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III. IMPACT OF NATO AND EUROPEAN UNION 
POLICIES

	 This section examines current EU, NATO, and 
U.S. policy toward the states of Eastern Europe that 
have not acceded to the two key Western institutions. 
It also explores how the prospect of either inclusion 
or exclusion from the EU and NATO may affect the 
progress of domestic reforms, the development of 
regional relations, and the growing role of Russia.

NATO’s Eastern Policy.

	 NATO membership has proved to be more easily 
achievable for candidate countries than EU accession for 
several reasons. The criteria for Alliance entry are more 
specific and achievable, as compared to the protracted 
transformations demanded of candidates for the EU. 
The NATO Alliance is based on the sovereignty of 
its members rather than the “pooling of sovereignty” 
required by the EU, which necessitates uniformity 
rather than diversity.24 In addition, NATO has upheld 
an open door policy for potential candidates, and its 
expansion is not contingent on public approval among 
current member states but on governmental and 
parliamentary support.
	 Over the past decade, NATO has shifted its mission 
increasingly toward security promotion, including 
crisis management and peacekeeping, both within and 
outside of Europe. As a result, the Black Sea region 
has become an integral part of its security domain, 
and the Prague Summit in November 2002 adopted 
the principle of NATO’s out-of-area operations and its 
cooperation with all the post-Soviet states. Moreover, 
the accession of new members from CEE has brought 
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NATO into the Black Sea and Caucasian regions as 
these areas neighbor the new Alliance entrants and are 
of immediate security concern for them.
	 NATO involvement in the post-Soviet region has 
involved various mechanisms and formats. The Euro-
Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC), which replaced 
the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC), is a 
forum for dialogue and consultation between NATO 
and all the partner countries, including Ukraine, 
Belarus, Moldova, and Georgia. Its focus has been on 
arenas such as crisis management and crisis response, 
peace support operations, regional issues, arms control, 
counterterrorism, civil emergency planning, nuclear 
security, anticrime initiatives, arms control, and 
antiproliferation. The format has included ministers of 
defense and foreign affairs in annual meetings, periodic 
summits, and more focused working groups.
	 NATO states have sought to promote defense 
sector reform in states aspiring to membership, to 
enhance military interoperability, and to help stabilize 
the wider region through various “soft security” tools. 
NATO has various mechanisms at its disposal for 
accelerating cooperation and interoperability.25 The 
Partnership for Peace (PfP) program was developed 
as a form of practical cooperation between NATO 
and individual partner states to enable them to meet 
Alliance standards in such areas as the democratic 
control of the armed forces, joint exercises that enhance 
interoperability, transparency in defense planning and 
budgeting, and participation in NATO’s peacekeeping 
and humanitarian missions. The basic form of 
participation in PfP consists of implementing 2-year 
Individual Partnership Programs (IPP) tailored to the 
needs and capabilities of specific states developed 
on the basis of the Partnership Work Program 
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(PWP) and geared toward transforming the defense 
systems of partner states. 
	 Partnership Action Plans (PAPs) are a mechanism 
for bringing together NATO members with non-
members in the pursuit of specific regional objectives. 
A number of concrete plans have been launched in 
recent years, including the Partnership Action Plan 
against Terrorism (PAP-T), which involves most of 
the EAPC countries, and the Partnership Action Plan 
on Defense Institution Building (PAP-DIB), designed 
for multilateral cooperation in support of democratic 
defense reform. Most of the NATO members, partners, 
and candidates have been involved in both initiatives. 
Individual Partnership Action Plans (IPAPs) are 
methods for expanding NATO’s bilateral relations 
with individual countries. IPAP was developed to 
enable candidate states to prepare for MAPs. The MAPs 
were designed to prepare countries for full NATO 
membership and have been based on comprehensive 
technical and advisory support with individual 
capitals.
	 In addition to these long-range initiatives, measures 
have been taken to consolidate links with potential 
candidate countries. At NATO’s Istanbul Summit in 
June 2004, a Special Representative for the Caucasus 
and Central Asia was appointed, together with two 
NATO liaison officers—one for each region. Several 
NATO members and aspirants, including Romania, 
Bulgaria, Ukraine, and Georgia, have also supported 
NATO’s proposal to extend the Alliance’s maritime 
security operation, ACTIVE ENDEAVOR, from the 
Eastern Mediterranean into the Black Sea region. 
However, Moscow and Ankara have resisted the 
initiative. Instead, Moscow has pushed for turning the 
Black Sea Force (BLACKSEAFOR) naval cooperation 
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agreement into a regional naval security grouping as 
an alternative to NATO and in which Russia can play 
a pivotal role.
	 Ukraine. Ukraine became a partner country in 
NATO’s PfP program in 1994, the first state in the CIS 
to achieve this status.26 In 1997 Ukraine was upgraded 
when a NATO-Ukraine Charter was initialed in 
Madrid and a NATO-Ukraine Action Plan (NUAP) 
was developed, with its Annual Target Plans (ATPs) 
that focused primarily in the military field. The Charter 
on a Distinctive Partnership established the NATO-
Ukrainian Commission as a permanent mechanism 
to assist with reform projects and to deepen relations 
with the Alliance.27 Kyiv has also participated in several 
NATO peace-enforcement missions, including in post-
conflict Kosova after the summer of 1999. However, 
the Ukrainian government was unable to implement 
a full array of military reforms under the presidency 
of Leonid Kuchma and did not explain the benefits of 
NATO membership to large sectors of the Ukrainian 
public.
	 Ukraine has benefited from several Alliance 
mechanisms for closer cooperation since 2002, 
including the NATO-Ukraine Commission (NUC), the 
NATO-Ukraine Action Plan, annual NATO-Ukraine 
Target Plans, the Military Committee Work Plan, and 
the Joint Working Group on Defense Reform. Kyiv 
was also invited in April 2005 to begin an Intensified 
Dialogue on Membership, a precursor to enter the 
MAP process. The NUC was established in 1997 as a 
means for consultation and cooperation and to assess 
progress in the Action Plan and other initiatives. 
	 Ukraine has also participated in several NATO 
peacekeeping operations, including the Implementation 
Force (IFOR)/Stabilization Force (SFOR) operation in 
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Bosnia-Hercegovina between 1995 and 1999 and the 
Kosovo Force (KFOR) mission in Kosova since 1999. 
Kyiv has also made its air space and territory available 
to U.S. and NATO forces and actively participated in 
NATO’s Civil Emergency Planning (CEP) programs.
	 Ukraine has remained a prospective candidate 
for NATO membership. In May 2002, Kyiv adopted 
its Strategy on NATO approved by a presidential 
decree, which asserted that Alliance integration 
constituted a long-term goal for Ukraine. The objective 
of NATO integration was also included in the law on 
the Foundations of the National Security of Ukraine 
in June 2002. The new version of Ukraine’s Military 
Doctrine, revised in July 2004, underscored Euro-
Atlantic integration as a foreign policy priority but did 
not explicitly spell out the goal of NATO membership. 
Such ambiguity was evidently an indication of limited 
support for Alliance accession among the citizenry and 
sectors of the political elite. 
	 After the election of President Viktor Yushchenko 
in November 2004, Ukraine pushed for acquiring 
a NATO MAP. This would be critical in propelling 
the country toward eventual Alliance membership. 
Indeed, several analysts contended that Ukraine was 
eligible for MAP status because of the defense reforms 
already conducted, its participation in NATO missions 
in Afghanistan and Iraq, and the commitments 
made by Kyiv to raise the defense budget to 2 
percent of annual gross domestic product (GDP), as 
recommended by NATO officials. In qualifying for a 
MAP, Ukraine also needed to conduct further security 
sector reforms. In October 2004, Ukraine’s Defense 
Minister Anatoly Hrytsenko asserted that Kyiv would 
complete its reform of the armed forces by 2008, and 
in November 2005 Chief of the General Staff Serhiy 
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Kirichenko presented a plan for reforming Ukraine’s  
military by 2011.28 
	 However, the prospect of Ukraine receiving a MAP 
program at NATO’s Riga Summit in November 2006 
rapidly evaporated after the election of the Yanukovych 
government in the summer of 2006. This was a 
consequence of serious doubts about the commitment 
of the new administration to Alliance goals and the 
lack of consensus among Ukraine’s political elite on 
key strategic issues. In addition, anti-NATO forces in 
Ukraine, including the major pro-Russian parties in 
Crimea, supported by Moscow, became more active 
during 2006 in seeking to thwart Kyiv’s bid for Alliance 
membership. 
	 For example, in May 2006, protests and pickets were 
organized in Crimea to prevent preparations for U.S.-
Ukrainian naval exercises that had taken place each 
summer since 1997.29 On June 6, 2006, the parliament 
of the Crimean Autonomous Republic adopted a 
proposal to the Ukrainian parliament asking that the 
entire peninsula be proclaimed as a “NATO-free zone” 
and called on President Yushchenko to cancel this 
year’s military exercises.
	 Shortly after assuming office in December 2004, 
President Viktor Yushchenko had announced the 
end of “multivectorism” in Ukraine’s foreign policy, 
signaling a commitment to Western integration. But this 
pro-Western position was again called into question 
after the government of Prime Minister Yanukovich 
was installed in August 2006, and hopes collapsed that 
Ukraine would receive any encouragement to canvass 
for NATO membership for the planned enlargement 
summit in 2008. 
	 An important indicator of readiness to join NATO 
is the extent of public support for membership. In 
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Ukraine this figure has remained low because of the 
Soviet hangover and lack of credible information 
regarding the Alliance. Results of a survey released in 
June 2006 by the Democratic Initiatives Foundation in 
Kyiv, indicated that only 12.4 percent of respondents 
approve of Ukraine joining NATO, while 64.4 percent 
were against.30 The pro-NATO vote has fluctuated 
between 15 percent and 30 percent over the past several 
years, which is exceptionally low by CEE standards. 
	 The Russian media broadcasting to Ukraine has 
continued to stress the restricted nature of public 
support for NATO accession, asserting that several major 
Ukrainian political parties are actively campaigning 
against the Alliance.31 One common reason given by 
Ukrainian respondents opposed to NATO entry is 
that this would allegedly worsen Ukrainian-Russian 
relations. Moscow continues to give credence to such 
an outcome in order to help maintain opposition to 
NATO accession within Ukraine. 
	 If public opinion is to be transformed, Kyiv will 
need to steadily build up a positive national consensus 
on NATO entry through a more effective and extensive 
public information campaign. In addition, in October 
2005, NATO Secretary General Jaap de Hoop Scheffer 
underscored that Ukraine’s future membership in 
the Alliance hinged on its performance in meeting 
rigorous NATO standards in civil and military 
reform. This would include deeper cuts in the size of 
the armed forces and a prolonged process of military 
modernization and professionalization.
	 In September 2006, Prime Minister Yanukovych 
asserted at NATO headquarters in Brussels that Kyiv 
was putting on hold its aspirations to join NATO’s MAP 
because of public opposition to Alliance membership.32 
His statements, which were subsequently contradicted 
by President Yushchenko, demonstrated that Ukraine’s 
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political leadership remained deeply divided and 
ultimately unprepared for the process of NATO 
inclusion. Defense Minister Anatoliy Hrytsenko and 
Foreign Minister Borys Tarasyuk vigorously countered 
the Prime Minister’s statements. Both these ministers, 
who were appointed by President Yushchenko, 
claimed that NATO membership was a centerpiece 
of Ukrainian foreign policy. Evidently, the Defense 
Ministry will continue to pursue an action plan geared 
toward acquiring membership in the Alliance. The 
Foreign Ministry also supported the process of NATO 
accession, but the dismissal by parliament of Foreign 
Minister Tarasyuk and Interior Minister Yuriy Lutsenko 
in early December 2006 raised serious doubts about 
the government’s commitments to meeting NATO 
standards.
	 The conflict over policy in the Ukrainian 
administration will clearly retard Kyiv’s prospect 
of obtaining a MAP from the Alliance and postpone 
NATO membership indefinitely. The Yanukovych 
leadership has also pledged to hold a public referendum 
on NATO accession. Critics contend that this will be 
calculated to reinforce their non-NATO stance and 
silence the pro-Alliance politicians, while government 
officials maintain that they are seeking to better prepare 
Ukraine for possible NATO entry by promoting a 
public debate.
	 At the NATO Summit in Riga in November 2006, 
Alliance leaders provided support to Ukraine’s pro-
NATO forces by issuing a declaration reaffirming their 
intention to pursue the process of Intensified Dialogue 
with Ukraine. Although this does not guarantee 
eventual membership, it does place Kyiv on track for 
obtaining a MAP when it is ready, both politically and 
technically.33
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	 Belarus. Under the rule of President Alyaksandr 
Lukashenka since the mid-1990s, Belarus has not been 
interested in NATO membership or even a close security 
relationship with the Alliance. The country has engaged 
in limited bilateral cooperation and participated in some 
PfP activities with Alliance members after joining the 
initiative in 1994. However, the presidency has limited 
the extent of military cooperation with the NATO states 
despite some interest expressed within the Ministry of 
Defense. Although Belarusian legislation allows for 
participation in peacekeeping missions abroad, no 
presidential decisions have been taken on dispatching 
troops on any NATO-led operations. At the same 
time, NATO states remain highly critical of Minsk 
for the country’s authoritarian system, the absence of 
civil-military reform, and for the regime’s frequent 
propaganda attacks and disinformation campaigns 
against the Alliance.
	 Moldova. Moldova joined the PfP program in 1994, 
received IPPs, and adopted the PAP-DIB to support its 
defense reform. However, the government in Chisinau 
has only engaged in a handful of joint activities with 
NATO. It has participated on a small scale in some 
NATO operations but has extremely limited financial 
means and a largely unreformed bureaucratic structure. 
Moldova is also a member of the Southeast European 
Cooperative Initiative (SECI) and thereby involved in 
various NATO cooperation formats with the Balkan 
states.
	 In June 2005, President Vladimir Voronin visited 
NATO headquarters in Brussels and asked for the 
initiation of a special partnership with the Alliance in 
the form of an IPAP. However, the existing Moldovan 
constitution stresses the country’s neutrality and 
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prohibits membership in any military alliance, 
including NATO. Thus far, Chisinau has not voiced 
any direct membership aspirations. However, the 
Voronin government has stressed the importance of 
Moldova’s integration into “European and transatlantic 
structures” in order to reduce threats and insecurities. 
Chisinau’s deteriorating relations with Russia and 
its fear of losing the Transnistrian region has pushed 
the government closer to NATO even though its 
membership prospects remain slim at present.
	 Georgia. NATO has developed several forms of 
partnership with the south Caucasian states, especially 
in assisting their armed forces to develop democratic 
standards. Georgia has emerged as the most active 
NATO partner in the Southern Caucasus and aspires 
to NATO membership. It views strong ties with the 
Alliance as protection against Russia’s pressure and 
as a potential form of assistance in reintegrating 
the territories detached by separatist movements 
supported by Moscow. NATO is also important 
for obtaining practical assistance in the country’s 
defense transformation. The Rose Revolution and the 
election of President Mikhail Saakashvili in January 
2004 enhanced Tbilisi’s cooperation with NATO and 
enabled it to launch an intensive program of defense 
reform.
	 Georgia has been involved in the PfP program since 
March 1994 and has been engaged in IPAPs. The IPAP 
is designed to intensify PfP cooperation by specifying 
programs for reform spanning a broad range of issues 
including military, judicial, and economic reform; 
budgeting; civil emergency planning; equipment 
standardization; and improving interoperability with 
NATO members. Tbilisi also participates in the PAP-
DIP designed to improve the operational capabilities 

This content downloaded from 
��������������37.25.86.41 on Thu, 01 Sep 2022 08:35:56 UTC�������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



39

of the military while subordinating the military to 
civilian control.34 Military officers from several CEE 
states have been involved in advising their Georgian 
counterparts in applying these various projects as 
Tbilisi has sought assistance in security sector reform 
and enhanced interoperability with NATO. 
	 The Georgian authorities have been very cooperative 
in assisting in U.S. and NATO missions. In March 2005, 
Georgia and NATO signed an Agreement on Provision 
of Host Nation Support to and Transit of NATO 
Forces and NATO Personnel. The agreement provided 
an insurance of NATO transit through Georgian 
territory.35 Tbilisi has also proposed transforming the 
Batumi Base into a common NATO-Russia training 
center for the Black Sea region. Georgian military units 
have participated in NATO’s Kosova KFOR mission 
and in the International Security Assistance Forces 
(ISAF) operation in Afghanistan. In 2001, Georgia 
became the first South Caucasian country to host PfP 
military exercises. Georgia was also the first country 
where a NATO liaison officer appointed for the South 
Caucasus region began work in early 2005.
	 NATO’s Intensified Dialogue with Georgia 
was reconfirmed at the Alliance Summit in Riga in 
November 2006, and Tbilisi was commended for its 
contribution to peacekeeping operations in Kosova 
and Iraq.36 The Georgian authorities remain hopeful 
of obtaining a full MAP from NATO following the 
implementation of its IPAP goals approved in October 
2004. After the Rose Revolution and the election of 
President Mikhail Sakaashvilli, the new government 
displayed its commitment to internal democratic 
reform, and its foreign policy priorities included 
membership in both NATO and the EU. Tbilisi has 
cultivated a closer relationship with the Alliance and 
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with its member states, especially the United States, in 
the hope of obtaining NATO membership. 
	 Tbilisi has displayed its commitment to the Alliance 
by offering its airspace and airfields for the U.S.-led 
campaigns in Afghanistan and Iraq, by dispatching a 
military unit to Afghanistan to participate in NATO’s 
ISAF, and by sending a peacekeeping contingent to Iraq. 
In turn, the United States has provided support to the 
“Georgia Train and Equip Program” designed to assist 
Tbilisi in countering terrorist infiltration. With U.S. 
backing, the Organization for Security and Cooperation 
in Europe (OSCE) also conducted a border monitoring 
operation along part of the Russian-Georgian frontier 
between 1999 and 2004. The Russian government 
refused to support the renewal of this OSCE mandate, 
evidently fearful of creating an effective border that 
would set an example for other areas. Moscow prefers 
to have ambiguous and even contested borders with 
smaller and vulnerable neighbors in order to keep 
them off balance and to gain political advantages for 
its expansive state interests.
	 An indefinite delay or the abrupt termination of 
further NATO enlargement eastwards would impact 
negatively on the internal politics of several excluded 
states. It could halt the nascent reform programs and 
encourage anti-Western or isolationist elements among 
the political elites while weakening the staunchly pro-
American and pro-European political forces. Exclusion 
from western institutions may disenchant large sectors 
of the public and favor populist, xenophobic, and 
authoritarian trends in national politics. It could curtail 
regional cooperation and limit national contributions 
to Allied peacekeeping and state reconstruction 
operations in various regional trouble spots. And this 
would send ripple effects throughout state institutions 
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to the detriment of security sector and judicial 
reform and other arenas necessary for acquiring EU 
membership.
	 Nonenlargement of the Alliance would also 
adversely affect relations between current NATO 
member states. If the newest NATO countries from 
CEE are unable to persuade their partners that eastern 
enlargement is essential for Allied security, then this 
could breed resentment and even unwillingness to 
participate in some NATO operations. It could lead 
to more damaging political rifts within the Alliance. 
Meanwhile, apprehensions may grow across the 
region that some NATO allies were appeasing Russia 
and willing to come to agreements with Moscow at 
the expense of the security and national interests of 
the CEE countries. Paradoxically, restricted expansion 
rather than an open-ended Alliance may contribute 
more to fracturing NATO as a political alliance and 
undermining its expanded military roles outside the 
European continent.
	 NATO’s nonenlargement will also have serious 
implications for Russia’s position in the East European 
region and Moscow’s policies toward the North 
Atlantic Alliance. By interpreting Kremlin opposition 
to NATO enlargement as Russia’s diplomatic and 
regional success, a freeze on expansion could further 
embolden the Russian administration. NATO would 
be increasingly perceived as a weakened organization 
with limited interests in regions where Russia seeks 
to reestablish its zone of dominance. Paradoxically, a 
spatially restricted NATO is more likely to embolden 
Russia to provoke disputes with NATO’s newer 
members and precipitate potential confrontations with 
the Alliance as a whole. 
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U.S. Eastern Policy.

	 At a regional level, Washington has been supportive 
of democratizing and securing the remaining East 
European countries in the trans-Atlantic zone. However, 
it has often lacked a coherent strategy, sufficient support 
and cohesion among its traditional European allies, and 
fully credible partners in all the East European states. 
In terms of grand strategy, the “Newly Independent 
States” or the “Black Sea Region” have proved to be 
elusive concepts containing widely diverging countries 
that have mirrored bureaucratic divisions in regional 
responsibility within the U.S. foreign policy apparatus. 
Some governments, as in Belarus and Russia, have been 
opposed to more extensive U.S. engagement, some 
as in Kuchma’s Ukraine and throughout the 1990s in 
Moldova were neutral, while other governments, as in 
post-Rose Revolution Georgia, post-Orange Revolution 
Ukraine, and post-2005 Moldova, have welcomed more 
pronounced U.S. involvement.
	 In terms of regional organizations in the post-
Soviet domain, there has been an absence of a single 
all-encompassing institution for Washington to 
engage with. Instead, it has focused on working with 
a variety of multinational organizations, including 
GUAM, BSEC (where the United States has observer 
status), the Black Sea Trust (established by the German 
Marshal Fund), and the Black Sea Forum, which held its 
inaugural meeting in Bucharest in June 2006. The U.S. 
administration has also supported specific multinational 
projects such as the Black Sea border security initiative, 
focused on antiproliferation measures, and the Black 
Sea Civil-Military Preparedness Program, involving 
joint exercises in the event of natural disasters and 
other emergencies.
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	 Ukraine. During the second half of the 1990s, 
Ukraine became the largest recipient of U.S. economic 
aid. Nevertheless, political relations between Kyiv and 
Washington stagnated because of President Leonid 
Kuchma’s backtracking from democratic practice 
and his acts of repression against independent critics. 
Relations visibly improved and deepened following 
the Orange Revolution in November-December 2004. 
The United States restored the Generalized System of 
Preferences (GSP) in trade, accorded Ukraine market 
economy status, signed a bilateral World Trade 
Organization (WTO) market access agreement, and 
permanently lifted the Jackson-Vanik Amendment to 
encourage Ukrainian exports to the United States. 
	 President Yushchenko received a positive signal 
from the White House concerning Ukraine’s bid for 
NATO membership during his visit to Washington 
in April 2005. Kyiv was invited to join NATO’s 
Intensified Dialogue on Membership, and a Strategic 
Partnership Agreement was signed by the two capitals, 
although it brought few immediate benefits for Kyiv. 
Washington also supported Ukraine’s membership in 
various regional structures, including the Community 
for Democratic Choice (CDC) and the South Eastern 
Europe Defense Ministerial Group (SEDM). The 
Ukrainian authorities have supplied troops to various 
peacekeeping missions including the U.S.-led coalition 
operation in Iraq. 
	 However, the further development of bilateral 
relations came into question following the March 
2006 election victory of the Party of Regions led by 
the new Prime Minister Viktor Yanukovych and the 
confusion surrounding Ukraine’s strategic direction 
and its commitment to Western integration. While 
Washington will continue to support reform and 
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economic development in Ukraine, it will also carefully 
monitor the stability and performance of the new 
government as well as the impact of Russia’s influence 
on Kyiv’s security and foreign policy.
	 Belarus. Washington has applied various measures 
to promote democratization and even regime change in 
Belarus. This has included the Belarus Democracy Act 
2004, an initiative designed to financially support the 
implementation of programs for building democratic 
institutions.37 The Act also empowered Washington 
to impose sanctions on Minsk in case of continuing 
human rights violations and several high-ranking 
Belarusian officials have been banned from entry into 
the United States. In December 2006, the U.S. House 
of Representatives passed the Belarus Democracy 
Reauthorization Act, which extended the original 
Belarus Democracy Act until 2008. The bill authorized 
over $27 million in funding for democracy-building 
activities and banned the U.S. Government from 
providing financial assistance to Minsk, except for 
humanitarian aid, until the regime conducts a thorough 
inquiry into the 1999-2000 disappearances of President 
Lukashenka’s opponents, releases political prisoners, 
drops charges against opposition figures, and ends the 
prosecution of independent media and pro-democracy 
organizations.38

	 The U.S. Congress and the administration have 
generally worked together in condemning the anti-
democratic policies of the Lukashenka regime and 
criticizing a series of fraudulent elections in Belarus. 
However, Washington’s strident tones have not 
translated into any fundamental changes in the country. 
Indeed, repression has been intensified, especially 
since the 2004 upheaval in neighboring Ukraine, as the 
Belarusian regime launched preemptive repressions 
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supposedly to prevent a “colored revolution.” The 
majority of Belarusian citizens have either remained 
passive or unwilling to openly oppose the government, 
and organized opposition has remained restricted.
	 Moldova. The United States developed closer 
relations with Moldova when Chisinau made a firmer 
commitment to Western integration after the March 
2005 general elections. U.S. assistance programs to 
Moldova aim to promote democratic and market 
reform and have focused on local governance, civic 
participation, anticorruption, law enforcement reform, 
and antitrafficking in persons.39 Washington has made 
it clear that it supports Moldova’s territorial integrity 
and has condemned moves toward separation and 
independence by the Transnistrian regime. Assistance 
programs also support Moldova’s membership in 
various regional structures. For instance, the United 
States has backed Moldova’s active participation in 
the Stability Pact for Southeastern Europe and in the 
GUAM initiative.
	 Other bilateral arrangements have included a 
trade agreement providing reciprocal most-favored-
nation tariff status and the granting of GSP status in 
August 1995. U.S. training and technical assistance 
has promoted administrative reform with the goal of 
increasing the autonomy and effectiveness of local 
government, encouraging fiscal decentralization, 
generating greater transparency and citizen 
participation in decisionmaking, supporting NGOs in 
fostering civil society, promoting private enterprise 
development, and expanding an independent and 
professional media. 
	 U.S. assistance programs have also focused on 
enabling Moldova’s participation in NATO’s PfP 
program, developing its peacekeeping capacities, and 
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strengthening border security, especially in Transnistria. 
Foreign Military Finance (FMF) and International 
Military Education and Training (IMET) funding has 
helped to develop and reform Moldova’s armed forces, 
while allowing its peacekeeping battalion to operate 
alongside NATO forces. This directly promotes the 
eventual integration of Moldova into the Alliance. The 
Anti-Crime Training and Technical Assistance (ACTTA) 
program has supported cooperative efforts between 
U.S. law enforcement agencies and Moldovan officials 
to combat organized crime, corruption, narcotics, and 
trafficking in persons. To demonstrate its aspirations 
for closer relations with the United States, Chisinau 
dispatched a small military contingent to Iraq in the 
second half of 2003, which was supplemented in 2004. 
	 Georgia. Since Georgia’s Rose Revolution in 
November 2003, relations between Tbilisi and 
Washington have significantly improved, and the 
United States has provided political, diplomatic, 
military, and economic support to the reformist 
government.40 Extensive U.S. assistance is targeted 
to support Georgia’s democratic, judicial, economic, 
and security reform programs, with an emphasis on 
institution-building and implementing democratic 
reforms. Efforts have been made to strengthen 
independent political parties, develop professional 
media, and build a strong and effective civil society. 
The Georgian parliament has also received substantial 
support to buttress its capacity and forge a legislative 
body that exercises effective oversight.
	 The United States has also worked closely with Tbilisi 
in its counterterrorism efforts. It has provided Georgia 
with bilateral security assistance, including military 
professionalism training through the IMET program 
and help in law enforcement reform, nonproliferation, 
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and combating organized crime and transborder 
smuggling. The multiyear Georgia Train and Equip 
Program (GTEP) ended in 2004, and was widely 
hailed as a success in enhancing Georgia’s military 
capabilities and stimulating military reform. Military 
restructuring initiatives have continued through the 
Sustainment and Stability Operations Program (SSOP) 
and other education and training projects. The Georgia 
Border Security and Law Enforcement (GBSLE) 
program has improved the effectiveness of the Border 
Guard, the Coast Guard, and the Customs Service. In 
its turn, Georgia has contributed troops to the U.S.-led 
operation in Iraq, and its 850 soldiers formed the largest 
national contingent proportionate to the population of 
all countries engaged in the stabilization operation.

European Union Eastern Policy.

	 In theory, all the European states, geographically 
and politically defined, are EU candidates. According 
to Article 49 of the Treaty on the European Union, each 
European country can apply for membership in the EU 
provided that it meets certain specified standards. The 
EU’s Copenhagen Criteria for admitting new states 
rest on three principles: stable democratic institutions, 
the rule of law and ensuring human rights, and the 
protection of minorities.41 All European capitals, with 
the exception of Moscow and Minsk, view EU accession 
as a strategic objective and priority. However, the EU 
has not included the post-Soviet states on an entry 
path through association agreements as it has with the 
West Balkan countries. Warsaw and several other CEE 
capitals have pushed to have their status upgraded 
from Partnership and Cooperation Agreements (PCA) 
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with the Union to SAA as a stepping-stone to eventual 
EU admission.
	 Poland and its neighbors initially supported a 
New Neighborhood Initiative (NNI) toward Ukraine, 
Belarus, and Moldova.42 However, the notion of focusing 
on these states with future membership prospects 
was altered by the EU in its ENP, devised in 2003 as a 
“Wider Europe” concept, laying the groundwork for 
closer cooperation with the EU’s eastern and southern 
neighbors.43 The initiative was formally announced 
at the EU’s June 2003 Thessaloniki Summit and was 
intended to create a circle of stable states adjacent to the 
Union’s borders without explicitly offering membership 
prospects to any specific country. The stated objective 
was to help promote democratic standards, the rule of 
law, an independent judiciary, and other reforms that 
complied with EU standards and norms.
	 The ENP initially included Ukraine and Moldova 
and was extended to encompass Georgia, Armenia, 
and Azerbaijan in June 2004. Parallel to this initiative, 
the ESS was prepared by the office of the EU’s High 
Representative for CFSP in 2003 to help shape the 
Union’s interactions with the outside world.44 It 
specified that there should be no more dividing lines 
within Europe, and that the benefits of political and 
economic cooperation should be extended to the EU’s 
eastern neighbors.
	 Within the ENP framework, EU leaders have 
focused on “benchmarks” of progress in neighboring 
states that can be rewarded with financial support 
and technical assistance. They have underscored the 
importance of 3- to 5-year Action Plans (AP) tailored 
to each country in promoting democratic reform, the 
rule of law, institution building, trade liberalization, 
and transport connections.45 EU officials contend that 
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in the economic arena the ENP helps to deepen trade 
relations, enhances financial and technical assistance, 
promotes participation in EU programs, and gives 
each country a link with the Union’s internal market. 
The Action Plans are not legally binding agreements 
but political documents outlining a set of objectives for 
the Neighborhood countries with specific road maps 
for reform.46

	 Several CEE capitals have criticized the ENP for 
the significant disproportions between the number of 
commitments made by the neighborhood states and 
the extent of benefits promised by the EU.47 They argue 
that the ENP initiative needs to be enhanced with 
greater access to EU markets, work and immigration 
opportunities, technical assistance, and increased 
freedom of movement in recognition of stronger 
border controls and domestic law enforcement in the 
ENP states. Some analysts have proposed that the 
East European countries be offered the prospect of a 
place in the EU’s internal market through preferential 
trading relations and market openings leading to a 
free trade agreement in people, goods, services, and 
capital. To this effect, assistance needs to be provided 
to improve infrastructure interconnecting these 
countries with the Union, especially in transportation, 
energy, telecommunications, and efficient border 
management.48 It is important that the EU’s new 
external border does not become a barrier to trade, 
social interchange, and regional cooperation.
	 The European Neighborhood and Partnership 
Instrument (ENPI) has been developed as the core 
financial program that will replace existing assistance 
packages and become the main channel of EU aid to all 
neighboring countries from 2007 onwards. A projected 
14.9 billion euros is due to be earmarked for the 
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ENPI region between 2007 and 2013. This constitutes 
a 60 percent growth in average annual spending as 
compared to the funds allocated between 2004 and 
2006. The bulk of financing will be earmarked for 
the development of border regions and cross-border 
cooperation in environmental protection, public 
security, countercrime, and conflict prevention.
	 The EU has displayed its reluctance to further 
enlargement eastwards, especially since the failure to 
approve the EU’s Constitutional Treaty in 2005 and 
its preoccupation with the Western Balkans. With the 
inclusion of Bulgaria and Romania as EU members in 
January 2007, some analysts have concluded that further 
Union enlargement will be halted indefinitely.49 In 
September 2006, European Commission President José 
Manuel Barroso indicated that the current expansion 
of the Union might be the last until an “institutional 
settlement” is reached within the EU following the 
Treaty’s failure. Additionally, the slowdown in EU 
economic growth has avowedly weakened political and 
public support for further enlargement and integration. 
For instance, the French authorities announced that any 
future member beyond Bulgaria and Romania would 
need to be approved by a French referendum. This 
could delay or derail the accession of various states in 
the West Balkans and Eastern Europe. 
	 The debate in several EU capitals has focused 
on the limits of EU expansion and a search for an 
acceptable definition of Europe’s ultimate borders that 
would determine who can qualify for membership. 
While the CEE and several Western European 
capitals have supported enlargement eastward, 
other voices have proposed alternative arrangements 
and “special relationships” between the EU and 
the excluded East European countries, including a 
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European Commonwealth with a Euro-Mediterranean 
Parliament.50 Others have proposed a greater emphasis 
on regionalism in overlapping zones such as the Black 
Sea region and in other parts of the “Eastern dimension” 
involving the former Soviet republics.51 While such 
initiatives may enhance the performance of particular 
countries and promote regional cooperation, they are 
likely to be perceived in the affected capitals as an 
attempted substitute for full EU membership. 
	 The German authorities may be considering making 
a clearer EU distinction between continental countries 
that have membership hopes and those that will never 
be admitted. German officials have asserted that the 
ENP has not been successful because it links together 
too many diverse countries, while not providing 
sufficient incentives to East European states that border 
the EU. If adopted, such a policy could downgrade 
the North African and Middle Eastern partners while 
upgrading all the East European countries within the 
ENP.52 Undoubtedly, such an approach would be 
supported by the majority of CEE capitals but is likely 
to be resisted by several West European governments 
who do not relish making “Europe’s neighbors” into 
“European neighbors” with a realistic prospect of EU 
inclusion.
	 While the EU’s European Council enhanced 
its own foreign policy role by appointing a High 
Representative for Foreign and Security Policy, the 
European Parliament has steadily developed its own 
distinct voice in foreign policy issues. It has been more 
outspoken in pressing for the inclusion of the remaining 
East European states within the EU. The EP has used 
its budgetary powers to help establish the European 
Initiative for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR). 
In March 2006, the EP endorsed a report recommending 

This content downloaded from 
��������������37.25.86.41 on Thu, 01 Sep 2022 08:35:56 UTC�������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



52

that all countries bidding for membership should be 
given a “European perspective” that would include a 
“privileged partnership” until entry is secured.53 Such 
an arrangement, with various trade concessions and 
involvement in the EU’s internal market, would make 
the long and arduous transition to membership more 
palatable. 
	 However, several East European leaders and 
analysts see EU policies as delaying tactics to prevent 
further Union expansion. Rather than a mechanism of 
convergence that would enable the participating state 
to qualify for EU entry, the ENP is widely viewed as 
an attempt by Brussels to delay decisions on further 
enlargement. Critics contend that the Western 
orientations of new governments in Georgia, Ukraine, 
and Moldova has increased opportunities for EU 
leverage in these countries. They remain unconvinced 
that the ENP or various trade arrangements provide 
sufficient incentives for pursuing vigorous reforms 
and complain about the wide disparity between 
funds allocated by the EU to the South Mediterranean 
countries and to Eastern Europe. 
	 Warsaw and other capitals have sought to 
replace the current PCAs between the EU and 
Ukraine and other Eastern states with an “Enhanced 
Agreement on Association.” However, the European 
Parliament, despite its declarations, has been unable 
to find governmental allies in most member states in 
recognizing Ukraine and other East European states as 
potential EU members. It has also struggled in reaching 
any consensus in condemning Russia’s attempts to 
obstruct its neighbors from joining the pan-European 
project.
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	 Some analysts propose that the ENP include a 
significant component for strengthening civil society in 
its policy of democracy promotion.54 This could entail 
creating new mechanisms for democracy assistance 
through an EU foundation established specifically for 
this purpose and modeled on the operations of U.S. and 
German foundations which have provided considerable 
support. Until now, the EU has earmarked fewer 
funds for civil society than several other major donors. 
Civil society should be viewed as a valuable method 
for broadening domestic support for democracy, a 
market economy, and EU integration. At a practical 
level, NGOs could also participate in monitoring the 
implementation of ENP Action Plans in each of the 
Neighborhood states.
	 On the security front, cooperation needs to be 
intensified to prevent and combat threats to Europe’s 
security, including international terrorist networks, 
criminal organizations, nuclear and environmental 
hazards, and communicable diseases. This would 
include closer interstate police, border control, 
intelligence, and judicial cooperation. Proposals have 
also been made to provide East European countries 
with the prospect of aligning themselves with CFSP 
statements and decisions in order to familiarize them 
with EU foreign and security policy mechanisms and 
procedures.55

	 An additional format for involving the East 
European countries with their EU neighbors in joint 
cross-border programs has been the Euro-Region 
initiative. Several Euro-Regions have been established 
over the past decade, spanning border countries in 
multilateral cooperation frameworks and focusing on 
such issues as environment, agriculture, land planning, 
transport, telecommunications, tourism, civil society, 
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media, education, culture, and border security. They 
have included the Lower Danube Euro-Region and the 
Upper Prut Euro-Region, spanning several counties 
in Moldova, Romania, and Ukraine. However, their 
progress has been hamstrung by an absence of action 
plans with clearly defined goals, lack of experience 
among local administrations, and limited financial 
resources.56

	 Belarus. Belarus is the only European country that 
is not a member of the Council of Europe. In practice, 
the OSCE was the only pan-European body that had 
a presence in Minsk for much of the 1990s. Following 
Belarusian independence in 1991, relations with the 
EU markedly improved. Initial progress was made in 
negotiating a PCA in 1995, together with an interim 
trade agreement. However, both of these arrangements 
were suspended as a result of deteriorating internal 
developments in Belarus from 1996 onwards after the 
election of President Alyaksandr Lukashenka.57 Since 
that time, EU policy toward Belarus has included regular 
condemnations of the concentration of presidential 
powers and consistent human rights abuses, such 
as harassment and imprisonment of opposition 
politicians. EU institutions have warned repeatedly 
about the self-isolation of Belarus and called for a 
genuine partnership with Minsk. However, Belarus 
has failed to meet the basic democratic requirements 
needed to qualify for inclusion in the ENP.
	 Belarus has benefited from various EU assistance 
programs, especially in funds allocated in the early 
years of independence. These have included support 
for private sector development, transportation, nuclear 
safety, and environmental protection. Much of the aid 
was suspended after 1996 when the EU did not recognize 
the legitimacy of the 1996 referendum, which amended 
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the 1994 Belarusian Constitution despite a ruling by the 
Constitutional Court of Belarus that the amendments 
were unconstitutional. Several planned EU allocations 
were frozen and the ratification of the Interim Trade 
Agreement was suspended as the democratically 
elected parliament was replaced by a pliant legislative 
body beholden to President Lukashenka. The EU’s 
General Affairs Council concluded in 1997 that relations 
should remain restricted until Belarus begins to move 
away from a dictatorial system of government. Since 
that time, the EU has focused on support for democracy 
development and civil society, including training for 
independent journalists, NGO development, youth 
support, and human rights monitoring.
	 The EU, with urging from the CEE neighbors, sought 
to involve Minsk in various cross-border programs, 
including the training of Belarusian border officials, 
the management of border controls, migration and 
asylum, and support for counterterrorism initiatives 
and the combating of cross-border criminal networks. 
In addition, most EU member states have been 
providing direct aid to Belarus, mostly focused on 
developing civil society, NGOs, the independent media, 
cultural activities, educational pursuits, and youth and 
women’s programs. Such activities are of limited scale 
and restricted impact because of the resistance of the 
Belarusian authorities to what is officially depicted as 
Western interference in the country’s internal affairs.
	 During 2002, the EU adopted a “benchmark” 
approach in order to encourage gradual step-by-
step reforms in Belarus with specific rewards, but 
this yielded little result. Punitive measures have also 
been imposed to encourage Minsk to adopt basic 
democratic standards and human rights principles. 
In November 2002, 14 EU member states imposed a 
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visa ban on several Belarusian officials. In April 2006, 
the EU Council of Ministers confirmed a visa ban on 
six leading Belarusian officials, including President 
Lukashenka. The EU planned to expand this ban to 
other government officials. The Union also imposed 
economic sanctions by denying financial assistance and 
suspending participation in a number of institutions, 
including the Council of Europe. Various EU bodies 
also asserted that the 2004 parliamentary elections and 
the 2006 presidential ballot did not meet democratic 
norms.
	 In retaliation for EU criticism and exclusion, Minsk 
has periodically refused to issue visas to the OSCE 
Advisory and Monitoring Group (AMG) and expelled 
several Western organizations and programs and 
closed down their operations, including the British 
Council, the cultural arm of the British government.58 
At a time of escalating disputes, the CEE capitals 
have been pushing for greater EU engagement with 
Minsk through diplomatic, economic, cultural, and 
NGO channels and have proposed the opening of an 
EU Commission office in the country that would help 
develop contacts with moderate officials and potential 
reformers.
	 The EU also excluded Belarus from its ENP and 
its Neighborhood Programs adopted in 2003, which 
involved trade and assistance to countries that embarked 
on political and economic reforms. Nevertheless, it 
offered the prospect of inclusion if Minsk made moves 
to meet basic democratic standards. The new ENPI 
mechanism will enable the EU to implement projects 
in Belarus with national or local governments and civic 
society organizations, even if Minsk has not signed an 
ENP Action Plan. 
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	 However, the EU has little concrete to offer Minsk 
in comparison to Russia on which Belarus is dependent 
for cheap and essential energy supplies and most of its 
export trade. By contrast, the EU’s neighborhood policy 
would not ensure access to the single European market 
for Belarusian products. Despite various incentives, 
sanctions, and pressures, EU policy in transforming 
Belarus into a democratic state has proved ineffective, 
as President Lukashenka has consolidated his 
authoritarian regime during the last decade. 
	 Some policy splits have also emerged among EU 
member states, with Poland, Lithuania, Sweden, and 
Germany favoring greater engagement with Minsk at 
the governmental level. Meanwhile the UK, Holland, 
and other countries have sought to keep official 
relations to a minimum, arguing that contacts will 
simply benefit the Lukashenka regime to acquire 
international legitimacy without moving forward the 
democratization agenda. The EU resolved to provide 
better information to the Belarusian public on the EU 
and the ENP, to make Minsk eligible for some forms of 
cross-border cooperation under the new Neighborhood 
Programs with Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, and Ukraine, 
to enable Belarus to benefit from the ENPI, as of 2007, 
and to provide some budgetary assistance for civil 
society and local governments.
	 In September 2005, the EU launched a program 
in support of independent media broadcasting to 
Belarus.59 The initiative was pursued largely as a result of 
pressure from the new EU members bordering Belarus. 
In November 2006, the European Commission offered 
Minsk significant economic incentives in exchange 
for fulfilling 12 conditions for democratization.60 
Brussels pledged to open its markets for Belarusian 
commodities, to give financial support to Belarusian 
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companies, to provide more scholarships for Belarusian 
students, to streamline visa formalities for Belarusian 
citizens, and to assist in implementing economic and 
self-government reforms. Minsk, in turn, would have 
to release political prisoners, halt its persecution of the 
opposition, investigate the disappearances of political 
opponents, ensure fair court trials, respect minority 
rights, and hold free elections. In effect, Brussels was 
inviting the Belarusian regime to conclude a new 
partnership agreement to replace the one frozen in 
1996.
	 Ukraine. The EU and Ukraine signed a PCA in 
June 1994 and ratified the accord in March 1998 for 10 
years. In June 1998, Kyiv announced its intention to 
become an EU associate member.61 In December 1999, 
the EU adopted a Common Strategy for Ukraine for 4 
years, underscoring support for Ukraine’s democratic 
and economic reforms and providing for technical 
and financial assistance principally through the Tacis 
assistance program. This has involved supporting 
the economic transition, ensuring environmental 
protection, energy security, and nuclear safety, and 
assisting Ukraine’s integration into the European and 
world economy. Between 1999 and 2005, the EU’s 
financial aid amounted to more than 1 billion euro, 
thus making the EU the largest donor in Ukraine. 
	 The EU also established a political mechanism with 
Kyiv, enabling bilateral summits between the EU and 
Ukrainian presidents and periodic ministerial meetings. 
However, during the Kuchma presidency, Kyiv’s 
commitment to meeting EU governance and legal 
standards remained lukewarm as the ruling stratum 
feared a loss of power through the implementation of a 
more transparent and democratic process. Ukraine also 
took a step backwards in terms of its economic reforms 
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and Western integration by signing an agreement to 
create a CIS free trade zone within a Common Economic 
Space (CES) with Russia, Belarus, and Kazakhstan in 
September 2003. At the same time, Kyiv’s prospects 
for a free trade agreement with the EU had made little 
progress, especially given the ongoing political turmoil 
in Ukraine.
	 In May 2004, the European Commission launched 
the ENP, providing for a greater degree of integration 
including access to the EU’s internal market 
and increased financial assistance to implement 
important reforms. After the election of President 
Viktor Yushchenko, relations with the EU markedly 
improved as the new administration pledged 
Ukraine’s commitment to EU norms, the irreversibility 
of democratic reforms, and Kyiv’s chief foreign 
policy priority as Union membership. The European 
Parliament led by CEE delegates called for a clearer 
signal to Ukraine regarding its EU perspective and in 
assisting the country’s democratic transition.62 
	 An EU-Ukraine Action Plan was adopted in 
February 2005 within the ENP framework, setting 
several priority areas for Ukraine. These included 
strengthening democratic institutions, conducting 
economic reform, adopting tax reform, improving 
the investment climate, and enhancing cooperation in 
regional security. Kyiv has also continued to receive 
EU technical assistance under the Tacis program, with 
support for institutional, legal, and administrative 
reform, private sector development, and for addressing 
the social consequences of transition. 
	 Currently, the ENPI is being developed to provide 
a framework for assistance within the broader ENP. 
It is due to be launched in the EU’s 2007-13 financial 
perspective agenda and will replace the Tacis program 
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by covering a range of instruments including technical 
assistance. Dissatisfied with the incentives offered 
by Brussels, in a resolution adopted in January 2005, 
the European Parliament called on the EU Council 
and EU Commission to provide a “clearer European 
perspective” for Ukraine to encourage the reform 
program.63 However, the European Parliament’s impact 
on the official stance of the EU has proved limited.
	 President Yushchenko petitioned the EU to more 
fully embrace Ukraine and specify its prospects for 
eventual integration. He argued that the EU and the 
United States should recognize Ukraine as a market 
economy and support its bid to join the WTO. He also 
called upon Brussels to upgrade Ukraine from its PCA 
arrangement to an association agreement similar to 
the West Balkan states.64 His position was backed by 
the European Parliament. Nonetheless, the EU seemed 
unlikely to change its position until 2008 when the 
3-year ENP Action Plan and the PCA expire. Although 
some voices have proposed an Enhanced Partnership 
for Ukraine, its content remains uncertain pending 
further negotiations.
	 At the EU-Ukraine Summit in December 2005, 
Ukraine was granted market economy status and 
agreements were signed for deeper cooperation in 
energy, transportation, and satellite navigation.65 
However, Ukraine has yet to become a member of 
the WTO because of insufficient progress in enforcing 
existing legislation and the absence of proper legislation 
in such spheres as agriculture, services, and metallurgy. 
Discussions have been underway since the Orange 
Revolution for a potential free trade agreement between 
the EU and Ukraine as a significant step in the country’s 
Western integration.66 The PCA envisions the creation 
of a free trade area with Ukraine. Kyiv was given a list 
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of detailed prescriptions whose implementation would 
create a basis for deeper integration with the EU. The 
EU’s current PCA with Ukraine is due to expire in the 
spring of 2008. This would be an ideal time to forge 
a new model of economic cooperation constructed 
around a free trade accord.
	 At the EU-Ukraine summit in Helsinki, Finland, 
in October 2006, the principles of a new accord to 
replace the PCA were mapped out. A month earlier, in 
September 2006, European Commission President Jose 
Manuel Barroso stated that the Commission would 
soon launch a discussion on a broader cooperation 
agreement with Ukraine that could include a free-
trade deal.67 Meanwhile, Prime Minister Yanukovych 
reaffirmed that Ukraine will not join a customs union 
with Russia within the framework of the Single 
Economic Space, especially as this would restrict its 
potential engagement with the EU.
	 Moldova. Moldova signed a PCA with the EU in 
1998. Chisinau also petitioned for membership in the 
EU’s Stability Pact for South East Europe (SPSEE) and 
was eventually admitted into this multilateral initiative 
in June 2001.68 However, unlike the other Balkan 
states, Moldova was unable to apply for inclusion 
in the EU’s Stabilization and Association Process 
(SAP), a mechanism seen as a stepping-stone for EU 
entry. In addition, the resolution of the Transnistrian 
issue has not been addressed within the SPSEE 
framework. Chisinau became involved in the various 
SPSEE working groups to enhance the independent 
media, local democracy, cross-border cooperation, 
and parliamentary cooperation, to stimulate trade, 
investment, and cooperation in the energy and 
infrastructure sectors, to combat organized crime, 
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and to better manage migration and disaster response 
issues.
	 In March 2004, Brussels allowed Moldova to export 
certain products tax-free to the EU, including textiles 
and agricultural goods, while allowing Chisinau to 
protect its own market from EU products for up to 7 
years. In March 2005, Brussels appointed a special EU 
representative for Moldova, indicating that the Union 
intended to play a more active role in the country and 
in resolving the Transnistrian conflict.69 A European 
Commission Delegation was also established in 
Chisinau during the fall of 2005. The progress of 
Romania toward EU membership also contributed to 
mobilizing Brussels to enhance its involvement in the 
neighboring state. On the other hand, Romania’s entry 
into the EU in January 2007 will create new problems 
for Moldova in that a visa regime between the two 
countries would need to be established and the bilateral 
free trade agreement with Romania would have to be 
cancelled in line with EU stipulations.
	 Moldova was included in the EU’s ENP program 
and a bilateral Action Plan was concluded by December 
2004 and signed in February 2005. In accordance with 
the Action Plan, Chisinau has begun to harmonize 
Moldova’s laws with those of the EU. However, the 
ENP policy has come under domestic criticism for 
lacking the political incentive of eventual accession. 
Proponents of an enhanced Action Plan supported 
several measures to accelerate Moldova’s path toward 
the EU, including the pursuit of a legal approximation 
agenda, offering various EU trading preferences, and 
gradual integration in the EU’s Internal Market.70 
	 The construction of an effective institutional and 
legal framework is seen as a prerequisite for developing 
a modern market economy and developing trade and 
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access to the EU’s Internal Market. To this effect, the 
Moldovan parliament passed legislation obliging 
governmental institutions to observe European 
standards while developing and adopting all laws.71 
The Moldovan administration has committed itself 
to EU integration, which the country’s Foreign and 
European Integration Minister Andrei Stratan has 
called “irreversible,” claiming that the EU-Moldova 
Action Plan will be implemented by the end of 2007 
after which Chisinau will petition for EU associate 
membership.72

	 The EU has focused attention on combating cross-
border organized crime and implementing more 
effective border management along the Moldovan-
Ukrainian frontier. It has also applied several punitive 
measures against the Transnistrian leadership as a 
means of pressure in search of a compromise over 
the breakaway territory.73 For example, in February 
2003 the EU instituted a visa ban on the Transnistrian 
leadership and extended and renewed the ban in 
August 2004 and February 2005. The Union deliberated 
the possibility of conducting a post-conflict “peace 
consolidation” operation in Transnistria and advised 
Chisinau to reject the “Kozak memorandum” proposed 
by the Russian authorities in 2005 to turn Moldova into 
a confederation in which Transnistria would obtain 
veto powers over government policy and Russian 
troops would be deployed in the secessionist region 
indefinitely. 
	 Observers believed that the Moldovan government 
was unlikely to accept any arrangement over 
Transnistria without explicit EU support, thus giving 
the Union significant influence in the regional standoff. 
The Moldovan parliament called for an expansion of the 
negotiating format over Transnistria to include the EU, 

This content downloaded from 
��������������37.25.86.41 on Thu, 01 Sep 2022 08:35:56 UTC�������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



64

the United States, and Romania. Such proposals were 
vehemently opposed by Moscow, which has resisted 
EU and U.S. involvement in resolving the conflict and 
reintegrating Moldova as a single state. However, 
under the “5 plus 2” arrangement, the EU and the 
United States were included during 2006 as observers in 
negotiations over Transnistria. Nevertheless, progress 
in the talks was effectively blocked by the Transnistrian 
leadership, which pushed for the breakaway region’s 
independence. Tiraspol organized a referendum on 
independence on September 17, 2006, which was 
overwhelmingly approved by the region’s residents 
and unanimously rejected by EU and NATO states.
	 The Moldovan government, elected in March 2005, 
made a commitment to EU integration and renounced 
its previous close ties with Russia. This was in line 
with the stance of all major political parties. However, 
Chisinau faces a prolonged and difficult mission to 
implement all EU stipulations and regulations for 
necessary economic, structural, and legal reforms. 
	 In enhancing its involvement in Moldova, in 
December 2005 the EU launched a legal border and 
trade regime along the Moldovan-Ukraine frontier to 
prevent illicit trade and smuggling operations across 
the Transnistrian enclave. This EU Border Assistance 
Mission (EUBAM) was assailed by separatist leaders 
in Transnistria and by the government in Moscow 
for allegedly imposing an economic embargo on 
Transnistria and for undermining Russia’s strategic 
interests in the region. EU leaders viewed this initiative 
as an important test of its ENP and its ability to employ 
“soft security” instruments close to Union borders.74 
Meanwhile, the Transnistrian leadership and their 
backers in Moscow viewed the EU initiative as an 
economic blockade and Igor Smirnov, president of the 
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unrecognized republic, temporarily withdrew from 
the multinational negotiating process.
	 EU spokesmen have asserted that the resolution 
of the “frozen conflicts” in Moldova and Georgia will 
open up their potential for future EU membership.75 
Critics argue that on the contrary, the realistic prospect 
for EU entry for Chisinau and Tbilisi may prove a 
strong magnet for the separatist regions to reintegrate 
with the central state.76 For instance, the more Moldova 
is integrated into the EU through trade and investment, 
the more attractive it will be for business leaders and 
the general population in Transnistria and the more it 
could undercut separatist sentiments in the enclave. 
Attempts to resolve the Transnistrian conflict should 
not take precedence over Moldova’s EU integration, 
and the former should not be viewed as a precondition 
for structural reforms in the country.
	 Georgia. After Georgia regained its independence 
in 1991, EU-Georgia relations focused primarily 
on humanitarian relief following the outbreak of 
separatist conflicts inside the new state. Assistance 
was also provided in the transformation of political 
institutions and economic policies. EU involvement 
in the country and the wider South Caucasus region 
has been largely focused on economic assistance rather 
than intensive political engagement. A PCA between 
Tbilisi and the EU was signed in 1996 and came 
into force in 1999. It provided for a regular political 
dialogue and concrete cooperation in such areas as 
trade, investment, and legislative affairs. Some EU 
capitals understood better than others that instability in 
the south Caucasus constituted a threat to EU security 
whether by potentially blocking energy transportation 
routes or providing a conduit for organized crime and 
international terrorists. To counter such threats, the EU 
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has provided support for Georgia’s border guards and 
other border management requirements.
	 In July 2003, the EU Council appointed an EU 
Special Representative (EUSR) for the South Caucasus, 
to develop a comprehensive policy toward the region. 
At the same time, financial allocations to Georgia 
substantially increased in order to reinforce institutional, 
administrative, and legal reforms. The EU launched a 
ESDP mission to Georgia in 2004 with a focus on the 
legal process and policing. It has also employed the 
EU Commission’s Rapid Reaction Mechanism (RRM) 
to support the democratization process.
	 The EUSR assisted in mediating talks between Tbilisi 
and the breakaway province of Ajaria in May 2004 
that contributed to reintegrating that territory under 
the central government. The EU has also supported 
the Joint Control Commission for South Ossetia, the 
main existing conflict settlement mechanism for the 
secessionist region, and has provided limited funds. 
The EUSR has held talks with the separatist authorities 
in South Ossetia but has not participated regularly in 
OSCE or United Nations (UN)-facilitated meetings 
on South Ossetia or on the secessionist region of 
Abkhazia. 
	 Georgia’s Rose Revolution in November 2003, 
and the subsequent holding of relatively free and 
fair presidential and parliamentary elections, was 
welcomed by the EU Commission after persistent 
criticisms that the country had made insufficient 
progress toward a democratic system of governance. 
The launching of a broad reform program, including 
combating official corruption, strengthening the rule 
of law, and improving the investment climate, were 
considered to be positive steps and were rewarded 
with financial and technical means, including an EU 
rule of law mission and macro financial assistance 
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programs.77 Georgia itself was keen on eventual EU 
membership and established a commission to enhance 
this process.
	 Despite some progress, Western policies have 
been hamstrung as evident in the EU’s 20 July 2006 
statement on the separatist problems in Georgia.78 It 
welcomed plans to send a UN fact-finding mission 
regarding the deployment of an international police 
force to Abkhazia and expressed concern about Russia’s 
recent closure of the only recognized border crossing 
with Georgia. However, to supplicate Moscow, the 
EU statement counseled “mutual confidence among 
the parties,” and called for dialogue on the basis of 
“existing mechanisms.” In other words, it appeared 
to equate the legitimate Georgian authorities with the 
leaders of separatist entities sponsored by the Kremlin 
and continued to support “existing mechanisms” that 
have failed to resolve the conflict for over a decade.
	 In June 2004, the EU’s ENP eventually included 
the three South Caucasian states. Initially, they were 
not considered as viable candidates for EU integration 
and the Union itself was not perceived as a key factor 
in promoting regional stability and development. 
However, since Georgia’s Rose Revolution, eventual 
EU entry has increasingly been seen as a feasible 
and important option for the south Caucasian 
states. In July 2004, the EU initiated the Rule of Law 
Mission (or Themis mission) to Georgia and a Special 
Representative of the CFSP High Representative was 
appointed for the South Caucasus region in 2003.
	 Proponents of a 5-year ENP Action Plan for 
Georgia, endorsed by the EU in late 2006, contend 
that it should include an accelerated development and 
implementation of the PCA, support for developing a 
market economy, a financial assistance program, the 
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ENPI, and gradual economic integration into the EU’s 
Internal Market.79 They also recommended further 
support for economic rehabilitation of Georgia’s conflict 
zones in Abkhazia and South Ossetia in the context 
of conflict settlement, enhanced backing for regional 
cooperation, and greater cooperation in visa policy, 
energy programs, transportation, communications, 
environment, maritime affairs, public health, science, 
technology and innovation, education, youth, and 
people-to-people contacts. Georgia, Armenia, and 
Azerbaijan should also be involved in educational, 
training, and exchange programs for national ministries 
in order to become better informed about the EU. The 
Union remains highly popular in Georgia and in some 
recent opinion polls over 80 percent of the public 
favored Georgia’s membership.80

	 Analysts contend that the separatist entities in 
Georgia also need to be connected to the ENP, otherwise 
the gap between them and the larger state will widen 
even further, thereby making integration all the more 
problematic in the future. The challenge is to connect 
the secessionist territories to the ENP process without 
granting them international recognition as separate 
states.81 Otherwise, the gap between them and the 
countries they have broken away from will widen 
significantly. For example, Abkhazia and South Ossetia 
could participate in programs related to education, 
transportation, and democratization. 
	 Tbilisi has sought the resolution of internal conflicts 
as a priority in the ENP Action Plan and wants the 
EU to provide direct assistance in demilitarization, 
demobilization, and economic development in the 
separatist conflict zones and in upgrading border 
security. It also wants the EU to include the restoration 
of Georgia’s territorial integrity as a major item on the 
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EU-Russia cooperation agenda.82 Tbilisi has sought to 
shift the regional focus from the South Caucasus to the 
Black Sea, thereby involving states in NATO and the 
EU that support Georgia’s aspirations and have lobbied 
on the country’s behalf.83 The Georgian authorities and 
their CEE supporters have criticized the EU premise 
that closer engagement will follow the region’s 
stabilization, arguing that EU involvement will in itself 
promote stabilization and the resolution of the “frozen 
conflicts.” They are therefore urging Brussels to help 
unblock the negotiations on the secessionist conflicts 
and for the EU to deal more resolutely and coherently 
with Russia.
	 The absence of any realistic prospect of EU 
membership would have a negative long-term impact 
on those states in Eastern Europe that view themselves 
as potential candidates. In the domestic arena, it could 
further impede structural reform and benefit populists, 
nationalists, and pro-Russia interest groups. This could 
harm the progress of political and economic reform 
and discourage foreign direct investment. Incomplete 
judicial and law enforcement reforms would also 
reduce governmental accountability, reverse local anti-
corruption campaigns, and encourage the proliferation 
of organized criminality.
	 At a broader international level, the exclusion of 
Eastern Europe’s remaining contenders for the EU 
could exacerbate internal Union frictions, especially 
between anti-enlargers in Western Europe and the 
CEE capitals most supportive of further expansion. 
As a consequence, the CEE states may become less 
supportive of the foreign policies and integrationist 
priorities of older member states. Furthermore, 
nonexpansion of the EU could encourage Russia’s 
objective of establishing an alternative economic 
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union and drawing the excluded capitals into a closer 
political and economic relationship with Moscow. This 
would significantly reinforce and even expand Russia’s 
regional ambitions.

The East’s Western Dimension.

	 It has proven difficult for the East European states 
situated outside the Western institutional framework 
to work closely together in pushing for EU and NATO 
membership. Unlike the three Baltic states or even the 
Visegrád group in Central Europe, the post-Soviet 
countries in the region between the Baltic Sea and the 
Caspian Sea are more diverse and politically fractured. 
They vary greatly in population and ethnic composition, 
have wide disparities in economic development, 
possess differing foreign and security priorities, lack 
the strong sponsorship of EU and NATO countries 
from which the Baltic and CEE capitals benefited, and 
do not all share the same levels of commitment to 
Western institutional integration.84

	 Several post-Soviet states have sought to protect 
themselves from unwanted Russian influence and to 
move into Western organizations. With this objective 
in mind, a number of countries established region-wide 
organizations, including the multinational GUAM 
grouping composed of Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan, 
and Moldova. GUAM was founded in 1997 at the 
initiative of Azerbaijan as a counterpart to the Russian-
dominated CIS. Although it initially achieved little in 
terms of regional economic and security cooperation, it 
enabled the four countries to pool their efforts within 
the OSCE and other formats in pushing for specific 
issues such as the resolution of the “frozen conflicts” 
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and implementation of the Conventional Forces in 
Europe (CFE) Treaty.
	 A GUAM-U.S. Program was established to promote 
trade and help coordinate counterterrorist and anti-
crime operations and the organization has been 
strongly supported by several CEE capitals. However, 
for several years it seemed to languish as Uzbekistan, 
an early member of the grouping, withdrew its 
membership and the remaining countries found it 
difficult to implement an effective common agenda.
	 In order to revive GUAM, on May 23, 2006, leaders 
of the four member states met at a summit in Kyiv and 
renamed GUAM as the Organization for Democracy 
and Economic Development (ODED-GUAM).85 
Participating governments stressed the importance of 
GUAM in helping accelerate their integration into NATO 
and the EU and promoting democratic developments 
in the wider region. The participants adopted a GUAM 
statute as an international organization open for other 
states to join. ODED-GUAM members also signed a 
free trade agreement and work was slated to begin on 
unifying border and customs services between the four 
countries. They also pledged to intensify cooperation 
in the energy sector especially by investing in 
diversification and in constructing new delivery routes 
for Caspian oil and gas. President Viktor Yushchenko 
asserted at the summit that one of ODED’s main goals 
was to challenge Moscow’s energy-export dominance. 
	 There were also reports that Romania, which 
obtained observer status, intended to join ODED-
GUAM, which would help link the formation with 
NATO and with the EU. Pro-Western activists 
in Ukraine and elsewhere contend that regional 
organizations and trilateral cooperative arrangements 
with CEE EU members are a strong complement and 
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incentive for EU integration.86 In addition, Ukraine, 
Belarus, and Moldova are members of the Central 
European Initiative (CEI), a broad grouping of 17 states 
that also includes several West European countries but 
excludes Russia. The Black Sea Economic Cooperation 
Organization (BSECO) has also become a forum for 
political consultation and coordination among the 
Black Sea littoral states, in which the United States 
obtained observer status in November 2005 and in 
which the EU is also likely to participate in the future. 
	 Despite the initial momentum following the May 
2006 summit, GUAM began to lose its impact again 
following the Ukrainian parliamentary elections 
in which the pro-Russian forces gained a majority 
of government posts. This was most evident at the 
GUAM Parliamentary Assembly session in Chisinau 
on October 14-15, 2006, when representatives failed 
to issue a statement in support of Georgia in its 
escalating conflict with Moscow.87 Furthermore, little 
was accomplished in formulating proposals to resolve 
the “frozen conflicts” in Georgia and Moldova as 
specified during the May summit. The opposition of 
the Ukrainian delegation was viewed as one of the main 
reasons for GUAM’s evident paralysis in confronting 
Russia and adopting a unified position.
	 One recent significant regional initiative has 
been the Community of Democratic Choice (CDC), 
launched by Kyiv and Tbilisi to promote democratic 
transformations among post-Soviet states. In August 
2005, Ukrainian President Yushchenko and Georgian 
President Saakashvili signed a joint declaration to 
establish a community of democratic states in the Baltic-
Black-Caspian Sea region. The two leaders were joined 
by the Presidents of Poland and Lithuania when the 
CDC was formally launched at an inaugural summit 
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in December 2005. However, the initiative was subject 
to criticism from some quarters because it appeared to 
divide the more democratic from the less democratic 
states in the region, even though most of Moscow’s 
neighbors were equally under threat from a resurgent 
Russia. 
	 With regard to other regional initiatives, several 
East European states have become involved in the 
“Euro-region” projects that span several EU states and 
their immediate neighbors. This has involved varying 
degrees of “institutionalized collaboration between 
contiguous sub-national authorities across national 
borders.”88 In most cases, municipal or regional 
authorities have fostered a number of joint activities, 
whether in environmental protection, cross-border 
trade, small business development, or cultural and 
social interactions. Such initiatives involving both 
public and private partners have helped develop ties 
with the EU aspirants, enhanced the development 
of some poorer national peripheries, and brought 
local and central authorities in closer contact with EU 
standards and practices.
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