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Introduction 

LǘΩǎ ōŜŜƴ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ŀ ȅŜŀǊ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ aŀȅ нллф ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ ƭŀǳƴŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9ŀǎǘŜǊƴ tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ό9ŀtύΣ ŀ 

joint Polish-Swedish initiative that tries to upgrade the framework for relations between the EU 

and six Eastern European neighbors (Belarus, Ukraine, Moldova, Georgia, Azerbaijan and 

Armenia). The main goals of the EaP are to achieve the political association and economic 

integration of the six EaP countries with the EU.  

The Eastern Partnership was created to enforce the Eastern dimension of the European 

Neighborhood Policy (ENP) that was launched in 2004, and in that regard it was praised as a good 

step towards the differentiation of the Eastern and Southern dimensions of the ENP. The EaP was 

also launched partly as a reaction to the French initiative to form the Union for the 

aŜŘƛǘŜǊǊŀƴŜŀƴ ό¦Ŧaύ ǿƛǘƘ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ǎƻǳǘƘŜǊƴ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǊǎ, although ǘƘŜ 9ŀt ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ Ŝƴǘŀƛƭ ǘƘŜ 

creation of new institutions such as in the case of the UfM.   

This report intends to present the programme as it stands today as well as the positions of the six 

EaP countries regarding the initiative, with a special emphasis on Moldova. The report will argue 

that, despite some accomplishments, the Eastern Partnership is far from reaching its full 

potential and clearly needs some visible successes. In its second half the report argues that 

Moldova could become the success story needed by the Eastern Partnership and ends with 

conclusions and recommendations. 

 

Fig. 1 Map of EU and the six EaP countries 
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This criticism comes down to the fact 

that in the EaP framework the EU relies 

on enlargement instruments while the 

incentives offered are not those of 

enlargement 

The Eastern Partnership. A mixed start 

 

The initiative received mixed support within the EU, with many of the 9¦Ωǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴǘƛŀƭ 

leaders (Nicolas Sarkozy, Gordon Brown, Silvio Berlusconi and Jose Luis Zapatero)  not attending 

the launching summit in Prague. The Partnership received the strongest support from some Central 

and Eastern European member states (Poland, Czech Republic, the Baltic states, etc.). Countries 

such as Romania, Bulgaria and Greece were initially rather skeptical about the EaP, fearing a 

ŘǳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ .ƭŀŎƪ {Ŝŀ {ȅƴŜǊƎȅΣ ŀ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ǘƘŀǘ 

they all supported and that could be overshadowed by this new regional initiative. The Swedish 

government initially actively supported the initiative, but later it became less involved in 

developing the framework already created. Poland continued to support the initiative, for 

example by proposing in May 2010 at the first Informal Ministerial Meeting of the Eastern 

Partnership the creation of a Group of Friends of the Eastern Partnership formed by Canada, 

Japan, Norway, Russia, Switzerland, Turkey and the United States. 

The Eastern Partnership was criticized in countries such as 

Ukraine and Moldova for offering too little and thus for 

being no more than ŀ ΨǊŜōǊŀƴŘƛƴƎΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9btΦ Even 

though the EaP does not preclude EU membership, some 

saw the initiative as a consolation prize for countries that 

will not be offered membership in the Union.  

This criticism comes down to the fact that in the EaP framework the EU relies on enlargement 

instruments while the incentives offered are not those of enlargement, as the EU is not offering 

these countries the prospect of accession. Moreover, the 9¦Ωǎ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅ ƛǎ not always seen as 

being applied consistently, and this hurts its credibility. For example, on issues related to 

democracy and the rule of law Belarus is shunned for not being a democracy while the EU has 

much cosier relations with resource rich but almost equally autocratic Azerbaijan. 

The policy also received other types of criticism. The policy was criticized by Russia, with Foreign 

Minister Sergei Lavrov accusing the EU in March 2009 of ǎŜŜƪƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŜȄǇŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ άǎǇƘŜǊŜ ƻŦ 

ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜέ ƛƴ wǳǎǎƛŀΩǎ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǊƘƻƻŘΦ This led to European officials consistently mentioning in 

their discourses that the Eastern Partnership is not directed against Moscow. While the EaP 

framework allows for the participation of third countries (Turkey and Russia are generally 

considered) in various projects, this will probably not happen too soon, both because an EaP 

consensus will be needed and because of the reluctance of Turkey and Russia towards the 

initiative. 

But what exactly does the EaP offer? 
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What is on offer? 

 

The Eastern Partnership offers a bilateral and a multilateral track. The existence of the latter one 

differentiates the policy from the European Neighborhood Policy as of 2009.  Institutionally, the 

Eastern Partnership will consist of biannual summits between the heads of state and government 

of the EU and EaP countries, annual summits of foreign ministers, biannual mŜŜǘƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ΨǘƘŜƳŀǘƛŎ 

ǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳǎΩ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǇŀƴŜƭǎΣ the Euronest parliamentary 

assembly and the Civil Society Forum.  

Funding wise, the Polish-Swedish initiative was initially sold as being ΨōǳŘƎŜǘ ƴŜǳǘǊŀƭΩΣ but later 

the European Commission earmarked new funds of 350 million euros.  An additional 250 million 

euros will come from the redeployment of current aid programmes, adding up to a total EaP 

budget of 600 million euros1 for 2010-2013. These funds will be used for the following purposes: 

350 million for the multilateral dimension, 175 million for internal reforms (comprehensive 

institution building programmes) and 75 million for pilot regional development programmes. The 

main beneficiaries of EaP assistance will be public administrations from these states. 

 

Fig. 2 Breakdown of EaP financing 

Year 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Financial allocation, mil EUR 85 110 175 230 
Source: European Commission 

 

The bilateral track 

The bilateral track lies at the center of the EaP. Bilaterally the relations between the EU and EaP 

countries will be based on association agreements, deep and comprehensive free trade areas 

(DCFTA) and visa liberalization agreements that will be negotiated with each of the six countries. 

Bilaterally, funding will be provided for institution-building programmes and regional 

development programmes. The comprehensive institution-building programmes (CIB) aim to 

support the EaP governmentsΩ efforts to implement the reforms agreed upon with the EU. This 

will be done mainly through twinning programmes, high-level advisors, training and exchanges or 

secondment of personnel from the EaP countries to similar institutions in Member States. The 

implementation of the programmes will probably start in 2011. The Pilot Regional Development 

Programmes are modeled on the EU cohesion policy and are aimed at reducing economic and 

social disparities between regions by funding projects related to infrastructure, SMEs and human 

capital. However, the regional development programmes will only be agreed upon in 2012. 

 

 

 
                                                             
1 This represents about a quarter of the total EU funding that is available to Eastern neighborhood countries over the 
period mentioned. 
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The multilateral track 

Besides the more important bilateral track between the EU and individual countries, the EaP adds 

a multilateral dimension. The EaP multilateral cooperation will be based on four thematic policy 

platforms:  

1. Democracy, good governance and stability; 

2. Economic integration and convergence with EU policies; 

3. Energy security; 

4. People to people contacts. 

As was noted2, some topics covered by the platforms (energy security, environmental issues, 

people to people contacts, etc.) are more multilateral than others (good governance that focuses 

on the reform of public administration and of the judiciary). 

The platforms meet at least twice a year at the level of senior officials, and they report to the 

annual meetings of ministers of foreign affairs. Participants come from the EU Member States, 

the six EaP countries, the Council Secretariat, the European Parliament, the Committee of the 

Regions and the European Economic and Social Committee and for some platforms (2, 3) from 

the European Investment Bank and the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development 

(EBRD). The first EC proposals were presented at the first round of meetings of the platforms in 

June 2009, and the core objectives and two-year work programmes of the platforms were agreed 

upon at the second round of meetings in November 2009 and endorsed at the ministerial 

meeting held in December.  Meetings of the platforms in April-May 2010 discussed border 

management issues, trade related regulatory issues and energy security. 

The multilateral track of the Eastern Partnership also contains a number of flagship initiatives 

that aim to give substance and visibility to the EaP: Integrated border management (IBM); 

Prevention of, preparedness for, and response to natural and man-made disasters; 

Environmental governance, Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (SMEs); Diversification of energy 

supply; Regional electricity markets, energy efficiency and renewable energy.   

 

Civil Society Forum (CSF) 

The multilateral dimension also established a Civil Society Forum of the Eastern Partnership to 

άǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘǎ ŀƳƻƴƎ ŎƛǾƛƭ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘƛŀƭƻƎǳŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ 

ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎέΦ The first meeting of the Civil Society Forum was held in Brussels on November16-17,  

2009, and the second meeting will be held in Berlin on November 18-19, 2010. The Forum 

established four working groups to match the four thematic platforms and these working groups 

made recommendations regarding the future development of the EaP. However, further 

coordination is needed between the governmental and non-ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳǎ ƻŦ 9ŀtΩǎ 

multilateral dimension, as they currently seem to be running in parallel; for example, the 
                                                             
2 Petr Kratochvil, άEvaluating the Multilateral Framework of the Eastern Partnershipέ, in the Central European 
Journal of International and Security Studies website, available from http://cejiss.org/online/kratochvil/  
[29.07.2010] 

http://cejiss.org/online/kratochvil/
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further coordination is needed 

between the governmental and non-

governmental plaǘŦƻǊƳǎ ƻŦ 9ŀtΩǎ 

multilateral dimension 

conclusions on the work of the thematic platforms was 

not made available to the Forum participants even 

though three of the four thematic platform meetings 

had already taken place.  

The participants at the Forum elected a Steering 

Committee composed of representatives of civil society 

organizations from EaP and EU member states. The Steering Committee has to organize the 

future development of the Forum and participate at the meetings of the thematic platforms. 

National platforms of civil society organizations participating in the CSF were also organized in 

several countries (Belarus, Azerbaijan, Armenia).  

That said, it is not yet clear if the Civil Society Forum will be able to be more than a once a year 

event. The initiative lacks adequate funding as there was no money allocated to support civil 

society projects in 2010 and 2011. Even administrative costs related to the organization of the 

CƻǊǳƳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǎŜŜƳ ǘƻ ōŜ covered easily.  

 

Euronest 

Euronest is the parliamentary component of the Eastern Partnership and consists of 60 members 

of the European Parliament and 60 MPs from the six EaP countries. The Euronest regulations 

have been drawn, but Euronest is currently blocked because the EU does not recognize the 

Belarusian parliament as a legitimate representative body of the Belarusian people. The EP 

proposed that the places of current Belarusian MPs in Euronest be taken by representatives of 

the Belarusian opposition and civil society but this is categorically rejected by the Belarusian 

government and is also not supported by the other EaP countries. The supporters of Belarus want 

the country to have equal rights within the EaP framework and argue that the Belarusian civil 

society is already represented in the Civil Society Forum.  

Given this situation, it is up to the EU as a whole to decide if it wants to engage the Belarusian 

regime within the EaP or not. One possible solution for escaping from the current situation would 

be to freeze the seats of Belarus in Euronest until the next parliamentary elections in that 

country.  

The Committee of the Regions (CoR), which also wants to be actively involved in the EaP, 

proposed the creation of an Eastern Europe and South Caucasus Local and Regional Assembly as 

a new platform for cooperation and dialogue between local and regional authorities from the EU 

and the EaP countries.  
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The period since the launch of the 

EaP saw no great improvements in 

the region 

The EaP now. Comparison of EaP countries  

The period since the launch of the EaP saw no great improvements in the region. The economies 

of the EaP countries were seriously affected by the global economic crisis, with some of them 

(Ukraine, Armenia) experiencing double-digit GDP contractions in 2009. There were also no big 

improvements on the democracy front, with Moldova probably the only exception. The region 

ŀƭǎƻ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎe any improvements in the situation of the frozen conflicts. 

Even though High Representative Catherine Ashton declared that the neighborhood is one of her 

ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ current policies have not yielded great results in the region, and the EU is still 

far from having the role it wants in the Neighborhood.  

Recent University of Aberystwyth surveys3 on public opinion 

in Belarus, Russia, Ukraine and the Rep. of Moldova shows 

that the Republic of Moldova is the most EU-friendly Eastern 

country. In Belarus every second respondent was unable to 

name the location of the EU headquarters. The 9¦Ωǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ŀǊŜ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ 

known, the study revealed. In Belarus, 83% have never heard of the Neighbourhood Policy or the 

Eastern Partnership, while in Ukraine the percentage is 80%. In addition less than half of 

Ukrainian respondents had positive feeling about the EU.  

Regarding the economic integration of the EaP countries with the EU, it is clear that 5/C¢!Ωǎ ŀǊŜ 

very remote in the case of some members. Two feasibility studies ordered by the European 

Commission for Armenia4 and Georgia5 showed that DCFTAs could bring important economic 

benefits to both countries but that άneither of the two countries is yet able to negotiate such a 

far-reaching trade liberalization and even less to implement and sustain the commitments that it 

would requireέ6. Azerbaijan and Belarus are farther behind, as neither of them is a member of 

the WTO. Belarus actually recently joined a customs union with Russia and Kazakhstan and thus 

precluded free trade with the EU, while Ukraine, despite pressure to join, in the end refused to 

do so. 

We already mentioned the diverging interests of the EU member states regarding the 

neighborhood and enlargement policies. Likewise, the six EaP countries have different views 

regarding their level of cooperation with the EU.  

 

 
                                                             
3
 Surveys ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ άEuropeanising or Securitising 'The Outsiders'? Assessing the EU's Partnership 

Building Approach with Eastern EuropeέΣ principal investigator Dr. Elena Korosteleva, Department of International 

Politics, University of Aberystwyth 
4
 Maryla Maliszewska (ed.), άEconomic Feasibility, General Economic Impact and Implications of a Free Trade 

Agreement Between the European Union and Armeniaέ, CASE Network Reports no 80, 2008 
5 Maryla Maliszewska (ed.), "Economic Feasibility, General Economic Impact and Implications of a Free Trade 

Agreement Between the European Union and Georgia", CASE Network Reports no 79, 2008 
6 European Commission, DG Trade, South Caucasus, http://ec.europa.eu/trade/creating-opportunities/bilateral-

relations/regions/south-caucasus/ [01.08.2010] 

http://ec.europa.eu/trade/creating-opportunities/bilateral-relations/regions/south-caucasus/
http://ec.europa.eu/trade/creating-opportunities/bilateral-relations/regions/south-caucasus/
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Armenia 

Even though the EU is quite popular among Armenians, the Armenian political elite is rather 

divided over the issue of European integration. The EaP is viewed positively as the country has 

moderate ambitions regarding the development of its relations with the EU. !ǊƳŜƴƛŀΩǎ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ 

between Azerbaijan and Turkey makes it a staunch Russian ally in the region but also quite an 

isolated country. Consequently, the Eastern Partnership is seen as a way of escaping from 

regional isolation but also as a way of obtaining new funds for the modernization of the country. 

In that respect, Armenia also received an offer of macro-financial assistance worth 100 million 

euros (65 million as a loan and 35 as a grant) from the EC.  

The Armenian government declared its interest in the liberalization of the visa regime and the 

creation of a free trade area with the EU. Armenia also hopes the EU could play a role in the 

stabilization of the troubled Caucasus region. In July 2010 the European Commission and 

Armenia started negotiating an Association Agreement that is meant to replace the current 

Partnership and Cooperation Agreement. The European Union is especially interested in the 

improvement of human rights and the quality of elections in the country. 

 

Azerbaijan 

Azerbaijan, one of the most authoritarian EaP countries, is not in practice interested in EU 

integration, and, while it wants to improve its ties with the EU, it has also made it clear that it will 

not participate in the multilateral track of the EaP with Armenia as long as the latter is occupying 

Azerbaijani territory. Azerbaijan also tends to see the Eastern Partnership as a repackaging of the 

existing programmes and not as a completely new initiative.  

Azerbaijan is especially interested in security issues, because of the ongoing conflict with 

Armenia over Nagorno Karabakh, but also in economic matters (especially related to energy) and 

the liberalization of the visa regime. However, the EU is less involved in the resolution of this 

conflict than it is in the ones in Georgia and Moldova. 

Because Azerbaijan is rich in energy resources, it is also less dependent on EU conditionality and 

less interested in the 9¦Ωǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴce. As Azerbaijan is not a member of the WTO, it will 

most likely not negotiate a free trade agreement with the EU.  Azerbaijan also ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǎŜŜƳ 

willing to enact democratizing reforms. The Eastern Partnership was generally welcomed by the 

Azerbaijani civil society as a way of Europeanizing the regime7. Despite these shortfalls, 

Azerbaijan remains a key energy partner for the EU, which is interested in diversifying its energy 

supply routes through projects such as the Nabucco pipeline. The two sides started to negotiate 

an Association Agreement in July 2010.  

 

                                                             
7
 Beata Wojna, Mateusz Gniazdowski (ed.), "Eastern Partnership: The Opening Report", The Polish Institute of 

International Affairs, April 2009, p.60 
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Georgia 

Since the 2003 Rose revolution, the regime of President Saakashvili has called for the integration 

of the country into the European and Euro-!ǘƭŀƴǘƛŎ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ DŜƻǊƎƛŀΩǎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛƻƴ ǘo 

NATO was seriously affected by the 2008 war with Russia and seems to be currently stalled. As a 

result of the war, the country lost control totally over Abkhazia and South Ossetia and 

consequently it looks for support from the EU to restore the territorial integrity of the state.  

Georgia is interested in the involvement of the EU in conflict resolution in the Caucasus but also 

in visa liberalization and the establishment of a free trade area with the EU. The country is also 

hoping for financial assistance from the EU, including for the reconstruction of the areas affected 

by the recent war. As Georgia is an important energy transit country, the government is also 

interested in energy security and the development of new transit routes, such as the EU-backed 

Nabucco pipeline.  

However, the war with Russia, President Saakashvili's impulsive style, the clampdown on 

opposition media and the disproportionate use of force by the police during 2007 street protests 

have all ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎƭȅ ŘŀƳŀƎŜŘ DŜƻǊƎƛŀΩǎ ǊŜǇǳǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴd reduced the support it was enjoying in 

several European capitals. Like the other two Caucasian countries, Georgia has recently started 

negotiating an Association Agreement with the EU in order to achieve greater political 

association and gradual economic integration with the 27-member union.  

 

Belarus 

As for Armenia, the Eastern Partnership was seen by Belarus as a way of escaping from isolation, 

especially since its relation with Russia became increasingly bumpy in the last years and was 

negatively affected by the 2008 RussiaςGeorgia war8. For the EU, inviting Belarus to the Eastern 

Partnership as a full-fledged member posed a moral dilemma, as President Lukashenko is a well-

known human rights offender. This was visible before the EaP summit in Prague, when several 

9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ President Lukashenko present at the summit. However, as 

the regime had made some liberalization attempts and the previous policy of isolating Belarus 

ƘŀŘƴΩǘ ōǊƻǳƎƘǘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΣ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ǿŜƴǘ ŀƭƻƴƎ ŀƴŘ engaged the regime in Minsk.  

The Belarusian authorities declared their readiness to collaborate with the EU in the EaP 

framework, as they are interested in the introduction of economic standards, trade issues, 

cooperation in the area of customs and illegal migration, the liberalization of the visa regime,  the 

modernization of its infrastructure and agriculture.  

The offer extended to Belarus to participate in the EaP was criticized by various9 Belarusian 

opposition parties for legitimizing the regime of President Lukashenko. According to these views, 

.ŜƭŀǊǳǎΩ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ 9ŀt ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǘŀƪŜ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƻƴƭȅ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƭƛōŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

political prisoners and further democratization of the country. The Belarusian civil society was 

more enthusiastic about the proposal and seems to be quite active in the EaP Civil Society Forum. 

                                                             
8
 .ŜƭŀǊǳǎ ƘŀǎƴΩǘ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜŘ Abkhazia and South Ossetia. 

9 The United Civic Party of Belarus and the BPF Party. 
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.ŜƭŀǊǳǎΩ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9ŀǎǘŜǊƴ 

Partnership raised expectations in 

European capitals, but these were quite 

rapidly moderated Χ 

It has been reported10 that the government in Minsk proposed several infrastructure projects 

such as the building of a BerlinςMoscow highway that 

would pass through Belarus, but EU officials stressed 

that the EaP is not an infrastructure-building project. The 

funding available to Belarus will also depend on the pace 

of reforms made by the country.  

.ŜƭŀǊǳǎΩ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9ŀǎǘŜǊƴ tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǊŀƛǎŜŘ 

expectations in European capitals, but these were quite rapidly moderated as it became clear 

that the regime in Minsk was mainly interested in the economic benefits of the Eastern 

Partnership and expected the EU to abstain from any efforts to democratize the country. Some 

EU institutions, such as the European Parliament, adopted a tougher stance on the issue of 

conditionality, and this is reflected in the problems faced by Euronest. 

Belarus has no plans to become a member of the EU, and the country has the most authoritarian 

regime among the six EaP states. The population is also almost equally divided between those 

that prefer the European option and those that want closer integration with Russia.  

 

Ukraine  

Ukraine is by far the largest of the six EaP countries, with a population bigger than that of the 

other five countries combined. Ukraine wants to integrate with the EU, and this has remained a 

strategic goal even after the change of power in Kiev, even though the new Ukrainian leadership 

has a more nuanced view regarding its foreign policy options. In Ukraine opinions about joining 

the EU tend to follow regional differences. While western Ukraine supports European integration, 

the south and east of the country look more towards Russia.  

Back in 2004 Ukraine was rather skeptical regarding the ENP, because the policy treated 

European countries such as Ukraine on the same basis as countries from North Africa.  In that 

respect, the Eastern Partnership was viewed positively, because it differentiates between the 

European neighbors of the EU and the other ENP countries. However, it is clear that the 

Ukrainian political elite was unhappy about their country being put into the same basket with 

countries such as Azerbaijan, Belarus and Armenia, that have different level of relations with the 

EU. Doubts about the added value of the new instrument for Ukraine were also expressed. There 

was also disappointment over the reduced level of financing and the changes in the language of 

the documents between the 9¦Ωǎ 5ŜŎŜƳōŜǊ нллу ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ aŀǊŎƘ 2009 declaration. The 

ƭŀǘǘŜǊ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǎǇeak about the goal of political association for the EaP countries but only about 

άŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎέ ŦƻǊ it.  

Even though they were wary that the EaP could be perceived as an alternative to membership, 

Ukrainian politicians generally welcomed the initiative, as they are interested in EU assistance in 

various fields, from the modernization of the administration to agriculture and energy. Hryhoriy 

                                                             
10

 Dzianis Melyantsou (2010), Eastern Partnership: First year, Belarusian Institute dor Strategic Studies, Biss Blitz #2, 

16.05.2010 
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Even though Ukraine started 

negotiating a DCFTA in 2008, 

strong economic interest groups 

within Ukraine oppose having 

such an agreement with the EU 

Nemyria, the former deputy prime minister responsible for European integration, also declared 

¦ƪǊŀƛƴŜΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƛƴ ƻōǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ financial support for regional development, especially for the 

eastern and southern regions (Donbas, Crimea) which tend to be more distrustful about 

¦ƪǊŀƛƴŜΩǎ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴΦ 

Ukraine was seen as the regional leader in terms of its relations with the EU. It was the first EaP 

country to start negotiating an association agreement with the EU and is expected to conclude 

these negotiations in 2011. Ukraine, together with Moldova and Georgia has visa facilitation and 

readmission agreements with the EU. However, there are now political disagreements regarding 

visa-free travel, with some EU countries regarding this as a long term goal and not a short term 

one as desired by Ukraine. Other disagreements exist over the 

wording of the AA articles concerning the territorial integrity 

ŀƴŘ ǎƻǾŜǊŜƛƎƴǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ŀǊƎǳƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ άis 

in no position to ensure the security of any of its international 

ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎέ11.  

AA negotiations with the EU have not advanced at the 

expected rhythm, and even, though Ukraine started 

negotiating a DCFTA in 2008, strong economic interest groups within Ukraine oppose having such 

an agreement with the EU. Ukraine also tends to have a more critical voice regardinƎ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ 

trade policies. Recent developments regarding increasing government authoritarianism in the 

case of media freedom will further slow Ukraine's European integration. 

                                                             
11

 Declaration of Hugues Mingarelli, director-general for external relations at the European Commission, in Ahto 

LobjakasΣ άEU Official Says Ukraine Association Talks At Crucial JunctureέΣ wŀŘƛƻ CǊŜŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜκwŀŘƛƻ [ƛōŜǊǘȅΣ 

8.04.2010, available from 

http://www.rferl.org/content/EU_Official_Says_Ukraine_Association_Talks_At_Crucial_Juncture/2006323.html 

[01.08.2010] 

http://www.rferl.org/content/EU_Official_Says_Ukraine_Association_Talks_At_Crucial_Juncture/2006323.html
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the new governing coalition, the 

Alliance for European Integration, 

adopted a more forthcoming 

position towards the EaP 

The case of the Republic of Moldova 

The Communist government of Moldova confirmed its participation in the Eastern Partnership in 

2008 but showed reduced enthusiasm for the initiative, preferring instead a membership 

perspective. Several months later, former President Voronin declared in an interview with the 

Russian daily Kommersant12
 ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 9ŀt άǊŜƳƛƴŘǎ ƘƛƳ ƻŦ ŀ /L{13 нέ ōǳǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƛƳŜ άǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ 

ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦έΣ which ƛǎ ŦƻǊƳƛƴƎ ŀ άǊƛƴƎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ wǳǎǎƛŀέΦ ±ƻǊƻƴƛƴ ŘƛǎƳƛǎǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ 

ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦŦŜǊŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ŀǎ ƳŜǊŜ άŎŀƴŘȅ ƎƛǾŜƴ ƻǳǘ ƻƴ ǎǳŎƘ ƻŎŎŀǎƛƻƴǎέΦ IŜ ŀƭǎƻ 

expressed dissatisfaction over Moldova being lumped together with states such as Armenia, 

Georgia and Azerbaijan, which are behind Moldova in terms of European integration. Foreign 

minister Andrei Stratan also expressed some doubts about this issue, declaring14 that Moldova is 

ŎƻƴŦǳǎŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ 9ŀǎǘŜǊƴ tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇΣ ŀǎ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǾŜǊȅ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ƛŦ ƛǘǎ path to 

European integration passes through the Western Balkans or the Ararat Mountain.  

However, the new governing coalition formed after the July 

2009 elections, the Alliance for European Integration, adopted a 

more forthcoming position towards the EaP, cooperating fully 

with the EU and trying to make as many reforms as possible. In 

January 2010 Moldova started negotiations with the EU on the 

Association Agreement, and in April it received several 

European high-level policy advisors that will promote reforms from within the ministries. 

aƻƭŘƻǾŀΩǎ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ with the EU are moving faster ǘƘŀƴ ¦ƪǊŀƛƴŜΩǎΣ ŀ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƘŜƭǇŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 

much smaller size of the country and the increased willingness to accept EU conditionalities. 

However, the continuation of this rapid pace of reforms will depend on the results of the 

November 2010 Moldovan parliamentary elections. A new Communist government would most 

likely go back to the former façade Europeanization characteristic during the 2005-2009 period. 

 

Visa liberalization15 

Unlike Ukraine and Russia, which expected concrete promises before engaging in the technical 

reforms demanded for the lifting of visas, MoldovaΩǎ government adopted a pro-active position. 

Visa liberalization is one of the priorities of the current Moldovan government, which started 

implementing reforms before being asked to do so by the EU. The visa dialogue was officially 

launched on June 15, and two EU evaluation missions are expected in September to study 

aƻƭŘƻǾŀΩǎ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘƴŜǎǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅΣ ōƛƻƳŜǘǊƛŎ ǇŀǎǎǇƻǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƭƭŜƎŀƭ ƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴΦ 

Some of the most important problems regarding this issue are posed by the situation of 

Transnistria. 

                                                             
12ϦϦˤͦͫͭͦ;͔ͤͦ ͔͍ͨ͊ͪͭͤͪͫͭͦϦ ͙͔ͤ͊ͨͦͣͤ͊ͭ ͦ͟͡Έͼͦ ͍͎ͦͪͯ͟ ˾͙͙ͦͫͫϦ,  Kommersant, no 35(4090) from 27.02.2009, 

available at http://www.kommersant.ru/doc-y.aspx?DocsID=1126593 [23.07.2010] 
13 Commonwealth of Independent States. 
14

Available at http://www.mfa.gov.md/comunicate-presa-md/475911/ [15.07.2010] 
15

 The issue of visa liberalization is treated in greater depth in the previous report by CRPE-APE, ά9¦ ς Moldova 

negotiations - ²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘΣ ǿƘŀǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘΚέ aŀǊŎƘ нлмл. 

http://www.kommersant.ru/doc-y.aspx?DocsID=1126593
http://www.mfa.gov.md/comunicate-presa-md/475911/
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As a result of these two evaluation missions, the Moldovan government expects to receive a clear 

roadmap for visa liberalization from the EU this fall, but the EU will probably not offer a road map 

until after the November 2010 early elections. While aƻƭŘƻǾŀΩǎ prime minister, Vlad Filat, 

declared that Moldova could obtain a visa-free regime with the EU within about 18 months of 

receiving the roadmap, a more realistic expectation would be for this to be achieved in about 3 

years. 

 

Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Area (DCFTA) 

Trade relations with Moldova were not a priority for the EU in the 1990s, as the country was a 

ƳƛƴƻǊ ǘǊŀŘŜ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛƻƴΣ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ лΣм҈ ƻŦ 9¦Ωǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǘǊŀŘŜΦ The 9¦Ωǎ 

trade framework with Moldova improved as trade grew and the Union enlarged eastwards. The 

EU offered Moldova several unilateral trade preferences, a generalized system of preferences 

(GSP) up to January 2006 and an extended system (GSP+) after that date. This allowed for duty-

free export for about 22% of MolŘƻǾŀΩǎ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ рр҈ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ƴƻƴ-agricultural 

products.  

 

In March 2008 the EU unilaterally granted Moldova an Autonomous Trade Preferences (ATP), a 

system that allows duty-free access to the EU market for all Moldovan products with the 

exception of a number of agricultural products for which certain quotas as still retained. Some of 

these restrictions affect products that are very important for the Moldovan economy, such as 

wine. 

Moldova now has the most EU-oriented economy in the EaP group. In 2009 Moldovan exports to 

the EU were 678,5 million dollars and represented ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ рл҈ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ aƻƭŘƻǾŀΩǎ ŜȄǇƻǊǘǎ 

(see Fig. 5).  
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In May-June 2010 a Commission dŜƭŜƎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ƛƴ aƻƭŘƻǾŀ ǘƻ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ 

institutional and legislative capacity to negotiate and implement a deep and comprehensive free 

trade area agreement with the EU. The delegation is expected to publish a report with 

recommendation for each area. Negotiations regarding the creation of a deep and 

comprehensive free trade area will begin this fall. While the Moldovan government expects to be 

able to sign an agreement 2 years after the launch of negotiations, these will most probably take 

longer. While the country will benefit as a result of the DCFTA, it should also be mentioned that 

the implementation costs will be high. An estimate16 of these costs puts the figure for Moldova at 

1,1 bn dollars, about 20% of its 2009 GDP. 

 

 

 

                                                             
16 !ΦYƻƭŜǎƴƛŎƘŜƴƪƻΣ ΨLƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ IŀǊƳƻƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ /ƻǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ .ŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ 9¦ /ƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ 
ƛǘǎ bŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊǎΥ !ƴ ƻǾŜǊǾƛŜǿΩΣ /!{9 bŜtwork Studies & Analyses 387 (2009) 
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Funding is a major weakness of 

the EaP 

Transnistria17 

Even though the conflict in Transnistria is the least violent of the foǳǊ άŦǊƻȊŜƴ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘǎέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9ŀt 

area, in the long term ¢ǊŀƴǎƴƛǎǘǊƛŀ ǿƛƭƭ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƻōǎǘŀŎƭŜǎ ŦƻǊ aƻƭŘƻǾŀΩǎ 

European ambitions. The last few months have seen an intensification of the dialogue regarding 

the conflict, with several high-level declarations (Medvedev-Yanukovych, Medvedev-Merkel) that 

raised hopes regarding a possible resolution of the conflict. At the same time, negative 

developments were also recorded. The Transnistrian leadership requested UN recognition of its 

independence and expressed doubts about the territorial integrity of the Republic of Moldova. 

Moldova hopes that by rapidly improving its chances of achieving European integration, it will 

also become more attractive for the population on the left bank of the Dniester. 

 

Conclusions and recommendations 

It is clear that the Eastern Partnership initiative was generally well received in the region, as it 

made a much expected differentiation between the Eastern and Southern dimensions of the ENP. 

However the period since the launch of the EaP saw no great improvements in the Eastern 

neighborhood.   

As shown above, notwithstanding their common recent history, the EaP countries vary greatly, 

both in their characteristics and in their expectations vis-à-vis the EU. As was suggested by other 

authors18, more attention should be given to the individual characteristics of each country, as the 

six EaP countries do not represent a coherent group and as it would also be difficult to divide 

them into two coherent 3-country groups. Moldova and Ukraine are the EaP countries farthest 

along in terms of European integration. While Ukraine was long the leader, Moldova is rapidly 

catching up, being the only country that rapidly developed its relations with the EU during the 

last year. At the same time, the democratization process in Moldova seems to be more easily 

achievable than in other EaP countries.  Moldova could be the success story needed in order to 

give viability and credibility to the Eastern Partnership.  

However, if the EU wants the EaP to be more than a rapidly forgotten regional initiative, it needs 

to take substantial measures. Funding is a major weakness of the EaP. It is clear that EaP funding 

is inadequate for what the programme intends to achieve. During 

the same period Turkey will receive five times more money in 

pre-accession assistance than all the EaP countries put together. 

The EU should also make it clearer how it plans to coordinate 

with other international or regional organizations and agencies within the EaP countries and with 

the bilateral programmes of individual member states in order not to duplicate efforts. Regional 

projects could obtain additional funds from international financial institutions, but a proper 

framework for this should be put into place. 

                                                             
17

 /wt9Ωǎ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΣ aƻƭŘƻǾŀΩǎ CƻǊŜƛƎƴ tƻƭƛŎȅ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ό!t9ύ ǿƛƭƭ ƭŀǳƴŎƘ ŀ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ 

report regarding the conflict in Transnistria. 
18 Helen Wallace, άThe European Union and its Neighbourhood: Time for a Rethinkέ, Eliamep Thesis, no 4, May 2009 
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often the EU only reacts to events, 

without having a clear strategy or 

political determination 

Regarding the same issue of the duplication of efforts, even though the European Commission 

has talked about a complementarity between the Eastern Partnership and the Black Sea Synergy, 

the division of labor between the two programmes is not yet clear, while it is clear that they 

partially cover similar areas (environment, energy, good governance). A clearer separation of the 

topics covered by the two programmes is urgently needed. 

New structures matter if they get to outlive the moment in which they were created. In that 

regard, the Group of Friends of the Eastern Partnership still needs to prove its practical utility in 

drawing support for the EaP and pushing forward the programme. 

Moreover, the EU should be ready to intervene and help EaP countries cope with economic and 

political crises such as the recent ban on Moldovan wine enforced by Russia. In July 2010 Russia 

impounded several dozen trucks carrying Moldovan wine, with Russian food safety chief 

Gennady Onishchenko declaring that άMoldovan wine should be useŘ ǘƻ Ǉŀƛƴǘ ŦŜƴŎŜǎέΦ This 

seemed curious, as similar wine is exported to the EU which has some of the toughest safety 

standards in the worldΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ wǳǎǎƛŀΩǎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǎǘŀǊǘŜŘ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ Řŀȅǎ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊΣ Ƴost analysts argue 

that the final move to stop the trade was made in an act of political revenge after acting 

Moldovan President Mihai Ghimpu issued a decree establishing June 28 as the ά5ŀȅ ƻŦ {ƻǾƛŜǘ 

hŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴέ19 and called for the removal of Russian troops from the break-away region of 

Transnistria. Later, Russia drastically reduced the number of Moldovan companies allowed to 

export fruits in Russia. This is not the first time that Russia has used economic pressure as a 

political weapon, as Russia has also in the past banned Moldovan wine (in 2006-2007), Georgian 

wine and water, Polish meat, Belarusian milk products, etc.  

As wine represents more than 20% ƻŦ aƻƭŘƻǾŀΩǎ ŜȄǇƻǊǘǎ this kind of measure deals a serious 

ōƭƻǿ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎǎΦ !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ DG Trade initially ŘƛǎƳƛǎǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ŀǎ ŀ άōƛƭŀǘŜǊŀƭ 

matterέ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƭŀǘŜǊ ǇǊƻƳƛǎŜŘ aƻƭŘƻǾŀ ŀ ŘƻǳōƭƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ 

wine export quota. That is good news. At the same time, Russia should be made aware that if it 

wants to join the WTO it should respect international trade 

norms and cease to impose trade embargoes on its 

neighbors. aƻǊŜƻǾŜǊΣ wǳǎǎƛŀΩǎ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ŀǊƳƛƴƎ ǘŀŎǘƛŎǎ ŘŀƳŀƎŜ 

its economic interests, as the countries being pressured will 

reorient themselves towards other markets, as they already 

did on the previous occasions. Moldova and Georgia each account for just 0,1% of total EU trade, 

therefore the impact on EU markets of a more liberalized trade regime with the two countries is 

limited, while for their economies this is an important issue. The EU should be more willing to 

open its agricultural market, especially for small countries such as Moldova and Georgia.   

The EU is interested in the security and prosperity of its immediate nŜƛƎƘōƻǊƘƻƻŘΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘΩǎ ŎƭŜŀǊ 

that some of the expectations of the EaP countries regarding security are not met by the EaP. The 

EU is partially involved in conflict resolution in the region, but often the EU only reacts to events, 

without having a clear strategy or political determination. Notwithstanding this reduced 
                                                             
19 On June 26, 1940 the Soviet Union issued Romania an ultimatum demanding the evacuation of the Romanian 
administration from Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina, indirectly threatening to invade the country in case of non-
compliance. The Romanian government gave in and on June 28 the two regions were occupied by the Soviet army. 
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The EU has not given significant 

support to civil society 

organizations from the Eastern 

Partnership countries 

ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǎƻƭǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ όŦǊƻȊŜn) conflicts, the EU ended up paying the reconstruction 

bill ƛƴ ŎŀǎŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ DŜƻǊƎƛŀΩǎΦ ²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ƛǎ ŀ strengthened foreign and security dimension 

for the EaP and a conflict resolution strategy for the region, especially as NATO membership 

cannot be presumed. While this will not be easy to achieve, both because of the reluctance of 

some member states to become involved in the region and because of opposition from third 

party states, more needs to be done. Instead of just paying the reconstruction bill, the EU should 

become involved in shaping these conflicts, as it became painfully obvious during the 2008 war in 

the Caucasus. 

Lǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ȅŜǘ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǿƘŀǘ ǿƛƭƭ ƘŀǇǇŜƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻǎǘǎ ƻŦ 9¦Ωǎ Special Representatives in the region. 

Their cancelation seemed imminent after Lisbon and the creation of the External Service, but 

opposition from member states will probably keep the posts alive, at least for some time.  

Some of the countries in the region are vulnerable to economic pressure because they are 

dependent on the markets or the energy resources of bigger players. The EU needs to develop 

concrete steps for strengthening energy security and reducing dependency on a single supplier. 

In this respect some of the thematic platforms and flagship initiatives in the EaP could prove to 

be very important.  

The EU has not given significant support to civil society organizations from the Eastern 

Partnership countries. Even the current financial allocations are 

largely oriented towards national governments. The EU should 

invest more in building the capacity of civil society organizations 

(CSO) in the EaP countries and also properly involve CSOs in the 

development of the programme, among others, by ensuring 

adequate funding for the Civil Society Forum. 

As far as Moldova is concerned, its government should realize that, notwithstanding its desire to 

receive a clear membership perspective, the Eastern Partnership is the best framework on offer 

for the time being and thus it should use it to its full potential. 

Even though it is largely acknowledged by the government, there are still some voices in the 

Moldovan establishment that look for shortcuts to EU integrationΦ aƻƭŘƻǾŀΩǎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎ 

should not count on getting an early accession perspective based on geopolitical reasons, but 

they should strive to implement all the reforms needed. 

Because the EU continues to plan policies in terms of geographic blocs, in time Moldova should 

try to escape an Eastern Partnership bloc. If countries such as Azerbaijan or Belarus ŘƻƴΩǘ 

democrŀǘƛȊŜΣ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƳ ƳƛƎƘǘ ŘŀƳŀƎŜ aƻƭŘƻǾŀΩǎ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ǇǊƻǎǇŜŎǘǎΦ 9ǾŜƴ 

though it is the bilateral track of the EaP that is more important, informal associations with other 

states matter, both for public opinion and policymakers.  

In the future Moldova should continue to strive to obtain a membership perspective and not just 

the perspective to be integrated within a Neighborhood Economic Community, a possible end 

goal of the Eastern Partnership. 
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