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Editor’s Note
In November 2013 the historic signing of the Association Agreements
(AA) between the European Union and four Eastern Partnership (EAP)
countries, Armenia, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine, was supposed to be the
highlight of the first Lithuanian presidency of the Council of the European
Union. Shortly before the Vilnius EAP Summit, the journal “Latvia’s interests
in the European Union” published a collection of articles drafted by authors
from the EAP countries presenting a diversity of views and concerns regarding the future of this policy, and issuing a warning about Armenia’s
particular position that led to the withdrawal from the comprehensive
European integration process and Ukraine’s ambivalent and unclear stance
on its future in Europe. In a few weeks time Latvia will host the EAP Summit,
which is supposed to be a continuation of the decisions and policies adopted
in Vilnius. Therefore, the editorial board of the journal has decided to devote
a special edition exclusively to EAP issues, thus contributing to the ongoing debate on what will be the core of the Riga Summit and the decisions
relevant to the future of the policy which will be taken by European leaders.
Indeed, the political landscape in the EAP countries has changed dramatically. Ukraine has suffered from the occupation of Crimea and the spread
of violence in Eastern Ukraine, which escalated to warfare in many parts
of the country; but at the same time, despite those tragic events, Ukraine
is even more committed to its EU integration policy than ever before in its
history. Georgia and Moldova, after signing the AA, are striving for speedy
and orderly implementation of the DCFTA, which could bring those
countries closer to the EU. Armenia has joined the Eurasian Economic
Union but at the same time is willing to sustain existing ties with the EU
and take advantage of the EAP. Belarus was not engaging in the EAP to its
fullest capacity; however, the good will to contribute to the normalization of
bilateral relations between the EU and Belarus is in place. Azerbaijan has
consistently expressed continued interest and commitment to stable and
good relations with the EU, based on mutually beneficial projects in the
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fields of economy and energy. The diversity of the expectations of the EAP
countries regarding the future of European integration prospects will be one
of the biggest challenges for the Riga EAP Summit.
The content structure of the journal is based on one of the widely used
approaches in the field of international relations — “outside-in” and “insideout”. The first section reflects on issues which fall into the “outside-in”
category. These are articles which analyse the geopolitical shifts that are
taking place on the international arena as an after effect of the tragic and
violent events in Ukraine. Both Gunda Reire and Toms Rostoks remind
readers that the recent transformations in EAP countries are not only of
local and regional relevance, but that they are indicators of much more
profound shifts. As G. Reire writes: “the borders of these countries, earlier
showing a clear division of sovereignty, are now becoming frontiers which
indicate anything but a pre-modern world of vaguer, more informal, overlapping divisions.” The EAP policy proposed by the EU is one of “outside-in”
instruments that cannot solve the conflicts in the area, but can and must
become an important incentive for the transformation of those societies
that are on the path of Europeanization. This argument is supported by
Geoffrey Pridham and Māris Cepurītis in their analysis.
The second section of the journal represents an “inside-out” perspective. Authors from EAP countries offer us their vision of the current state of
affairs as regards the policy and put forward their proposals for making the
EAP more efficient. Denis Cenusa argues that the EU proposes a wide range
of cooperative projects, but communication with society is weak, and thus
already introduced reforms and those on the way are not understood and
welcomed by society, whilst European integration in Moldova lacks ownership. Stepan Grigoryan reminds us of the importance of an EU presence
in Armenia. He writes: “Armenia urgently needs the EU and the reforms
in order to save its path to democracy.” Alexander Motyl for his part offers
a short list of tasks which the EU should implement in order to assist
Ukraine in its endeavors towards Europeanization. He argues in favor of a
balanced approach combining political, financial, practical and diplomatic
tools, including sending clear messages to Russia that “it (the EU) regards
Putin’s aggression against Ukraine as an aggression against Europe.” David
Zalkaliani underlines several tasks to be carried out on two levels: firstly,
domestic transformations should be sustained and implemented in an
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orderly fashion, and, secondly, on the EU level the Riga Summit should
adopt a “Summit Joint Declaration, carrying a strong political signal for
the population of the EaP partner countries, rather than just taking stock
of progress achieved. The Declaration should deliver concrete messages on
the future of the Eastern Partnership, including the opening of the European
perspective for EU’s associated partners, which would be the most important
support for safeguarding our European future and serve as a strong catalyst
for reforms.”
The journal presents our readers with two interviews. Edgars Rinkēvičs,
the Latvian Minister of Foreign Affairs, argues in his interview that Latvia
in its capacity as the holder of the Presidency of the Council of the EU is
an ardent supporter of the EAP and would like to provide a list of concrete
proposals to be offered at the Riga Summit to EAP countries, which will
boost their democratic transformation. Ambassador Marco Peronaci, Deputy
Permanent Representative of Italy to the EU, for his part reflects on the role
of the Italian Presidency of the Council of the EU.
The article by Edgars Kiukucāns, which looks at the agenda of the EU’s
Common Security and Defence Policy, supports the argument that can be
found in the majority of the articles included in this special edition of the
journal — the regional and international security landscape requires not
only a few strong players, but rather an orchestra of synchronized performers with clearly defined roles. Only interaction among “various Councils
of the European Union, agencies, the European Commission and member
states…NATO and the U.S., as well as Eastern Partnership states, the United
Nations and the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe,” can
address creeping sources of potential and existing conflicts.
The 2015 Riga EAP Summit will be decisive for both sides — the EU and
the EAP countries. The ability to draft and present decisions that can deliver
and increase the credibility of the EAP is the only way to achieve the goals
defined in the European Neighbourhood Policy. We would like to hope that
the special edition of the journal “Latvia’s Interests in the European Union”
will contribute to the discussion before, during and after the Riga Summit.
Žaneta Ozoliņa, Editor in Chief
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I
European perspective on
Eastern Partnership Policy:
A View from out-side

From Borders to Frontiers:
The Inescapable Fate of Eastern Europe
Gunda Reire,

Managing Director of the Centre for International Studies (CIS)

Who rules East Europe commands the Heartland:
Who rules the Heartland commands the World-Island:
Who rules the World-Island commands the World.
/H. J. Mackinder, Democratic Ideals and Reality, 1919/
As a particular geographical region, the Eastern Partnership countries
have already been identified as a politically and socially unstable zone for a
long time. Using more specific terminology, these countries can be regarded
as a shatterbelt — a region which lacks a certain degree of cohesiveness. The
Warsaw Pact may have collapsed, but because of geography Russia is still a
threat to Eastern Europe and parts of Central Europe. The current buffer zone
of the European Union — the Eastern Partnership countries — is rapidly
eroding. The borders of these countries, earlier showing a clear division of
sovereignty, are now becoming frontiers which indicate anything but a premodern world of vaguer, more informal, overlapping divisions. Therefore,
the external border of the European Union is de facto without the buffer
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zone, and Central Europe, together with the Baltic States, is face to face with
Russia.
The recent crisis in Ukraine clearly shows that since the end of the Cold
War the Western democracies have lived with a false sense of security and
an unreasonable optimism about global governance, multilateralism, trade
liberalization, nuclear proliferation, human rights, the rule of law, and international law. But the latest developments in international politics such as the
war in Ukraine serve as a wake-up call. They also prove that the European
Union’s Eastern Partnership initiative1 came too late and turned out to be
too weak, and that Obama’s policy to turn away from Europe was a strategic
failure.
However, it would be short-sighted to consider the war in Ukraine as a
unique and unprecedented step taken by Russia with the intended final goal
to occupy part of the territory of the neighboring country. The facts speak
for themselves. Since the early 1990s, Russia has either directly supported
or contributed to the emergence of four breakaway ethnic regions in
Eastern Partnership countries. The first was Transnistria, a self-declared state
in Moldova on a strip of land between the Dniester River and Ukraine.
Secondly — Abkhazia, on the coast of the Black Sea, Georgia and South
Ossetia, located in Northern Georgia. Then, Nagorno-Karabakh, a land
locked mountainous region in Southwestern Azerbaijan that declared its
independence under Armenian protection, leading to a brutal civil war.
Let us also remember Georgia’s war with Russia in 2008, which shows that
“Putin’s Russia is not a status quo power.”2 The war in Ukraine is only the
latest in a series of steps that have turned Eastern Europe into a zone of
sharp geopolitical conflict, and with the occupation of Crimea Russia is
moving closer and closer to the borders of the European Union.
Geographical determinists argue that geography is inescapable, and so is
the fate of Eastern Europe. In Mackinder’s view, expressed in 1919, Eastern
1
The Eastern Partnership, which is an initiative of the European Union, inaugurated in 2009,
and governing its relationship with the post-Soviet states of Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia,
Moldova, and Ukraine, is formally intended to provide a venue for discussions of trade, economic
strategy, travel agreements, and other issues between the European Union and its eastern neighbours. See more: Eastern Partnership. http://www.eeas.europa.eu/eastern/index_en.htm (The home
page of the European External Action Service; visited 22.03.2015.).
2
Kaplan R. D. The Revenge of Geography. What the Map Tells Us About Coming Conflicts and
the Battle Against Fate. NY: Random House Trade Paperbacks, 2012, p. 181.
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Europe (White Russia (Belarus), Ukraine, Georgia, Armenia, Azerbaijan,
and Dagestan) becomes the key to the Heartland (Central Europe), from
which derives the land power of Germany and especially that of Russia. Much
later, Brzezinski wrote that in the 1990s Russia began to resurrect the 19th
century doctrine of Eurasianism as an alternative to communism, in order
to lure back the non-Russian people of the former Soviet Union.3 In addition,
Kaplan recently argued that Putin’s concentration on Ukraine as a part of
a larger effort to re-create a sphere of influence in the near-abroad “is proof
of his desire to anchor Russia in Europe, albeit on non-democratic terms.”4

Belonging to the shatterbelt
Geopolitics suggests a view of international politics which is shaped by
the geographical configuration of land and sea, and the political develop
ments of particular states within or beyond the borders of the region.
Secondly, a geopolitical point of view can help by explaining the causes and
structure of particular security problems or concerns. One of the aims of
geopolitics is to emphasize that political predominance is not just a question
of having power in the sense of human or material resources, but also of
the geographical context within which the power is exercised.5
As a particular geographical region, the Eastern Partnership countries
have already been identified as a politically and socially unstable zone for
a long time. Using more specific terminology, these countries can be regarded
as a shatterbelt — a region which lacks a certain degree of cohesiveness
depending on its stage of maturity. Shatterbelts, crush zones or shatter
zones — no matter what they are called — are deeply fragmented regions,
and therefore they are considered as global destabilizers.6 Speaking geo
politically, with the occupation of Crimea Putin has deliberately entered the
shatterbelt, and it does not promise anything good for the West.
3
Brzezinski Z. The Grand Chessboard: American Primacy and Its Geostrategic Imperatives.
Basic Books, 1998, p. 110.
4
Kaplan R. D. The Revenge of Geography. What the Map Tells Us About Coming Conflicts and
the Battle Against Fate. NY: Random House Trade Paperbacks, 2012, pp. 180–181.
5
Sloan G., Gray C. S. Why Geopolitics? In: Geopolitics. Geography and Strategy. Gray C. S.,
Sloan G. (eds.) Frank Cass Publishers, 2003, p. 2.
6
Cohen S. B. Geopolitics: The Geography of International Relations. Rowman & Littlefield,
2015, p. 48.
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The Eastern Partnership initiative, inaugurated in 2009 by the European
Union and formally intended to promote relationships between the European
Union and its eastern neighbors, has very deep-rooted and farreaching
reasons for coming into being. A century ago Mackinder predicted that
Eastern Europe would be the key to Central Europe, which in its turn
opens the gate of power to the continent, and the world at large.7 Those
who are not proponents of geographical determinism and the concepts
of geopolitics may argue that during the Cold War the Soviet Union controlled Central Europe, but still did not rule the continent. The fact that only
one third of Germany was controlled by the Soviet Union can be used as
a counter-argument, and this international setting led to a unique interna
tional order experienced neither before nor after — bipolarity.
Thus, the political concerns of the European Union about the Eastern
Partnership countries are very serious — reading between the lines it is clear
that the European Union’s desire to maintain control over the region is strong
and determined:
What happens in the countries in Eastern Europe and the southern
Caucasus matters to the EU. As the EU has expanded, these countries
have become closer neighbors, and their security, stability and prosperity
increasingly affect the EU. Closer cooperation between the EU and its
eastern European partners — Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia,
the Republic of Moldova and Ukraine — is very important for the EU’s
external relations.8

Therefore, the geopolitical struggle over dominance in the continent is
clearly visible: through the Eastern Partnership concept from the European
Union’s and NATO’s point of view, and a constantly growing level of dependence from Russia’s standpoint. Of course, the degree of dependence on
Russia among the Eastern Partnership countries varies, but altogether it
can be considered as high. Firstly, it is the energy supply which firmly holds
these countries together with Russia. Secondly, large numbers of geo
graphically concentrated ethnic populations are located in the regions
close to Russia’s borders in the former Soviet republics. The presence of
these Russians is likely to prove a major obstacle to Western efforts to wean
See Mackinder H. J. Democratic Ideals and Reality. FaberandFaber, 2009.
See Eastern Partnership. http://www.eeas.europa.eu/eastern/index_en.htm (The home page
of the European External Action Service; visited 22.03.2015.).
7
8
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these formerly constituent republics away from Russia’s strategic grasp.9
The impact of “compatriots” is becoming more and more visible not only
in regard to Russia’s politics towards the Baltic countries, but also towards
Ukraine, Georgia and Moldova. Thirdly, the level of dependence on Russia
is maintained and nourished with the help of the fifth form of strategic
power — the infosphere,10 and the number one tool in this particular bag is
propaganda. Although some scholars argue that this realm is characterized
by “placelessness”11 and that the infosphere is without boundaries, “information does not flow in a vacuum but in political space already occupied.”12
The ongoing information war in the Eastern Partnership countries is proof
of that.
Bearing in mind the sequence “East Europe — Heartland — World
Island — World”, Mackinder’s arguments about Central Europe are now
even more disturbing for the Eastern Partnership countries. According to
Mackinder and Fairgrieve, it is precisely Central Europe (and not Eastern
Europe) that belongs to the “crush zone.’’ Strategically speaking, there is “no
space” for Central Europe in their view.13 Only in the most recent generations has hope arisen that a spiritual Central Europe can survive between
the two land powers of Russia and Germany.14 If geographical determinism
emphasizes that the idea of Central Europe has a “fatal geographical flaw”,
than what can Eastern Europe hope for?
9
Cohen S. B. Geopolitics: The Geography of International Relations. Rowman & Littlefield,
2015, p. 219.
10
There are four basic forms of strategic power — sea, land, air and space. All have their own
physical environments which have unique characteristics. D. J. Lonsdale argues that nowadays it is
possible to speak about the fifth dimension of strategy: the infosphere. It includes political agitation and subversion, cyber-attacks, hostile propaganda and other destabilising effects. See more:
Lonsdale D.J. Information Power: Strategy, Geopolitics, and the Fifth Dimension. In: Geopolitics.
Geography and Strategy. Gray C. S., Sloan G. (eds.) Frank Cass Publishers, 2003, pp. 137–157.
11
For example, Libicki M. The Emerging Primacy of Information. Orbis. Spring 1996, pp.
261–276.
12
Keohane R. O., Nye Jr. J. S. Power and Interdependence in the Information Age. Foreign
Affairs. September, October 1998, pp. 81–94.
13
Parker W. H. Mackinder: Geography as an Aid to Statekraft. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1982,
p. 201.; Sinnhuber K. A. Central Europe-Mitteleuropa-Europe Centrale: An Analysis of a Geo
graphicalTerm. In: Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers. Vol. 20, 1954.; Dugan A. B.
Mackinder and His Critics Reconsidered. In: The Journal of Politics. May 1962, p. 50.
14
Kaplan R. D. The Revenge of Geography. What the Map Tells Us About Coming Conflicts and
the Battle Against Fate. NY: Random House Trade Paperbacks, 2012, p. 75.
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Ukraine: Symmetry of interests
In our times, for an affirmation of the permanence of geopolitical
truth, consider the words Kaplan wrote before the war in Ukraine broke
out. He argued that Ukraine is the pivot state that in and of itself transforms
Russia — “abutting the Black Sea in the south and former Eastern European
satellites to the west, Ukraine’s very independence keeps Russia to a large
extent out of Europe.”15 Moreover, back in 1998, Brzezinski wrote that
without Ukraine, Russia can still be an empire, but a predominantly Asian
one, drawn further into conflict with Caucasian and Central Asian states.
But with Ukraine, Russia adds 46 million people to its own Westernoriented demography, and suddenly challenges Europe even as it is integrated
into it.16
Although some authors argue that Ukraine is far more important to
Russia than to the United States and the European Union, and that there is
a clear asymmetry of interests,17 it is obvious that the importance of the
dispute to each of the parties involved is of the highest importance geopolitically. Putin’s aggression in Ukraine challenges the entire post-war
security architecture, as well as the relevance of its institutions — NATO,
the European Union, the OSCE, and, ultimately, even the United Nations.
Finally, Putin appears determined to weaken the West economically, to split
it politically, and to establish Russia as the hegemonic power in the European
continent.18
In addition, as the relative strengths of the parties involved are high,
the world’s political climate, including the controls which can be exercised,
and the merits of the arguments advanced by the contenders, is becoming
15
Kaplan R. D. The Revenge of Geography. What the Map Tells Us About Coming Conflicts and
the Battle Against Fate. NY: Random House Trade Paperbacks, 2012, p. 181.
16
See Brzezinski Z. The Grand Chessboard: American Primacy and Its Geostrategic Imperatives.
Basic Books,1998.
17
Menon R., Marten K. Facing a Fragile Ceasefire. If the Deal Doesn’t Hold, Don’t Arm
Ukraine. Foreign Affairs. 13.02.2015. http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/143088/rajan-menonand-kimberly-marten/facing-a-fragile-ceasefire?cid=nlc-foreign_affairs_this_week-021915facing_a_fragile_ceasefire_5-021915&sp_mid=48064185&sp_rid=Z3VuZGEucmVpcmVAZ21ha
WwuY29tS0 (Home page of the Journal of Foreign Affairs; visited 15.02.2015.).
18
Motyl A. J. The West Should Arm Ukraine. Here’s Why—And How. Foreign Affairs.
10.02.2015. available at http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/143056/alexander-j-motyl/the-westshould-arm-ukraine(Home page of the Journal of Foreign Affairs; visited 15.02.2015.).
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heated; it is not possible to make any prognosis about any potential future
developments of this crisis. Unfortunately, all of the options are possible, and
the West shall hope for the best, but prepare for the worst.
It also seems that it will not be possible for Ukraine to become the so
called “gateway state,” which plays a novel role in linking different parts
of the world by facilitating the exchange of people, goods and ideas, since
compromise over Ukraine between the West and Russia is unlikely. Never
theless, this is not the case for another Eastern Partnership country —
Belarus, which seems to have caught the wave recently. By hosting the
Minsk peace negotiations and showing a willingness to achieve progress in
relations with the European Union, whilst at the same time maintaining
the existing climate in relations with Russia, especially in regard to energy
resources, Belarus is moving closer to the status of the gateway state.

Conclusions: Learn history, or repeat it
There are some aspects of Mackinder’s century old heartland theory
which still hold relevance in the 21st century. Above all, Mackinder identified
the existence of a “closed state system where the idea of world domination
was for the first time a viable political aim.”19 The Warsaw Pact may have
collapsed, but because of geography Russia is still a threat to Eastern Europe
and parts of Central Europe. Russia is increasingly influential in those
countries,20 and the Eastern Partnership countries play a significant, but not
a self-chosen role in this major geopolitical play.
The euphoria of “The Rose Revolution” has faded and Georgia is partly
lost to the West. Azerbaijan and Moldova are trying to keep on course
towards the European Union, whilst Armenia clearly sides with Russia. The
West lost Russia over Ukraine in the Vilnius Summit and the battle over this
country continues, and Belarus, despite its latest attempts to look simul
taneously in both directions, is still a country ruled by “Europe’s last dictator” — Lukashenko.

19
Sloan G., Halford S., Mackinder J. The Heartland Theory Then and Now. In: Geopolitics.
Geography and Strategy. Gray C. S., Sloan G. (eds.) Frank Cass Publishers, 2003, p. 35.
20
Kaplan R. D. The Revenge of Geography. What the Map Tells Us About Coming Conflicts and
the Battle Against Fate. NY: Random House Trade Paperbacks, 2012, p. 349.
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The NATO General, Sir Adrian Bradshaw, has warned that NATO must
maintain a cohesive system of deterrence on its eastern borders, something
that would require help from the European Union, and has stressed that
NATO is pushing ahead with plans for a very high readiness joint taskforce,
“in order to convince Russia, or any other state adversary, that any attack on
one NATO member will inevitably lead them into a conflict with the whole
alliance.”21
Thus, speaking geopolitically, the current buffer zone of the European Union — the Eastern partnership countries — is rapidly eroding. The
borders of these countries, earlier showing a clear division of sovereignty,
are now becoming frontiers which indicate anything but “a pre-modern
world of vaguer, more informal, overlapping divisions.”22 Therefore, the
external border of the European Union is de facto without the buffer zone,
and Central Europe, together with the Baltic States, is face to face with
Russia. Is Central Europe the next in line to become the crush zone, thus
fulfilling the predictions of Mackinder? It depends upon whether the West
will try to overreach by penetrating this region geostrategically. The geopolitics of Europe could shift. Less dependence on Russia would allow the
vision of a truly independent, culturally vibrant Central and Eastern Europe
to fully prosper.23 But those who do not know history are doomed to repeat it.

21
Russian expansionism may pose existential threat, says Nato general. 20.02.2015. http://
www.theguardian.com/world/2015/feb/20/russia-existential-threat-british-nato-general
(Home
page of The Guardian; visited 21.02.2015.).
22
Kaplan R. D. The Revenge of Geography. What the Map Tells Us About Coming Conflicts and
the Battle Against Fate. NY: Random House Trade Paperbacks, 2012, pp. 352–353,
23
Ibid, p. 350.

Geopolitical Transformations and
the EU Eastern Partnership Policy
Toms Rostoks,

Associated Professor, University of Latvia

Introduction
To claim that the geopolitical environment, within which the EU’s
Eastern Partnership (EaP) policy is being implemented, has changed, would
be an understatement. Since the inception of the European Neighbourhood
Policy (ENP) in 2004, the EU’s geopolitical environment, both to the east
and to the south, has considerably deteriorated. These shifts most visibly
surfaced in 2014, when the Islamic State challenged regional stability in the
EU’s southern neighbourhood, and Russia annexed Crimea and staged a
proxy war in Ukraine to the east of the EU.
The focus of the article is on the EaP — an integral part of the ENP,
which was initiated in 2009 as a joint initiative of Poland and Sweden. The
article assesses the changes in the geopolitical environment that were largely
to blame for the crisis that this policy faced starting from late 2013. The first
part of the article looks at the reasons why the EaP policy was challenged
by Russia,1 while the second part looks at whether time is working in favour
or against the four parties — Ukraine, Russia, the EU and the US — involved
in this crisis. The article concludes that, although the EaP policy scored a
number of successes, it was running against a much more self-confident
1
The most detailed account of the events and negotiations preceding the Vilnius summit in
November 2013 has been provided by the German magazine “Der Spiegel”. Source: Summit of Failure:
How the EU Lost Russia over Ukraine. 24.11.2014. http://www.spiegel.de/international/europe/warin-ukraine-a-result-of-misunderstandings-between-europe-and-russia-a-1004706.html (Spiegel
Online; visited 16.03.2015.).
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Russia, decreasing United States interest in European affairs, and an insuffi
ciently committed EU. Some of these elements have been altered by the
military conflict in Ukraine, but it remains to be seen whether the underlying realities have been transformed sufficiently in order for the EU to come
up with a more coherent and strategically oriented neighbourhood policy.

Europe’s geopolitical environment — what went wrong?
When the ENP was initiated shortly before the “big bang” enlargement
in 2004, the geopolitical environment that this policy faced was relatively
benign. The EU had just agreed to the EU-Russia Common Spaces, and
Russia was regarded as a partner rather than a potential problem. Due to
increasing energy prices, Russia had recuperated from the economic crisis
of the 1990s. In the light of disagreements between France and Germany,
on the one hand, and the United States, on the other hand, over the invasion
of Iraq in 2003, Russia saw the possibility of the EU joining Russia in
balancing against the United States. Thus, there was a certain willingness for
establishing partnership on both sides. As a result, the EU chose to pay lip
service to the concentration of virtually limitless power in the hands of
Russia’s President Vladimir Putin, by gradually weakening the opposition
and taking control over the key media outlets. In any case, criticism on the
part of the EU would not have had much impact on Russia’s behaviour,
because it was merely reducing its vulnerabilities and eliminating those
levers of influence that the West could use in order to influence Russia’s
foreign policy and domestic politics.
Perceptions of the ENP differed from the very beginning. Three perspectives deserve mentioning in particular. First, the ENP was seen by Russia
as a low-key, non-controversial policy, which did not affect Russia’s interests
in this region in a detrimental way. Before 2004, Russia was adamantly
opposed to NATO enlargement, but its attitude towards EU enlargement was
less negative. Also, the EU was seen as lacking the competitive edge against
Russia’s strengths in the eastern neighbourhood. It was deemed unlikely that
the EU’s normative power and limited financial assistance would change its
eastern neighbours to such an extent that they would choose the EU over
Russia. In any case, Russia had a number of levers for preventing Moldova,
Ukraine, Georgia and Armenia from European aspirations, with energy
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being one of the key instruments of influence. The ruling elites in Azerbaijan
and Belarus had no European aspirations whatsoever.
Second, the EU suffered from a lack of commitment to the ENP. This
policy (later EaP) was based on the common assertion that the EU needs to
have a policy towards its new neighbours in the east and its old neighbours
in the south. Although the aim of the ENP was to avoid creating new dividing
lines in Europe, there was very little that the EU was ready to do in order to
assist its new neighbours. Besides, the new eastern neighbours were hardly
a homogenous group. Some of them — Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine —
had EU aspirations, but were held back by the Soviet legacies of corruption
and ineffective government. Others — Belarus and Azerbaijan — did not
intend to aim for a European perspective, while Armenia’s security depended
on Russia’s military assistance to the extent that it was hardly possible for
Armenia to chart its foreign policy independently from Russia. Above all,
the ENP rested on the consensus that there will be no further enlargement,
that it will be relatively cheap and will not result in major political crises. The
reality, of course, was very different. Some of the EU eastern neighbours were
aiming for accession to the EU. Nor was the EaP policy cheap, as it is clearly
visible that the EU would have to increase assistance to Ukraine considerably
after the crisis broke out. Also, the policy has generated the worst security
crisis in Europe since the Cold War, and relations with Russia are at their
lowest. Instead of creating a more peaceful and prosperous neighbourhood,
the EU has failed to prevent a more turbulent environment from becoming
the new reality.
Third, the new member states’ perspectives on the EaP deserve to be
looked at separately from that of the EU as a whole. The new member states
of the EU were most enthusiastic about the ENP, first and foremost because
they saw this policy as contributing in a positive away (perhaps wrongly) to
the security environment in Eastern Europe. However, with regard to Russia,
their perspective was more realistic, because it was evident from the outset
that the ENP had the potential to fundamentally alter realities in the eastern
neighbourhood. Even though Russia was not opposed to the ENP right
from the start, it was evident that there was a potential for conflict further
down the road. The initiation of the EaP signalled a more intensive EU
approach to its eastern neighbours, and Russia’s position changed accord
ingly. Although the EU argued to the contrary, there was an increasing
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perception that the EU’s interests were in conflict with those of Russia,
because it was very likely that at least some of the EU’s eastern neighbours
would eventually aim for EU membership and that Russia would not want
that to happen. Although there was hope that Russia would not attempt to
destabilize countries which aimed for EU membership, it was unlikely that
such a course of events would cause no friction between the EU and Russia.
Not foreseen at the time though, was the possibility that Russia would use
all means, including military, to not let that happen.
Thus, contradictions were built into the ENP from the very beginning,
with EU member states, Russia and countries in the eastern neighbourhood having sharply different perceptions of this policy and its potential
consequences. The consequences of the different perceptions were further
aggravated by the changing geopolitical environment in and around Europe.
The key driver behind the changing environment in Europe was the increase
in Russia’s power, which resulted in a much more assertive Russian foreign
policy. Although it was evident that Russia’s economic situation improved
considerably, what was probably less evident at the time was the increase
of Russia’s military power and the premium that Russian decision-makers
placed on its importance. Besides, Russia’s vastly improved military power
has played a key role in deterring the West from supplying arms to Ukraine
since the beginning of the conflict.2 The rise of Russia’s power was in contradiction with the processes of transformation in Eastern Europe, where public
discontent was rising against incompetent and corrupt pro-Russian governments. However, Russian elites saw that they had a full range of foreign policy
instruments for reversing the transformation processes in their traditional
sphere of influence.
Another factor that needs to be accounted for was the EU’s and the
US’ perceived weakness and focus on security issues in regions other than
Europe. Two issues are of key importance here. First, the EU and, to a lesser
extent, the United States were weakened by the economic and financial crisis.
Preoccupation with domestic problems and turmoil in the Eurozone meant
2
It is, however, still a subject to dispute whether Russia would be able and willing to upper
the ante if Western countries decide to provide arms to Ukraine. Most recently this issue has been
addressed by Andrew Rettman who has called this assumption one of the four fallacies of EU
foreign policy. Rettman A. Four Fallacies of EU Foreign Policy. 13.03.2015. https://euobserver.com/
foreign/127990 (Home page of EUobserver; visited 14.03.2015.).
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that the EU and the US were inwardly oriented. Not insignificantly, the
foreign policy agenda of the US, under the leadership of President Barack
Obama, was mainly aimed at ending wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, and
cutting foreign commitments, not expanding them. Second, the wars in
Iraq and Afghanistan, as well as the NATO operation in Libya, shifted the
focus of the EU and NATO military efforts away from Europe to the Middle
East and North Africa. The perception that Europe was at peace with itself
resulted in a greatly reduced American military presence in Europe and
declining defence expenditures of European governments. As a result, the
security environment in Europe deteriorated, because considerably less
attention was paid to the possibility that Russia would use military means
to coerce its neighbours. Also, declining defence expenditures were an
important factor which left the West with fewer options after the break-out of
military conflict in Ukraine.
The problems caused by the vastly transformed geopolitical environment
were further compounded by different perceptions and assessments of each
other’s power, intentions and red lines. Thus, the EU sleepwalked into the
conflict with Russia.3 The West clearly had wrong estimates of Russia’s power,
intentions and red lines. Although Russia had apparently tried to make it
clear to the Western leaders that Ukraine was much more important for
Russia than it was for the EU and NATO members, these warnings were
ignored. For Russia, Ukraine was a red line, but the leaders of EU member
states were either unaware of this or chose to ignore Russia’s protests.
Similarly, Russia has apparently misinterpreted the aims behind the EaP and
Western policies against Russia more generally. It is also likely that Russia
underestimated the attractiveness of the EU in the eyes of the societies of
its eastern neighbours.4 Currently, there are reasonable doubts regarding
Russia’s perceptions of Western red lines.
In sum, it would be wrong to blame the EaP policy for the current crisis
in Ukraine, but it is clear that Russia’s perceptions of this policy have changed
over the past 10 years. At the time of the ENP’s inception, Russia’s attitude
3
Speck U. How the EU Sleepwalked into a Conflict with Russia. 10.07.2014. http://carnegieeurope.eu/publications/?fa=56121 (Home page of Carnegie Europe; visited 14.03.2015.).
4
Jan Techau notes that the EU underestimated “the attractiveness of its own model to millions
of Ukrainians”. Source: Techau J. Europe’s Five Deadly Sins on Ukraine. 04.03.2014. http://carnegieeurope.eu/strategiceurope/?fa=54743 (Home page of Carnegie Europe; visited 14.03.2015.).
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towards this policy could be characterized as benign neglect, but the attitude
changed later when it became clear that EaP countries would actually have to
choose between closer ties with the EU and with Russia. Despite numerous
statements that the EaP is not an anti-Russia initiative, the element of choice
in this policy is clearly visible, and it is most discernible for those countries
that have enjoyed close trade relations with Russia, but are now seeking integration with the EU. Thus, the policy which was aimed at avoiding the
creation of new dividing lines actually ended up creating them. Unfortunately,
the perception in Russia was that the EaP was presenting countries in
Eastern Europe with strategic choices which do not go in Russia’s favour.
Presented with a real possibility of losing Ukraine, Russia chose to keep
as much as possible of the country and weaken the remaining part of it.
Although much of what has happened since early 2014 can be blamed on
misperceptions, geopolitical factors played a major role in this crisis, because
this policy went against major geopolitical trends that took place over the
past 10 years in the world and Europe more specifically. The EU’s decision
to revise the ENP should at least partly be seen in the light of the conflict in
Ukraine, because this policy has become increasingly irrelevant, due to being
caught up in the geopolitical competition between Russia and the West.5

The importance of time
Few would deny that time has become an increasingly important aspect
of the conflict in Ukraine. Time, or to be more precise — speed, was a crucial
factor in Russia’s annexation of Crimea, and time has been important ever
since, both because of the military nature of the conflict and because of the
need on the part of the EU to react in a timely manner to the evolution of
the situation on the ground in eastern Ukraine. It is widely assumed that
the ability to act swiftly and decisively has worked in Russia’s favour. However, with the basic parameters of the conflict, such as economic sanctions
on Russia imposed in 2014, and Ukraine’s determination to stand up to the
5
Joint Consultation Paper. Towards a New European Neighbourhood Policy. European Commission, 04.03.2015. See also Maurice E. EU to Revise Relations with Turbulent Neighbourhood.
05.03.2015. https://euobserver.com/foreign/127874 and Pierini M. Is the EU Neighbourhood
Model Still Relevant? 06.03.2015. https://euobserver.com/opinion/127910 (Home pages of EU
observer; visited 14.03.2015.).
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Russia-backed separatists, being set, and the possibility that the military
conflict becomes extended into its second year, it is worth examining
whether time plays in favour of or against the four involved parties: Ukraine,
Russia, the EU and the US.
Ukraine. It would be fair to say that Ukraine has emerged as an actor
in its own right since the beginning of the conflict. The initial images of
Ukraine as torn between the EU and Russia and as victim to Russia’s aggression have given way to a more realistic assessment of the country’s strengths
and weaknesses. On the one hand, Ukraine has the highest motivation in
this conflict, and this has been on display since the beginning of the counterterrorism operation in the summer of 2014. Although Ukrainian troops
have suffered a number of defeats and serious casualties, its military has not
collapsed when facing Russia-backed separatists. On the other hand, time
is working against Ukraine because of the economic difficulties caused by
the looting of the state treasury in the final days before the former President Viktor Yanukovych was forced to flee the country, and the economic
difficulties caused by prolonged fighting in the eastern part of the country.
To avoid becoming a failed state, Ukraine needs the conflict to end as soon
as possible. Otherwise, domestic security, political stability and the possibility to implement the much-needed reforms are at risk. Closer integration
with the EU may become impossible if the security situation in the country
continues to deteriorate.
Russia. It can be assumed that time is working against Russia. There are
two reasons for that. The first is economic. Russia’s economy has weakened
since early 2014. There were signs already before the crisis that Russia was in
for a period of sluggish economic growth, but economic sanctions imposed
by the EU and the US and the falling oil price have resulted in a steeper
economic decline than originally envisaged. If economic sanctions remain
in place and oil prices remain low, Russia’s economy is going to deteriorate
further. The possibility that further sanctions are imposed on Russia should
not be discounted either. The second reason is political. Although it is
widely assumed that due to wounded pride and state propaganda, ordinary
Russians are ready to bear the burden of economic hardships, Russia is not
the Soviet Union. Thus, it is quite likely that the willingness to change course
will grow over time. There will be groups that benefit from the ongoing
fighting and economic sanctions in Russia, but it is far from certain whether
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these groups will be able to maintain control over levers of power. The fact
that time is against Russia has also been one of the arguments within the
West against providing arms to Ukraine, because that would require Russia
to step up its efforts in eastern Ukraine and may, in fact, prolong the fighting.
Thus, if Russia is not capable of meeting its aims, at least partly, fighting may
become prolonged, and this will be against everybody’s interests, including
Russia’s. The long-term perspective for Russia, however, is bleak, because due
to demographic and other factors it can be assumed that Russia is a declining
power.
European Union. The impact of time is most unpredictable when it
comes to the EU. On the one hand, the impact of economic sanctions imposed on Russia is likely to grow over time. If additional sanctions are put
in place, their likely effect on Russia’s economy is going to be even more
significant. Economic sanctions, as a rule, need time to have an impact
on the target state. From this perspective, time certainly works to the EU’s
advantage. On the other hand, there are formidable forces that work against
this perspective. First, there is little willingness among a number of the EU
member states to weaken Russia. This is partly for economic reasons — a
stronger Russia is a better export market — and security reasons — a weakened Russia is likely to be a threat to security and stability in Europe. Second,
due to sharply different views on the current crisis in Ukraine, it remains to
be seen whether the EU can manage to keep economic sanctions in place.
This is clearly a matter of constant concern, because at stake is not only the
EU’s position in the current crisis, but also the future of the EU as a global
actor as such. If the EU’s foreign policy collapses in the face of the conflict in
Ukraine, it is likely to have a very damaging effect on any future attempts to
forge a common position on issues of European and global significance.
United States. The US is the party that stands to lose or gain the least
in this conflict. Its involvement in this conflict is conditioned by its global
responsibilities and the substantial commitment to European security. Due
to lesser economic ties with Russia, the US has been far more capable than
the EU to speak openly about Russia’s involvement in Ukraine and be less
prudish about imposing economic sanctions. The US has pondered the idea
of providing lethal weapons to Ukraine, but has been held back by Germany, whose leader, Chancellor Angela Merkel, managed to convince the US
President, Barack Obama, that such a step would most likely worsen the

Geopolitical Transformations and the EU Eastern Partnership Policy

25

situation on the ground and prolong the conflict. It can be assumed that
time is working in favour of the US, because it allows for the security of
its allies in Europe to be strengthened in an orderly way. The US is also
keeping the option of supplying arms to Ukraine open. Although this
question is still open, it is likely that the US will provide assistance to the
Ukrainian military at least in the form of training. Moreover, the Ukrainian
military will need external assistance when the fighting in the east of the
country comes to an end.
All in all, there are considerable incentives for all parties to end the
conflict as soon as possible. For Ukraine, the possibility of building a viable
state with a European future is at stake. For Russia, it is long term economic
and political stability that is at risk. The cases of the EU and the US are different, but even here the incentives to end the conflict quickly are present. For
the EU, it is the worrying possibility that its foreign policy may collapse in the
face of Russia’s intransigence, while the US would rather focus its efforts on
the Middle East and East Asia. Stopping the fighting in Ukraine would shift
the focus on other areas. However, the possibility that the conflict in Ukraine
will not be ended quickly should not be dismissed either, because Russia
has achieved its aims in Ukraine only partially. Further military advances
in eastern Ukraine by the Russia-backed separatists are certainly feasible6,
although these would probably be met with Ukraine’s resistance and another
round of economic sanctions, thus damaging the long-term prospects of
Russia’s economic future. But strategic goals could nevertheless be sacrificed
in order to achieve tactical objectives, such as, for example, establishing a
land bridge to Crimea. Unfortunately, further aggression and prolonged
fighting in Ukraine would be very bad news for both Ukraine and Russia.

Conclusion
The EaP has, in recent years, become the victim of geopolitical transformations. Ironically, the EaP policy turned out to be a much more powerful instrument of EU foreign policy than anyone imagined, largely due to
the positive expectations that this policy created in Ukraine, Moldova, and
6
Gaming a Russia Offensive. Russia’s Military Options in Ukraine: Part 1. 09.03.2015. https://
www.stratfor.com/analysis/gaming-russian-offensive (Home page of Stratfor; visited 16.03.2015.).
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Georgia. Unfortunately, the EU was ill-prepared to deal with Russia’s reaction
to this supposedly low-key policy. Thus, the EaP policy has to be reviewed
and, hopefully, reinvigorated. Although the chances are high that the revised
EaP will not be fundamentally different from what it used to be, the EU
should acknowledge that this occasion presents an opportunity to devise
a much more coherent policy towards its neighbours. Also, standing up to
Russia can become a turning point in the process through which the EU can
gradually become a global actor. In order to be successful, however, the EU
should work closely with the US, thus increasing the chances of a favourable
outcome.
The real test for the EaP, however, will be after the fighting in eastern
Ukraine comes to an end and a new status quo settles in. The end result of
the crisis will almost definitely be a greatly weakened Ukraine. Thus, the
biggest test for a viable neighbourhood policy will be whether the EU will
muster a coordinated and sufficient effort to help Ukraine become a viable
and successful country, and work with other EaP countries that are ready and
willing to move closer to the EU. If the EU managed to achieve these aims,
then it would indeed become a geopolitical player of some importance.

The European Union and
the Ukraine Crisis: Aims, Achievements,
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Introduction
The European Union has during the Ukraine crisis been subject to
both high hopes, especially on the Ukrainian side, and also damning criti
cisms which have usually focussed on its slowness to act and especially its
at times incoherent policy positions, the latter being often exaggerated in
media coverage. Behind all this there has emerged the growing geopolitical
challenge coming from Moscow to which the EU has found difficulty in
responding.
Some of the criticisms of the EU’s handling of the Ukraine crisis are
indeed justified and there is certainly scope for improvement here not least
through lessons from earlier mistakes. The EU’s complex decision-making
structure is to some extent at fault with different institutions playing different
roles and deficiencies apparent in policy coordination. But so many of the
EU’s Ukraine policy mistakes have been political in nature whether involving
over-caution, misjudgement or lack of commitment or, more grandly, — as
often pointed out — an absence of strategy or even vision.
In explaining the EU’s policy in the Ukraine crisis, one has to realise
that this has been significantly influenced by past policy patterns at least
since the Orange Revolution a decade ago even though this present crisis
does represent a changed situation from before and therefore places new
demands on Brussels. The starting point must be to look back briefly at policy
continuity and to ask what scope or potential there may be for policy change
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and how much there are already signs or not of this happening. Following
that, it is important to differentiate between different dimensions of policy
action which are defined as political/strategic, diplomatic and economic and
then to make an assessment of policy management. This is a more useful line
of discussion than blanket criticisms of EU action. Finally, conclusions will
be drawn about recommended action in the face of this continuing crisis.

EU Policy Continuity — and Change?
The absence of strategy and vision in the EU’s policy towards Ukraine
was in large part an effect of the European Neighbourhood Policy and the
later Eastern Partnership (EaP) to define relations with countries that now
bordered on the recently much enlarged EU to post-Communist countries.
It was not a policy aimed at a changed relationship with such countries.
Indeed, it was made explicitly clear when it was launched that eventual EU
membership was excluded even though enlargement policy ideas and instruments were incorporated in its approach such as a form of political conditionality as well as assistance and modernisation programmes.
Being the most important, largest and perhaps promising of these new
Eastern neighbours, Ukraine was at the forefront in pushing for a more ambitious approach. In particular, Kyiv resented being labelled a “neighbour”,
seen as “an insult” by Foreign Minister Boris Tarasyuk “because we are not
neighbours of Europe”1; but it was pushing against a decided policy categorisation in Brussels. The EU was noted for a lack of consensus over any
significant political move to open up the restricted relationship with Ukraine.
It was made clear that any departure from this depended on Kyiv meaning
a qualitative and consistent regime change towards a liberal democracy.
To some extent, this was an evasive position given the small likelihood of
Ukraine following such a clear developmental path once the euphoria of
the Orange Revolution had evaporated. What impacted most negatively on
EU policy towards Ukraine was the growing bitter conflict between the two
prominent leaders of the Orange Revolution: Viktor Yushchenko (President, 2005-10) and Yuliya Tymoshenko (Prime Minister, 2005 and 2007-10),
1
Interview with Boris Tarasyuk, Ukrainian Foreign Minister 1998-2000 and 2005-2007,
September 2007, Kyiv, Ukraine.

The European Union and the Ukraine Crisis: Aims, Achievements, Failures and Problems

29

a conflict both political and personal that even overflowed onto relations
between their two parties within the context of European transnational party
cooperation.
Yanukovych’s election to the Presidency in early 2010 was initially
received fairly positively despite some suspicion of him as untrustworthy
and a hardly crypto-Russophile. This was because the election was seen to
be free and fair, but also as he did both offer a welcome stability of leadership (in contrast with the previous situation of conflict) and a freedom from
the intensive pressure over membership forced by Yushchenko. In the course
of time, EU leaders came to realise that Yanukovych was bent on reverse
regime change and violating European political standards, an issue that
came in EU eyes to be focussed in particular on “selective justice” and the
imprisonment of his main political challenger Tymoshenko. By this time,
however, negotiations for an association agreement were well underway
and the prospect of their succeeding had begun to arouse President Putin’s
geopolitical anxieties to an extent far greater than the political scare he had
experienced with the Orange Revolution and the other “coloured revolu
tions” around that time, combined with his more hostile policy towards the
West that became apparent once he was elected President again in 2012.
The Ukraine crisis that broke in late autumn 2014 presented the EU with
an unprecedented challenge to the remarkably consistent policy line it had
followed in the previous decade apart from carrying through the promise
of an association agreement under the EaP. This was because the challenge
was much more overtly geopolitical, because the Euromaidan movement
not only espoused the EU cause on its banners but also was much more
vibrant, widespread and enduring than the Orange Revolution and because the
violence of confrontation between government and protesters spilled over
into the collapse of authority and eventually civil warfare with the active
involvement of Russian forces. However, the EU was not yet prepared for a
necessary policy change.

The Political/Strategic Dimension
It could be said that the strategic element in EU policy towards Ukraine
was inherently weakened by general deficiencies in the Eastern Partnership programme. Like its ENP predecessor, it was conceived somewhat
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functionally in response to a perceived need for defining EU relations with
the countries now on its enlarged borders. It was furthermore marked by
an expressed lack of commitment and interest among most member states
which were preoccupied with other major questions notably the persistent
Eurozone crisis not to mention a mood of “Enlargement fatigue”. Furthermore, there was a reluctance to push the EaP strategically due to a concern
over displeasing Russia which was pronounced on the part of some member
states like Germany in particular (where the Ostpolitik tradition still carried
weight) as well as France, Italy under Berlusconi and also Cyprus (because of
the prevalence of Russian money on the island).
Of course, this caution concerning Russia lay behind the EU’s deter
mined reluctance to give any ground to a membership perspective for
Ukraine, a position adopted by the European Commission and most
member states (whether they were really interested in this matter or, as in
several cases, not) with only a handful of Northern ones notably Poland prepared to advocate this possibility. Ukrainian pressure during the association
agreement negotiations to include a reference to this perspective encountered stiff resistance. In any case, by the time the EaP was in motion it
was clear that the EU’s enlargement policy prioritised the Western Balkan
countries. But there still remained an ambiguous lack of clarity on the matter
which implied a lack of strategic vision in EU policy towards Ukraine.
Both the concern over Russia’s reaction and this reluctance concerning
a membership perspective represented continuity factors in this policy
approach and they continued to influence it during the Ukraine crisis from
2013. The surprising decision in September 2014 to delay until the end of
2015 the operation of the finally ratified association agreement in order to
accommodate Russian reservations illustrated this influence. All the same,
the Ukraine crisis forced the EU to try and act strategically. This was both
because of longer-term trends and because of short-term pressures during
the crisis. With the EU’s ambitious Eastern enlargement in mind and
the EaP’s own emphasis on European liberal political standards, the EU
was increasingly seen as offering a recognisable political model to postCommunist, including post-Soviet, countries.
Strangely, though, EU circles sometimes under-estimated the wider
meaning of this approach, such as in the illusory misjudgement in late
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2013 that Yanokovych might after all accede to the political conditions for
finalising the association agreement. It was also evident in the way the attraction to the Maidan movement of the EU’s political model (so contrasting
with the authoritarian and kleptocratic practices of the Yanukovych regime)
was quite under-rated in Brussels which was taken aback by the incorporation of the EU flag and pro-EU slogans and placards in the decor of
the protests. As one contemporary report noted in March 2014: “The EU
realised too late that it was in the middle of a geopolitical game; the EU
brought a low-politics toolbox to a high-politics construction site”.2

The Diplomatic Dimension
While therefore EU policy towards Ukraine’s crisis laboured under
past constraints at the political/strategic level, when it came to diplomacy
Brussels eventually proved more decisive accepting that it was initially
hesitant and slow to react. It did of course have the benefit of years of experience of negotiations with Kyiv, most recently those leading to the association agreement. Undoubtedly, mutual experience and growing expertise
was acquired by both sides, in Kyiv’s case by certain ministries most intensively involved here such as the Ministry of Foreign Affairs which provided
a positive and committed partner for the EU being rather more pro-West
than pro-East in its general outlook, for which reason it lost importance
in government circles during Yanukovych’s Presidency, a problem rectified
after that ended in 2014.3
Dealing otherwise with the Yanukovych regime proved taxing because
of uncertainties about the President’s real intentions and no ready access to
the closed circle around him called “The Family”. Apart from Yanukovych’s
rather Soviet mindset, the main problem was his procrastination between
the negotiated association agreement and the rival Eurasian Union being
pursued by Putin. Of course, this all came to a head when he reneged on
the former in December 2013, this provoking the Maidan protest. At first,
2
Techau J. Europe’s five deadly sins on Ukraine. Euractiv, 04.03.2014. http://www.euractiv.
com/europes-east/europe-deadly-sins-ukraine-analysis-533911 (Home page of “Euractiv”; visited
05.03.2015.).
3
Die Genfer Erklarung zur Ukraine-Krise. Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung. 17.04. 2014.
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in the chaos of the revolution, Brussels was confused by the situation and
it took some months before a more settled pattern emerged in diplomatic
engagement between the EU and Ukraine, notably after Petro Poroshenko’s
decisive election as President in May 2014. He was very committed to an
EU future for Ukraine.4 This became only too apparent when he soon engaged
in intensive international diplomacy and became closely networked in EU
circles which facilitated cooperation between positions taken. The fact that
the parliamentary election the following October confirmed Kyiv’s pro-EU
course made for a favourable setting for diplomatic relations, one obviously
less politically difficult compared with the Yanukovych years.
There have during the Ukraine crisis been two major occasions when
the EU has played the role of mediator, namely in February 2014 and in
February 2015. In the first case it was the team of three Foreign Ministers
from Germany, France and Poland that managed to achieve an agreement
between Yanukovych and the opposition leaders that provided for early
presidential elections, the formation of a government of national unity and
reverting to the 1996 Constitution that removed some of the President’s
powers. Unfortunately, this agreement came unstuck overnight when immediately afterwards Yanukovych fled the country thus opening the way to
an abrupt regime change, which quickly became controversial with Russia’s
dismissal of this event as “a coup”. In other words, the EU’s diplomatic efforts
were quickly overwhelmed by circumstances outside its control. The second
case was peace negotiations held in Minsk between the Russian and Ukrainian Presidents with the German Chancellor and French President. Despite
some continuation of fighting in Eastern Ukraine, this ceasefire has so far
held better than one agreed in September 2014 which was quickly followed
by a renewal of military hostilities.
Differences between member states have at times inhibited EU freedom
to pursue new initiatives while in Russia’s case ideological preconceptions
and an evident lack of understanding of the EU and its internal processes
was “very poor”, with a continuing presence of top diplomats from the Soviet

4
Poroshenko will Oligarchen in die Schranken Weisen. Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung.
09.05.2014.
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period.5 In other words, EU diplomacy acted during the Ukraine crisis
against mindset constraints from the other side as well as from the difficult
dynamics of the rapidly moving situation.

The Economic Dimension
This is an area where the EU can intervene concretely in the Ukraine
crisis given its variety of assistance programmes and its own experience
over two decades in promoting good governance and economic reform in
post-Communist countries. But it has to be said at once that the EU is confronted with a problem of great magnitude with the Ukrainian economy in
a dire and worsening state, with GDP shrinking by nearly a tenth during
2014, the currency falling by more than 50%, inflation rising dramatically
and enormous debt repayments. On top of this, there is the cost of the war
in eastern Ukraine which according to Poroshenko amounts to $10 million
a day.6 Assistance has been forthcoming from the IMF and the USA as well
as the EU; but it is conditional on reforms such as fighting corruption and
these have been weakened by remorseless demands on the government from
the war effort. There is clearly a growing danger of a vicious circle developing bearing in mind too there have been signs of public disillusionment
and impatience with the lack of impressive reform results.
Once the EU enlarged in 2004, it automatically became Ukraine’s
greatest trade partner. Therefore, the decision on trade alleviation made
well in advance of the association agreement coming into effect was a welcome gesture aimed at relieving the enormous pressure on a bankrupt economy. Even taking EU assistance with that from other international actors,
doubt has been expressed however that external funding would be able to
rescue Ukraine economically in the foreseeable future although long-term
economic reform promoted by the Deep & Comprehensive Free Trade
5
UK House of Lords, European Union Committee. The EU and Russia: Before and Beyond
the Crisis in Ukraine, London: Stationery Office, p. 26. A Georgian expert on EU affairs with much
experience of talking with Russian diplomats, commented in similar vein, saying that Russian
understanding of European integration was superficial, “underrating its deeper interactive effects”.
He commented pessimistically that even younger Russian diplomats did not have a new, i.e. more
flexible, outlook (Source: Interview with Kakha Gogolashvili, Director of EU Studies, Georgian
Foundation for Strategic and International Studies (GFSIS), in Tbilisi, September 2013).
6
Ukraine and the IMF. Bigger and better. The Economist. 24.01.2015, p. 70.
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Agreement could eventually help to bring about a modernised and more
effective economy.
There are two other aspects of the economic dimension that require
mention. Firstly, there is the sanctions policy adopted by the EU in reaction
to Russian moves of aggression against Ukraine beginning with the annexation of Crimea in March 2014. These have been upgraded at different stages
such as after the shooting down of the MH17 airliner by pro-Russia rebels
in July; and efforts have been made to coordinate with the US sanctions
despite Washington tending to take a harder line than Brussels. The main problem on the EU side has been division among member states with Northern
ones for a firm line and member states from the South and also some CEE
countries (notably Hungary and to some extent Slovakia) showing reserva
tions about this policy and even voicing some criticism of it. Clearly, along
side general differences of attitude towards Russia, there has been an evident
tension between national economic interests based on trade and energy
dependence with Russia and common positions sought by the EU.
Secondly, there is the energy question with Russia’s line of using gas
supplies politically in an almost Clausewitzian way of an extension of war by
other means. Major threats to Ukraine of withdrawing supplies or demanding pre-payment have been made at key points in this crisis clearly aimed
at undermining the weak economy and also the morale of Kyiv. However,
the EU has provided loans in helping Ukraine to meet such demands and
thus soften this blow and has also mediated between Kyiv and Moscow
over this matter. One significant effect of the Ukraine crisis has been to
strengthen resolve on the part of the EU to reduce its energy dependence
with even radical plans to establish a single European market in energy
supplies, purchases and consumption.7

Problems of Policy Management
It may be said that the Ukraine crisis has not found the EU at its best
in terms of institutional performance and crisis management. This has been
evident in a number of ways. Firstly, the division of labour between EU institutions — such as the European Commission and the European External
7
Ambitious EU blueprint for energy union to loosen Russian grip on gas. The Guardian.
25.02.2015.
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Action Service, both responsible for different aspects of relations with EaP
countries and hence Ukraine — has at times constrained ready action such
as when the crisis first erupted with the fall of Yanukovych. The Ukraine
crisis from early 2013 required decisive action and was indeed very
challenging to EU methods of decision-making. It was basically a problem
of policy coordination but behind that lay difficulties of political will as
already evident in past EU policy towards Kyiv.
Secondly, this fragmentation of policy management was even more
glaring when it came to the role of member states both in relation to the
EU institutions and among themselves. There was a continuous pattern of
alignments grouping member states whether harder or softer line or perhaps
indifferent, as illustrated over the sanctions policy. In other words, these
alignments were not one-off occurrences but have remained throughout the
crisis up to the present time with usually the same countries in each group,
such as Poland and the Baltic States among the harder line members. These
differences, which were really political, for they added to the complexity of
institutional responsibilities, slowed down decision-making, inhibited the
exercise of political will and made EU policy seem confusing at times to both
Kyiv and Moscow.
Thirdly, EU policy towards Ukraine has been to a large extent conducted
at the bureaucratic level. There is some truth in the statement “that the
Ukraine dossier was merely a technical one that could be dealt with by experienced bureaucrats instead of senior politicians”.8 Indeed, the drafting of
the association agreement — which triggered the original crisis in November
2013 — was mainly left to technocrats with, it is said, insufficient attention
to the political implications. This lack of coordination between middlelevel bureaucrats and political leadership in the EU was responsible for some
policy misperceptions, notably in underrating Russian objections to the
association agreement (even though these became more public in September
2013) and failing to predict Yanukovych’s rejection of it a couple of months
later despite prior indications in the Ukrainian media.9
8
Techau J. Europe’s five deadly sins on Ukraine. Euractiv. 04.03.2014. http://www.euractiv.
com/europes-east/europe-deadly-sins-ukraine-analysis-533911 (Home page of “Euractiv”; visited
05.03.2015.).
9
UK House of Lords, European Union Committee. The EU and Russia: Before and Beyond the
Crisis in Ukraine, London: Stationery Office, p. 24.
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Finally, there has been an element of conceptual dissonance between
EU policy and Russia over the Ukraine crisis. Whereas EU leaders continued
to operate by the conventional rules of diplomacy and by set EU procedures, it was evident that Putin was playing an entirely different political
game, where international agreements and protocols were not treated as
ends in themselves but as tactical manoeuvres combined with elements of
hybrid warfare, such as systematic and aggressive propaganda. As one EU
diplomat noted, “The problem is that we, as Western democracies, are
facing a completely different system of governance under Putin”.10 It became
evident during the course of the Ukraine crisis that the EU was having
great difficulty adjusting to this new reality. Ultimately, this is a matter of
elite political culture.

Conclusion
From the analysis above, it is clear that EU policy towards Ukraine
during the crisis has not been as unimpressive as some of its critics have
maintained. Its performance when comparing the three dimensions dis
cussed is clearly rather variable. Nor has it risen to the occasion to a degree
desired by its most enthusiastic supporters including the pro-EU leadership
in Kyiv. The EU cannot be found very wanting in efforts to try and solve the
crisis but it has been hampered by past patterns of its policy towards Ukraine
and by the general nature of decision-making and institutional procedures
not to mention internal differences among member states. Furthermore, the
magnitude of the task presented by the Ukraine crisis was in some respects
beyond the capacity of the EU institutions.
Having said all this, one rather basic difference has gradually emerged
during this past year. At the time of the Orange Revolution and in the period
thereafter there was an underlying lack of real interest on the part of the
EU in any new relationship with Ukraine. A certain indifference was
evident excepting among a handful of member states such as Poland. Now
the crisis situation has forced on the EU full attention to Ukraine’s future for
10
EU leaders losing ‘propaganda war’, says diplomat. Euractiv. 20.04.2014. http://www.
euractiv.com/global-europe/diplomat-eu-losing-propaganda-wa-news-534249 (Home page of
“Euractiv”; visited 05.03.2015.).
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the country has become really visible on Brussels’ policy radar screen. The
EU has been somewhat reluctant to engage with the overall global implications of this crisis and it was genuinely surprised by the calls for European
solidarity on the Maidan; but clearly the link between this crisis and
problems of European security are appreciated for most EU member states
are also members of NATO. EU/Ukraine relations have now embraced
high politics and therefore have a unique opportunity for developing a joint
future partnership, although this involves a long haul for bringing about the
necessary political and economic change. Meanwhile, of course, that depends
on the firm resolution of the military conflict in eastern Ukraine and saving
the Ukrainian state and with it the country’s fragile democracy and economy
from total collapse.
In order for this achievement to be possible, clearly some changes have
to be implemented on the EU side. The problems discussed above tend in the
first instance to point to the need for greater political will and more focussed
leadership. To some extent this has to do with the actual leader figures in
place being of the right calibre to counter the dangerous challenge from
Moscow. Unfortunately, this is not yet the case. But it is much more than
just that for the institutional framework for deciding such a policy has to
become more robust and with it more politically determined.11 The EU
must confront the question of basic priorities as to whether it should seek
to expand its political and economic influence in post-Soviet Europe, rather
cautiously embarked upon with the Eastern Partnership, or give greater
attention to a workable and developing relationship with Russia and hence
resume this priority interrupted by the Ukraine crisis. At the moment, the
EU is presented with a stark global choice here although, in the course of
time and perhaps under a more moderate leadership in Moscow, it might
be allowed some leeway for combining a more credible and firm response
to Russia over Ukrainewhile engaging with Russia positively on areas of
mutual concern rather than conflict, such as fighting terrorism. Obviously,
a major and not easily solvable problem is division among the EU member
11
UK House of Lords, European Union Committee. The EU and Russia: Before and Beyond
the Crisis in Ukraine, London: Stationery Office, p. 6; also pp. 31–32, where the report advocates
that the Presidency of the European Council should assume the leadership of political oversight in
relations with Russia.
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states over handling Russia in this crisis. This simply has to be contained if
not overcome such as through more decisive leadership from a coalition of
preferably larger member states which could tip the balance in the European
Council and check deviant Russophile tendencies among some of the
smaller members. Finally, it has to be said that the EU would be able to act
more effectively once the Eurozone crisis is finally confined to the history
books.

Six Years of Eastern Partnership:
Latvian Perspective
Māris Cepurītis,

Researcher at the Centre for East European Policy Studies

On 1 May 2004, the largest enlargement so far of the European Union
took place. During this enlargement ten European countries — Cyprus,
Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia became full members of the European Union. With the
accession of these new members, the EU`s outer border extended to the
east and the south. To address this issue, even before the full enlargement of
the EU took place, discussions began on the establishment of the European
Neighbourhood Policy (ENP). The initial years of the ENP showed differences between the EU`s neighbours, so the necessity for a more regionfocused approach arose. This gave way to the Barcelona Process that created
the Union for the Mediterranean in 2008, and a year later to the Eastern
Partnership.1
In May 2015, Riga will host the fourth Eastern Partnership summit.
This will be the sixth year of Eastern Partnership and so far this political
initiative has given mixed results. The Eastern Partnership has been criticised for being ineffective and not providing the necessary stimulus or
backing for reforms in Ukraine, Moldova, Belarus, Armenia, Azerbaijan and
Georgia. At the same time, the Eastern partnership is currently the most
effective framework for engaging with the Union`s eastern neighbours.
The current challenge is to acknowledge the shortcomings of the Eastern
1
European Commission. Towards a new European Neighborhood Policy. Joint Consultation
paper. Brussels, 04.03.2015. http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/neighbourhood/consultation/consultation.pdf (Home page of European Commission; visited 20.03.2015.).
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Partnership and find ways to improve the overall aptitude for the current
political situation in the eastern neighbourhood.
This article examines the brief development of the Eastern Partner
ship, its current challenges and potential solutions from the Latvian point
of view.

Eastern Partnership: challenges and opportunities
Adam Hug writes that one of the fundamental fault lines of the ENP
and Eastern Partnership is “that the EU seeks to achieve similar goals
(democratisation, economic development, integration and stability) to that
achieved in Eastern Europe through the 2004 and 2007 enlargements, with
a similar process of aligning partner laws and processes with EU norms but
without the same political will, financial resources or the ultimate prize of
EU membership.”2 Enlargement is one of the topics that representatives of
the EU try to avoid in EaP initiatives. This “limited integration” approach
is also reflected in the rebranded title of commissioner responsible for
the ENP and Eastern Partnership. If, from 2009 till 2014, Štefan Füle held
the position of European Commissioner for Enlargement and European
Neighbourhood Policy, Johannes Hahn is now European Commissioner for
European Neighbourhood Policy and Enlargement Policy. Also, the President of the European Commission, Jean-Claude Juncker, has stated that
“no further enlargement will take place over the next five years”.3 Without
membership as the main reward of EaP, it has to have other initiatives to
motivate the six partnership countries to undertake the not always easy
reforms.
Currently, the main goal of EaP is the conclusion and full implementation of the Association Agreement and Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade
Area. Association Agreements are specific agreements between the EU and
third countries with the aim of setting up a comprehensive framework to
conduct bilateral relations.4 It is mentioned, that in certain cases Association
2
Adam H. Challanges for the EU`s Eastern partnership. In: Trouble in the Neigbourhood? The
Future of EU`s Eastern Partnership. Ed. Adam Hug. London: The Foreign Policy Centre, 2015, p. 8.
3
Juncker J. C. My Priorities. http://juncker.epp.eu/my-priorities (Home page of Jean-Claude
Junker; visited 17.03.2015.).
4
European Union External Action. Association Agreements. http://eeas.europa.eu/association/ (Home page of European Union External Action Service; visited 10.03.2015.).
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Agreements “prepare for future membership of the European Union.”5 But so
far, the overall EU position on any EaP country becoming a member of the
EU remains unsupportive.
Taking into account that currently three out of six EaP countries have
already signed Association Agreements, it is vital for the EU to show that
it is open for further integration of EaP countries. Full implementation of
Association Agreements and especially DCFTA will take some time and
will include reforms, many of them technical, in several sectors. So, the EU
should consider further objectives for these countries to pursue, and at the
moment the most suitable middle or long term perspective is joining the EU,
and the EU should leave this option on the table.
Of course, there are also differences between EaP countries on member
ship aspirations — Ukraine, Moldova and Georgia have expressed their
interest in joining the EU, Belarus and Armenia have chosen integration in
the newly established Eurasian Economic Union, but Azerbaijan continues
to manoeuvre between these two integration projects.
Countries that have expressed the desire to become full members of
the EU are also more active in the EaP. A study conducted by the Eastern
Partnership Civil Society Forum, Open Society European Policy Institute,
International Renaissance Foundation and Policy Association for an Open
Society “European integration index for Eastern Partnership Countries”,
shows that the most integrated countries of the EaP are Moldova, Georgia
and Ukraine, closely followed by Armenia. Azerbaijan and Belarus are
lagging behind.6 Each of the EaP countries also has a different approach
to integration. Moldova and Georgia have seen steady progress since the
establishment of the Partnership, but Ukraine and Armenia have periods of
progress followed by periods of low intensity.
Moldova and Georgia currently are the countries that have moved
furthest with the implementation of the Association Agreement and establishment of the Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Area. Ukraine follows
close behind, but its progress has been slowed by the annexation of Crimea
5
European Union External Action. Association Agreements. http://eeas.europa.eu/association/ (Home page of European Union External Action Service; visited 10.03.2015.).
6
Lovitt J. (ed.) European Integration Index 2014 For Eastern partnership Countries. Eastern
partnership Civil Society Forum, Open Society European Policy Institute, International Renaissance
Foundation, Policy Association for an Open Society. 2015, p. 16 http://www.eap-index.eu/sites/
default/files/EaP%20Index%202014.pdf (Home page of Eastern Partnership; visited 10.03.2015.).
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by Russia and military hostilities in eastern regions of the country. This, as
well as financial problems that Ukraine faces, and Russia`s position, were
reasons why the EU and Ukraine agreed on postponing the implementation
of the DCFTA until January 2016.7 Postponing the implementation of the
DCFTA will slow Ukraine’s integration progress, but at the same time let
the Ukrainian government tackle some more urgent issues.
Armenia`s progress towards the Association Agreement was halted with
the country’s decision to join the Russian lead Eurasian Economic Union.
Armenia’s choice was partly due to economic and partly to geopolitical
reasons, as Russia remains the largest supporter of Armenia in the region.
It still remains to see how the Eurasian integration will influence Armenia’s
activities in the Eastern Partnership, but Russia is going to play a significant role in Armenia`s future choices. If the EU wants to continue closer
cooperation with Armenia, it should address specific problems this country
faces, including the current role of Russia in Armenia’s economy (including
remittances of Armenians working in Russia), regional isolation and security
issues related to Nagorno-Karabakh.
Azerbaijan and Belarus are the countries least interested in the cooperation mechanisms of the EaP. Azerbaijan has the potential and the resources
to implement the necessary reforms, but at the moment it lacks the necessary political will. Azerbaijan also has a worsening situation in its media
freedom and other human rights issues. The EU`s approach towards Azerbaijan should be more strategic and diplomatic, trying to combine the
interests of the country’s political elite, society and interest groups from one
side and EU conditions from the other.
The country with the least progress in the Eastern Partnership is Belarus.
Cooperation between the EU and Belarus has been limited, because of
the country’s problems with democracy, human rights and fundamental
freedoms. However, Belarus continues limited participation in the Eastern
Partnership, for example, in January 2014, the EU and Belarus launched
official negotiations on visa facilitation and readmission agreements. There
are also discussions on the participation of Belorussian representatives in
the Riga Eastern Partnership Summit in May 2015.
7
European Commision. Trade. Ukraine. http://ec.europa.eu/trade/policy/countries-andregions/countries/ukraine/ (Home page of European Commission; visited 10.03.2015.).
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Since its establishment, the EaP has given mixed results. The Eastern
Partnership with its bilateral and multilateral platforms and financial
instruments has helped several countries to improve their democracy standards, governance and economic performance. As mentioned, countries
like Moldova, Georgia and Ukraine have shown greatest progress. On the
other hand, the EaP has many flaws that have lowered its efficiency. In this
context, the review of the ENP and Eastern Partnership that the European
Commission is conducting in 2015, could provide the necessary analysis and
solutions to newly arisen problems, or the ones that have been skipped, like
protracted conflicts.

Eastern Partnership: view from Latvia
The ENP was launched in the same year that Latvia and nine other
countries joined the European Union. Since the establishment of the
European Neighbourhood Policy, Latvia has been one of the supporters,
especially regarding eastern neighbours. Even before EU membership Latvia wanted to develop closer ties with several Eastern Partnership countries,
for example Moldova, Ukraine, Georgia and Belarus were mentioned as
primary recipients of Latvia`s development assistance.8
With the ENP, Latvia saw an opportunity to help the EU`s eastern
neighbours to increase stability and promote democratic governance. One
of Latvia`s foreign policy priorities in the period of 2006–2010 was active
participation in the development and implementation of the European
Neighbourhood Policy, advocating further EU support for political and
economic reforms in countries in the EU`s eastern neighbourhood.9 So,
even before the launch of the Eastern Partnership Latvia`s attention
within the ENP was devoted primarily to these countries. This means that
support for the establishment of the Eastern Partnership can been seen as a
logical step.
8
Manika M. Attīstības sadarbība Latvijā — kā nodrošināt kvalitāti? 28.06.2005. http://providus.lv/article/attistibas-sadarbiba-latvija-ka-nodrosinat-kvalitati (Politika.lv portal; visited
14.03.2015.).
9
Latvijas Republikas ārlietu ministrija. Latvijas ārpolitikas pamatnostādnes 2006.–2010. gadam. http://www.mfa.gov.lv/arpolitika/latvijas-arpolitikas-pamatnostadnes-2006-2010-gadam#4-3
(The home page of The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Latvia; visited 14.03.2015.).
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Latvia has stated its support for Eastern Partnership since the launch
of the initiative in 2009 and it has remained one of our foreign policy
priorities in the EU. Also, the fact that Eastern Partnership is one of the
de facto priorities of the Latvian Presidency of the Council of the European
Union shows the country’s interest in this form of cooperation.
Latvia`s support for Eastern Partnership is partly due to historical
reasons. The same as Latvia, EaP countries have been part of the USSR and
faced similar challenges when it collapsed. As many EaP countries today still
struggle with necessary reforms, it is a great opportunity for Latvia to share
its experience to tailor more adequate assistance and reform models. Latvia
would also benefit from a more stable, democratic and developed region, as
it would reduce security risks and create a wider security and stability sphere.
With the Russian action in Crimea and Ukraine’s eastern regions, the
EU should give more attention to security. The EU should give strong signals
that EaP countries have a free choice to choose whatever regional integration mechanisms they see beneficial, and they are not going to be coerced
in making their decisions or punished for them. This is an opportunity for
closer cooperation between the EU and NATO, as well as USA. Latvia, as a
country that sees the USA as its main strategic partner, could become one of
the facilitators for such cooperation.
Russian actions in Crimea and east of Ukraine showed that it uses
Russians living near Russia’s borders as a cause for interfering in these
countries. The “humanitarian” cause was used to cover Russia`s attack on
Georgia in 2008, as well as military operations in Crimea in February-March
of 2014. For many years now, Latvia and Estonia have also faced Russia’s
accusations on the situation of Russians living in these countries. As Russia`s
own human rights record remains one of the worst in Europe, and is far
worse than the Baltic states, these accusations remain as a way for Russia
to discredit these countries. However, as Russians are living in both EU
member states and EaP countries, there is an opportunity to exchange
experiences and opportunities that show the benefits of closer integration in
the EU framework.
The experience of Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia has shown that membership perspective can have a decisive role in making necessary reforms.
Membership should also be an option for EaP countries. It can be a mid or
long term option, but the EU should keep its doors open to countries that
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see their future as part of it. Regarding this, Latvia can continue to be an
enlargement advocate, at the same time communicating to EaP countries
that membership will come only after necessary minimal conditions are met.
It can be said that the main interests of EaP countries are access to EU
markets, financial resources and even decision making, but their societies
are interested in unrestricted migration opportunities. This, together with
membership perspective, should be used as leverage by the EU to motivate
EaP countries in making necessary reforms. Additionally, as mentioned in
the Joint Consultation paper “Towards a new European Neighbourhood
Policy” prepared by the European Commission, ENP and EaP should be
more integrated in overall EU Foreign Policy.10 This means not only a more
strategic integration of EaP in foreign policy, but also more detailed analysis
and more adaptable approaches to each of the EaP countries. EaP should not
be understood only as a technical project, but mainly a political project, so a
more diplomatic approach could help to find necessary solutions beneficial
to all sides.
The Agreement on the Eurasian Economic Union entered into force on
January 1 2015. With the launch of the EEC, a new multilateral integration
project was established. The EEU is also directed at countries of the EaP.
Armenia, motivated by security reasons and some coercive methods, has
already made a decision to pursue Eurasian integration.
With the establishment of the EEU, the EU has to take into consideration that there are now alternatives to European integration. Currently, the
EEU is only a thin shadow of the EU, but the EU should not disregard it,
especially if the main supporter of Eurasian integration — Russia, is ready
to use not only diplomatic and economic carrots, but also coercive methods
to change the positions of countries. The Ukrainian example has shown the
result of such methods. So, the EU needs to think how it can provide the
necessary protection and support for countries that can be easily influenced by Russia. In this regard, Latvia can use its understanding of Russian
politics to establish a more vigorous EU stance in its eastern neighbourhood. Of course, at the same time it is necessary to emphasize that Eastern
Partnership is not against Russia, but support for EaP countries.
10
European Commission. Towards a new European Neighborhood Policy. Joint Consultation
paper. Brussels, 04.03.2015 http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/neighbourhood/consultation/consultation.pdf (Home page of European Commission; visited 20.03.2015.).
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Overall, the ENP and EaP should continue their evolution into more
adaptable parts of foreign policy and cooperation mechanisms. The EU
should prepare to stand its ground and help its neighbours at times when
others try to influence countries in the common neighbourhood in choosing other alternatives, because of fear or coercive methods. If these challenges can be overcome, Eastern Partnership could become a more effective
platform for creating a truly stable, democratic and prosperous area.

Conclusion
Since its establishment back in 2009, Eastern Partnership has been a
policy of adaptation. As the European integration project is one of a kind,
there is no specific manual or ideal way how the EU should contract relations
with its neighbours. It should therefore be no surprise that Eastern Partnership isn`t static, but ever-changing. Only by ongoing analysis of current
successes and failures, and necessary adaptation, can the EaP become a more
effective and suitable policy that creates shared benefits for EaP countries
and the EU.
Currently, the EU has to tackle several important issues that influence
the overall success of EaP. The EU should continue to provide EaP countries
with necessary motivation. EU membership should remain an attainable
objective for these countries. The EU should provide more attention to
security in the region. Protracted conflicts and overall decrease of security in
the region after Russia’s annexation of Crimea, means that the EU needs to
consider the support it can provide to EaP countries.
Russia has been a factor in EaP since its establishment. However,
Russia’s unpredictable actions in Ukraine have shown that this country is
ready for quite radical steps to prevent its neighbours from pursuing more
independent policy. The EU should remain supportive of freedom of choice
of EaP countries, but also be more prepared to support these countries when
they are coerced.
Overall, Eastern Partnership will remain the best EU policy in its
eastern neighbourhood, but it has to be adapted so as to correspond to
changes in the geopolitical situation in the region.
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II
Future of Eastern Partnership:
A View from in-side

Post-Vilnius Moldova: Between Reform
Shortcomings and Geopolitical Dilemmas
Denis Cenusa,

associated expert of the think-tank “Expert-Group”

General overview
European integration has become a hard “dilemma issue” for the
majority of the Eastern Partnership countries since the Vilnius EaP Summit
in November 2013. Some countries had to pay a high price to protect and
ensure their right to follow European integration. In the case of Moldova,
the pro-European rhetoric was strongly connected with dynamic competition between the pro-EU and pro-Russia political parties. The major poli
tical goal of the pro-European political parties was to maintain control
over the decision-making process in the country after the elections in
November 2014, thereby reducing the chances for the pro-Russia counterparties to trigger the abandonment of the European agenda. On the other
hand, the reform agenda, stemming from the provisions of the Association
Agreement, signed in June 2014, has registered low performance in key
sectors: justice, good governance and fight against corruption. These issues
have formed the core of substantiated criticism, formulated more often than
once by the EU and other development partners. Nevertheless, the former
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pro-European coalition is associated with significant achievements in the
dialogue with the EU. It refers to the visa liberalization that started functioning in April 2014, and to the first outcomes of the Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Agreement (DCFTA), in place since September 2014.
Overall, the expectations towards the new pro-European coalition, both
at home and in the European capitals, are higher than for previous governments, with a large dose of skepticism. This partially derives from the urgent
need to step up the reforms and provide tangible outcomes for citizens amid
an unstable geopolitical landscape, where the EU’s “soft” tools are counteracted by Russia’s combination of “hard-soft” powers. Also, the Association
Agreement with the EU has entered its active phase and the EU is looking
for more outcomes. This situation demands reassurance from the Moldovan
pro-European coalition, regarding its unchanged attachment to European
integration, by carrying out hard and painful reforms. Concomitantly, a
review and adjustment of the EU’s “conditionality” approach is required.
Moreover, the EU needs to build an efficient communication strategy in
order to empower and galvanize the reformist energies within the civil
society, and for improving its own image in Moldova.

Post-Vilnius track
Political uncertainties
The political situation after the Vilnius Summit in November 2013 was
characterized by less instability than in previous years. It lasted until the new
elections that took place in November 2014, when 2 months’ negotiations
between the pro-European political parties ended with a “minority coalition”. Though the pro-European parties1 won the elections, obtaining 55 out
of 101 seats in the new Parliament, they failed to agree on a new “ménage à
trois”. The pro-European wing split in two: two parties (the Liberal Democrat
Party and the Democratic Party) formed the “minority coalition”, while
the third one (the Liberal Party) remained in opposition together with the
“geopolitically moderate” Party of the Communists and the pro-Russia
Socialists.
1
The pro-European parties who acceded in the Parliament are the following: The Liberal
Democrat Party, the Democratic Party, and the Liberal Party.
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European MEPs2 have attempted to convince the three pro-European
parties to form a coalition, but this tentative proved to be fruitless. The
political contradictions between the pro-European parties are stronger
than the electoral promises given to the pro-EU voters. This also neglects
the requests of development partners, including the EU, regarding the
shaping of a large, pro-European government, which is still seen as a pre
condition for a stable and truly pro-European government, though the
previous experience of cohabitation between these three parties was very
uneasy. Overall, the “minority coalition” is easier to coordinate between two
political parties, but the Communists, who backed the government pro
posed by the tiny pro-European coalition, are not entirely trusted. Therefore,
there is a common understanding that the Liberal Party should complete the
coalition, conferring to the government an uninterrupted mandate until
2018, even though a peaceful coexistence would not be guaranteed. The
re-shaping of the “minority coalition” would ensure 55 votes, which is not
enough to elect the new president in 20163. Consequently, collaboration
with the Party of Communists should be taken into account by all three proEuropean parties, including the Liberal Party, otherwise early elections will
become inevitable.
The re-shaping of the “minority coalition” and the avoidance of an
eventual dead-lock because of presidential elections in 2016 requires a consistent and engaging dialogue between the parliamentarian political parties.
Despite the risk of being accused of meddling in the internal affairs of
Moldova, in particular by Russia, the EU should take a lead by becoming
a pro-active mediator. Launching a political dialogue between all parties,
aimed at preventing a possible political dead-lock in 2016, or earlier, is
reasonable, justified and perfectly in line with the non-interference
principle applied by the EU. It is unlikely that the EU will refrain itself from
brokering political solutions between the pro-European political parties in
2
On 20 January 2015, a delegation of European politicians (the Alliance of Liberals and
Democrats for Europe, Graham Watson, the Chair of the European Parliament Committee on
Foreign Affairs Elmar Brok, and the Vice-president of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and
Democrats Group in the European Parliament, Knut Fleckenstein) gathered with the leaders of the
three pro-European parties at Chisinau Airport.
3
According to the Constitution of the Republic of Moldova, the votes of 3/5 of the MPs or at
least 61 votes are necessary to elect the President of the country.
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case of crisis. Therefore, the EU should take action now to avoid the risk
of dealing with complications, both political and geopolitical, which would
require more efforts afterwards. The EU should be aware of the fact that
certain current hesitations will amplify the future costs.
Dark sides of the reform agenda
In addition to the negative impact of the frequent frictions between the
pro-European parties over European integration in Moldova, the latter is also
seriously affected by the delay or underperformance of the reform agenda.
Certainly, the insufficiency of financial support, as well as the lack of human
resources and necessary qualifications within the public administration,
influence the quality and/or pace of some reforms. But these arguments are
inapplicable or dissonant with the real reasons which slow down the reform
of the justice sector and the law enforcement bodies, or determine rather
feeble anti-corruption actions.
The political reluctance towards the idea of strengthening the rule of
law and good governance originates from the political interests of particular
pro-European political parties. However, this approach is largely shared by
all political parties that have, in their time, interpreted the law and exploited
its imperfections to maximize their political and personal profits. Various
“black schemes” are based on this logic, through which the public budget
is regularly defrauded, foreign investments threatened and the right of
property circumvented. Therefore, weak and politicized law enforcement
bodies, with a shortened legal prosecution, are fundamental for them to
preserve their immunity against a vivid rule of law.
The most serious issues that eclipse the entire reform agenda are the
shortcomings in the justice sector and the rampant corruption.
Justice is generally perceived as corrupt and inefficient. The European
Court for Human Rights has pronounced 297 judgments on cases from
Moldova over the last 13 years, since the first judgment was ruled in 2001.
The majority of judgments refer to the non-execution of judgments at the
national level (mainly on cases dating up to 2007), inadequate investigation
of ill-treatment cases, irregular quashing of final judgments, etc.4 As regards
4
CRJM a analizat activitatea Curții Europene a Drepturilor Omului în anul 2014. Report on
the ECHR’s activity in 2014. 30.01.2015. http://crjm.org/crjm-a-analizat-activitatea-ctedo-in-2014/
(Home page of the Legal Resource Centre for Moldova; visited 10.03.2015.).
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the number of judgments pronounced by the ECHR, Moldova is in 4th position, surpassing many countries that joined the European Convention for
Human Rights more than 30 or 50 years before it. In addition to this, sentences ruled by judges are seen as disproportionate. For instance, a judge was
sentenced to 7 years in prison for taking bribes worth $ 2005. On the other hand,
the judge, Nicolae Nogai, who was involved in “raider attacks” and approved
judgments legalizing the dispossession of 27.5 percent of the shares of the BC
“Moldova-Agroindbank” SA of the investors from Netherlands and Slovenia,
obtained only a 3 year suspended prison sentence.6 This discrepancy shows
the other side of the serious defects existing in the justice system, concerning
sentences that do not correlate with the severity of the committed crime.
Corruption probably represents the biggest problem for the country
harming the rule of law, and having a negative impact in almost all spheres
of public and private life. This creates shortcomings within public institu
tions and diminishes the potential of the economy. It is considered a major
obstacle for businesses that haven’t diminished their intensity since 2009,
compared with 2013 figures.7 Together with political instability, corruption
ranked among the top problems of the business community.
In addition, the partial integrity testing performed by the National
Anticorruption Center in late 20148, showed striking results concerning the
predisposition to corruption among public servants and in public institutions in general. Overall, on average, about 50 percent of the tested public servants failed the integrity test, though in some institutions the results
were worse than in others. Furthermore, the same results unveil that 100 percent of those who were tested did not pass the criterion on the obligation to
denounce intentions of corruption.
5
Premiera pentru Moldova. Judecator din Telenesti, condamnat la inchisoare. Cat vas ta dupa
gratii. 08.04.2014. http://protv.md/stiri/actualitate/judecator-din-telenesti-condamnat-la-inchisoare-cat-va-sta-dupa---503271.html (Home page of STIRI ProTV; visited 12.03.2015.).
6
Nicolae Nogai, supranumit „judecătorul raider”, a fost condamnat. http://unimedia.info/
stiri/nicolae-nogai--supranumit-judecatorul-raider--a-fost-condamnat-85457.html (UNIMEDIA
portal; visited 10.03.2015.).
7
This is one of the findings of the World Bank/EBRD Business Environment and Enterprise Performance Survey. Source: Kremer A. Of Reforms and a New Government in Moldova.
28.01.2015. http://blogs.worldbank.org/voices/of-reforms-and-new-government-moldova (Blogs
page of World Bank; visited 13.03.2015.).
8
Interview with Cristina Țarină, Deputy director of the National Anticorruption Center.
02.01.2015. http://ziarulnational.md/jumatate-din-functionari-sunt-predispusi-la-acte-de-coruptie/ (“Ziarul national” portal; visited 10.03.2015.).
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According to the Corruption Perceptions Index9, Moldova was ranked
102nd in 2013 and 103rd in 2014. The performance in the last two years has
worsened in comparison with 2012 when the country was ranked 94th.
Figure Nr 1. The public perception of corruption in the Eastern
Partnership countries, %
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Source: EU Neighborhood Barometer, EaP, Spring 2014

The Global Corruption Barometer 201310 revealed that the most corrupt
domains are the justice and the police, followed by the Parliament and
political parties. The same source informs that 64 percent of Moldovans
believe that corruption increased in 2012-2013. The majority of the respondents shared the opinion that corruption seriously affects the public sector.
Also, 64 percent perceive the state institutions as being captured by private
interests. From the regional perspective, the public perception of corruption
is one of the highest11 (Figure nr. 1).
Furthermore, corruption is top of the list of most important problems
faced by Moldovan citizens (Figure nr. 2).
9
Corruption Perceptions Index 2014: Results. http://www.transparency.org/cpi2014/results
(Home page of Transparency International; visited 13.03.2015.).
10
Cozonac C. Justiţia şi Poliţia — cele mai corupte sectoare în R.Moldova, potrivit Barometrului Global al Coruptiei 2013. 09.07.2013. http://anticoruptie.md/stiri/transparency-internationallanseaza-barometrul-global-al-coruptiei-2013/ (Home page of the Anticorruption organization;
visited 13.03.2015.).
11
EU Neighborhood Barometer. Eastern Partnership. Spring 2014 – Wave 5. http://euneighbourhood.eu/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/6009ENPI_wave5_East-main.pdf (Home page of EU
Eastern Neighbourhood; visited 10.03.2015.).
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Figure Nr. 2. Public perception in Moldova concerning the most important
issues faced by the country, %
Spring 2014
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The above mentioned figures highlight the fact that corruption is a
widely spread phenomenon in Moldovan society. Some categories of the
population have benefited from it, while others have suffered direct or
collateral consequences because of it. Today, corruption is an emerging issue
on the public agenda, being widely reflected in the local mass-media and in
the public space through various journalistic investigations, supported
by projects financed by international donors. Furthermore, there is public
discontent with regard to the high level corruption that is overlooked by
national law enforcement bodies. Also, the mechanism of justice deals with
low profile cases, which creates a broad feeling of injustice among citizens
and a strong certitude that anti-corruption actions are being imitated. Finally,
the EU and other development partners of Moldova have started to criticize
the absence of results in fighting corruption more sharply12, frequently and
openly.

12
According to the Head of the EU Delegation in Moldova, Pirkka Tapiola, if corruption is not
fought properly by the Moldovan authorities, it will be difficult to ensure an attractive environment
for investors, without which the opportunities of the DCFTA risk remaining untapped. Besides, a
list of proposals was formulated by Moldova’s development partners that refer to anti-corruption
measures demanded from the new pro-European government as follows: increasing of the public
awareness regarding corruption; increasing the responsibility and liability of high level officials for
corruption; empowering the institutions dealing with fighting corruption etc.
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Future delay or regress of anti-corruption policies and reforming of
the justice sector will have painful consequences for the entire functioning
of the state, posing important threats to national security and projecting the
country towards the status of “failed state”. If these issues are not seriously
addressed, they can result in incommensurable damage to European integration in Moldova, including the EU’s image and the bilateral dialogue with
Moldova.

Post-Riga track
‘New-old’ troubles
Apart from dysfunctional justice, weak law enforcement institutions
and systemic corruption, Moldova faces other types of internal and external
challenges, which are enough to create difficulties for the European integration process (See: Matrix of Moldova’s challenges).
The internal troubles include a certain number of risks: highly volatile
political landscape, strong geopolitical dichotomy among the parliamentarian political parties, and complication of the dialogue with the regions.
1. Political instability: The most recent case refers to the formation of
the new government, when the candidacy of the former Prime Minister,
Iurie Leanca, was changed overnight with a dubious businessman,
Chiril Gaburici. This was possible with the votes of the Communists,
who ensured a comfortable establishment of the government. Though
Gaburici’s executive promised to keep the European agenda unchanged,
the possible linkage between him and the Communists raises many
questions about his sincerity and real intentions concerning the
implementation of stringent and painful reforms. This also means
that an agreement between the party forming the “minority coalition”
and the Communists may exist, but has not been revealed, and could
consist of concessions that can affect the decision-making and lawmaking process dedicated to European integration.
The “minority government” is politically vulnerable, having de facto
only 42 votes, which makes the removal of the government and eventual
early elections possible, through a motion of censor voted by at least
51 MPs. Therefore, the “minority coalition” needs to build compromises
with the opposition. Though the Communists backed the government
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coalition, they have clearly stated that they will be willing to sanction
the government if necessary. Mainly, they have requested eventual renegotiation of some provisions of the Association Agreement and the
revision of some reforms already started (for instance, in the educational
system). However, the Communists will need the votes of two political
parties from the opposition – the Socialists and the Liberals. Therefore,
the votes of the Communists and the Socialists (46 votes) will not be
able to decide anything without the Liberals that can still be introduced
into power.
Finally, the stability of the current government will depend in the
future on the election of the new president in 2016. The “minority
coalition” will have to ask the support of the Communists, even if the
Liberals are absorbed into power. The approaching of the Communists
has already affected public trust towards the ruling pro-European
parties, also provoking internal disunity.13
2. Geopolitical dichotomy among the political parties: The division between
the pro-European and pro-Russia parties has become stronger, with
the pro-Russia Socialists gaining the largest number of votes (about 20
percent). With this achievement the Socialists have created a political
core within the new Parliament that promotes the idea of a referendum
on joining the Russia-led Customs Union. This political agenda is
hardly promoted at national level, in particular in the traditionally proRussian Gagauzian autonomy, but also in Russia. In fact, the Socialists
reintroduced the idea of the Eurasian vector as a valid alternative for
Moldova into the mainstream of the national public debate, after it
was abandoned by the Communists who excluded radical pro-Russian
elements from their lines.
At the same time, new political projects are showing up within the proEuropean political spectrum, where the former Prime Minister, Iurie
Leanca, is building the basis for a new pro-EU political party. This
could animate pro-European voters, and also sideline the compromised
pro-European political parties.
13
Some members of the Liberal Democrat Party left the party after the former Prime Minister
Iurie Leanca did the same motivating his departure with the fact that the political party entered in
negotiations with the Communists.
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Indeed, the political polarization between the two political wings is not
decreasing, but increasing. The eventual early elections are seen as an
opportunity for other pro-Russian political parties to emerge, as is the
case of the political party “Homeland (Patria)”14, led by a controversial
Moldovan businessman based in Russia. Any serious political instability
could throw power over to the pro-Russian political parties. The
disunity and lack of trust between the pro-European parties seriously
jeopardizes European integration in Moldova, which can survive
and bring outputs only through strong, transparent, accountable and
credible pro-European political parties.
3. Complications in the dialogue with the regions: The relationship bet
ween Chisinau and Comrat suffered a regress as a result of an illegal
referendum concerning the external orientation of Moldova, organised
in the Gagauzia autonomous region in February 2014. The absolute
majority of the autonomy’s population opted in favor of joining the
Customs Union15. The elections for the executive power in the region,
scheduled for March 2015, could become another episode of geopolitical disloyalty from Gagauzia's side towards pro-European
authorities in Chisinau, if the Socialist candidate Irina Vlah is elected.
Her electoral campaign is based on strengthening links between
the autonomy and Russia. Apart from Gagauzia, there is no clarity
about the reaction of the authorities from the Transnistrian region,
when the Autonomous Trade Preferences in trade with the EU are
concluded at the end of 2015. As a result, the region risks an economic
collapse, which can be used as an excuse to justify the call for Russian
intervention. Therefore, the principle of protection of the rights of
the Russian population in Transnistria can be activated in the same
way as in Crimea and Eastern regions in Ukraine during 2014.
The challenges with external content consist of Russia’s destructive
approach in its dialogue with Moldova, the further destabilization of Ukraine
and the EU’s disillusion in the pro-European political parties.
14
The political party “Patria” was excluded from the elections in November 2014 and accused
of using external funds, coming presumably from Russia, for electoral needs.
15
Gagauzia’s population is 155 thousand. The majority of the population has a deeply proRussian orientation, which was mirrored in the results of the referendum, where 98.47% out of
70.777% opted for the Customs Union.
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1. Russia’s destructive approach in its dialogue with Moldova: The
introduction of the embargo of wine and agri-food products, together
with the cancellation of the trade preferences for 19 categories of
goods, regardless of the existing Free Trade Agreement within CIS16,
has diminished by about 8 percent the volume of export to Russia
(26.5 percent in 2013 versus 18.9 percent in 2014)17. At the same time,
the political dialogue is in a non-declared deadlock, resulting from a
vibrant and non-negotiable pro-EU orientation of the former govern
mental coalitions. Although Russia has temporarily slowed down
political contacts with Chisinau, it is developing a strong dialogue
with Gagauzia, evidently following the principle of “divide and rule”.
The Russian state-controlled media and high level Russian officials18
have given significant political support to one of the main candidates
in the elections for the new executive power of the autonomy, the
Socialist-backed former member of the Party of the Communists,
Irina Vlah. Concomitantly with fuelling pro-Russian sentiments in
the autonomy, the Russian state-controlled media is refreshing the
anti-EU rhetoric in Moldova19.
Furthermore, the Transnistrian region serves as additional leverage
for putting pressure on Chisinau. By not offering, delaying and/or
minimizing financial assistance (100 mil. dollars) annually delivered
for supporting the social payments of the breakaway region, Russia
is pushing the region to an eventual socio-economic collapse, aware
16
Cenusa D. (et.al.) Russia’s Punitive Trade Policy Measures towards Ukraine, Moldova and
Georgia. CEPS Working Documents. 25.09.2014. http://www.ceps.eu/book/russia%E2%80%99spunitive-trade-policy-measures-towards-ukraine-moldova-and-georgia (Home page of CEPS;
visited 10.03.2015.).
17
Activitatea de comerţ exterior a Republicii Moldova în ianuarie-noiembrie 2014. National
Bureau of Statistics, Moldova’s trade for the period January-December 2014. 14.01.2105. http://
www.statistica.md/newsview.php?l=ro&idc=168&id=4610 (The home page of the National Statistics Bureau of Moldova; visited 13.03.2015.).
18
The former member of the Party of the Communists, Irina Vlah, who runs for the seat of
"bashkan" (executive power) in the elections in Gagauzia in March 2015 and is backed by the Socialists, had official meetings with the President of the Russian State Duma Sergei Naryshkin and with
the President of the Russian Federation Council Valentina Matviyenko.
19
At the meeting with Irina Vlah and the Moldovan Socialists, the President of the Russian
Federation Council Valentina Matviyenko criticized the European integration of Moldova which in
her opinion is not bringing benefits for Moldovans. 05.03.2015. http://lenta.ru/news/2015/03/05/
matvienkomoldova/ (Home page of the news agency “Lenta”; visited 13.03.2015.).
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of the high level of dependency of the region on its financial aid.
Seemingly, by cutting off and/or delaying financial assistance in 2015,
Russia can contribute to the deepening of the crisis in the Transnistrian
region. Consequently, it can agitate the uneasy relationship between
the separatist region and the right bank of the Dniester. This represents
a serious challenge, indirectly provoked by Russia, in a context where
the ATP regime in trade with the EU for the region is to be ended
in 2015.
2. Further destabilization in Ukraine: The falling of Ukraine because of
the direct or latent military interventions of Russia in Eastern Ukraine
will wipe out the remaining regional security architecture. This will
directly affect Moldova, who relies on Ukraine in various matters
(economic cooperation, border management, energy security, conflict
settlement etc.). In addition, the actions undertaken by the Ukrainian
authorities to ensure more security on the Transnistrian sector of
the frontier with Moldova, create animosity both in Moscow and in
Transnistria. Though Ukraine’s actions are perfectly legal and justified,
they can be used by the Russian-speaking media for worsening the
image of Ukraine in the breakaway region. In combination with the
negative approach towards Chisinau, the demonizing of Ukraine
can eventually serve as an excuse for Transnistria for paralyzing the
conflict settlement negotiations and re-enforce a warlike rhetoric
against Chisinau. Therefore, the EU has to continue its efforts for the
stabilization and reforming of Ukraine, thereby investing in regional
stability and security.
3. EU’s disillusion in the pro-European political parties: The EU should
admit that the European project is attractive to Moldovan citizens,
but not the whole population. According to the ENP Barometer20,
52 percent of Moldovans tend to trust the EU, while 36 percent
don’t. On the other hand, the national polls show that in an eventual
referendum concerning the joining of the EU or the Customs Union,
the first option would be backed by 39 percent, while 43 percent would

20
EU Neighborhood Barometer. Eastern Partnership. Spring 2014 – Wave 5. http://euneighbourhood.eu/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/6009ENPI_wave5_East-main.pdf (Home page of EU
Eastern Neighbourhood; visited 10.03.2015.).
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opt in favor of the Russia-led organization.21 This polarization of the
external orientation of the population derives from the existence of
“geopolitical political parties” that exploit the nostalgic Soviet past and
the unconditional friendship with Russia. This is also provoked by a
strong anti-EU Russia-led propaganda, and by the lack of an efficient
communication strategy on the part of the EU. Moreover, the EU’s image
is damaged by the abuses committed by the so-called pro-European
political parties, which the population associates with the EU. In this
sense, the EU should toughen its monitoring and criticism with regard
to the pro-European government and its actions. This is fundamental
for the continuation of the European agenda in Moldova, but also
for the EU’s own interests in the region. Losing Moldova as a partner
can turn the country into a source of multi-dimensional instability:
speeding up of separatism, newly-inflamed conflicts, economic collapse
with dramatic social consequences, worsened control over migration,
establishment of a Russian model of democracy, etc. The EU should
stay involved in supporting the democratic and constructive political
forces with pro-European views, even if it might eventually be
disappointed in the current pro-European political parties.

21
Barometrul Opiniei Publice. Republica Moldova. Octombrie-Noiembrie 2014. Institutul
de Politici Publice. Barometer, November 2014. http://ipp.md/public/files/Barometru/Brosura_
BOP_11.2014_prima_parte-r.pdf (Home page of the Institute for Public Policy; visited 13.03.2015.).
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Table: Matrix of Moldova’s challenges
Challenges
Actors
Internal
1. Failed key reforms
(justice, fighting
corruption)
2. Political instability

Parliamentarian political
parties
Parliamentarian political
parties

3. Geopolitical dichotomy
• Political parties
among the political parties • EU and Russia
4. Complications in the
dialogue with the regions
External
1. Russia’s destructive
approach

• Central power
• Gagauzian autonomy
• Transnistria
• Russia
• Pro-European
government
• Russia

2. Further destabilization in
Ukraine

• Russia
• Ukraine
• EU

3. EU’s disillusion in the
pro-European political
parties

• Pro-European political
parties
• EU

Risks
• “Failed state”
• Shortened reform agenda
• Deterioration of EU’s
authority
• Early elections
• Disunity within the proEuropean political parties
• Stronger position of proRussia political parties
• External reorientation towards
East
• Further polarization of the
population between the EU
and the Eurasian vector
• Speeding up of separatism
• Russia’s interventionism
replicating Ukrainian pattern
• Destabilization of Moldova
• Fueling contradictions
between Chisinau and
Gagauzia
• Tension in relations between
Chisinau and Transnistria
• Spreading animosities in
Transnistria against Ukraine
• Damaging of the conflict
settlement negotiations
• Tension in relations between
Chisinau and Transnistria
• Abandoning of the European
agenda
• Multi-dimensional instability
(speeding up of separatism,
newly-inflamed conflicts,
economic collapse with
dramatic social consequences,
worsened control over
migration, establishment of a
Russian model of democracy)
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Conclusions
The European integration of Moldova after the Vilnius summit has
gone through various difficulties, which refer to the poor reforms in the
justice sector and anti-corruption policies. However, the existing new-old
challenges risk provoking a slowdown and even stoppage of the European
agenda of reforms. Furthermore, the political stability can go through
serious turbulences, inclining the balance of power in favor of pro-Russia
political parties, which will strengthen the geopolitical polarization in
society and diminish the primacy of the pro-European movement. Eventually, the inflammation of local separatism will be possible if the relations
between Chisinau, Transnistria and Gagauzia are strained due to Russia’s
involvement.
After the Riga EaP summit, the pro-European political parties can avoid
losing the support of the EU, by showing progress in carrying out the initiated
reforms. The European approach in the dialogue with the pro-European
government should be much more critical and pro-active. However, despite
an eventual disappointment in the current pro-European government, the
EU needs to invest in the civil society and democracy, aiming at creating
a suitable environment for boosting the reformist and active pro-European
elements of the society. In addition, the EU’s attention should be focused on
developing an efficient communication strategy, both to make itself clear to
the Moldovan population, including in the region, and to combat the Russia’s
anti-EU media manipulations. The EU should take into consideration and
address the challenges that can weaken Moldova and even push it towards
the status of a “failed state”.

Recommendations:
•• A better projection and, correspondingly, management of the risks
by the EU’s representation in Moldova, paying attention to the
political, economic, financial, social, and conflict resolution aspects.
This should be based on a pro-active approach, strategic vision and
strong, branched networking with various national and local stake
holders.
•• Avoiding exclusive reliance on the parliamentarian pro-European
parties and boosting democracy and civil society as a long-term
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••
••

••

••

investment in future democratic and pro-European elements in the
society.
Approving a more critical and demanding approach towards the
pro-European government for promoting the reform agenda and for
improving the EU’s image in Moldova.
Developing a robust EU communication strategy in Moldova, aimed
at stimulating and empowering the reformist and active elements
of the civil society, for creating constructive pressure on the proEuropean coalition.
Re-assessing the potential of the Russian media propaganda in
pro-Russia regions in Moldova, in particular in Gagauzia, and
undertaking measures for diminishing the influence of the Russian
mass-media by promoting local media projects and the community
of journalists (using the Russian and Gagauzian languages). This
will help to promote valuable investigative, comparative analysis
and news products covering the transparency of the local authorities,
trade with the EU and Russia, and the continuous dismantling of
anti-European stereotypes on the local public agenda.
Take advantage of the hesitations of Russia in relations with
Transnistria (for instance, the dropping and/or reducing of financial
assistance) for increasing the initiatives developed and financed by
the EU in the region, through the confidence-building measures
mechanism.

The Key Areas of Cooperation with
the EU for Keeping the Route Towards
Democracy in Armenia
Stepan Grigoryan,

Chairman of the Board of the Analytical Centre on Globalization
and Regional Cooperation (ACGRC)

Introduction
The year of 2015 started with Latvia’s presidency of the European Union.
The Eastern Partnership (EaP) Summit in Riga that will take place in May
2015, the fourth summit in its turn after Prague, Warsaw and Vilnius, will
underline the results of the Eastern Partnership and show to what extent
and how effective the reforms and European integration are in the 6 EaP
countries (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine).
The Riga Summit will be an important event for Armenia as well, since it will
show the areas of cooperation between the EU and Armenia.
On the one hand, the EU programme reached the initialing of Association Agreements with Ukraine, Moldova and Georgia, and many reforms
and work were undertaken, but, on the other hand, it developed some
skeptical moods as well.
The annexation of Crimea and Russia’s foreign policy towards its neighborhood brought about some fears and also beliefs that the EU is a soft
power that cannot ensure security, and that the Eastern Partnership did not
justify itself. Given the fact of security, some believe that European integration is impossible, especially under the circumstance of energy, and in some
countries, military dependency on Russia. The decision of the President of
Armenia to freeze the initiation of the Association Agreement and to join
the Eurasian Economic Union, as well as the situation in Ukraine, also had
its impact on Armenian society.
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On January 1, 2015 Armenia officially became a member of the Eurasian Economic Union. However, it still claims to give priority to cooperation with the EU and wishes to continue cooperation in the areas that do not
contradict membership of the Eurasian Economic Union. How will the
foreign policy of Armenia be constructed in the light of the new member
ship? In which areas will Armenia and the EU continue cooperating?

Eurasian Economic Union: ambiguous benefits
The year of 2015 started, for Armenia, with membership in the Eurasian
Economic Union. I would like to remind that Armenia, being a part of the
Eastern Partnership, worked on the Association Agreement (AA) and Deep
and Comprehensive Free Trade Agreement (DCFTA), and in the summer of
2013, the officials of Armenia declared that the negotiations with the EU had
been concluded, and that all sides were ready to conclude the agreements.
However, on September 3, 2013 the President of Armenia, Serzh Sargsyan,
announced the decision of joining the Russian led Customs Union. After the
President’s statement, cooperation between Armenia and the EU lessened,
and Armenia joined the Eurasian Economic Union.
There are different opinions in Armenia regarding the Eurasian Eco
nomic Union and the EU. Many people claim that cooperation with the EU
is indeed valuable, however, Russia has a lot of influence in Armenia — it
has its military basis in Gyumri, provides Armenia with energy and ensures
the country’s security. The main factor brought forward was the security of
Armenia and Nagorno Karabakh.
On the other hand, many counter arguments can be brought towards
this claim:
1. Monopolization of one superpower in one country can bring a loss of
sovereignty, or a loss of acting independently.
2. Time and recent developments have shown that membership in the
Eurasian Economic Union does not ensure the security of Nagorno
Karabakh, or that of Armenia. Fighting and casualties take place on
the contact line of Nagorno Karabakh and on the Armenian-Azerbaijani
border. Escalation of the situation started in summer 2014 and became
more intense in January 2015, following Armenia’s accession to the
Eurasian Economic Union.
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3. Also, according to data provided by the Armenian government, follow
ing the accession to the Eurasian Economic Union, already in midJanuary, all indicators for export and import turnover, for example,
decreased, and taxes on goods increased in Armenia.
The consecutive reforms, negotiation processes with the EU, the Association Agreement along with the DCFTA, could bring huge benefits for
Armenia. Joining the AA and DCFTA does not mean that Armenia would
develop economically and become a democratic state in one year. However,
the Agreements and further work would allow Armenia to import European
standards in the economic area, the governmental bodies would work more
effectively, and rule of law would be established. Besides, when cooperating
with the EU on the international arena, Armenia has been perceived as a
country that has a strong dependency on Russia and cooperation ties, but
also tries to balance its foreign policy and actively works with the EU for
its development. Now the question is whether Armenia really needs the
European standards, or maybe Armenia can develop on its own through
cooperation with Russia and the Eurasian Economic Union.

Cooperation with the EU as a tool for preserving democracy
in Armenia
The EU works with its partners based on a “more for more” principle
and puts emphasis on democracy and human rights. The EU is a structure
based on democracy and provides assistance to its partners for democratic
reforms. Officially, Armenia declares itself a democratic state. Therefore,
Armenia needs to continue cooperating with the EU in order to be able to
continue the democratic reforms.
Democracy and human rights are endangered in Armenia, and cooperation with the EU will be necessary to avoid abandoning the democratic track.
2015 started with increased violence towards civil and opposition activists.
On December 11, 2014 opposition parliament member, Aram Manukyan,
the secretary of the “Armenian National Congress” faction in parliament,
was attacked. On February 7, 2015, Artak Khachatryan — a civil activist and
member of the political council of the Prosperous Armenia Party (BHK),
who was active in the protests against amendments to Armenian law on turnover tax, was kidnapped and beaten up by a group of men wearing masks.
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These are disturbing cases that can lead to limited protests and activities
by opposition or civil representatives. If the violence increases, the existing
liberties towards opposition and civil society will gradually diminish, and
Armenia will quickly find itself with values and standards of one, mono
polistic party.
Thus, Armenia needs the EU in order to stay on the road towards
democracy. Otherwise, more and more violence will take place and Armenia
will become an authoritarian country.
Armenia also needs the EU in order not to be isolated from the world.
Russia’s foreign policy brought about sanctions by the EU and the U.S. If
Armenia stops its cooperation with other actors in the world and keeps ties
only with Russia, it will be isolated from global processes and developments.
Armenia does not have natural resources like Russia, and will therefore not
be able to survive without cooperation with other actors. Second, Armenia
will find itself in the series of authoritarian states if it places the emphasis
only on the Eurasian Economic Union.

Remaining areas where cooperation needs to be continued
with the EU
Realizing the importance of cooperation with the EU, and also many
losses that Armenia incurred through limiting its partnership, but bearing
in mind that it went to a different economic union, the main task now is to
save as many areas of cooperation with the EU as possible. In my opinion
it will be necessary to sign the political part of the Association Agreement.
Armenia joined another economic union, i.e. the Eurasian Economic Union,
which means that Armenia cannot proceed with the economic part of the
Association Agreement. However, it is important to save the whole political
part of the AA.
Let us look at the areas of cooperation with the EU and the ways
how Armenia can continue developing in a democratic way in the light of
membership of the Eurasian Economic Union. A great deal is lost, but there
are important areas that need to be saved, allowing Armenia to develop and
not find itself isolated.
Armenia now needs to maintain as many areas as possible with the
EU, in order to be able to develop and save its fragile, but important, route
towards democracy.
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Area of rule of law. Armenia has a lack of implementation of laws.
Judiciary is not independent. Courts are corrupt. There is inequality in the
private business sector. Armenia needs to continue its cooperation with the
EU in the area of reforms in human rights, fight against corruption, judicial
and legal reforms.
Civil society sector. At present, Armenia has quite a good environment
for civil society activities and this should be maintained and strengthened.
Involvement of Armenian civil society in further bilateral relations between
the EU and Armenia will be an important step. This will not only develop
Armenian civil society, it will also raise the level of trust between Armenia
and the EU, as Armenia lost the trust towards itself after the u-turn in its
foreign policy.
Mobility. Armenia and the EU ratified the Visa Facilitation and Readmission Agreements, and, in fact, the area of free movement remained the
only area where Armenia had success after changing its foreign policy. It is
now necessary to switch to the next step, to the visa dialogue, as soon as
possible. This step will allow reforms to be continued in different areas.
People-to people contact will help maintain contact between the people of
Armenia and the EU, which will be a platform for experience sharing. Visa
dialogue will not only allow for easier travel in the EU, but during the process
of visa dialogue many reforms will be undertaken, more particularly reforms
in the areas of human rights and anti-discrimination.
The EU, in its turn, needs to show a success story on the signed Association Agreement with Moldova, Georgia and Ukraine. It needs to show that
the AA is not only a signed agreement, but that it also has its successes in the
countries that signed it. The successful stories will allow the pro-European
forces in Armenia to raise their voices louder and demonstrate that European
integration is an important factor for the development of the country.

Conclusion
The Eastern Partnership Riga Summit will be an important point
where the achievements of each country and the programme per se will be
underlined. The recent developments in the Eastern Partnership countries,
and especially the situation in Ukraine, brought some skeptical views. The
Riga Summit will also be important for Armenia, taking into account that,
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after the freezing of the process of the Association Agreement and DCFTA,
Armenia joined the Eurasian Economic Union. The Summit will show the
areas and levels of cooperation between the EU and Armenia.
Armenia urgently needs the EU and the reforms in order to save its
path to democracy. Recent months have shown that violence and violations
of human rights in Armenia have increased. To avoid the strengthening of
undemocratic moods in Armenia, it will be important to continue cooperation with the EU in the political area. The areas of mobility, rule of law and
civil society need to be the primary areas of cooperation. Further reforms
in these sectors will be essential, in order to keep on the track of democratic
transition. Armenia made its choice to join the Eurasian Economic Union,
but now is the moment to at least salvage the remaining areas of cooperation
with the EU, in order to maintain the goal of democratic transition and not
find itself isolated from global processes.

Ukraine and the European Union
Alexander J. Motyl,

Rutgers University-Newark

It is high time for the European Union to understand that Ukraine is a
strategic EU interest of vital importance to its security, stability, prosperity,
and democracy. Just as the EU’s longstanding neglect of Ukraine and its
strategic importance was an important contributing factor to the RussoUkrainian War and Vladimir Putin’s determination to dismantle Europe’s
security architecture, so, too, active measures to “save” Ukraine from Putin’s
predations are the only way for the EU to save itself.
A look at a map shows just why Ukraine matters to the European
Union. Ukraine is both the largest state bordering on the EU and the largest
single state between the EU and Russia. As the former, Ukraine’s stability
and security cannot but affect Europe’s. As the latter, Ukraine is the key
buffer state protecting Europe from Russia. Protection from Boris Yeltsin’s
more or less democratic Russia seemed unnecessary in the 1990s. Protection
from Putin’s openly imperial and authoritarian Russia has become imperative, even if European policymakers and publics have been excruciatingly
slow to recognize the existential threat Putin poses to the European project.
Just why the EU has had such difficulty realizing the seriousness of
Putin’s aggression has to do with the European Union’s perception of the
nature of the post-Cold War period and of itself. The end of the Cold War
seemingly spelled the end of superpower rivalries and, indeed, of war.
Globalization was making states and boundaries superfluous, and competition would increasingly take place diplomatically, economically, and discursively. Soft power would supplant hard power. In effect, history would end.
The European Union represented the apogee of these expectations; it
was the future and the future worked. Ostensibly, European states pooled
their sovereignty, abandoned narrow national identities, and made war
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“unthinkable.” Accordingly, European defense spending declined dramatically, European willingness to intervene in conflicts — even in Bosnia —
required tortuous justifications, and diplomacy sans force became the kneejerk European response to any crisis.
Seen in this light, EU and NATO enlargement to much of Eastern
Europe was not really about consolidating security but about consolidating
the zone within which European “values” and Europe’s commitment to soft
power would reign. After all, who could possibly threaten Europe in an age
of soft power? Certainly not Russia, which looked like a struggling country
far from Europe’s borders. Indeed, the only real threat to Europe’s sense of
comfort appeared to come from the world’s only “hyper-power,” the United
States, which seemingly refused to appreciate that hard power was a thing
of the past.
The European Union and NATO failed to appreciate that their enlarge
ment created an impossible security condition for the countries between
them and Russia–Ukraine, Belarus, and Moldova. In stopping just short of
them, Europe’s key institutions effectively declared their indifference to these
three countries’ security and stability. Europe did this at just the time, in
the early 2000s, that Putin’s authoritarian Russia was reclaiming its imperial
“sphere of influence” in the “near abroad.” In effect, if not in intent, Europe
forced Ukraine, Belarus, and Moldova into a security no-man’s land and
thereby opened the door to Putin’s aggressive inclinations toward them and
other non-Russian states, such as Georgia.
In particular, NATO enlargement was a mistake — not because it
threatened Russia, but because it threatened the countries between NATO
and Russia. No rational Russian policymaker could have viewed the enlarge
ment of a feckless alliance with no sense of mission and with declining
fighting capabilities as a serious threat to Russia. But in stopping just short
of Ukraine, Belarus, and Moldova, NATO declared its indifference to their
security and thereby exposed them to possible Russian predations.
Worse, even after enlarging, the EU and NATO failed to state clearly
what they expected of Ukraine and its neighbors. The December 2004
EU/Ukraine Action Plan was a response to the Orange Revolution, but, like
the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement that preceded it, the Action
Plan proposed enhanced cooperation between two “neighbors,” largely
within the context of the EU’s Neighborhood Action Plan. Ukraine’s Orange
democrats desperately needed a green light from Brussels. They knew from

Ukraine and the European Union

71

the experience of the Eastern European states that a declaration of the EU’s
willingness to integrate Ukraine would enhance their legitimacy and help
them promote reform. But the EU failed even to muster the courage to make
a simple declaration: “Ukraine is European and, once rich and fully demo
cratic, deserves to be within the EU.”
NATO was just as unwelcoming. Despite President Viktor Yushchenko’s
efforts to have Ukraine accede to the Membership Action Plan, neither
NATO nor any major NATO country ever stated that Ukraine should
be incorporated immediately into the alliance. And for good reason: they
understood that no NATO member state would invoke Article 5 and rush
to Ukraine’s assistance in case of an attack by Russia. True, the North Atlantic Council stated the following at its Bucharest summit of April 3, 2008:
“NATO welcomes Ukraine’s and Georgia’s Euro-Atlantic aspirations for
membership in NATO. We agreed today that these countries will become
members of NATO. Both nations have made valuable contributions to
Alliance operations. We welcome the democratic reforms in Ukraine and
Georgia and look forward to free and fair parliamentary elections in Georgia
in May. MAP is the next step for Ukraine and Georgia on their direct way
to membership.” But the first line — “NATO welcomes Ukraine’s and
Georgia’s Euro-Atlantic aspirations for membership in NATO” — is about
as squishy an endorsement of Ukrainian membership as one can imagine,
while the second — “We agreed today that these countries will become
members of NATO” — is profoundly non-committal, employing the future
tense (“will become”) without any specificity whatsoever.
While Europe ignored Ukraine and, arguably, exposed it to potential
Russian predations, Putin was busy transforming Russia into a neo-imperial state whose authoritarian characteristics — supplemented with a hypermasculine cult of personality — increasingly resembled outright fascism.
The “in-gathering” of former Soviet lands and the reestablishment of a
grand and glorious Russian empire became, together with his self-depiction
as a macho strong-man leader, the central planks in his efforts at winning
legitimacy. The Russian population and its elites eagerly bought into this
narrative, unwaveringly providing Putin with popularity ratings in the high
fifties and sixties from the start of his rule.
As Russia toward empire and fascism, however, some non-Russian states
were moving toward Europe and democracy. The “colored revolutions” in
Georgia, Ukraine, and Kyrgyzstan represented direct challenges to Putin’s
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vision of the world and, more important, to his own stability and security.
The Russian interventions that followed were intended to punish upstart
non-Russian states for thinking they could challenge the Putin model. None
of these states had anti-Russian tendencies and none of them desired to
challenge Russia or its security. But their very existence as examples of
successful “people power” was a threat to Putin and his regime.
Putin’s man in Kyiv, Viktor Yanukovych, attempted to defuse the Ukrain
ian threat by progressively installing an authoritarian regime and binding
Ukraine’s security to Russia. As democracy was being dismantled in Ukraine,
and as the country moved ineluctably toward Russia’s imperial sphere of
influence, neither the European Union nor the United States did anything
to stop these developments. Suffering from “Ukraine fatigue,” they watched
Ukraine drift eastward and occasionally admonished both Putin and Yanukovych to behave themselves. The notion that the West was determined to
“wrest” Ukraine from Russia’s sphere of influence is completely unfounded.
Small wonder that, when the Maidan Revolution broke out in Kyiv,
the European Union and the United States looked on benignly and offered
only words of encouragement. Small wonder as well that, after Yanukovych
unleashed mass terror against the demonstrators in late February 2014,
European leaders still failed to understand the depth of popular disgust with
his regime. And small wonder that, when Putin chose to punish Ukraine for
daring to be democratic by invading Crimea and fomenting instability and
war in the Donbas, EU and American policymakers responded with fingerwagging and expressions of concern.
Fortunately, Western attitudes toward Ukraine and Russia have changed
significantly in the last twelve months. Shock at Putin’s willingness to act
like the proverbial bull in the china shop has progressively led to a realization that his behavior is a threat to Europe. Putin sees Russia as being
embroiled in a civilizational clash with the West. His Russia stands for
authoritarianism, conservatism, and moral vitality, while the West represents
chaotic democracy, rampant liberalism, and moral decay. Putin’s aggression
in Ukraine challenges the entire post-war security architecture, as well as the
relevance of its institutions — NATO, the European Union, the OSCE, and,
ultimately, even the United Nations. Finally, Putin appears determined to
weaken the West economically, to split it politically, and to establish Russia
as the hegemonic power on the European continent.
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Putin’s actions thereby threaten the West’s security, stability, prosperity, and democracy. War in Europe has become both thinkable and real,
and Putin’s saber-rattling along Europe’s perimeter suggests that he may be
interested in expanding aggression beyond Ukraine. By challenging Europe’s
post-war institutions, Putin is openly and unabashedly challenging Europe’s
stability. By forcing Europe to countenance spending more on defense,
especially at a time of economic decline, Putin is effectively lowering
European living standards. Finally, by promoting his aggressive authoritarianism and cultivating supporters thereof in Europe, he is undermining
European democracy and European values.
Putin’s war against Ukraine is thus a war against Europe.
What, then, should the European Union do to save Ukraine and itself?
The first two steps are purely declarative. The EU must state, openly and
without any strings, that it regards Putin’s aggression against Ukraine as an
aggression against Europe. Europeans as well as Putin must understand just
what is at stake in the ongoing conflict with Russia. The EU must also state,
openly and without any strings, that it expects and wants Ukraine to become
an EU member as soon as possible.
The next steps are practical. The EU must provide Ukraine with the
requisite financial assistance to salvage its economy and the requisite institutional assistance to make Ukraine ready for membership. Saving Ukraine is
no less important than saving Greece, and the EU should be willing to provide an aid package to Kyiv that is at least as high as the one it gave Athens.
No less important, Ukraine’s political institutions need fixing, and now
is the time for Brussels to dispense with diplomatic niceties and tell Ukraine
that EU financial aid will be tied to specifically identified reforms at specific
times. The Ukrainian public will support EU heavy-handedness, even if some
Ukrainian policymakers resent it. But now is not the time to pretend that
the EU is not intervening in Ukraine’s affairs. It is and it should, because that
kind of interference is best for Ukraine and best for Europe.
At the same time, the European Union should not abandon its love affair
with diplomacy. Quite the contrary, actively supporting Ukraine strengthens
the EU’s hand in diplomatic negotiations with Putin. But for Putin to agree
to a deal that represents a genuine compromise between Europe, Russia, and
Ukraine, he needs to know that democratic Ukraine’s survival matters to
Europe at least as much as crushing democratic Ukraine matters to him.

Georgia Awaiting the Riga Summit
David Zalkaliani,

Executive Director, Levan Mikeladze Foundation,
Former First Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs of Georgia

There is a saying in Georgia, which proclaims that “every Georgian
is an expert in football and politics”. The Georgian people's affection with
football is epic and rightly so. We have witnessed many triumphs, highlighted by sheer athletic brilliance, but, unfortunately, this is all in the
past. Nowadays, the best we can do is observe grand masters competing in
the Champion's and Europa Leagues, while dreaming about the return of
Georgian teams to the European elite competition and the return of Georgia
to the European family.
European Union, Association Agreement, visa liberalization dialogues,
Riga Eastern Partnership Summit and NATO integration — these are the
most widely discussed issues within the Georgian society. We hear quite
frequently that Georgian Euro-Atlantic integration is a national idea,
supported by the Georgian people and all the major political parties. Does
this reflect the reality, and if it does, then how well is it comprehended by
the Georgian government? How consistent is the government in its actions?
Are there any doubts surfacing lately in respect to the irreversibility of the
European path? How prepared is the government to face the challenges
created by outer-regional factors and, most importantly, how deeply rooted
is the allegiance to European values in Georgian society, and what are the
expectations from the EaP Riga Summit? I shall try to share with the reader
my vision of the topics in question.
Indeed, within the latest period, Georgia has taken important steps
forward, and I believe that the country is already on the rather difficult
path towards European integration. Last year marked some important
anniversaries as regards Georgia – EU relations. Ten years ago Georgia joined
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the European Neighborhood Policy, five years ago it became part of the
EU Eastern Partnership initiative and, finally, in June 2014, signed the
Association Agreement, which became the logical consequence of what we
have accomplished during our fruitful cooperation with the EU. Today, any
threat to the future of the Eastern partnership is our common threat; hence,
cooperation to avert these threats is an absolute necessity.
Lessons should be learned from the recent developments in the Eastern
Partnership region. The European Union should use everything in its power
to avert any undue interference from a third party in its relations with
Eastern European partners. We must join our efforts and design a common
position to forestall possible coercive measures directed against the Eastern
Partnership. We should jointly protect the fundamental principle of noninterference and the right of each nation to define and conduct its own
foreign policy, in accordance with the OSCE Helsinki Final Act.
Going back to the questions of the irreversibility of Georgia's European
path and the government's readiness to face challenges created by outerregional factors, I must say that they came to existence naturally, and were
generated by the latest statements of some officials on the visa liberalization and NATO integration topics. I have a feeling that the government is
cautious not to irritate Russia against the backdrop of increased pressure
from Moscow, and of the events in Ukraine. As a result, it sends soothing
messages to Russians. If this is a strategy to appease Russia, to devilishly
“escape” its influence and achieve the end goal, then it is a mistake and
constitutes self-deception.
The government must embrace the idea that Russia does not wish to
see Georgia in the EU, or in NATO. Moreover, Russia is totally against the
idea of Georgia becoming a strong state, and it will execute everything in
its power to ensure its goal. I am not really a fan of conspiracy theories, but
I must say that the current Russian government is a very treacherous player,
and its appeasement for the sake of appeasement will constitute a dangerous
development. Maybe I am wrong in my judgment and blowing events out of
proportion, but one can never be too careful.
So, the big question is: “What can the government do to balance the
existing situation?” For starters, it should not steer away from declared
foreign policy goals; be consistent; firmly protect and fulfill all international
obligations; strengthen governmental institutions; effectively solve economic
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problems and improve the social-economic status of its citizens; develop
democratic institutions; provide consolidation of civil society and political
establishment. The effective implementation of the Association Agreement
and European integration process will be instrumental in achieving these
goals. We hope that our European partners will assist us through firm and
concrete messages to Russia. A more monolithic/consolidated EU position
will drastically decrease the chances of Russia achieving its sinister goal.
Initially, some European comments made in respect to the re-evaluation
of the Eastern Partnership before the Riga Summit raised concerns regarding the future of the program, as if Moscow's threats were reaching the
target. However, the document designed by the EU finally cleared the matter.
At this point, it is important that Georgia presents a solid position, which
corresponds to the main elements of the document, thus illuminating any
doubts or reservations before the Riga Summit.
We welcome the review of the ENP and the Eastern Partnership. In this
regard, first and foremost, Georgia should support a greater separation of
the Southern and Eastern dimensions of the ENP. At the same time, new
priorities of the Eastern Partnership should be identified. The forthcoming
Riga Summit is the best opportunity to project the way forward in this
matter.
The Eastern Partnership should pay special attention to the development of cooperation among the EU and EaP countries having Association
Agreements with the EU. In this respect it is important to:
•• Further increase EU merit based political and financial support,
including through the “more for more” principle in the implementation
phase of the Association Agreements, on the basis of extensive reforms
and enhanced level of engagement of partner countries with the EU.
•• Support timely ratification of the AA by the EU Member States.
Efforts should be intensified to ensure security and stability in the EaP
region. We expect that the EU’s engagement policy towards the partners
will be further enhanced. In this regards, new realities in the region require
more cooperation in such important issues as conflict resolution, joint antiterrorism programs and cyber security.
Meanwhile, the Georgian government should pay particular attention
to awareness raising campaigns on the EU integration process, through
effective implementation of the Communication and Information Strategy
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and its annual Action Plans. The aim is to deliver objective information
regarding the ongoing EU-Georgia cooperation activities, related reforms
and expected benefits to each citizen of Georgia. Through information
campaigns, the government should target those deceptive messages and
myths which are misleading the Georgian population. Despite the fact that
the vast majority of Georgian citizens support the process, we would like
this support to be based on knowledge and a better understanding of the
EU integration process.
We are facing a serious anti-EU campaign and pro-Russian propaganda
and, accordingly, there is a need to further intensify cooperation between
the Georgian government and the EU in this direction.
In conclusion, I believe that the Riga Eastern Partnership Summit will
be another turning point for Georgia’s EU integration process. My expecta
tions from Riga are:
•• Achieving the Commission’s positive recommendation on the visa
waiver for short-term travel by the citizens of Georgia, based on the
successful implementation of the Visa Liberalization Action Plan.
Moreover, the visa-free regime with the EU has a political dimension
for Georgia — it will make Georgian passports more attractive for
residents from the occupied territories of Abkhazia and Tskhinvali
region/South Ossetia.
•• Adoption of the Summit Joint Declaration, carrying a strong political signal for the population of the EaP partner countries, rather
than just taking stock of progress achieved. The Declaration should
deliver concrete messages on the future of the Eastern Partnership,
including the opening of the European perspective for EU’s associated
partners, which would be the most important support for safeguarding our European future and serve as a strong catalyst for
reforms.
•• Completion of the ratification of the Association Agreement by the
EU Member States by the Riga Summit is of utmost importance.
With this necessity in mind, the government of Georgia should pledge
to work closely with our partners in Brussels, as well as in each and every
European capital, in order to make the Eastern Partnership a successful
European project. We also expect to see EU policy in tune with what is at
stake for Europe with the Eastern Partnership policy.
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“You cannot serve them all from
the same pot”
Ina Strazdiņa,
Latvian Radio, Brussels
“Neither the European Union nor Russia can make decisions for other
countries,” asserted the Latvian Foreign Minister, Edgars Rinkēvičs, while
assessing the course of the Eastern Partnership. In recent years, Moscow
has been trying to block a process in which the European Union moves
toward closer cooperation with six states formerly in the USSR, and
this opposition by Moscow has evolved into a major military conflict in
Ukraine. “Amongst the lessons that the Eastern Partnership process has
taught us is that the individual countries have different levels of political
and economic development as well as different levels of ambition, and all
this should be taken into consideration,” acknowledged Edgars Rinkēvičs.

What is the new dimension that the Eastern Partnership has brought
to the European Union agenda?
The Eastern Partnership was initiated in 2009, and it was to a great
extent the initiative of Poland and Sweden, which then developed into an
initiative for the whole of Europe. Firstly, it was a specific framework for
working together with six of the former Soviet Republics. Central Asia never
wished to join the European Union (EU) and this would never be possible
for a multitude of reasons. Meanwhile, countries of the Caucasus and ones
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like Ukraine, Moldova, and Belarus, due to their geographical location,
as well as various political and economic ties, have certainly wanted more
structured relations with the EU and sought ways and means to improve
cooperation.
At the same time, it was clear that all these countries have differing
levels of ambition in relation to work with the EU. Whereas Georgia and
Moldova, since the very first day, speak about closer integration and eventual
EU membership, the path has been very troubled for Ukraine, and now we
see where it has led. I would like to characterise the Eastern Partnership was
an attempt at structuring cooperation with neighbours.
We also have southern neighbours engaged in the Mediterranean
Process. For years on end, we have experienced problems with the Middle
East: the year 2011 saw the beginning of processes optimistically referred to
as the “Arab Spring”; however, both the optimism and the phrase itself are
beginning to disappear.
Now the Eastern Partnership is, at the very least, a particular structured
dialogue at various levels — those of the heads of state and government,
ministers, experts — aimed, in some way, from the EU perspective, at promoting stability, security and economic growth, which is in the interests of
the EU itself, especially in countries which themselves wish to do it, both
with the help of expert advice and funding.
For these three countries that are parties to association agreements
[Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine] what the Eastern Partnership has been doing
provides a clear ray of hope that, by means of the programme, they would
be able to move closer to the European Union and, evidently not during
this decade but sometime in the future, possibly become EU member states.
This is still an open issue; however, Article 49 of the Treaty on the EU
stipulates that any country in Europe, having met all the criteria, can apply
to become a member of the Union. There are countries which have not
voiced that wish — Belarus, Azerbaijan, and, for the most part, also Armenia.
At this point in time, after six years, it is obvious that you cannot serve
them all from the same pot, that efforts must be made to offer maximum
support for those which are oriented toward the European process, as
well as finding a model of cooperation which would be attractive for the
countries that have opted for participation in the Eurasian Economic Union.
Within the format of European cooperation we also do not forget to talk
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about things underlying the EU — human rights, political freedoms,
freedom of the press — and it is not always the case that these discussions
with the partners proceed smoothly, not to mention that there are major
differences of opinion and divergences in points of view.
Given the fact that these “passengers” are so different, what do we
expect from the Eastern Partnership Summit in Riga?
Firstly, let’s not forget that the Riga Summit is taking place in new geopolitical circumstances. The Vilnius Summit was held at a relatively peaceful time. We are in a situation when Russia’s extremely aggressive actions
in Ukraine, its annexation of Crimea and pressure on the Eastern Partners
who were ready to sign association and especially free trade agreements, and
then went ahead and actually signed them in the end.
On the other hand, we are facing a situation when certain countries
wish to have a clearer perspective of what their future could be in regard to
the European integration process. Many speak about the European perspective. Neither at this moment nor, I think, at the Riga Summit, can we talk
about the “European perspective”. The EU takes such decisions unanimously,
which means in fact making a promise of further enlargement, and conse
quently we see that the EU is not ready and, in many ways, the partner states
themselves are not ready.
There is still a lot of ground to cover to come closer to what was
once promised to the countries of former Yugoslavia, two of which are EU
Member States already. Therefore, from this viewpoint, at the Riga Summit,
a clear commitment must be made at the level of senior EU officials, that
the Eastern Partnership will be continued. Many might perhaps think that
it’s no big deal to write down a couple of words, but still, this is going to
be a very strong commitment, especially in the context of developments in
Ukraine.
Secondly, one of the lessons learned from the Eastern Partnership is
the need for a much more individualised approach. We must work with
each country, and each of them has its own level of development. There is a
certain common framework for discussions, as I already mentioned, values
that do not change from country to country. There are different political
levels, the levels of economic development, and the level of ambition, and
all this must be taken into account.
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The third question is about whether Ukraine and Georgia could receive
the so-called visa liberalisation programme. Although this is a political
decision, it is largely based on specific criteria and performance. Depending
on what the Commission has decided, one decision or another will follow.
Anyway, I believe that the summit should send a very clear signal
that progress here depends on what the partner countries themselves have
accomplished, because this is important for their societies and an important signal that we go forward with cooperation. Of course, it is also
important that cooperation in the energy sector is further institutionalised
and common security and defence policy instruments used in support of
reforms in the security sector.
Like I said, each country could make certain decisions that influence
future cooperation with the EU. It is possible that in Riga, a decision will be
made on drafting a new agreement with Armenia which is already a member
of the Eurasian Economic Union. The so-called mobility partnership might
be launched with Belarus, which in fact could be a move towards the introduction of visa simplification and facilitation, and increased cooperation in
education, business and trade.
In regard to the three countries with association agreements, the results
of the first reviews of the implementation of the agreements will be available,
and specific support programmes for putting those agreements into practice.
This might seem like a technical task; however, if the free trade agreements
cannot be prudently fulfilled, and if the countries receive no help with the
introduction of the required standards — from phytosanitary requirements
to various other regulations — then agreements which were concluded
with good intentions will not have the effect that was meant. The aim of
the agreement is to promote trade, the growth of these countries, their
economies, harmonisation with the European Union, so that overall living
standards are raised.
You were recently in Belarus and met with President Alexander
Lukashenko. Is he coming to the Riga Summit?
This matter is currently being dealt with in a manner that invitations are
sent to states not officials. We have done this before. In two months’ time, via
diplomatic channels, I think, it will become clear who will be representing
which country.
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What are the current relations with Belarus? Can we feel that the
country is increasingly interested in moving closer to the EU? Lukashenko
also offered Minsk as a neutral venue for talks between the EU, Russia and
Ukraine on the truce [in Ukraine].
The relations [with Belarus] are definitely better that they were three
years ago. This is a fact. We all recall the history, the events in 2010 in the
wake of the presidential elections, when protesters were dispersed in rather
a violent manner. A wave of sanctions followed. The number of political
prisoners in Belarus has decreased, but some remain. At the same time, there
is also this positive and constructive course by Belarus in regard to developments in Ukraine, and there is also desire to develop a dialogue in a number of areas that I mentioned before. We can take advantage of a window
of opportunity so that the Riga Summit reinforces this positive dynamic in
relations, while not forgetting about problem.
Would it be correct to say that Moldova and Georgia have made the
greatest progress within the Eastern Partnership?
No, it is not right to consider that one country has made progress
and another has not. It would be correct to consider that, in terms of their
objectives and ambitions, the countries which have signed association agreements and started implementing them, first of all, indeed these two —
Georgia and Moldova — currently have the relations of a different quality
with the EU than the countries which are members of the Eurasian Eco
nomic Union. Here we have to understand this differentiation, as the
objectives of these countries are also different — in terms of what they expect
to receive from the Eastern Partnership.
There is another nuance that we must bear in mind. Many countries
are quite rightly pointing out that that the Eastern Partnership is not an
enlargement process. These are two totally different processes. Some
countries would like, at some point, to become part of the enlargement
process; others do not So, it would not be fair or correct to compare which
country is further ahead or closer, and which ones are far away.
With Eastern Partnership countries approaching the EU, is Russia’s
pressure going to increase?
I think that we have spoken with Russia a great deal, both before the
events in Ukraine and now, about the Eastern Partnership not being in any
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way a contest for a territory or for influence. We see totally different aims —
to promote economic growth of those countries, economic contacts. I have
personally had several discussions on the topic with my Russian colleagues.
We should bear in mind that neither the EU nor Russia can decide for
these countries on the path to choose. We have two fantastic examples of
how Russia and EU reacted. In September 2013, the Russian Federation
convinced Armenia not to sign an association agreement. The EU did not
introduce economic sanctions and did not begin restricting imports from
Armenia. We said: “What a shame, so much effort wasted on preparing
the agreements, but well, ok, this is your choice, we’ll look for forms of
cooperation you are interested in.” And this is what we are doing now. Russia
and Ukraine, or Russia and Moldova.
Ukraine is the extreme case. The signing of the Association Agreement
was torpedoed during the administration of Yanukovich [Viktor Yanu
kovich, the former President of Ukraine] not only with threats but also
concrete measures for the restriction of Ukrainian imports into Russia.
Ruthless political pressure was exerted. Those strange actions on the part
of President Yanukovich triggered bloodshed in Kyiv and led to a situation
when the President himself had to flee the capital city, and have now evolved
into Russia’s direct aggression in the east of Ukraine and the illegal and
illegitimate annexation of Crimea.
These are two models between which the countries can choose themselves; nevertheless, this is not the matter of choice or pressure on the
part of the EU — if you don’t do this or that, you’ll be sorry. We respect
choices. We respect the choice of Belarus to be integrated with Russia’s
economy, and its military system; we respect Armenia’s and Azerbaijan’s
choice of building relations with the Eastern Partnership through focusing
on energy and security matters. We also respect the decision by Moldova
and Georgia which, on the other hand, have been seeking assistance with
reform implementation. And that assistance is being provided, while the
decision on what to do in the future remains in the hands of the countries
themselves.

Nice National Touch
Ina Strazdiņa,
Latvian Radio, Brussels
“The rotating presidency is a way in which member states get into the
institutions, participate in the decision-making process, feel their role as
legislators and feel ownership,” says Ambassador Marco Peronaci, Deputy
Permanent Representative of Italy to the EU. Italy, which has experienced
more than 10 presidencies of the EU, recently conducted a turbulent one.
We are speaking with Mr. Peronaci about the role of the rotating presidency
these days, what makes and breaks bridges to EU citizens, and whether the
unity of the EU is challenged.

Italy has some experience regarding EU presidencies. If you would
have to describe the most recent, what would you say?
What a complex presidency we had, in which the only one institution
remaining in place was the Presidency of the European Council semester!
All the others were actually rotating for political and whatever reasons. That
was the first challenge. We tried to make up for the situation in which we
knew that we would not be able to interact with the European Parliament
until the beginning of October, and nobody could foresee that we would
have a European Commission by December. So, we had to be ready for
some kind of emergency scenario. We clearly could not back too much to
the legislative files, though we did important files, but we tried to keep, let’s
say, a very clear political profile. It was emphasis on growth and jobs, the
new policies of real economy, and ensuring that European institutions would
pass the transition and come out stronger, with a stronger mandate, despite
the complex Parliament elections, because many anti-European forces went
into the Parliament.
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Another big issue for us was emphasis on the network industries and
with that we come to energy, digital, telecommunication infrastructures, all
these things which have double value.
We also wanted very much to mark a different beginning, to give a new
impetus to different policies and also to different ways of tackling these
issues in Europe, which means changing somehow the governance of the EU
Council in the way we approach issues. For instance, to set up a high level
group of competitiveness, which is supposed to reflect on ways in which all
the EU policies can be more focused on growth, rather than be in sectorial
policies, each pushing its noble objective, but somehow in contradictory
ways.
We are happy with the fact that we are now in the situation in which
the discussion is on investment, energy and digital agenda. We are also
happy that there is recognition that after seven, eight years of crisis there is a
serious investment gap between the EU and USA, and we have to work on
filling this gap and to recover.
You had to deal with a lot of crises — this is the first thing which
comes into my mind.
It is very important that we were able to avoid a “Grexit” (Greek with
drawal from the eurozone — I.S.). There is this narrative in some countries
that — oh, now we can do with Greece getting out, because the financial
instruments are there, but this is a total mistake and lack of perception that
there would also be a huge political cost for the EU to bear should Greece get
out. Much higher than any exit of Britain. A “Grexit” would be evidence that
something is seriously faulty in the eurozone and could be a further signal
of the disintegration of Europe, which would probably spark a currency war.
Of course, the other big crisis that we had was in Ukraine. We reacted
quite fast there. The issue was to try to get an immediate, common response,
so strong that it brought us to sanctions, which are not a tool in themselves,
but as a tool for political dialogue.
Of course, it pushed a lot of the external dimension to the debate of
the energy union — importance of going for energy security, developing
of a common vision of how Europe should deal with energy resources.
A Europe that cannot have a strongly coordinated common energy policy is
not a Europe that can keep, it is as important as currency, if not more.
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You mentioned the importance of investments to boost the economic
growth of the EU. Do you see that the so called Juncker’s (EC president
Jean Claude Juncker — I.S.) 315 billion euro investment plan is realistic,
and could that really help to get Europe back in good shape, which is very
important?
Absolutely! We are very happy about this plan. Of course, you can
criticise some parts of it and we will see how it is going to be implemented,
but we focused very much on the investments from the very beginning of
the presidency. We devoted very many Ecofin councils to this idea. We in
fact advocated in our programme a similar instrument, which was reflected
in Juncker’s plan. Figures showed that between the year 2007 and now,
the investment gap was around 380 billion dollars, so the ambition of mobilising 315 euros would somehow cover this gap. Of course, the problem
would be, and this was stressed even in the last council — first to act fast,
because something we are very good at doing is taking too much time for
implementing these decisions. So, the challenge is now to close negotiations by June and to have the fund operational even by the summer, and have
funds flowing to projects. The policy areas are clear — energy infrastruc
tures, to go towards a more interconnected energy market, both in electricity
and gas, integration of renewables in the network. This is all good for the
economy, good for the climate. There is no lack of projects as you can see.
This is a bit of a philosophical question, but how do you see the role
of the EU rotating presidency these days? Since we have the Lisbon treaty,
it has lost its importance in some points. Would you agree with that?
You see, Europe is a complex architecture and in that we think that the
rotating presidencies have a very important role to play, and especially with
many new countries, because really this is a way in which member states
feel engaged, entitled, committed to this mechanism. So, they have got very
important experience in this complex process. A problem which we have
seen institutionally, because we talk about institutional balance, is that the
European Council is taking too much power. But speaking about the presidency, indeed this is a way in which member states get into the institutions,
participate in the institution decision-making process, feel their role as
legislators and feel ownership. So I would not say that the problem is the
rotating presidency in the balance, quite the opposite, it is very important,

88

and it has a special touch to the management of the institutions. A nice
national touch. If you would not have those, you would have European
technocracy growing very strongly and bureaucracy taking control of the
functioning. It would also, I think, contribute to enlarging distances between
European institutions and citizens of the member states.
We are discussing a lot about the unity of the EU, regarding, for
example sanctions to Russia. There have been and are a number of issues
where we can see that it is not easy to decide. How united is the EU?
In times of crisis the danger of disunity is stronger, and this is why we
find it very relevant that we are talking about energy union, strategic investment plans, quantitative easing, as the way to rebalance the economic policy
of Europe. We are confident that if we proceed on these policy lines it would
be easier to find agreements on more contentious issues, because, after all,
this is what we are talking about. So it is clear that Europe should strive for
unity as much as possible by strengthening the material basis of its wealth.
This is why I mentioned before the single market, service industries and all
that. And that would also bring a positive political outcome.
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Current Issues of the Presidency of
the Council of the European Union

Latvian Presidency of the Council of
the European Union — Current Issues in
the Common Security and Defence Policy
Edgars Kiukucāns,

Senior Expert/ EU Coordinator at Ministry of Defence of Latvia

Introduction
The Latvian Presidency of the Council of the European Union (Latvian
Presidency) is taking place when the global security environment is affected
by significant challenges — Russia`s aggression in Ukraine, spread of Islamic
state in Iraq and Syria, as well as terrorist attacks in Paris and Copenhagen — which have created concerns about European security in the near
future. These events have an impact on the Foreign Policy of the European
Union (EU), including the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP),
and therefore also on Latvia as the presiding state of the Council of the
European Union.
It should be emphasized that substantial preparations for the Latvian
Presidency in the field of defence, as well as in others, began timely, and
the priority issues of the defence area during the Latvian Presidency were
already clear in 2013. However, the challenges during 2014 introduced
corrections to the Latvian plans regarding the CSDP. The European Council
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on Defence in December 2013 was an essential point of reference within the
development of the CSDP. It was the first high level discussion on defence
since 2008. Several priority actions were set forward, in order to further
the development of the CSDP in three directions — the visibility of the CSDP,
the development of defence capabilities and the strengthening of Europe`s
defence industry.1 As a result, the periods before and during the Latvian
Presidency have been marked with the implementation of tasks identified
by the European Council, to be able to evaluate progress achieved and to
give further tasks to the European Council on June 2015.
Priority issues of the defence area during the Latvian Presidency will
be discussed, as well as its interaction with major CSDP events in 2014
and 2015-1) preparations for the European Council on Defence on June 2015;
2) CSDP response on the situation in the European neighbourhood;
3) current issues in the field of EU military missions and operations.

Defence priority issues during the Latvian Presidency
of the Council of the European Union
The defence priority issues of the Latvian Presidency can be divided into
two categories — 1) issues which are crucial for Latvian interests and should
be updated; 2) “inherited agenda” issues, which have their topicality in any
case, and the main task would be to further them according to the interests
of the defence field.
Initially, cooperation between the EU and NATO, as well as EU-US
cooperation were defined as essential issues for Latvian interests. Following
Russia`s aggression in Ukraine, it became clear that attention to hybrid
threats must be increased. Therefore, the promotion of the readiness of the
EU in the case of hybrid threats was identified as another priority issue of
defence. It is important to remember that the Presidency, in the framework
of the CSDP, is substantially different from the Presidency under the
guidance of other Councils of the European Union. The Treaty of Lisbon
(2009) provides that opinions and views of member states in the Common
Foreign and Security Policy are collected by the European External Action
1
Eiropadome. Eiropadome 2013.gada 19. un 20. decembris. 19.12.2013. http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/LV/ec/140230.pdf (Home page of European
Council; visited 10.03.2015.).
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Service (EEAS), which is led by the High Representative of the Union for
Foreign Affairs and Security Policy.2 Practically, this means that Latvia,
during its Presidency, does not chair meetings in the framework of the
CSDP — this is done by the EEAS appointed representatives, or separate
committees, for instance, the Head of the EU Military Committee, who is
elected by the EU member states. It also means that the agenda of formal
meetings is set by the EEAS, while the presiding state of the Council can
influence the agenda of informal meetings and update its priority issues with
other events, like seminars, conferences and “Food for Thought” papers.
Both the presiding state and other member states have the opportunity to
submit proposals for the formal agenda. Nevertheless, the final decision is
made by the EEAS and High Representative.
EU-NATO cooperation politically has been a very sensitive issue. It is
clear that it is not necessary to further institutionalise and formalise this
cooperation, because it would not produce an outcome. Latvia supports the
promotion of practical EU-NATO cooperation. A good example could be
the synchronisation of the EU Battle Group (BG) and NATO Response Force
(NRF) certification exercise3 in the near future, which will be organized by
Visegrad countries4, EU BG and NRF, and might take place in the second half
of 2015. In circumstances where many EU and NATO member states have
decreased their defence budgets, coordination between both organizations
is crucial, in order to avoid duplication of initiatives. We have to remember
that 22 states are members of both organizations, so they are sharing the
same pool of resources. During its Presidency, Latvia is stressing the necessity for cooperation in the area of joint military training and exercises,
and European military capability planning. Regarding defence capability
planning, close coordination between the EU and NATO is significant, to
avoid a situation where both organizations are developing capabilities of
the same area, while others have certain gaps. Both organizations have
2
Treaty of Lisbon amending the Treaty on European Union and the Treaty establishing the
European Community, signed at Lisbon, 13 December 2007. http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=OJ:C:2007:306:TOC (Home page of EUR-Lex; visited 10.03.2015.).
3
Bratislava Declaration of the Visegrad Group Heads of Government on the Deepening V4
Defence Cooperation. http://www.visegradgroup.eu/calendar/2014/bratislava-declaration (Home
page of Visegrad group; visited 10.03.2015.).
4
Visegrad countries — Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Slovakia
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tools which make the capability development process more transparent, for
instance, the EU Military Capabilities Questionnaire and NATO Defence
Capability Planning Survey. The CODABA database (created by the European
Defence Agency) means that member states can share their capability development plans on a voluntary basis.5 However, the potential of the data bases
is not fully used, because of the passive attitude of member states towards
such instruments.
Regarding EU-US cooperation, the main interest of Latvia is to promote
EU cooperation with the strategic partner of Latvia in the field of CSDP.
The U.S. has been one of the most important partners in the defence area
and it has a big role in European security. Therefore, the need to maintain
and improve this partnership is not overestimated. It should be stressed
that the EU and US relations in the field of security and defence is a rather
complex issue, coordinated by the EEAS. The major problem for the creation
of an EU common position is the different approach of EU members towards
building a relationship with the US — some member states prefer bilateral
contacts, while others support cooperation in the NATO or EU format.
By analysing the existing cooperation within the CSDP and specific aspects
of this cooperation, it was concluded that the main areas of cooperation could be the EU-US dialogue on security issues, cooperation in crisis
prevention outside Europe, as well as cooperation in order to prevent new
security threats.
In addition to the already defined priorities in the defence area, an
important issue is the promotion of the EU`s ability to respond to hybrid
threats. Therefore, close coordination between EU member states and EU
institutions is equally essential. It should be stressed that hybrid threats have
an impact on areas such as border security and audio-visual media space
security, which is outside the competence of the CSDP. For that reason,
interaction between the CSDP, the Council of Justice and Home, as well as
the Council Affairs, Education, Youth and Sports and the European Commission is extremely important. In the speech to the European Parliament
on 23 January this year, the High Representative Federica Mogherini stressed
5
Collaborative Database. https://www.eda.europa.eu/our-work/projects-search/collaborativedatabase (Home page of European Defence Agency; visited 10.03.2015.).
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that security elements are present in many EU policies — the CSDP,
justice and home affairs, trade, energy policy etc.6 Her view fully corresponds
with the Presidency opinion that it is necessary to strengthen cooperation
between various EU structures.
During the Latvian Presidency there are several important so-called
“inherited agenda” issues. Firstly, the EU Maritime Security Strategy (MSS)7
and its Action Plan8 were approved during the Greek and Italian Presidencies in 2014. The objective of the MSS was to create a comprehensive
document, which focuses on the improvement of EU maritime security,
including the internal and external security dimension. It should be under
lined that this document has a cross-sectorial nature, where elements of
interior, defence, traffic and environmental areas can be found. From the
defence perspective it is crucial to maintain a regional balance in these kind
of documents. It is important to strengthen cooperation between the naval
forces of member states, for instance, in maritime surveillance. The MSS
supports closer regional cooperation, as well as EU-NATO coordination in
the area of maritime security. The implementation of the strategy has begun
during our Presidency, where close cooperation between the EEAS and the
European Commission will be fundamental.
Regarding cyber security, it also includes some CSDP elements — cyber
defence is an outstanding issue both in the EU and NATO. Significant attention is paid to the protection of the network of operations and missions,
as well as to the increase of EU capabilities to face cyber-attacks. As cyber
security is a cross-sectorial issue, the work within the EU is taking place in
several formants concurrently. Furthering the Network and Information
Security directive is one of the major tasks during the Latvian Presidency.
It is worth mentioning that the Ministry of Defence of the Republic of Latvia
6
Plenary session Main aspects and basic choices of the common foreign and security policy
and the common security and defence policy — Statement by the EC Vice-President / EU High
Representative. 14.01.2015. http://ec.europa.eu/avservices/video/player.cfm?ref=I097258 (Home
page of European Commission; visited 10.03.2015.).
7
European Union Maritime Security Strategy. Brussels, 24.06.2014., 11205/14. http://register.
consilium.europa.eu/doc/srv?l=EN&f=ST%2011205%202014%20INIT (Public register of Council
documents; visited 10.03.2015.).
8
European Union Maritime Security Strategy (EUMSS) — Action Plan. Brussels, 16.12.2014.,
17002/14.
http://ec.europa.eu/maritimeaffairs/policy/maritime-security/doc/20141216-actionplan_en.pdf (Home page of European Commission; visited 10.03.2015.).
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is responsible for cyber defence and national cyber security coordination.
The Ministry of Defence addresses both cyber security issues where decisions are made by the Transport, Telecommunications and Energy Council,
and cyber defence issues which, in turn, is the competence of the CSDP and
responsibility of the Foreign Affairs Council. As one of the priorities of the
Latvian Presidency is Digital Europe, facing cyber security challenges and
strengthening the defence of cyber space at the national and at the EU level
will be crucial.9 During our Presidency we should use the opportunity to
demonstrate our achievements in e-administration, development of information society and technologies and cyber security. In addition, Latvia`s aim
is to be the main driving force of ideas and initiatives in the first half of 2015,
in order to further secure the cyberspace of the EU.10 One of the major tasks
in the field of cyber defence is the implementation of the recently approved
EU Cyber Defence Policy Framework.
Summarizing the defence priority issues, the most important task is to
achieve progress in the following areas:
1) EU-NATO cooperation;
2) EU-US cooperation in security and defence issues;
3) promotion of the readiness of the EU in case of hybrid threats;
4) facilitation of maritime security and cyber security, including increase
of cyber defence capabilities.
Besides current security challenges, the defence agenda has other CSDP
issues, such as development of defence capabilities, EU rapid response
capabilities and EU military missions and operations.

Interaction between Latvian defence area priorities and topical
CSDP discussions during the Latvian Presidency
The global security environment at the beginning of the Latvian Presidency is worrying — Russian aggression in Ukraine, terrorist attacks in
Paris and Copenhagen, threats by ISIL in the Middle East and North Africa.
These developments raise the prominence of such issues as countering hybrid
9
Koordinācijas padome vienojas par Latvijas prezidentūras prioritārajiem virzieniem. Ej.uz/
LPESPS_prioritates
10
Ibid.
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threats, fight against terrorism, strengthening of the audio-visual media
space, and enhancement of border security. This is a wide range of threats
that lie in the competence of different stakeholders. It should be mentioned
that in these circumstances, none of the defined priorities by the Latvian
defence sector have lost their importance. Looking at the meetings that
have been already held within the framework of the CSDP, one can conclude
that there are three main discussion blocks in the first half of 2015 — preparations for the June 2015 European Council, countering hybrid threats
(including enhancement of the EU strategic communications capability), as
well as EU military missions and operations.11
The upcoming European Council discussion on defence
There is no doubt that the discussion of heads of states and governments
will be one of the most important in the defence area events during the
Latvian presidency. The last discussion on defence was held in December
2013 and resulted in an extensive list of tasking, divided in three blocks —
1) visibility of the CSDP; 2) defence capability development; 3) strengthening
of the European defence industry. It needs to be underlined that preparations
for the European Council’s discussions has been one of the main discussion
topics in the most important CSDP formats, and, by all means,, this is also a
result of the security environment in the EU and its neighbourhood.
In the context of the upcoming discussion, the issue of reviewing the
European Security Strategy (ESS), approved back in 2003, has got more
and more important. The strategy starts with the words, “Europe has never
been so prosperous, so secure or so free.”12 This sentence sounds outdated
even for a person who has never had any idea what the CSDP is. Therefore,
EU defence ministers, during their informal meeting in Riga, in February,
agreed that the Strategy needs to be reviewed. This is going to be one of the
main tasks of the European Council — to give a clear tasking for the review
of the strategy, in which strategic changes in the global security environment
11
The Informal Meeting of the EU Defence Ministers to Take Place in Riga. 13.02.2015. http://
www.mod.gov.lv/en/Aktualitates/Preses_pazinojumi/2015/02/13-01.aspx (Home page of Ministry
of Defence of Republic of Latvia; visited 10.03.2015.).
12
A Secure Europe In A Better World — European Security Strategy. Brussels, 12.12.2003.
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/78367.pdf (Home page of European Council;
visited 10.03.3015.).
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have been reflected. When reviewing the ESS, we should take into account
that there are new threats, like hybrid warfare, as well as ISIL, but also not
forget that the conventional threat to Europe still exists. We should also
clearly state that security is not only the business of CSDP. The Latvian
Minister of Defence, Raimonds Vējonis, in an interview for the magazine
“European Defence Matters” has said, “The prerequisite for improving our
security will be the enhancement of cooperation”.13 This quote perfectly
describes what should be our internal strategy for securing our citizens, and
this definitely needs to be reflected in the strategy as well.
Until now, during the discussions on the European Council preparations, it has been underlined that heads of states and governments should
debate the strategic challenges of the EU, and not just technically evaluate the
fulfilment of the tasks of December 2013. First of all, member states should
clearly show their unity on the conflict in Ukraine. Such a united view on
the Russian aggression in Ukraine is a strong signal that cannot be ignored.
It is of utmost importance for the European Council to draw attention
to the need of cross-sectoral cooperation, to improve the EU’s security in
the changing global security environment. The Union needs to enhance its
border security; it needs to secure itself from the spread of obviously hostile
information in its audio-visual media space, it needs to decrease its energy
dependence, enhance strategic communications capabilities, improve its
response to cyber threats and clearly affirm that European countries are
ready to invest more in defence, so that they are able to allocate appropriate
resources for both EU and NATO projects. Moreover, there needs to be a
clear message that NATO and the United States have a special importance
for European security, and cooperation with these actors is crucial for the
future of the CSDP. Cooperation with international organizations and state
actors in defence will definitely increase the EU’s global role, and thereby
its own security as well. The ongoing discussions have shown that member
states are willing to debate on defence issues at the highest level, as well as on
issues that are especially topical in the Eastern part of the Union — hybrid
threats, support to the EU’s neighbourhood and defence spending.
13
Interview with Raimonds Vējonis. European Defence Matters, Issue 7, 2015, pp. 30–33.,
http://www.eda.europa.eu/docs/default-source/eda-magazine/edmissue7_web (Home page of
European Defence Agency; visited 10.03.2015.).
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Additionally, a considerable part of the discussion will be dedicated to
issues related to defence capability development and the defence industry,
which is a particularly important topic for states in which many defence
industry enterprises operate. There is no doubt that these issues will be on
the agenda, however, knowing the events in the European neighbourhood,
they might not get as much attention as in 2013.
Overall, it seems that the priorities of the Latvian defence field will most
probably be taken into account when discussing the upcoming European
Council. It needs to be mentioned that, because of the changes in the security
environment, the priorities of the Latvian presidency have increased their
importance also in the joint EU discussions. At the same time, the issues
of “inherited agenda” have slightly moved away from the main discussion
arena, as the EU needs to deal with new challenges, and this shows that presidencies are ready to adapt to the actual situation in reaction to events in the
EU and its neighbourhood.
Hybrid threats and strategic communication
An increased readiness by the EU to counter hybrid threats and the
enhancement of the EU’s strategic communications capability are priorities
for the Latvian defence field during the presidency. Taking into account
the events in the European neighbourhood, these issues have also been
discussed in CSDP meeting formats. After official statements at the informal
EU ministerial in Riga, it was clear that the EU will go on discussing and
working on concrete proposals for solving these particular issues. What
needs to be explained is that the combination of the words hybrid threats”
is new, but the phenomena itself is not. Rooting back to the famous “Trojan
Horse”, there are numerous examples in world history when hybrid warfare
has been used in practice. When thinking about readiness to counter hybrid
threats, we have to remember that hybrid warfare is not only the use of nonmilitary means — it is also conventional warfare. For this reason, it is of
crucial importance to coordinate the actions of the EU and NATO in this
area. In this regard, each organization has its own strengths — the EU has
a wide range of soft power and crisis management tools, while NATO indisputably maintains its role as the warrant of its member states’ conventional
security. Therefore, the participation of NATO Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg in the EU ministerial level meetings, and the reciprocal participation
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of the High Representative Federica Mogherini in NATO ministerial meetings,
confirms the willingness and ability of both organizations to cooperate and
coordinate their efforts in times when it is most needed. Also, a good sign
of the readiness of the EU leadership to adapt to the new security environment is the creation of the post of security advisor to the President of the
Commission.
As regards the enhancement of strategic communication capability, the
EU needs to do a lot more to successfully spread its messages to the general
public. There is a NATO accredited Centre of Excellence in Riga, which is
also another instrument for the support of both organizations in the area
of hybrid warfare. What needs to be mentioned is that the EU should not
develop propaganda as it is done by Russia — the EU needs to be able to
deliver its message to a broader public and, most importantly, in a way that
is appealing to the general residents of the Union, whether they are Latvian,
British, German, Romanian, etc. Therefore, a positive outcome of the informal ministerial in Riga was the idea for the EU to work on a common
approach towards strategic communications.
The inclusion of issues of hybrid threats and strategic communications
on the agenda of the June European Council would be an unambiguous
message that Europe can react to changes in the security environment.
However, even more important is for the European Council to give concrete
tasking in this area that would need to be fulfilled as soon as possible. The
progress achieved shows that the Latvian Presidency was able to successfully
move this issue up the agenda, though it is obvious that member states have
slightly different perceptions of the concepts of hybrid warfare and strategic
communications, which sometimes leads to discussions where one is talking
about apples, while the other is convincingly referring to pears. In the time
to come, emphasis should also be put on clarifying the definitions of these
concepts to ease the debate.
EU military missions and operations and rapid response
capabilities
At this moment the EU has deployed five military missions and operations — 1) EUFOR RCA in the Central African Republic; 2) EU Training
Mission in Mali (EUTM Mali); 3) EUFOR ALTHEA in Bosnia and
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Herzegovina; 4) counter piracy operation on Somalian shores (EUNAVFOR
ATALANTA); 5) EU Training mission in Somalia (EUTM SOMALIA).
From these five operations Latvia is currently participating in two — EUTM
Mali and EUNAVFOR ATALANTA. Until November 2014 Latvia also
contributed considerably to the EUFOR RCA, and until 2009 to EUFOR
ALTHEA. Thereby it can be assessed that Latvia has given an adequate
contribution to the EU crisis management activities, especially in EUFOR
RCA, where the Latvian contribution was among the biggest in terms of
number of deployed personnel.
Military missions and operations have always been on the CSDP agenda,
as they are obvious practical outcomes of the CSDP. Discussions on CSDP
missions are closely related to the debate on the EU’s rapid response cap
abilities, including on the use of EU BGs, which has been a very sensitive
issue for a long time. EU BGs were created with the aim of having a response
tool that can be rapidly deployed in crisis areas, and they are formed by
member states on a six month rotational basis. Latvia has also participated
in the EU BG stand-by and it is also participating in the Swedish-led
Northern BG at the moment, in the first half of 2015. The most challenging
issue until now has been the inability of member states to agree on the
deployment of the EU BG, which has led to discussions on their usability.
From the Latvian perspective the EU BG is a successful rapid response tool,
not only for deployment in the crisis areas, but also for increasing the inter
operability of member state armed forces. Nevertheless, the maintenance
of this concept is becoming very challenging if the BGs are not being used.
Unfortunately, the story of the usability of the EU BGs has not been the
best tool for improving the image of the CSDP. Moreover, this also gives an
insight as to what might happen if the Union will go on in trying to create an
EU army. However, as it was said before, the interoperability of member state
armies is necessary, and it is in Latvian interests to strengthen it.
There have also been debates on the usability of BGs during the Latvian
Presidency. Again, not much progress has been achieved. On a more positive side, agreement has been reached on the linkage between the EU BG
and NRF certification exercises, which confirms the ability of both the EU
and NATO to cooperate, and such exercises only enhance the rapid reaction
capabilities of these organizations.
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Overall, in this area, the first half of 2015 has not been much different
from previous presidencies — there is no reason for particular joy or deep
sorrow. From the Latvian point of view the development of EU military missions and operations has been positive, as current missions and operations
have proved their utility, and progress in crisis areas is obvious. Regarding
the EU BGs, Latvia is very positive on the progress in the EU-NATO cooperation area.
Interaction between other highlights of the CSDP and priorities
of the defence field
With the events in Ukraine attention to other CSDP routine discussions
and issues of the inherited agenda has slightly decreased, though it needs to
be stressed that such issues as cyber security and cyber defence have not lost
attention. On the contrary, with the ongoing discussions on hybrid threats,
the cyber element has become even more important. Taking into account the
security environment in the Union itself and in its neighbourhood, attention
to some issues has been drawn less than previously. One of them is maritime
security. However, it needs to be mentioned that work goes on in the area of
implementation of the Maritime Security Strategy and the Action Plan —
there is just less visibility for these issues, but it does not mean that they have
been forgotten. Moreover, increased EU maritime security is closely related
with the security of the Union as a whole, and EU institutions, as well as
member states, are well aware of the need to implement this strategy.
Defence capability development and defence industry were two highlights of the previous European Council discussion in December 2013.
However, during the first half of 2015 there have not been many debates on
capability development. One reason might be the change of the EDA’s chief
executive at the beginning of the year, and the other — security environment. Nevertheless, it is to be expected that as the June discussion comes
closer, there will be more discussions on this issue again.
As concerns the defence industry, the Commission and the EDA have
several important tasks to do by June 2015, and here we can also expect
some movement. Most probably those states with significant defence
industry interests will become more active on this issue, as it is closely
related to their economic interests. From the Latvian point of view, the
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support of small and medium enterprises in accessing the defence market
is important, as well security of supply, which is a fundamentally important
issue in case of military threat.

Conclusions
Evaluating the current issues of the CSDP in the first half of 2015, it
can be concluded that the Latvian Presidency within the defence area is
affected by two factors — situation in the European neighbourhood —
both in Ukraine and in the Middle East and North Africa region — and the
upcoming European Council discussion on defence in June 2015. Regarding
priorities of the defence field, countering hybrid threats and strengthening
strategic communication has become an important issue. In relation to
these questions, as well as to the facilitation of maritime and cyber security,
the main task is to identify the characteristics of interagency and to improve
their coordination. It is crucial to promote the consciousness that media
policy, energy security, border security and digital society are not separated
from the discussion on security and defence. Moreover, it has to be remembered that maritime security is an important aspect and adequate attention
should be focused on this question as well.
A precondition of EU security development is closer mutual interaction between various Councils of the European Union, agencies, and the
European Commission and member states. Furthermore, particular attention should be paid to the EU`s partners — NATO and the US, as well as to
Eastern Partnership states, United Nations and the Organization for Security
and Co-operation in Europe. Taking into account the sense of urgency in the
EU member states and institutions, there is hope that small progress in the
relationship with NATO and other crucial partners will be achieved.
As to the upcoming discussion on defence, it is clear that the heads
of states and governments will have a serious conversation on the EU`s
strategic security challenges, which are present in the southern and eastern
neighbourhoods. These challenges are both conventional, and hybrid
threats. Therefore, agreement on further action is more than necessary, not
only for Europe itself, but also for international actors who are not friendly
towards the EU. Regarding questions related to the development of CSDP
capabilities and EU military missions and operations, at the present moment
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these issues must be seen in the format of daily work, so long as decisions
taken at ministerial level are not necessary. The security environment in
2015 is not thankful to the daily routine of EU bureaucrats; and the member
states must be able to have an impact on the EU agenda, in order to meet
the security interests of the EU members.

