of the leader is enough for the dialogue with the EaP countries, where a
similar mentality is largely present.

For Brussels, corruption is the result of dysfunctional institutions, of legal limitations,
trespassing of the state-of-the-law norms, while for the countries from EU Member States form
Central and Eastern Europe these norms have been included only in the check-list of the
joining process and after joining they have been left aside while institutions have become
instruments for corruption. This reality is largely accepted in the EaP space and encouraged by
Moscow.

For Brussels, patriotism means the promotion of national values in a successful country,
together with partners and allies. For the EU Member States from Central and Eastern Europe
patriotism is a means of historical reversal, both towards a West that treated them as
second-hand members through the difference in the quality of supermarket products, the
transitory conditions on the labor market or an ‘arrogant’ institutional attitude, which does not
accept them as they are, and the EU Member States from Central and Eastern Europe, among
them (Hungary vis-a-vis Romania and Slovakia). Of course, this historic revenge is also a
chimera that feeds the prejudices against the EU Member States from Central and Eastern
Europe towards the EaP (Poland towards Belarus and Ukraine, Hungary to Ukraine, Romania
to Ukraine and Moldova), to which the anguish of the EaP countries coming closer to the EU is
a response, as they are exposed to possible historic revenge from neighbours in the EU.

Judging from the perspective of this, Brussels (i.e. the old EU Member States), EU Member
States from Central and Eastern Europe dichotomy, as a dichotomy between liberalism and
illiberalism, referring to the whole EU space agenda for the Eastern Partnership Area, we find
that, on the one hand, Brussels seeks to bring the countries of the Eastern Partnership Area in
the space where it has only procedurally succeeded in imposing a change in the EU Member
States from Central and Eastern Europe, where an unexpected distance, at more than a
decade after accession, can be observed. On the other hand, the Eastern Partnership Area
countries would like to have procedural changes under the influence of Brussels because they
are bringing financial benefits, but they feel much closer to the realities of the EU Member
States from Central and Eastern Europe.

This means whereby the two trends and the two realities that exist within the EU can be
brought together, since they can either facilitate or affect the role that the EU has assumed in
the world in general, and in our case in the EaP space, are presented by the German Foreign
Minister Sigmar Gabriel who, on the occasion of the conference The Marshall Plan at 70: What
We Should Remember and What We Must Do for the Future of May 18, 2017, said that “now,
when we are witnessing the ascension of states that claim to be either illiberal or anti-liberal,
the EU and the US need to assert not only the standards for the 21st century in economic
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issues, but also the issue of Western ideas about human rights, democracy, freedom of
speech, and others — against those antiliberal and authoritarian ideas in these countries.”?4

3. How do the EU Member States from Central and Eastern Europe relate to the Eastern
Partnership?

The affirmation of a tangible agenda, not to say ‘alternatives’ of the most2 EU Member States
from Central and Eastern Europe to the multiple problems of European governance,
sometimes going to follow different directions, without negotiation, cannot be exempt from
exceptions when talking about the Eastern Partnership. How can we explain the existence of a
nuanced or alternative agenda of the EU Member States from Central and Eastern Europe in
relation to the EaP2 beyond the individuality of the general positions that have been
mentioned especially in the subchapter EU Member States from Central and Eastern Europe
and Sovereignty?

First of all, it can no longer surprise anyone that a political decoupling of some Central and
Eastern European countries from Brussels is caused, on the one hand, by the underlying
energy dependence of most of these states from Russia, except Romania; on the other hand,
they all seem to have embraced illiberal model of government. Russia is doing all it can to
make these former communist countries rediscover either a common historical past or a
common spiritual tradition, as it is the case with Romania.

Second, it is worth mentioning here some encouragements from German officials, especially
for Central and Eastern European leaders, who want to assert greater autonomy towards
Brussels, including the Eastern Partnership agenda. Thus, in a declaration from 2017, the
Bavarian Conservative leader Horst Seehofer, in order to justify the invitation he made to Victor
Orban to visit Bavaria, said, “We should quit huffishness when we evaluate other countries and
other politicians.”2

Finally, a “commercial war” has recently been perceived between Polish, Czech and Hungarian
companies and major European, German, French, and Dutch companies, which have been
determined to join an Alliance of Eastern European Employers, in order to become stronger.
Interestingly, this initiative belongs to the National Union of Employers in Romania, to which
have joined, in early February 2018, the employers’ associations in Hungary, Poland and

24 Gabriel Sigmar, “The Marshall Plan at 70; What We Must Remember and What We Must Do for the Future,”
Conference Speech, Center for Strategic and International Studies, Washington DC, 18 May 2017, 4, https://csis-
prod.s3.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/event/170525_marshall_plan.pdf?AAM1ufR3h.YCFwH3sI30Hb8RGpF_xUo2
(last accessed 28 January 2018).

25 Referring to the case of states such as Romania, the President Klaus Johannis stated clearly his support for
community policies, including the Eastern Partnership, while the governing coalition PSD-ALDE does not deny
such a support, though the way it exercises power indicates a different agenda.

26 Andreas Pache, “The Visegrad Group and the Eastern Partnership,” 3 October 2016, http://www.nouvelle-
europe.eu/node/1956 (accessed 4 February 2018).

27 Horatiu Pepine, “Ce va face presedintele Johannis in cazul Poloniei,” Ziare, 9 January 2018, http://www.ziare.
com/europa/polonia/ce-va-face-presedintele-iohannis-in-cazul-poloniei-1496643 (last accessed 10 January 2018).
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Slovakia.28 The goal of this alliance is to promote better the interests of the business
environment in the region vis-a-vis Brussels, creating a communication platform for the
business of the four countries activating on third markets. The same goal of strengthening the
business environment in the region might also be associated with the announcement made by
the Polish Prime Minister Mateusz Morawiecki and the Prime Minister of Hungary, Victor Orban
at the beginning of 2018, on the launching of the project of a regional bank to stimulate
investment in the infrastructure in the region, to which Slovakia and the Czech Republic, as
well as other countries in the region, have been invited to join.2

The affirmation of a different agenda, especially from the part of the Visegrad countries, can be
perceived in the form of two converging/divergent actions, on the one hand, the shaping of an
extended Visegrad to the Eastern Partnership, wanted by Poland, and on the other hand, a
Visegrad with weak neighbours, dominated by domestic crises, wanted by Hungary.

Poland, by its demographic, economic and territorial weight, seeks to take on the role of a
leader and of coagulant factor in the region whose orientation goes beyond the enlarged
Visegrad group towards a Visegrad that includes the neighbouring countries of the Eastern
Partnership. Among these a central role is played by Ukraine, where Poland has very large
historical, geopolitical and economic interests. Secondly, Belarus, which is also a neighbour, in
which Poland is interested based on the same conscientious as in the case of Ukraine.
Poland's interest in Moldova is a geopolitical one, but also one that aims at Romania’s
association with Poland’s strategic vision of bringing the Intermarium30 interwar project into
discussion.

The Three Seas Initiative is a relatively new idea in the European diplomatic landscape that
aims to stimulate closer cooperation especially on energy issues between the twelve EU
Member States bordered by the Adriatic Sea, the Baltic Sea and the Black Sea. More
specifically, Austria, Bulgaria, Croatia, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland,
Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia and Hungary, mainly the countries of the former communist
Eastern bloc. The first meeting took place last year in Dubrovnik, Croatia. The idea belonged to
the President of Poland, who resumed the model of the Intermarium Federation that Marshal
Jozef Pitsudski designed in the third decade of the last century, aiming at an alliance between
the “countries included among the seas” in order to ensure the security of the member states
both in relation to Soviet Russia and Germany.3!

Even if Poland’s and the UK’s post-Brexit common interests are not openly shown, it is
understandable that London seeks to weaken Brussels negotiation capacity in this matter,
using the Polish lever and its weight in the Eastern Border Security Architecture of the EU and

28 0On 9.2.2018 the articles of incorporation of the Alliance of Eastern European Employers were signed in
Cluj-Napoca, www.unpr.ro (last accessed 10 February 2018).

29 See www.infoziare.ro (last accessed 2 February 2018).

30 See about Intermarium interwar project: Marek Jan Chodakiewicz, Intermarium. The Land between Black and
Baltic Seas (New Brunswick: Transaction, 2012), 568.

31 Horatiu Pepine, “Mai exista astazi Noua Europa?,” Deutsche Welle, 4 July 2017, http://www.dw.com/ro/mai-exis
ta-noua-europa-39539092?maca=rum-rss-rom-all-1493-rdf (last accessed 3 January 2018).
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obviously in BUM space.32 The theme of the Intermarium project is one not only with a retro
character, but also with current strategic valences for both Warsaw and London. This theme
was reopened especially in the context of the fact that the Weimar triangle (France, Germany,
Poland) could be remarked in the first part of the Ukrainian crisis, in the negotiations that took
place as part of the Minsk 1 and 2 agreements, when Poland was put aside by the
Franco-German couple, which generated frustration at the level of the Polish diplomacy. In this
context, Poland received indirect support from the UK and especially from the United Statess33
in order to become the integrating actor and at the same time the head of a bloc of states,
including the ones bounded by the Baltic, the Adriatic and the Black Seas. This bloc, centered
around the Visegrad Group, aims to include all EU Member States, but also the Western
Balkan states and the Eastern Partnership BUM group in an economic and security structure.
The project’s axis is the Via Carpatica road and rail link,34 which would link the Baltic States,
Poland-Slovakia-Hungary-Romania-Bulgaria-Greece and towards which the eastern-west axes
crossing the Eastern Partnership and EU Member States in Central and Eastern Europe would
converge.

As pointed out by Joel Harding, the Intermarium group will become a de facto voting bloc in the
EU and NATO that will be implacably opposed to any weak dealings with Russia. It will unite
and divide both the EU and NATO in the sense that it forms a fault line between the isolationist
Germans and the dithering Romance nations when it comes to dealing with Russia. This
seems to be a good thing for both NATO and the EU, by balancing politically the naive and
dithering Western European nations on Russia issues. 3>

As far as Hungary is concerned, through its strategic position in Central and Eastern Europe, it
seeks to assume, through the voice of Victor Orban, both an integrating role vis-a-vis the other
EU Member States in the region and with the Eastern Partnership states, especially on the
Hungarian-Polish axis, as well as a disintegrating role, as an independent player close to
Russia.

Hungary seeks to act as an economic hub especially for Ukraine, given the access, provided
by its territory, to Ukraine’s most important transport route to the West and South-Western

32 Belarus, Ukraine and Moldova.

3 In Varsaw, the American president Donald Trump emphatically spoke so as to give satisfaction to the
conservative Europe, including Poland and Hungary, placing himself in an implicit opposition with the
liberal-progressist line of Germany and France. Donald Trump'’s discourse validated the politics of the Rightness
and Justice Party, which are considered abominable in Berlin and Paris. See Horatiu Pepine, “Klaus Johannis
dupa Varsovia,” Deutsche Welle, 7 July 2017, http:/iwww.dw.com/ro/klaus-iohannis-dupa-varsovia/a-39598859
(last accessed 3 February 2018).

3 “Via Carpatia: Pe unde va traversa Romania noua autostrada dintre Mediterana su Marea Baltica,” Economica,
6 March 2017, http://www.economica.net/via-carpatia-pe-unde-va-traversa-romania-noua-autostrada-dintre-medi
terana-si-marea-baltica_115733.html (last accessed 5 February 2018).

3 Joel Harding, “Intermarium or Russia Getting What It Deserves,” To Inform Is to Influence, 22 May 2016,
https:/ftoinformistoinfluence.com/2016/05/22/intermarium-or-russia-getting-what-it-deserves/  (last accessed 3
February 2018).
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Europe (Adriatic and Mediterranean).36 On the other hand, by its transformation into the most
important Russian gas deposit, to which, under the conditions of East Ukraine crisis, this
country will have access to with the completion of Paks’ atomic power plant.3” Hungary may
become the largest electricity supplier for Western Ukraine and Western Balkans.

Speaking from Hungary's political perspective as an integrating factor, it is interesting that
Hungary is almost at the same level of acceptability for the Republic of Moldova as Romania. If
Romania is considered the strategic partner for the Romanian-speaking population of the
Republic of Moldova, Hungary plays this role for the Russian-speaking population. This
integrative status for the Republic of Moldova was achieved in the period when Hungary
played the role of a Schengen consulate for the Republic of Moldova and then in the conditions
when the representatives of the left centre parties from the Republic of Moldova were looking
for the gate to Brussels through Budapest and not through Bucharest.

Looking more closely at the actions of Hungary, it seems that although it has an agenda close
to that of Poland regarding the integration of the Eastern Partnership states, one can notice
that due to its proximity to Russia, it seeks to integrate the Eastern Partnership space into a
space where the influence of Russia must become again important, especially in the case of
Moldova and Ukraine.

Unlike Poland, Hungary also has a particular tool to integrate through the disintegration the
Eastern Partnership countries, namely the issue of the minorities in Ukraine and the Republic
of Moldova. Hungary’s position on the issue of the Hungarian minority in the Carpathian
Basin,38 including in relation with EU Member States, Romania and Slovakia, is well known.
Taking advantage of the adoption of the new education law in Ukraine, in 2017, which limits
the right to education in the minority languages, Hungary has brought together all states that
have minorities in Ukraine to join their efforts against the Education Act. In fact, Hungary has
exploited the victory of that part of the Ukrainian society?® and has pushed the pedal of the
protection of minority rights threatened by Ukrainian nationalism in order to strengthen its
position in western Ukraine, where, in the context of the crisis in the East of Ukraine, Hungary

36 At least partially, this starts to be competed by Slovakia, whose infrastructure works on its eastern territory and
would create an alternative for the transport in Ukraine, especially towards the West.

37 A Russian investment of more than 10 billion euro; Constantin Balaban, “UE aproba proiectul ruso-ungar
destinat extinderii centralei nucleare de la Paks,” Agerpres, 6 March 2017, https://www.agerpres.ro/economie/20
17/03/06/ue-aproba-proiectul-ruso-ungar-destinat-extinderii-centralei-nucleare-de-la-paks-13-29-08 (accessed 5
February 2018).

3 Inga Chelyadina, “Between East and West: The Hungarian Minority in Ukraine,” Nouvelle Europe, 2 October
2016, http://www.nouvelle-europe.eu/en/between-east-and-west-hungarian-minority-ukraine (last accessed 4
February 2018).

39 Andrew Wilson, “Partner for Life: Europe’'s Unanswered ‘Eastern Question’,” European Council of Foreign
Relations, 12 October 2017, http://www.ecfr.eu/publications/summary/partners_for_life_europes_unanswered_
eastern_question_7232 (accessed 5 February 2018).
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was a supporter, with Moscow's benevolence, and along with Slovakia, of bringing into
discussion the Ruthenian problem in the Transcarpathian province.40

The same tool, related to minorities, was used during the period 2014-2016 on the internal
affairs that worried the Republic of Moldova in the wake of the crisis in Ukraine, of the
pressures of Russia so as that country should not get out of its influence, by signing of the
Association Agreement with the EU, attracting the Republic of Moldova into the economic orbit
of Romania, with the support of the EU. The separatist movements in the south of the Republic
of Moldova, the Gagauzes have found a favourable echo in Hungary's policy of protecting
minorities and of conjugating their actions to those for the autonomy of the Szeklers in eastern
Transylvania.

Romania is the second largest country on the eastern border of the EU and obviously its
geopolitics forces it to position itself in a particular way vis-a-vis the affirmation of a regional
pole of countries, with an impact on the Eastern Partnership. Unlike the other two countries,
Romania is not a supporter of a special relationship between the EU Member States group
from Central and Eastern Europe and the Eastern Partnership countries but of a general
community relationship with these countries. On the occasion of the second meeting of the
countries of the Intermarium group, on 7 July 2017, in Warsaw, Romania expressed its point of
view that it did not want “to develop initiatives to separate these countries from the rest of the
EU, encouraging rather the help of the EU for these countries, an attitude that integrates
perfectly into the EU’s grand goals.”# This is due, on the one hand, to the fact that Romania
still has a high degree of confidence in the EU, that there are no political forces with
anti-European discourse, even if in practice such a discourse is implied. On the other hand,
there is a certain lack of confidence in the Central and Eastern European projects, which hide
the dangers of some political constructs that it tries to avoid.

Another set of issues relates to the relations Romania has with the main actors of a distinct
regional construct within the EU — Hungary and Poland.

As far as Poland is concerned, the Polish side has always made offers for a Polish-Romanian
partnership, thanks to the excellent historical relations that have existed between these two
countries, especially during the interwar period, but also during the communist era. The
educational, scientific and trade exchanges, especially from the Polish side to Romania, have
laid the foundations for a strategic partner. But these relations have never come out of the
political framework, although the Polish side has made proposals for a Polish-Romanian
tandem in the European institutions. If we can talk about a strategic partnership this is visible in
NATO and in the new developments of this alliance over the past 2-3 years, in the context of
the crisis in the East of Ukraine. At the same time, Romania has announced that it supports the
Intermarium project as a structure of cooperation, in the Romanian vision, especially for the

40 Nikolas Kozloff, “Ukraine Crisis: Hands Off Transcarpathia!,” Huffpost, 20 April 2014, https://www.huffington
post.com/nikolas-kozloff/ukraine-crisis-hands-off_bh 5358893.html (accessed 5 February 2018); Paul Robert
Magocsi, “The heritage of autonomy in Carpathian Rus' and Ukraine’s Transcarpathian region,” Nationalities
Papers 43, 4 (2015): 577-594.

41 Pepine, “Klaus Johannis dupa Varsovia.”
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security part at the EU and NATO borders and by the possibility of extension to immediate
neighbours if necessary.

For Romania, the relationship with Hungary has a degree of political mistrust, although from
the point of view of economic relations, that of scientific and cultural exchanges, each part is
for the other among the first ten partners. Beyond its aspect of historic dispute, the problem of
the Hungarian minority in Romania is Hungary’s most sensitive resort, although the Hungarian
minority was part of almost all governmental structures in Romania in the past two decades.
The Romanian side, especially in the unofficial zone, but sometimes with public disclosure, is
dominated by distrust in the relationship with Hungary, and a speech with nationalist accents
can be perceived in certain environments. It is precisely these aspects that have so far made
the Romanian part to be reserved in accepting certain proposals from Budapest to limit the
ranks of the EU Member States in Central and Eastern Europe, except for taking a position on
the refugees issue in 2015, rapidly corrected by the President of Romania, Klaus Johannis.
However, in the last two years, it became obvious that there are talks in relation to associating
Romania with certain actions of the Visegrad Group, especially in the autumn of 2017 and the
first months of 2018.

As far as Romania’s relations with the Eastern Partnership countries are concerned, beyond
certain historical nuances regarding Ukraine and the Republic of Moldova, they do not leave
the Brussels-specific line and the NATO strategy.

For instance, as regards the relation with Ukraine, although in this country there has been a
Romanian-speaking community of almost half a million people, Romania is very discreet
regarding the issue of its minority in this country, although the law of national education,
adopted in Ukraine in 2017, and which threatens education in minority languages, has brought
Romania to join the countries that have criticized this law, going as far as cancelling the visit of
the Romanian President to Kiev in the summer of 2017.42 Romania is the follower of the
negotiation, as shown by its position in the autumn of 2017, when in the Cernauti region the
Ukrainian authorities allowed the opening of two new schools with teaching in Romanian.
Unfortunately, although Romania has the longest frontier with Ukraine, in terms of economic,
educational and scientific exchanges, its relations with Ukraine, as compared to those Ukraine
has with its other neighbours, are far from the potential of the two countries, persisting some
presumption of distrust to the events in Eastern Ukraine, when the perception of those two
states from each other began to change.

With regard to the Republic of Moldova, Romania has an interest that may be defined as
national, but which is not dominated by the interest of the union of the two Romanian-speaking
states, although beyond the Prut there are important voices, but not dominant in this direction,
as well as many other voices, that support the integration with Romania, on the path provided
by Brussels, i.e. the existence of two Romanian states but within an EU-managed framework.

=0

42 Angela Sarbu, “Ucraina se declara “deceptionatd” de anularea vizitei presedintelui Klaus Johannis,” Agerpres,
22 September 2017, https://www.agerpres.ro/externe/2017/09/22/ucraina-se-declara-deceptionata-de-anularea-vi
zitei-presedintelui-klaus-iohannis-19-06-55 (accessed 5 February 2018).
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There is also about a similar amount of voices that are against the union with Romania,
arguing instead for a closer connection of the Republic of Moldova with Russia and the
Eurasian Economic Community.

As a result of the majority of the Moldovan population approaching the EU and Romania, this
country has undertaken to integrate the Republic of Moldova into Romania’s economic space
through trade,*® investments, infrastructure, alternative energy sources (gas, electricity),
through the formation of the human resource. Romania’s option for a differentiated integration
of the Republic of Moldova into the European economic space is a practice that has become a
community decision regarding the relations between the EU and the Eastern Partnership
countries, especially after the Riga Summit of 2015.

In our presentation in this subchapter, we have insisted very much on possible divergence
from the EU’s objectives and policies in relation to the Eastern Partnership states. As pointed
out, in February 2018, by Geza Jeszenszky,* the former Foreign Minister of Hungary and
founder of the Visegrad group in the 1990s, whether the actions of the Visegrad group in the
EU relationship are meant to express gloomy points of view or alternatives, but which are part
of the whole of European policies, then the group’s actions must be appreciated.

These accents, with nuances that indicate confidence, formulated by one of the most
appreciated Hungarian supporters of Europe, that the actions of the Visegrad group are in fact
part of the EU strategy towards the Eastern Partnership tracts can also be observed in the
official actions of this group in relation to their neighbours from the East. Thus, it has become a
practice that there should be an annual meeting of the foreign ministers of the countries in this
group with their counterparts in the Eastern Partnership countries or the representatives of the
governments of the two groups when discussing specific issues.4> Thus, on August 31, 2017, a
meeting took place in Budapest, which prepared the positions of the two parties for the Eastern
Partnership Summit in Brussels, in November 2017.46

43 Starting with 2014, it has become the first commercial partner of the Republic of Moldova both as regards
exports and imports.

4 Geza Jeszenszky: “I am one of the founders of the Visegrad Group as Foreign Minister in the 1990s. | have
always believed, and | believe that many leaders in the Visegrad countries have, if not a political mission, the goal
of having more impact in the European Union. But | think the big question is: what impact? If the goal is to have
more weight, more influence to weaken the EU, to become a group that diminishes common actions then it is
doomed to failure more, it will not live long. It will ruin the group’s solidarity. We can already see on certain
occasions over the last two years that the group has been united in issues such as migration, but there has been
a limit, a confrontation with the rest of Europe. So the Visegrad group must follow your goals wisely. Opposition to
Europe would surely be a tragedy and | think the citizens of the Visegrad countries are not so stupid as to allow a
break. There will not be a Vrexit.” Balasz Barabas, “Pasaport Diplomatic,” DIGI 24, 3 March 2018, https://www.digi
24.rolstirilexterne/mapamond/fost-ministru-de-externe-al-ungariei-niciun-maghiar-nu-ar-fi-gata-sa-moara-pentru-
transilvania-872113#ziarecom (last accessed 3 February 2018).

45 Visegrad Group, www.visegradgroup.eu (accessed 5 February 2018).

46 Visegrad Group, Joint Statement of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of Visegrad Group on the Occasion of the
Meeting of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of W4 and the Eastern Partnership Countries “Strategic challenges of the
Eastern Partnership before the Brussels Summit,” http://www.visegradgroup.eu/calendar/selected-events-in-2017-
170203/joint-statement-of-the-170904 (last accessed 4 February 2018).
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Conclusion

In conclusion, although there are many actions to integrate the Eastern Partnership countries
into the regional constructions designed by the EU Member States in Central and Eastern
Europe - Visegrad or Intermarium — one can witness differentiated integrating actions, some
Brussels-hased actions, some started by these regional constructions, especially the Visegrad
group, but some of them also carrying national interests of the EU Member States in Central
and Eastern Europe. The fact that most of the countries from the Belarus-Ukraine-Moldova
group are targeted by the EU Member States in Central and Eastern Europe is symptomatic of
the dominance of the national interest in relation to that of the EU as the AGA countries
(Armenia-Georgia-Azerbaijan) are not a priority for the EU Member States in Central and
Eastern Europe agenda, since they are not in the area of national interest.4?

Important for success in integrating the Eastern Partnership countries into the whole of the
European space, without the EaP countries being members of the EU, is that the three levers
of action — community policy, regional group policy and political / national preference — have
the highest degree of convergence, with the common agenda assumed. The action of regional
and national levers should not be seen as a destructive competition for community action, but
as a complementary action of a convergent nature.
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REGIONALISM AND REGIONAL AUTONOMY IN AN AGE OF
RENATIONALIZATION

Carlos E. Pacheco AMARAL

Abstract. Organized in three fundamental moments, this text focuses upon the ideas of regionalism
and regional autonomy, instrumentally understood as tools that allow us to revisit the political
organization of the Continent. A first moment is dedicated to the idea of sovereignty and to the Europe
of sovereign independent States it heralded. A second moment is centered upon the erosion of
sovereignty and the crisis that befell the Europe of sovereign States, at least, since the middle of the
last century — opening the way, in fact, to the re-emergence of the ideas of regional autonomy and infra
and supra-national integration. A third moment highlights the re-emergence of the idea of regional
autonomy and the ways in which it has been recuperated to forge and to integrate new political
communities in the continent, both within and beyond the previously sovereign States, transfiguring the
political map of Europe. Finally, a concluding moment is reserved to an evaluation, albeit tentative, of
the success and shortcomings of regional autonomy and of both infra-national and supra-national
integration throughout Europe in the second half of the 20t century and in these first decades of the
215t century — and the study of the current reinforcement and growing appeal of nationalism and State
sovereignty, both at the supra-national, European, level, evidenced in such tendencies as the Brexit, for
example, and at the infra-national level, manifest in the separatist aspirations of autonomous regions
that appear to aspire to become sovereign States, like Catalonia, Scotland or Flanders, for example.

Keywords: autonomy, integration, region, renationalization, sovereignty, State.

1. Sovereignty and Europe of States

Europe: a Europe of States, each sovereign in so far as sole possessor of the concrete

territory in which it stands, of the peoples established there, as well as of all the
resources, both natural and other, available within the impermeable and impenetrable frontiers
with which it enclosures itself. Sovereignty allowed for the replacement of the medieval
cohabitation within the same territory of a plurality of autonomous political entities, kingdoms,
free cities, guilds, abbeys, duchies, etc., by a singular new solipsist unity: the State. The
concentration in a single unit of the instruments of power previously dispersed among a
plurality of entities, of the widest range and nature, granted the new States an impressive new
capacity for action, both within its frontiers and beyond.

The modern idea of sovereignty led to a very specific configuration of the political map of

The modern social contract theory explains this new political reality of Europe in simple and
impeccable terms. It is grounded upon a rather simple proposal: the idea of the fundamental
equality of all human beings, understood in themselves, as selves, fundamentally, as subjects
that are able to take possession of themselves as well as of the plurality of things that each
one ends up accumulating throughout her or his life. In an original moment, so runs the
modern argument, all individuals are equal. As selves, we are, as it were, tabulae rasae. Like
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blank slates, we are all equal in so far as we are all destitute of ascriptive characteristics that
may force upon each one a specific predetermined identity. As selves, we are all equal in so
far as we are radically devoid of properties, yet capable of acquiring them. Entirely deprived of
text or color, a blank sheet of paper is the exact equal to all others (of the same weight, size,
etc., of course). Moreover, it is precisely the fact that it is blank that allows a sheet of paper to
receive the text or the colors that one may wish to write upon it, thus individualizing it and
making it different from all other.

The same applies to human beings. As the modern argument goes, instead of beings marked
by their respective family, social strata, religion, culture or place of birth, each one of us
emerges as a self, an individual who can elect whom to be through the possessions he or she
elects to acquire and accumulate. That is why instead of being condemned to the social class,
religion, profession and set of values of one’s parents, for example, modernity will proclaim that
each of us is responsible for forging her or himself by imprinting color and meaning to the
tabula rasa that, at bottom, he or she truly is. That is a task that each one of us accomplishes
thorough the accumulation, the commerce and the dispensation of the possessions we elect to
characterize ourselves. Therefore, instead of being who nature or society made us, we are
who we choose to be.

At the personal level, | build myself through the accumulation of the properties that | elect in
more or less free fashion: the education that | select, the profession that | practice, the marital
status that | adopt, whether or not | choose to have children, the system of values and beliefs
that | hold, the place where | live, and all my remaining possessions that characterize me as
the individual person that I am.

The same, modernity will proclaim, holds at the socio-political level. At the personal level,
| carve my self, imprinting upon it the properties and the characteristics that | choose or am
able to hold, and that is how | am directly responsible for becoming the concrete person that
| am. At the socio-political level, our States carve their citizens, imprinting upon them the
properties through which they define themselves. That is the primordial task of the social
contract which, from Machiavelli to John Rawls, modernity elects as the fundamental
instrument for community building.1

Modernity, it should be underlined, inverts the relation between the individual and the
community proposed previously. The ancient and the medieval paradigms perceived the
individual to be indissociable from the social units he or she integrated. So much so that one’s
very identity and being was perceived to ensue from the communities of which he or she was a
part of; thus, the well-known Greek perspective of man as a zoon politikon, a political animal.
For the modern mind, it is not only possible to separate the two as the first, the individual,
instead of being a product of the second, the political community, emerges as its artificer. So
much so that, according to the narrative of the social contract, it is the individuals who,

1 For a systematic presentation of the theoretical foundations of the modern State, cf. Carlos E. Pacheco Amaral,
Do Estado soberano ao Estado das autonomias (Porto: Afrontamento, 1998), especially Chapter 1 “The State:
emergence, framework and nature,” 29-111.
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reuniting for some reason or other, voluntarily choose to celebrate a contract among
themselves that will be responsible for binding them into a political community.

Understood as a tabula rasa, the modern self is sovereign, free to both, carve her or himself at
pleasure, and to unite with others as he or she freely elects. And finally, as the modern
narrative will hold, it is precisely the sovereignty of the selves, parties to the social contract that
allows for and legitimates the sovereignty of the State they establish by contract. In a word, the
State is sovereign because it receives the sovereignty of the individuals who gathered to
create it. Before the social contract, the individuals lived in a state of nature, in which, as a
sovereign self, each one was absolutely free to do as he or she saw fit, and, therefore, to carve
her or himself at pleasure, not knowing the categories of right or wrong, just or unjust. At the
pleasure, that is, that the instruments of power he or she commanded allowed for!2

Sovereign selves produced sovereign States.

It is, besides, in this very process, of emptying themselves of each and every parcel of the
sovereignty with which nature had endowed them, that the parties to the social contract
transform themselves into blank slates. Moreover, in the process, the sovereign powers of the
contractors is neither lost nor destroyed, but accumulated and offered to the third party created
precisely to receive them: the State. And once the State emerges as the Grand Leviathan, and
its parts are transformed into blank slates, we finally become ready to proceed with the final act
of the modern social contract in which the newly sovereign State imprints upon the contractors
who gave rise to it the shape and form it freely chooses, transforming them into its citizens,
through the system of law that it adopts.3

2. Crisis and exhaustion of sovereignty

This, in broad strokes, is the narrative adopted by modernity for the political organization of
Europe in sovereign States. Entailing the quartering of the continent into territorial units,
delimitated by impermeable and impenetrable frontiers, it allowed the new European political
units a panoply of instruments of power, both internally and externally. At the domestic level, it
allowed the new sovereign states to effectively reduce the medieval feudal plurality, to the unity
of their sovereign identity and values. Internationally, sovereignty translated into an array of
instruments of power, so extraordinary that it allowed the new emerging European States
nothing less than planetary projection, conquest and domination, starting with the lberian

2 Cf. the fundamental texts of the social contract modern tradition from Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan
(Harmondsworth: Pelican Classics, 1980) and John Locke, Second Treatise on Government (Indianapolis:
Hackett, 1980) to John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1971).

3 The work of Michael Sandel constitutes one of the most interesting and illuminating critiques of the modern
political paradigm, grounded on the contracts celebrated by sovereign selves for the production of sovereign
States. Among his reflections cf., in particular, chapter one “America’s Search for a Public Diplomacy” of his book
Public Philosophy. Essays on Morals and Ethics (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2005), 9-34.

35



The European Union and the Eastern Partnership: Security Challenges

countries, Portugal and Spain, the first to assume the form of States.# With their new sovereign
power they managed to project themselves across the entire planet, all the way to India and to
the Pacific, and even to carve the world among themselves, under the blessing of the Holy
See. And they would soon be followed by the Dutch, the English, the French...

The two world wars of the twentieth century, however, heralded the exhaustion of European
power, and, with it, the roll back of the continent’s sovereign states both externally and
internally.

Internationally, throughout modernity, the States had grounded their legitimacy upon the
protection and the security that each assured to its citizens and to the promotion of the
respective national interests. Protecto ergo obligo was, in the authorized words of Carl Schmitt,
the cogito ergo sum of the sovereign State.> The State obligated, because of the security it
provided to its citizens. And yet, by the middle of the twentieth century the very same idea of
State sovereignty that allowed for European planetary domination, threatened the outright
destruction of the continent. Unable to assure their territorial integrity, much less the promotion
of their national interests across frontiers, State sovereignty became an impediment to the
good political organization of the Continent, which required far more than the by now old idea
of sovereignty was able to deliver. The new conditions in which Europe found itself required, if
not the outright abandonment of the idea of sovereignty, at least its tempering, though
supranational integration. Unable to even defend themselves, the European States would
entrust that primordial task to a supranational, planetary, organization, the United Nations, and
when that proved unfeasible, to a regional one, NATO. Unable to assure their peoples the
amenities that traditionally go with the good life, they would forge new political entities, of a
new type, better able to provide them for their peoples, the European Communities, since then
transformed into a Union. In a word, the exhaustion of sovereignty required a new form of
political organization for Europe.

Internally, sovereignty had permitted the European States to fully impose the premises of the
social contract. Its overwhelming might allowed the States to take possession of all those who,
often, following the vicissitudes of war, found themselves encapsulated within their borders. To
take possession of them and to transform them into tabula rasa through the erasure of the
various politically significant characteristics they elected to adopt in order to present
themselves as members of individuated communities. This is as a preliminary exercise of
human ground clearance, so to speak. Once cleansed of any ascriptive characteristics of their
own, the individuals became ready to receive the singular unitary character of their respective
States, translated into its singular language, values, identity and system of right. In a word, the
might of sovereignty allowed States to complete a double exercise. Firstly, to take away from
each one within their frontiers the characteristics that allowed them to define themselves as
Basques, Catalans and Galicians, Flemish and Wallons, Alsatians, Occitans and Bretons,
Sicilians, Tuscans and Valdotians, Scottish and Welsh, etc. turning them all into individuals,

4 The original theoretical formulation of the idea of sovereignty would be presented, later, by Jean Bodin in his
renowned work Les Six livres de la République (Paris: Livre de Poche, 1993), originally published in 1576.
5 Carl Schmitt, The Concept of the Political (Chicago: Chicago University Press, 2007), 52.
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entities entirely destituted of properties and identity, yet apt to receive those properties and the
identity that their respective State offered them. Secondly, on strict command of sovereign
power, each State would be able to imprint upon the blank slates located within their borders
its singular identity and system of right, thus transforming them into Spaniards, Belgians,
French, Italians and British.®

Leading to the emergence of both the modern State as well and the international system it
engendered, this fundamental idea of sovereignty translated itself into an instrument of
tremendous success for Europe. With it, the continent would end up assuming control of no
less than the entire planet in a process that started at the dawn of modernity, by the Iberian
countries, Portugal and Spain, perhaps the first to assume the form of modern sovereign
States. In full possession of the instruments of power available within their frontiers, the
Portuguese and Spanish monarchs were able to mobilize them in the external projection of
their countries to North Africa, first, and, afterwards, to the South and to the West, along the
African and the American continents, all the way to the Pacific Ocean, to Asia and Australia.
And, the remaining European countries would soon follow: the Netherlands, England, France...
assuming themselves as planetary colonial powers.

Sovereignty allowed Europe to command the world.

Throughout modernity, the idea of sovereignty proved to be so useful that the rest of the planet
rapidly sought to adopt it as well and to organize itself in sovereign Sates up to the
universalization of the proposal. And, as a matter of fact, the same idea of sovereignty that
allowed Europe to command the world would end up allowing the rest of the world, not only to
free itself from European domination, but to check and challenge it following a double
phenomenon. Firstly, as the continent’s power basis exhausted itself, one after the other, the
European powers were forced to retreat to their continental dimension of origin, just as,
correlatively, organized as sovereign States, the former objects of European domination,
gathered sufficient power to free themselves from the continent. And, secondly, as the
European powers exhausted themselves in the two world wars of the twentieth century, they
fell to the mercy of the two more or less benign extra-European powers that emerged on world
stage. The two superpowers of the Cold War. If one can pinpoint the start of the process of
European world dominion to the incursions of the Iberian countries into Northern Africa, the
withdrawal from Hong Kong and from Macau, in 1997 and 1999, of the British and the
Portuguese, respectively, constitute clear markers of the closure of the cycle.

In a nutshell, by the middle of the twentieth century, the idea of sovereignty no longer
represented an adequate formula for political organization, both domestically and
internationally.

6 Thomas Hobbes explains this phenomenon masterfully in the double dimension of the social contract. Cf. the
two moments of his method: resolutive and compositive; resolutive, for the transformation of concrete individuals
into selves; compositive, for the transformation of abstract selves into concrete citizens of the respective State;
Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan.
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Domestically, the degradation of central State power opened the way for the reemergence of
regional identities, which the idea of sovereignty was supposed to have obliterated in the
process of construction of the nation-State. If we think in terms of the social contract proposed
by modernity, it was as if it had never actually been completely fulfilled and the individuals,
instead of giving up their primordial ascriptive characteristics in exchange for the equality
imposed upon them by the sovereign State, had simply put them on hold, so to speak, waiting
for a more favorable opportunity to present them publicly again. That opportunity would surface
in the twentieth century at moments of fragility of States. Firstly, in the aftermath of the First
World War, in the Aaland Islands, which successfully managed to see their specific identity
recognized within the Finnish State and to obtain the political power adequate to its fulfilment.
The aftermath of the Second World War brought forward a second opportunity, this time for the
Danish and Italian regions with strong identities and the will to give them political translation.
The relative weakness of the Danish and Italian central States, which, after Nazi occupation,
the first, and fascism, the second, had to be redrawn, opened the way for the replacement of
unitarism by political autonomy. Or, in the case of Portugal and Spain, it was the relative
weakness of the respective central States ensuing from their replacement of the previous
fascist organization to democracy in the mid-nineteen seventies that allowed for the adoption
of the principle of regional political autonomy. In all of these cases, the justification was simple
enough: to allow regions with individualized identities within the context of their respective
States to freely organize their social lives and fulfill the specific interests that characterize
them. And this in a process that would be repeated a bit throughout Europe and which the
process of European integration would not fail to hearten.”

The point of the matter is that the sovereign State proved to be too large and unable to
correspond, duly, to the requirements of its peoples, particularly in terms of democratic
participation, socio-economic development and autonomous control of their destinies. That is
why, the new condition of fragility in which sovereignty found itself in the twentieth century
allowed for the emergence and political consolidation of new, smaller, political communities
within the midst of the State, better able to correspond to the demands of peoples who
perceive themselves to be, simultaneously, equal to their fellow countrymen, in some respects,
and, therefore, a part of the State, yet, also different from their fellow countrymen, in other
respects, because endowed with a specific identity and interests ensuing from history,
geography, language, culture, etc.

However, at the same time that, domestically, the sovereign State was excessively large,
internationally, it proved to be too small. In both cases, the sovereign State appeared unable to
deliver the fundamental tasks entrusted to it: internally, peace and order, and the overall
pre-requisites necessary for the good life of the citizenry that deserves to be lived; externally,

7 From the wealth of materials on the nature and political significance of regionalism in Europe, cf. for all the works
of Solange Gras and Christian Gras, La révolte des régions d'Europe Occidentale de 1916 a nos jours
(Paris; PUF, 1982) and of Ada Ferrara, Autonomia regionale, itinerario di un'idea (Roma: Civitas, 1982). For a
synoptic overview of the recent evolution and contemporary circumstance of regionalism and of autonomous
regions in Europe, cf. the study coordinated by Francesco Merloni, Tendances de la régionalisation dans les pays
Européens. 2007-2015 (Strasbourg: Congres des Pouvoirs Locaux et Régionaux du Conseil de I'Europe, 2016).
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the security of its borders and the stability of the international system. And the two world wars
of the twentieth century brought the evidence that, as the proposal of sovereignty had
exhausted itself, international peace and security required far more than what the traditional
international system was able to deliver. That is why the restauration of the world as it was
prior to war was no longer an option as it had been at the Congress of Vienna - to resort to the
expression celebrated by Henry Kissinger in his Doctoral dissertation.8 The new conditions that
emerged in the twentieth century did not require the restauration of sovereignty, but its
tempering through the forging of political communities of a different type, grounded upon a
different idea, the idea of autonomy.

3. The re-emergence of the idea of regional autonomy

A bit throughout Europe, the solution to the crisis that the modern principle of sovereignty
encountered in the twentieth century entailed the recovery of the idea of autonomy, understood
as an instrument of political order, both domestically and internationally.

Autonomy is an old idea, dating back to Ancient Greece. Forged both as a concept of
international relations and of domestic order, autonomy was coined to describe two
fundamental phenomena. Firstly, at the international level, autonomy expressed the condition
of those political communities that were neither entirely free nor independent, nor subject to the
despotic will of others. They were autonomous, on the one hand, insofar as being integrated
and therefore a part of greater units, instead of being independent, they had to abide by the
collective decisions adopted by the institutions proper to the whole of which they were part.
Yet, on the other hand, being autonomous meant that in a more or less vast array of domains
they were free to act and to regulate their lives with the norms they freely wished to adopt for
themselves. Secondly, and at the domestic level, autonomy translated the freedom that the
various parts of the Greek polis enjoyed. Instead of being an island, a simple, unitary actor, the
Greek polis resembled more an archipelago. In Aristotelian language, it constituted a complex
whole, made up, not just of individuals, much less understood as abstract entities, but also of
“families” and “villages”, each of them with their own identity, and telos to fulfill.® And, it was
precisely this fact that recommended them their autonomy, i.e. the realm of freedom that they
enjoyed in living their individuality and delivering the conditions and the services that rested at
the roots of their very existence and legitimated them. Within the polis, autonomy ensued from
an ontological point of departure, translating the recognition that it integrated parts that were
individuated by the presentation of a series of characteristics. It further entailed that these parts
that together made up the polis better recommended themselves for the provision of certain
services which the individuals required in order to aspire to the good life that deserved to be

8 Henry Kissinger, A World Restored: Metternich, Castlereagh, and the Problems of Peace (Boston: Houghton
Mifflin, 1957).
9 Aristotle, The Politics (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995).
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lived. Therefore, autonomy expressed the freedoms recognized and guaranteed to each of
them in the fulfillment of their teloi.10

In the twentieth century, the erosion of sovereignty recommended the emergence of new
political communities and the reconfiguration of the State. Autonomy is a concept that
recommended itself to the task in so far as it allowed for the emergence of new political
communities both within and beyond the State. Unable, by itself, to assure the conditions
adequate to the good life, the sovereign State was forced to rethink and to reorganize itself and
to allow, in those domains in which it was unable to deliver, for the emergence of other political
communities — besides itself — that proved to be able to find success where it had failed.

Within the State, these new political communities that emerge are, paradigmatically, the
autonomous regions. Their appeal ensues from the fact that they are better able to correspond
to the requirements of a citizenry, increasingly aware of its specific identity and desirous of
taking charge of significant parts of its own life. Europe knows a wide variety of autonomous
regions, of the widest size, ranging from under 30 000 inhabitants, the Aaland islands, to over
7 million, Catalonia, and competences, some, with but scanty political and administrative
autonomy, like the Nordic, French and Dutch, others coming close to the dignity of traditional
statehood, like the Belgian regions, or threatening to request it, Scotland, or engaged in
outright struggle for it, as is the case now with Catalonia. Across the spectrum, regional
autonomy emerges increasingly as catalysts for democratic participation. Not just for
democratic participation along traditional lines, where more democracy translates into having
more people vote more times. But for direct democratic participation in the decision-making of
those who are going to be directly affected, both by the political options that are to be adopted
and by the legal norms which are to regulate and materialize them.

In all cases, autonomy assumes a more or less voluntary double or hybrid character,
expressing, simultaneously, a desire both of singularity of a community and of integration. An
autonomous region is always, at the same time, and without contradiction, a whole in itself and
a part of a superior greater whole in which it is integrated and of which it is a part. Whereas
throughout modernity, the sovereign State appeared, in strictly solipsist, as the singular
political actor on stage, each radically distinct and separate from all others, the autonomous
regions emerge as integral parts and partners of other political entities. Whereas modern
States claimed for themselves no less than sovereign independence, autonomy throws the
regions that receive it to a context of integration, partnership and power sharing through
subsidiarity a concept entirely foreign to the discourse of sovereignty.

Beyond the State and as sovereignty proves to no longer constitute an adequate guarantee of
security and or an appropriate instrument of political order, regions are forged, above and
sometimes beyond the States, to step in, in more or less autonomous fashion, where

10 For an indepth exploration of the emergence of the concept of autonomy in Ancient Greece cf. Martin Ostwald,
Autonomia, Its Genesis and Early History (New York: Scholars Press, 1982). For a synoptic overview of the
evolution of the concept, cf. our work Do Estado Soberano ao Estado das Autonomias, especially Chapter 3
“Autonomia, subsidiariedade e Estado regional ou das autonomias,” 201-317, as well as the bibliography
identified there.
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traditional statehood failed. The Council of Europe and its Human Rights regime constitute a
prime example. Whereas the sovereign prerogative of States to create for themselves the body
of law it freely willed proved to lead to such monstrosities as those witnessed by the first half of
the twentieth century, it proved necessary to domesticate the sovereign capacity of States to
legislate subordinating them to a higher right: namely to Human Rights and, for its
implementation, to subordinate the States to higher courts, namely to the Human Rights Court
in Strasbourg.

It is often argued that European integration started in the field of Economics and that Jean
Monnet, one of its major founding fathers, at the end of his life had regretted it, stating that,
could he start again, he would have started by grounding integration not in Economics, but in
Culture. Now, on the one hand, there is no record of such assessment and, on the other hand,
the truth of the matter is that European integration did not take off with Economics, but with a
common law: Human Rights. And, as the Lockean tradition reminds us, it is precisely the
sharing of a common body of law that grounds a political community.

In a fundamental, albeit discreet manner, the Council of Europe constitutes a true region, not,
of course, a region like Catalonia, Scotland or the Faroe islands, these present an
infra-national character, but a supranational one. A region made up of states that, guarding
their traditional legislative capacity, see it now checked by a higher, superior, filter.11

It is important to underline that the second moment of European integration and, therefore, of
supranational regional construction for overcoming the incapacity with which States confronted
themselves did not lay in Economic, either, but on security. In the two wars of the twentieth
century, the European states all but exhausted themselves and, failing the incapacity of the
United Nations to obtain the appropriate instruments to assure its constitutional promise to
abolish war and to be an effective guarantor of world security, it become necessary to forge in
Europe a second region, a security region. One that, given European fragility, required,
naturally a wider scope, opening to the major part of the Western World: NATO. As the San
Francisco Convention promise of World government or, at least, of world security faded away,
it became necessary to forge an alternative. At the foundations of the UN Charter laid the
aspiration that the armed forces of States would know a destiny little greater than that which
the medieval instruments of force underwent in the transition to modernity. The aspiration was
that just as counties, duchies, abbeys, free cities and feudal lords, in general, lost to the
emerging States their military might, allowing the new sovereigns to claim no less than a
monopoly over the legitimate use of force, both within their midst and across their borders, so
too the United Nations would possess a parallel monopoly worldwide.

Moreover, it was only the fact that such a desideratum was — and remains, of course, — far
from concretization that led to the birth of NATO. The Organization, it should be underlined,
was never thought as an alliance, along traditional modern lines, but as a region, an
organization, as spelled out in its very name. And that is probably the fundamental reason of its

11 For a broader discussion of this notion cf. our essay “Direitos Humanos e integracdo europeia,” Boletim do
Ntcleo Cultural da Horta 24 (2015) and the bibliography identified there.
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survival of the Cold War, even as the Warsaw Pact disintegrated. The point of the matter is
that, as a security region, NATO’s legitimacy ensues from a double foundational incapacity:
firstly, from the incapacity of States, their sovereignty notwithstanding, to ably assure their own
security; secondly, from the incapacity of the United Nations to deliver on its promise of World
Order.

Such a fact, besides, would appear to remain at the heart of the organization’s success and
continuous appeal. At present, the major dilemma facing a variety of countries resides in
knowing if their security is going to rest on the sovereign instruments of power at their
disposable — with the knowledge that from the United Nations no effective guarantees can be
expected — or if they can, instead, integrate a greater whole, a security region, capable of
enveloping them with its power and, subsidiarily, deliver such assurance. In other words, the
attractiveness of NATO would come forward clearly upon consideration of whether a State
finds itself inside or outside its regional borders.

One had to wait for a third moment of European integration to encounter the economic
dimension. And its legitimation remained fundamentally the same: the fragility and, by now,
impropriety of the modern sovereign formula. It was, it should be remembered, the incapacity
of the European States to remain adequate spaces for economic development — or even to
feed the Europeans - that led to integration. The fundamental intuition of the European
Recovery Plan that would be celebrated by its main proponent, Secretary of State George
Marshall, speaks loudly in this regard, as does the entire process of European integration.
Integration is a remedy, a sovereign remedy, in the words of Winston Churchill, or a concrete
strategy, in the design of men like Jean Monnet and Robert Schuman, aiming, from the start,
not at the replacement of the States by a super-State, but at the fulfillment of the lacunae
presented by the States when faced with the circumstances of the contemporary world. In
other words, integration knew, from the start, a regional dimension, aiming at the development
of a regional space of economic prosperity, capable of opening the way to the emancipation of
the continent.

So much so that the success of European integration ensues from its capacity to deliver:
progress, development and quality of life for citizens. To deliver, subsidiarily, where, by
themselves, the States prove to do so. And, again, that goes a great deal in explaining the
success of the process of European integration and its enduring appeal. It is, again, a question
of determining on which side of the regional border a State finds itself: if outside (in which
context it can, sovereingly, count on its wits and its resources alone) or inside (in which context
it can count on the broader ballast of the region of which it is but a part). In a word, grounded
upon a dualist perspective, the modern idea of sovereignty points to a world where each State
stands out alone, by itself, in solipsist fashion, the single responsible for itself and its people.
Regional integration, whether in the field of Human Rights, security, or economy, translates
into the new fact that Member States no longer stand alone. The very reason for regional
integration is that interests and destinies of Member States are better served, not merged, or
fused together in a super-State, nor independently of one another, but consolidated. That is
why, instead of remaining a sovereign responsibility of each, they become a joint affair.
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The Ancient Greeks taught us that, as a Zoon politikon, man is a very peculiar kind of animal:
one that needs to share life with his fellows. With whom, however, do we need to share our
lives in order to aspire to the good life that deserves to be lived? To that fundamental question,
whereas the Greeks had pointed to the polis, modernity points to the States. We need to share
our lives, that is, with our fellow countrymen. It is with them that we constitute a community, a
demos. Moreover, whereas our demos is composed of those who are our equals, the other
demoi, the rest of mankind, is made of foreigners, others organized in foreign States,
independent from our own. It is with our countrymen that we constitute a community of destiny
and it is with them that we count to jointly forge our lives. With the rest, with the foreigners, we
are convoked to deal, through diplomatic or consular channels, in peace time, as in war, in
strictly utilitarian fashion and in so far as such relations may lead to the gratification of our
interests.

Regional integration translates into the breakup of such a scheme through the establishment of
links of rights, as well as of duties, across borders — if not all the way throughout the entire
planet and embracing all of humanity, as promised by the cosmopolitan tradition, at least at the
regional level; at the level, that is, of the region composed of those States that are willing to
open themselves to the experience. And, again, the fundamental question remains the
determination of where to place the new regional borders. Which States are in and which are
out?

Conclusion

And yet, instead of evidencing a generalized will to solidarity and integration, at the infra and
supra national levels, contemporary Europe seems to be bent upon the recuperation of the old
discourse of sovereignty and the model of order heralded by it. The reconfiguration of political
order that appears to be required by the new conditions heralded by these first decades of the
twenty first century, both within and across our States, is giving way to a renewed appeal of the
logic of sovereignty which finds translation in disturbing new dimensions.

We witness the recovery of the modern utilitarian ethics at the expense of the republican ethics
of community building, participation and sharing of a common life and a common destiny. It is
this utilitarian ethics that, instead of pointing to the reshaping of our political communities, both
within and across States — thus the phenomenon of regionalist integration — points, instead, to
the return of the State and, whenever necessary and insofar as necessary, to the formation of
alliances dedicated to a better procurement of gratification by each of its national interest. The
ethics of integration requires more or less permanent arrangements, grounded upon the
solidarity that ensues from sharing a common identity and a common destiny. After all, for
example, | am not Portuguese only when my country wins the tournament and takes the cup;
| am Portuguese irrespective of the result. Just as | am not a friend of my friends only when
they are healthy and rich and | manage to benefit and obtain significant gains from being with
them. As a matter of fact, should I be a friend of my friends based upon a strictly utilitarian
evaluation of the costs and benefices of our relationship, what that would mean is that | would
evidence possessing little knowledge of what friendship is all about and that, at bottom, there
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never was between us a relationship of friendship at all, at least not from my part. And the
same goes for solidarity, be it local, regional, national or European.

The modern ethics of utility points, directly, to a world where States join each other in alliances
that possess no ontological grounding other than the profit that at each moment they are able
to produce. So much so that it is with complete naturalness that yesterday’s foe becomes
today’s ally, and vice versa, depending upon the arithmetic results of the utilitarian calculus of
the impact upon the national interest of relations with them. Or, for that matter, this is the logic
from which, translating into the adequacy of a country’s policies to its capacity to finance them,
austerity is grounded upon. Not so with values, particular with those values that make us the
concrete persons — and communities — that we are.

As an alternative to integration and community building, we witness the renationalization of
political life and the return of intergovernamentalism. At the European level, Europhilism gives
way to Euroskepticism, just as, domestically, regional autonomy is challenged by the aspiration
to independent statehood and, in a plurality of our countries, it would seem that populism, a
contemporary version of the most impudent sophistry, appears to present itself as the single
option of government produced by our democratic systems that find themselves dangerously
close to discredit.

In the process, our States appear to be engaged in the suicidal march to the abyss that waits
all those who, according to the ancient council, allow themselves to be led by the blind or, at
best, to be condemned to a destiny of outright international irrelevance. Paraphrasing one of
the major intellectual founding fathers of the modern world, Niccold Machiavelli, it would
appear that the fortuna, which the contemporary political scene offers us, has hardly been so
adverse and, therefore, so ripe and so needy of a virtu, able to master it and, in the process,
lead our societies in the eminently political process of carving a betterfuture for the
communities available for us to situate our lives: regional, national, European and
cosmopolitan. In a word, our present conundrum requires far more than a return to the past, to
a Europe, and a world, of sovereign States. And that is why the ongoing European policies of
austerity, of adequating the policies of States to the ressources that they are able to command,
represents a tremendous waste and borders on tragedy. Instead, what is required, is the
creativity and the audacity to forge new forms of political organization. Just as at the dawn of
modernity the idea of sovereignty recomended itself and became an instrument of tremendous
success, exhausted, at present, it needs to be discarded and substituted by a new one, more
adequate to our contemporary reality and demands. Regions, both infranational and
supranational enchained subsidiarily in accordance with the fundamental principles of
autonomy and persobnal dignity and recognition apper to stand out among the most
promissing alternatives.
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THE EU’S GLOBAL STRATEGY AND ITS INITIAL IMPACT ON THE
EASTERN PARTNERSHIP

Francisco ALDECOA LUZARRAGA
Victoria RODRIGUEZ PRIETO

Abstract. The EU's Global Strategy has triggered significant measures, such as the principle of
pragmatism or resilience, which reinforces the EU’'s normative nature; but also, initiatives in the area of
security and defence: the establishment of Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO), a new
European Defence Fund and advances towards a desired European strategic autonomy. Taking into
consideration the increase of insecurity in the Eastern neighbourhood, the above-mentioned measures
are of great relevance. The initial implementation within the Eastern Partnership confirms certain
impact. However, we consider that it will become more visible in the mid-long term.

Keywords: EU's Global Strategy, European Foreign and Security Policy, European diplomacy,
pragmatism, resilience, normative dimension, PESCO and European strategic autonomy.

1. Introduction

he aim of this paper is to analyze the reinforcement of the EU Global Strategy for Foreign
Tand Security Policy in the Eastern dimension of the European Neighbourhood Policy

(ENP). In order to do this we will try to explore the main advances of the strategy and its
impact on the internal dynamics of the ENP with respect to the eastern neighbourhood,
especially the principle of pragmatism and the notion of resilience (of state and civil society).
And, at the same time, we will analyze the last steps taken in terms of security and defence,
and its initial impact on the eastern partners. These steps are also a consequence of the
cohesion that has developed within the EU as a result of the federalization element as a
consequence of Brexit, something that had not been achieved for more than ten years, and
this has made it possible to advance in this field in a meaningful way.

To do this, we will try to answer the following questions: What are the main innovations
included in the Global Strategy of June 2016 that reinforce the normative nature of the EU, in
particular in its ENP towards Eastern Europe? What is their nature? To what extent do they
reflect its normative nature? How was its initial implementation?

Similarly, one of the main innovations of the Global Strategy is the addition of the notion of
strategic autonomy: what does it mean? What effects does it have for the Eastern Partnership?
To date, what measures have been promoted in the field of security and defence? What is
PESCO? How far does it go towards establishing an independent European defence?

To answer these questions we put forward the following hypothesis: the ambitious measures,
included in the new Global Strategy on Foreign Policy and Security of the EU, have an initial
impact on the States participating in the framework of the Eastern Partnership. This is
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particularly relevant since it reinforces the ENP and could even have an initial impact on the
entrenched conflicts present in the region, especially the armed dispute in the Ukraine that has
led to a notable increase in insecurity in the area in the region in recent years. In particular, we
argue that the changes promoted may allow lead to greater dissuasion for Russia, since there
is a greater internal cohesion of the EU with a willingness to have strategic autonomy and also
to make decisions in neighbourhood policy credible.

2. The emergence of the European Union as a global, normative and diplomatic actor

When analyzing the international dimension of the European unity project from its origin to our
days, we observe that especially when this had already become a reality, from 1950, it would
only be a passive subject of international society, as a consequence of the Cold War and the
bloc policy, and it only had a limited influence firstly as a commercial actor and later as an
economic one. It would not be until after 1989, with the disappearance of the bloc policy and as
a consequence of the mutation of the nature of the European construction from economic into
political — after Maastricht — and of the progressive development of the common foreign policy,
when the Union European Union would gradually become a global player, from the beginning
of the 21st century.

There are three main factors that explain this sometimes imperfect and contradictory rise, in
global politics: a) the increase of its commercial and economic weight, and especially with the
birth of the currency as an expression of the welfare society model, and which accounts for half
of the world’s social expenditure; b) the importance of cooperation for development and
humanitarian aid, which also accounts for almost half of the world total, as well as the financing
of the United Nations system, which is also almost fifty percent of it, and ¢) development of the
European common diplomacy that we will analyze below.

At the same time, since the beginning of the 21st century, the European Union has become a
normative actor, using the expression of lan Manners! for whom a normative power is one
whose power consists in its capacity to transform international rules, in this case, in the
direction of greater international regulation in the defence of shared values, such as human
rights, the rule of law, etc. This international dimension is a consequence of the internal model
of a welfare society, which implies a balance between market, society and State.

Thus, the European Union has actively participated in world governance, including in some
cases leading it, on issues such as human rights, the abolition of the death penalty, the
International Criminal Court, the Paris Treaty on Climate Change of 2015 or the United Nations
sustainable development goals for 2030, approved in 2015 at the core of the General
Assembly and promoted by the European Union. We must not forget the important initiative of
the European Union to launch the G-20 in 2008 and its impact on international regulation

1 Jan Manners, “Normative Power Europe: A Contradiction in Terms?,” Journal of Common Market Studies 40, 2
(2002): 235.
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through the twelve summits, including the one in Hamburg in July 2017, in which it now clearly
leads the way.

The start-up and development of the European Union as a diplomatic actor is having a great
impact. This became possible after the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon of December 1,
2009, which provided for the existence of common European diplomacy, which ultimately
implies the existence of a “Minister”, who is the current High Representative for Foreign Affairs
and Security Policy; a “Ministry”, which is the central administrative organization of the Foreign
Service, in Brussels; and some “Embassies” or delegations of the European Union abroad, as
we will explain in detail later.

At present, these embassies — before they were only delegations of the Commission — total
one hundred and forty-two, they are accredited before States and international organizations,
and are functioning effectively with a progressive deployment. This new diplomacy is different
from that of the Member States and officials of the Commission and the Council of the
European Union make up two thirds of it and the remaining one third is formed by diplomats
from the Member States. It should also be noted that this new diplomacy extends the rights of
citizenship through consular assistance.

In any case, it must be borne in mind that both diplomacies have been operating for more than
seven years simultaneously, without a hierarchy between them, and with a relationship of
“compatibility” — in no case “complementarity” — since each of them acts according to their
corresponding competences. This does not mean that in all cases this coordination works well
and allows the common action of the European Union to be strengthened. At the same time,
embassies of the Member States begin to close, which in some cases are incorporated into the
embassies of the Union.

This is how the diplomatic actor emerges, whose fundamental role is to articulate in an
autonomous way the world politics of the European Union, giving it unity and coherence in the
programming (both in the political and security aspects, and in the aspects of external
relations, with some economic dimension), and also in the execution. It should not be forgotten
that the High Representative is also vice-president of the European Commission. Thus,
European diplomacy provides security to the whole of the Union through the external
dimension of common policies and the development of European foreign and security policy.

3. The innovations of the Lisbon Treaty’s Foreign Policy and the Neighbourhood Policy

The Lisbon Treaty is characterized by including most of changes introduced by the non nata
Constitution for Europe by means of the so-called “veil theory”. That is to say, more visible
aspects disappear while changes remain.2 Regarding external dimension, establishment of

2 Francisco Aldecoa Luzérraga and Mercedes Guinea Llorente, “El Rescates sustancial de la Constitucion
Europea a través del Tratado de Lisboa: la salida del laberinto,” Documento de trabajo 9, Real Instituto el Cano,
2008, http://www.realinstitutoelcano.org/wps/wcm/connect/07d53c8041b908809fbaffe151fccd56/DT9-2008_Alde
coa_Guinea_Tratado_Lisboa.pdf?MOD=AJPERES&CACHEID=07d53c8041b908809fhaffe151fccd56 (accessed
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European «Ministry for Foreign Affairs», «Ministry» and also «Embassies» were major steps at
the core of Constitutional Treaty. In spite of the fact the Lisbon Treaty didn’t include such
names; it embraced all changes introduced in the field, in accordance to veil theory. The latter
innovations respond to new duties of the High Representative for Foreign Affairs and Security
Policy (HR), the setting up of European External Action Service (EEAS) and, finally,
Delegations of the EU.3

Concerning the HR, he has to conduct the Union’s common foreign and security policy;
elaborate proposals and apply them (article 18.2 TUE). Furthermore, the new HR rests upon
the two European souls; intergovernmental and communitarian due to the fact he presides
over the Foreign Affairs Council and, at the same time, is a Vice-president of European
Commission (article 18.3 and 4 TUE). The result is «one single mind» in the European external
action, which is a key step forward in consolidating the EU’s role in the international arena.*
The first new HR were C. Asthon (2009-2014) and later F. Mogherini (2014 to present time).

EEAS is the HR's executive arm, as stated in article 27.3 TUE. It is a unique administration
that supports the HR to fulfil all his commitments. The bases to set it up are in the “Council
decision of 26 July 2010 establishing the organisation and functioning of the European
External Action Service.”> It represents a common European Diplomacy and it is considered as
one of the most significant steps forward in this field with a great impact on different areas. So,
for example, in the ENP, EEAS has strengthened the traditional role of European Commission
who was criticised for being too technical.6 Delegations of the EU form a network that allows
broadening and consolidating the European presence in the external sphere. Nowadays, 146
delegations composed this network; a large number in comparison with embassies of some
European countries.” The great advance lies in representing the EU in third countries and in
international organizations thanks to the new European legal personality. They work under the
authority of HR (article 221 TFEU).

Since the coming into force of the Lisbon Treaty (December, 2009), the EU has implemented

15 January 2018).

3 Francisco Aldecoa Luzarraga and Mercedes Guinea Llorente, La Europa que viene: El Tratado de Lishoa
(Madrid: Marcial Pons, 2008).

4 Francisco Aldecoa Luzarraga, “La diplomacia europea como diplomacia comin,” in La diplomacia comun
europea: el servicio europeo de accidn exterior, ed. Francisco Aldecoa Luzarraga, 19-41 (Madrid, Barcelona,
Buenos Aires: Marcial Pons, 2011).

5 Council of the European Union, Council decision of 26 July 2010 establishing the organisation and functioning of
the European External Action Service, 2010/427/EU, Official Journal of the European Union, L 201, Volume 53, 3
August 2010, 30-40, http:/feur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=0J:L:2010:201: FULL&from=EN
(accessed 15 January 2018).

6 Victoria Rodriguez Prieto, “El papel del Servicio Europeo de Accidn Exterior en el Instrumento Europeo de
Vecindad y Asociacion: hacia una mayor coherencia y eficacia con los estados vecinos,” in La diplomacia comdn
europea: el servicio europeo de accion exterior, ed. Francisco Aldecoa Luzérraga, 161-172 (Madrid: Marcial
Pons, 2011).

7 Stephan Keukeleire, “European Foreign Policy beyond Lisbon. The Quest for Relevance,” in Scrutinizing Internal
and External Dimensions of European Law / Les dimensions internes et externes du droit européen a I'épreuve,
Vol. Il, eds. Inge Govaere and Dominique Hanf, 831-840 (Brussels: Peter Lang, 2013).
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the above-mentioned changes. However, its consolidation is taking place under the current
mandate of the HR, F. Mogherini, who has a different position to the previous HR, C. Asthon.
The latter issue is strengthened in the framework of present European Commission, headed by
J. C. Juncker, which enjoys more legitimacy as a result of applying article 17.7 TEU.

The naming of F. Mogherini in 2014 as the High Representative meant the confirmation of a
change towards a more powerful foreign policy. Throughout her mandate she has
demonstrated the willingness “to broaden margins, and break through limits,” pushing the
European Union forward as a normative and diplomatic actor far more audaciously tan her
predecessor Mrs Aston. As F Mogherini is the vice-president of the European Commission,
she is responsible the coordination of five commissioners who are responsible for the foreign
dimension of the Union. What is more, she will be responsible for the defence policy, albeit
with the support of the Deputy General Secretary for the PESD, Pedro Antonio Serrano de
Haro.

Therefore, we can observe how the present day EU has a different position in comparison with
the pre-Lishon stage, which lets it offer a more ambitious action in accordance with the
external context.

On the other hand, the Treaty of Lisbon has a special importance with respect to the ENP,
since relations with neighbouring States are regulated for the first time in a treaty, more
specifically in Article 8 of the TEU. In it, @ new statute is established (the neighbour’s statute)
that differs from the traditional ones (member and non-member) and that will allow forging of
greater links with the EU, in accordance with the European values themselves.

4. Genesis and development of the new Global Strategy for Foreign Policy and Security
of the European Union

In 2015, the current High Representative (HR), F. Mogherini, presented, at the request of the
European Council,® a first report on the most recent changes on the international scene,
entitled “The European Union in a changing global environment. A more connected, contested
and complex world.” In it, the need was shown for a new global strategy that would allow the
EU to direct its external action according to more ambitious priorities, objectives and means.®
This responded to the complexity and increasing instability of the international scene that
demanded a different action to face new challenges, especially those arising in the European

8 European Council, Conclusions of the European Council of 19/20 December 2013, EUCO 217/13, Brussels, 20
December 2013, http:/data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-217-2013-INIT/en/pdf (accessed 15 January
2018).

9 European External Action Service, The European Union in a changing global environment. A more connected,
contested and complex world, 2015, http://eeas.europa.eu/archives/docs/docs/strategic_review/eu-strategic-re
view_executive_summary_en.pdf (accessed 15 January 2018).
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neighbourhood.10

After long negotiations and quite a few delays, the Global Strategy for the Foreign and Security
Policy of the European Union was approved. “A common vision, a joint action: a stronger
Europe,” is known as the Global Strategy and presented on June 28, 2016. It was negotiated
for more than two years, participating in the negotiation were both the representatives of the
Ministries of Foreign Affairs of Member States such as the European Parliament and a group
of experts from different countries, although the responsibility for it was that of the High
Representative. This explains why it was only presented and not approved in the European
Council of June 28.

The Global Strategy was widely criticized because it was presented five days after the Brexit
referendum and a few months before Trump’s victory. However, this has been a great virtue,
since it has placed the European Union with a clear strategy that has allowed it to cope
collectively with these new unforeseen challenges, achieving common positions of great
relevance and certain effectiveness, as highlighted by the evaluation carried out by the EEAS
very recently, specifically on June 25, 2017.

The conception of the “European Security Strategy, a secure Europe in a better world,”
formulated in December 2003 by Javier Solana, the first High Representative, regarding the
structural approach to security, as well as the effective multilateralism is maintained. However,
it includes at least two novelties: one of them as a consequence of the new international
situation of aggravation of threats, which will imply the reinforcement of the defence policy, and
another one more directed to the action, which leads to qualification of “pragmatism based on
principles,” characteristic of a normative power.

The starting point of the Strategy is that international security and defence circumstances have
changed, that the world is different and that the international security environment is more
insecure, more volatile and with greater uncertainties. It will establish that “Europeans must be
better equipped, trained and organized to contribute decisively to these collective efforts, as
well as to act autonomously if and when necessary,” noting further that “an adequate level of
ambition and strategic autonomy is important for Europe’s ability to foster peace and ensure
security within its borders.”

The Strategy will consolidate the European Union as the normative actor to which we have
referred and it also addresses the need to turn it into a strategic actor. As a normative actor by
pointing out that “through our combined weight we can promote agreed rules to curb political
relations based on power and contribute to a peaceful, just and prosperous world.” He will then
gather that “the Union will promote a rules-based world order, with multilateralism as an
essential principle and articulated around the United Nations. An international order based on
international law, including the principles of the Charter of the United Nations and the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights.”

10 Dimitris Bouris and Tobias Schumacher, “The 2011 Revised Neighbourhood Policy: Continuity and Change in
EU Foreign Policy,” in The Revised European Neighbourhood Policy. Continuity and Change in EU Foreign
Policy, eds. Dimitris Bouris and Tobias Schumacher, 1-31 (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2017).
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With regard to the European Union as a strategic actor, the Strategy incorporates the
innovative principle of “strategic autonomy,” which does not define but whose meaning is
understood intuitively. Perhaps its most important contribution is that it transfers the legal
obligation of defensive alliance established in article 42.7 of the TEU to a political commitment,
when it states that “the Union will promote peace and guarantee the security of its citizens and
its territory.” With this, the legal commitment of the Treaty is specified in a strategic objective of
the first order, which involves the qualitative change in the scope of defence policy. It ranges
from crisis management operations abroad to the defence of citizens and territories that
implies territorial defence, until now the exclusive responsibility of the Member States.

For this reason, it is important to highlight that one of the fundamental elements of the
development of the Global Strategy is the European defence policy, which until now had
suffered an important veto for its development by the part of the United Kingdom. During this
last year there has been considerable progress, possibly because it had not been achieved in
the last decade, since this policy was implemented. The United Kingdom has made it difficult
but has not prevented its implementation, and with that the European defence policy is coming
to life, together with the Global Strategy.

However, the Global Strategy not only promotes this policy, but also others. The consensus on
sustainable development reached with the agreement of all the institutions in June 2017 has
special relevance, an agreement that will have a great impact and which is part of the Africa
Plan, which implies fifty billion euro finance for that region in five years. There are also
advances in crisis management abroad.

Although the challenges are greater, the European Union is better equipped as a global actor
and with a diplomatic structure that allows a more efficient, effective and credible action in
international society. Until now the development of the defensive actor was missing, which
aims to make this global actor credible, especially as a defensive alliance, which is precisely
what is being reinforced during this last year, coinciding with the “bomb” of the Brexit.

The final result was the establishment of a framework of global action and not exclusively of
security!! characterized by the promotion of a greater involvement, which is possible thanks to
the present reality of the EU (fruit of the changes introduced in the Lisbon Treaty); a reality in
full evolution, where the previous concept of civil power!? has been surpassed, hence the need
to move towards different objectives, priorities and means.

11 European External Action Service, “Shared Vision, Common Action: A Stronger Europe”; A Global Strategy for
the European Union's Foreign and Security Policy, 2016, http://eeas.europa.eu/archives/docs/top_stories/pdf/eu
gs_review_web.pdf (accessed 15 January 2018).

12 |bid.
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5. Main innovations of the Global Strategy: reinforcement and visualization of the most
normative dimension of European external action

Traditional approaches underlined the tension between the defence of national interests and
the more ethical dimension of policies by Member States.13 However, in the new global
strategy, the EU takes the direction that underlines the difficulty of separating interests and
values!4 in so far as both complement each other and come together as an indivisible part of
its foreign policy.

The document gives a prominent place to this issue, especially in the section “shared interests
and principles” subsequently developed under the headings “a global strategy to promote the
interests of citizens” and “guiding principles of our external action.”'> Regarding the interests,
the following are identified: peace and security; prosperity; democracy (which includes the
promotion and respect of human rights, fundamental freedoms and the rule of law), that is,
values, and finally a world order based on norms (through multilateralism within organizations,
especially, the United Nations). While the principles included are pragmatism, unity,
interaction, responsibility and partnership.16

Certainly, the section on the principles does not refer to the normative dimension; they only
stress a purely strategic approach. In other words, it is “how” the EU should act on the
international scene. The reason is that interests have been previously identified as values,
which shows their indivisibility in European external action and, ultimately, the EU’s aspiration
to incur on the international scene through an ambitious normative promotion campaign. The
latter is a reflection of its own internal nature as they are the same values that underpin the
European project (such as peace, democracy, human rights and fundamental freedoms or the
rule of law), which determine its external action. Likewise, these are reinforced by transcending
from a purely community to a more cosmopolitan nature as universal rules. Because, in turn,
European principles are included in conventions, treaties and international agreements
(especially those reached within the framework of the United Nations) transcending the purely
European sphere.1’

13 Robert C. Good, “The National Interest and Political Realism: Niebuhr's “Debate” with Morgenthau and
Kennan,” The Journal of Politics 22, 4 (November 1960): 597.

14 Jan Manners, “The European Union as a Normative Power: A response to Thomas Diez,” Millenium 35, 1
(2006): 167.

15 European External Action Service, “Shared Vision, Common Action: A Stronger Europe”; A Global Strategy for
the European Union’s Foreign and Security Policy.

16 |bid., 10-18.

17 Manners, “Normative Power Europe: A Contradiction in Terms?,” 235; lan Manners, “L'identité internationalle
de I'Union européenne: un pouvoir normatif dans le jeu politique mundial,” in Europe, puissance tranqulle? Role et
identité sur la scéne mondiale, ed. Bernard Adam, 33-49 (Brussels: Editions Complexe, 2006); Manners, “The
European Union as a Normative Power: A response to Thomas Diez,” 167; lan Manners, “Normative Power
Europe reconsidered: beyond the crossroads,” Journal of European Public Policy 13, 2 (2006): 182; Thomas Diez
and lan Manners, “Reflecting on normative-power Europe,” in Power in World Politics, eds. Felix
Berenskoetterand and Michael J. Williams, 173-188 (London: Routledge Taylor and Francis Group, 2007).
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Thus, the identification of interests as values clearly reinforces the more normative dimension
of the EU’s external action, since, in short, it is a true changer of norms8 whose reference is
its own values when acting on the international scene.

Likewise, in the new strategy, pragmatism stands as one of the principles that must guide
European foreign policy, as we have indicated previously. At first glance, it might seem that it
promotes a vision more typical of Realpolitik where utopianism1? is rejected and, therefore, the
ends justify the means. However, it is an erroneous argument since the pragmatism promoted
by the EU in the document is based on a clear idealist aspiration, 20 that is, on those values that
the EU seeks to export on the international scene in order to move towards the “better world”
to the one it aspires to reach. Specifically, the introduction of pragmatism in the strategy
responds to the need for an analysis that is closer to the realities of third States, taking its
normative model as a reference. With this, the EU seeks to correct erroneous analyses that, in
short, may reduce the effectiveness of its external action.

Finally, it highlights the concept of resilience that takes its origin in biology and environmental
sciences. However, in recent years, it has gained relevance in the field of foreign policy and, in
particular, in the case of the EU.2 The latter appears for the first time in the Commission
communication entitled “The EU approach on resilience: learning from food crises” (2012) as
well as in the Council conclusions on the EU approach on resilience that led to the first “Plan of
Action on Resilience in Countries of Crisis (2013-2020)."22 However, it will take further
development in the new security strategy and, subsequently, in the joint communication
“Resilience as a strategic priority of the European Union’s external action” (June, 2017).

As regards the new strategy, resilience is framed as the third priority of the EU’s external
action and is defined as “the capacity of States and societies to reform themselves, thus
withstanding disasters, and to recover from internal and external crises.”? To this end, the EU
covers the state and social dimensions, both of which are indispensable when promoting the
necessary changes. In the case of society, this constitutes the democratizing element in the
European treatment of resilience insofar as it makes the advance of security subject to

18 Manners, “Normative Power Europe: A Contradiction in Terms?,” 235.

19 Sven Biscop, “04 EU Global Strategy Expert Opinion,” European Union Institute for Security Studies, January
2016, https:/iwww.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/EUGS_Opinion_4 Biscop 0.pdf (accessed 15
January 2018).

20 Nathalie Tocci, “From the European Security Strategy to the EU Global Strategy: explaining the journey,”
International Politics 54, 4 (2017): 487.

21 Ana Juncos, “Resilience as the new EU foreign policy paradigm: a pragmatist turn?,” European Security 26, 1
(2017): 1.

22 Council of the European Union, Council conclusions on EU approach to resilience. Foreign Affairs Council
meeting, Brussels, 28 May 2013, http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_Data/docs/pressdata/EN/foraff/
137319.pdf (accessed 15 January 2018); European Commission, Commission Staff Working Document “Action
Plan for Resilience in Crisis Prone Countries 2013-2020," SEC [2013] 227 final, Brussels, 19 June 2013,
http://ec.europa.eu/echoffiles/policies/resilience/com_2013 227 ap_crisis_prone_countries_en.pdf (accessed 15
January 2018).

23 European External Action Service, “Shared Vision, Common Action: A Stronger Europe”: A Global Strategy for
the European Union’s Foreign and Security Policy.
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“a resilient society in which democracy, trust in institutions, and sustainable development are
found.”24

In terms of resilience, the European nature is multidimensional, including environmental
disasters, humanitarian assistance, energy, culture and even the respect and defence of
human rights.z> In this way, it seeks to manage uncertainty?s by focusing on the main
weaknesses that third countries present in order to deepen in those areas where it can offer a
significant difference. This approach must be implemented even in those countries that do not
wish to strengthen their ties with the EU.27 In this sense, a differentiated and specific approach
(tailor-made approach), together with the application of the pragmatism principle, enjoy special
relevance since it will allow to look for new possibilities in order to reach a sustainable security.

6. The repercussion of the notion of strategic autonomy (of the Global Strategy) in the
development of the Common Security and Defence Policy

With the aim of achieving a common defence, the Treaty of Lisbon takes a fundamental step to
address for the first time the question of the provision of instruments of self-defence for the
Union, going beyond the exclusive idea of crisis management. To this end, it improves the
existing instruments of the ESDP, expanding the cases in which Petersherg tasks can be
carried out (even for the prevention of terrorism). It is also permissible for a Union mission to
be entrusted to a Member State or a group of Member States and the procedures for financing
tasks to be simplified.

It will be as a consequence of the incorporation of the principle of strategic autonomy in the
Global Strategy when the development of the defence policy is produced since the Treaty of
Lisbon had established the new institutions of the CSDP: the Defensive Alliance, which implies
the territorial defence (article 42.7 TEU); the Permanent Structured Cooperation (article 42.6
TEU) and the European Defence Agency (article 42.3 and 45 TEU), which aims to strengthen
cooperation in the area of capabilities. The clause of solidarity between the Member States will
also come into being to prevent and react to terrorist attacks or natural disasters or of human
origin (article 222 of the TFEU).

Most relevantly, the true innovation of the Lisbon Treaty in European defence policy will be the
mutual assistance clause, which is the core of the Defensive Alliance and which will imply a
mutual defence commitment for the Member States even more demanding that the article 5 of
the Washington Treaty, by pointing out in article 42.7 that “if a member state is the subject of

24 |bid.

25 European Parliament, European Parliament resolution of 15 January 2015 on the situation in Ukraine, P8_TA
[2015] 0011, Strasbourg, 15 January 2015, http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&reference=
P8-TA-2015-0011&language=ES&ring=B8-2015-0021 (accessed 15 January 2018).

26 \Nolfgang Wagner and Rosanne Anholt, “Resilience as the EU Global Strategy’s new leitmotif: pragmatic,
problematic or promising?,” Contemporary Security Policy 37, 3 (2016): 414.

27 European External Action Service, “Shared Vision, Common Action: A Stronger Europe”: A Global Strategy for
the European Union’s Foreign and Security Policy.
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an armed aggression in its territory, the other member states shall provide aid and assistance
with all the means at their disposal.”

On the other hand, in order to make this Defensive Alliance credible, the Treaty of Lisbon
foresees the possibility of the existence of permanent rapid intervention forces that can
respond immediately to an aggression. This is in fact the Permanent Structured Cooperation,
included in article 42.6 of the TEU, which establishes that “Member States that meet higher
criteria of military capabilities and have signed more hinding commitments in this area to carry
out the most demanding missions will establish a permanent structured cooperation within the
framework of the Union.” It contemplates, therefore, the possibility that a group of States that
want and have sufficient permanent military capabilities can implement them without the need
for unanimity.

This means that since December 2009, the date of entry into force of the Treaty on European
Union, there is an authentic defensive alliance between the twenty-eight. Since then, the
European Union has a solid legal basis to launch a European defence policy. However, this
has not been possible until a few months ago, because the provisions of the Treaty of Lisbon,
for various reasons, had not been implemented. All the data leads us to think that now the
situation has changed and decisions are being made that will make possible the progressive
start-up of the European defence policy.

7. The decisive steps in the implementation of the European defence policy: permanent
structured cooperation

As a consequence of the implementation of the Global Strategy, several steps have been
taken in the implementation of the Union’s defence throughout the years 2016 and 2017,
including the Bratislava Declaration on a new relationship with NATO, the European Defence
Action Plan, the progress towards achieving an operational capacity, the creation of the
headquarters of operations, the Investment Fund for the Defence of the European Commission
and, especially, the important steps towards permanent structured cooperation.

The Joint Declaration between the European Commission Parliament and the NATO Secretary
General, derived from the informal meeting of twenty-seven European Union Defence
Ministers on 26 and 27 September 2016 in Bratislava, in which it becomes clear that the Union
and the Alliance are looking for a new relationship based on work and mutual support, and that
it is the confirmation of a new climate and the acceptance of the Global Strategy. The
Declaration is developed through the conclusions adopted by the respective Councils, among
which more than forty proposals are included.

This declaration is the one that will allow the European Union to develop the PESCO since it is
the first time that a clear cooperation between both organizations is established under the
acceptance of the principle of compatibility which is what allows development of a relationship
without hierarchy. When this is achieved NATO will see more clearly the development of a
European self-defence through the PESCO.
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The European Defence Action Plan, adopted by the European Commission and published on
November 30, 2016, develops the Global Strategy for Foreign Policy and Security. Its objective
is to create the right conditions to allow the ambition of the Strategy to become facts. It
presents different proposals, among them the common defence market or the use of the
Community budget in order to contribute to a union in the field of defence. The most ambitious
proposal, which is already underway, is the creation of a European Defence Fund with two
orientations, one dedicated to research and the other to other capacities.

The European Council of December 15, 2016, aimed to achieve a permanent operative
capacity of strategic planning and management, the reinforcement of the expedience and the
operative capacity of use and deployment of fast response instruments in order to make the
principle of strategic autonomy, which will be developed in subsequent Foreign Affairs and
Defence Councils, a reality.

Throughout 2017, various measures are being taken, including the decision of the Foreign
Affairs Council of March 6, 2017, to create an operations barracks, with the aim of immediately
launching it lead a group of crisis management operations already in operation. It is considered
that this barracks is the embryo of a general headquarters, whose creation was not decided
due to the veto by the United Kingdom, which understood that at the moment the headquarters
should be only that of NATO.

Also, recently, the Defence Affairs Council of May 18 has addressed a pact on the key
principles of the governance scheme of permanent structured cooperation. These decisions
are some of the measures, among others, that try to illustrate the development and
implementation of the first steps in defence policy, with the expectation that others will continue
to be adopted in the same direction throughout 2017, a fundamental year in this field, since we
must not forget that the European Commission presented in June the report reflecting on the
future of Europe in the field of defence policy, in which it sets the common objectives for 2025.

It is essential to activate permanent structured cooperation, regulated in articles 42.6 and 46 of
the TEU and in article 1 of Protocol No. 26, a commitment adopted in Juncker's agenda
‘A New Beginning”, as well as in various parliamentary resolutions, especially in the last, of
March 16, 2017, in points 30 to 34. In point 30, “the importance and need to participate in a
permanent and efficient structured cooperation all Member States willing to advance in the
integration of their defence “up to the highest level of ambition is underlined” and it is
considered that “a permanent integrated European force should be created as a multinational
force.”

Perhaps the most important decisions are those adopted by the European Council on June 22
and 23 on the development of the CSDP, and especially on permanent structured cooperation,
in which conclusion number 8 says that “in order to strengthen security and defence of Europe
in the current difficult geopolitical environment, and to help achieve the level of ambition of the
European Union, expressed in its Global Strategy, the European Council agrees that it is
necessary to launch an integrated and ambitious Permanent Structured Cooperation.”

This proposal is underway following the decision adopted at the Foreign Affairs and Defence
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Council on November 13, 2017, where the constitutive act of the PESCO was signed, of which
25 Member States are part, all except Denmark, Malta and, as it is natural, the United
Kingdom. With this, PESCO and its thirty projects are coming about formally and materially.

8. Initial implementation of the innovations of the Global Strategy in the Eastern
dimension of the neighbourhood

The implementation of the principle of pragmatism begins to be observed in the PEE with very
positive initial results. Within the framework of the European Neighbourhood Policy and, in
particular, in the latest annual reports published on different countries, a more critical diagnosis
is found, especially in the issues related to the area of democracy, good governance, human
rights and fundamental freedoms, in other words, the European regulatory core.28 This last
aspect is evident even in the most successful cases of regulatory approximation, where,
traditionally, the EU paid special attention to the advances and, therefore, relegated to the
background lack of progress and even setbacks. On the contrary, a more critical analysis is
now observed which highlights and reinforces the more normative dimension in relations with
the EU.

Thus, the case of Georgia should be singled out as the most advanced neighbouring state in
its progress towards the acquis communautaire. Despite the progress made, in the last report,
the HR and the European Commission make some reproaches, among other aspects, for the
implementation of the anti-discrimination law (one of the most outstanding advances in the
framework of visa liberalization) due to the lack of effective sanctions and preventive measures
against the violation of human rights and discrimination against minorities. In short, they
highlight the country’s high levels of intolerance, especially against religious minorities and the
LGTBI collective that differs from the commitment acquired by the EU in this area.2® While
Moldova is criticized for the lack of progress on issues such as the excessive use of preventive
detention or the fight against corruption.3® This shows that the initial change of Moldova in the
European direction has slowed slightly and they have scaled down their commitments to the
Union in certain areas after the election of I. Dodon (November, 2016).

Regarding the notion of resilience, the new strategy pays special attention to the neighbouring
states when they are subjected to significant tensions (endogenous and exogenous), hence
the need to strengthen their capacity to face the different challenges and become more
resilient. Thus, we should highlight the case of Ukraine that has to face external (conflict with
Russia) and internal crises (important structural deficits that require substantial changes,

28 Manners, “Normative Power Europe: A Contradiction in Terms?,” 235.

29 European Commission and High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, Joint Staff
Working Document “Association Implementation Report on Georgia,” SWD [2016] 423 final, Brussels, 25
November 2016.

30 European Commission and High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, Joint Staff
Working Document “Association Implementation Report on the Republic of Moldova,” SWD [2017] 110 final,
Brussels, 10 March 2017.
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especially, the reform of justice and the fight against corruption) and whose stabilization marks
a priority for European security3! itself. The EU has promoted different initiatives with the
neighbouring states;32 however, it is a very initial phase whose results could be perceived in
the long term. It also highlights the implementation of the first measures with Moldova
regarding the reform of its own internal security sector, with Moldova being the first State to
receive European aid in this area.33

While it is true that the concept of resilience is essential, it still transmits some ambiguity, which
could reduce its impact. In this, the traditional transforming role of the EU complements this
deficiency.34 In this regard, we disagree with those who hold that resilience means overcoming
the concept of regulatory power3s because, on the contrary, it complements and reinforces the
security objective with a clear foundation based on values.

Finally, we must take into account the new security and defence measures which have a
greater dissuasive effect. This last aspect has great relevance due to the growing instability in
the eastern neighbourhood. In particular, the complex situation in Ukraine is the main source of
insecurity in the area. The new direction of the country taken after the revolution of
Euromaidan (November, 2013) aroused misgivings by Russia who did not hesitate to annex
Crimea and Sevastopol to its territory while increasing its logistical and military support to the
eastern regions of Donetsk and Lugansk. In this way an armed confrontation that aspires to
affect the territorial integrity of the country between the central government of Kiev and the
separatist regions that have the endorsement of the Kremlin3¢ began.

Beyond the Ukrainian question, the dictatorial regime in Belarus worries, the lack of changes in
Azerbaijan or its dispute with Armenia related to Nagorno-Karabakh, which is considered the
entrenched conflict in the region that presents the greatest level of rivalry and confrontation. To
a lesser extent, Moldova stresses that despite having achieved important achievements in
recent years, it is carrying out initial changes after the rise of pro-Russian I. Dodon to the
presidency (November, 2016) who, while advocating strengthening links with the EU, promotes
contradictory measures, such as the new status of Moldova as an observer in the Russian

31 Michael Natorski, “The EU and Crisis in Ukraine: Policy Continuity in Times of Disorder?,” in The Revised
European Neighbourhood Policy. Continuity and Change in EU Foreign Palicy, eds. Dimitris Bouris and Tobias
Schumacher, 177-196 (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2017).

32 From Shared Vision to Common Action: Implementing the EU Global Strategy Year 1, 2017, https://europa.eu/
globalstrategy/sites/globalstrategyifiles/full_brochure_year 1.pdf (accessed 15 January 2018).

33 European Commission and High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, Joint
Report to the European Parliament, The Council, The European and Economic Social Committee and The
Committee of the Regions, Staff Working Document “Report on the Implementation of the European
Neighbourhood Policy Review,” JOIN(2017) 18 final, Brussels, 18 May 2017, https://eeas.europa.eu/sites/eeas/
files/2_en_act_partl_v9_3.pdf (accessed 15 January 2018).

3 Victoria Rodriguez Prieto, “Resilience as the key element of European response to a changing Eastern
Neighbourhood,” Studii Europene 9 (2017): 127.

35 Wagner and Anholt, “Resilience as the EU Global Strategy's new leitmotif: pragmatic, problematic or
promising?,” 414.

3% J. L. Black and Michael Johns, The Return of the Cold War. Ukraine, the West and Russia (Abigdon, Oxon:
Routledge, 2016).
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initiative of the Eurasian Union.37

However, progress has been made with respect to the Transnistrian conflict thanks to the
recent agreement reached, called the Berlin Protocol, which aims at greater collaboration. With
regard to Georgia, it stands as the neighbouring state that presents the greatest advances,
especially in the consolidation of its democratic regime or in the fight against corruption. In
addition, it enjoys close ties with the EU that, recently, have been increased with the entry into
force of the desired visa liberalization (March, 2017). However, it presents internal conflicts
within the regions of Abkhazia and South Ossetia that prevent a more ambitious development
on the part of the country.

So, to the extent that the EU promotes important measures in the field of security and defence,
these will have a greater deterrent effect as the EU enjoys greater unity and determination. In
this way, it could persuade other actors to carry out certain actions in the eastern
neighbourhood, which would prevent an increase in instability in the area and will mean
creating the conditions so that the Eastern Partnership can be developed with more stability.

Conclusions: the Global Strategy reinforces European diplomacy as a provider of
security in the eastern neighbourhood

The EU Global Strategy visualizes and reinforces the notion of regulatory power to the extent
that its values articulate the whole of European external action. Even in the field of security and
defence where, traditionally, the most realistic approach has predominated, the EU opts for a
more normative vision.

The Strategy sets as a priority the development of the ENP as a result of growing instability,
especially in the southern region but also in the eastern region. In this sense, the concept of
resilience (state and civil society) is of special interest when addressing security challenges
from a broad and ambitious perspective. Thus, the EU seeks to export its model as a whole to
address the structural deficiencies of these countries (such as corruption, the need for greater
reinforcement of their democratic systems or respect for human rights) which hamper their
capacity to respond and, therefore, lead to greater instability.

In the case of the eastern neighbourhood, the implementation of resilience is only beginning.
Some measures have been implemented in Ukraine and in Moldova, but these will have a
greater impact in the medium to long term, due to the complexity of the measures that require
more ambitious steps.

On the other hand, the strategy gives a lot of importance to the strategic autonomy of the EU
and the notion of the defence of its citizens and territories, which has led to more development
of the defence policy in just over than a year than in the rest of the century. All this has been

37 Sam Morgan, “Moldova granted observer status in Eurasian Union,” Euroactiv, 19 April 2017,
https://www.euractiv.com/section/europe-s-east/news/moldova-granted-observer-status-in-eurasian-union
(accessed 15 January 2018).
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possible thanks to the unity and cohesion that the EU currently has after Brexit, which has led
to notable changes even in this area.

This advance will have a great impact on the European neighbourhood, especially in the face
of entrenched conflicts that the region suffers. As the EU begins to have its own autonomous
defence, that is, not dependent on anyone else, this makes the ENP more credible, especially
in terms of deterrence.

Deterrence is based on the aforementioned cohesion that makes defence policy credible
because it can persuade other actors present in the area to promote certain actions in the
neighbouring states of Eastern Europe, thus being a stabilizing element that creates better
conditions for development and deepening of the ENP, a framework of relations that has the
support of the European institutions as a whole, especially the European Parliament.38

For all these reasons, we can conclude that the Global Strategy facilitates European diplomacy
in the promotion of the aforementioned measures to be a provider of security in the Eastern
European region, above all, with a medium-term perspective since security is the precondition
for the economic, political and social development of these countries as it has been noted in
other regions such as the Western Balkans and it is reflected in the recent strategy published
in the month of February, which will have an impact for the eastern partners.
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INCOMPATIBLE PARTNERSHIPS: THE INHERENT TENSION IN THE EU’S
EAST-EUROPEAN POLICY AND ITS IMPLICATIONS FOR SECURITY

Tom CASIER

Abstract. This paper argues that, before the Ukraine crisis, the EU’s policy towards its post-Soviet
neighbours was characterised by an inherent tension. The Strategic Partnership with Russia and the
European Neighbourhood Policy/Eastern Partnership tried to combine two incompatible objectives: the
ENP/EaP objectives of creating privileged relations and association with the eastern neighbours
collided with the promise of equal partnership and respect for Russian interests which the Strategic
Partnership entailed, in a context where Moscow claimed ‘privileged interests’ in the former Soviet
space. The decoupling of EU policies towards the post-Soviet space in 2003-2004 contributed to the
development of two different dynamics: a cooperative but asymmetrical relationship with certain EaP
countries versus a competitive context for the development of relations with Russia. The paper explores
how this impacted on the EU’s potential to play a significant security role in the neighbourhood.

Keywords: EU, foreign policy, Russia, Eastern Partnership, European Neighbourhood Policy.

Introduction

round 2003-2004 the EU's policy vis-a-vis the post-Soviet space changed from a
Auniform, monolithic policy in the 1990s to a two track policy, in which the EU engaged in

a Strategic Partnership with Russia on one hand and sought to develop privileged
relations with countries of the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) on the other. This paper
argues that this introduced a fundamental tension in the EU'’s policy towards the post-Soviet
space. The envisaged objectives of the EU-Russia Strategic Partnership and the ENP/Eastern
Partnership (EaP) were incompatible. As a result, this dual policy contributed — among many
other factors — to the development of two different strategic environments: a cooperative one
with certain EaP countries; a competitive one with Russia. Progress in the ENP/EaP tended to
increase tensions in relations with Russia. This paper first looks at how the decoupling of
policies happened and how both represent fundamentally different types of diplomacy. It then
explores the tension between both policies and how the operative context changed to rivalling
regionalisms, before turning to the impact the latter had on the EU’s potential security role in
the area. Finally some reflections are added about recent developments.

From monolithic policy to decoupling

The agreement to establish the European Union under the Treaty of Maastricht roughly
coincided with the collapse of the Soviet Union.1 The profoundly new strategic situation in

1 The Maastricht Treaty was agreed at the European Council meeting of 9-10 December 1991 and signed on 7
February 1992.
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Europe made the members of the European Communities less dependent on US military
projection and allowed them to develop a more autonomous foreign policy. From the onset the
establishment of relations with the former communist neighbours made it high to the agenda of
the newly founded EU. The former satellite states of the Soviet Union in Central and Eastern
Europe expressed their interest in joining the European Union. In 1993 the EU formulated the
Copenhagen criteria as broad framework for a policy of conditionality and EU-steered
structural reforms. Accession negotiations were opened with Hungary, Poland, the Czech
Republic, Estonia and Slovenia in 1998 and in a second wave with Bulgaria, Latvia, Lithuania,
Romania and Slovakia in 2000.2 Towards the Newly Independent States of the Soviet Union
(with the exception of the three Baltic republics) the EU followed a different policy. This policy
was largely uniform and monolithic. It stated similar objectives for all. It used the same legal
instruments, the Partnership and Cooperation Agreements (PCA’s) and financial instruments
(TACIS3) for all countries, from the Russian Federation to Azerbaijan. Within this framework
the EU usually respected a certain hierarchy, which appeared clearly from the order of signing
agreements: traditionally they were signed first with Russia, then with Ukraine, then with other
countries. The EU acted as helper (providing assistance in such diverse fields as economic
reconversion, democratisation and disarmament) and guide (promoting democratic and
neo-liberal norms and transferring its rules and legal principles).

With the big bang enlargement of 2004 approaching, concerns were arising about the impact
the extension of the EU would have on its direct neighbours. The British Foreign Secretary,
Jack Straw, expressed his fear of the creation of ‘new dividing lines of “haves and havenot's”
on the continent.”* There was a genuine risk that the project of creating peace and stability, as
well as prosperity in wider Europe, would be undermined as the result of a divided, two-speed
continent. These concerns gave rise to new initiatives that eventually resulted in the European
Neighbourhood Policy (ENP), launched in 2004. The policy aimed at privileged relations with
neighbouring states in Eastern Europe and around the Mediterranean, envisaging two main
structural objectives: creating stability around the enlarged EU and avoiding new dividing lines
by mitigating the negative impact of EU enlargement on its direct neighbours. In 2007 the
countries of the Southern Caucasus were added. The Eastern Partnership (EaP), launched in
2009, added a specific East-European dimension to the broad one-size-fits-all framework
policy of the ENP.

Amidst the preparations for the ENP, something important happened. While the original
blueprint provided for Russia’s participation in the ENP, the country decided to withdraw from
the policy. This was mainly due to Russia’s lukewarm feelings towards an EU-centric policy, in
which it would be treated as one among many neighbours of the EU and put in the same
basket with smaller countries like Moldova or Tunisia. Instead Russia and the EU engaged in a

2 The European Council of Thessaloniki in 2003 confirmed the membership perspective of the Western Balkan
states.

3 As major funding programme for the NIS, TACIS ran from 1991 to 2006 and was aimed at promoting
democracy, the rule of law and the transition to a market economy.

4 Jack Straw, “A new mission for Europe,” Speech at the Auswartiges Amt, Berlin, 27 May 2002, http://www.euro
paworld.org/week84/anewmissionforeurope31502.htm (accessed May 2008).

68



The European Union and the Eastern Partnership: Security Challenges

Strategic Partnership. This term had started popping up by the end of the 1990s already. In
October 1999 Solana spoke of the ‘EU-Russia Strategic Partnership’> and the same term was
used in the EU's Common Strategy on Russia later that year.6 But it was only with the
agreement on Four Common Spaces that the Strategic Partnership got sealed as a separate
policy. The EU and Russia agreed to cooperate in Four Common Spaces in St. Petersburg in
2003: a common economic space; a common space of freedom, security and justice; a space
of research, education and culture; and one of external security.” Two years later, in Moscow
in 2005, roadmaps were agreed for cooperation in these four areas.8 As a result the monolithic
policy towards the Newly Independent States of the former Soviet Union came to an end. The
EU’s Russia policy got decoupled from its policy towards other former Soviet states.® From this
point on ‘the EU pursued a two-track policy, one part focussed on the Russian strategic
partnership and the other on its other eastern neighbours, culminating in the Eastern
Partnership (EaP) policy.’10

As the next section demonstrates, both policies were of a fundamentally different nature. This
was not so much the result of a conscious EU decision, but the outcome of Russia’s decision
not to participate in the ENP. Yet, it had an important impact on the EU’s policies.

Two types of policy

The ENP and the Strategic Partnership with Russia in 2003-2004 implied the decoupling of the
EU’s policy vis-a-vis its eastern neighbours. The two policies soon drifted apart and proved to
be of a fundamentally different nature. The ENP was predominantly a form of ‘structural foreign
policy,'11 aimed at long term transformation in the ENP countries. The core was to promote
EU-steered domestic transformation, eventually reshaping neighbouring states in the image of
the EU. This was expected to create a more friendly environment for the enlarged EU and to
enhance stability. Within this framework the EU followed a strongly normative policy of
promoting its own rules and norms. The ambition was that neighbouring countries would

5 Javier Solana, “The EU-Russia Strategic Partnership,” Speech by the High Representative designate of the
European Union for Common Foreign and Security Policy, Stockholm, Wednesday, 13 October 1999, http://91.
194.202.11/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/EN/discours/59417.pdf (accessed 15 October 2012).

6 European Council, Common Strategy of the European Union of 4 June 1999 on Russia, 1999/414/CFSP,
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2003/november/tradoc_114137.pdf (accessed 1 September 2010).

7 EU-Russia Summit, Joint Statement, St. Petersburg, 31 May 2003, http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/
cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/er/75969.pdf (accessed 17 October 2013).

8 EU-Russia Summit, Road Maps, Moscow, 10 May 2005, http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/
docs/pressdata/en/er/84815.pdf (accessed 1 December 2011).

9 Kataryna Wolczuk, “Implementation without Coordination: The Impact of EU Conditionality on Ukraine under the
European Neighbourhood Policy,” Europe-Asia Studies 61, 2 (2009): 187-211.

10 Joan DeBardeleben, “Alternative Paradigms for EU-Russian Neighbourhood Relations,” in EU-Russia Relations
in Crisis. Understanding Diverging Perceptions, eds. Tom Casier and Joan DeBardeleben, 115-136 (London:
Routledge, 2018).

11 S, Keukeleire and J. MacNaughtan, The Foreign Policy of the European Union (Basingstoke: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2008).
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converge their laws, norms and institutional practices to that of the EU. This does not mean
that the ENP was not ‘political’. It could be argued that exactly the lack of a clear finality of the
policy (beyond ill-defined terms such as ‘privileged relations’) gave it a strong political
dimension.12 When the EaP was launched in 2009 (targeting six countries: Armenia,
Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine), this did not fundamentally alter some
characteristics of the ENP, except for the fact that it reflected the interests of the EU more
strongly and took Belarus on board. Sakwa has also argued that the EaP obtained a new
security dimension, as compared to the ENP. In the aftermath of the Russia-Georgia war of
2008 and under Polish impulse, the policy is claimed to have obtained a stronger anti-Russian,
interest-based dimension.3 As it will be noted below, the Association Agreements, signed with
Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine in 2014 do refer to convergence in foreign and security policy.

Whereas the ENP was predominantly a structural, normative and asymmetrical EU-centric
policy, relations with Russia developed in a very different direction. Already at the Feira
European Council of 2000 the EU opted for a less normative and more pragmatic approach
vis-a-vis Russia.l* The option for ‘constructive engagement’ soon turned out to put the
emphasis firmly on interests. The EU-Russia Strategic Partnership was based on a symbolic
recognition of each other’s significance (‘part of each other’s neighbourhood’, as formulated in
one document)!s and a frank recognition of each other’s interests. The normative agenda
faded to the background. Both parties recognised each other as equal parties. As such the
policy became a form of ‘strategic diplomacy,'16 rather than structural foreign policy. Rule and
norm transfer disappeared from the centre stage. The EU sought to position itself as an
international actor vis-a-vis Russia, giving interests a more explicit recognition and embedding
relations with Moscow within a strategic vision.

In sum, the decoupling of the EU’s policy towards Russia and that towards other states implied
that two forms of foreign policy of a very different nature co-existed. The ENP was a form of
structural diplomacy, aiming at rule and norm transfer, and based on an asymmetrical
relationship between the EU and its neighbours. The Strategic Partnership with Russia was a
form of strategic diplomacy, which abandoned the idea of rule and norm transfer, opting
instead for pragmatic cooperation on the basis of a recognition of interests and formal equality.

12 Tom Casier, “To adopt or not to adopt. Explaining selective rule transfer under the European Neighbourhood
Policy,” Journal of European Integration 33, 1 (2011): 48.

13 Richard Sakwa, Frontline Ukraine. Crisis in the borderlands (London: Tauris, 2014), 39-40.

14 Hiski Haukkala, The EU-Russia Strategic Partnership: The Limits of Post-Sovereignty in International Relations
(London: Routledge, 2010), 122-125.

15 Commission of the European Communities, Communication from the Commission to the Council and to the
European Parliament on Relations with Russia, COM(2004) 106 final, Brussels, 10 February 2004, 6.

16 Michael Smith, “The EU, Strategic Diplomacy and the BRIC Countries,” in The Diplomatic System of the
European Union: Evolution, Change and Challenges, eds. M. Smith, S. Keukeleire and S. Vanhoonacker,
115-128 (Abingdon: Routledge, 2016).
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Consequences for EU policies: Tensions between the Strategic Partnership and the
ENP/EaP

The decoupling of the EU's policies towards Russia and other former Soviet states in
2003-2004 introduced a tension into its regional eastern policy. The objectives of both policies
tended to collide. With the ENP/EaP countries Brussels sought to establish ‘privileged
relations’ with its neighbours. While the term was initially weakly defined, the Association
Agreements clarified what this embodied: deep and comprehensive free trade, aligning
legislation and promoting ‘gradual convergence in the area of foreign and security policy.’” De
facto we are talking about the extension of the EU’s legal and economic sphere for Single
Market related matters and to a lesser extent for political cooperation. At the same time, the
EU was engaged in a Strategic Partnership with Russia based on equality and recognition of
interests. Yet, in combining both, the EU failed to recognise that Russia regards influence in
the post-Soviet space as one of its key interests. Moscow claims — in the words of then
president Medvedev - that it has legitimate ‘privileged interests’ in former Soviet countries,
including the Eastern Partnership countries. The EU’s ambition to establish ‘privileged
relations’ with neighbours while Russia claimed ‘privileged interests’ in the same countries was
doomed to clash. Initiatives for the harmonisation of legislation and far-reaching association
with neighbouring EaP countries undermined the Russian belief that the EU was serious about
the Strategic Partnership and vital Russian interests.1® The other way around, close EU
engagement with Russia was seen as disregard for those EaP countries that were eager to
affirm their European identity and to cooperate closely with the Union. The decoupling of
policies inevitably brought an issue of prioritisation to the agenda: which policies were to be
prioritised, those with Russia or those with EaP countries like Ukraine? Before the 2014
Ukraine crisis this divided EU Member States deeply, with some (for example Germany and
the Netherlands) giving clear priority to relations with Russia, while others (for example
Lithuania and Poland) pushed to rank EaP countries first. As a result the EU found itself in a
continuous double balancing exercise: one between its ENP/EaP policy and the Strategic
Partnership with Russia; the other between those Member States pushing for more Russia
leaning policies and those favouring a primary role for the EaP countries.

Arguably this problem has been reinforced by the ‘legal and procedural duality’ between the
EU’'s Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and other external policies.1® Prior to the
Ukraine crisis Commission Directorate Generals (DG) like Trade and Energy played a crucial
role in relations with Russia, often leading to a disconnect with the diplomacy over high politics
issues, which was supported by the European External Action Service (EEAS) and coordinated
by the High Representative. The EEAS ran a geographically circumscribed Russia policy, but

17 EU-Ukraine, Association Agreement between the European Union and its Member States, of the one part, and
Ukraine, of the other part, Art. 7.1, http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2016/november/tradoc_155103.pdf
(accessed 6 February 2018).

18 |t goes without saying that Russia’s negative perception is not exclusively the result of EU policies, but should
be explained on the basis of a multitude of factors, including domestic change.

19 J. Wouters and T. Ramopoulos, “Revisiting the Lisbon Treaty's Constitutional Design of EU External Relations,”
Working Paper 119, Centre for Global Governance Studies, September 2013, 2.
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was confronted with deeply divided Member States and influential DGs running the bulk of the
business. This may help to explain why the EU had difficulties to pick up the signals from
Moscow that the planned association with Ukraine was considered unacceptable. The EU
stubbornly ignored the geopolitical impact its EaP policy had on the region or at least on
Russia’s reading of the state of affairs. The Executive Secretary-General of the European
External Action Service, Pierre Vimont, for example stated that the EU ‘never had any clear
warning’ from Russia that a Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Agreement (DCFTA) with
Ukraine ‘was unacceptable to them.’20

External consequences: the impact on the EU’s strategic environment

The inevitable consequence of the decoupling of Russia and Eastern Europe policies was that
the EU ended up operating on its eastern flank in two different strategic contexts. One was
cooperative, with the ‘willing’ EaP countries, in particular Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine, that
all signed an Association Agreement with the EU in 2014. The other, with Russia, became
increasingly competitive. Both strategic environments influenced each other in opposite ways:
when EaP cooperation with certain countries became more successful (for example with the
prospect of signing an Association Agreement), the competition between Russia and the EU
increased, because Russia read this as a violation of its ‘privileged interests’ and an extension
of the EU’'s damaging influence. In this light we should see the diverse restrictive trade
measures Russia took against Ukraine, Moldova and Georgia, as they were moving closer to
the completion of an Association Agreement with the EU.

Joan DeBardeleben argues that a fundamental paradigm shift has taken place in relations
between the EU and Russia. Originally the EU-Russia Strategic Partnership functioned for
years within a paradigm of a ‘common/greater Europe’: ‘the relationship revolved around
contested visions of a common integrated space, but with agreement on some fundamental
principles.’2! Yet, this framework faltered because ‘the EU and Russia lacked a shared vision
of how the relationship should unfold within the larger European space.’?? It eventually ceded
to the ‘competing regionalisms paradigm.” This paradigm was characterised inter alia by
mutually exclusive integration projects, competing regulatory norms and a securitisation of the
relationship.2? DeBardeleben situates the beginning of the shift in the years before the Ukraine
crisis, but crystallising with the confrontation over Ukraine.24 She sees Putin's original
proposal? to establish a Eurasian Union as an attempt to redress the balance between the EU
and Russia within the (dysfunctional) common Europe paradigm. Formally the Strategic

20 Vimont quoted in House of Lords, European Union Committee, 6th Report of Session 2014-15, The EU and
Russia: before and beyond the crisis in Ukraine, HL Paper 115, 2015, 53.

21 DeBardeleben, “Alternative Paradigms for EU-Russian Neighbourhood Relations,” 115.

22 |bid.

2 |hid., 129.

24 |bid., 115.

% Vladimir Putin, “Novyi integratsionnyi proekt dlia Evrazii — budushchee, kotoroe rozhdaetsia,” lzvestia, 3
October 2011, http://www.izvestia.ru/news/502761 (accessed 18 October 2017).
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Partnership was based on equality, but in terms of economic strength the imbalance was
considerable: size wise the Russian economy was roughly equal to the Italian economy.
Moreover, the EU was a highly integrated organisation of 28 Member States, while Russia was
on its own. By establishing a Eurasian Union, Russia’s capabilities would be increased and the
EU-Russia Strategic Partnership more balanced. This, in turn, would allow Russia to restore
some of its lost influence in the post-Soviet space. Yet, when the Eurasian Customs Union
(ECU) was established in 2010, this was not received very well by the EU. The Union refused
to negotiate trade matters with the ECU and many in the West perceived the Russian
integration initiative as a crypto geopolitical project.

The rivalry over the neighbourhood has thus become a determining factor of EU-Russia
relations themselves. In contrast to the cooperative setting of the EaP, EU relations with
Russia have developed within a logic of competition, in which contending parties increasingly
read each other’s behaviour in a negative way and issues get easily securitised. Ultimately
zero-sum thinking has come to dominate EU-Russia relations. Tensions escalated over
Ukraine’s choice to join either the Eurasian Customs Union or sign the Association Agreement
with the EU. The inevitable choice (arguably an accidental technical outcome rather than the
result of a deliberate geopolitical plan) followed from the fact that membership of the Eurasian
Customs Union requires one to respect the organisation’s common external tariff. As a result a
country cannot enter individually into separate free trade agreements with third countries. In
the case of Ukraine in 2013, it could not join the ECU and accept a DCFTA with the EU. Both
were legally incompatible.

Self-evidently the paradigm shift to competing regionalisms is the result of a multitude of
complex factors and not the simple outcome of EU policies. Undoubtedly the evolution cannot
be separated from domestic changes in Russia and its impact on foreign policy; nor can it be
seen independently of the eastern enlargement of the EU which implied that several new
Member States pushed for a harder stance vis-a-vis Russia. Moreover, several ‘black swan’
events have further contributed to changes in the strategic environment: the colour revolutions
of 2004, the gas spats of 2006 and 2009, the Russia-Georgia war of 2008, etc.

The impact on the EU’s role as security actor in the neighbourhood

Inevitably the context of rivalling regionalisms between Moscow and Brussels had a strong
impact on the potential of the EU as security actor. In a competitive strategic environment,
where any issue runs the risk of being securitised and understood in zero-sum terms, any
initiative in conflict resolution is regarded with suspicion.

Also in the realm of security, rivalling regionalisms dominate, but they go beyond the EU.
Security cooperation in the Euro-Atlantic Community is organised primarily around NATO, the
collective defence organisation that survived the end of the Cold War. On the Russian side
there is the Collective Security Treaty Organisation (CSTO), a much smaller and less
advanced form of defence cooperation. Yet, from the beginning Russia and the Euro-Atlantic
Community have held different views of the preferred post-Cold War European security order.
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While the latter continued to rely predominantly on NATO-based collective defence, the
Russian preference has always been for a pan-European collective security system. The draft
European Security Treaty proposed by president Medvedev in 2009 exactly aimed at merging
both security organisations (NATO and CSTO) into a new collective security organisation.26
Clearly this treaty was more a statement than a realistic proposal.

The EU suffers from a lack of ‘collective understanding’ of security and the European
Commission has traditionally opted for a very broadly defined concept of security, promoting
stability through a broad range of non-military means.2” Of course this is to some degree
counterbalanced by more traditional approaches to security by its Member States, most of
whom are equally NATO members. Self-evidently Russia’s consistent concerns about NATO
enlargement have also affected its relations with the EU. When it comes to conflict resolution
the EU has traditionally played a rather minor role,?8 in spite of the emphasis it has put on
security and stability in the neighbourhood ever since the European Security Strategy. 29

The antagonistic views of the preferred European security order escalated over the Ukraine
crisis. The annexation of Crimea by Russia was a clear violation of the European border
regime and reinforced the threat perception of Russia dramatically. The Ukraine crisis also
demonstrated that a functional pan-European collective security system was lacking. These
developments have further affected the chances of the EU to play a role as a security actor in
the region. Moreover, the EU has now concluded three Association Agreements with three
former Soviet states that have a territorial dispute with Russia or with direct Russian
involvement: Georgia (Abkhazia and South Ossetia), Moldova (Transnistria) and Ukraine
(Crimea and Eastern Ukraine). Needless to say that this does not increase the chances of
security cooperation. Yet it must be stated that the Ukraine crisis has opened the route to
alternative, ad hoc structures for negotiation, such as the Normandy format under which the
Minsk agreements were set up.30

Reflections on recent developments

With the Ukraine crisis, relations between the EU and Russia have reached the deepest low
since the end of the Cold War. The Strategic Partnership was suspended and the EU imposed

26 European Security Treaty, The Draft of the European Security Treaty, 29 November 2009, http://en.kremlin.ru/
events/president/news/6152 (accessed 1 February 2014).

27 Maria Raquel Freire and Licinia Simdo, “EU-Russia Relations and the Unravelling of the European Security
Regime in the Context of the Ukraine Crisis,” in EU-Russia Relations in Crisis. Understanding Diverging
Perceptions, eds. Tom Casier and Joan DeBardeleben, 167 (London: Routledge, 2018).

28 | arisa Kuzmicheva, “Unresolved conflicts in the common neighbourhood: a comparative analysis of EU and
Russian policies,” SPES Policy Papers, January 2011; Nicu Popescu, “EU and the Eastern Neighbourhood:
Reluctant Involvement in Conflict Resolution,” European Foreign Affairs Review 14, 4 (2009): 457-477.

29 European Council, A Secure Europe in a Better World. European Security Strategy, Brussels, 12 December
2003, http://ue.eu.intfuedocs/cmsUpload/78367.pdf (accessed 1 February 2014).

3 The Normandy contact group is an informal diplomatic format for consultations between Russia, Ukraine,
Germany and France (with the backing of the EU) over the war in Eastern Ukraine.
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sanctions on Russia. The latter retaliated. Since then the EU and Russia find themselves in
some sort of staring competition, where neither side wants to blink first, i.e. to make a
concession first. Given that Russia has traditionally been a very divisive issue in the EU, the
Union has displayed a surprising unity in maintaining sanctions, even four years after the
annexation of Crimea. Yet two elements should be mentioned. First, despite the depth of the
current crisis, a certain degree of pragmatism was maintained. This is best visible in the field of
energy. Sanctions have largely avoided targeting the energy sector (with the exception of
specific technology in the oil sector), arguably because of a mutual understanding of
interdependence in this sector. Moreover energy trade after the Ukraine crisis has largely
continued as before. Secondly, while sanctions are maintained and policies remain
unchanged, the political dialogue at the highest level got gradually restored. This is both the
case at the EU level and at bilateral level.3* This combination of sanctions and immobile
policies on one hand and increasing political dialogue on the other seems to have become the
new normal in EU-Russia relations.

On 14 March 2016 EU Foreign Ministers adopted five guiding principles in their relations with
Russias3:

e Full implementation of the Minsk agreements;
¢ Strengthening relations with Eastern partners, including in Central Asia;

e Strengthening internal EU resilience (in particular energy security, hybrid threats,
strategic communication);

e Selective engagement with Russia (for example on Iran, Syria, North-Korea,
counter-terrorism);

e Support for Russian civil society and people-to-people contacts.

This mainly seems to reconfirm the EU’s position (the full implementation of Minsk Il as a
condition for progress) and practice (selective engagement with Russia). Interesting is the
emphasis on partners in Central Asia. The EU here does not seem to show restraint in terms of
the geographic reach of its cooperation with former Soviet states.

On the other hand, a couple of changes in the EU's general foreign policy may be of
significance. The EU Global Strategy put the emphasis on ‘principled pragmatism.’3? Its foreign

31 For example, at EU level High Representative Mogherini visited Moscow in April 2017. At bilateral level there
were visits by Putin to French President Macron, Hungarian Prime Minister Orban and visits to Putin by Slovak
Prime Minster Fico, Belgian Prime Minister Michel, Czech President Zeman, Greek Prime Minister Tsipras, Italian
President Mattarella and PM Gentiloni, etc.

32 Federica Mogherini, “Remarks by High Representative/Vice-President Federica Mogherini at the press
conference following the Foreign Affairs Council,” Remarks, Brussels, 14 March 2016, https://eeas.europa.eu/
headquarters/headquarters-homepage/5490/remarks-by-high-representativevice-president-federica-mogherini-at-
the-press-conference-following-the-foreign-affairs-council_en (accessed 6 February 2018).
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policy strategy is formulated in less normative terms, with the promotion of democracy taking a
less central position.34 With principled pragmatism, there is a stronger interest-based
formulation of EU foreign policy and less emphasis on transformative power. The strategic
priority — and new buzz word in general — has become resilience. Given the EU’s structural
foreign policy towards certain EaP countries has traditionally been strongly normative, this is
not without importance.

Also three takeaways from the Fifth Eastern Partnership Summit (Brussels, 24 November
2017) are potentially significant. First, European Council President Tusk stated at the
concluding press conference: ‘The Eastern Partnership is not directed against Russia. ... It is
not a geopolitical beauty contest between Russia and the EU.’35 Recently, this element has
been underlined recurrently. Secondly, among the 20 deliverables presented, hard security
issues played all but a central role.3 Only deliverable 12 refers to stronger security
cooperation and focuses inter alia on hybrid threats, intelligence sharing and participation in
CSDP operations. Thirdly, the EU signed an agreement with Armenia at the summit. The
‘Comprehensive and Advanced Partnership Agreement’ (CEPA) replaces the originally
envisaged Association Agreement (with DCFTA), which was abandoned after Yerevan chose
to join the Eurasian Customs Union in September 2013. This is an important precedent, as this
is the first extended new generation agreement with an EaP country that is equally a member
of the Eurasian Economic Union. It is also the first agreement that leaves a DCFTA out, but
establishes a partnership in other fields.

The above developments send mixed signals: continued EU engagement with its eastern
partners, but more emphasis on resilience than on EU structural foreign policy; more flexibility
in the type of agreements concluded with EaP countries; a Realpolitikal stance vis-a-vis
Russia, but with selective engagement as a very stretchable element; a non-zero-sum
message to Russia when it comes to the Eastern Partnership. It may indicate a certain
recognition of the tension between the EU’s two track policies vis-a-vis Russia and towards
other post-Soviet states. Self-evidently it will not solve that tension altogether. The tension is
not prominent now, because of the current confrontation and stalemate with Russia. Yet, with
the possibility of new crises coming up a more in-depth rethinking of these policies will be
required.

33 European Union, “Shared Vision, Common Action: A Stronger Europe.” A Global Strategy for the European
Union’s Foreign and Security Policy, June 2016, https://europa.eu/globalstrategy/sites/globalstrategy/files/regions/
files/eugs_review_web_0.pdf (accessed 6 February 2018).

34 Ana E. Juncos, “Resilience as the new EU foreign policy paradigm: a pragmatic turn?,” European Security 26, 1
(2017): 1-18.

35 Tusk quoted in: David Herszenhorn and Jacopo Barigazzi, “Russia casts shadow over EU’s eastern summit,”
Politico, 24 November 2017, https://www.politico.eu/article/russia-casts-shadow-over-eus-eastern-summit-donald-
tusk-crimea-ukraine/ (accessed 6 February 2018).

3 European Commission and High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, Joint Staff
Working Document “Eastern Partnership — 20 Deliverables for 2020. Focusing on key priorities and tangible
results,” SWD(2017) 300 final, Brussels, 9 June 2017.
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Conclusion

The EU’s policies vis-a-vis post-Soviet states fell apart into a policy for Russia and one for the
other states in 2003-2004. This happened more by accident than by conscious decision. The
decoupling was the result of Russia’s withdrawal from ENP plans. Instead the EU and Russia
engaged into a Strategic Partnership, based on formal equality, a frank recognition of interests
and pragmatism — a conventional form of strategic diplomacy. The ENP, on the other hand,
developed — with mixed success — as a form of structural diplomacy: aimed at long term
structural transformation, driven by a normative agenda and based on an asymmetrical,
EU-centric relation. In this way a problematic tension sneaked into the EU’s policy vis-a-vis the
post-Soviet space. On one hand the EU promised privileged relations with the states of the
ENP/EaP. On the other hand it promised to recognise Russia’s vital interests. Yet, Moscow
claimed ‘privileged interests’ in the same neighbourhood, where it saw its influence waning and
that of the EU increase. Combined with many other factors, this contributed to a shift of
EU-Russia relations towards a logic of competition, in which both parties regarded each other’s
policies in the neighbourhood increasingly with suspicion as threatening, zero-sum geopolitical
moves. The EU ended up operating in two different strategic environments on its eastern
borders: a competitive one with Russia and a cooperative one with the willing EaP states. Both
were interrelated: perceived EU success in relations with EaP states increased competition
with Russia. This impacted on the EU’s capacity to play a significant security role in the area.
The fact that the Association Agreements the EU has signed are with three countries having
territorial disputes with Russia or Russia’s involvement, further aggravated this.

With the Ukraine crisis this inherent tension between the objectives of the EU’s Russia policy
and those of its EaP policy has lost much of its significance. The EU is no longer divided over
the prioritisation of Russia versus EaP countries, but has been surprisingly united in
maintaining sanctions against Russia. Yet, if the confrontation were to fade to the background
and normalisation were to occur, the tension will come back to the forefront. Therefore the EU
better starts reflecting on how it wishes to make both policies compatible in a situation of
normalisation.
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THE EASTERN PARTNERSHIP AREA IN THE GLOBAL STRATEGY FOR
THE EUROPEAN UNION’S FOREIGN AND SECURITY POLICY: WHAT IS
SHARED BY PARTNERS?

Vasile CUCERESCU

Abstract. The paper contains reflections and research results on the place and role of the Eastern
Partnership area in the Global Strategy for the European Union’s Foreign and Security Policy in the
process of cooperation between the European Union and the Eastern Partnership countries. The EU's
policy provisions are discussed through the prism of the implications for involved parties. Considering
the philosophy of the Global Strategy, the national acts on security in Eastern Partnership countries are
analyzed to see to what extent they go hand in hand with the EU’s acts and share common vision and
action. Accordingly, it is made a categorial system of Eastern Partnership countries that follows the
dialogue on security with the European Union.

Keywords: European Union, foreign and security policy, Eastern Partnership, shared vision, common
action, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine.

1. Introduction

provisions on shared vision and common action in EU-EaP cooperation in the field of

security. For this reason, it is important to have a better look at the act A Global Strategy
for the European Union’s Foreign and Security Policy: “Shared Vision and Common Action: A
Stronger Europe”, which provides general provisions on EU foreign and security aspects,
including special provisions on neighbourhood and Eastern Partnership states, on the one
hand. On the other hand, national acts on security policy in the Eastern Partnership are
considered, if they approach the EU’s policy and / or follow common objectives.

The starting point of this research is based on the assumption to find out convergent

The excursus has to give an answer what is shared between the European Union and Eastern
Partnership countries in the security area. Do these policies have a meeting point in
developing bridges of cooperation or not? Do these policies follow different perspectives or
not? Can we speak about a common security dialogue or, at least, a security dialogue between
the partners?

Answers to such questions are needed, taking into account the precarious security architecture
in the region and in the world. Moreover, frequent behaviour shifts of international law subjects,
especially of regional and global players, leads to perspectives of what could be shared in
confronting common threats.
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2. In Search of a Strategy

When dealing with A Global Strategy for the European Union’s Foreign and Security Policy:
“Shared Vision and Common Action: A Stronger Europe”, it is worth mentioning about the
quest and its inception before the act was adopted. The previous policy document — European
Security Strategy: “A Secure Europe in a Better World” (adopted in 2003 and renewed in 2008)
— was challenged by new times and new realities at global level. Two major policy
pronouncements have to be discussed here.

First, Simon Schunz (European Commission, Directorate-General for Research and
Innovation, Unit B6 ‘Reflective Societies’) captured exactly occurrent transformations in the
book A Global Actor in Search of a Strategy: European Union Foreign Policy between
Multilateralism and Bilateralism. The idea “in search of a strategy” is not accidental by
definition. The book is divided in five parts. The first is an introduction and the last — concluding
remarks. The second part presents the conceptual ground on global affairs and the European
Union — the evolving global order: multipolarity, interpolarity and global governance; Europe as
a global actor: what is the European Union’s foreign policy; the legal-institutional framework of
the European Union’s foreign policy: set-up and tools. The third part underlines the key themes
about the European Union as a global actor: the European Union as a multilateral player
(foundations and capacities; activities and outcomes); the European Union as a bilateral actor
(foundations and capacities; activities and outcomes); situating the European Union in the
contemporary global order (the contingency of the European Union’s significance as a global
actor; how others see the European Union as a global actor). The fourth part deals with policy
implications of the European Union’s future as a global actor: key policy-relevant insights: the
European Union’s eclectic foreign policy; scenarios for the future: Europe’s role in the world in
2030; policy recommendations: how the EU can be a durable part of global solutions (the need
for an overarching strategic narrative; foreign policymaking: adopting foreign policy positions to
pursue the strategy; foreign policy implementation: effective EU diplomacy).

Simon Schunz explains the need for searching a new strategy by pointing out in the executive
summary that: “Uncertainty about the evolving world order is a major structuring feature of
global politics nowadays. [...] If the EU’s adaptive capacities are thus put to the test, its record
is decidedly mixed. [...] Taken together, its multilateral and bilateral approaches add up to a
rather eclectic foreign policy mix. [...] the EU’s place in the evolving global system, as well as
its own understanding of what this place should be, is in flux. [...] it is imperative that the Union
develops a clear strategic narrative for the future, if it still wants to play a major role in global
affairs. Such a narrative should transcend the notion of a ‘security strategy’ and cover the
whole array of closely intertwined EU foreign policy matters, including trade. It needs to sketch
out a credible European vision of global governance for the 21st century, which clearly
articulates what the EU wants to achieve, with whom as well as how, both for its own benefit
and that of the planet. The Union’s narrative should be based on both internal and external
considerations and developed in a forward-looking manner. [...] the fluctuating global order
requires the EU to opt for a ‘liquid strategy’ which relies on general principles and values but
remains flexible enough to be adapted to the fluid contexts the EU faces. In its everyday
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decision-making, the EU needs to opt for more flexible procedures, involving fewer players
and leading to faster results. [...] the European External Action Service should be the EU'’s
central organ for foreign policy formulation, coordination and implementation. Moreover, the
EU needs to have a clear understanding of its own resources and the instruments at its
disposal. The choice of the right instrument also goes hand in hand with the selection of
suitable coalition partners and ‘targets’ of its foreign policy. Turning the EU into a strategic
foreign policy actor demands essentially the willingness of its Member States to invest political
capital into genuine EU foreign policy.”® In search of a new strategy it echoed the emergence
of that policy document that was elaborated in two years after the publication of this book.

Second, the EU’s High Representative Federica Mogherini presented her assessment The EU
in a Changing Global Environment — a more connected, contested and complex world in 2015
during the Council of the European Union’s meeting. In other words, she spoke about
globalization (connected world), greater vulnerabilities and fragmented identities (contested
world) and global power shifts and diffusion (complex world).2 In fact, the design was for a
double strategy in which the essence “is to bring soft and hard power instruments together in a
joined up approach and to recognize that the EU has a particular role to play as a security
provider in the near abroad and further away.”s

Giovanni Grevi resumes accurately in his study that it is a global strategy for a “soul-searching
European Union.”

3. EU Global Strategy on Foreign and Security Policy: Eastern Partnership

The strategy refers to some geographical areas of the EU’s neighbourhood. In Europe, the
strategy contains clear references to the Eastern Partnership area.

3.1. EU Foreign and Security Policy. A Global Strategy for the European Union’s Foreign
and Security Policy: “Shared Vision and Common Action: A Stronger Europe” is a recent policy
document of the European Union addressing to the new realities in the world. It follows the
idea of a stronger European Union.

1 Simon Schunz, A Global Actor in Search of a Strategy: European Union Foreign Policy between Multilateralism
and Bilateralism (Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union, 2014), 7-8.

2 Federica Mogherini, The EU in a Changing Global Environment — A More Connected, Contested and Complex
World (Brussels: Council of the European Union, 2015), http://www.statewatch.org/news/2015/may/eu-eeas-con
nected-world-8956-15.pdf (accessed 5 January 2018).

3 Dick Zandee, “EU Global Strategy: from Design to Implementation,” Analysis 3 (2016): 27, https://www.clingen
dael.org/sites/default/files/pdfs/EU%20Global%20Strategy%20-%20AP%20-%20August%202016.pdf (accessed 5
January 2018).

4 Giovanni Grevi, A Global Strategy for a Soul-Searching European Union (Belgium: European Policy Centre,
2016), http:/iwww.epc.eu/documents/uploads/pub_6834_globstrat.pdf (accessed 5 January 2018).
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It is a global and double strategy: connecting foreign policy and security policy. The global
strategy implies geographical aspect with strong regional focus and thematic aspect with
strong security focus. The composition of the global strategy is the following:

- Forward;
- Executive summary;
- Part 1: A Global Strategy to Promote our Citizens’ Interests;
- Part 2: The Principles Guiding our External Action;
- Part 3: The Priorities of our External Action;
e 3.1 The Security of Our Union;
e 3.2 State and Societal Resilience to our East and South;
e 3.3 An Integrated Approach to Conflicts and Crises;
¢ 3.4 Cooperative Regional Orders;
o 3.5 Global Governance for the 215t Century;
- Part 4: From Vision to Action.

Part 1 — A Global Strategy to Promote our Citizens’ Interests — focuses on EU values and
interests that are vital for external action: “Our interests and values go hand in hand. We have
an interest in promoting our values in the world. At the same time, our fundamental values are
embedded in our interests.”> They are: peace and security, prosperity, democracy and a
rules-based global order.

Part 2 — The Principles Guiding our External Action — comprises clear principles such as unity,
engagement, responsibility and partnership. The guiding idea reads: “Principled pragmatism
will guide our external action in the years ahead.”®

Part 3 — The Priorities of our External Action — includes five broad priorities: (1) the security of
the Union (security and defence, counter-terrorism, cyber security, energy security, strategic
communications); (2) state and societal resilience to our East and South (enlargement policy,
neighbours, resilience in the surrounding regions, a more effective migration policy); (3) an
integrated approach to conflicts and crises (pre-emptive peace, security and stabilization,
conflict settlement, political economy of peace); (4) cooperative regional orders (the European
security order, a peaceful and prosperous Mediterranean, Middle East and Africa, a closer
Atlantic, a connected Asia, a cooperative Arctic); (5) global governance for the 21st century
(reforming, investing, implementing, deepening, widening, developing, partnering).

5 A Global Strategy for the European Union’s Foreign and Security Policy: “Shared Vision and Common Action: A
Stronger Europe”, 2016, 14, https://europa.eu/globalstrategy/en/shared-vision-common-action-stronger-europe
(accessed 5 January 2018).

6 |bid., 16.
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Part 4 — From Vision to Action — prescribes the ways to fuffilling the strategy’s goals: a credible
Union, a responsive Union, and a joined-up Union.

In general lines, these are the policy provisions on strategic priorities and the methodology how
to implement it.

3.2. Provisions on Eastern Partnership. Specific provisions on Eastern Partnership area are
contained in several places of the document.

The preamble of the policy identifies a major problem of security in the East: “We need a
stronger Europe. This is what our citizens deserve, this is what the wider world expects. We
live in times of existential crisis, within and beyond the European Union. Our Union is under
threat. Our European project, which has brought unprecedented peace, prosperity and
democracy, is being questioned. To the east, the European security order has been violated.””
The policy sets clearly that to the East, the European security order has been violated, i.e. in
Eastern Europe and South Eastern Europe. In other words, it is about Eastern Partnership
countries. In fact, the European security order started to be violated earlier, but it is for the first
time things are called by their real names.

It is part 3 of the document that includes security threats in the Eastern Partnership states
among strategic priorities.

Chapter 3.2 “State and Societal Resilience to our East and South” covers a larger geographical
area: “Itis in the interests of our citizens to invest in the resilience of states and societies to the
east stretching into Central Asia, and south down to Central Africa.”® The Eastern Partnership
states are subject to resilience initiatives designated to the EU’'s neighbours. Section “Our
Neighbours” points out the security issues to deal with: “State and societal resilience is our
strategic priority in the neighbourhood. Many people within the scope of the European
Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) both to the east and to the south wish to build closer relations
with the Union. Our enduring power of attraction can spur transformation and is not aimed
against any country. Within this group are currently countries such as Tunisia or Georgia,
whose success as prosperous, peaceful and stable democracies would reverberate across
their respective regions. The ENP has recommitted to Eastern Partnership and southern
Mediterranean countries wishing to develop stronger relations with us. We will support these
countries in implementing association agreements, including Deep and Comprehensive Free
Trade Areas (DCFTAs). We will also think creatively about deepening tailor-made partnerships
further. Possibilities include the creation of an economic area with countries implementing
DCFTAs, the extension of Trans-European Networks and the Energy Community, as well as
building physical and digital connections. Societal links will also be strengthened through
enhanced mobility, cultural and educational exchanges, research cooperation and civil society
platforms. Full participation in EU programmes and agencies will be pursued alongside

7 lbid., 13.
8 [pid., 23.
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strategic dialogue with a view to paving the way for these countries’ further involvement in
CSDP. Resilience is a strategic priority across the EU’s east and south both in countries that
want stronger ties with the EU and in those — within and beyond the ENP - that have no wish
to do so. The EU will support different paths to resilience to its east and south, focusing on the
most acute dimensions of fragility and targeting those where we can make a meaningful
difference.”® What has to be underlined here for the Eastern Partnership is that the European
Union establishes state and societal resilience as its strategic priority in the neighbourhood;
many people want to build closer relations with the European Union; the European Union will
support the countries in implementing association agreements, including Deep and
Comprehensive Free Trade Areas (DCFTAs); the European Union will think creatively about
deepening tailor-made partnerships; it is possible the creation of an economic area with
countries implementing DCFTAs, the extension of trans-European networks and the energy
community, building physical and digital connections; the European Union will strengthen
societal links through enhanced mobility, cultural and educational exchanges, research
cooperation and civil society platforms; the European Union will pursue full participation in EU
programmes and agencies alongside strategic dialogue to paving the way for these countries’
further involvement in CSDP; the European Union will support different paths to resilience,
focusing on the most acute dimensions of fragility and targeting those meaningful for the
interests of the parties.

Chapter 3.3 “An Integrated Approach to Conflicts and Crises” provides the European Union’s
role in the framework of conflict and crises. The document reads: “We increasingly observe
fragile states breaking down in violent conflict. These crises, and the unspeakable violence and
human suffering to which they give rise, threaten our shared vital interests. The EU will engage
in a practical and principled way in peacebuilding, concentrating our efforts in surrounding
regions to the east and south, while considering engagement further afield on a case by case
basis. The EU will foster human security through an integrated approach.”1® An active role is
prescribed for Eastern Partnership conflicts: “The EU will therefore engage further in the
resolution of protracted conflicts in the Eastern Partnership countries. None of these conflicts
plays out at a single level of governance.”!! Further the documents concludes on EU practical
engagement in peacebuilding: “The EU will engage in a practical and principled way in
peacebuilding, concentrating our efforts in surrounding regions to the east and south, while
considering engagement further afield on a case by case basis. We will pursue a multi-level
approach to conflicts acting at the local, national, regional and global levels; a multi-lateral
approach engaging all players present in a conflict and necessary for its resolution.”12

Chapter 3.4 “Cooperative Regional Orders”, section “The European Security Order”, focuses
on extremely sensitive issues in the Eastern Partnership: “The sovereignty, independence and
territorial integrity of states, the inviolability of borders and the peaceful settlement of disputes

9 |bid., 25.
10 |bid., 28.
11 |bid., 29.
12 |pid.
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are key elements of the European security order. These principles apply to all states, both
within and beyond the EU’s borders. However, peace and stability in Europe are no longer a
given. Russia’s violation of international law and the destabilisation of Ukraine, on top of
protracted conflicts in the wider Black Sea region, have challenged the European security
order at its core. The EU will stand united in upholding international law, democracy, human
rights, cooperation and each country’s right to choose its future freely. Managing the
relationship with Russia represents a key strategic challenge. A consistent and united
approach must remain the cornerstone of EU policy towards Russia. Substantial changes in
relations between the EU and Russia are premised upon full respect for international law and
the principles underpinning the European security order, including the Helsinki Final Act and
the Paris Charter. We will not recognise Russia’s illegal annexation of Crimea nor accept the
destabilisation of eastern Ukraine. We will strengthen the EU, enhance the resilience of our
eastern neighbours, and uphold their right to determine freely their approach towards the EU.
At the same time, the EU and Russia are interdependent. We will therefore engage Russia to
discuss disagreements and cooperate if and when our interests overlap.”13 Sovereignty,
independence, territorial integrity, inviolability of borders and peaceful settlement of disputes in
the Eastern Partnership are of paramount importance in building new statehoods in the region.
In the same time, it is a matter of security order both at regional and global levels.

By mentioning Eastern Partnership countries in the global strategy, Georgia is given as a good
example and multiplier of experiences; and Ukraine as a victim of Russian aggression. As
regards other Eastern Partnership states, they do make part of individual topics in the global
strategy. That is on the one hand. On the other hand, Eastern Partnership countries are
grouped under geographical and thematic focus, presented in various broad priorities of the
external action.

3.3. Experts on Eastern Security Implications, including the Eastern Partnership

In 2016 East European Security Research Initiative Foundation published the comment “EU’s
Global Strategy for Foreign and Security Policy: Implications for Eastern European Security”
(upon proposal of the EESRI Foundation, a selection of experts commented on probable
implications of the adopted “Global Strategy for the European Union’s Foreign and Security
Policy” for establishing a more peaceful, stable and secure environment in the Eastern
European region) in which several experts from different countries expressed their opinions on
the global strategy in relation to the Eastern Partnership states.

Grigorij Meseznikov (President of the Institute for Public Affairs, Slovakia) mainly focuses on
Ukraine and asserts that “Russia is here rightly accused of violation of international law and
destabilization of Ukraine that, according to the document, challenges the European security
order. [...] On the backdrop of current situation in the EU and its close neighbourhood

13 |bid., 33.
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(including Ukraine that has signed the Association Agreement with the EU and thus has
established the specific type of relationship with the Union), it is not an insignificant matter.”14

Vera Axyonova (Researcher and Lecturer at the Institute of Political Science, Justus Liebig
University Giessen, Germany) states that “the EU pursues an own-security-first approach and
sees its relations with states beyond its borders through the prism of own security interests.
[...] the EU will not and cannot guarantee security of Eastern European states (e.g. Ukraine)
that are not members of the EU. Nevertheless, the EU will certainly continue its crisis
prevention and conflict resolution related activities, especially in the neighbourhood, in order to
minimize threats to security of its own citizens. [...] the EU Global Strategy states three
priorities being of direct relevance to the current situation in the Eastern European region:
State and societal resilience to the East and South, an integrated approach to conflicts, and
cooperative regional orders. With these priorities in mind, the EU intends to continue exercising
its comprehensive approach to security (including the focus on human security) in its
neighbourhood and beyond. Yet, the EU has exercised this approach since its inception. And
while it is certainly the EU’s specialty and an added value of the EU foreign policy, so far it has
not been successful in preventing crises even in the immediate European neighbourhood.”5

Daniel Szeligowski (Research Fellow at the Polish Institute of International Affairs, Poland)
comments that “Projecting stability and security beyond the EU’s eastern border proved to be
more difficult. [...] With ring of friends having become a ring of fire, it may seem that the EU
has eventually woken up to the reality. [...] it is unlikely that the EU Global Strategy will mark a
significant shift in EU’'s stance on Eastern Europe. [...] Preparations of the document also
showed that there are still (and surely will be) serious disagreements over as fundamental
issues as the diagnosis of the current situation (e.g. who is responsible for war in Ukraine).
Labeling Russia a “strategic challenge” is hence a little more than the lowest common
denominator. [...] Will it contribute to more peaceful, stable and secure Eastern Europe?"16

Grazvydas Jasutis (Researcher at the Institute of International Relations and Political Science,
Vilnius University, Latvia) affirms that “it does not provide solace for the Eastern European
region and remains pretty meek with regard to concrete actions directed at curbing Russia. [...]
It is admitted that peace and stability in Europe are no longer a given, and Russia’s violation of
international law and the destabilization of Ukraine, on top of protracted conflicts in the wider
Black Sea region, has challenged the European security order at its core. [...]The EU failed to
heed warning about Russian activities in the post-soviet space, and there is a need for
concrete measures to avert further expansionist policy from happening. [...] This is partly
related to absence of credible capabilities of the EU to stay a real player in defence and
security area. It is not arcane argument, however, the EU needs to develop their own

14 “EU’s Global Strategy for Foreign and Security Policy: Implications for Eastern European Security,” East
European Security Research Initiative Foundation Comment, 2016, 1, http://eesri.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/
04/2016-07-EU-Global-Strategy-Implications-for-Eastern-Europe-2016-C-ENG.pdf (accessed 8 January 2018).
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capabilities and strengthen their muscles. With no capabilities, the EU will squander
opportunities in the Eastern European countries."!’

Dusan Fisher (Head of the International Security Program, Slovak Foreign Policy Association,
Slovakia) underlines that the strategy “rightly points out some of the crucial challenges and
threats (Russia’s aggression, hybrid warfare), but due to lack of a forcing mechanism one
should doubt its overreaching impact on refurbishing European security.”18

Armen Grigoryan (Analyst for “Eurasia Daily Monitor” of the Jamestown Foundation and
“Central Asia-Caucasus Analyst” of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute & Silk Road Studies
Program Joint Centre, Armenia) mentions that “the Strategy states that the EU plans to engage
in the resolution of conflicts in the Eastern Partnership countries with a multi-phased,
multi-level and multi-lateral approach. The annexation of Crimea and the ongoing Russian
invasion in the eastern regions of Ukraine are justifiably recognized as the top security
challenges in the Eastern Partnership area, because the outbreak of this conflict clearly
showed the probable threat for other Eastern Partnership countries, and also because a further
expansion of the conflict could potentially threaten some of EU's easternmost members
directly. So, as the Strategy mentions the imperative to enhance the resilience of the eastern
neighbours and to uphold their right to determine freely their approach towards the EU, a
further elaboration should follow, with appropriate measures vis-a-vis Russia and the Eastern
Partnership countries. [...] Considering particularly the further engagement of the Eastern
Partnership countries, there is a correct estimation that a successful development of countries
committed to a closer relationship with the EU is important.”1®

Oleksandr Tytarchuk (Member of the Board at the East European Security Research Initiative
Foundation, Ukraine) points out that “the Eastern European countries topped by Ukraine will
likely further serve as a kind of the latter in continuous confrontation between Russia and the
West. [...] Participation in CSDP missions and operations would probably remain the only
instrument of practical cooperation with partnering countries, including Ukraine, to enhance
border protection and maritime security in the region. [...] it's not enough to simply continue
strategic dialogue, as a kind of further involvement in CSDP. [...] there are no direct evidences
for establishing and elaborating new forms of “win-to-win” defence cooperation between
partnering countries and Member States, including in the field of defence industry, especially
with the European Defence Agency. Such cooperation, if any, might be a critical element not
only for Europe’s, but also for partnering countries’ “autonomy of decision and action” in joint
countering Russia’s aggressive policy. Principle pragmatism of the EU external action towards
Russia in general, and of engaging in the resolution of protracted conflicts in the Eastern
Partnership area in particular — are also questionable with a dangerous bias towards diverting
from the declared “dual” to possible “double” nature. [...] One of the positive tendencies to be

17 |bid., 2-3.
18 |bid., 3.
19 |bid., 3-4.
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fully used is the stated provision on the need for investing in cooperation among and within
regions focusing on partnership with civil society as a key actor in a networked world.”20

Zuzana Novakova (Researcher at the International Institute of Social Studies in the Hague,
Erasmus University Rotterdam, the Netherlands) relates that “implications for any EU action in
Eastern Europe remains open to political contestation. [...] An apparent step forward is
identifying Russia as the key strategic challenge for the EU and an upfront honesty about
Russia’s role in destabilizing Ukraine and breach of international law. However, the suggested
approach of strategic patience on Russia is yet to be fully shaped, not least upon
operationalization of “principled pragmatism” and “cooperative regional orders.” Overall, while
the new EUGS offers some analytically strong insights relevant to the EU relations with
neighbours to the East, its impact will be a function of implementation. Thus it largely depends
on political will in national capitals.”2

Rusif Huseynov (Baku-based independent Researcher, Co-Founder and Editor-in-Chief of
“The Politicon” online journal, Azerbaijan) proposes: “The European Union should take a more
decisive stance in Eastern Europe through: (1) Admitting Georgia, Ukraine and Moldova into
the EU sphere of influence and taking concrete steps on deeper cooperation. If Brussels fails
to accept Georgia, Ukraine and Moldova under its wings, fearing to anger the Kremlin, then
security and stability in the Eastern Europe will not be complete. (2) Providing real support to
the territorial integrity of Georgia, Ukraine, Moldova and Azerbaijan, denouncing the
breakaway regions in the mentioned countries, imposing sanctions against persons and
companies for any contacts with those regions. (3) Becoming less hesitant against Russia until
the latter ceases supporting the separatist movements in the breakaway regions in the Eastern
Europe despite some calls in European ruling and business circles to stop the sanctions
against Russia and restore economic ties. [...] if the EU keeps distancing from the former
Soviet countries that aspire westward integration and does not provide to them anything real
other than promises, this document will certainly fail.”22

Maksym Khylko (Chairman of the Board at the East European Security Research Initiative
Foundation, Senior Research Fellow at Taras Shevchenko National University of Kyiv,
Ukraine) outlines that “the issues of the Eastern Europe will be considered in more detail later
— the Global Strategy envisages that new thematic or geographic strategies are to be devised
in line with the priorities of this Strategy. This may provide the Eastern European countries with
opportunities to make their security concerns considered more closely. [...] EU's Global
Strategy envisages more active Union’s policy in conflict prevention and resolution, and
promises to not recognise Russia’s illegal annexation of Crimea nor accept the destabilisation
of eastern Ukraine. But actually Kyiv should not count on any additional practical sup-port
measures, given that the EU’s “key tools” in conflict prevention and resolution would remain
the “carefully calibrated” sanctions and diplomacy. [...] A good signal for Ukraine is that in
Global Strategy the EU declares intention to strengthen its contribution to peace and security in

2 |hid., 4.
2 |hid., 5.
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the region, noting that the weaknesses of the EU’s neighbours leads to the Union’s “own
weaknesses.” Therefore, the EU is going to “enhance the resilience of our eastern neighbours”
that naturally will include assistance to Ukraine and other Eastern Partnership countries (but
most probably not a military aid). [...] when requesting assistance or proposing cooperation in
security and defence spheres, the non-member Eastern European countries, including
Ukraine, should be ready to clearly substantiate advantages of such steps for the Union’s own
security."23

To resume the above provided comments, it is worth mentioning that experts pay attention in
the Eastern Partnership to challenged security order, political will, translation into practice of
the strategy, military capabilities, neighbours’ weakness — the EU’s weakness, investing in
cooperation, Russia’s influence, violation of international law, the ring of friends — the ring of
fire, conflict resolution, support on territorial integrity, security guarantees, enlargement.

4. National Acts on Security in the Eastern Partnership Area

A Global Strategy for the European Union’s Foreign and Security Policy: “Shared Vision and
Common Action: A Stronger Europe” contains an implication of Eastern Partnership countries
in the security order of the European Union. It is fair to see the intention of Eastern Partnership
states to participate in the security order of the European Union. For that reason it will be
performed a chronological retrospective of national acts of Eastern Partnership countries that
refer to national security and / or common security order backed by the European Union.

Armenia. The National Security Strategy of the Republic of Armenia was approved at the
session of National Security Council of the RA President office on January 26, 2007. The
strategy has the following composition:

- |. Fundamental values of the national security of the Republic of Armenia, factors and
policies of security guarantee, threats against it;

- 1. Fundamental values of the national security of the Republic of Armenia;
- 2. Factors and policies of national security guarantee;

- 3. Threats to national security;

- Il. Domestic security strategy;

- 1. Efficient public administration;

- 2. Building the armed forces;

- 3. Liberalizing the economy;

- 4. New quality of life and morale;

- lIl. The Republic of Nagorno-Karabakh;

2 |pid., 5-6.
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- IV. External security strategy;

- 1. International;

- 1.1. Military-political components of the external security strategy;
- 1.2. Membership in international organizations;

- 1.3. Bilateral dimensions of external security;

- 2. Regional;

- 2.1. Bilateral dimensions of external security;

- 3. Armenia diaspora relations;

- Concluding provisions.24

The document has references to foreign policy issues in developing cooperation with the
European Union. In terms of security cooperation, the strategy indicates the following entities:
Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO), Russia, NATO and OSCE. A pertinent
analysis of Armenian security strategy was performed by Krystyna Gomédtka in her study
“Threats to Armenia’s Security in the National Strategy and Practice with Special Emphasis on
External Security."

Azerbaijan. The security policy document in Azerbaijan is entitled as concept. The National
Security Concept of the Republic of Azerbaijan was approved by Instruction no. 2198 of the
President of the Republic of Azerbaijan on May 23, 2007. The concept has the following
composition:

- Introduction;

- 1. Security environment;

- 2. National interests of the Republic of Azerbaijan;

- 3. Threats to national security of the Republic of Azerbaijan;

- 3.1. Attempts against the independence, sovereignty, territorial integrity and
constitutional order of the Republic of Azerbaijan;

- 3.2. Actions undermining performance of State functions of ensuring rule of law,
maintaining public order and protecting human rights and fundamental freedoms;

- 3.3. Separatism, ethnic, political and religious extremism;
- 3.4. Terrorism and proliferation of weapons of mass destruction;

24 National Security Strategy of the Republic of Armenia, 2007, http://www.mfa.am/u_files/file/doctrine/Doctri
neeng.pdf (accessed 9 January 2018).

25 Krystyna Gométka, “Threats to Armenia’s Security in the National Strategy and Practice with Special Emphasis
on External Security,” Polish Political Science Yearbook 46, 1 (2017): 74-90, http://lwww.marszalek.com.pl/year
book/docs/46-1/ppsy2017105.pdf (accessed 9 January 2018).
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- 3.5. Regional conflicts and transnational organized crime;

- 3.6. Actions against energy infrastructure of the Republic of Azerbaijan;

- 3.7. External political, military or economic dependence;

- 3.8. Economic destabilization;

- 3.9. Inadequate professional human resources;

- 3.10. Regional militarization;

- 3.11. Environmental challenges;

- 4. Main directions of national security policy of the Republic of Azerbaijan;
- 4.1. Promotion of security by foreign policy means;

- 4.1.1. Restoration of territorial integrity of the Republic of Azerbaijan;

- 4.1.2. Integration into European and Euro-Atlantic structures;

- 4.1.3. Contribution to international security;

- 4.1.4. Cooperation with international organizations;

- 4.1.5. Regional cooperation and bilateral relations;

- 4.1.5.1. Cooperation with regional countries;

- 4.1.5.2. Cooperation with non-regional countries;

- 4.2. Strengthening of defense capability;

- 4.3. Promotion of security by domestic policy means;

- 4.3.1. Strengthening of democracy;

- 4.3.2. Preservation of the ethnic and religious tolerance;

- 4.3.3. Scientific, educational and cultural policy and preservation of moral values;
- 4.3.4. Economic and social development;

- 4.3.5. Enhancing internal security;

- 4.3.6. Reinforcing border security;

- 4.3.7. Migration policy;

- 4.3.8. Energy security policy;

- 4.3.9. Transportation security policy;

- 4.3.10. Emergency management, protection of environment and public safety;
- 4.3.11. Information security policy;
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- Final provisions.2

The Azeri concept contains a provision on security cooperation with the European Union
(4.1.2. Integration into European and Euro-Atlantic structures): “Integration into the European
and Euro-Atlantic political, security, economic and other institutions constitutes the strategic
goal of the Republic of Azerbaijan.”2” A consistent analysis on Azerbaijan’s security was done
by Laura Kirvelyte in her study “The Dilemma of Azerbaijan’s Security Strategy: Energy Policy
or Territorial Integrity?"28

Belarus. The document on the policy under discussion is the National Security Concept of the
Republic Belarus, which was approved by Decree no. 575 of the President of the Republic of
Belarus on November 9, 2010. The concept has the following composition:

. General provisions;

- II. Contemporary world and national interests of the Republic of Belarus;
- 1. Basic tendencies in the contemporary world;

- 2. National interests;

- lll. The state and threats to national security;

- 3. The state of national security at present stage;

- 4. Major threats to national security;

- 5. Internal sources of threats to national security;

- 6. External sources of threats to national security;

- IV. Ensuring national security of the Republic of Belarus;
- 7. Goal, tasks and principles in ensuring national security;

- 8. Main directions in neutralizing internal sources of threats and protecting national
security from external threats;

9. The system for ensuring national security;

V. Final provisions.?

The concept underlines the role of the UNO and the OSCE in the field of security. It keeps
cooperation provisions that refer to the EU’s foreign policy initiatives. However, there are a

% National Security Concept of the Republic of Azerbaijan, 2007, https:/iwww.files.ethz.ch/isn/154917/Azerbai
jan2007.pdf (accessed 9 January 2018).

27 |pid., 8.

28 Laura Kirvelyte, “The Dilemma of Azerbaijan’s Security Strategy: Energy Policy or Territorial Integrity?,”
Lithuanian Annual Strategic Review 10, 1 (2013): 199-233, https://www.degruyter.com/downloadpdf/j/lasr.2012.
10.issue-1/v10243-012-0017-0/v10243-012-0017-0.pdf (accessed 9 January 2018).

29 National Security Concept of the Republic of Belarus, 2010, http://www.mil.by/ru/military_policy/koncep/
(accessed 9 January 2018).
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couple of recent Lithuanian studies that give an analysis referring to Belarus in terms of
security issues: National Security Threat Assessment (2017);30 Assessment Threats to
National Security (2015)3! and Assessment Threats to National Security (2016).32

Georgia. The policy document is entitled National Security Concept of Georgia (last revision in
2012). The concept has the following composition:

- Introduction;

- Security environment of Georgia;

- National values of Georgia;

- National interests of Georgia;

- Threats, risks and challenges to the national security of Georgia;
- Priorities of national security policy.33

In the chapter Priorities of national security policy, point 5 Integration into the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization and the European Union, the concept reads: “One of Georgia’s major
foreign and security policy priorities is membership in NATO and the European Union.”3* The
text of section 5.2. Integration into the European Union reads: “Deepening cooperation with the
EU supports the further strengthening of Georgia’'s democratic institutions and security, as well
as its economic integration with the EU.”35 A relevant analysis of the concept was made by Neil
MacFarlane in his study Georgia: National Security Concept versus National Security (2012).36

On October 11, 2017, the first high-level European Union-Georgia Strategic Security Dialogue
was launched in Thilisi, Georgia. It is the first meeting on strengthening security cooperation
with an Eastern Partnership country, considering Georgia’s frontrunner role in the region. The
event was organized in line with the EU-Georgia Association Agreement. During the works of
the event, the Deputy Secretary-General for Political Affairs of the European External Action
Service, Jean-Christophe Belliard stated: “The EU values the role of Georgia as an important
partner in promoting security. It is in our strategic interest to further strengthen the resilience of
Georgian democracy. Working together, we can make a difference not only for our citizens, but
also on the wider international scene. Georgia’s contribution to EU-led crisis-management

30 National Security Threat Assessment, 2017, https://www.vsd.ltiwp-content/uploads/2017/03/AKATSKT_DRAFT
-3-31-EN-HQ.pdf (accessed on 9 January 2018).

31 Assessment Threats to National Security, 2015, https://kam.lt/download/48227/assessment%200f%20threat%?2
Oto%?20national%_20security%202015.pdf (accessed 9 January 2018).

32 Assessment Threats to National Security, 2016, https://kam.lt/download/53705/aotd%20gresmes%202016-en-
el.pdf (accessed 9 January 2018).

33 National Security Concept of Georgia, 2012, https://mod.gov.ge/uploads/2018/pdfINSC-ENG.pdf (accessed 9
January 2018).

3 |pid., 15.
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3% Neil MacFarlane, Georgia: National Security Concept versus National Security (Thilisi: Center for Social
Sciences, Thilisi and University of Oxford, 2012), http://css.geffiles/Papers/0812pp_macfarlane.pdf (accessed 9
January 2018).
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operations is a good example. It is our clear priority to further contribute to the peaceful conflict
resolution in Georgia. The EU is strongly engaged in this effort and we discussed at length the
current state of play.”s7

In fostering security in the area, the Deputy Foreign Minister Vakhtang Makharoblishvili
mentioned: “Georgia remains one of the strongest allies of the EU in the region and stands
committed to contribute to stability in Europe and beyond. We are committed to contribute to
our shared vision of peaceful and united Europe. We truly value EU’s presence in Georgia and
its meaningful contribution to security and stability in Georgia. We are confident that this
dialogue will bring many openings for our closer cooperation on matters of common interest.”38

By this, Georgia steps on a higher level of security cooperation with the European Union. In
this context Georgia has to play potentially a specific role in promoting peace and stability in
the region.

Moldova. There are two policy documents in Moldova: National Security Concept of the
Republic of Moldova (2008) and National Security Strategy of the Republic of Moldova (2011).

The National Security Concept of the Republic of Moldova (2008) has the following
composition:

- Introduction;

- 1 The aim of the national security, main national security guidelines, general values,
risks and vulnerabilities of the national security of the Republic of Moldova (1.1 The
aim of the national security and basic national security guidelines;, 1.2 The
International Security Environment and the Republic of Moldova’s positioning in this
environment; 1.3 Threats and vulnerabilities of the national security; 1.3.0 The
Transnistrian conflict and foreign military presence on the territory of the Republic of
Moldova; 1.3.1 Threat of foreign coercion; 1.3.2 External negative developments and
international crises; 1.3.3 The threat of organized crime; 1.3.4 The threat of
international terrorism; 1.3.5 Threats that derive from human activity and natural
disasters; 1.3.6 Economic threats; 1.3.7 Social threats; 1.3.8 IT threat; 1.3.9 Internal
vulnerabilities);

- 2. National security system of the Republic of Moldova (2.1 The national security
sector of the Republic of Moldova and its reformation; 2.1.1 The institutions of the
national security sector of the Republic of Moldova; 2.1.2 The National Security
Council and the civil dimension of the national security sector; 2.1.3 Consolidation of
the military security and the Armed Forces of the Republic of Moldova;
2.1.4 Consolidation of the domestic security; 2.1.4.1 The activity of the security and
intelligence service; 2.1.4.2 The activity of the law enforcement agencies;

37 European External Action Service, European Union-Georgia Strategic Security Dialogue, 2017, https://eeas.eu
ropa.eu/delegations/georgia_en/33774/European%20Union%20and%20Georgia%20Hold%20Strategic%20Securi
ty%20Dialogue (accessed 10 January 2018).

38 |hid.
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2.1.4.3 Border management and illegal migration; 2.1.4.4 Crisis management
services; 2.2 The management of the problems related to the Transnistrian conflict
and foreign military forces withdrawal; 2.3 Consolidating the supremacy of law and
democratic institutions; 2.4 Prevention and Combating corruption and organized
crime; 2.5 The consolidation of the economic, energetic, intellectual property, social
and ecologic security of the Republic of Moldova. Regional development;
2.5.1 Consolidating economic security; 2.5.2 Consolidating energetic security;
2.5.3 Consolidating social security; 2.5.3.1 Health care; 2.5.3.2 Ensuring the unitary
character of the society; 2.5.4 Food security and consumer protection; 2.5.5 Ensuring
intellectual property security; 2.5.6 Consolidating environment security and
preserving biodiversity; 2.5.7 The policy of regional development; 2.6 The security of
the informational technologies);

- 3. Foreign policy — an instrument of protecting and consolidating the national security
of the Republic of Moldova (3.1. Participation in international efforts to manage
contemporary threats and challenges; 3.2 European Union integration process;
3.3 Cooperation with NATO; 3.4 Security relationships in the Black Sea area;
3.5 Bilateral security cooperation; 4. The national security strategy. Its elements);

- Final and transitory provisions.3°

It is fair to include here fully Section 3.2 European Union integration process as it refers on
security order of the parties: “Enlargement of the EU is a factor that stabilizes the European
security system and broadens the geographic area in which political, economic and social
developments on the basis of a democratic principles are guaranteed. The national security of
the Republic of Moldova may not be conceived separately from the European security. The
process of European integration and acquiring of EU membership will positively influence and
consolidate the security of the Republic of Moldova and will bring stability and prosperity to the
country. The Republic of Moldova supports the efforts of the European countries in building a
sustainable security system in Europe. Regional cooperation through sub-regional
organizations whose final objective is to facilitate the EU integration is an additional element of
the continental security consolidation process. The Republic of Moldova actively participates in
the activities of the regional institutions and initiatives, all of which pursue higher regional
stability and therefore consolidation of the European security. Deepening the political dialogue
and cooperation within the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), as well as
collaboration of parties in resolving the Transnistrian conflict will contribute to the consolidation
of the national and regional security. In the context of the Transnistrian conflict, participation of
the EU and the USA in the negotiation process is essential. The success of the EUBAM in the
Republic of Moldova and Ukraine will facilitate the process of solving general regional security
issues related to illegal production of and trafficking in arms.”40

39 National Security Concept of the Republic of Moldova, 2008, http://lex.justice.md/md/328010/ (accessed 9
January 2018).
40 [hid.
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The National Security Strategy of the Republic of Moldova (2011) contains the following
elements:

1. Introduction;

2. National interests and security policy;

3. Strengthening national security through foreign policy and defence policy (3.1. The
process of integration into the European Union; 3.2. Participating in international
efforts to manage contemporary threats and challenges; 3.3. Cooperation with the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO); 3.4. Bilateral cooperation on security;
3.5. Promoting defence policy);

4. Ways of securing national security (4.1. Combating poverty, ensuring economic
security and diminishing energy dependency; 4.2. Managing issues related to the
Transnistrian conflict and the withdrawal of foreign troops; 4.3. Diminishing the
chances of external coercion; 4.4. Combating the criminogenic factor and corruption;
4.5. Improving the demographic situation and population health; 4.6. Prevention,
management and elimination of effects in case of natural disasters, environmental
polluton and technogenic accidents; 4.7. Providing information security;
4.8. Ensuring social security; 4.9. Ensuring political stability; 4.10. Integrated state
border management; 4.11. Ensuring food security; 4.12. Combating terrorism;
4.13. Researching threats, risks and vulnerabilities with Impact on defence capability
and national security);

- 5. The national security sector and its reform (5.1. Institutional framework of the
national security sector; 5.2. Guidelines for national security sector reform);

- 6. Ensuring resources to the national security sector;
- 7. Implementation steps, reporting and monitoring procedures. 4!

In section 3.1. The process of integration into the European Union, the strategy refers to
European common security: “The national security of the Republic of Moldova cannot be
conceived outside the context of European security. Considering the fact that the European
Union is a stabilizing factor, important for the national security system, the Republic of Moldova
will strive to advance in the process of European integration. Prospective accession to the
European Union will strengthen the country’s security, Moldova becoming a beneficiary and
source of stability and security. Negotiating a cooperation framework that unambiguously
reflects the prospect of accession remains a strategic objective for the Republic of Moldova.
Particular attention in the integration efforts will be given to stepping up cooperation with the
EU on the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and the Common Defence and
Security Policy (CDSP), aimed at strengthening national and regional security. The Republic of

41 National Security Strategy of the Republic of Moldova, 2011, http://lex.justice.md/md/340510/ (accessed 9
January 2018).
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Moldova will cooperate with the EU in the areas of conflict prevention and resolution, crisis
management, non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.”42

In 2016, a draft of the new National Security Strategy was elaborated that is in the process of
debates by competent institutions.

Ukraine. The security policy of Ukraine has two basic documents that regulate the area.
Namely, they are: the National Security Strategy of Ukraine (2015) and the Concept for the
Development of the Security and Defence Sector (2016).

The National Security Strategy of Ukraine was approved by the Ukrainian president in 2015.
The strategy has the following components:

1. Initial provisions;
2. Aims of the strategy;

3. Current threats to the national security of Ukraine (3.1. Violation of the territorial
integrity; 3.2. Military presence of Russian Federation in Crimea and in the East of
Ukraine and build-up up military forces along the border of Ukraine; 3.3. Waging a
hybrid war by Russian Federation against Ukraine; 3.4. Absence of reliable external
security guarantees for Ukraine; 3.5. Terrorism, separatism; 3.6. Corruption and
inefficient system of public administration; 3.7. Inefficiency of national security
system of Ukraine; 3.8. Economic crisis, dropping down living standards of
population; 3.9. Energy security threats; 3.10. Information threats; 3.11. Threats of
man-made and environmental character);

4. Priorities of the national security policy of Ukraine (4.1. Reforming the public
administration system; 4.2. Development of an efficient security and defence sector;
4.3. Upgrading defence capability of the state; 4.4. Reform of law enforcement
bodies, special services and intelligence bodies; 4.5. Restoration of territorial integrity
of the state; 4.6. European Union integration; 4.7. Creation of an efficient system of
national security guarantees; 4.8. Distinctive partnership with NATO; 4.9. Foreign
policy priorities of Ukraine; 4.9.1 Strategic partnership with the United States of
America; 4.9.2. Strategic partnership with Poland; 4.9.3. Privileged partnership;
4.9.4. Partnerships with Germany and France; 4.9.5. Relations with Russian
Federation; 4.9.6. Cooperation in the region of Central and Eastern Europe;
4.9.7. Cooperation in the Black sea region; 4.9.8. Cooperation on the post-Soviet
territories; 4.9.9. Creation and development of a network of prospective partnerships
with the countries — new centres of global and regional influence; 4.9.10. Multilateral
cooperation fora; 4.10. Reaching a new quality of economic growth and European
living standards; 4.11. Energy security policy; 4.12. Information security policy;
4.13. Environmental and technogenic safety policy);

5. Final provisions.43

42 [pid.
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As regards security cooperation with the European Union, the strategy focuses on European
civilizational identity of Ukraine, “Ukraine regards integration into political and economic
structures of the European Union as a key priority of its foreign and domestic policy. Ukraine
shares values and aims with the EU and is based on the premise than the EU membership will
give it an important guarantee of democratic political development, economic welfare and
higher level of security. The membership of Ukraine in the EU will promote confidence and
security in the regions of Eastern Europe.”#

An overview of the security strategy was made by Oleksandr Tytarchuk in his study “Draft
National Security Strategy of Ukraine: an initial overview” (2015).45

The Concept for the Development of the Security and Defence Sector was approved by
Decree no. 92 of the President of Ukraine on March 14, 2016. The concept has the following
composition:

- |. General provisions;

- Il. The basics of development of security and defence sector;

- 1. Assessment of security environment;

- 2. The main tasks of security and defence sector;

- 3. Assessment of the status of components of the security and defence sector;
- 4. Directions of development of the security and defence sector;

- Ill. Main development objectives for security an defence;

- 1. Formation of a perspective model of the security and defence sector;

- 2. Ways to achieve the necessary capabilities;

- 3. The main directions of development of components of the security and defence
sector;

- 4. Ensuring the development of security and defence sector systems;
- IV. The role and society’s situation in the development of security an defence sector;

V. Expected results.*6

43 National Security Strategy of Ukraine, 2015, http://www.niss.gov.ua/public/File/2015 table/Draft_strategy.pdf
(accessed 9 January 2018).

44 |hid., 12-13.

45 Oleksandr Tytarchuk, “Draft National Security Strategy of Ukraine: an initial overview,” East European Security
Research Initiative Foundation Comment, 2015, 1-3, http://eesri.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/Draft-Security-
Strategy-of-Ukraine-initial-overview-2015-02-C-ENG.pdf (accessed 9 January 2018).

46 Concept for the Development of the Security and Defense Sector, 2016, http://www.president.gov.ua/docu
ments/922016-19832 (accessed 9 January 2018).
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The security concept of Ukraine opts for “integration into European and Euro-Atlantic security
structures, [...] improvement [...] of the security and defence sector based on the principles
and standards of the EU and NATO,"4” cooperation with OSCE.

A relevant introductory analysis of the Ukrainian concept was made by Maksym Bugriy in his
study “Ukraine’s New Concept Paper on Security and Defence Reform”, published in Eurasia
Daily Monitor 13 (79), 2016.48

These are policy documents of Eastern Partnership countries that define and explain their
actions in matter of security. Cooperation with the European Union in the field of security is
projected through the prism of existing conflicts in the Eastern Partnership area that are worth
mentioning in the context of policy acts.

4.1. Conflicts / “conflicts”, “frozen conflicts”, “so-called conflicts” in the Eastern
Partnership?

The Eastern Partnership area is among the most unstable regions in the world in terms of
conflicts. Out of six Eastern Partnership countries only Belarus has no disputes on territorial
integrity or secessionist regions.

The common element of all conflicts in other EaP countries — Armenia, Azerbaijan, Moldova,
Georgia and Ukraine — is connected directly or indirectly to Russia. The “legacy” of the
ex-empire also played an indisputable role: ethnic displacement and re-drawing of internal
administrative borders by the way for all peoples irrespective of the ethnicity.

When becoming independent countries, the territorial and secessionist conflicts emerged to
surface: Armenia and Azerbaijan (Nagorno-Karabakh); Georgia (Abkhazia, South Ossetia);
Moldova (Transnistria) and Ukraine (Crimea and Eastern Ukraine). Nagorno-Karabakh is a
region predominantly populated by ethnic Armenians, which is internationally recognized as
part of Azerbaijan. South Ossetia was occupied in the Russian-Georgian war by Russia;
Abkhazia is a Georgian secessionist region. Transnistria is a Moldovan secessionist region
with a Russian army dislocated illegally on the left river bank: legally speaking, there is neither
a bilateral agreement between Moldova and Russia, voted by the Moldovan Parliament, nor a
resolution of the UN Security Council, legalizing the presence of the Russian army in
Transnistria. Crimea was annexed by Russia. In Eastern Ukraine it is a war between Russia
and Ukraine. These are facts; however, it is not the purpose of this paper to assess them.

De jure, the doctrine calls them as conflicts. In relation to South Eastern countries of the
Eastern Partnership, Vano Chkhikvadze considers that “all three South Caucasus countries
are involved in conflicts that erupt from time to time and cannot therefore be considered as

47 |bid.

48 Maksym Bugriy, “Ukraine’s New Concept Paper on Security and Defense Reform,” Eurasia Daily Monitor 13, 79
(2016), https:/fjamestown.org/program/ukraines-new-concept-paper-on-security-and-defense-reform/ (accessed 9
January 2018).
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‘frozen’.”*® Another issue refers to the “so-called conflicts”. Could it be called a conflict when a
third party orchestrates a dispute? From this point of view only Nagorno-Karabakh could be
considered as a de facto conflict. In all other situations, the disputes are “co-called conflicts”,
I.e. artificial, because they work in favour of a third party.

What is the status of the countries involved in these conflicts or “so-called conflicts"? Vano
Chkhikvadze states univocally that “Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia have been victims of
wars, which have negatively impacted their development.”s® The list could continue with
Moldova and Ukraine.

For the time being, the existing formats for conflict resolution have been non-functional. There
are imperatively required new and creative approaches to peacebuilding and creating security
in the region.

In terms of security order, Vano Chkhikvadze indicates that “the EU does not adequately
address the main problems Armenian, Azerbaijan and Georgia are facing, namely their
security and territorial integrity.”s! It is quite a challenging assertion, because the article was
published half a year after the elaboration of A Global Strategy for the European Union’'s
Foreign and Security Policy: “Shared Vision and Common Action: A Stronger Europe”.

5. What Is Shared by Partners?

Even if the global strategy is an internal act of the European Union, there are external
implications due to the common foreign and security policy objectives. The global strategy
pays greater attention to the Eastern Partnership area. So, it is challenging to see if there are
any approaching or common visions and / or actions in the framework of EU-EaP cooperation
in the field of security. It is more like a cross-fertilization exercise for the European Union and
implied parties in the global strategy.

According to national security acts of the Eastern partnership countries, it could be mentioned
that the state of affairs in this area corresponds more or less to general cooperation between
the European Union and each partner. In security matters, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine —
similarly to Association Agreements — have developed security cooperation. Georgia advanced
to the strategic security dialogue with the European Union. Out of three countries — Armenia,
Azerbaijan and Belarus — only Azerbaijan is interested in close security cooperation with the
European Union, on the one hand. On the other hand, Armenia and Belarus focus on their
strategic partners.

To continue with what is shared from the global strategy, it is fair to make references to the
parts of the EU’s policy document:

49 VVano Chkhikvadze, “The South Caucasus and the EU - Different Paths for Each Country,” Heirich Boll Stiftung
European Union (2016): 1, https://eu.boell.org/sites/default/files/uploads/2016/11/south_caucasus_and_the_eu.
pdf (accessed 10 January 2018).

%0 |hid., 2.
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(1) Interests and values. It is presumed that the contracting parties, which concluded the
association agreements, keep respecting European values: Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine. As
for interests, it is worth mentioning Armenia and Belarus anchored their security documents
solely on their national interests, without opening the door to cooperation with the European
Union in security matters. Even if Azerbaijan’s policy document is also very nation focused,
there is an intention of cooperation with the European Union. Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine
have a broader vision on security interests, sometimes directly or indirectly advancing the idea
of common security interests in a peaceful and stable Europe.

(2) Principles. The principles of unity, engagement, responsibility and partnership could be
shared only by Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine. The principles of engagement, responsibility
and partnership could be shared by Azerbaijan. The principles of partnership could be shared
by Armenia and Belarus. If speaking about principled pragmatism, it seems that only Georgia
is ready for it. The same cannot be said about Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Moldova and
Ukraine, taking into consideration policy shifts and political behaviour of the partners (it is not
about only commitments, but also about internal moves in these countries).

(3) Priorities. Here it is very challenging to see how the Eastern Partnership countries position
themselves towards different security priorities and their sub-fields.

As for the first priority on security (security and defence, counter-terrorism, cyber security,
energy security, strategic communications), it seems that Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine are
ready for engagement. Armenia, Azerbaijan and Belarus would opt only for certain individual
areas of cooperation.

As for the second priority on state and societal resilience (enlargement policy, neighbours,
resilience in the surrounding regions, a more effective migration policy), Georgia, Moldova and
Ukraine make the necessary efforts in these directions. Armenia, Azerbaijan and Belarus
would hardly / not embrace the idea of joining the European Union, even having divergent
visions on their neighbours; other priority issues could be introduced on common agenda.

As for the third priority on integrated approach to conflicts and crises (pre-emptive peace,
security and stabilization, conflict settlement, political economy of peace), all Eastern
partnership states could engage, less Belarus — the only member in the Eastern Partnership
not being involved in territorial disputes and conflicts — that has no motivation to participate in
such cooperation formats.

As for the fourth priority on cooperative regional orders (namely the European security order, a
peaceful and prosperous vicinity), Azerbaijan, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine would cooperate
in this framework. Armenia and Belarus follow different priorities in cooperative regional orders.

As for the fifth priority on global governance for the 21st century (reforming, investing,
implementing, deepening, widening, developing, partnering) the opinions of Eastern partners
are divided. Probably it is because the countries are small and not very rich to afford such
initiatives. Even if Ukraine is a bigger country, nevertheless it is torn by war; any war is
expensive and demands higher costs. All global governance issues — reforming, investing,
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implementing, deepening, widening, developing, partnering — are questionable for all Eastern
Partnership states. Eastern Partnership countries have classical issues to deal with; no room
to think about global governance; however, the above mentioned issues are not to be excluded
from Eastern Partnership countries’ agendas in order to be integrated in global processes.

(4) From Vision to Action. It seems that only Georgia could meet the requirements to move
from vision to action due to policy stability. Moldova and Ukraine are characterized by
reluctance. As for Armenia, Azerbaijan and Belarus, they are too nation focused without
engaging on a larger scale due to various cooperation reasons and priorities established by
their policy acts.

6. Conclusion

A Global Strategy for the European Union’s Foreign and Security Policy: “Shared Vision and
Common Action: A Stronger Europe” is a policy act that is internally driven towards external
implications of the European Union. In the framework of the European Union’s neighbourhood,
the Eastern Partnership area occupies a special place. The document's security provisions
address equally to all Eastern Partnership actors irrespective of the nature of bilateral relations
between the European Union and each partner country.

On the one hand, the European Union’s strategy opens multiple pathways for potential
cooperation in the field of regional and common security. On the other hand, the Eastern
Partnership countries display individualistic approaches towards security for themselves.

If referring to the correlation advanced by the global strategy, the Eastern Partnership
countries have to adjust their strategies on national security in compliance with the EU's
strategy on “shared values” and “common action” for reciprocity reasons. Additionally, security
architecture must imply beyond the military component the civilian aspect in order to address it
properly. The civilian institutions and public policies may bring an added value to enhance
security capabilities.

The option for an increased level of cooperation is of paramount importance between the
European Union and the Eastern Partnership countries, because security is a value that
transcends national boundaries of a state. Security is a universal value. It belongs to humanity.
Thus, inter-state, regional, European and international cooperation would represent a real
instrument to ensure national and transnational security for peacebuilding.
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EASTERN PARTNERSHIP LACKS COLLECTIVE APPROACH TO SECURITY
Rahim RAHIMOV

Abstract. External sources and forces that pose threats to the security of the Eastern Partnership
(EaP) nations are disproportionately bigger than the power of an individual EaP nation in many regards.
And they often face similar challenges and common threats to their security particularly through the
violent conflicts. However, they respond individually hence making the results ineffective. This makes
the EaP even more prone to security threats. Therefore, a security strategy for the EaP must
accommodate a collective approach to challenges and threats. Considering existing discords between
the EaP nations themselves, this may be troubled. In that case, bilateral, trilateral or multilateral
partnerships must be encouraged for common stance and collective approach in dealing with threats
and challenges. And the EU’s role should be facilitation of that process.

Keywords: Eastern Partnership, security, collective approach, conflict, separatism, GUAM, EU,
selective approach, self-help.

Introduction

ost of the Eastern Partnership nations have been affected by armed conflicts also
M known as separatist or secessionist conflicts. The settlement of those conflicts has

failed as much as the terms of protracted or frozen conflicts have become synonymous
for it. In essence, not the conflicts but their settlement has become frozen. That is why they
represent high risks to lead to catastrophic consequences at any point. Moreover, the conflicts
pose a huge obstacle to the well-being, prosperity and stability of the Eastern Partnership
nations and the region as a whole. In this context, practicing right approaches to security and
conflicts through the Eastern Partnership matters a lot indeed. Therefore, this paper
investigates the approaches to security through the EaP and seeks to figure out what kind of
security strategy the EaP needs.

First, the joint declarations of the EU’s Eastern Partnership summits from its launch in 2009 to
present are explored. The joint declarations are adopted by consensus of the EU and its
Eastern Partners. For that reason, it best reflects their consensual and/or collective
approaches, if any, to security. Second, reactions of the EaP nations to the Georgian crisis of
August, 2008, and the Crimean annexation and breakout of the conflict in Eastern Ukraine are
analysed. The Eastern Partnership was launched after the August, 2008, events but before the
2014 events in Ukraine. Therefore, it can well illustrate whether and how the positions of EaP
nations on security and conflict shifted in between. It also explores their possible patterns of
behaviour under crisis circumstances. Third, the Eastern Partnership is contrasted to the case
of GUAM from the angle of collective approach to security. The EaP includes Armenia and
Belarus alongside with the four GUAM nations — Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan, and Ukraine.
Finally, the findings of the paper are summarized and a list of recommendations is provided.
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Joint Declarations of the EU’s Eastern Partnership Summits

The EU’s 2009 Eastern Partnership Prague Summit Joint Declaration mentions conflicts just
once and in general terms: “Conflicts impede cooperation activities. Therefore the participants
of the Prague summit emphasize the need for their earliest peaceful settlement on the basis of
principles and norms of international law and the decisions and documents approved in this
framework."! It ignores the Russian invasion of Georgia in August, 2008, at all and refers to the
international law in general with no mention of the principles such as territorial integrity or
self-determination, a major sticking point in the approaches of the involved parties to the
conflicts on the territories of the EaP nations.

Furthermore, the declaration states that the Eastern Partnership will seek to support political
and socio-economic reforms of the partner countries, facilitating approximation towards the
European Union as this serves the shared commitment to stability, security and prosperity of
the European Union, the partner countries and indeed the entire European continent. Although
it emphasizes facilitation of approximation of the EaP nations towards the EU, there is nothing
in the document regarding approximation among the EaP nations themselves. The joint
statement affirms the Eastern Partnership as umbrella for deeper bilateral engagement
between the EU and individual EaP nations.

The multilateral framework of the EaP is declaredly aimed at fostering links among partner
countries themselves. In fact, due to the shared history of these nations within the ex-USSR for
many decades and the common legacy of the Soviet era, they have already got links in many
spheres. What they lack was the sense of collective security particularly with regard to
unresolved and potential conflicts.

As to the security realm in the Prague declaration, it is referred only in the context of energy
transit and supplies mainly to the EU by declaring that the Eastern Partnership aims to
strengthen energy security through cooperation with regard to long-term stable and secure
energy supply and transit.

The EU's 2011 Eastern Partnership Warsaw Summit Joint Declaration was not much different
from that of the previous Prague Summit. The joint declaration just reiterated what was
contained in the declaration of the Prague Summit with regard to security, conflicts and
approximation towards the EU. It simply repeated the need for their earliest peaceful
settlement on the basis of the principles and norms of international law in general terms.2

A few slight additions were that they welcomed the appointment of the new EU Special
Representative for the South Caucasus and the crisis in Georgia, stressed the importance of
the presence on the ground of the EU Monitoring Mission in Georgia, and also welcomed the
recent decision to resume official negotiations in the “5+2" format aiming at a viable and
comprehensive political settlement of the Transnistrian conflict. So, it took 3 years for the EU’s

1 Joint Declaration of the Eastern Partnership Summit, Prague, 7 May 2009.
2 Joint Declaration of the Eastern Partnership Summit, Warsaw, 29-30 September 2011.
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Eastern Partnership to mention the Georgian crisis and the Transnistrian conflict. But it even
didn’t mention the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict.

The EU’s 2013 Eastern Partnership Vilnius Summit Joint Declaration literally contained the
same statements from the previous Prague and Warsaw Summits. It also expressed the need
for the earliest peaceful settlement of the conflicts on the basis of the principles and norms of
international law without specifying which norms and principles are to be guided by. The joint
declaration in the Vilnius Summit mentioned the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, the Transnistrian
conflict and the Georgian crisis of August, 2008, in general terms.3

The EU's 2015 Eastern Partnership Riga Summit Joint Declaration was less ambiguous but
more contentious as compared to the previous declarations. The less ambiguity is noticeable in
the support for the territorial integrity of the EaP nations. For the first time, the EU pronounced
through the joint declaration its commitment in support of the territorial integrity, independence
and sovereignty of all its partners.4 This represents a progress in the EU’s position towards
clarity on the principles of territorial integrity and self-determination as no previous joint
declaration had done so.

The more contentiousness is related with the EU's euphemism and selective approach.
Although two paragraphs dealt with the events in Ukraine, the euphemism dominated the text.
For example, in one paragraph it uses such phrases as “acts against Ukraine and events in
Georgia.” It failed to clarify what kind of acts and by whom for what purpose, what kind of
events involving and concerning who and to what end.

Moreover, the declaration stated that the cases of Ukraine and Georgia had shown that
fundamental principles of sovereignty and territorial integrity within internationally recognized
borders couldn't be taken for granted in the 21t century in Europe. But while naming Ukraine
and Georgia it failed to clearly bring the cases of Azerbaijan and Moldova into this context.

Furthermore, the declaration also separately supported Ukraine’s territorial integrity in the
context of the conflict in Eastern Ukraine, and the EU reaffirmed its position taken in the Joint
Statement made at the EU-Ukraine Summit on April 27, 2015, including on the “illegal
annexation of Crimea and Sevastopol.”> The summit participants reaffirmed their positions in
relation to the UN General Assembly Resolution 68/262 on the territorial integrity of Ukraine.$
No other EaP nation whether Georgia, Moldova, or Azerbaijan experiencing a similar conflict
has been given such a treatment. For instance, the EU has refrained from even mentioning
any of four resolutions from the UN Security Council, which is the highest authority, and a
resolution from the UN General Assembly with regard to Azerbaijan’s occupied territories.”

All these happened in the background, where unlike Azerbaijan and Moldova, Georgia and
Ukraine got involved in open, direct confrontation with Russia. This gives rise to such

3 Joint Declaration of the Eastern Partnership Summit, Vilnius, 29 November 2013.
4 Joint Declaration of the Eastern Partnership Summit, Riga, 21-22 May 2015.

5 Joint Declaration of the 17t EU-Ukraine Summit, Kyiv, 27 April 2015.

6 UNO, Resolution 68/262 of the UN General Assembly, 27 March 2014.

7UNO, Resolution GA/10693 of the UN General Assembly, 14 March 2008.
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perceptions as either the EU applies a selective approach to the security of individual EaP
nations or a direct, open confrontation with Russia might be a prerequisite for the EU’s clear
support in settlement of separatist conflicts and occupied territories, or both. This kind of
perceptions leads to alienation of individual EaP nations from the EU and cooler relations
between them. The cooling in the EU-Azerbaijani relations following the Riga summit is just a
case in point.8

The euphemist and selective approaches to the security of the EaP nations have been the
EU’s comfort zone. But the problem is the EU’'s comfort zone is the EaP’s discomfort zone.
Indeed, the selective approach obstructs the collective sense of security, causes discords and
deepens the existing ones among the EaP nations as they feel discriminated and loose the
sense of collectivity.

The EU's 2017 Eastern Partnership Brussels Summit Joint Declaration copy-pasted a
statement from the preceding Riga summit: “The European Union committed its support to the
territorial integrity, independence, and sovereignty of all its partners.”® Once again the EU
missed the opportunity to use a clear language with regard to frozen and armed conflicts on
the territories of the EaP nations. The EU made clear that it offered no security or even
sympathy to them.10 Although it is quite unclear what role the EU has played, similarly to the
previous ones, the Brussels declaration also “welcomed the EU’s strengthened role in conflict
resolution.” In fact, this phrase sounds irrelevant as no considerable role from the EU has been
observed so far.

The 2017 declaration has been formed by extensively copy-pasting euphemist statements from
the previous ones. Therefore, the EU’s position in the 2017 summit joint declaration was even
weaker represented as compared to the 2015 Riga Summit Joint Declaration in terms of
conflicts and security. The joint declaration called for renewed efforts to promote the peaceful
settlement of unresolved conflicts in the region on the basis of the principles and norms of
international law. But this kind of general reference to the international law, which is
continuously reiterated starting from the first summit in Prague in 2009, has been one source
of ambiguity.

On the one hand, the joint declarations have constantly stated that the resolution of conflicts,
building trust and good neighbourly relations were essential to economic and social
development and cooperation. On the other hand, the EU offers nothing to resolve those
conflicts and instead, focuses on economic and social development and cooperation through
its Eastern Partnership — 20 Deliverables 2020. The “20 Deliverables for 2020” document aims

8 Malahat Najafova, “Azerbaijan Says Cooling in Relations with EU due to Karabakh Conflict,” APA, 3 December
2015,  http:/fen.apa.az/azerbaijan-politics/foreign-news/azerbaijan-says-cooling-in-relations-with-eu-due-to-kara
bakh-conflict.html (accessed 5 February 2018); “llham Aliyev Attended Panel Discussion at Munich Security
Conference,” 18 February 2017, http://en.president.az/articles/22827 (accessed 5 February 2008).

9 Joint Declaration of the Eastern Partnership Summit, Brussels, 24 November 2017.

10 Anders Aslund, “Does the EU Even Care about Eastern Europe Anymore?,” Atlantic Council, 27 November
2017, http://iwww.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/ukrainealert/does-the-eu-even-care-about-eastern-europe-anymore
(accessed 5 February 2018).
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to identify concrete, tangible results for citizens.!1 However, none of the 2020 deliverables are
directly related to conflict resolution and security. The problem here is it is a mishmash way to
achieve concrete, tangible result for citizens without making a breakthrough in conflict
resolution. The conflicts are the biggest obstacle to prosperity of citizens and human security in
the EaP. It doesn’t necessarily mean that the 20 deliverables are undeliverable. But real efforts
for conflict resolution in parallel to delivery of the deliverables could turn really successful.

Although the 20 Deliverables 2020 document mentions support for conflict resolution and
security, there is no tangible tasks established to serve it. And the security is mentioned in the
context of fight against cyber and organized crimes, and energy supplies namely expansion of
the Southern Gas Corridor towards the Central Asia. Moreover, the EU implements the
Integrated Border Management project, which is included in the 20 Deliverables 2020
document. It is scheduled to modernize network of Border Crossing Points among Partners
and between them and EU Member States by 2020. This is intended to contribute to enhanced
trade flows and mobility among partners as well as between them and the EU. However, there
is no mention of uncontrolled borders and territories existing due to conflicts on the territories
of the EaP nations.

The Brussels summit joint declaration highlighted the importance of strengthening state,
economic and societal resilience both in the EU and the partner countries, and the role of the
Eastern Partnership in this respect in the European Union’s neighbourhood as also outlined in
The Global Strategy for the European Union’s Foreign and Security Policy of June, 2016. The
Global Strategy document notes that the EU will engage further in the resolution of protracted
conflicts in the Eastern Partnership countries. “We will not recognize Russia’s illegal
annexation of Crimea nor accept the destabilization of eastern Ukraine,” the EU states in the
Global Strategy.1? But the document ignored security concerns and conflicts in Azerbaijan,
Georgia and Moldova. So, the Global Strategy also echoes the spirit of the joint declarations of
the Eastern Partnership summits in its selective approach to conflict and security.

Reactions from EaP nations to the Georgian events of August, 2008

The Armenian Foreign Ministry issued a statement to express concern over the situation in
South Ossetia.13 Armenia didn't formally recognize the independence of Abkhazia and South
Ossetia. But President Serzh Sargsyan sympathized with those breakaway regions, as he

11 Eastern Partnership — 20 Deliverables for 2020, Brussels, 9 June 2017.

12 A Global Strategy for the European Union’s Foreign and Security Policy: “Shared Vision and Common Action: A
Stronger Europe,” June 2016, https://europa.eu/globalstrategy/en/shared-vision-common-action-stronger-europe
(accessed 5 February 2018).

13 “Armenian Foreign Ministry Says Armenia is Very Much Concerned with the Situation in South Ossetia,”
Armenpress, 8 August 2008, https://armenpress.am/eng/news/524988/ (accessed 5 February 2018).
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reiterated his support for their residents’ right to self-determination and criticized Thilisi for
attempting to settle the South Ossetian conflict by force.4

Belarus kept muted on the hostilities for quite a few days, for what the Russian Ambassador to
Belarus reproached Minsk. “Russia was perplexed by modest silence of the Belarusian side,”
he said.?> Then, Belarus officially reacted to the event. “All [Russian actions in Georgia] were
done calmly, wisely and beautifully,” Alexander Lukashenko told Russian President Dmitry
Medvedev on August 19, 2008.16 Later, president Medvedev also criticized Belarus on August
3, 2010, for failure to recognize Abkhazia and South Ossetia as independent states despite his
promises to do so.1” Lukashenko explained that Belarus didn’t recognize them in order to avert
consequences that could arise in its relations with the USA, EU and CIS nations.18 He added
that Medvedev didn’t assure him to neutralize or liquidate those consequences or problems in
case they emerge, and that Russia was either unwilling or incapable to do so.

Czech Foreign Minister Schwarzenberg warned Minsk that were it to recognize Abkhazia and
South Ossetia, the current consensus within the EU to include it in the Eastern Partnership
could founder. “If they would recognize South Ossetia and Abkhazia it would create a very,
very difficult situation for Belarus,” he stated.1® In reaction to the inclusion of Belarus in the
EaP, Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov questioned the decision: “Is this promoting
democracy or is it blackmail? It's about pulling countries from the positions they want to take as
sovereign states.”20

Media reports quoted president Lukashenko as saying that Russia has made a $500 million
loan to Belarus contingent on its recognition of Abkhazia and South Ossetia. He has rejected
the proposal saying that Belarus’ support was not for sale.? Thus, Belarus rejected the
recognition of Abkhazia and South Ossetia as independent states despite heavy pressures
from Moscow. And the interest in maintaining good relations with the EU and cooperating
through and within the EaP has played a significant role.

14 Emil Danielyan, “Armenia Rules out Abkhazia, South Ossetia Recognition,” Radio Azatutyun, 4 September
2008, https://www.azatutyun.am/a/1597164.html (accessed 5 February 2018).

15 “Belarus Leader Applauds Russian Response South Ossetia Crisis,” Sputnik, 19 August 2008, https://sputnik
news.com/world/20080819116132622/ (accessed 5 February 2018).

16 “Anekcangp JlykaweHrko B Coun nposen neperoeopsl ¢ mutprnem Measegesbim,” Official Internet Portal of the
President of the Republic of Belarus, 19 August 2008, http://president.gov.by/ru/news_ru/view/aleksandr-lukashen
ko-v-sochi-provel-peregovory-s-dmitriem-medvedevym-2759/ (accessed 5 February 2018).

17 “NlykaweHko obewan npusHate Abxasmio n KOxHyto OceTuto, 3assun Mepseges,” RIA, 3 August 2010,
https://ria.ru/politics/20100803/261206899.html (accessed 5 February 2018).

18 “IykaLueHko nosicHAn, noyemy He npuaHan Abxasuto u KOxxyto OceTuio,” RIA, 13 August 2010, https:/ria.ru/po
litics/20100813/264942472.html (accessed 5 February 2018).

19 Ahto Lobjakas, “EU Foreign Ministers Discuss Eastern Partnership,” Radio Free Europe / Radio Liberty, 23
February 2009,  https://www.rferl.org/a/EU_Foreign_Ministers_Discuss_Eastern_Partnership/1497826.htm|
(accessed 5 February 2018).

20 Valentina Pop, “EU Expands Its ‘Sphere of Influence, Russia Says',” EU Observer, 21 March 2009, https://euob
server.com/foreign/27827 (accessed 5 February 2018).

21 “Belarus Leader Rejects Conditions on Russian Loan,” Reuters, 5 June 2009, https://www.reuters.com/article/
idUSL51033548 (accessed 5 February 2018).
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The Azerbaijani Foreign Ministry’s spokesman expressed Azerbaijan’s position regarding the
South Ossetia events of August 8, 2008. He stated that official Thilisi's actions were in
accordance with the international law and that Azerbaijan unambiguously supported the
territorial integrity of Georgia.?2

Moldova rejected the recognition of Abkhazia and South Ossetia as independent states but
kept largely muted on the Georgian events of August, 2008.23 That said, communist president
Vladimir Voronin turned to the EU to find a political solution to the Transnistrian conflict on the
territory of Moldova following the Georgian events.2*

Ukraine voiced the clearest and toughest position on the events of August, 2008. The Foreign
Ministry of Ukraine issued a strong statement: “Ukraine calls on the Russian Federation, as a
permanent member of the UN Security Council, to pull out its troops from Georgia, to be
reserved in its actions, and to exert the necessary influence upon the separatist regime of
Tskhinvali [capital of South Ossetia] in order to return to the negotiating table.”2> The statement
said that a prerequisite of successful talks must be an immediate cease-fire, confirmation of
the sovereignty and territorial integrity of Georgia by the Russian side, devotion to the
principles of good neighbourhood, refusal from muscle-flexing scenarios, and peaceful
settlement of conflicts.

Ukraine stated that it reserved the right to bar Russia’s Black Sea warships dispatched to the
Abkhazian coast from returning to their Ukrainian base of Sevastopol in the Crimean
peninsula.?6 Furthermore, Ukrainian president Viktor Yushchenko said that he would open
negotiations with Moscow on raising the rent on the Russian naval base in Sevastopol.?’
Those statements infuriated Moscow and served as a cause for Russia's further moves
concerning Crimea. As a result, the Russian-Ukrainian agreement on the Sevastopol base,
which was going to end in 2017, was prolonged by another 25 years until 2042 by
newly-elected pro-Russian president Victor Yanukovich in 2010.28

22 “Azarbaycan Glrclistanin Orazi Bitoviuylini Birmenali $Sekilde Dastaklayir,” Azertag, 8 August 2008,
https://azertag.az/xeber/AZARBAYCAN_GURCUSTANIN_ARAZI_BUTOVLUYUNU_BIRMANALI_SAKILDA_DAS
TAKLAYIR-415606 (accessed 5 February 2018).

23 “Moldova Rejects Recognition of Georgian Regions,” Reuters, 29 August 2008, https://www.reuters.com/article/
us-georgia-ossetia-moldova/moldova-rejects-recognition-of-georgian-regions-idUSLT50699020080829 (accessed
6 February 2018).

24 Bridget Kendall, “Russia’s Neighbors Go Their Own Way,” BBC, 21 August 2008, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/eu
rope/7575813.stm (accessed 6 February 2018).

25 “Ukraine Calls on Russia to Pull out Its Troops from Georgia,” Unian, 8 August 2008, https://www.unian.info/so
ciety/136250-ukraine-calls-on-russia-to-pull-out-its-troops-from-georgia.html (accessed 6 February 2018).

2% Helen Womack and Mark Tran, “Russia Takes Control of South Ossetian Capital after Georgian Retreat,” The
Guardian, 10 August 2008, https://www.theguardian.com/world/2008/aug/10/georgia.russial (accessed 6
February 2018).

27 Andrew E. Kramer, “NATO Ships in Black Sea Raise Alarms in Russia,” New York Times, 27 August 2008,
http://www.nytimes.com/2008/08/28/world/europe/28russia.html (accessed 6 February 2018).

2 | uke Harding, “Ukraine Extends Lease for Russia’s Black Sea Fleet,” The Guardian, 21 April 2010,
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2010/apr/21/ukraine-black-sea-fleet-russia (accessed 6 February 2018).
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Ukraine’s President Viktor Yushchenko went far beyond strong statements and paid a visit to
Thilisi on August 12, 2008, to show a moral support for and solidarity with Georgia jointly with
the leaders of four EU member-nations — Presidents of Estonia, Lithuania, Poland, and Prime
Minister of Latvia.?9 Together with Georgian President Mikheil Saakashvili, they addressed a
late night rally in central Thilisi. However, leading EU nations chose to issue general,
euphemist statements to express concern over the events. “The Guardian” described such
approach as expressing “impotent concern.”30

President Yushchenko as well as his fellows from Poland and Baltic nations were disappointed
over the EU’s position on what he called the Russian aggression against Georgia and over the
settlement plan brokered by President Sarkozy of France, the country then presiding the EU,
particularly for failure to accommodate a point on the territorial integrity of Georgia. According
to him, that is exactly why the Sarkozy plan paved the way for further aggression by the
Kremlin. “It was not known to us why the EU went for realization of such version of the
settlement plan,” Yushchenko wondered in his book.3!

The EU's position on the Georgian crisis also caused a discord within the Ukrainian leadership.
President Yushchenko and his political ally Prime Minister Yulia Tymoshenko traded blames
over the stance on the Georgian crisis.?2 Timoshenko blamed him for dragging Ukraine into
another conflict. The prime minister said that her position was in correspondence with that of
the EU whereas Timoshenko herself was accused of failing to condemn the Russian action
against Georgia in sharp terms.

Reactions from the EaP Nations to the Annexation of Crimea and Conflicts in Eastern
Ukraine

Armenia’s President Serzh Sargsyan stated that the March 16 referendum in Crimea
“constituted another case of exercise of peoples’ right to self-determination via free expression
of will.”33 He made this statement over a phone talk with Russian president Viadimir Putin
initiated by the Armenian side on March 19, 2014. In response to Yerevan's position on
Crimea, Ukraine recalled its ambassador to Armenia for consultations on March 21.34 Armenia,

29 Katrin Bennhold, “Differences Emerge in Europe of a Response to Georgia Conflict,” New York Times, 12
August, 2008, http:/iwww.nytimes.com/2008/08/12/world/europe/12iht-diplo.4.15218653.html  (accessed 6
February 2018).

30 “Russia Takes Control of South Ossetian Capital after Georgian Retreat.”

31 Buktop HOweHko, “T'pyaus 08.08.08,” in HezocydapcmeenHbie TaliHbl. 3amemku Ha bepezax [lamsamu, ed.
BukTop HOwerko (Kharkiv: ®onwo, 2014).

32 Roman Olearchyk and Stefan Wagstyl, “Fears for Ukraine as Pro-West Coalition Fails,” Unian / The Financial
Times, 4 September 2008, https:/iwww.unian.info/politics/142605-fears-for-ukraine-as-pro-west-coalition-fails.html
(accessed 6 February 2018).

33 “Today the President of Armenia held a Telephone Conversation with the President of Russia,” President of the
Republic of Armenia, 19 March 2014, http://lwww.president.am/en/press-release/item/2014/03/19/President-
Serzh-Sargsyan-conversation-with-the-President-of-Russian-federation/ (accessed 6 February 2018).

3 “Ukraine Recalls Ambassador from Armenia,” 21 March 2014, https://news.am/eng/news/200212.html
(accessed 6 February 2018).
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nevertheless, voted on March 27 against a UN General Assembly resolution adopted in
support of the territorial integrity of Ukraine following the annexation of Crimea.3>

Belarus acknowledged Crimea as de facto part of the Russian Federation saying that de jure
recognition didn't matter as Russia was a recognized state. That said, President Alexander
Lukashenko made quite ambiguous statements regarding the annexation of Crimea and
conflicts in Eastern Ukraine. “As for Crimea, | do not like it when the integrity and
independence of a country are broken,” he said.36 Lukashenko also lashed out against the idea
of federalization of Ukraine as a dangerous precedent with a serious potential to lead to a
further war and internal confrontations, which could turn external. In that case the situation may
turn much worse and scarier and the Crimean issue would seem like the smallest of the
problems, he warned against the federalization. Lukashenko added that the Crimean case was
dangerous not because it became part of Russia but because it was setting a bad precedent
that may give rise to a wave of self-determinations.

Moreover and even more importantly, the Belarus president implicitly reproached the West for
being soft on Russia and depicted the West as being scary of Russia. Imposition of much
heavier sanctions on Belarus for alleged election irregularities and human rights abuses
compared to lighter sanctions on Russia is just a case in point, according to Lukashenko, who
characterized the sanctions on Russia as serving to save the face of the West.

Both Armenia and Belarus attempted to block the text of the EU’'s Eastern Partnership Riga
Summit of May 21-22, 2015, that referred to Russia’s annexation of Crimea as ‘“illegal.”s’
Armenia and Belarus are home to Russian military bases, and for them Russia is the closest
ally through the Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU) and the Collective Defence Treaty
Organization (CDTO). As a result, point 4 of the final declaration states that the EU, instead of
original version, which was “all of the summit participants,” reaffirms its position against the
illegal annexation of Crimea. This enabled Belarus and Armenia to avoid calling the annexation
of Crimea illegal.

Azerbaijan’s President Ilham Aliyev declared on March 19, 2014, that the territorial integrity of
a nation couldn’t be changed without the permission of the nation. This statement happened a
few days following the March 16 Crimean status referendum.38 Azerbaijan as well as Moldova
and Georgia voted in favour of the March 27, 2014, UN General Assembly resolution in
support of Ukraine’s territorial integrity unlike Armenia and Belarus, who voted against it.3° On

35 UNO, Resolution GA/11493 of the UN General Assembly, 27 March 2014.

% “President of the Republic of Belarus Alexander Lukashenko Answers Questions of Mass Media
Representatives,” Official Internet Portal of the President of the Republic of Belarus, 23 March 2014, http://presi
dent.gov.by/en/news_en/view/president-of-the-republic-of-belarus-alexander-lukashenko-answers-gquestions-of-
mass-media-representatives-on-8348/ (accessed 6 February 2018).

37 Rikard Jozwiak, “Disagreements Shadow EU Eastern Partnership Summit,” Radio Free Europe / Radio Liberty,
22 May 2015, https://www.rferl.org/a/eu-eastern-partnership-summit-text-wording/27030727.html (accessed 6
February 2018). i

3 “lham Sliyev Bakida Novruz Bayrami Miinasibatile Umumxalq Senliyinde istirak Etmigdir,” 19 March 2014,
http://iwww.president.az/articles/11216 (accessed 6 February 2018).

39 UNO, Resolution GA/11493 of the UN General Assembly.
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one occasion, the Azerbaijan delegation voted against a Parliament Assembly of the Council of
Europe (PACE) resolution on January 28, 2015, to impose political sanctions on Russia in
connection with its “role and participation in conflicts in Eastern Ukraine and continued
annexation of Crimea.”#® Commenting on official Baku's position, the speaker of the
Azerbaijani parliament Ogtay Asadov reaffirmed Azerbaijan’s full and unambiguous support for
Ukraine’s territorial integrity.#l He underlined that the Azerbaijani delegation voted against
sanctions in order to be heard that Azerbaijan also had been suffering from separatism and
similar acts in its Nagorno-Karabakh region and other provinces occupied by Armenia for more
than two decades but saw a selective approach from Europe. “They [PACE] always advise us
to solve [the conflict] by dialogue and negotiations, so we reciprocate the same advice: solve
the problem by dialogue and negotiations not sanctions,” he added.42

Moldova didn't recognize the referendum in Crimea.4® Before the referendum took place,
President Nicolae Timofti had called the possible annexation by Russia to be a serious breach
of international law. 44

Georgia’s president, parliament and other political figures and forces condemned the Crimean
annexation in strong terms.#> Thilisi also took the opportunity to remind the international
community particularly the West of its half-hearted reaction to the Georgian crisis of August,
2008, and the Russian recognition of Georgia's breakaway regions of Abkhazia and South
Ossetia. They blamed the West's toothless reaction as encouragement for Russia to annex
Crimea. This message was echoed by many in Ukraine particularly former president Viktor
Yushchenko and others in the world. A statement from the Ukrainian Foreign Ministry held the
events of August, 2008, in Georgia as a precursor to the 2014 Russian actions in Ukraine — the
annexation of Crimea and backing of separatists in Ukraine’s Donetsk and Luhansk regions,
known collectively as Donbas. “After not getting a tough enough and an unequivocal response

40 PACE, Voting Results, 28 January 2015, http://assembly.coe.int/nw/xml/Votes/DB-VotesResults-EN.asp?Vote
ID=35392&DocID=15327 (accessed 6 February 2018); PACE, Resolution 2034, 28 January 2015.

41 The Azerbaijani Parliament’s Session Minutes, 2 February 2015, http://iwww.meclis.gov.az/?/az/stenogram/376
(accessed 6 February 2018).

42 [hid.

43 “MpeangeHT Mongosel 3assun, yto MpucoeanHenne MpuaHecTpoBbs k PO Hukomy He Boirogo,” VESTI MD,
18 March 2014, http://iwww.vesti.md/?mod=news&id=26986&fh_comment_id=1387702211505581 18283#sth
ash.NUpZFIW6.dpbs (accessed 6 February 2018); Alexander Tanas, “Moldova Tells Russia: Don't Eye
Annexation Here,” Reuters, 18 March 2014, https://www.reuters.com/article/us-ukraine-crisis-moldova/moldova-
tells-russia-dont-eye-annexation-here-idUSBREA2H16F20140318 (accessed 6 February 2018).

44 “[peanpeHt Mongasuu: MpuHsTtue Poceuelt B Ceoit Coctas lNMpuaHectposbs Yxyawmt Ee Umuax,” Regnum,
20 March 2014, https://regnum.ru/news/1780719.html (accessed 6 February 2018).

45 “Georgian Parliament Adopts Resolution on Supporting Ukraine,” Tabula, 7 March 2014, http://iwww.tabula.ge/
en/story/80828-georgian-parliament-adopts-resolution-on-supporting-ukraine  (accessed 6 February 2018);
“Georgia Reaction to Russian Annexation of Crimea,” Civil Georgia, 19 March 2014, http:/Awww.civil.ge/eng/
article.php?id=27050 (6 February 2018).
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by the international community for its aggression against Georgia, Russia chose its next target
— Ukraine,” the statement said. 46

Former Georgian Prime Minster Bidzina Ivanishvili stated that Moscow wouldn't step back in
respect of Crimea and the efforts of the West would now be focused on containing the advance
of Russia beyond Crimea, namely in the eastern parts of Ukraine.4” He also blamed the West
for being too soft on Russia. This message was mirrored in the remarks of Belarusian
President Lukashenko as well.

Collective Approach to Security: Contrasting Eastern Partnership to GUAM

The Organization for Democracy and Economic Development known as GUAM was founded
by Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan and Moldova at the Kyiv Summit on May 23, 2006.4¢ The
establishment of the organization was not an instant decision. It had gone through an
evolutionary process including formation of the GUAM Advisory Forum October 10, 1997,
during the Second Council of Europe Summit in Strasbourg, France, and creation of GUAM
Association following the signing of its Yalta Charter during the summit in Ukraine on June 7,
2001. When GUAM was initiated in 1997 through the joint communique of the presidents of
Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan, and Moldova, they unanimously upheld the need for combating
aggressive nationalism, separatism, and international terrorism.4® Moreover, the GUAM
nations agreed that the process of integration into Trans-Atlantic and European structures
could considerably reduce the threats and risks they face. They also pledged to undertake joint
efforts to tackle the problems. The 2006 final Charter of the GUAM organization set out such
objectives as deepening European integration for the establishment of common security space
and strengthening international and regional security and stability.> The GUAM nations
emphasized their adherence to the principles of respect for sovereignty and territorial integrity
of the states, inviolability of their internationally-recognized borders and non-interference in
their internal affairs.

GUAM was acting with a single voice at the international arena. On April 21, 2005, the GUAM
nations found a common ground on several issues in the Russia-led Commonwealth of
Independent States’ (CIS) Foreign Ministers Council that was held at that time in Moscow. A
joint proposal to discuss the conflicts of Transnistria in Moldova, Abkhazia and South Ossetia

46 MFA of Ukraine, 3asiea M3C YkpaiHu LLjodo 8-i Piyruyi Aepecii P® e Ipyaii, 8 August 2016, http://mfa.gov.ua/
ua/press-center/news/49729-zajava-mzs-ukrajini-shhodo-8-ji-richnici-agresiji-rf-v-gruziji (accessed 6 February
2018).

47"Georgia Reaction to Russian Annexation of Crimea.”

4 GUAM, https://guam-organization.org/en/about-the-organization-for-democracy-and-economic-development-
guam/ (accessed 6 February 2018).

49 Joint Communique of the Meeting of the Presidents of Azerbaijan, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine, Strashourg,
10 October 1997.

50 GUAM, Charter of the Organization for Democracy and Economic Development — GUAM, Kyiv, 23 May 2006.
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in Georgia, and Nagorno-Karabakh in Azerbaijan is just a case in point.5! Furthermore, the
head of the Ukrainian delegation Yelchenko addressed the 14t meeting of the OSCE
Ministerial Council on behalf of GUAM on December 5, 2006.52 He spoke of the settlement of
protracted conflicts in the OSCE area, in particular in the Transnistrian region of Moldova,
South Ossetia and Abkhazia of Georgia, Nagorno-Karabakh region of Azerbaijan.
Furthermore, in 2006-2007, media reports said that Georgia and Ukraine have supported the
idea to form a joint peace-keeping force and civilian police units of GUAM for possible
involvement in the settlement of conflicts affecting GUAM nations.3 It was not realized though.

The presidents of the GUAM nations issued a joint declaration that formulated their common
position on the issue of conflicts in clear and resolute terms at the Kyiv summit on May 23,
2006.5* The 2007 GUAM Baku Declaration of heads of state supported creation of a common
space of integration and security in the GUAM region.5> The GUAM nations reaffirmed that
they were united in determination to stand jointly against common risks and threats to peace,
security and stability. The July 1, 2008, GUAM Batumi Declaration reaffirmed the objectives of
the member states in their aspiration to stand jointly against common risks and threats as well
as to gradually develop a space of integration and security in the GUAM region as an integral
part of all-European and Euro-Asian area. It also stressed the necessity of active joint efforts
towards the settlement of conflicts.

However, the progress of GUAM towards creation of a space of integration and security halted
following the Georgian events of August, 2008. The activity of GUAM considerably faded. No
presidential summit has been held after 2008. It is only recently that the organization has
revived its functions. In 2017, heads of government of GUAM nations met in Kyiv, Ukraine on
March 27 to mark the 20t anniversary of the organization.5” A special meeting of the GUAM
Council of Ministers of Foreign Affairs was held in Thilisi, Georgia, on October 8.58 At both
events, they reaffirmed their strong position that the territory of a state may not be a subject of
acquisition or military occupation or annexation, resulting from the threat or use of force in
breach of the relevant norms and principles of international law, and settlement of the conflicts
in the GUAM nations on the basis of sovereignty, territorial integrity and inviolability of
internationally recognized borders of states. They welcomed the signing of documents aimed

51 “GUAM - Integrating Europe’s East,” The Seoul Times, http:/itheseoultimes.com/ST/?url=/ST/db/read.php?i
dx=6931 (accessed 6 February 2018).

52 GUAM, Statement by the Head of the Delegation of Ukraine Yelchenko at the 14t Meeting of the OSCE
Ministerial Council on Behalf of GUAM, 5 December 2016.

53 “GUAM Ministerial Discusses Joint Peacekeeping Forces,” Civil Georgia, 26 September 2006, http://www.civil.
geleng/article.php?id=13640 (accessed 6 February 2018); “No Clarity over GUAM Peacekeeping Unit,” Civil
Georgia, 25 June 2007, http:/iwww.civil.ge/eng/article.php?id=15330 (accessed 6 February 2018).

5 GUAM, Joint Declaration of the Heads of States of the Organization for Democracy and Economic
Development — GUAM on the Issue of Conflict Settlement, Kyiv, 23 May 2006.

%5 GUAM, Baku Declaration “GUAM”; Brining Continents Together, Baku, 19 June 2007.

% GUAM, Batumi Declaration “GUAM - Integrating Europe’s East, Batumi, 1 July 2008.

57 GUAM, Joint Statement by the Heads of Government of the GUAM Member States, Kyiv, 27 March 2017.

% GUAM, Joint Communique of the Special Meeting of the Council of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of GUAM,
Thilisi, 8 October 2017.
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at full-fledged functioning of GUAM free trade area. On October 9, 2017, Ukrainian Foreign
Minister Pavlo Klimkin stated that GUAM nations — Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan and Moldova
all face a common threat connected with the territorial integrity and sovereignty and, therefore,
need to join efforts in order to collectively counter the common threat.5°

In order to effectively contrast the Eastern Partnership to the case of GUAM from the
perspective of collective approach to security, three questions are asked concerning rise
(1997-2008), decline (2008-2014) and revival of GUAM (2014-present):

First, what has underpinned the unity within GUAM, why the organization emerged? The
GUAM nations sought to synergize their efforts with a view to effectively tackling their top
national security priority — settlement of separatist conflicts in the cases of Georgia, Azerbaijan,
and Moldova, and counter a similar scenario from breaking out in the case of Ukraine, where
such a conflict potentially existed but had not become active until the 2014 events of the
Crimean annexation and breakout of the conflict in Eastern Ukraine. They clearly shared and
defended the concept of territorial integrity, sovereignty and inviolability of the internationally
recognized border of nations. Furthermore, Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan and Moldova sought
establishment of a common space of integration and security in the region of GUAM. The
European integration was a declared goal of the GUAM. That is to say they intended to
integrate with European and other structures rather collectively than individually. Therefore,
moves toward establishment of a free trade area of GUAM nations was aimed at paving the
way for the implementation of that objective. That said, the most important motive behind the
emergence of GUAM was meant to jointly and therefore, effectively, address the security
threats and risks with the separatist conflicts being at the forefront, and counter forces and
sources that posed those threats and risks. Thus, a collective approach to security
underpinned the rise of and unity within GUAM.

Second, what has led to fading or even decline of the GUAM? It was the European inaction
rather than the Russian action during the South Ossetia war of August, 2008, that scared away
GUAM nations. While the EU was satisfied with brokering the cease-fire through French
President Nicholas Sarkozy, those nations were expecting more. As a result, the concept of
self-help took over the emerging sense of collective approach to security.

The Georgian crisis was followed by Russian and European activation in the region, which
represented yet another brake on GUAM. Russia vitalized peace negotiations on the
Nagorno-Karabakh and Transnistrian conflicts but to lead, ultimately, to no breakthrough. The
European Union launched the Eastern Partnership including the four GUAM nations as well as
Armenia and Belarus. Both the Russian and European initiatives encouraged individual
approach to security and conflicts hence undermining the spirit of unity and collectivity within
both GUAM.

Third, why GUAM is reviving? Although all GUAM nations individually reacted to the Georgian
crisis of August, 2008, it refrained from stating its position as an organization. One reason for

59 “YkpauHa Mpegnoxuna Mpyaum n Mongasun O6begnHutecs npoTtus Poceun,” LENTA RU, 9 October 2017,
https://lenta.ru/news/2017/10/09/klimkin/ (accessed 6 February 2018).
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that was those nations were shocked by the events and the self-help interests dominated. In
fact, the events undermined, if not paralyzed, the organization for quite a while. But more
importantly, weak and apologist reactions to the Georgian events of August, 2008, from the
West, particularly from Europe, disheartened the GUAM nations. Unlike in the case of the
invasion of Georgia in August, 2008, the European Union strongly condemned the Crimean
annexation. Also the European Union imposed, though largely on the insistence of the USA,
sanctions in response to the annexation of Crimea. Such a response from the EU and the
West heartened GUAM nations. Moreover, the Crimean annexation once again reminded them
of the reality that they wouldn't succeed by individually addressing the threats. The recent
revival of GUAM must be seen in that context. GUAM's reaction to the August 24, 2014,
“presidential elections” in Abkhazia, November 2, 2014, “presidential and parliamentary
elections” in eastern Ukraine and the signing of the “treaty on alliance and integration” between
the Russian Federation and South Ossetia on March 18, 2015, epitomized the revival of the
organization's activity. GUAM termed the elections in Eastern Ukraine as illegitimate,
described Abkhazia as being “under occupation” and condemned the treaty on alliance and
integration.% The year of 2017 saw a considerable and high level activeness of GUAM as its
foreign ministers and heads of governments held meetings.

The recent revival of GUAM can also be attributed to ineffectiveness of the Eastern
Partnership. The Association Agreements and visa liberalization deals with Georgia, Ukraine
and Moldova represent significant accomplishments of the EaP though. But the problem is that
all these accomplishments were quite painful and cost a high price especially in the cases of
Georgia and Ukraine.

The Eastern Partnership suffers from the various controversies when it comes to approaches
to security and conflicts. First of all, there are significant discords concerning the Eastern
Partnership. The discords are observed between the EU and individual EaP nations, and
among the EaP nations themselves. The involvement of Russia’s allies — Armenia and Belarus
highlights the blatant artificiality of the EaP format.6! The blocking of the EU’'s 2015 Eastern
Partnership Riga Summit Joint Declaration by Armenia and Belarus to prevent condemnation
of the Crimean annexation is just a case in point. The Armenian-Azerbaijani conflict over the
Nagorno-Karabakh region and the EU’s noticeable ambiguity over it as contrasted to similar
conflicts in the EaP region represent yet another source of disunity and controversy within the
EaP. “The European institutions have repeatedly called for the unconditional restoration of the
territorial integrity of Ukraine, Moldova and Georgia. However, in the case of Azerbaijan
regarding the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, they refer to territorial integrity, self-determination

60 GUAM, Statement by the Organization for Democracy and Economic Development — GUAM regarding the
Holding of lllegitimate “Elections” in Eastern Ukraine on November 2, 2014, 7 November 2017; GUAM, Statement
of the Organization for Democracy and Economic Development — GUAM regarding the So-called “Presidential
Elections” in Abkhazia, Georgia, 30 August 2014; GUAM, Statement of the Organization for Democracy and
Economic Development — GUAM about “Treaty on Alliance and Integration” between the Russian Federation and
Tskhinvali, 23 April 2015.

61 Nadia Alexandrova-Arbatova, “A Russian View of the Eastern Partnership,” Clingendael Magazine, 23 March
2016, https://www.clingendael.org/publication/russian-view-eastern-partnership (accessed 06 February 2018).
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and non-use of force.”62 As a result, Azerbaijan has downgraded its vision towards the EU from
integration to a partnership.

GUAM built good relations of cooperation and partnership with the USA, Japan, Turkey,
OSCE, Council of Europe, and others. It was granted observer status in the UN General
Assembly in 2003. However, there has been no tangible relation between the EU and GUAM
neither before nor after the launch of the EaP, although some EU Member States such as the
Visegrad and Baltic nations cooperated with the organization. The EU has made it clear that
the framework for cooperation with the GUAM countries is the Eastern Partnership. 63

The main format of relations between the European Union and Eastern Partnership nations,
and the arrangements guiding those relations are bilateral. Although the EaP envisions
multilateral frameworks as well, they mainly apply to various forums and platforms not
connected with the conflicts and security. The bilateral format of relations encourages
individualism among the EaP nations. Yet the EU itself appears to be practicing a selective
approach to the security concerns of individual EaP nations. As a result, individual approaches
to security dominate through the EaP. This makes EaP nations’ efforts in the security sphere
ineffective. Forces and sources that threaten the security of the EaP nations are often
incomparably bigger than the combined power of the EaP nations yet alone an individual one.
Armed conflicts are at the top of the security threats and even can be characterized as a
source or catalyst for many other problems and challenges. The armed conflicts, more often
than not, exacerbate economic challenges, other security threats, human rights, governance
and democratization problems, and susceptibility to external actors’ malign pressures. Even if
where the conflicts are not direct source of the threats and problems, they at least amplify the
negative effects of those troubles.

Nonetheless, so far the EU has waited for peace to come to act rather than acting for a peace
to come in the Eastern Partnership region. This attitude combined with the aforementioned
individual and selective approaches are more than worrisome and needs to change.
Otherwise, the peace, prosperity and stability would be out of reach for the EaP region, and
therefore, cause troubles for the EU itself as well.

Conclusion

The exploration of the joint declarations of the EU’s Eastern Partnership summits shows that
there are discords between the EU and Eastern Partners as well as among the Eastern
Partners themselves with regard to security and conflicts. Moreover, it also reflects a selective
approach by the EU to conflicts and security in the EaP region. The EU’s 2016 Global Strategy

62 Naira Hayrumyan, “Armenia and the European Union: Take Two,” JAMnews, 27 November 2017, https://jam-
news.net/?p=72407 (accessed 6 February 2017).

6 GUAM, EU Statement in Response to the Address by the GUAM Secretary General, 8 June 2017; GUAM,
Communique of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of GUAM, Vilnius, 29 November, 2013.
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for Foreign and Security Policy also echoes the selective approach to the security of the EaP
nations.

The analysis of the EaP nations’ reactions to the August, 2008, events in Georgia and the
2014 Crimean annexation and conflict in the Eastern Ukraine reveals that there are substantial
discord among the EaP nations themselves over approaches to the security, conflicts, and
principles of international law. While Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan and Moldova unambiguously
support the territorial integrity, sovereignty and inviolability of the internationally recognized
borders, Armenia willingly opposes and Belarus unwillingly disagrees. In fact, the Eastern
Partnership has done a little, if at all, to facilitate the common approach to security and
conflicts. One noticeable point is that Belarus’ inclusion in the EaP played a role in Minsk's
refusal to recognize Abkhazia and South Ossetia as independent states. Yet leaders from the
EaP nations and, strikingly, Belarusian President Alexander Lukashenko also reproached the
EU for being weak when it comes to conflicts and security in EaP region. This once again
proves that the European Union is attractive but needs to do more to unfetter its power of
attraction in order to promote a collective approach to security through the EaP.

The comparative case study of the GUAM and the Eastern Partnership has revealed that the
collective approach to security has played a crucial role in the emergence of GUAM as an
effective organization. But the Eastern Partnership lacks a collective approach to security.
Furthermore, the lack of a collective approach has made the EaP irrelevant in terms of security
and conflict resolution. And the launch of the EaP has left a brake effect on the progress of
GUAM, which exemplified the sense of collectivity and collective approach to security. By
ignoring the importance of the collective approach to security through the EaP while practicing
a selective approach to the security of the EaP nations, the EU alienates Eastern Partners not
only from each other but also and more importantly from the EU itself.

Recommendation

A security strategy for the Eastern Partnership should accommodate a collective approach to
security. So far individual approaches and, therefore, the concept of self-help have prevailed
over the collective approach but largely failed in the EaP. This necessitates adoption of a
collective approach to security. To serve that purpose, the EU needs to add a security
dimension to the Eastern Partnership. This would enable discussions and debates on
formation of a common ground and act as a starting point in the sphere of security and
conflicts.

The EU should facilitate collective approach to the security among EaP nations despite
discords among them, and avoid selectively approaching to the security concerns and conflicts
on the territories of the GUAM nations. A selective approach from the EU could cause mistrust
among the EaP nations and amplify the existing discords. Because of the discords, formation
of a collective approach involving all the parties could be troubled. That is why bilateral,
trilateral, quadrilateral and multilateral partnerships also must be encouraged.
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The EU should act for peace to come to the EaP region instead of waiting for peace to come to
act. And it should act proactively. The cases of Georgia and Ukraine have showcased that
reactive actions are ineffective. Particularly, the EU should form its single vision towards
conflicts concerning the EaP nations. And it should also act for bringing the security visions of
the EaP nations closer and play an active role in fostering a sense of collective approach to
security.

The EaP nations themselves also should aim at forming a collective approach to security and
conflicts concerning them. This is, first of all, in their best interests. Any insufficient activeness
from the EU and/or leading EU nations in this matter should not discourage the EaP nations. In
particular, the GUAM nations should carry on cementing their collective approach to security.
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EU ARMS EXPORT CONTROL AND THE EASTERN PARTNERSHIP
Nico GROENENDIJK

Abstract. This paper assesses the potential impact the EaP has on (conventional) arms export control
in the EaP countries. Arms export control is a policy area in which the EU has recently stepped up its
involvement, mainly in light of the de-stabilising influence of EU arms export to countries in the Middle
East. However, Ukraine (already heavily involved in arms trade, also in the EaP region) has indicated it
wants to become a major — global — player in this field. The paper first analyses arms trade flows from,
to and within the EaP area (2010-2016). It then looks at the current international and EU regulatory
framework (the so-called Common Position) for arms export control. This common framework has
brought along some convergence within the EU, but uniform implementation by EU Member States is
still problematic. Subsequently, the paper analyses how arms export control is dealt with in the various
association and cooperation agreements between the EU and EaP countries. The paper then focuses
on a comparison between recent EU and Ukrainian arms exports to see to what extent there is any
convergence in such exports. The final section discusses the main findings and conclusions.

Keywords: arms trade, arms export control, EU Common Position, Arms Trade Treaty, Association
Agreement, Eastern Partnership.

Introduction

ver the last decades arms export control has expanded in size and scope. Within the
Oframework of the United Nations, in 2012 the Arms Trade Treaty (ATT) was

established. Within the EU the 1998 Code of Conduct on arms export control was
upgraded into an EU Council Common Position in 2008, setting out various criteria to assess
the desirability of arms exports in Member States. Whereas arms export control regimes
previously aimed primarily at the prevention of traded arms ending up in so-called black and
grey arms’ markets, they now increasingly focus on the prevention of arms trade contributing to
regional conflicts, to violation of international humanitarian law, and to abuse of human rights.
Put differently, arms export control nowadays is about control systems as well as about arms
trade policies.

Although the current EU framework is far from perfect, it is the only legally binding regional
framework for arms export control in the world. This paper addresses the question what role
this framework plays in the EaP.

Firstly, this question is interesting given the high salience of arms export control in general and
in light of the lessons the EU has drawn from the de-stabilising influence of EU arms exports to
countries in the Middle East in the early and mid-2000s. Although the ultimate competency to
decide on (licensing) arms trade still rests with EU Member States, arms export control has
more and more become part of the EU CDSP and the EU’s external policies at large.
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Secondly, arms trade to and in the post-Soviet space is intrinsically linked to various conflicts
in the region, such as the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, with Azerbaijan as a significant importer
of arms (mainly from Russia).

Thirdly, especially Ukraine (already heavily involved in arms trade, also in the EaP region) has
indicated it wants to become a major — global — player in the arms markets. But, given its
association with the EU, will Ukraine do so by adhering to the EU’s framework or will it
(continue to) go its own way?

The paper first analyses arms trade flows from, to and within the EaP area (2010-2016). It then
looks at the current international and EU regulatory framework (the so-called Common
Position) for arms export control. This common framework has brought along some
convergence, but uniform implementation by EU Member States is still problematic.
Subsequently, the paper analyses how arms export control is dealt with in the various
association and cooperation agreements between the EU and EaP countries. It then focuses
on a comparison between recent EU and Ukrainian arms exports, especially those that have
raised concern about the proper implementation of the EU common position and about
compliance with international arms embargoes, to see to what extent there is any convergence
in such exports. The final section discusses the main findings and conclusions.

Arms trade by EaP countries

What role do EaP countries play in (global) arms trade? Table 1 first shows the ten main global
arms importers, as well as some selected countries (with their rank), for the period 2010-2016.
Ranking is based on SIPRI trend-indicator values of the volumes of arms trade.! The SIPRI
Arms Transfer Database includes transfers of major conventional weapons only.2 As follows
from table 1, the major arms importers are countries that are — except for Turkey — located far
away from the EaP area. The only EaP country with considerable amounts of arms imports is
Azerbaijan (rank 20 out of 173). Belarus (rank 57) and Armenia (rank 81) are in the middle
range, Georgia (rank 130) and Ukraine (rank 139) in the bottom league. Moldova has no
significant arms imports. The SIPRI database also includes transfers to Ukraine rebels (rank
132).

1 The SIPRI TIV is based on the known unit production costs of a core set of weapons; it represents the value of
the transfer in terms of (military) resources involved rather than the financial value (sales prices) of the transfer.
This provides a common unit to allow the measurement of trends in the flow of arms to particular countries and
regions over time. SIPRI TIV values should not be directly compared with gross domestic product (GDP), military
expenditure, or sales values. See https://www.sipri.org/databases/armstransfers/background for more details.

2 The Arms Transfers Database does not cover other military equipment such as small arms and light weapons
(SALW) other than portable guided missiles such as man-portable air defence systems (MANPADS) and guided
anti-tank missiles. Trucks, artillery under 100-mm calibre, ammunition, support equipment and components (other
than those mentioned above), repair and support services or technology transfers are also not included in the
database. It also does not include so-called dual-use goods (products and technologies normally used for civilian
purposes but which may have military applications). See https://www.sipri.org/databases/armstransfers/back
ground for more details on the various types of conventional arms included in the database.
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Table 1: Main arms importers*, 2010-2016, ranked by SIPRI trend-indicator value (TIV, in
millions)

Rank (0-173) Country SIPRITIV, 2010-2016
1 India 24.902
2 Saudi Arabia 13.994
3 China 8.554
4 UAE 8.410
5 Pakistan 7.765
6 Australia 7.711
7 Algeria 7.273
8 South Korea 6.442
9 Turkey 5.975
10 United States 5.684
19 United Kingdom 2.791
20 Azerbaijan 2.645
46 Kazakhstan 1.100
51 Russia 766
57 Belarus 571
80 Uzbekistan 158
81 Armenia 152

130 Georgia 24

132 Ukraine’s Rebels 24

139 Ukraine 19
Total 198.156

Source: SIPRI Arms Transfers Database (accessed 24 February 2018)

* Moldova has no significant arms imports (2010-2016), i.e. arms imports are less than 0.5
million SIPRI TIV units.

Table 2 shows the main arms exporters, using the same methodology, with the US and Russia
clearly in the lead. Some larger EU Member States (Germany, France, the UK, Spain and Italy)
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are in the top-10 of global arms exporters, as well as Ukraine (rank 9). Belarus also has
considerable arms exports (rank 18); the levels of arms exports of Moldova and Georgia are
low,3 those of Armenia and Azerbaijan are insignificant.

Table 2: Main arms exporters*, 2010-2016, ranked by SIPRI trend-indicator value (TIV, in
millions)

Rank Country SIPRITIV, 2010-2016
1 United States 64.359
2 Russia 48.015
3 Germany 11.993
4 China 11.519
5 France 11.226
6 United Kingdom 8.761
7 Spain 5.650
8 Italy 5.291
9 Ukraine 4,724
10 Israel 4.461
18 Belarus 881
21 Uzbekistan 520
52 Moldova 11
55 Georgia 7
Total 198.156

Source: SIPRI Arms Transfers Database (accessed 24 February 2018)

* Armenia and Azerbaijan have no significant arms exports (2010-2016), i.e. arms exports are
less than 0.5 million SIPRI TIV units.

A closer look at Ukrainian arms exports (table 3) shows that Ukraine is a truly global player,
exporting (in the period 2010-2016) to 41 different countries. Arms exports in the region
concern Russia mainly; such exports have taken place throughout the 2010-2016 period and
reached their highest level (169 million SIPRI TIV) in 2016, i.e. arms exports from Ukraine to

3 Their ranking is relatively high, but this is due to the fact that most of the countries in the SIPRI database do not
export any arms at all.
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Russia do not seem to have suffered from the 2014 annexation of Crimea by Russia and the
conflicts in the Donbass region.

Table 3: Main and selected destination countries of Ukrainian arms export (2010-2016), by
SIPRI TIV (in millions)

SIPRITIV, 2010-2016
Total arms exports Ukraine 4.724
Rank (0-41) Country

1 China 1.031
2 Russia 653
3 Thailand 348
4 Ethiopia 347
5 India 287
6 DR Congo 246
7 Iraq 226
8 Sudan 224
9 Pakistan 221
10 Equatorial Guinea 152
13 Kazakhstan 78
16 Azerbaijan 63
24 Belarus 19
31 Armenia 7

Source: SIPRI Arms Transfers Database (accessed 24 February 2018)

The other EaP country that has considerable arms exports, Belarus, also operates globally,
and exports to 13 countries, as shown by table 4.
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Table 4: Main destination countries of Belarus arms export (2010-2016), by SIPRI TIV (in
millions)

SIPRITIV, 2010-2016
Total arms exports Belarus 881
Rank (0-13) Country

1 Yemen 191
2 China 170
3 Viet Nam 150
4 Azerbaijan 129
5 Sudan 118
6 Myanmar 57
7 Iran 15
8 Iraq 14
9 Libya 14
10 Angola 10

Source: SIPRI Arms Transfers Database (accessed 24 February 2018)

In what way are the six EaP countries involved in intra-EaP arms trade? Table 5 includes the
four EaP countries involved in such trade (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus and Ukraine; Georgia
and Moldova are not involved). The four main arms trade flows are from Belarus to Azerbaijan
(129 million SIPRI TIV), from Ukraine to Azerbaijan (63 million SIPRI TIV), from Ukraine to
Belarus (19 million SIPRI TIV) and from Ukraine to Armenia (7 million SIPRI TIV).

Table 5: Intra-EaP countries* arms trade (2010-2016), SIPRI trend-indicator value (TIV, in
millions)

To Armenia Azerbaijan Belarus Total
From
Belarus 129 X 129
Ukraine 7 63 19 89
Total 7 192 19 218

Source: SIPRI Arms Transfers Database (accessed 24 February 2018)

* No significant intra-EaP arms trade for Moldova and Georgia (2012-2016).
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Finally, table 6 shows where non-intra EaP arms imports by EaP countries come from, by
looking at three main exporting blocs: Russia, the US and Canada, and the EU. The last
column indicates intra-EaP arms imports. Such intra-EaP imports are of very limited
importance, as it is the role (as arms exporters) of both the US/Canada and the EU in the case
of Belarus, Armenia and Azerbaijan. These countries depend heavily on arms imports from
Russia. This is especially true for Belarus and Armenia; Azerbaijan also has significant arms
imports from other countries (such as Israel, Turkey and South Africa).

Georgia and Ukraine get their arms from the US/Canada and the EU (with no role for Russia)
but the levels of import, as shown by the SIPRI TIV levels, are far less than Russian arms
exports to the three other EaP countries.

Table 6: Arms exports from Russia, the US & Canada, and EU to EaP area destinations*
(2010-2016); SIPRI trend-indicator value (TIV, in millions), and as % of total arms imports for
each EaP area destination

Russia US & Canada EU Intra-EaP
TIV % TIV % TIV % TIV %
Ukraine rebels 24 100% - 0% - 0% - 0%
Belarus 550 96% - 0% - 0% 19 3%
Armenia 142 93% - 0% - 0% 7 5%
Azerbaijan 1916 | 72% 4 <1% - 0% 192 %
Georgia - 0% 17 71% 7 29% - 0%
Ukraine - 0% 13 68% 6 32% - 0%

Source: SIPRI Arms Transfers Database (accessed 24 February 2018)
* Moldova has no significant arms imports (2010-2016).

Obviously, dependency on Russia, the US/Canada and the EU in terms of arms imports,
should be related to the importance of domestic arms industry. For example, Ukraine has
limited arms imports, but it is the only EaP country with a company (UkrOboronProm) in the
SIPRI 2016 global top-100 of arms producers. Comparable data on defense industry size for
the EaP countries are however hardly available. As a proxy, table 7 shows military expenditure
as a percentage of GDP for the EaP countries in 2016, with relatively high figures for Armenia,
Azerbaijan and Ukraine.
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Table 7: Military expenditure as a percentage of GDP (2016), EaP countries

Armenia 4.0%
Azerbaijan 4.0%
Belarus 1.3%
Georgia 2.2%
Moldova 0.4%
Ukraine 3.8%

Source: SIPRI Military Expenditure Database (accessed 25 February 2018)

Regulatory frameworks for arms export control

The regulatory framework for arms export control consists of two layers. Globally, there is the
Arms Trade Treaty, within the framework of the UN. The ATT entered into force on December
24, 2014. All 28 EU Member States have signed and ratified this treaty. The treaty obliges the
treaty parties to set up effective national control regimes for arms exports (article 4). It lists
some situations in which arms trade is not allowed. Arms export is not allowed in the case of a
UN arms embargo (article 6-1). It is also not allowed when the arms have the potential to be
used in genocide, crimes against humanity, grave breaches of the Geneva Conventions of
1949, attacks directed against civilian objects or civilians protected as such or other war crimes
as defined by international agreements (article 6-3). In other cases countries have to assess, in
an objective and non-discriminatory manner, the potential that the arms (a) would contribute to
or undermine peace and security; (b) could be used to (i) commit or facilitate a serious violation
of international humanitarian law; (i) commit or facilitate a serious violation of international
human rights law; (i) commit or facilitate an act constituting an offence under international
conventions or protocols relating to terrorism to which the exporting State is a Party; or
(iv) commit or facilitate an act constituting an offence under international conventions or
protocols relating to transnational organized crime to which the exporting State is a Party. As
the ATT is relatively young, current activities of the UNODA (United Nations Office for
Disarmament Affairs) focus on implementation matters.

For EU Member States, similar regulation has been in place for a longer time. In 2008, the
Council adopted Common Position 2008/944/CFSP which defines common rules governing the
control of exports of military technology and equipment, replacing an earlier political
agreement, the 1998 EU Code of Conduct on arms exports. With this Common Position, the
EU is the only regional organization that has a legally binding arrangement on conventional
arms exports. The aim of the Common Position is convergence of EU Member States’ arms
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export control regimes (i.e. control systems as well as arms trade policies). However, ultimately
arms exports remain a matter of national competence.*

Similar to the later ATT, the Common Position defines a number of criteria which Member
States have to take into account when making decisions on arms exports (in practice:
decisions on export licenses). These are the so-called eight common criteria (see below) which
are regarded as minimum standards. The coverage of the Common Position and of the export
items controlled is defined in the common EU Military List, consisting of 22 different categories
of arms, munitions, military equipment and technologies. The EU Military List is aligned with
the Wassenaar Arrangement (a voluntary export controls regime for conventional arms and
dual-use items) and is regularly updated. The Common Position is implemented according to
the User's Guide developed within the Council's COARM working party. An important part of
the control regime is transparency and the regular provision of information (through national
arms exports reports and through information transfer to the Council).

The eight common criteria are as follows: (1) respect for the international obligations and
commitments of EU Member States, particularly sanctions (including arms embargos) and
international agreements; (2) respect for human rights and international humanitarian law by
the recipient country; (3) the internal situation in the recipient country; (4) risks to regional
peace, security and stability; (5) national security of the Member States as well of their friends
and allies; (6) behavior of the buyer country towards the international community, including its
attitude to terrorism and respect for international law; (7) risk of diversion towards an
unauthorized end-user or end-use; and (8) compatibility of the arms exports with sustainable
development in the recipient country. The assessments, made by EU Member States, based
on these criteria, are made on a case-by-case basis.

The Common Position has been reviewed by the Council twice (in 2012 and 2015) and the
next review is foreseen for 2018. Despite the reviews and subsequent changes made to the
guidelines for implementation, the regulatory framework that the Common Position provides is
not without problems. The interpretation of the criteria of the EU Common Position still differs
among EU Member States and exports of military equipment continue to countries, which are
problematic due to a critical human rights situation or the danger of an internal conflict.>
Although the Common Position aims at providing a common framework and at convergence, in
reality there are 28 different systems of implementation and interpretation of the Common
Position criteria is not very uniform.6 National control systems differ considerably regarding

4 Arms exports have always been exempted from the Common Trade Policy regime. The trade in so-called
dual-use goods is part of the Common Trade Policy and regulated directly and binding by means of a Council
Regulation (Council Regulation (EC) No 428/2009 of 5 May 2009).

5 Jan Grebe, Harmonized EU Arms Exports Policies in Times of Austerity? Adherence to the Criteria of the EU
Common Position on Arms Exports (Bonn: Bonn International Center for Conversion, 2013), 29, https://www.bicc.
de/uploads/tx_bicctools/EU_arms_exports_policies.pdf (accessed 25 February 2018).

6 European Parliament, Directorate-General for External Policies/Policy Department, Workshop on the
Implementation of the EU arms export control system, EP/EXPO/B/SEDE/FWC/2013-08/Lot6/14, Brussels, May
2017, 7, http:/Imww.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2017/578047/EXPO_IDA(2017)578047_EN.pdf
(accessed 25 February 2018).
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their historical and political-cultural context, their embedding in national institutions, in material
scope, in licensing systems and in the use of end-controls.” National approaches and practices
to penalizing export control offences also vary considerably.® Domestic transparency and
democratic control systems differ® and not all Member States (fully) comply with the reporting
and transparency obligations that follow from the Common Position framework, especially in
terms of providing detailed and disaggregated information on (granting and denial of) export
licenses.10 Even though the EU and national governments have been trying to reduce the
administrative burden of compliance with arms exports control rules, setting up adequate
Internal Compliance Programmes (ICPs) by producers is complicated and costly.1!

Although the introduction of legislation regarding arms exports control has had some influence
at the national level in terms of increased transparency and assessments of what to export to
which destinations, the different interests of EU Member States with regard to foreign and
security policy continue to affect processes of policy convergence. Member States still have a
significant level of autonomy in implementing the Common Position.’2 In spite of the
development of a shared Europeanised basis for national arms export control systems,
national sensitivities and foreign policy priorities continue to influence national systems.13

Arms export control and EaP Association/Partnership Agreements

Georgia is the only EaP country that has signed and ratified (on May 23, 2016) the UN ATT.
Ukraine is a signatory to the ATT, but has not ratified. Moreover, differences consist between
the way arms export control has been treated in the various agreements between the EU and
the EaP countries. With regard to arms exports control, the provisions in the AAs with Georgia
and Moldova (and in the new Comprehensive and Enhanced Partnership Agreement with
Armenia) are slightly more elaborate than in the AA with Ukraine.4

7 Diederik Cops, Nils Duquet and Gregory Gourdin, Towards Europeanized arms exports controls? Comparing
control systems in EU Member States (Brussels: Flemish Peace Institute, 2017).

8 Syhille Bauer, “Penalties for export control offences for dual-use and export control law: a comparative overview
of six countries,” SIPRI, 2014, 15, http://www.sou.gov.se/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/e5745b3d.pdf (accessed 25
February 2018).

9 Cops, Duquet and Gourdin, Towards Europeanized arms exports controls? Comparing control systems in EU
Member States, 179.

10 European Parliament, Directorate-General for External Policies/Policy Department, Workshop on the
Implementation of the EU arms export control system, 8.

11 Syhille Bauer, Kolja Brockmann, Mark Bromley and Giovanna Maletta, Challenges and good practices in the
implementation of the EU’s arms and dual-use export controls. A cross-sector analysis (Stockholm: SIPRI, 2017).
12 SIPRI, Literature review for the Policy and Operations Evaluations Department of the Dutch Ministry of Foreign
Affairs. Final Report, Stockholm, 2017, 15.

13 Cops, Duquet and Gourdin, Towards Europeanized arms exports controls? Comparing control systems in EU
Member States, 187.

14 Guillaume Van der Loo, “The EU’s Association Agreements and DCFTAs with Ukraine, Moldova and Georgia:
A Comparative Study,” CEPS, Brussels, 2017, 5, http:/iwww.3dcftas.eu/system/tdf/Comparitve%20GVDL% 2024.
6.17_final_0.pdf?file=1&type=node&id=360 (accessed 25 February 2018).
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Table 8 shows the use of various clauses on arms export control in the EaP agreements. The
agreements with Azerbaijan and Belarus only state that both parties (the EU Member States
and the EaP country) ultimately are autonomous in deciding on arms trade issues. The AA with
Ukraine does not refer to the EU Common Position, as is done in the AAs with Moldova and
Georgia and in the new CEPA with Armenia.

Table 8: Use of various clauses on arms export control in EaP agreements

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Armenia (CEPA, - Art. 5(1) - Art. 10(4) | Art. 202, 368
signed 24-11-2017
Azerbaijan (PCA, in - - - -- Art. 90
force since 1999)
Belarus (1989 TCA of | - - - - Art. 16
the EU with Russia,
endorsed by Belarus)
Georgia (AA, entry into | -- Art. 5(1) - Art. 11(4) | Art. 136, 415
force 1-7-2016)
Moldova (full entry into | -- Art. 5(1) - Art. 10(4) | Art. 263, 446
force July 2016)
Ukraine (AA, full entry | Preamble | Art. 7(1) Art. 12 | --- Art. 143, 472
into force 1-9-2017)

(1)=General commitment to (inter alia) international obligations and to cooperation on arms
control

(2)= Intensified dialogue and cooperation in area of foreign and security policy, including
CDSP, addressing (inter alia) arms exports control

(3)= Cooperation on disarmament shall also include (...) arms export controls. The Parties
shall promote universal adherence to, and compliance with, relevant international instruments
and shall aim to ensure their effectiveness, including through implementation of the relevant
United Nations Security Council Resolutions

(4)= Parties agree to continue to cooperate in the area of conventional arms export control in
the light of the Council Common Position 2008/944/CFSP of 8 December 2008, defining
common rules governing control of exports of military technology and equipment

(5)= Nothing in this Agreement shall prevent a Party from taking any measures (a) which it
considers necessary to prevent the disclosure of information contrary to its essential security
interests; (b) which relate to the production of, or trade in, arms, munitions or war materials or
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to research, development or production indispensable for defence purposes, provided that
such measures do not impair the conditions of competition in respect of products not intended
for specifically military purposes

As the new CEPA with Armenia is not yet in force, Georgia is currently the only EaP country
that has aligned itself with the criteria and principles of the EU Common Position on arms
export control. This is, by the way, also true for some other non-EU countries: Albania, Bosnia
and Herzegovina, Canada, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Iceland, Montenegro
and Norway. A specific information exchange system between the EU and third countries
aligned with the Common Position has been in place since 2012.

Although not specifically designed for the EaP countries, the EU uses various outreach
activities (P2P or Partner-to-Partner activities) in third countries to promote both ATT and EU
Common Position implementation, based on Council Decisions 2013/768/CFSP,
2015/2309/CFSP and 2017/915/CFSP. Such activities are run by the COARM working group.
A COARM Regional Seminar was held on 20-21 October 2016 in Yerevan and was attended
by representatives from Armenia, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine.

The outreach activities partly deal with technical assistance issues aiming at enhancement of
the arms control systems as such in the light of the primary historical goals of arms export
control (as outlined in the introduction): prevention of traded arms ending up in black and grey
arms markets. From that perspective, a study from 2012 found that in the case of Ukraine, by
means of technical assistance programs run by the US in the late 1990s and early 2000s, the
control systems of Ukraine were effective.1> What is however interesting here is the question to
which extent Ukraine adheres to the ‘new’ principles of arms export control, such as the criteria
laid down in the ATT and the EU common position.

Towards convergence in arms export control?

Obviously, given its position (and ambitions) as main arms exporter and in the light of the
limited provisions on arms export control in the EU-Ukraine AA (i.e. no alignment with the EU
Common Position), Ukraine is the most relevant and most problematic EaP country in terms of
convergence in arms export control between the EU and the EaP region. The question then is
to what extent Ukraine has recently made arms exports that, from the perspective of the EU
Common Position, may be regarded as contestable.

Table 9 gives an overview of such exports. It lists exports (for the period 2010-2016) by
Ukraine to countries that no EU Member State has exported arms to. It also list exports by
Ukraine to countries which were subject to (UN, EU or OSCE) arms trade embargoes during

15 Centre for Army, Conversion and Disarmament Studies, Challenges Facing Arms Export Control in Ukraine and
the Russian Federation, DCAG Regional Programmes Series 14, Geneva Centre for the Democratic Control of
Armed Forces, August 2012.

142



The European Union and the Eastern Partnership: Security Challenges

which embargoes EU Member States complied with such embargoes and did not export arms.
Table 9 thus shows destination countries which in terms of arms export have been considered
‘no go areas’ by EU Member States, but to which Ukraine has exported arms. Ukraine has
been involved with seven such destination countries in the 2010-2016 period.

Table 9: Arms exports from Ukraine (2010-2016) to countries to which EU Member States
have not exported arms in the same period; in the case of embargos: arms exports from
Ukraine in the embargo period to countries to which EU Member States have not exported
arms during the embargo period

Country Embargo in place?

Armenia

Azerbaijan OCSE embargo on arms export to forces in combat in Nagorno-Karabakh,
since 28-2-1992

Belarus EU embargo since 20-6-2011

Central African | Mandatory UN embargo since 5-12-2003

Republic EU embargo since 23-12-2013

Russia EU embargo since 31-7-2014

Sudan Mandatory UN embargo since 30-7-2004 (Darfur region)

EU embargo since 15-3-1994, incl. South Sudan since 18-7-2011

Tanzania

Sources: SIPRI Arms Transfers Database (accessed 24 February 2018) and SIPRI Arms
Embargo archive (accessed 25 February 2018)

However, as it was discussed above, within the EU arms export control is still a domestic issue
and differences in the interpretation of the EU Common Position have also given rise to
contestable arms trade by EU Member States themselves. Especially arms exports to the
Middle East have over the last 10-15 years resulted in much debate and have triggered the
enhancement of the EU common framework. For example, arms exports by EU Member
States to Libya, in 2005-2010, i.e. prior to the Libyan civil war, have prompted a critical
re-assessment of the EU’s control regime16 and contributed to the establishment (in 2011) of a
weapon embargo. Still, as it is shown by table 10, some EU Member States regularly are in

16 Susanne Therese Hansen and Nicholas Marsh, “Normative power and organized hypocrisy: European Union
member states’ arms export to Libya,” European Security 24, 2 (2015): 264-286, http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/096628
39.2014.967763 (accessed 25 February 2018).
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breach” of such embargos. In some cases (exports to China, DR Congo and Iraq) they find
themselves in the company of Ukraine.

Table 10: Contestable arms exports from EU Member States (2010-2016)

Country of | By EU Member Embargo in place? Arms exports by
destination | States Ukraine in embargo
period?
China France, Germany, EU embargo since 27-6-1989 | Yes (2012-2016)
UK (all years)
Cote France (2014, 2015) | Mandatory UN embargo from No
d'Ivoire 15-11-2004 till 28-4-2016
EU embargo from 15-11-2004
till 9-6-2016
DR Congo | Bulgaria (2013, Mandatory UN embargo since | Yes (2010, 2012)
2015) 28-7-2003 (arms sales to non-
governmental forces)
EU embargo (NGF) since 2003
Egypt Bulgaria (2014), EU embargo in place since 21- | No
Finland (2016), 8-2013
France (2014-2016),
Germany (2014-
2016), Italy (2015),
Netherlands (2015),
Slovakia (2015),
Spain (2014-2016)
Guinea France (2014) EU embargo from 27-10-2009 | No
till 14-6-2014
Irag Bulgaria (2014- Mandatory UN embargo since | Yes (2010-2013)
2016), Czech 2004 (arms sales to non-
Republic (2014- governmental forces)
2016), Estonia :
(2015), France EU embargo since 2004 (NGF)
(2010, 2011-2012),
Germany (2014-

17 This may be a matter of interpretation as some embargoes allow arms exports based on previous contracts.

Also, some embargoes allow exports to the official government-in-force, but not to non-governmental forces.
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2016), Spain (2015-
2016)

Lebanon | Belgium (2010), Mandatory UN embargo since | No
France (2011, 2013, | 11-8-2006 (arms sales to non-
2015), Italy (2014- governmental forces, NGF)

2016)

EU embargo in place since 15-
9-2006 (NGF)

Libya Italy (2013) Mandatory UN embargo since | No
26-2-2011 (except for exports
to new Libyan National
Transitional Council)

EU embargo since 28-2-2011

Somalia France (2016), Italy | EU embargo since 10-12-2002 | No
(2015), UK (2013)

Ukraine UK (2015) EU embargo from 20-2-2014 till
16-7-2014

Sources: SIPRI Arms Transfers Database (accessed 24 February 2018) and SIPRI Arms
Embargo archive (accessed 25 February 2018)

Discussion and conclusion

Although arms export control is addressed in all EU-EaP agreements, overall the issue of arms
export control does not seem to have a lot of priority in the EaP. Going on the final statement,18
the issue of arms export control was also not at all addressed during the Eastern Partnership
Summit in Brussels on November 24, 2017.

Only in the cases of Georgia and Moldova the AAs do stipulate that cooperation on arms
export control will take place in the light of the EU Common Position, as does the new CEPA
with Armenia. Of these three countries only Georgia has fully aligned its arms export control
regime with the EU Common Position. The cooperation with Belarus and Azerbaijan is done on
the basis of rather old agreements, in which the sovereignty of countries in issues of arms
trade is highlighted, without any measures aiming at convergence of arms export control
regimes. In the case of Ukraine such convergence is paid lip service without proper reference
to the EU Common Position. Out of the six EaP countries only Georgia fully participates in the
UN ATT; Ukraine’s ratification is still pending; the others are not signatories to the ATT.

18 Council of the European Union, Joint Declaration of the Eastern Partnership Summit, COEST 324, 14821/17,
Brussels, 24 November 2017.
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Leaving aside Belarus, given the difficulties in the development of its relationship with the EU,
the focus of the EU in terms of arms exports control in the EaP area should be on Ukraine.
Ukraine is a main exporter of arms and has the ambition to significantly expand its arms export
activities. Given the already problematic implementation of the EU common position, with
various Member States taking decisions on arms exports that are at best questionable from the
logic of the criteria of the EU Common Position, Ukraine adds to the overall lack of
convergence in wider Europe as it exports regularly to countries that are ‘no go areas’ for EU
Member States and/or acts in line with those EU Member States that do not show best
practices in their arms exports.

Finally, from the perspective of regional conflicts with the EaP area, the role of Russia (which is
not a signatory to the UN ATT) as arms exporter (and as house supplier of arms to Azerbaijan)
requires further research.
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EASTERN PARTNERSHIP COUNTRIES BETWEEN TWO MODELS OF
REGIONAL INTEGRATION (HARD VS. SOFT CHOICE)!

Vladimir ZUEV

Abstract. The author suggests a hypothesis that the choice of the model of integration may be a more
important implication for a country’s future than estimated figures of the economic benefits and losses
for the concrete branches of the national economy. The focus of the proposed paper is in outlining the
basic differences between the two models of the regional integration, represented by the EAEU and the
EU. Thus, the fundamental differences in the essence of the models of cooperation should determine
above all the readiness of the Eastern Partnership countries (EPCs) to be aligned or eventually to enter
one of the two different unions.

Keywords: integration, Eastern Partnership, EU, EAEU, FTA.

Introduction

choice which is not only about choosing external preferential partners, but which to a

large extent will predetermine the pattern of interaction with neighbors and will touch
upon the basics of the functioning of the state institutions, including such fundamental
concepts as the boundaries to sovereignty, supranational security and the readiness to share
some competences with other members of the regional blocs.

Eastern Partnership countries (EPCs) are making or will make eventually a hard political

From what we see today we can assume that Belarus and Armenia are inclined to be rather
closer with the Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU). The meaning of this is implementing a soft
integration concept, but with frequent reliance on the hard power politics. Ukraine and Georgia
are inclined to be closer to the European Union, which in practical terms means undertaking
soft power politics, but implementing the hard integration concept. Azerbaijan and Moldova find
themselves to a different degree somewhere in between these two radically different
fundamental policy options. For them, it is all the more important to fully take into account the
implications of their choice.

Many experts make a point on similarities between the EU and the EAEU models of
integration. There are many similarities. Some elements of the EU model have been
implemented in the modified version into the EEAU model. However, both blocs do have
fundamental differences in the modus operandi from a theoretical and from a practical point of
view. The meaning of this is that the implications of a choice between preferential partners will
be very much different and will be of a fundamental character.

1 This study was made with the support of the HSE Scientific Fund, project 17-01-0086.
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Literature Review

There are two major blocs of literature proper to this study. The one is about the forms of
regional integration and another one is about a set of consequences for different countries of
joining the regional trade agreements (RTAS).

Bella Balassa introduced the currently prevailing and largely acknowledged regional integration
forms classification back in 1961.2 The forms corresponded to intergovernmental integration
realities at that moment in time. There have been corrections since then both in the theory and
in practice, as observed in Mattli and Sweet 2012.3 Different authors made attempts to further
develop the classification.# The initial perception of forms of integration has been widely used
and slightly modified by every distinguished researcher in this field of studies as one can see
from an overview by Hosny.5 With those adjustments in place, analytical logic in regional
integration theory was lost to some extent. R. Baldwin proposed a free trade area to follow a
preferential trade agreement, or to merge it with the preferential economic agreement.$
C. Closa acknowledged that ‘initiatives such as UNASUR and ALBA ... did not correspond to
the traditional Balassa stages model.”” Some authors do not distinguish the conceptual
difference in the meaning of a single or a common market. Some analysts position a political
union as the final point of economic integration.8 Analysts either consider an economic union
as a separate form of integration, or couple it with a social union, or with a monetary union.
They present an economic and a monetary union either separately or jointly as a combined
form of integration. Sometimes researchers perceive the monetary union as a specific form of
an economic union: ‘The extreme case of an Economic union could be a Monetary union.’”® In
fact, the EU launched the Economic union jointly with the monetary union,° though B. Balassa
introduced an Economic union as a separate form of integration in his theory.

It seems the coherent understanding of the economic integration forms is missing. An absence
of a clear distinction between the forms of economic integration misleads specialists around
the world. ‘Neither past experience nor traditional trade theory provides an adequate guide to

2 Bela Balassa, The Theory of Economic Integration (London: G. Allen & Unwin Ltd, 1961), 2-12.

3 Walter Mattli and Alec Stone Sweet, “Regional Integration and the Evolution of the European Polity: On the
Fiftieth Anniversary of the Journal of Common Market Studies,” Journal of Common Market Studies 50, 1 (2012):
1-17.

4 Giandomenico Majone, “Positive and Negative Integration,” in Dilemmas of European Integration: The
Ambiguities and Pitfalls of Integration, ed. Giandomenico Majone (Oxford: Oxford Scholarship Online, 2006).

5 Amr Sadek Hosny, “Theories of Economic Integration: a Survey of the Economic and Political Literature,”
International Journal of Economy, Management and Social Sciences 2, 5 (2013): 133-155.

6 Richard E. Baldwin, “Sequencing regionalism: theory, European practice and lessons for Asia,” ADB Working
Paper Series on Regional Economic Integration 80 (June 2011).

7 Carlos Closa, “Mainstreaming regionalism,” European University Institute Robert Schuman Centre for Advanced
Studies Working Paper RSCAS (December 2015): 7.

8 Bela Balassa, “Economic integration,” in The New Palgrave Dictionary of Economics, eds. John Eatwell, Murray
Milgate and Peter Newman (New York: Stockton Press, 1987).

9 Hosny, “Theories of Economic Integration: a Survey of the Economic and Political Literature,” 134.

10 Treaty Establishing the European Union, Maastricht, 1993.
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current regional arrangements.’!! The meaning of regional and sub-regional unions, created
across time in various parts of the globe is not the same. According to Fendel and Maurer,
‘Latin Monetary Union (LMU) of 1865 had more similarities with the European communities’
common monetary system (CMS), rather than with the European monetary union (EMU)
although they both were called “unions”.12 Many researchers called forms of integration as
stages of integration.

As a result, the theory of the forms of economic integration is presently quite vague and lacks
an analytical logic, though the need to distinguish what is integration and what is not is great.
However, since 1961, there has been no major revision of the theory of the forms of economic
integration. As has been confirmed many times, the original Balassa theory is still the best so
far and most relevant. This research lacuna is even more surprising, as the economic
integration itself has changed in many ways within these fifty five years of rapid evolution.
During this evolution, integration has embraced new areas, changed its scope and its
geography, and definitely and not surprisingly its forms! Thus, the current point in time would
be appropriate for advancing new ideas pertaining to the core concepts of forms of economic
integration.

The second bloc of literature, relevant to this study touches upon the topic of the effects of
economic integration on national economies in general and on European Partnership
countries, in particular, studied by many authors (Bhagwati 1993; El-Agra 1988; Lipsey 1960;
Viner 1950; Wallace 1990 and others).13

A special value to develop the understanding of the effects on the EPCs and Moldova in
particular was brought by several studies made by Prof. Elena Korosteleva with a team of
experts under the research commissioned by the University of Kent in 2014 and afterwards.14
Another interesting input into the topic was made by Jana Kobzova.1> Some authors provided
estimates of benefits and losses for the EPCs dealing with either union — the EU or the
EAEU.16

11 Robert Lawrence, Regionalism, Multilateralism, and Deeper Integration (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution
Press, 1996), 6.

12 Ralf Fendel and David Maurer, “Does European History Repeat Itself? Lessons from the Latin Monetary Union
for the European Monetary Union,” Journal of Economic Integration 30, 1 (2015): 93-120.

13 Jagdish Bhagwati, “Regionalism and multilateralism: an overview,” in New Dimensions in Regional Integration,
eds. Jaimie De Melo and Arvind Panagariya (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993); Ali M. El-Agra,
International Economic Integration (London: Macmillan, 1988); Michelle Egan, Single Markets. Economic
Integration in Europe and the United States (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015); Richard G. Lipsey, “The
Theory of Customs Unions: a General Survey,” The Economic Journal 70, 279 (1960): 496-513; William Wallace,
“Introduction: the Dynamics of European Integration,” in Dynamics of European Integration, ed. William Wallace,
1-24 (London: Pinter / RIIA, 1990).

14 Elena Korosteleva, Michal Natorski and Licinia Simao, eds., EU Policies in the Eastern Neighbourhood: the
practices perspective (London: Routledge, 2014).

15 Jana Kobzova, “Can the Eastern Partnership work?,” European View 1, 2 (November 2012).

16 Thorvaldur Gylfason, Inmaculada Martinez-Zarzoso and Per Magnus Wijkman, “Free Trade Agreements,
Institutions and the Exports of Eastern Partnership Countries,” JCMS 53, 6 (November 2015): 1214-1229.
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The Forms of Regional Integration

When the states consider choosing the preferential regional bloc to align with, they should take
into account the forms in which the integration between them and the regional bloc should take
place.

The original classification of the forms of economic integration was proposed by B. Balassa.
He defined five economic integration forms: Free trade area, Customs union, Common market,
Economic union and Full economic integration.” To devise the forms of integration, B. Balassa
used a criterion of the ‘degree of discrimination’ between states.1® This was a justified
approach for that period in time.

It might be sufficient to apply the criterion of ‘degree of discrimination’ when we contemplate
the elimination of barriers to trade (FTA) or of extra barriers to the movement of capital, people
and services within a common market. However, when we consider the difference between
these two forms of integration and the customs union, we find within the latter not only the
elimination of barriers to trade but also a common external trade policy in relation to other
countries.’® Thus, it is not possible to explain the difference only in terms of degree of
discrimination. The economic union or other later established unions’ (Energy union, Fiscal
union) notion’s difference in quality also remains unclear, if considered simply from the fact of
the elimination of discrimination in trade. The Economic union appears when the co-ordination
of macro-economic policies starts. The co-ordination of policies consists of more than merely
opposing discrimination; it is more significant, especially in cases of macro-economic policy
co-ordination.

The first conclusion to advance the reasoning of the classification of integration forms is that
when trying to identify a form of integration and to assess the level of it we should consider not
only the degree of elimination of different barriers, which is an equivalent to negative
integration, but we should take into account something positive, created by the states as an
outcome of the integration.20

One more important note: not only FTA's and trade liberalization are at the heart of the
evolution of the forms of integration. C. Closa puts it in the following way: ‘Connecting with the
paradigm of “regionalism as trade”, there also exist large N of studies; this applies in particular
to Free Trade Agreements. But, diluting regionalism within trade makes little conceptual
sense.’2! Thus, there should be something else to consider as a criterion for the classification.
It seems necessary to add up an extra criterion for classification of the forms of integration.

| have studied many common regional policies in areas like transport, energy, ecology,
competition, education, migration and others. The analysis of the empirical data on the
multiplicity of policies in regional co-operation around the world, especially within the EU as the

17 Balassa, “Economic integration.”

18 Balassa, The Theory of Economic Integration, 2-12.

19 Jacob Viner, The Customs Union Issue (New York: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 1950).
20 E|-Agra, International Economic Integration.

21 Closa, “Mainstreaming regionalism.”
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most advanced regional bloc, makes me to rethink the classification of the codified forms of
integration. After re-systemizing the forms in which co-operation takes place, | assume that a
longer list of them is necessary. | suggest adding up the criteria of the level of co-ordination
and unification of economic policies to the criterion of the elimination of barriers to the
production factor movement. In order to have an idea to which extent integration went forward,
there is a need to assess the scope and maturity of the co-ordination of national policies
between the states. The regional integration experience demonstrates that eliminating barriers
to production factor movement is not sufficient to compete globally. The co-ordination of
policies proves to be an important element to increase the efficiency of regional co-operation.
Above all, it will accurately testify to the achieved level of unity — the essence of integration.
The density of co-operation is no less important than the elimination of discrimination.

Distinguishing between the level of co-ordination and the level of unification of policies helps to
reveal the differences in the degrees of application of the common and single elements in
different forms of co-operation within blocs of states. If we talk about the deep integration, then
the higher the form of integration the greater the loss of national competences.?? In other
words, | suggest considering the extent to which the supranational components (single
elements) prevail within an area as another indicator of the maturity of this area’s integration,
meaning the passage to a new form of integration. This indicator is highly revealing. The
process of deep integration resides in the making of a single entity from several separate parts,
and therefore, the more unified elements are found within a policy, the more it is single, the
more integrated it is. To add a criterion and to continue to classify the forms of integration there
is a need to review the hierarchy of policy co-operation, commonly acknowledged in other
manuscripts:

- Information: partners inform one another on policies they pursue, they act as they
think fit;

- Consultation: partners seek the advice of others on policies they intend to execute;

- Co-ordination: commits partners on actions to accomplish a common policy (my
italics);

- Unification: suggests either the replacement of national policies with a bloc’s policy or
the adoption of a new single policy for the partners in parallel to the existing policies.

My thinking reveals that a common policy is the moment when positive integration starts and
this is the reason why | choose the criterion of the level of co-ordination of policies for the
classification. Co-ordination may happen by the harmonization of national legislation.
Sometimes harmonization enters the hierarchy of the policy co-operation as a separate stage,
but one can consider it as a sub-category of co-ordination. Agreements reached by
co-ordination may not be enforceable (no sanctions), but they, nevertheless, limit the national
government’s actions. Unification is a higher degree of integration and, hence, the reason why
it is used as an additional criterion for the classification. Thus, it appears necessary to add to

22 Egan, Single Markets. Economic Integration in Europe and the United States.
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the criteria of the level of co-ordination of policies yet another one — the level of unification of
policies to reveal in an adequate way the forms of integration.

Two Models of Regional Integration — Two different worlds

After using an extra criterion consequently, a concise vision of the development of regional
integration could be presented as follows.

Table 1: Two Models of Regional Economic Integration

Soft/flexible integration model Deepl/institutional integration model
Co-ordination to set up common spaces, Unification to set up single spaces, policies
policies
Free trade area — Common area Customs union — Single trade policy
Common market Single market

Common economic policy — Common Union Single economic policy — Single Union

Common monetary system — Common Monetary union — Single currency
currency

Economic union — Common economic union | Full economic integration — Single economy

Source: Composed by the author by applying the criteria of the degree of the movement of
production factors, the level of co-ordination and the level of unification of policies.

The presentation of the forms is largely different from the classical perceptions, and | subdivide
the forms into two different models. Sweet and Sandholtz suggested in their study
‘a continuum that stretches between the two modes of governance: the intergovernmental and
the supranational.’?® They established two poles within the continuum: intergovernmental
politics and the supranational politics. In this study, | share the concept of the two poles,
moving further to apply it not only to politics, but to the classification of the regional integration
forms as well.

In the next step of the analysis, it is important to distinguish the difference in quality in the
integration forms, trying to re-group them to be part of a certain model. With this aim in mind,
| assess the level of co-ordination and unification of policies (high or low) in different areas of
regional cooperation, to have an idea of to what extent different cooperation patterns contain
common or single elements. As a result, | advance a concept of two models of regional

23 Alec Stone Sweet and Wayne Sandholtz, “European Integration and Supranational Governance,” Journal of
European Public Policy 87 (1997): 302-303.
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integration. If we compare two columns in Table 1, they differ exactly by the level of unification
of policies. Indeed, whereas the FTA is a common space that is free from barriers to trade in
goods, the unified external trade policy advances integration to another stage, namely, to a
customs union (containing a single supranational element).24

A common market involves the elimination of barriers to production factor movement. In
contrast, the establishment of rules and regulations by the institutions of a bloc for companies
in order to deal in this market advances integration to the single market stage.

A common monetary system involves the introduction of a common currency in conjunction
with national currencies. A monetary union with a single currency has this supranational
currency replace the national currencies and becomes the dominant element of the system.26

Within an economic union, the member countries co-ordinate their macroeconomic policies,
.. enhance the common features of their national policies. The full economic integration stage
(if it ever happens) would embrace the individual macroeconomic policies of the member
states to establish a set of single macroeconomic policies as particular elements of the system.
Thus, all of the integration forms can belong to either of the two basic models of integration. It
means that the development of integration can take place in two major ways.

It is possible to channel it in a soft option and in a deep option (the left and the right columns of
Table 1). A soft option is the most popular one around the world. My initial intention was to call
two models of integration as ‘soft’ and ‘hard’. Some authors use the terms ‘shallow’ and ‘deep’
without going into details on the forms of integration. Some authors oppose
inter-governmentalism  or ‘the new inter-governmentalism’ to integration  with
supra-nationalism.2? After some reasoning, | concluded that ‘soft’ and ‘deep’ is more accurate
a definition. The moment sovereign institutions elevate their competences in a certain area to a
supranational level, a completely new quality in integration appears in which sovereign
structures and policies become unified and integrated. That is why it is also appropriate to call
it — institutional integration. This ‘deep’ option is much more penetrating, as it requires from the
member states the self-limitation of sovereign authority in different areas of regulation by
raising them to a common or a supranational level (sharing sovereignty). At the same time, this
option represents a deeper, more solid version of integration because of the new quality:
unified supranational constructions emerge out of sovereign structures.

The chosen methodology to present the classification of the integration forms in this study
helps to better distinguish the important quality within the deep integration process: a drive to
build single mechanisms and institutions within unified policies. | call this version of integration

24 Richard G. Lipsey, “The Theory of Customs Unions: a General Survey”; Arvind Panagariya, “Preferential trade
liberalization: the traditional theory and new developments,” Journal of Economic Literature 38, 2 (2000): 287-331.
%5 Jacques Pelkmans, “Economic theories of integration revisited,” Journal of Common Market Studies 18, 4
(2008): 333-354.

26 Michael Emerson and Christopher Huhne, The ECU Report. The Single European Currency and What it Means
to You (London: Pan Books Ltd, 1991).

21 Christopher J. Bickerton, Dermot Hodson and Uwe Puetter, “The New Intergovernmentalism: European
Integration in the Post-Maastricht Era,” Journal of Common Market Studies 53, 4, (2015): 703-722.
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— institutional integration because sovereign state institutions are unified, thus becoming
integrated. It results in the emergence of single entities. The supranational mechanism is the
vital motor of the construction of these single entities between the sovereign states, and it is a
distinctive feature of the integration of the second type (the right column in Table 1).

Within soft integration, one could also apply supranational instruments. Supranational
institutions can be set up to co-ordinate national policies or to form a common policy.
A decision-making process within the soft integration scheme could take place by relying on
majority rule, where the interests of disagreeing states are not immediately accommodated for
the sake of a common deal (the supranational option). The construction of deep integration in
general becomes less fragile and more resistant to external shocks in comparison to soft
integration because it is cemented to a much higher degree by the supranational mechanism
and single institutions formed within it.28

There is never an ideal form of integration (it exists only in theory). | perceive the integration as
a process, revealed in the forms, which are never perfect or strictly defined. As previously
mentioned, any form can have major exemptions. The creation of a true single market has
remained the EU target ever since it was formed. Some states may ‘opt out’ from some
policies, which may result in flexible forms of integration, the ‘differentiated integration.’2® The
strategies of the sovereign states involved, predetermine the integration pattern, as all
combinations and mixtures of forms are possible. Full integration is not necessarily a final goal.
The process can stop at any stage according to the sovereign states’ preferences.

Initially, governments try to undertake a delicate co-ordination, to accommodate their policies
to each other in a soft way by creating common elements and structures that will form the
basis for proceeding with deeper integration. If this pattern is broken but the involved
governments guided by political reasons insist on establishing deeper integration forms at the
start of their venture, the probability is high that this venture will not enjoy success. The political
union in Europe, which failed, is an illustration of this possibility. The still unsuccessful attempt
to create a single currency and other single structures within the Russia-Belarus Union is
another example. Thus, the assumption is that the sequence of forms from soft to deep does
matter.

Different groups of countries can choose optimal patterns of integration (soft or deep)
according to their preferences and take into consideration whether they are ripe for a flexible or
a supranational choice. In other words, they should decide to what extent they are ready to
share their sovereignty.3® The majority of them show weak signs of that readiness, as

28 Fabienne llzkovitz, Adriaan Dierx, Viktoria Kovacs and Nuno Sousa, “Steps towards a deeper economic
integration: the internal market in the 21st Century. A contribution to the Single market review,” European
Economy 271 (2007): 1-90.

29 Katharina Holzinger and Frank Schimmelfennig, “Differentiated Integration in the European Union: Many
Concepts, Sparse Theory, Few Data,” Journal of European Public Policy 19, 2 (2012): 292-305; Asya
Zhelyazkova, “From selective integration into selective implementation: The link between differentiated integration
and conformity with EU laws,” European Journal of Political Research 53, 4 (2014): 727-746.

30 Mario Telo, European Union and New Regionalism (Aldershot / Burlington: Ashgate, 2007).
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sovereignty remains a highly treasured public good. The EU path of fostering integration is an
illustration of a choice where single institutions are extensively applied. In a group of many
highly interdependent members, sharing national authority becomes sort of a necessity if one
wants to preserve high-efficiency decision-making. Otherwise, reaching a unanimously
approved compromise would take years to achieve among so many partners with too much
different national interests, and a consensus may never occur. The EU is an example of this
deep version of integration. In contrast, variations of integration in Asia tend to be more
flexible. The soft option is the preferred pattern. An example, the ASEAN — the most dynamic
economic integration bloc of the Asian region — is an evident case of soft integration. FTAs are
spreading fast all around Asia, whereas the ASEAN countries are leading the implementation
of FTA and FTA+ agreements.3! This trend represents another mainstream of integration,
where states are cautious towards deep integration.

To sum up: states may be involved in both types of integration, depending on the prevailing
perceptions and needs. Consequently, the two columns of the table 1 represent those two
economic integration models.

Eastern Partnership countries’ choice implications

Eastern Partnership countries differ to a large extent in their vision of the preferred integration
path.

The membership perspective for the EPCs is ruled out so far by the EU that has been
reconfirmed during the last Eastern Partnership Summit on November 24, 2017. “This is not an
enlargement or accession summit,” Juncker said as he arrived for the Summit.32 Instead of
offering membership prospects, the EU is focusing on concrete and simple measures that
could improve people’s lives in the partner countries, such as small business support, reducing
mobile-phone roaming charges and lowering down energy prices.

Although so far there are no promises from the EU side on the membership perspective, all
EPCs will become closer to the EU in one way or another as a result of the Partnership. The
six Eastern Partnership states have already promised to meet 20 new targets before 2020,
including some that may bring serious implications for their future trade links, like, for example,
undertaking the commitment for EPC farmers to meet EU food safety standards. However,
some of them will have the EU as a clearly defined preferred partner, while others will align
more with the EAEU, which will mean eventually choosing between the two existing models of
integration.

31 Jeffrey J. Schott, More Free Trade Areas (Washington, DC: Institute for International Economics, 1989); Sultan
Hafeez Rahman, Sridhar Khatri and Hans-Peter Brunne, Regional Integration and Economic Development in
South Asia (Manila / Cheltenham: Asian Development Bank / Edward Elgar, 2012).

32 “EU, Armenia Ink Partnership Past as Eastern Partnership Summit Concludes,” Radio Free Europe, 25
November 2017, https./iwww.rferl.org/a/eu-eastern-partnership-armenia-azerbaijan-belarus-ukraine-georgia-mol
dova/28872395.html (accessed 10 January 2018).
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Georgia, Ukraine and Moldova have already reached Free trade agreements and visa-free
travel deals with the EU, which will bring them still closer to the European model of integration.
A visa free regime introduced with Moldova since April 2014 is an example of progress
achieved on the agenda of visa liberalization and enhancing mobility with the EU Eastern
Partners and facilitating travel, business and education. Over the year 2017, nearly half a
million Moldovans have travelled visa free to the EU. Signing and the first steps in
implementing of the most ambitious ever bilateral Association Agreements — Deep and
Comprehensive Free Trade Area (AA/DCFTAs) with Georgia, the Republic of Moldova and
Ukraine have brought the EU’s relations with these countries to new highs.33

And there will be definitely particularities in the pattern of cooperation, deriving from the
specificity in the two models of integration. Let's take the case of the Small and Medium-sized
Enterprises (SME), which is quite illustrative.

As we know, in Russia in particular, and in the EAEU in general, the support of the SMES is not
that high a priority as it is in the EU. In contrast to the EAEU, in the EU in order to support the
implementation of DCFTASs, a special DCFTA Facility for Small and Medium-sized Enterprises
was created to stimulate new investments in Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine. Small enterprises
in Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine are to benefit from this newly created Facility for SMEs. The
institutional arrangements are supported with financial contribution. According to the EU data,
in case of the support for the small enterprises 200 million euro assistance package from the
EU budget is planned to be allocated, combined with loans from the European financing
institutions (EBRD and EIB) in order to attribute around 2 billion euro of investments in the
three countries. The European Union, through the European Investment Bank (EIB) and the
European Investment Fund (EIF), signed the guarantee agreements with ProCredit Holding in
order to support small and medium-sized enterprises in Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine.
Thanks to the agreements, worth 100 million euro, SMEs in the three countries will profit from
easier access to finance. ProCredit banks are now able to provide local SMEs with a 70%
guarantee on each loan, making financing less expensive and reducing the cost of the
collateral they need to provide. The additional funds are provided in the framework of the
‘EU4business’ initiative under which the European Union makes available extensive support to
SMEs in Georgia and other Eastern Partnership countries. The EU, through ‘EU4business’,
assists companies with funding, training and export support to new markets. Since 2009, €711
million has been provided in total for 63 000 Georgian companies, in order to help them with
the market access, boosting economic growth.3* Moldova is participating since February 2015
in COSME (SMEs networking), while Ukraine and Armenia are exploring their participation.
Moldova is associated since January 2014 in the program Horizon 2020 (allowing for joint
research programs), while Ukraine is in the same program since January 2015. The list can go

33 Evghenia Sleptsova, “Exports from Ukraine to the EU: Macro-, Micro- and Political Economy Determinants,”
(PhD thesis, University of Birmingham, 2011), 35-37.

3 European Union External Action, “EU Allocates Additional GEL 300m (EUR100m) for SMEs in
Georgia-Moldova-and-Ukraine,” 1 November 2017, https://eeas.europa.eu/headquartersiheadquarters-homepage
134946/eu-allocates-additional-gel300m-eurl00m-smes-georgia-moldova-and-ukraine_en (accessed 10 January
2018).
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on. There are many initiatives in existence and the new ones are coming. Together with the
other arrangements, the measures to support small enterprises will contribute to create a
competitive environment, which was always at a focus of the EU policies, be it the EU common
market or single market priorities.

Trade facilitation actions continued with the signature of the Strategic Framework for
EU-Georgia Customs Cooperation in March 2015 and the ratification in Moldova of the
Pan-Euro-Mediterranean regional convention on rules of origin. This is supposed to make
trade in goods easier.% In March 2014 the EU adopted a comprehensive financial package of
11 billion euro to help reform process in Ukraine. Since then, the EU and European Financial
Institutions have delivered 6 billion euro, including the additional Macro-Financial Assistance
package of 1.8 billion in 2015. As part of its comprehensive agreement with Ukraine, the EU
launched a winter energy deal between Russia and Ukraine and actively supported a new one.
Moldova is one of the highest recipients of EU aid per capita worldwide, with bilateral
disbursements in 2014 of 131 million euro and assistance in 2014-2017 of around 410 million
euro.

Thinking that a country may choose to align with the EU and to enjoy the full benefits of this
type of integration without undertaking proper commitments and without directly sticking to
them (hard integration option), the way it frequently happens within a soft integration option is
an illusion. We can find many illustrations of the correctness of this statement in the history of
development of the two regional integration blocs.

The one more recent illustration of this situation is the latest developments in EU-Moldova
relations. On 23 January 2018, Federica Mogherini, the High Representative of the EU for
Foreign Affairs and Security Policy and Vice-President of the European Commission met with
Mr. lurie Leanca, the newly-appointed Deputy Prime Minister for European Integration of the
Republic of Moldova. During this meeting F. Mogherini highlighted the importance of following
the recommendations of international partners (the EU in this case) in key areas related to
reforms and democracy in the country. She said that the EU was closely following the
developments with regard to the electoral framework, the media sector, and the major banking
fraud unveiled in 2014, where criminal investigations and recovering misappropriated funds
had not been completed.36 Moldova’'s governing Democratic Party formally proclaims the
country’s pro-European orientation. But it has made little progress in investigating the use of
Moldovan banks in  multi-billion-dollar Russian money-laundering schemes. High
Representative / Vice-President Mogherini emphasized that the EU remained committed to the
implementation of the Association Agreement, but that progress in key reform areas such as

35 European Union External Action, “Eastern Partnership — A policy that delivers,” Brussels, 21 May 2015, 2,
https://eeas.europa.eu/sites/eeasffiles/factsheet_eastern_partnership_en.pdf (accessed 10 January 2018).

36 European Union External Action, “High Representative/Vice-President Federica Mogherini met with the Deputy
Prime Minister for European Integration of the Republic of Moldova lurie Leanca,” Press Release, Brussels, 23
January 2018, https://eeas.europa.eu/headquarters/headquarters-homepage/38624/press-release-high-represen
tativevice-president-federica-mogherini-met-deputy-prime-minister_en (accessed 10 January 2018).
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the judiciary and the fight against corruption needs to be made to unlock its benefits for all
citizens of the Republic of Moldova.

The Eastern Partnership Index evaluates the progress made by the six Eastern Partnership
countries towards sustainable democratic development and the European integration. The
Index measures steps taken towards good governance, including protection of democracy and
human rights, sustainable development, and integration with the European Union. If we look
into the Index page and if we take Moldova3” as an example, among the top challenges for the
year 2018 we find:

e The EU should link the budgetary support provided to Moldova to tangible and
objectively measurable outcomes in combating corruption, strengthening the
independence and transparency of the judiciary and law enforcement agencies, and
ensuring media freedom;

« The Moldovan authorities should ensure timely and consistent implementation of
commitments under the EU-Moldova Association Agenda 2017-2019;

« The government and parliament should take tangible measures to depoliticize state
institutions and strengthen their independence from political interference, and should
launch a sustained, open and inclusive dialogue with civil society to improve public
sector transparency and accountability.

And mind, we are only talking about the implementation of the Association Agreement.38
Membership would require many times more and much stronger commitments and their strict
implementation without exceptions is the rule (the concept of the ‘acquis communautaire’). This
kind of conditionality is typical for regional organizations with strong structure and discipline,
such as the EU definitely is.

In contrast to that, we can see a lot of evidence coming from the EAEU, where partners do not
comply with the commitments, ask for multiple exemptions from the existing rules and it works
that way all the time. Supranational discipline is an exception in this case. And that is the way
the soft integration concept is supposed to work. This is another way of looking at regional
integration.

If a country tries to choose between the hard and the soft option of integration, and hesitates
upon a choice, can it choose to do both? There are many combinations of patters of
cooperation, which could represent a certain mix between the two models of regional
integration. Armenia’s case is an illustration to it. Being a member to the EAEU, on November
24, 2017, Armenia signed with the EU a Comprehensive and Enhanced Partnership

37 Eastern Partnership Civil Society Forum, “Country Assessments: Moldova — Top Challenges for 2018,” in
Eastern Partnership Index 2015-2016. Charting Progress in European Integration, Democratic Reforms, and
Sustainable Development (2017), http://www.eap-index.eu/moldova2015 (accessed 10 January 2018).

38 Eastern Partnership Civil Society Forum, Update on Public Administration and Local Governments Reforms in
Eastern Partnership Countries, 2016.
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Agreement (CEPA) while the Eastern Partnership Summit took place.3® The EU and Armenian
officials have stressed that the Agreement does not interfere upon Armenia’s close relations
with Russia, neither upon the Armenia’s links with the Eurasian Economic Union (EEAU). The
agreement has a lot of concrete economic commitments and namely it provides for:

« Better investment climate. The Agreement introduced a regulatory environment that
improves the business climate and investment opportunities for Armenian and EU
companies, encouraging Armenian companies to sell goods and provide services to
the EU and the EU companies to open subsidiaries in Armenia.

« The development of clean alternative sources of energy, contributing to green growth
and new jobs in the green energy sector.

A cleaner, healthier environment: Armenia commits to adopt the EU environmental
standards leading to the development of clean sources of energy.

« Fairer and more transparent procurement procedures: clearer rules on publication of
tenders and revision procedures will help to prevent corruption and discrimination.

« Improved product safety and consumer protection. Armenia undertakes to reduce
differences with regard to EU standards to protect the health and safety of
consumers.

« Cooperation in preventing and fighting crime, including terrorism.

As we can see, this agreement is the first one with so many commitments from both sides and
especially from the Armenian side that is concluded with a country being at the same time a
member of the Eurasian Economic Union. Looking at the arrangements between Armenia and
the EU and Armenia with the EAEU, we can see that Armenia is playing a sophisticated game.
It remains to be seen to which extent a country could benefit from the policy of navigation
between Scylla and Charybdis. However, it seems that one day there comes a time for the
decision to choose a preferential partner as long as differences remain between the EU and
the EEAU. As chances for approximation of standards, norms, safety regulations, etc.,
between the EU and the EEAU are low so far, the country will have to decide one day which of
the two models will be more in conformity with the national economic priorities.

In this case, the choice will be between the soft and the deep integration model. What
consequences for the states, making this choice, are to be expected? There was an interesting
article published in the JCMS and the authors estimated the effects of deep and shallow free
trade agreements for the EPCs (Eastern Partnership countries) with Russia and the EU
respectively using a gravity model of trade.“° The main results showed that the EaP countries

39 European Union External Action, “New Agreement Signed between the European Union and Armenia Set to
Bring Tangible-Benefits to Citizens,” 24 November 2017, https://eeas.europa.eu/headquarters/headquarters-home
page/36141/new-agreement-signed-between-european-union-and-armenia-set-bring-tangible-benefits-citizens_en
(accessed 10 January 2018).

40 Gylfason, Martinez-Zarzoso and Wijkman, “Free Trade Agreements, Institutions and the Exports of Eastern
Partnership Countries.”
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gain significantly from free trade agreements with the EU but little if anything from free trade
agreements with Russia, and that improving the quality of institutions in EaP countries have
played an important role in fostering exports. | provide the results of the study not as an
argument in favor of the deep integration model. It is only an objective data for consideration
by the EPCs choice.

While making a crucial future policy orientation choice, Eastern Partnership countries should
fully take into account an important difference in the meaning of the two models of regional
integration. Choosing to align with the EAEU or with the EU does not only mean selecting
privileged partners, it means much more. The pattern of cooperation is completely different if
we compare the EU with the EAEU. Sometimes politicians and experts compare these regional
projects and make a point on the similarities between them. And it is true that some of the
experiences of the EU have been implemented into the institutional and legal structure of the
EAEU. But the big difference in the modus operandi exists between the two models of
integration. It can be either an intensified cooperation, searching for a common ground in
different areas and branches of economy, or it can mean sharing the sovereignty, letting part of
decisions be made outside of the strict national control, providing the room for the
supranational authority to supersede in areas of high economic interdependence, where
objective necessity pushes the countries up for advanced forms of interaction.

In this study, | did not consider the political goals and ambitions of the two regional integration
blocs and of the countries in consideration. However, it is absolutely clear that political realities
and security considerations will predetermine to a large extent the future geometry of relations
between the EPCs and the two regional blocs. As described in the recent Economist article on
Eastern Partnership, Armenia, Azerbaijan and Belarus are to varying degrees autocratic and
are closely knit into Russia’s security infrastructure that sets them at odds with Georgia,
Moldova and Ukraine, which have territorial disputes partially because of the Russian
involvement and would wish security guarantees from the EU.4! Neither did | consider the topic
of political influence. ‘The Eastern Partnership is not about spheres of influence. The difference
is that these countries themselves opted to join,” Swedish foreign minister Carl Bildt said at the
Brussels Forum in May 2009.42 German Chancellor Angela Merkel said that ‘the EU makes a
crystal clear difference with Russia. We accept that the different Eastern Partnership nations
can go their own way and we accept these different ways,” while Finnish Prime Minister
Alexander Stubb stated that ‘it is the prerogative and right of every independent and sovereign
state to choose which club it wants to belong to.'43

However, apart from these serious political considerations, understanding the difference in the
options of the two integration models is important. It helps make a relevant choice realizing the
difference in consequences for the country in question and taking into account the readiness of
authorities for a different way of interaction with either Union. The fundamental differences in

4 “The EU's Eastern Partnership,” Economist, 5 October 2017.

42 Council of the European Union, Joint Declaration of the Prague Eastern Partnership Summit, 7 May 2009.

43 Karl Ritter and Raf Casert, “EU seeks to keep partnership with ex-Soviet nations on track,” Associated Press,
21 May 2015.
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the essence of the models of cooperation and the readiness of the EPCs to be aligned or
eventually to enter a union which are different in their nature is one more important factor to
take into account thinking about the future of the Eastern Partnership countries.
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EFFICIENT POLITICAL COMMUNICATION — PRECONDITION FOR
DEVELOPMENT AND SECURITY OF EASTERN PARTNERSHIP STATES

Ludmila ROSCA

Abstract. Communication, in general and the political one, is a critical feature for the contemporary
society that in order to be efficient and resultative needs to respect the rule of three S: simplicity, show,
substance. In this paper the author repositions the role of communication in ensuring stability for the
social system at national and European level. The main ideas of the investigation are: the development
of Eastern Partnership countries is conditioned by the dynamic stability of their political systems;
efficient communication of the leaders of political institutions with the leaders of civil society, with the
representatives of the electorate condition the installation and maintenance of the dynamic stability of
the social system. The systemic analysis of the political and social reality from Eastern Partnership
states enable the author to present justified conclusions regarding the possibility of these states to
re-launch branches of national economies, to ensure economic growth and to solve social and security
problems.

Keywords: communication, political communication, pro-European speech, Eastern Partnership,
Moldova, economic growth, development, dynamic stability of the political system.

Introduction

security — is justified by the existence of conflicts, confrontations and crisis in the

contemporary society. The initial thesis of the research is: efficient communication
provides conditions for the achievement of consensus among business partners; supports the
collaboration of social life actors at national level, community, regional and global; as one of
the security preconditions. The assimilation of the concepts: communication, political
communication, conditions of increasing the efficiency of communication provides new
development opportunities, human development and security as well. The central objective of
the study targets two types of activities: informing and explaining the possibilities of the
practical application of the documents, adopted by the European institutions regarding
cooperation policies for development. The analysis of the objective reality in the social,
political, economic, cultural relations areas, allows us to emphasize the problem of
cooperation, collaboration of social institutions at those three levels: national, regional and
global. One of the first steps in the amelioration of the problem is the assimilation of the
efficient political communication concept by the heads of state institutions, heads of
non-governmental organizations and by the citizens. High political awareness, the awareness
of social and political communication, the work awareness are the preconditions of the fulfilling
all the objectives of long-term development, the assurance of human security and of the
European policies for cooperation and development.

The topicality of the study that covers three areas — communication, development and
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The accomplishment of the investigation objectives is supported by the application of
theoretical methods: content analysis, capacity analysis, and the systemic approach of the
phenomenon: development, long-term development, development and human security.
Content analysis allowed us to elucidate the content of the concepts: development, long-term
development, development and human security, efficient political communication.

Results and analysis

The development represents a revolutionary form of movement, a transfer from an old quality
state to a new one through leaps, through the interruption of the progressive process, through
the transformation of quantity in quality. Under the socio-human approach, the development
can be defined as the process focused on the improvement of life quality of a group of people.!
In the specialized literature we can find the description of diverse form of development:
economic, social, personal, regional, community, etc. The basic aim of development refers to
the enlargement of choice capacity of people. People often appreciate their fulfilments not only
in terms of increased income, but also in terms of better access to knowledge, nutrition,
healthcare services, political and cultural liberty assurance, and the feeling of participation in
the community life. Development objective targets the creation of an appropriate environment
for people, giving them the opportunity to enjoy as long as possible a healthy and creative life.2

Human development is an interesting concept, through which is defined the extension of actual
liberties that individuals benefit from.3 Being shaped in the 90s of the last century, human
development concept replaced the theories about the economic growth, for the reason that the
economic growth doesn’t change automatically in a source of life quality improvement. The
concept of human development glorifies the thesis according to which the growth of GDP and
personal income are important as tools of extension of individual liberties. The process of
liberties extension is influenced by other factors as well: social and economic arrangements
(the freedom to take part in discussions and public debates). At the same time, human
development targets two other processes: the one of formation and development of human
capacities and the one of using the possibilities/opportunities for the accomplishment of their
objectives. In the analysis of human development phenomenon, three areas of social life are
considered integrative: life longevity, level of education and the access to the economic
resources necessary for a decent living.

The concept of human development is specified / completed by the human security concept.
For a long period of time, security meant the security of the territory against the exterior
aggression, protection of national interests in foreign policy and global safety against the
nuclear threat. From the perspective of development, human security targets the protection of
natural human rights and could be defined as a liberty compared to different deprivations, a
freedom against some internal tensions of a person. Being connected dialectically, human

1 Dorin Vaculovschi, Migratie si dezvoltare: aspecte socioeconomice (Chisindu: Foxtrot, 2017).
2 Amartia Sen, Development as Freedom (Bucuresti: Editura Economica, 2004), 19.
3 Catalin Zamfir and Laura Stoica, eds., O noud provocare: dezvoltarea socialé (lasi: Polirom, 2006).
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security and human development are consolidated by one another; it means that the recorded
progress in a field enhance the chances in the other.

Starting from the 90s of the last century, human development concept is associated and often
replaced with the long-term development theory. Long-term development denotes the
complexity of processes/phenomenon attributed to the contemporary word. The concept of
long-term development implies the analysis of the recorded changes in the world economy, in
terms of differences between the developed and developing states. The scholars emphasize a
common interest in the research of the situation of contemporary world — awareness of the
necessary combination of dynamic development with the maintenance of the biosphere’s
traditional balance. The long-term development concept is specified by the notions: growth and
development. The growth is perceived as a qualitative diversification of the existence, but the
development is unlimited, because it is oriented to the qualitative indicators of life —
enhancement of the expenses for study, culture, health, the growth of average life longevity.

Long-term development emphasizes ecological factors, associated with the optimization of
activity in relation to ecological system, biosphere as a whole. In a broad meaning, long-term
development is a process that characterizes a new mechanism in the functioning of civilization,
founded on the radical changes of its orientation, shaped historically of social, cultural,
economic parameters. Having elucidated economic parameters, the scholars make arguments
over the thesis: each production activity must be reoriented from the consumption indicators to
the rationalization of natural resources usage. Economic survival is not determined by the level
of growth of the material activity, but it is determined by the intensification of economic
potential through the application of the informational systems and science researches.

Having analyzed the particularities of production relations that ensured an efficient combination
of the market relations system with the state governance, the democracy and the policy
oriented mechanisms to intensification of decision process, here the scholars describe the
social parameters of the long-term development. The efficiency of mechanisms is ensured by
the capacity of actors to create premises to overcome the gap between different social groups
with the purpose of insuring the conditions of a qualitative life for more people.

First of all, ecological parameters address to decisional process that is more efficient when the
adopted decisions correlate the objectives of human activity with the anthropogenic factors,
and with technology. In the politics which is founded on the long-term development concept,
ecological parameters have priority in front of the other categories.

Cultural parameters refer to the necessity of modification of traditional stereotypes of human
existence, according to them, the training process and education should orientate the
production and the consumption to new values that reflect new tendencies in the interpretation
of contemporary human position in the dynamic of socio-cultural processes. The emphasis is
made not only on the material production, but on the spiritual aspect, development of
intellectual capacities and personality of the human being. In the specialized literature, it is
stressed a kind of consensus of the development that states the interaction between the
national, regional, socio-cultural peculiarities and the tendency of world integration.
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An increased attention is given to the forecast in the concept of long-term development, which
emphasizes the interaction between contemporary processes and the perspective of its
development. The efficiency of adopting decisions at all levels is significantly increasing, if we
take under consideration not only close perspectives but also further ones. The interaction of
forecast of different levels intensifies the level of relativity of their implementation.

The strategy of transitions to DD level, correlated with the refusals of quantitative stereotypes
and with the elaboration of qualitative criteria of the growth, combining economic, spiritual,
ecological aspects that determine the applied mechanisms in the process of defining the
tactics, the set of measures and parameters that can be clarified with precision, that can be
measured and verified in dynamics.

From the long-term development perspective, the security is perceived as the human, society
and biosphere protection, from the external and internal influences that can have negative
consequences for the subject and for his living environment. It is obvious every activity, that
carries an ethno-anthropogenic character in a bigger way, is correlated to the ecosystem
changes. There is no activity in this context that couldn’t be dangerous at all. That's why there
appears the formula “acceptable risk” that draws attention over the fact that there should be
done only those activities and actions that are linked to the optimization of possible negative
consequences. For example, the building of an atomic electric station is linked to a particular
ecological risk. On the other side, in a specific geographical area only such an energy source
is possible to use. The multidimensional dimension of this problem stresses the level of risk
and creates conditions for adopting efficient decisions. It is clear that the material or spiritual
activity should not get over the limits of risk.

The security concept includes different areas and levels of human existence. We can speak
about personal, ethnic, regional and global security. There are emphasized more aspects of
security: military-political, economic, social, ecological, demographic and technological. In the
context of long-term development we must approach a systemic security. Long-term
development and security being correlated represents the process that ensures economic
growth in the high security conditions. Analyzing a specific socio-natural system that includes
the set of natural and social factors of the environment related to the capacity of its stability, it
is necessary to appreciate the level of risk of the activity, and to choose the most favorable
situation taking under consideration its influences on different aspects of living. It is all about
the influences over the decision process, military-political situation, socio-economic changes
and over the dynamics and tendency particular for the demographic field. An exact system is
characterized by stability, if the contradictions confirmed inside, in the process of their
clarification, don’t push the system outside the acceptable risk limits, it means that the possible
negative consequences of the activity are balanced by the positive consequences. In this
context, the security notion is approached as a method of limiting the growth and the exit from
it is marked by the entrance in the dangerous development zone: military and political conflicts,
ecologic, economic crisis, political instability, irreversible changes in the ecological system.

In all the concepts defined in this study: human development, long-term development, human
security, a significant position has the quality of life phenomenon. By this concept, we
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understand the set of social, economic, cultural, natural, socio-cultural and climate conditions
that satisfy the needs and requirements of a contemporary human. In this set there are
included various indicators: life longevity, study, health, rest and cultural expenses. It is
obvious that if inside a socio-cultural system there is intensification of nature protection, health
and study expenses and of the average age of population, therefore, we have sufficient
evidence that the quality of life has improved.

The long-term development strategy, elaborated by the Brundtland Commission, known as
“our common future” and discussed at the UN Conference in Rio de Janeiro (1992) is founded
on the stability of ecological system principles, on the rationalization of human activity, the
optimization of the needs, the equality in the usage and distribution of resources, the national
ecological governance principle, the ongoing development principle, the expansion of
civilization principle.

The principle of ecological system stability correlates the survival with the biosphere changes
and its components. The dynamics of these processes was followed by intensification of
degradation processes that take place within the ecological system. The basis of long-term
development means the orientation of all the subsystems of the contemporary civilizations not
to the biosphere modification but to the preservation of its basic parameters in the process of
production and social-activity of contemporary human. Here we speak about the maintenance
of closed stability, the improvement of all the human activities forms based on the scientific and
technological decision.

On the basis of civilization founded by the economy market rules, there is placed the principle
of enlargement of needs that becomes a determinant factor of dynamics. But the actual
deepening of the contradictions between the limited possibilities of the biosphere and the
ongoing growth of the social needs implies an imperative refusal. The complexity of optimal
realization of the consumption limits lies in the fact that the states groups of world community
find themselves at different levels of development and consequently of consumption as well. If
for developed states it is characteristic the over-consumption phenomenon in all its forms, the
majority of population of underdeveloped countries suffers from a shortage of products, and
the states with an economy in transition are situated in the middle. It is clear why the
population of some states is absolutely ready to change their consumption stereotypes,
meanwhile other states strive to multiply the consumption. It is difficult to make assumptions,
what if the populations of underdeveloped countries would begin to consume to a level of
developed states today, then the Biosphere will not be able to provide us necessary life
conditions. That is why some scholars make suggestions of the usage of all the methods,
including religious rules, in order not to allow such events to happen.

In the position of an influential actor in international relations, the EU elaborates policies for
cooperation and development, offering 60% from the total amount of public assistance for the
development globally. In September 2005, as a result of the adoption through consensus of the
Sustainable Objectives of Development by the UN, the EU revised the development targets,
elaborating a new Agenda with the perspectives for 2030. The Agenda covers 17 objectives for
sustainable development and 169 associated targets. The Agenda covers: poverty, inequality,
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food security, sustainable consumption and production, economic growth, health, sustainable
resources management, infrastructure, oceans, climate changes, level of work force engaged,
gender equality, justice access, inclusive and pacifist society and institution responsibility.# The
Member States of the European Union have signed the Declaration of European Consensus in
the Development field, in which it is justified the EU’s wish to eradicate poverty, to build an
equal and stable world. The consensus identifies values, objectives, principles and common
engagements, which the European Commission and Member States will implement through
foreign policy tools. Here we speak about the reduction of poverty through by paying attention
to the Development Objectives of the Millennium, the development based on the democratic
European values and assistance with the aim of insurance of development tools of the
beneficiary state. The EU’s funds would be provided to the states with a relative small number
of donors and to the poor population from the low income countries, as it is mentioned in the
Declaration.

For the Eastern Partnership states that are in an ongoing institutional consolidation process the
problem of human security assurance is a priority objective, because the majority of population
of those countries lives under the poverty line and over the survival limit. For the reevaluation
of development opportunities offered by the EU and other international organizations, the
heads of Eastern Partnership states must acknowledge not only the concept described in this
study, but also different tools described in the EU’s documents.

The democracy and human rights are viewed as instruments for fighting conflicts and
eradicating poverty. The European tool for democracy and human rights protection (IEDDH)
that was created in 2006 was orientated to democracy development, rule of law, promotion of
democracy, and the protection of fundamental rights and liberties. IEDDH objectives were: the
multiplication of conditions of human rights protection, improvement of the impact of civil
society in the democratization process, supporting regional and international structures for
human rights protection and justice, for the law state and the promotion of democracy, the
development of trust in the democratic electoral process and the support of actions in the
priority fields of the EU.

The second tool in funding the projects for development is the one of stability (IdS), which
targets the multiplication of assurance conditions of the partner states in the emerging crisis
situations allow the insurance of security in states characterized by stability. Being adopted in
2007, this strategic tool had a 2 billion dollars budget distributed for 7 years.

The peculiarities of the Eastern Partnership zone are: the tool of cooperation for development,
the instrument of help for pre-integration and the European instrument for neighborhood and
partnership. The last one is for the states in the EU proximity and approaches the improvement
of trans-border cooperation, the development at the EU’s borders and the integration of these
states in certain communitarian mechanisms.

4 Victor Negrescu, Politicile europene de cooperare pentru dezvoltare. Intre relatii publice internationale si politici
publice (Bucuresti: Tritonic, 2016).
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The application in practice of the tools and mechanisms elaborated by the EU is impossible by
the heads of political institutions of Eastern Partnership states without the reevaluation of
political communication concept and the conditions of improving its efficiency. Political
communication represents a teleological action — a programmed, oriented and projected
action, for specific political aims. Because it is about a strategic action, this type of
communication implies rules, procedures, techniques and adequate resources at specific
political events. D. Wolton associates political communication with a “space” or a “field” of
social relations. In his opinion, political communication represents a space in which
contradictory speeches of three actors that have legitimacy to make public declarations about
politics engage in relations with each other: politicians, journalists and public opinion, depicted
by the poll's results. The understanding of political communication phenomenon implies
constantly a deliberate intervention regarding the receptor behavior. French researcher
Jacques Seguela underlines that the efficiency of political communication is reassured by the
rule of three S: simplicity, show and substance. Jacques Gerstle provides us a reductionist
approach over the political communication that implies a set of techniques and procedures that
political actors possess, more often the government officials in order to seduce conduct and
manipulate the public opinion.

In terms of political marketing, market research influences the way in which politicians project
their communication, pick the subjects and depict them. As Rademacher and Tuchfarber
demonstrate, polls are used in different ways taking into consideration the level of campaign.
At the beginning, there is an identification of what messages should be transmitted and for
whom. Afterwards, the efficiency of different messages is measured in order to make
necessary adjustments and changes. Market research is useful as well for determining the
elements of representations of a leader or for the development of political advertisements.
Though, the communication can be used without marketing, the research ensures a correct
orientation of the communication and of its efficiency, because it satisfies the market opinion.
The division, made through market research, helps the parties and candidates to set a specific
content of communication and to direct it to target groups.

In social theory called frame, there is a scheme of interpretation — a collection of stereotypes
that individuals use to base on in order to understand and react to the events. Here we speak
about the fact that people develop during their life a set of metal emotional filters that are used
for interpreting the world. The choices they make are influenced by these filters. When
somebody is looking for an explanation of an event, his or her understanding depends on the
frame he/she evaluates the situation. As a term used in sociology and psychology, framing
refers to creation of a social phenomenon through media sources or specific social and political
organizations. It is a process of influence on the perception of the individual, based on the
meaning attributed to some words or phrases. A frame defines the usage of a rhetorical
element so it can encourage another approach. It offers a facial mode of the information
processing. The way you depict a problem, a subject, affects the result of the choice. Framing
concept links to the stability of agenda: tackling constantly a subject, a party can efficiently
control the discussion and perception of that subject. The aim is alteration, orientation of public
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perception. Therefore, politicians are making a competition for the ways subjects are
presented.

The message represents a short part of the communication through which information about a
party, a candidate or an organization is transmitted. The main aim of the messages is to
persuade. Aristotle states that every communication has three components: a communicative
ideology, an emotional quality and a central argument. Therefore, a message says something
about the speaker, touches the emotions and attitudes of the public in a way so the message
will be adopted by the public. The messages develop from that theme, different aspects of it,
memorable phrases, images or arguments. If the central theme works as a frame in which
messages are introduced, consequently, they may contain sub-messages, secondary
messages that can go in details.

In modern society, messages are everywhere, transmitted by corporations, parties, in attempt
to redirect the audience behavior. From all those, maybe the most impactful and successful in
achieving their aims are commercial messages. Messages are constantly repeated so they
imprint in the subconscious that is a very important thing in political context. Messages are
essential for any form of communication. They can be positive or negative, depending on the
strategy considered the best one. The messages are short, they come to fill the gap of the
information that is missing, in the conditions it is stated that the majority of the audience
doesn't read parties’ programs or doesn’t remember the information transmitted through the
traditional ways. The messages are integrated in news, advertisements, information regarding
public, speeches and communications, and appear in each form of communication between a
political organization and voters, especially during a campaign. Messages are important in an
era of electoral division and volatility, in the conditions of diversification of media channels. Like
many marketing slogans and advertisements, they can imprint in the public consciousness
unintentionally. As long as he/she listens to repeated messages through different ways of
communication, the audience gets to memorize them and to make the connection between
them and their communicator.

Many studies find that the public suffers from information oversaturation that is why it is not
capable to retain an important quantity. Therefore, messages often become a learning base,
they are perceived as truth and substitute the learning based on gaining and interpreting the
knowledge, the audience doesn’t do research any longer. The persuasion theory suggests that
the big quantity of information and the general lack of interest from the audience lead to
evaluation of some peripheral aspects of communication. Thereby, a message will be
memorized if it is simple and credible in a way or another. Its credibility at the level of
acceptability depends in turn on the source credibility and its favorability among the audience.

An important factor of enhancing the efficiency of political communication is the message
receiver. Those who build up and transmit messages can't control the way they come to public,
the way they are reacted at. Receivers have control over the method of transmission — through
internet, publications, TV, so over the manner of communication — direct or indirect, but the
messages are “decoded” by the audience, by each voter according to his set of values and
interpretations. Politicians must express emotions and feelings, as a reaction to the public
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request, so the interaction with politics would be an emotional experience. In a traditional way,
politics is often perceived as should be rational, unemotional, as almost a cold decisional
process. Sociological studies show that often the members of society base their decisions on
emotional impulses. It is said that we have an emotional attachment toward a brand, service
provider or a political party. Images and messages shape our emotional attachments.

There is a set of evidences that demonstrate that the audience of political communication
judge by what it is heard and seen according to personal way of decoding the information. The
sociologists suggest that emotions appear in the game more than logic or commonsense. That
is why, political communication must underline the “humanity” aspect of political leaders, and
their emotions must be showed so the public will identify themselves with the leaders.

Conclusion

States that are nowadays covered by the Eastern Partnership Program are characterized by
multiple vulnerabilities, and their origins are hidden in the totalitarian and communist system,
from which they splitted. The incapability of leaders of young democratic states to manage the
multiple processes which are characteristic for transitions form a socio-economic
over-centralized system that was totally controlled by politics to the one of market economy;
the unwillingness of the Russian Federation to lose its influence over the post-Soviet states is
the main cause of instability, low life quality and insecurity of population.
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TRANSFORMATION OF THE SECURITY ENVIRONMENT AT THE EU’S
EASTERN BORDERS: AMPLIFICATION OF THE RUSSIAN FACTOR

Aurelian LAVRIC

Abstract. Since 2007, Russia has made big steps towards strengthening its military potential. For the
president V. Putin, the collapse of the USSR was the biggest tragedy of the 20t century (25 million of
Russians remained outside Russia’s borders). At the 2007 Munich Security Conference, Putin signaled
to the West that he was seeking to restore his country’s world power status, which the US should have
to take into account in an international multipolar system. Recognition of the independence of South
Ossetia and Abkhazia, the annexation of Crimea, the support for Lugansk and Donetsk separatist
regions constituted an evidence of Russia’s decision to restore its sphere of influence in the post-Soviet
space. Putin has recommended himself as a “territory assembler”. If the Kremlin succeeded in restoring
control over the post-Soviet states (such as Moldova, Georgia and Ukraine), the following could be the
post-socialist states of Central and South-Eastern Europe — even if they are members of NATO and the
EU. Brussels must manage the amplification of the Russian factor in the post-Soviet space as it has
become a threat to European security. It is necessary to develop regional security architecture.

Keywords: security, European Union, Russian Federation, Eastern Europe, Republic of Moldova.

Introduction

e live in a time of transformations in international relations environment. The world
Worder is in a deep process of changes. A few new power centers — namely China and

Russia — rise in some regions of the world, triggering the transition from the unipolar
to the multipolar international system and from liberal to realist paradigm of development.
China’s importance has been highlighted long time ago, in the period of the Cold War. In his
book “The Analysis of International Relations”, published in 1968, the American researcher
Karl W. Deutsch mentioned: “Nowadays, the idea of changing — or maintaining — “world order”
through unilateral actions (the concept of “unilateralism”, so called by regretted professor
Charles Lerche) can be taken seriously only by the United States, the Soviet Union and,
perhaps, by communist China.”! Karl W. Deutsch called the three mentioned countries “these
three world giants”. Those three are giants even now. More than that, it is interesting that in the
present, the mentioned three giants are representatives of three ideologies: the US - liberal
democracy, China — communism, and Russia — conservatism or traditionalism (at least,
Russia’s leadership pretends this). In fact, Russia and China are countries with authoritarian
political regimes in comparison with the Western liberal democratic countries: the US, the EU
and NATO members and others.

1 Karl W. Deutsch, Analiza relatiilor internationale (Chisingu: Tehnica-Info, 2006), 88.

179



The European Union and the Eastern Partnership: Security Challenges

In the present, the Russian Federation is in a process of consolidation of its international status
and of its sphere of influence. In this context, it appears like a revisionist country, trying to
undertake the revision of the world order, established after the Cold War. A prime aim for
Kremlin is to keep the post-Soviet space (except the Baltic States) under its control after the
loss of former socialist countries — Soviet Union satellites, from the socialist system, and the
Baltic States, which are now within NATO and the European Union. A second aim could be the
recuperation of the Baltic States and of some other countries from former socialist system,
controlled once by Moscow.

That is why Russian actions pose a threat to NATO and EU security. The United States of
America are deeply involved in security ensuring for NATO and EU members. As a result, in
the current period, we are witnessing a confrontation between Russia and the West (NATO
and the EU). At this stage, the interaction between two centers of power can be qualified as a
hybrid war, an important component of which is information and cyber warfare.

Consolidation of the Russia’s sphere of influence: some tools

Russia uses a few instruments in order to keep and to strengthen its control in the post-Soviet
space. There are three countries, which suffered from violent actions of Moscow. First, in 1992,
imperial and nationalist Russian forces triggered a war in the Dniester region against the
Republic of Moldova, in order to preserve under the Russian control the so-called Transnistrian
region of Moldova, using the 14 Soviet army from Tiraspol, which did not withdraw until now.2
A second moment of pressure of Russia on another former Soviet republic was in 2008, when
Moscow committed an aggression against Georgia, “defending” South Ossetia from Thilisi.
After the war, Russia recognized the “independence” of two Georgian autonomous republics:
South Ossetia and Abkhazia. The third moment was in 2014, when Russia annexed the
Ukrainian autonomous republic of Crimea and started supporting the Eastern separatist
self-proclaimed the people’s republic of Lugansk and Donetsk — the conflict is still going on.

All tree intervention of Russia in Moldova, Georgia and Ukraine were possible due to creating
and supporting separatist republics. This instrument has shown its efficiency during the last
decades. In post-Soviet area, Russia created a few such unrecognized states: Moldovan
Nistrian Republic in Moldova; South Ossetia and Abkhazian republics in Georgia; and Lugansk
and Donetsk People’s republics in Ukraine (excepting the Republic of Crimea, incorporated or
annexed by Russia in 2014). It can be added also Nagorno-Karabakh Republic in Azerbaijan.

Although Russia used almost the same scenario in Moldova, Georgia and Ukraine, the
scenario had specific features in each of the three post-Soviet republics. Russia frozen the
conflict in Moldova and didn't recognize the “independence” of Moldovan Nistrian Republic
(Transnistria); Russia recognized the “independence” of Abkhazia and South Ossetia in
Georgia, and Russia annexed Crimea, but does not recognize the “independence” of Lugansk

2 Adrian Cioroianu, Geopolitica Matrioscdi — Rusia postsovieticd in noua ordine mondiald (Bucuresti: Curtea
Veche, 2009), 152.
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and Donetsk People’s republics in Ukraine. Of course, there are clear explanations for each
approach of Russia regarding each of the three post-Soviet republics. It is understandable that
having internal conflicts (sustained by Russia) — territorial problems — Moldova, Georgia and
Ukraine cannot be accepted in NATO and the EU. That is why the scenario of frozen conflicts
— the scenario of “Transnistrisation” — is useful for Kremlin in achieving its goals in the
post-Soviet area.

In the context of amplification of the Russian factor, the objective is to restore the international
status of Russia as a regional center of power. Kremlin uses a few tools on post-Soviet
republics, trying to control them more and more, in order to demonstrate the Russian power —
the high capacity of controlling its near neighborhood - its sphere of influence. In all three
mentioned post-Soviet countries, Moscow strategists used almost the same scenario: creating
of new separatist republics — Moldovan Nistrian Republic in Moldova; South Ossetia and
Abkhazian republics in Georgia; and Lugansk and Donetsk People’s republics in Ukraine. Even
the Russian involvement in Syrian conflict, by supporting the President Bashar al-Assad, can
be approached from the point of view of strengthening the position of Russia in the post-Soviet
space: Eastern Europe and Central Asia. The Syrian front, with the Russian participation, is an
instrument to determine NATO (the US and other European states, such as Germany and
France) to recognize the annexation of Crimea and the federalization of Ukraine, a state which
should become weaker and more controlled by Kremlin, for example, through federalization.

Moldova’s security in the context of amplification of the Russian Factor

The Republic of Moldova is a country in Eastern Europe, with some specific advantages in
relation with Russia (in comparison with some other post-Soviet countries, especially such as
Georgia and Ukraine). First of all is that Moldova does not have a common
(Russian-Moldovan) border. Still, Moscow can influence the Republic of Moldova, its politics,
by presence of the Russian troops in Transnistrian region of Moldova (by frozen Transnistrian
conflict), by the access or restriction on the Russian market for Moldovan migrants searching
jobs, agricultural products, natural gas supplies, being a monopolistic provider.

Unfortunately, because of some internal problems (first of all, embezzlement and corruption),
the young Moldovan state has not succeeded to finish the transition from totalitarian Soviet
regime to democracy and a functional market economy. Moldova still is the poorest European
country, with deep economic and social problems. As a result, thousands of Moldovan citizens
leave abroad to find jobs in order to sustain their families from Moldova.?

The Moldovan society is divided into two geopolitically oriented large groups (almost equal) by
the criteria of vector of development: pro-West (pro European integration) and pro-East (pro
Eurasian integration). The Moldovan identity is weak; by the identity criteria population is also
divided into “Moldovans” (calling their mother tongue: “Moldovan” language) and Romanians
(calling their mother tongue — the same language: Romanian). Nevertheless, there are a few

3 B. A. Cakosuy, HayuoHanbHas 6esonacHocmb Pecnybnuku Mondosa (Chisindu: Print-Caro, 2016).

181



The European Union and the Eastern Partnership: Security Challenges

ethnic minorities — Russians (mostly in Transnistria), Ukrainians (mostly in the Northern part of
the country), Gagauzes and Bulgarians (in the South), very dedicated to Russia (in the Soviet
times, in their regions of living, they were undergone to a russification process through
kindergartens and schools with the Russian language of teaching).

Since 1991 (the year of independence proclamation of the Republic of Moldova) until now,
Moldovan authorities have not formulated a state (regional) mission as a part of the country
project.4

All these elements make Moldova vulnerable for foreign challenges. During the military
operations in Donbas, in 2014, in the Russian media was discussed the plan of creation of the
province Novorosia: from Lugansk and Donetsk to Transnistria (including it). Although the plan
was abandoned, it can be reactivated at any time.

Although Moldova is largely dependent on the Russian labor market and on the Russian
agricultural products market, the political Moldovan-Russian relations are not the best. The
illegal presence of the Russian troops in Transnistria (the frozen Transnistrian conflict), the
embargos or restrictions for Moldovan agricultural products on the Russian markets are a few
elements, which maintain tensions within the diplomatic dialogue. As an associated country to
the European Union, Brussels should help Moldova in its interaction with Russia. In the context
of amplification of the Russian factor in Eastern Europe, Russia is a threat to Chisinau
authorities. It is obvious that Kremlin wants to reconquer Moldova in its sphere of influence, as
a former Soviet republic — part of the Russian empire and of the Soviet Union, whose
successor is Russia today.

Conclusion

From the moment of the President Vladimir Putin's speech at the 2007 Munich Security
Conference and especially after the Russian invasion in Georgia, in the province of South
Ossetia, Russia constitutes a factor of regional destabilization in its attempt to keep the
post-Soviet space (except the Baltic States) under its control and to consolidate its status of a
regional center of power. The amplification of the Russian factor is a threat to NATO and EU
security, but, first of all, to some post-Soviet republics, such as Moldova. Of course, a sincere
dialogue between Brussels and Moscow is required. Anti-Russian economic sanctions are not
so effective until now. Therefore, it is necessary to elaborate a special European strategy of
interaction with Russia, especially regarding the post-Soviet countries from the Eastern
Partnership (EaP) of the European Neighborhood Policy (ENP) of the EU. Three of them —
Moldova, Georgia and Ukraine — signed association agreements (including free trade
agreements) with the EU and showed their commitment to forward on the path of European

4 Aurelian Lavric, “Misiunea statului moldovenesc: de la origini pana in present,” [‘Moldovan state mission: from
the origins to present’] In Statalitatea Moldovei: Continuitatea istoricd $i perspectiva dezvoltdrii, 127-143
(Chisinau: Print-Caro, 2017).
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integration.> However, in the association agreement there are not any security guarantees,
these states being exposed to the dangers from Russia.

As security challenges, common for Eastern Partnership countries and European Union
members, the cooperation between them concerning regional security should be systematic
and with an emphasis on practical perspectives.

It would be appropriate to include the above mentioned three countries in the European
security strategy. The East European regional security architecture should be agreed between
Brussels, Moscow and Washington, subjects that should provide security guarantees for
countries from the region. A peaceful Eastern Europe can be an important factor of peaceful
development both of the EU and Russia (Eurasian Economic Union).

Nowadays the Republic of Moldova does not have a clear mission, regarding its regional role.
The duty of Moldovan authorities is to elaborate the mission of the state, which should be a
part of the country project. This would contribute to the assurance of the societal security of the
Republic of Moldova.b
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RUSSIAN MEDIA POLICY AS A FACTOR OF POLITICAL DESTABILIZATION
IN CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPEAN COUNTRIES

Pavio KATERYNCHUK

Abstract. The usage of information as a weapon in foreign and domestic policies of Russia is not a
new phenomenon. Still sophistication and intensity of it grows with each passing year. Recently the EU
and the USA have realized this powerful latent influence of Russian media and propaganda, including
electoral processes and activities of state administration. They realized that Russian misinformation
poses a serious threat to the United States and its European allies, first and foremost with regard to
Poland, the Baltic States and Ukraine. Moreover, unlike Soviet propaganda, the modern methods of the
Russian information war do not rudely promote the agenda of the Kremlin. Instead, they aim to confuse,
daze and divert citizens from the EU and Ukraine support. Russia seeks to undermine the support of
European values, producing disarray among European allies in order to increase its influence. Despite
the fact that the crisis in Ukraine for the first time drew the attention of the West to the importance and
real meaning of the information campaign in Russia, the Kremlin's use of misinformation was launched
long before the crisis. It has been increasing its presence in the information space and also has been
recruiting and sponsoring (corrupting) a range of politicians, civil servants and public figures in line with
its strategic goals.

Keywords: media policy, Russia, Central Eastern Europe, Ukraine, propaganda, fake news.

are extremely tense. Russia, as one of the guarantors of the territorial integrity of

Ukraine, violated its obligations and resorted to aggression. Having carried out the
occupation and annexation of Crimea, Russia has shown that for it there are no rules of
international law and corresponding agreements, which are enshrined in the treaties. Now we
are witnessing the same scenario that was in Crimea and in the eastern regions of Ukraine.
The aggressive actions of our neighbour have become the driving factor behind the whole
world, since nobody can predict what Putin’s next steps will be, and this is a misunderstanding
and anxiety. The step taken by Russia capturing Crimea has shown how vulnerable the
security system in the region is. Having broken the Budapest memorandum, Putin and his
entourage have once again shown that for them the rules of international law are not
significant.

N owadays conditions, interstate relations between Ukraine and the Russian Federation

Therefore, the purpose of this scientific research is to define the media policy of the Russian
Federation as a factor of political destabilization in the countries of Central and Eastern Europe
with the help of several scientific methods of political science, such as content analysis, world
system analysis, statistical and comparative methods.

According to the authoritative Ukrainian statesman, director of the National Institute for
Strategic Studies, Volodymyr Horbulin, “the world order that was before 2014 no longer
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exists.”! According to Horbulin, with this reality all, especially in the West, should resign and
think about how not to lose the war as a whole, because the bet in this war is “the life of a
democratic model itself.”2 He noted the fire of the hybrid war burned much brighter. Obviously,
the reason for such assessments by leading experts was not unreasonable, since there were
complex destabilization processes in the past few years in the Eastern Europe, which are
primarily related to Russia’s efforts to regain its influence in this region and to establish itself as
a global leader in the world order.

The director of the National Institute for Strategic Studies also noted that in some sense, the
current “deadlock” in European integration from Brexit to Catalonia arose precisely because,
under the influence of the geo-ideological imperatives of the Cold War, the priorities of
European integration were exclusively military-political and economic, while cultural and
humanitarian factors were put forward “for the brackets” of integration issues. “Outwardly
successful European and Euro-Atlantic projects were not able to formulate forward-looking
answers to the challenges of terrorism and multiculturalism, migration and populism. Similarly,
on such “imperfections” of the West, Russia is playing more and more effectively, “shading”
them in particular with its internal “spiritual scratches” and an external new version of the
geocultural messianism,” he said.?

“In essence, Russia, having managed to apply its efforts very precisely, it was able to increase
the serious internal contradictions and play upon them. Initially Brexit,# then the events in
Catalonia, Scotland’s readiness to raise again the topic of the referendum on independence,
the statements of Venice and Lombardy about the need to give them more autonomy -
although in almost all cases the participation of Russia appears (often excessively
exaggerated), but this does not overturn the most important: the current European integration
project is incapable of responding to external hybrid aggression,” says Horbulin.5

Natalia Antelava, a former BBC journalist and nowadays a co-founder of the online resource
Coda Story, is engaged in the disclosure of fake news. “Moscow is very well able to press the
right buttons while playing on feelings... The Kremlin media actively use Ukraine's domestic
political problems, as well as nationalist discourse, namely fictitious stories about so-called
‘banderivtsi’.”® A particularly huge influence of Russian propaganda took place in the East of
Ukraine, said the journalist. For example, Antelava mentioned a story from the Russian media
about the alleged death of a ten-year-old girl during the bombing of an uncontrollable by
Ukrainian government Donetsk: “We began to find out who was actually killed. And it turned

1 Bonogumup TopbyniH, “CeiToBi npouecn “ribpuaHoi BilHK® BXOaATb Y HenepenbauysaHi dasu,” Censor, 4
November 2017, https://ua.censor.net.ua/news/461720/svitovi_protsesy gibrydnoyi_viyiny vhodyat u_neperedba
chuvani_fazy gorbulin (accessed 5 February 2018).

2 [hid.

3 Ihid.

4 KceHns lMonbekag, “Twitter npusHan yyactue poccunckux TPOnnen B kamnaHum 3a “bpekaut”,” Deutsche Welle,
8 February 2018, http://p.dw.com/p/2sNUD (accessed 9 February 2018).

5 ['opbyniH, “CeiToBi npoLeck “ribpuaHoi BiliHW” BXOASATL y HenepenbavysaHi asn.”

6 Onbra BounrtoBny, “Pocia HaTuckae Ha npaBWnbHi KHOMKW™: K gie nponaraHga Kpemns 3a mexamu P®,”
Deutsche Welle, 21 June 2017, http:/p.dw.com/p/2f5sT (accessed 28 January 2018).
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out that nobody was killed and there were no bombing at all. But people believed this,”
concludes Antelava.” So that explains the words of the United States Ambassador Marie
Jovanovich during one of the media conferences on “Radio Svoboda” that Ukraine is at the
edge of information warfare, while Ukrainian journalists are at the forefront of this battle.®

In fact, such assessments of authoritative politicians and researchers can be heard more and
more as the realization of such a phenomenon as a hybrid war ceases to be something
imaginary and far from reality.

Modern information systems and technologies only intensify the effect of the media’s lack of
control and irresponsibility towards citizens, and give politicians a good basis for
misinformation, propaganda, fake news and manipulation of public opinion.

In this context, there is a logical question: why does the Russian Federation interfere into
internal affairs of the countries of Central and Eastern Europe, why does it try to influence the
electoral processes and form the public opinion of other states? The answer is quite obvious.
Destabilization and weakness of neighbours have always been the strength of Russia.
Unfortunately, we can assume that Russia’s geopolitical aspirations have always pushed it
toward actions that destroy the essence of democracy, because the weakness of Europe is the
Kremlin’s domination, the possibility of implementing various integration processes such as the
“Russkiy mir” about which, in particular, a lot has been said in the articles of a young Ukrainian
researcher Igor Melnychuk.® In these integration projects, Ukraine plays a key role as the
largest European state, as a bridge between NATO and Russia; therefore, Russia’s struggle
for Ukraine will continue in the future and this requires not only fighting for the loyalty of
Ukrainians themselves but also for the loyalty of their neighbours.

In nowadays multipolar world, information confrontation is the main agenda of ensuring a
geopolitical balance. The purpose of the information confrontation is the provision of national
interests in the information-psychological sphere, which includes:

- provision of geopolitical, informational and psychological security of the state;

- achievement of militaristic superiority and undeniable leadership in the sphere of
international relations;

- ensuring the achievement of the goals of the national economic, ideological, cultural,
informational and psychological expansion;

- ensuring favorable conditions for the transition of its own national system of
socio-political relations to a new, more advanced and high-tech stage of evolutionary
development;

7 Ibid.

8 “TMocon CLUA 3asBuna, o YkpaiHa 3HaxoauTbCst Ha nepeaoBin iHgopmalLinHoi BiHKM,” Pagio Ceoboga, 27 April
2017, https://www.radiosvoboda.org/a/news/28455942.html (accessed 29 January 2018).

9 |. M. MenbHuuyk, IHmeepauiliHi npoekmu Pocilicbkoi ®edepauii Ha nocmpadsHcekomy npocmopi (YepHisLi:
YHY, 2015).
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- transformation of the structure of national economic, political, socio-cultural,
informational and psychological spaces in accordance with its own principles for the
formation of an information picture of the world.

The overall result of a successful, even unfinished, information campaign will lead to decisions
of the opponent that will contradict its intentions or interfere with their implementation. The
purpose of information attacks is to create such obstacles in the decision-making process of
the enemy so that the enemy cannot act or conduct the war in a coordinated and effective
manner.10

An example of Ukraine shows how Russian media policy influenced the annexation of Crimea
and the war in Donbass. Expenditures for the “Information Society” program (2011-2020) will
reach 40.6 billion US dollars.!! The purpose of the program can be considered as the full
coverage of the Russian-speaking population of the globe by both state and private media of
Russia.

Television remains one of the most powerful channels of influence. The most powerful and
active among Russian foreign broadcasting, without a doubt, is TV channel Russia Today
(RT), founded in 2005, which has a broadcast in more than 100 countries and has an audience
of 700 million. Channels «RT US» and «RT UK» go on air with their own studios in Washington
and London. Citizens of most countries can access RT via the Internet, satellite and cable
channels. In addition, RT is spreading its own product to YouTube. It should be emphasized
that the format of RT channel made possible its active presence of the television market in
Europe and the US. Moreover, in late 2014 it was additionally launched an Internet portal
«Sputnik», which uses the information flow of RT.12

It should be stated that the activity of Russian propaganda in the US media is significantly
greater than before with increasing interest of American audiences to events in Ukraine. In
addition to the international news agency RT, which is financed from the budget of Russia, a
few other media such as “First Channel” represent Russia abroad. The target audience of its
propaganda are the ordinary European and American citizens, including representatives of the
last waves of emigration from the USSR, especially in Germany, the United States, Canada
and Israel, Sweden, Finland, France, Italy and Spain, the Baltic States and Belarus and, of
course, Ukraine.13 It should be noted that the number of post-Soviet people in Germany alone
is at least 3 million people. More than 100 000 live in the Czech Republic and Slovakia, even
more in Poland, not to mention Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia. For the majority of immigrants

10 €. M. Habinbcbka, “IHthopmaLiiHe NPOTUCTOSHHA K DEHOMeEH moniTUyHOi BopoTebu,” [Mosumonoaus / 7,
[nobanucmuka, http:/fwww.rusnauka.com/16_ADEN_2010/Politologia/68579.doc.htm  (accessed 2 February
2018).

11 puropin Xopyxwi, “BiitHa Pocii npoTu YkpaiHu: pociicbka mponaraHga sik CknmagoBa «ribpuaHoi BilHWy,”
Ocsima peaioHy 4, 2016, http://social-science.com.ua/article/1392 (accessed 25 January 2018).

12 |pid.

13 Bopuc HemnpoBcbkuiA, “EBpoCO03 BOPOTUMETLCS 3 POCiCHKO AesiHdopmaLiet,” Deutsche Welle, 20 March
2015, http://p.dw.com/p/1EulA (accessed 25 January 2018).
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from the Soviet Union, the Russian language is, if not the main, the dominant language or even
mother tongue that is successfully used by propaganda media of Russia.

Russian information agencies successfully exploited the idea of the freedom of expression and
information for the implementation of disinformation in American and European media spaces.
According to T. Snyder, a famous American historian, professor at Yale University, “Russian
propaganda aim is to show that the truth, in fact, does not exist.”14

Modern Russian propaganda was initially used primarily to provide Putin’s power.
Subsequently, the Kremlin, having mobilized the media in Russia and pro-Russian media in
our country, has substantially strengthened its influence in the information space of Ukraine. At
the same time, Russian propaganda began to work more differentiated with the population. For
example, Russian editions in Ukraine and pro-Russian media convinced our citizens of the
need for friendship, cooperation and strategic partnership between the two countries. However,
the information impact on the citizens of was quite different. By actively using the mass media,
in which it was hard to find more or less objective material about Ukraine for many years, the
Kremlin deliberately shaped the idea of the inability of the Ukrainian state, warmed
anti-Ukrainian sentiment in Russian society.

As a result of such differentiated influence, which was carried out under the leadership of the
administration of the President of the Russian Federation, there was a rather different
orientation of the societies of both countries. For example, according to various sociological
surveys, up to 15% of Ukrainian citizens had only some negative perceptions about the
Russian Federation. However, about 60% of respondents in Russia have clearly expressed a
negative attitude towards Ukrainians and our country as a whole.> Many other examples and
facts of Russian-Ukrainian relations and foreign policy of Russia for a long period of time
should have made our citizens and the international community more confident about our
strategic partner and its possible actions.

The current information policy of the Russian Federation has become the nature of a targeted
information war against Ukraine: bias, distortion of facts, frankly undisguised lie, and Kremlin
propaganda as part of the Kremlin's policy as a whole. The work of the media is based on the
type of yellow press. A huge number of actors - citizens of Russia, Ukraine and other countries
— and other specialists on the territory of Ukraine are involved in order to get the desired
television picture. According to Oleksandr Levchenko, an expert in the field of information
confrontation, the Russian Federation is launching against Ukraine a permanent, large-scale,
long-term information campaign, which actually began with the moment when our state gained
independence. This campaign is then fading out and then flaring up, depending on the
composition of the government and political courses in Ukraine, but it has always lasted and
continued. Also, the expert believes that the main strategic goal of the Russian Federation
information campaign with regard to Ukraine is the establishment of full control over the

14 | ydia O'Neal, “Yale Professor Talks Russian Propaganda in Ukraine,” The Emory Wheel, 9 February 2015,
http://lemorywheel.com/yale-professor-talks-russian-propaganda-in-ukraine/ (accessed 25 January 2018).
15 Xopyxwi, “BiitHa Pocii npotu YkpaiHu: pociiicbka nponaraHza sik cknagosa «ribpugHoi BiHW».”

189



The European Union and the Eastern Partnership: Security Challenges

internal and external policies of our state and the retention of Ukraine within the limits of its
geopolitical influence. Towards this goal, Russia is resorting to various information operations
aimed at countering European integration and advancing its own economic interests, forming
the opinion of the Ukrainian people about the legitimacy of the current government in Ukraine
and the feasibility of changing the territorial structure through the federalization or rejection of
Ukraine’s territory.16

Since the end of February 2014, an absolute majority of Russian traditional media have joined
the informational and psychological struggle against Ukraine, trying to support the conduct of a
military operation. Such publications as “lzvestia’, “Rossiyskaya Gazeta®, “Moskovsky
Komsomolets”, “Kommersant”, “Vzglyad”, as well as news agencies RIA Novosti, ITAR-TASS,
ROSBALT, not only reprinted unchecked news, were also seen to create completely false
messages (for example, on the transition to the side of Russia of the Ukrainian Navy “Hetman
Sagaidachny”, which returned to Motherland after the implementation of the anti-piracy mission
in the Gulf of Aden).17

Another example was the attempt of TV channels, in particular the satellite Russia-24 and NTV
World, to confirm by using a corresponding video the news about the presence of numerous
refugees from Ukraine to Russia (this became especially relevant, given the prevalent
information that about 140 thousand Ukrainians turned to political asylum in Russia).18

For this purpose, videos from the Ukrainian-Polish border were used; however, the
appearance of photo-materials from the real Ukrainian-Russian border disavowed this news.19
Also, with reference to “RIA Novosti”,20 the news was reprinted that there was a low turnout of
conscripts in Ukraine on the “first day of general mobilization”, although general mobilization
had not yet been announced, and photo and video materials proving the opposite. On March 6,
2014, in Crimea, the TV channel “1+1” and the 5 Channel had been turned off. Earlier the
Russian television channel “Russia-24" seized the radio frequencies of the Crimean private
“Black Sea TV and Radio Company”. It was also blocked by the state television and radio
company “Crimea” in Simferopol by persons in a camouflage uniform without arms. Stepan
Gulevaty, General Director of this TV Company, called the police, but it did not respond to the

16 “Mun nepebyBaemo B yMOBax pearbHOi iHchopmaLliiHoi BiliHK 3 Pocieto,” First Social, 6 March 2014, http://firstso
cial.info/news/mi-perebuvayemo-v-umovah-realnoyi-informatsiynoyi-viyni-z-rosiyeyu-ekspert ~ (accessed 26
January 2018).

17 AneHa CuekoBa, “©narman BM® Ykpaunbl «'eTmaH CaraigadHbiiy nepeluen Ha ctopoHy Poceum,” Izvestia, 1
March 2014, http:/lizvestia.ru/news/566817 (accessed 25 January 2018).

18 “NoTok GexeHLEeB M3 YkpauHbl 3HauuTenbHO Boapoc,” Interfax, 1 March 2014, http://www.interfax-russia.ru/
South/main.asp?id=477460 (accessed 26 January 2018); “Bonee 140 Thicsy rpaxaaH YkpauHel B Poccuio,” RIA,
1 March 2014, http://ria.ru/world/20140301/997697055. html (accessed 26 January 2018).

19 “®oT0 yKpaiHO-pociiicbkoro kopaoHy,” Inpress, 2 March 2014, http://inpress.ua/uploads/assets/images/Inna/%D
0%B32(3).jpg (accessed 26 January 2018).

20 “HBka B NepBbIi AeHb MOBUnM3aumm Ha YkpauHe Huskas,” RIA, 2 March 2014, http://ria.rufworld/20140302/997
790546.html (accessed 26 January 2018).
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challenge.?! The main message of the Russians is directed at four types of recipients: Russian
citizens, Crimeans, pro-Russian-dominated Ukrainians and the countries watching the conflict
and trying to be mediators in it

- for the inhabitants of Crimea other messages were sent: “we do not leave ours”, “we

are the people”, “restoration of justice”, “Crimea — Russia”;
- for pro-Russian-minded Ukrainians and those who are doubtful: “Ukrainian

authorities are illegitimate”, “we will not leave you in a trouble”, “we are the same
nation”, “banderivtsi will kill you”, “if you act — we will come to protect you, just call
us”;

- for foreigners: “Ukrainian authorities are illegitimate”, “captured by the Nazis and
extremists”, “the only legitimate power is President Yanukovych”; “Russian-speaking

Ukraine is in danger”, “Ukraine is an unreliable partner”, “there are no Russian troops
in Crimea - only self-defense”;

- to the citizens in Russia: “we are a superpower”, “we will not throw ourselves in

trouble”, “the whole world is afraid of us”, “there are no Russian troops in Crimea, but
they are very loved by the local ones”, “we are opposed to world evil."22

The Russian propaganda machine is happy to use the VKontakte resource, the former owner
of which did not even deny its cooperation with the FSB. Due to this, the Russian intelligence
services can access the information of any user of this social network. Also, the Russian
authorities traditionally use social media as platforms for trolling and discrediting activists and
politicians, to create the illusion of a large number of people who disagree with the basic
attitudes of social network users, to show the presence of “alternative” thoughts. Also, the
community in “Vkontakte™ actively is used to coordinate actions and disseminate information
about rallies of the so-called “Russian spring.”23

In general, it should be noted that the impact of social media has still not been considered too
large in terms of the formation of political positions. However, recent events in Europe and in
the world have proven that social media can be a platform for political mobilization and the
formation of political consciousness of citizens. That is why the President of Ukraine imposed a
restriction on the usage of Russian social networks, which, according to expert estimates, were
used by 12-14 million of Ukrainians in the spring of 2017.24

However, the spread of misinformation is not the only way of destabilizing the political situation
in Ukraine and Europe. In recent years, Russian hackers have begun to actively use cyber

211y Kpumy Bigknounnu 5-ui kanan i 1+1,” Ykpaidceka npagda, 6 March 2014, http:/iwww.pravda.com.ua/news/
2014/03/6/7017872/?attempt=1 (accessed 26 January 2018).

22 Hazapin 3aHo3, “Kpumcbka iHdopmaLliitHa BiiHa,” Zaxid, 20 March 2014, https://zaxid.net/krimska_informatsiy
na_viyna_rosiya_zavdaye_udar_pershoyu_n1305008 (accessed 26 January 2018).

23 |bid.
24 Makcum CaBaHeBCbkWiA, “Homy pocilickki coumepesi Tpeba Byno sakputu we 3 pokn Tomy?,” Watcher, 16 May
2017, http://watcher.com.ua/2017/05/16/chomu-rosiyski-sotsmerezhi-treba-bulo-zakryty-sche-3-roky-tomu/

(accessed 26 January 2018).
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attacks toward information resources and state institutions of neighboring states. Previously,
such a scenario of events could only be imagined in the Hollywood movies.

For example, on March 3, 2014, Ukrainian mass media reported massive DDOS attacks on
their web resources, including Tsensor.NET, Tijden.ua, “Ukrayinska Pravda” and others. Also,
the media group “1+1” reported the attack on their sites. Some government sites worked with
interruptions. Thus, the official website of the Ministry of Internal Affairs of Ukraine downloaded
a fortune, which revealed official information about the search for ex-president Viktor
Yanukovych as well as a statement about the preparation and killing of Russian soldiers in
order to solve the war against Ukraine.2> The Security Service admitted that from March 20,
Russian intelligence services regularly throw in various misinformation, the purpose of which
was to sow panic in Ukraine, to excite, to aggravate the situation. Representatives of the
leadership and diplomats of the Russian Federation in their speeches, including appearances
at the UN, distributed false information. During a press conference in Moscow, on the direct
question of a journalist or the use of military forces by the Russian Federation to block
Ukrainian military units, President Vladimir Putin said that it was a force of “Crimean
self-defence” and that the Russian Federation did not take any part in the preparation of these
forces. Instead, Putin accused Lithuania and Poland of preparing militants for actions in Kiev
that led to the overthrow of Yanukovych regime.26 According to many researchers, cyber
attacks are increasingly becoming an effective tool for destabilizing the political situation in
Europe and Ukraine.?’

In order to strengthen its accessibility in Eastern Europe, Russia uses a variety of media,
primarily informational, where the Russian media play a major role as a means of promoting its
foreign policy interests in Europe and in the world as a whole. However, the media is only a
part of the Kremlin's general plan for breaking Europe, since almost all of these states can
easily find political forces that propagate openly pro-Russian interests and try to influence
decision-making.

In Estonia, for example, there are some pro-Russian political organizations and parties such as
“The World without Nazism”, “Night Watch”, “New Russia”, “Russian Movement in Estonia”,
“Russian Community of Estonia”, “Russian Party of Estonia”. On April 12, 2014, members of
these organizations organized a rally near the Russian Embassy in Tallinn and the event itself

25 “YxpamHckme CMW coobuarot o DDOS-aTakax 6e3rpamoTHbIx xakepos 13 PO,” Hogocmu PezuoHos, 3 March
2014, https:/rusevik.ru/politika/44105-ukrainskie-smi-soobschayut-o-ddos-atakah-bezgramotnyh-hakerov-iz-rf.ht
ml (accessed 28 January 2018).

26 “INyTiH 3BKMHYyBaTMB JIUTBY i Monbluy B nigroToBui 6onoBukiB Ans akuin y Kuesi,” YkpaiHceka npasda, 4 March
2014, http:/iwww.pravda.com.ua/news/2014/03/4/7017500/?attempt=1 (accessed 28 January 2018).

27 Ellen Nakashima, “Russian military was behind ‘NotPetya’ cyberattack in Ukraine, CIA concludes,” The
Washington Post, 12 January 2018, https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-security/russian-military-was-
behind-notpetya-cyberattack-in-ukraine-cia-concludes/2018/01/12/048d8506-f7ca-11e7-b34a-b85626af34ef_story
.html?utm_term=.7aafa914a137 (accessed 28 January 2018).
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was held under the slogans “Glory to the Berkut’, “Protect Russians in Ukraine and the
Communist Party of Ukraine.”28

The main focus of activity of the Russian Federation in Latvia is the support of organizations
and activists who are supporters of Latgalian separatism. Such structures in the country should
include “Russian national-cultural society of Daugavpils”, “Latgale branch of the Russian
national cultural autonomy of national minorities of Latvia”, “Antifascist Committee.”® The
activity of the “Baltic Cossack District”, headed by Stanislav Dudin, deserves special attention.
Representatives of this organization campaign for the so-called “Russkiy mir” and also noted in
the organization of “military-patriotic” education of Latvian youth. It is also necessary to add
that Moscow is now actively supporting organizations and movements whose purpose is to
come to power in Latvia with the support of the Eurasian Union and an idea of Russian as the
second state language. The following organizations should be included in this group: “Russian
Union of Latvia”, “Latvian International”, etc. In March 2014, such citizens of Latvia organized a
vote on the inclusion of Latvia in the Russian Federation on the website of public initiatives
avaaz.org. In January 2015, the idea of creating a social network was popularized in social
networks “Latgale People’s Republic.”30

The situation in Lithuania is somewhat different from neighbouring Latvia and Estonia. Since
the Russian ethnic minority in the quantitative equivalent is rather insignificant, the Russian
side is betting on the use of the Poles in anti-Lithuanian destructive politics. It is noteworthy
that at the same time, the Kremlin emphasizes the formation of situational alliances between
organizations of Polish and Russian ethnic minorities. The main flagship of the Kremlin's
destructive policy in the region is the party “The election campaign of the Poles in Lithuania”
(“Akcja wyborcza polakéw na Litwie”), whose leader is Valdemar Tomaszewski.3! The
indicated political force actively cooperates with the political party “Russian Alliance”,
representing the interests of the Russian-speaking community of Lithuania.

Situation in the territory of the neighbouring with Ukraine, the Slovak Republic, is also
interesting, where the Russian political presence demonstrates the dynamics of growth since
2014. The main flagships of Russian politics in the country are the right organizations and
movements as well as structures that publicly advocate the development of Russian-Slovak
cooperation. The following entities are the main actors of the Russian political presence in
Slovakia: “The Slovak Slavic Conservatives”, the Ukrainophobic “Honorary Embassy of
Novorossiia”, the “Night Wolves”, and the People’s Party “Our Slovakia”, which won 8.04% in
the 2016 parliamentary elections in Slovakia and received 14 mandates in the National Council
of the Slovak Republic. The party leadership maintains ties with Russian politicians. According
to www.radiosvoboda.org, Jaromir Chiznar, the Attorney General of Slovakia, on May 25,

28 OniekcaHap HukoHopos, “3anyenn” Ta “Mo66ikn”: 3 umeto aonomoroko Pocis “kauatume” CxiaHy €spony,” DN
DEPO Portal, 30 July 2017, https://dn.depo.ua/ukr/dn/zapcheli-ta-yobbiki-z-chiyeyu-dopomogoyu-rosiya-kachatim
e-shidnu-yevropu-20170727613262 (accessed 28 January 2018).

29 |hid.

30 [hid.

31 |bid.
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2017, confirmed that the Prosecutor General's Office demanded the dissolution of the radical
People’s Party “Our Slovakia” for anti-democratic slogans.s3?

On the territory of the Czech Republic, the activity of the Russian side has been observed for
many years. According to the Czech investigator Andrzej Kundra, author of the book “Putin’s
Agents,” the number of employees of the Russian Embassy in the Czech Republic, which is
quite high for a 10 million Central European country, deserves special attention.33 There are
also many reasons to believe that it is the Russian Embassy in Prague that serves as the main
centre of the Russian residence in the Eastern European region. But it seems absurd to resort
to an analysis of Russia’s likely influence in the Czech Republic on the backdrop of statements
by the President Milos Zeman on recognizing the annexation of Crimea as a complete fact and
the call of European politicians to refrain from attempts to return Crimea to Ukraine.34

The activity of Russian special services on the territory of Hungary has led to the activation of
ultra-right organizations and movements advocating revenge's slogans concerning
neighbouring Ukraine, Slovakia, Serbia and Romania, on which the representatives of the
Hungarian minority live. In particular, Russian special services were co-sponsored by a deputy
from the ultra-right “Yobbik” party, Bela Kovac, who was accused of espionage activities in
favour of the Russian Federation. As you know, it is the Hungarian government itself that is the
most radicalized after the adoption by Ukraine of the new Education Law in 2017, while
silencing the fact that there are no schools on its territory with any language other than the
state language (compared to more than 600 schools with languages of minority ethnic groups
in Ukraine).

In the past few years, the situation in Poland has considerably aggravated, where the Polish
Senate recently adopted the law on the Institute of National Remembrance of Poland, which
provides for criminal liability for the denial of so-called “crimes of Ukrainian nationalists” against
the Poles.3> In our scientific research, we will not touch upon in any way the complex issues of
the past history between the Poles and Ukrainians, but only to note that the growth in
anti-Ukrainian sentiment in Poland is not accidental in our opinion, and, against the backdrop
of an increase of labour migration of Ukrainians, this tendency is a threat to both Ukraine and
Poland. It is strange that from the moment of the collapse of the Soviet Union, the Poles
actively acted as “advocates” of Ukrainians in the EU, and despite the presence of expert
discussions on the complex pages of the past between the two nations, these issues became
too politicized and public in the last two years. In our opinion, it plays only on the hands of
Russia and destabilizes the situation in the region.

As you can see, the Russian media space is a kind of platform for the formation of public
opinion of both Russians themselves and citizens of European states. The main attributes of

32 |hid.

33 Ondrej Kundra, Putinovi agenti; jak rusti Spioni kradou naSe tajemstvi (Brno: BizBooks, 2016).

34 “Mpe3upeHT Yexii nponoHye 3annatuti YkpaiHi Ta y3akoHuTu aHekcito Kpumy,” YkpaiHceka npagda, 10 October
2017, https:/iwww.pravda.com.ua/news/2017/10/10/7157889/ (accessed 4 February 2018).

35 “CeHar [onbLLi yXBanue ckaHaanbHUit 3aKoH, Ae 3ragaHo “ykpaiHCbkux HavjoHanicTis”,” YkpaiHceka npaeda, 1
February 2018, https://www.pravda.com.ua/news/2018/02/1/7170210/ (accessed 4 February 2018).

194



The European Union and the Eastern Partnership: Security Challenges

the Russian media are the use of various myths, including such as: “Russia, headed by
Moscow, includes the territory of the former Kievan Rus” and, accordingly, “Kyiv is also Rus”
(that is the Russian city), while “Ukrainians are the same Russians who just got lost”, and they
must be turned on the path of truth, “Stalin was an effective manager and leader” and those
who try to blame him for the Second World War, millions of dead Ukrainians in the 1930s as
well as other nations of the former USSR has no clue; “there was no Famine, it was invented
by the banderivtsi”; “the USSR has never been an ally of Hitler”; “Putin is Stalin nowadays”;
“the only winner in the Second World War — the Russian Federation” (not even the RFSR); “the
United States is the most aggressive country in the world”; “in Europe, the gays' are
everywhere” and in general “the West will soon die”; the world’s best and genuine space in the
world is “Russkiy mir"; “all Russian-speaking citizens of other states have to defend
themselves from ‘fascists™, etc.

It is worth noting that the West gradually began to understand how influential the role of
Russian media could be as a propaganda tool in Moscow's hands. In particular, EU Member
States set up public organizations to protect the domestic information space,3¢ adopt
state-level laws to counter Russian propaganda,3’ even the European Parliament passed a
resolution to combat Russian propaganda.38 The document states that the Russian authorities
are promoting the European Union and the Eastern Partnership countries (Azerbaijan,
Armenia, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine). “The Russian government uses a wide
range of tools, including think tanks and foundations (for example, the Russian World), special
state institutions (for example, “Rossotrudnichestvo”), multilingual TV companies (for example,
Russia Today), pseudo-renewal agencies and multimedia services (including radio Sputnik),
international social and religious groups, social networks and Internet trolls in order to cast
doubt on democratic values, to split Europe, to provide support in the domestic arena, and to
create in the countries of the Eastern Partnership, the impression of the European Union is not
present the attitude of their state structures,” is referred in the text of the resolution.3°

The European Parliament called on the European Commission and EU Member States to
increase funding for “democratic EU instruments” that support media freedom in the Eastern
Partnership and Russia. In particular, the European Parliament requires additional funds for
these purposes for the European Fund for Democracy, the European Instrument for
Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR), the EaP Media Freedom Watch Media Monitoring
and many others.

36 Onekcangp Amutpyk, “Y Tonblyi CTBOpeHa OpraHidalisi 3 BMSIBMEHHS i MPOTMAii POCIACHKIM nponaraHgi,”
pomapceke, 29 April 2017, https://hromadske.ua/posts/u-polshchi-stvorena-orhanizatsiia-z-vyiavlennia-i-protydii-
rosiiskii-propahandi (accessed 5 February 2018).

37 “Tonosa napnameHTy MongoBu nignucas 3akoH npo BopoTsOy 3 pocilicbkoto nponarangoto,” Dzerkalo Tyzhnia,
10 January 2018, https://dt.ua/WORLD/golova-parlamentu-moldovi-pidpisav-zakon-pro-borotbu-z-rosiyskoyu-pro
pagandoyu-265666_.html (accessed 5 February 2018).

3 |nna Kosanb and Anita [pabcbka, “€BponapnameHT yxBanuB pe3oniouito npo BopoTbby 3 POCINCHKOK
nponaraHgot,” Deutsche Welle, 23 November 2016, http://p.dw.com/p/2T7Qt (accessed 5 February 2018).

39 [hid.
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Thus, the main directions of the Kremlin's destructive policy in the countries of Eastern Europe
are:

- organizational and finance support of organizations of Russian compatriots;

- usage of the factor of national minorities to exert pressure on the central government
and intensify separatist processes;

- cooperation with ultra-right, ultra-left organizations and movements in order to use
them in extremist activities both on the territory of their countries of origin and in
neighboring states;

- an increase of presence of Russian intelligence services in order to gather
intelligence information and influence the military-political and social-economic
situation in the countries of the Baltic-Black Sea region.

At the same time, despite all attempts to justify its actions in the East of Ukraine and the
annexation of Crimea, most researchers tend to think that Russian is still losing its war in the
information space of Europe. The reason for this is not only the awareness of the EU and the
Eastern Partnership countries of the threats the Russian media have on public opinion but also
of concrete actions by state authorities, non-governmental organizations, special services, and
certainly a high level of political culture of citizens and the professionalism of European
mediators who screw up Russian fairies and began to treat Russian news resources and
sources more cautiously. Obviously, Europe was not ready for the aggressive and multifaceted
media policy of Russia, but the experience of Ukraine in its confrontation with the largest state
of the world allows us to rethink approaches to national security including in the area of the
information space, which is no less significant than the actual economic and social-cultural ties
today.
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THE EUROPEAN INTEGRATION OF EASTERN PARTNERSHIP COUNTRIES
— SECURITY CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES: THE CASE OF THE
REPUBLIC OF MOLDOVA, UKRAINE AND GEORGIA

Natalia CIOBANU

Abstract. In this paper the author supports the idea that the European Union is one of the key actors in
the Eastern Partnership region, whose objective is the European integration — an important step in
ensuring regional security and stability. In this context, the Republic of Moldova, Ukraine and Georgia
capitalized the option of association in the European Union — promoter of democracy and security, in
order to access the political and security area, with the purpose to reduce risks and threats to the
independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity that are caused both by internal and external factors,
including the globalization process. The Association Agreement, signed by these countries, provides
the political dialogue with the EU to cover the security field, deepening cooperation in the defence field,
promotion of security based on international formats, contribution to crisis management actions and
increased cooperation in the foreign policy and security field within the Common Security and Defence
Policy. Also, the author underlines the importance of the European security system in the light of its
impact on the assurance and strengthening of the national security systems and of the perspectives of
solving the frozen conflicts of these countries, caused by the interference of Russia.

Keywords: Moldova, Ukraine, Georgia, Association Agreement, Global Strategy, Eastern Partnership,
frozen conflicts.

“The Eastern Partnership is first and foremost a partnership of people. It is about
improving lives in all of our countries, about bringing our societies closer
together. It is about standing up for the values, principles and aspirations that
people in the European Union and in our eastern neighbourhood collectively
share.”

(Jean-Claude Juncker, President of the European Commission)

Introduction

he Eastern Partnership has started in 2009, as a result of a common initiative of the EU,
Tits Member States and six partner states from the Eastern Europe and Southern

Caucasus, such as: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine, that
have set as an objective the consolidation of the political association and economical
integration of these countries. The EU is one of the chief actors in the region of the Eastern
Partnership, which has as a strategic objective such as integration in the common European
space, a very important step towards security, prosperity, democracy, stability and regional
stability.
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Actuality and practical importance of the study consist of Moldova, Ukraine and Georgia's
capacity to evaluate the option of association with the EU — promoter of democracy and
security. To obtain acces to the political and security space, in order to reduce the risks and
threats towards independency, sovereignty and territorial integrity that is provoked not only
externally but internally as well and, of course, by globalization process.

In the author’s opinion, a first step towards achieving the goal of EU integration of the Eastern
Partnership is the ability of the governments to assess the impact of the European Security
System resulting from deepening defence cooperation, promoting security based on
international formats, crisis management operations and intensified cooperation in the field of
foreign and security policy under the Common Security and Defence Policy, underlined in the
Association Agreements, on the national security system and on the prospects for resolving
frozen conflicts generated by Russia’s interference. Starting from the vision of Copenhagen
School theorists, who address the notion of multidimensional security on five influential and
interdependent domains (military, economic, political, social and ecological), the author
reiterates the importance of balancing these dimensions for the stability and security of
citizens, presenting examples in which international institutions the EU is providing assistance
to facilitate the successful implementation of reforms in vulnerable sectors due to various
imminent or intentional challenges.

The applied methods are: content analysis, capacity analysis and comparative study. Content
analysis offers the possibility to substantiate some claims, using articles, provisions from
various national and international documents, studies and profile reports. Capacity analysis is
being conducted to assess the capacity of the Eastern Partnership countries, especially the
three countries under review, to capitalize on the European Union’s support for socio-political,
economic, military and cultural development as well as the capacity of state institutions the
assumption of commitments declared by the regional accession intention. Carrying out a
comparative study highlights the major security challenges and challenges of the three
countries (Moldova, Ukraine and Georgia) and the opportunities offered by the Eastern
Partnership to strengthen national security systems.

Results

After the collapse of the Soviet Union, the Kremlin continued to use all mechanisms to divide
the ex-Soviet states: manipulation (media propaganda, cyber attacks and infiltrations in key
state institutions), economic blackmail and ethnic tensions so as to have control over a territory
targeting, shaping the so-called “frozen conflicts”, a lever used to influence the general policy
of these countries and fuel geopolitical interests in the world. Such areas as the separatist
Transnistria in Moldova, Abkhazia and South Ossetia in Georgia and Nagorno-Karabakh in
Azerbaijan, and the crisis in Ukraine generated by the annexation of Crimea and the
occupation of the Eastern areas seriously affected the architecture of European security, and it
faced a serious challenge for its security and stability. The European Union faces a major
dilemma regarding enlargement to the East: on the one hand, the lack of a functional security
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regime in the Eastern Partnership area, combined with a low level of political consolidation and
insufficient capacity to cope with the challenges of both governments and responsible national
institutions and, on the other hand, the presence of Russia, which considers these areas
traditionally included in its area of influence, creates a problematic neighbourhood, which
needs its political, technical and financial support to stimulate the economy, reform and corrupt
banking system, renovate the infrastructure and provide an adequate level of welfare and
social security to all members of society.

In addition, Russia, realizing that European standards will become attractive to these countries
and the entire region will choose the European vector, has begun to implement measures to
halt the European integration of the Eastern Partnership countries: trade sanctions, restrictions
on the export of energy resources, escalation of “frozen conflicts”, etc., which had the same
goal: to prevent the exit from the Russian area of influence of post-Soviet countries of the
Eastern Partnership and to create fireworks to hinder cooperation negotiations with the
European Union. Also, as a reaction, the Kremlin has accelerated the formation of the
Eurasian Union — an alternative integration space.

So, the European Union and Russia are two important players in restoring balance in the
Eastern Partnership area, and only by realizing that the mobilization of interests, commitment
and strengthened support in a common strategy aimed at addressing more territorial integrity
issues the control of constitutional institutions in conflict regions will create a stable and secure
regional security environment.

The European approach in defining the European Union’s security and foreign policy priorities
is set out in the strategy of “Shared Vision, Common Action: A Stronger Europe,” launched in
June 2016, reiterating in the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) towards the Eastern
Partnership: EU assistance to these countries in the implementation of Association
Agreements, including DCFTAs (Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Agreements),
identifying solutions for creating a single economic area with the countries implementing the
DCFTAs, expanding the trans-European networks and the Energy Community; setting up
cooperative relations at the societal level, strengthened through mobility (cultural, educational
and research) programs and civil society platforms; supporting these countries for effective
involvement in the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP). It also highlights the
importance of a peaceful resolution of conflicts, the key elements of the European security
order being respect for sovereignty, independence and territorial integrity of the states: “The
EU will make a common front in order to respect international law, democracy, human rights,
the cooperation and the right of each country to freely choose the future.”®

In the same context, the European Parliament also proposed revitalizing the partnership by
implementing the concept of “Eastern Partnership Plus (“EaP plus”)’, which implies inter alia
the cancellation of roaming charges; increasing funding; preferential extended export

1 Viziune comund, actiuni comune: o Europa mai puternicd. O strategie globald pentru politica externd si de
securitate a Uniunii Europene, 2016, https://europa.eu/globalstrategy/sites/globalstrategy/files/eugs_ro_version.
pdf (accessed 1 February 2018).
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treatment; participation in new programs and agencies of the European Union, etc. These
countries can benefit from these options, which have made progress in promoting reforms. So,
the biggest motivation for Eastern Partnership countries to continue their path to European
integration is the prospect of EU membership, not just at the level of statements: “the
accession of the Eastern Partnership countries remains open,” but the certainty that,
depending on individual approaches and the reforms implemented in each respective country,
the EU is indeed willing to initiate a process of accession negotiations.

The six countries had different positions, capacities and aspirations in policy implementation of
the Eastern Partnership, adopting European rules and choosing the EU as their main
geopolitical direction. According to experts, there are two blocs or one “Eastern Partnership
with more gears”: three countries (Moldova, Georgia and Ukraine) have signed Association
Agreements, firmly believe in their European vocation and aspire to become members of the
European Union and three countries (Armenia, Azerbaijan and Belarus) considered their
sovereign right to make a decision on European aspirations and did not sign any Association
Agreements until now.

The proof, that these three countries have different views and perceptions about the European
Union, is a poll conducted in October 2017 by the EU Neighbours East in collaboration with
ACT LLC, which aims to investigate and better understand the opinion and awareness of the
citizens of the Eastern Partnership countries on the European Union and its cooperation with
their countries. It was found that Georgia holds the first place in the position of confidence that
relations with the EU are good: 83%, followed by Moldova with 68% and Ukraine with 58%. In
the same context, there is a positive impression about the EU: Georgia with 59%, Moldova and
Ukraine with 43%. In all these countries citizens associate this partnership with human rights,
individual freedom and economic prosperity. In terms of trust in the European Union, Georgia
holds the leading position with 66%, followed by Ukraine with 58% and Moldova with 54%.
Also, the citizens of these states perceive differently EU financial support: in Moldova 79%, in
Georgia 58% and in Ukraine 56% of citizens believe in the efficiency of financial support
offered.2

At the 5t Eastern Partnership Summit, held in Brussels on 24 November 2017, a number of
priorities were formulated, to be achieved by 2020, highlighted the importance of good
governance - efficient institutions, transparent and democratic responsible, which will cultivate
people’s confidence in their governments; implementing reforms in public administration and
the judiciary, fighting against corruption; EU cooperation and support in the field of security
sector, the implementation of integrated border management, prevention of organized crime,
trafficking of human beings and smuggling, combating illegal migration, hybrid threats,

2 EU Neighbours East, “Sondaj de Opinie 2017: Republica Moldova,” 31 October 2017, http:// www.euneighbours.
eu/ro/east/stay-informed/publications/sondaj-de-opinie-2017-republica-moldova (accessed 4 February 2018); EU
Neighbours East, “Opinion Survey 2017: Georgia,” 5 October 2017, http://www.euneighbours.eu/en/east/stay-infor
med/publications/opinion-survey-2017-georgia (accessed 4 February 2018).
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terrorism and violent extremism, including interreligious and intercultural dialogue, enhancing
cyber security and cybercrime, strengthening disaster prevention, etc.3

So, from the Summit priorities, for any democratic state, the national security policy is an
indispensable element in the national policy framework, an expression and an indicator of the
political and cultural identity of the state. Threats and vulnerabilities to national security are in
correlation with those at regional and global level, and the three Eastern Partnership countries
face largely identical challenges, including a series of major problems, with a high degree of
risk, including conflicts caused by the illegal presence of foreign military forces on their
territories and the total lack of control in the respective areas by government; excessive
dependence on Russia’s energy sources; non-competitive national economy on the regional
market; the development of the shadow economy due to corruption and instability in the
financial and banking system, caused by the active use of offshore zones and phantom
companies, tax evasion and fraud; the lack of a viable health system capable of maintaining
the provision of medical services at a high level; cyber attacks; increasing the phenomenon of
excessive external migration, etc. Therefore, only with the consistent and systematic efforts of
the governments of Chisinau, Thilisi and Kiev, by intensifying political, security, economic and
cultural relations with the EU and other international institutions, strengthening cross-border
cooperation and assuming responsibility for preventing and resolving regional conflicts can be
obtained a favourable outcome of EU-supported reforms.

Association Agreements signed by Moldova, Georgia and Ukraine, once entered into force,
opened new opportunities for closer cooperation in addressing the main challenges, economic
integration through technical harmonization with the EU’s trade acquis; a certain share of
European Union markets is declared open to partner countries by signing a Deep and
Comprehensive Free Trade Agreement (DCFTA), which removes tariff and customs barriers,
giving businesses in these countries stable and preferential access to 500 million of consumers
and increased trade. Implementation of these agreements is guided by association programs.
One of the most important achievements is the establishment of a visa-free travel regime for
Schengen space, for the holders of biometric passports in Moldova, Georgia and Ukraine,
opening up new development horizons for the citizens of these countries.

The new mandate of the European Investment Bank to grant external loans provides for an
increase of allocations for the Southern and Eastern neighbours by over 36%, with 5.2 billion
Euros, up to 19.6 billion Euros. And in the EU budget for 2018, there are foreseen allocations
of 602 million Euros for Georgia, Ukraine and Moldova; it remains the competence and
willingness of state institutions and non-governmental organizations to propose competitive
projects worth the EU’s funding.

3 Council of the European Union, Joint Declaration of the Eastern Partnership Summit Brussels, Brussels, 24
November 2017 (OR. en), 14821/17, COEST 324, http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/31758/final-statement-st
14821en17.pdf (accessed 3 February 2018).
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The EU has allocated a financial support of 36.3 million Euros to Moldova in supporting the
budget. Over the last seven years, Moldova received 746 million Euros from the European
Union.#

The fact that the EU is a strategic trading partner for Moldova is evident from the report of the
National Bureau of Statistics, which notes that between 2015 and 2017 Moldova’s share of
exports to the EU Member States has increased from 62.07% to 65.68%, while Russia’s share
dropped from 12.43% to 10.87% (from January to November). In addition, Moldova imports
more from the EU (49.77% compared to 49.46% in 2015) and less from Russia (11.58%
compared to 13.12% in 2015). The largest partners of Moldova in the EU in 2017 are: Romania
— export: 24.90%, import: 14.49%; Italy — export: 9.82%, import: 6.99%; and Germany — export:
6.67%, import: 8.11%.5

The same situation is visible from the data presented by Ukrstat.org — State Statistics Service
of Ukraine documents publishing, in Ukraine, the largest trading partners of Ukraine were in
export: Poland (2 200 010.1 thsd USD), Italy (1 929 575.6 thsd USD), Germany (1 423 735.2
thsd USD), Hungary (1 053 084.2 thsd USD), Spain (1 004 547.4 thsd USD). There is a trend
for growth of exports and imports to EU countries (export: 37.1%, import: 43.7%), compared to
the CIS countries (export: 16.6%, import: 21.8%). The largest investors from the EU in 2017 in
Ukraine were: Cyprus — 36.3%, the Netherlands — 23.3%, the United Kingdom of Great Britain
- 7.8%, Germany 6.5%, France and Austria — 4.8%.

If in Moldova and Ukraine export and import trends are directed towards the EU, in Georgia,
according to the data of 2017, a higher weight is maintained for the CIS countries (export:
43.3%, import: 29.6%) , compared to the EU countries (export: 23.7%, import: 27.5%).

4 Report.md, “Banca Europeand pentru Investiti va putea investi mai mult in Republica Moldova,”
http://www.report.md/economie/Banca-Europeana-pentru-Investitii-va-putea-investi-mai-mult-in-Republica-Moldo
va-810 (accessed 9 February 2018).

5 Biroul National de Statistica, “Comertul exterior al Republicii Moldova in 2015-2017," http://www.statistica.md/
category.php?l=ro&idc=336 (accessed 2 February 2018).
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*Preliminary data o
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Figure 1. Export and import in Georgia, in 20176

The EU is Georgia's largest trading partner, providing financial assistance worth over 120
million Euros each year. EU funding for Georgia over the period 2017-2020 is 371-453 million
Euros. Since 2009, the EU has contributed with 35 million Euros to Georgia, which has led to
711 million Euros in lending to local companies, supporting 63 000 businesses and thus
contributing to the creation of over 2 450 new jobs. The EU has also given important support to
agriculture, with over 1 500 farmers’ cooperatives being created. With the help of the
government to set up consultative centres across the country, the work of 250 000 farmers has
become more efficient and competitive on the market.”

The National Bank of the Republic of Moldova confirms that during 2012-2017 transfers to
individuals in CIS tended to decrease, while those to individuals in the EU are growing (Figure
2). Thus, during the reference period, transfers in favour of individuals in these two economic
zones recorded relatively equal weights. CTR transfers were 34.9%, up 4.3% compared to
2016. EU transfers registered a 34.4% share, up 20.3% compared to 2016. The National Bank
of the Republic of Moldova pointed out that the flows of the remittances depend, in large part,
on the direction of the political vector of the nominated period.

6 National Statistics Office of Georgia, “Georgian exports by country groups 1995-2017, Georgian imports by
country groups 1995-2017," http://www.geostat.ge/index.php?action=page&p_id=134&lang=eng (accessed 4
February 2018).

7 The Eastern Partnership (EaP) is a joint initiative involving the EU, its Member States and six Eastern European
Partners: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, the Republic of Moldova and Ukraine. “Facts and figures on
EU-Georgia relations,” 19 October 2016, https://eeas.europa.eu/sites/eeas/ files/eap_summit_factsheet georgia_
eng.pdf (accessed 4 February 2018).
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Figure 2. Dynamics of the geographical structure of foreign transfers in favor of individuals
(2012-2017 yearly, 2017, monthly), %8

According to the National Bank of the Republic of Moldova data, presented by http://bani.md,®
Russia ranks the 1st after the stock of direct investments: about 200 million dollars in 2016 and
dropping to just over 70 million dollars in 2017, the largest investors being the Netherlands and
Spain, followed by France, Cyprus and Romania, and Russia was just the 6™, followed by
Germany, the USA, ltaly and the United Kingdom (Figure 3).
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Figure 3. The main investors of the Republic of Moldova
Source: National Bank of the Republic of Moldova

8 Banca Nationald a Moldovei, “Evolutia transferurilor de mijloace banesti din stréinatate efectuate in favoarea
persoanelor fizice prin intermediul bancilor din Republica Moldova in anul 2017 (decontari nete),” Diagrama 2.
Dinamica structurii geografice a transferurilor din stréindtate in favoarea persoanelor fizice (2012-2017 anual;
2017 lunar), %, https://www.bnm.md/ro/content/evolutia-transferurilor-de-mijloace-banesti-din-strainatate-efectua
te-favoarea-persoanelor-9 (accessed 5 February 2018).

9 Bani.md, “Rusii nu mai sunt principalii investitori ai R. Moldova! Au ,zburat” de pe locul 1, fiind Tnlocuiti de
europeni,” 8 January 2018, http://bani.md/rusii-nu-mai-sunt-principalii-investitori-ai-r-moldova-au-zburat-de-pe-lo
cul-1-fiind-inlocuiti-de-europeni---100741.html (accessed 4 February 2018).
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To mention that the most important and largest institutional investor in Moldova is the EBRD,
with a total of 1.2 billion Euros allocated from the start of its activity on this market in almost
120 projects in the industry, agriculture, financial services, energy or infrastructure, in particular
restructuring of the banking sector, strengthening energy security, supporting private
businesses and promoting more efficient public utilities and better infrastructure.

The EBRD, together with the International Monetary Fund, the EU and other key partners,
work together to restore transparency and good governance in banks to provide more funding
to Moldova’s businesses, as a proof of providing 130 million Euros to support the private sector
and to develop infrastructure, although institutions in the Moldova have different problems in
implementing infrastructure projects and resolving issues related to fraud in the banking sector.
The largest investment projects in 2017 were an 80 million Euros loan for the interconnection
of Romania and Moldova’s electricity networks, a 270 million Euros project, funded jointly by
the European Investment Bank, the World Bank and the EU; and a second instalment of a 52.5
million Euros loan to modernize railways. In line with the priorities set out in the recently
approved EBRD strategy for Moldova for 2017-2022, commitment to the government will focus
on improving the business climate and supporting public procurement reforms.10

And in Ukraine, the EBRD is the largest international financial investor, so far, since 1993 the
Bank has allocated nearly 12.1 billion Euros for about 400 projects. Around 3.5 billion Euros of
this amount has been offered over the last four years to develop a sustainable, competitive,
integrated and well-regulated economy; strengthening the financial, energy sector, reforming
justice, modernizing the medical system, electrifying and upgrading a 253 km railway line in
Southern Ukraine linking the main industrial and agricultural areas of the country to the key
ports of the Odessa and Mykolaiv; supporting investments in renewable energy sources,
energy efficiency and energy savings, the development of green energy, etc.

In Georgia, the EBRD has supported private sector competitiveness through innovation, the
development of financial markets and capital markets, expanding markets through interregional
connectivity and renewable energy, resource efficiency and adaptation to climate change.
Thus, the EBRD has so far funded 212 projects in Georgia.

Following the signing of the June 2014 EU-Moldova Association Agreement, which includes a
Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Agreement (AA / DCFTA), the EIB finances projects in
Moldova on the basis of an EU mandate for the Eastern Neighbourhood countries, which for
the period of 2014-2020, provided a total amount of 4.8 billion Euros to support projects of
significant interest to both the EU and its Eastern neighbourhood in the areas of local private
sector development, social and economic infrastructure and the environment. Moldova is one

10 QOlga Rosca, “EBRD’s 2017 investment in Moldova hits all-time high of €130 million,” 21 December 2017,
http:/iwww.ebrd.com/news/2017/ebrds-2017-investment-in-moldova-hits-alltime-high-of-130-million.html
(accessed 4 February 2018).
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of the countries that benefited most from EIB lending per person in the Eastern Partnership
Region: almost 700 million Euros since the signing of the first EIB loan in 2007.11

According to the data published on the EU External Action site, with the direct support of the
EU, the following steps were taken in Moldova, aimed at concrete recipients: more than 225
schools, kindergartens, community centres and city halls have installed heating systems based
on biomass; some 15 700 people benefited from water as a result of the construction of new
drinking water supply infrastructures in the period 2015-2017, through the EU program:
Erasmus+, over 900 Moldovan students, teachers, as well as 2 300 young people active in the
field of youth have benefited from the opportunity to study, teach and participate in volunteer
activities.12 And Ukraine is one of the largest beneficiaries of the Erasmus+ Programme in the
Eastern Partnership region with over 5 000 students and teachers involved by the summer of
2018. Also, through a 10 million Euros program, the EU supports the Ukrainian civilian society
in strengthening its monitoring capabilities in the country.13 In the period of 2015-2017, 1 700
students and teachers in Georgia studied or taught in the EU as part of the Erasmus+
Programme and in 2016 Georgia joined the Horizon 2020 research and innovation program.14

The EU participates as an observer in the 5+2 negotiations format on the settlement of the
Transnistrian conflict, pleading for a comprehensive, peaceful settlement based on the
sovereignty and territorial integrity of Moldova with a special status for Transnistria; supports
confidence building activities between the two banks of the Dniester through political and
financial support for joint projects aimed at raising the living standards of the population. It
supports the territorial integrity of Georgia within internationally recognized borders, as well as
the peaceful resolution of conflicts in separatist regions Abkhazia and South Ossetia. The EU
also supports the territorial integrity of Ukraine, condemning the serious violations by the
Russian Federation of Ukrainian sovereignty and territorial integrity, applying diplomatic
restrictions and economic sanctions in response to Russian aggression.

Conclusion

Conflict resolution in these regions requires dialogue-oriented cooperation and compromise
between all actors involved to identify positive solutions to the interests of all parties. The
refusal to recognize the importance of interdependence between attitudes blocks
communication and constructive discussions, although a possible confrontation between the
EU and the Russian Federation on the frozen conflicts is unlikely; a high-level political dialogue

11 Olga Rosca, Dusan Ondrejicka and Victoria Onofreiciuc, “EU bank and EBRD support gas interconnection
between Moldova and Romania,” 19 December 2016, http://www.ebrd.com/news/2016/eu-bank-and-ebrd-
support-gas-interconnection-between-moldova-and-romania-.html (accessed 4 February 2018).

12 The Eastern Partnership (EaP) is a joint initiative involving the EU, its Member States and six Eastern European
Partners: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, the Republic of Moldova and Ukraine, “Facts and figures on
EU-Moldova relations,” 19 October 2016, https://eeas.europa.eu/sites/eeas/files/eap_summit_factsheet moldova
_eng.pdf (accessed 4 February 2018).

13 |hid.

14 |bid.
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on these countries that host ethnic-territorial conflicts in a form of bilateral political cooperation
is welcome, as the perpetuation of frozen conflicts, an obvious finality, further aggravates the
political, economic and social developments of the Eastern Partnership states, and their
instability has transnational repercussions. But the idea of a possible collaboration between
these two powerful global competitors is a phantasmagorical one, since the strategic interests
and the willingness to engage is totally opposed: the EU respects their sovereign right, Russia
traditionally considers them in its “sphere of influence” and any other chosen vector, rather
than the pro, is a serious threat to its geostrategic interests, immediately fortifying its presence
in the respective regions. So, | reiterate that the EU’'s success in securing its borders to the
East, which is one of the basic objectives of the Eastern Partnership policy, depends, on the
one hand, on the Russian Federation’s willingness to engage and, on the other hand, is the
capacity and responsibility of governments in Chisinau, Thilisi and Kiev to properly assess the
priorities citizens aspire to in the dialogue with the EU.
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THE FUTURE OF THE EASTERN PARTNERSHIP IN THE EUROPEAN
SECURITY ARCHITECTURE: THE ROLE OF THE REPUBLIC OF MOLDOVA

Mihaela STICEA

Abstract. The European security architecture has evolved considerably over the last decades,
strengthening the role of the European Union as a global player and security provider, as a result of its
enlargement process and the establishment of security and defence structures. Nowadays, the Eastern
Partnership is one of the key tools in contributing to the community security by effectively bringing
Eastern partners closer, seeking to contribute to stability of the EU’'s borders while enhancing good
neighbourly relations and effective cooperation among partners. This paper addresses the current
European security order, focusing on challenges and opportunities of the future role of the Eastern
Partnership in a multilevel security system and the contribution of the Republic of Moldova to it.

Keywords: European Security, Eastern Partnership, European Neighbourhood Policy, Republic of
Moldova.

n the context of a globalized and strongly interdependent world, the opportunities for a

regional integration of sovereign states have been multiplied. But we cannot consider it just

as an opportunity; the roots of its origins define it as a condition for survival, development
and competition of different social and political communities. Nowadays the implementation of
a coherent public action no longer requires the activity of single, relatively homogeneous and
centralized political-administrative elite, but it involves more actors and new forms of multi-level
coordination. This mechanism perfectly reflects the nature of the European Union.

With the redrawing of its external borders as a result of its expansion to central and Eastern
Europe in 2004, the European Union has taken a significant step forward in promoting the
security and prosperity of the European continent.! The emergence of new neighbours was
perceived by the European Union as a source of new opportunities but also new challenges
that determined the creation of the European Neighbourhood Policy in order to facilitate the
creation of privileged economic and political relations with the Mediterranean, Eastern Europe
and from the southern Caucasus states.

But in this case, values and interests are two sides of the same coin. H. Moroff emphasizes the
turbulent character of the European neighbourhood with low-living standards and a deep
economic and political transition, a situation that can easily encourage the formation of
non-democratic regimes.2 The EU’s ability to provide security to the Member States cannot be
conceived without good neighbourhood relations in the geographical proximity. The promotion

1 Beatricia Revenco, Eugen Osmochescu and lulian Rusu, Dreptul UE (Chisindu: Institutul National al Justitiei,
2010).

2 H. Moroff, “Europa largitd — conceptul de vecinatate al Uniunii Europene,” in Republica Moldova §i integrarea
europeana, eds. Arcadie Barbarosie and Valeriu Gheorghiu (Chisingu: Institutul de Politici Publice, 2003).
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of the rule of law and transparency, the development of open markets and economic
integration result in fact from an interest in building political and economic stability by creating
a “health cordon” from external dangers. At the same time the ability of being an actor of
change and prosperity and the interdependence between the Union and its neighbours turns
the European Union into a superpower not only on the continent but also around the world.

Pursuing this goal the European Union proposes to define together with the partner countries a
set of priorities that will bring them closer. The involvement of neighbours in negotiation
processes offers a possibility to shape their domestic agendas and to integrate these priorities
into action plans that cover a number of key areas and define specific actions, as political
dialogue and reform, trade and measures preparing partner countries for a progressive
participation in the EU internal market, justice, energy security, environment, research and
development. With this concept the European Union aims to disseminate its political, legal and
economic “rules of the game” and thus to realize a step by step integration of the region. The
European Neighbourhood Policy has been criticized and underestimated by both community
and state politicians but in the absence of an allergen all states, including Moldova, accepted
the community offer with high hopes in terms of rapid integration in the EU.

On 3 December 2008, the European Commission forwarded to the Member States and the
European Parliament its vision on the Eastern Partnership, an initiative aimed to strengthen the
eastern European dimension of the ENP: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova,
Ukraine, arrange their political association and economic integration in order to get a more
stable, prosperous and secure neighbourhood and to create a “ring of friends” that could
legitimately become candidates for membership one day.

The EU offered an increased economic integration and convergence with EU laws and
standards through Association Agreements with comprehensive free trade arrangements,
increased citizen mobility through gradual steps towards full visa liberalization as a long-term
goal, cooperation on energy, border management including aid for institution-building and
regional cohesion.3 Especially the Visa liberalization is seen as crucial by all partner countries
as it provides benefits to ordinary citizens and boosts genuine integration. But in comparison
with the enlargement process, the Eastern Partnership has proved to be a distinct policy, with
a palpably geopolitical character in an area of interest where the European Union is becoming
more involved in contradiction with other major powers: Russia, Turkey and Iran. The eastern
border is vital for defending the community from various asymmetrical problems such as illegal
immigration, illicit arms trade, drug smuggling and organized crime. Soon the European Union
instead of a “ring of friends” got a “ring of fire” at its borders.

After nine years of existence, the Eastern Partnership is subject to internal, external pressures
and requires a new impetus. Referring to the same patterns on democratization, stability,
integrity and economic growth used by the EU in this area, Arkady Moshes used the following
metaphor: “Ukraine today is like a Jewish student in Soviet university where he had to know

3 “The Future of the Eastern Partnership: Challenges and Opportunities,” FRIDE Report, 2010, http:/fride.org/
download/2010-02-24_Conference_Eastern_Partnership.pdf (accessed 10 February 2018).
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the subject in an absolutely perfect way just to get a B, i.e. a prospect of EU membership was
never among the proposed incentives. As it turned out Ukraine was never good enough to get
a C and was expecting to get an A (a prospect of EU membership).”4 From Vilnius to Riga the
European Union failed to establish a differentiation in the socio-political approach of the EaP
states and neglected to use its Common Foreign and Security Policy as a way to openly
engage them in the security architecture. Moreover, the declaration of the European
Commission President, Jose Emanuel Barroso that “the Eastern Partnership is not an
instrument for enlargement of the European Union, but it is an instrument of rapprochement
with the European Union” continues to ring out loud and clear across the EaP states. And in
the meaning time, the continuous assertive actions against individual EaP partners showed the
existence, from Russia’s perspective, of a direct competition in the post-Soviet space and the
interest to maintain its ‘zone of influence’ through soft and hard power tools.

The relevance of the EaP policy has always been determined by the geopolitical realities, in
particular by the EU and Russia mutual interdependence. After 2008 the Russian foreign policy
is defined by special dynamics, with the Kremlin starting a real course of integrationist projects
in its immediate neighbourhood. For example, the Customs Union of Russia, Belarus,
Kazakhstan was inaugurated in 2010, the Eurasian Union project was announced in 2011 and
a common economic space between members of the Customs Union entered into force in
2012. In addition, in 2009, the Russian President, Dimitri Medvedev, promulgated an
amendment to the national defence law that allows Moscow to intervene with the armed forces
to “protect Russian citizens.” Nowadays this amendment intervenes as an argument which
claims to justify Russia’s recent foreign policy but testifies in fact the awareness regarding its
falling influence in the former republics and its decadent role in ensuring stability and security.

Although Russia’s aggression in Ukraine is unjustified, according to the American foreign
policy strategist, Henry Kissinger, “the West must understand that, to Russia, Ukraine can
never be just a foreign country” and this concerns all post-Soviet countries. Russia’s security is
in direct correlation with the amount of external controlled territory, military and nuclear
capabilities. Its choleric temperament is crucial in explaining the reaction of Russia to the
“violation” of the balance of power in Eastern Europe by the European Union.> The interest in
preventing a zero-sum game led to the occupation and annexation of Abkhazia and South
Ossetia, the continued instigation of frozen conflicts, protests against the pro-European
leadership and embargos to change their course in favour to the Eurasian Union. And varied
reactions of EU Member States prove the point that a lack of political will and a single voice
towards relations with Russia and the ‘shared neighbourhood’ makes the situation even more
complicated.

In this context, the Eastern Partnership swings along containment and engagement, a position

4 Arkady Moshes, “Ukraine and Eastern Partnership,” Interview on ARU TV, 2014, http://www.youtube.com/watch
?v=3j0dkdVwWWPU (accessed 5 February 2018)

5 Heinrich Bonnenberg, “EU’s Eastern Partnership to Blame for Crisis over Ukraine,” Atlantic Community, 2014,
http:/iwww.atlantic-community.org/-/eu-s-eastern-partnership-to-blame-for-crisis-over-ukraine  (accessed 5
February 2018)
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that can be overcome only by strengthening the European Union “common voice” in the
political and securing field and offering the membership option to the EaP partners. The review
of the Eastern Partnership and the EU Global Strategy represents a new political compass,
designed after the Summit held in Brussels in November 2017, to offer the opportunity to
resuscitate and revitalize the EaP. This time the EU focused on building-up trust and
confidence and on a more pragmatic approach, instead of aiming to export and promote the
values of democracy. The general consensus about the need to upgrade the EaP will
materialize the individualisation of EU enlargement policy and achieve new goals of increasing
stabilisation in the EaP region, reflected by the decision of the EU High Representative and
Vice-president of the European Commission, Federica Mogherini, to put forward the Joint Staff
Document “Eastern Partnership — 20 deliverables for 2020". However, the recent policies draw
the attention to the ENP limited success and level of ambition. Lowering the level of ambition in
terms of democratization represents a simple acceptance of reality, in line with the “principled
pragmatism” and the purpose to further developing the potential of the EaP policy to
strengthen partners’ resilience, as defined in the most recent Joint Communication (“SRR
policy”) of the European Union. However, resilience is a tricky concept and since the
neighbours are “repressive states that are inherently fragile in the long term” that requires
consideration in order to avoid the opposite result.

The EU Global Strategy sets out a new level of ambition within and between the EU
institutions, EU Member States and partners. Its text states “the EU will be a responsible global
stakeholder, but responsibility must be shared and requires investing in our partnership,”
including for the Neighbourhood Policy, where the EU will support ascending democracies and
“their success... would reverberate across their respective regions.” The EUGS paves the way
for the security integration of the EaP countries into the European Union, showing a much
stronger awareness of a credible military instrument. Despite the “undergoing an existential
crisis”, mentioned by Guy Verhofstadt, the dynamic of the EU’s evolution on CSDP matters
between 2016-2017 was extremely relevant. The EU is finally building the conditions to make
full use of the tools at its disposals and the European Global Strategy or the Permanent
Structured Cooperation (PESCO) aims that goal. But how can the Eastern Partnership
contribute to recalibrate the European security?

Multilateral cooperation under the Eastern Partnership Panel on CSDP, launched in 2013,
complements bilateral relations and allows Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, the
Republic of Moldova and Ukraine to be involved in numerous workshops, seminars, field visits
and other training activities. Georgia, the Republic of Moldova, and Ukraine remain the most
active partners; all three are clearly committed to closer cooperation in CSDP missions and
operations. CSDP “soft and hard power go hand in hand” in four main areas:

e Cooperation with international organisations and in regional and international fora;
e Participation in CSDP missions and operations;

e Security and defence (CSDP) dialogues and seminars;

e Capacity building.
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Since 2013, the EEAS’s Crisis Management and Planning Directorate (CMPD) together with
the European Security and Defence College (ESDC) and EU Member States have conducted
more than 30 different CSDP activities for EaP partners, including outreach events in Kyiv,
Thilisi, Chisinau, Minsk and Yerevan. The EUGS, together with the revised ENP and the Joint
Communication on countering hybrid threats, will offer new opportunities enabling the EU to
deliver more security in the European Neighbourhood and to engage in capacity building.
Partners have contributed to EU-led missions and operations, sometimes providing key
enabling assets and capabilities.

The Republic of Moldova is part of this security belt and has contributed to international
security missions since 1997 under the UN, Organisation for Security and Cooperation in
Europe (OSCE) and especially the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO), under which
Moldova sent approximately 257 soldiers in Kosovo Force (KFOR) and Stabilisation Force in
Bosnia and Herzegovina (SFOR) missions.S In total, Moldova has deployed in the last 20 years
around 400 personnel in international peacekeeping and security missions.” But when it comes
to CSDP our efforts are limited. Even if, Moldova is both a security beneficiary, benefiting since
2005 Moldova from the EU Border Assistance Mission (EUBAM) at the Ukrainian-Moldovan
border and has also participated in CSDP initiatives. With the adoption of the Law regarding
the participation of the Republic of Moldova in international missions and operations, the
national and international legal tools have been coordinated and Chisinau aligned its position
on 63% of the EU's Common Foreign and Security Policy declarations.8 However, Moldova’'s
participation in CSDP is restrained because of the political, financial and capacity-related
capacities.

Democracy cannot be exported, it can only be promoted through cooperation and it's essential
to recognize that the European Union integration process has two-dimensions involving efforts
and will be from both partners. Unfortunately, the Republic of Moldova has failed to make
sufficient use of this opportunity but at the same time the EU’s enlargement policy has lost its
vigor. But the common security dimension cannot be ignored in the future, especially in the
view of 17 new projects within PESCO and the adoption on February 6, 2018, of the strategy
for “A credible enlargement perspective for and enhanced EU engagement with the Western
Balkans” that reinforces the EaP association political discourse. Also in the context of Russia’s
foreign policy changing to a more aggressive tone, the fate of EaP policy might determine the
EU’s ability to act as an international power.

In conclusion, the need for a strong European Union has never been perceived as acutely as it
is today. Challenges such as the refugee crisis, the creation of a safe environment for the
Member States’s economies and countering the threat of terrorism cannot be solved on a
national, stand-alone basis. It is therefore high time for decisions that respond to these
difficulties efficiently and comprehensively. The future of the European Union security on the

6 Ministry of Defence of the Republic of Moldova, Peacekeeping Missions webpage (accessed 10 February 2018).
7 |bid.

8 Michael Emerson and Denis Cenusd, eds., Deepening EU-Moldovan Relations — What, why and how?
(Brussels: Center for European Policy Studies, 2016).
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Eastern boarder will depend on the decisions of the European leaders and how the review
process of the Eastern Partnership will conclude this “journey without a map.” In this context, a
new push in terms of functionality should be applied by setting differentiated policies to the
Eastern Partnership countries and a strategic lifeline approach drawing a path of individual
progress and perspectives. Strengthening the prominence of the European Union as a security
provider will redesign the frames of the collective efforts and contribute to the future creation of
an ambitious and inclusive Security Union.
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THE SECURITY OF UKRAINE: IS ADHESION TO NATO A FINAL SOLUTION?
Karim BELGACEM

Abstract. The objective of this paper is to explore and analyse the perspective of joining Ukraine to
NATO. Since 2014 and the Maidan revolution, Ukraine has lost Crimea and Donbas is still on fire.
Recently the United States decided to send arms to Ukraine to defend itself. In 2017, Montenegro
became the 29t country that adhered to NATO. The perspective of Ukraine’s adhesion to NATO is
always up for debate. From France’s point of view, this option could be dangerous. For Russia, this
could be considered as a declaration of war and could remind them of a former promise to extend
NATO to Baltic countries. Is Ukraine’s adhesion to NATO a new threat for relationships with Russia and
how can the European Union and France manage this option? We will also try to put in perspective the
future of Ukraine in this global perspective.

Keywords: Ukraine, France, Russia, NATO, danger, perspective.

Introduction

he perspective of a Ukrainian adhesion to NATO is often evocated as a serious
perspective. Since the Russian aggression in 2014 (Crimea annexation and Donbas civil
war), the threat is still very real with Ukraine and Russia.

Post-Soviet countries such as Ukraine and Georgia are getting closer year after year to a
NATO adhesion. If this perspective becomes reality, NATO would become a real neighbour to
Russia.

Since the end of the Cold War, there was in France a permanent debate about the usefulness
of NATO for population and for some specialists against the American hegemony. In the last
decade, France decided to drive its own policy more closely to the United States and NATO.
But the Ukrainian case put also on the spotlight the French implication in this case with the
Minsk agreement “Format Normandy”.

Why defending Ukraine? The answer is obvious how the country is in danger for many
reasons: Russia, corruption, oligarchs... But a military question is necessary to ask.

The Orange Revolution, Maidan and a plenty of European flags in this place of freedom had
proven that Ukraine wants to get closer to the West. The recent events between Ukraine and
Russia gave ambition and reason to think about a NATO adhesion for Ukraine’s protection and
the concretisation of a real European and Atlantic Ukraine.

This perspective is possible in a long term project. But is it realistic? Would it be safer for
Ukraine to join NATO and, at the same time, get in a worse relationship with Russian? Would
Putin be able to bear this situation or would this decision give an opportunity to go deeper with
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Ukraine’s destabilisation campaign? Would this adhesion be a danger in general? In this
paper, we will analyse the usefulness of an adhesion and the threat of this.

1. Ukraine and NATO: from 1991 until now
a) The story between NATO and Ukraine

Since Ukraine’s independence in 1991, the cooperation between NATO and Ukraine had
begun earlier and had gone deeper with decades. In 1991, Ukraine became a member of the
North Atlantic Cooperation Council (1991) and the Partnership for Peace Program (1994). In
1997, it was signed the Charter on a Distinctive Partnership, which established the
NATO-Ukraine Commission (NUC) to take the cooperation forward and strengthen the
relationship. This was completed by the Declaration of 2009 to complement the NATO-Ukraine
through Ukraine’s Annual National Program to “underpin Ukraine’s efforts to take forward
reforms aimed at implementing Euro-Atlantic standards.”

It is logical that the support was reinforced with the Russia-Ukraine conflict. As a consequence,
NATO has adopted a firm position in full support of Ukraine’s sovereignty and territorial
integrity within its internationally recognized borders. The Allies immediately condemned — and
since then have repeatedly stated that they will not recognize — Russia’s illegal and illegitimate
“annexation” of Crimea in March 2014. The Allies decided to suspend all practical civilian and
military cooperation with Russia, while leaving political and military channels of communication
open.

NATO has strongly supported the settlement of the conflict in eastern Ukraine by diplomatic
means and dialogue. It has supported the Minsk Agreements of September 2014 and
welcomed the adoption of the Package of Measures for their implementation in February 2015.
Allies have underlined that all signatories to the Minsk Agreements bear responsibility to
comply with the commitments they signed up.

The NATO Summit in Wales (September 2014) meeting was with the newly elected President
Petro Poroshenko. They decided to strengthen existing programs on defence education,
professional development, security sector governance and security-related scientific
cooperation, to reinforce the advisory presence at the NATO offices in Kiev and to launch
substantial new programs with the help of Trust Funds — a mechanism which allows individual
Allies and partner countries to provide financial support for concrete projects on a voluntary
basis. Two years after this big step, during the NATO Summit in Warsaw (July 2016), the Allies
and the Ukrainian President endorsed the Comprehensive Assistance Package (CAP) for
Ukraine previously approved by the NUC defence ministers in June. The CAP is designed to
support Ukraine’s capability to provide its own security and to implement wide-ranging reforms,
including as set out in Ukraine’s Strategic Defence Bulletin.!

1 NATO, “Les relations avec I'Ukraine,” 2 October 2017, https.//www.nato.int/cps/frinatohg/topics_37750.htm
(accessed 9 February 2018).
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For four years, we have seen how Ukraine is getting closer to NATO with these association
programs. This tendency is logical and desirable if we look at the global context and especially
if we keep in scope the Russian threat and danger. The reality is more complex and we must
analyse the recent events and meetings.

b) The current situation

Every specialist and analyst can understand the motivation of the incumbent Ukrainian
President for an adhesion. Recently, the Ukrainian Parliament voted to enshrine into law the
country’s priority of acceding to NATO. As a consequence, the Russian government declared
that this perspective “threatens our security and the balance of forces in the Eurasian region.”?
Russia will take measures needed to rebalance the situation and ensure their own security.

The President Poroshenko initiated a genuine program of reforms and clear schedule to meet
NATO membership criteria in 2020. This scenario seems to be too optimistic in regard of plenty
criteria.’

First, Ukraine has to legitimately preserve its own security. But the current problem is that
Ukraine is the theatre of a Greek tragedy and a game between Russia and the United States.
The last one wants Ukraine in NATO to bring this institution closer to Russia. Already in 2014,
the former Prime Minister Arseny Yatseniuk was seeking NATO membership and would ask
the parliament for country’s membership.

Within this new kind of scheme, the United States evocated the perspective of helping Ukraine
with guns and war material for a potential self-defence. This scenario is a perspective of
danger for international relations. Indeed, this new kind of conflict between the East and the
West is also a fight about former Soviet countries destiny. There is a choice to do and a price
to pay for this with consequences. Ukraine knows about this price for getting closer to Europe
with Maidan and the Russian destabilisation. Just after the Donbass war, Prime Minister
Yatseniuk intended to reinforce its border with Russia in the hope of cutting off alleged Russian
support for pro-Russian forces in Ukraine. In 2016, he branded the project “European
Rampart” with an ironic nickname “The great wall of Ukraine”. But as with the Mexican wall
project of Donald Trump, no wall will preserve any invasion: immigration or annexation. There
is always a short-time project, decision without any diplomacy or analysis.

The Ukraine’s adhesion to NATO currently seems to be like a broken down engine and without
real perspective. What is the reasoning, inside or outside?

2 Tom Wheeldon, “Ukraine to start NATO talks: Russia angry, the West uncertain,” France 24, 16 July 2017,
http://www.france24.com/en/20170714-ukraine-nato-talks-russia-angry-west-uncertain-relations-tension-poroshen
ko-putin (accessed 9 February 2018).

3 “Ukraine to revive talks on joining NATO in light of Russian threats,” France 24, 11 July 2017,
http://www.france24.com/en/20170710-ukraine-seeks-path-nato-light-russian-threats (accessed 9 February 2018).
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2. Why shouldn’t Ukraine join NATO?
a) The influence of the “American devil”

Many books and articles called the Ukrainian case a fascist “coup d’état” or a war manipulated
by the United States. These accusations also describe the scepticism about the usefulness of
NATO these days. If we could resume in a vulgar way, NATO was created only against the
USSR and is a symbol of the old concept of bipolar world.

Inside France, the global idea around 2000 was “Why does NATO still exist because the Cold
War is over?” Despite this, the former French President Sarkozy decided in 2008 to get back to
the integrated NATO commandment which was considered as treason against his “Gaullist
family”.

For some observers, the recent conflict between Ukraine and Russia gave the opportunity for
NATO to have a second childhood. The accusations and allegations of the Russian expansion
to Eastern Europe countries created a certain climate of paranoia with the possibility of a
Russian attack against Poland and the Baltic count