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Foreword  

 

Romania and Ukraine share a common interest in having as a neighbor a united and functional 

Republic of Moldova. The frozen conflict in Transnistria may jeopardize the EU perspective of 

Chișinău, which Romania values highly.  

 

Since the Republic of Moldova has made rapid steps into deepening its relation with the EU, 

2013 may be the key year. A new Association Agreement and a Deep and Comprehensive Free 

Trade Area (DCFTA) Agreement are expected to be signed in the second half of the year, while 

the European Commission could recommend the lifting of EU visas for Moldovan citizens in the 

same period. Nevertheless, the `Transnistrian issue` may take its toll on the progress made by 

Chisinau. It is not clear for the time being how DCFTA will be implemented by Chisinau 

regarding the territory it does not control across the Nister. A solution should be adopted also 

concerning better control of the people circulating in the area, either by reinforcing the current 

administrative border between Moldova and Transnistria or involving Ukraine, which may allow 

common controls with Chișinău on its side of the border. Or, an intermediary solution may be 

adopted – like the one envisaged by Alyona Getmanchuk in this paper.  

 

One way or another, Ukraine may provide the concrete, field-based solutions that Chișinău 

needs in order to avoid derailing its effort towards an EU future. The current report is part of 

the project ”Romania – Ukraine Civic Forum” – implemented together by the organization I 

chair, the Romanian Center for European Policies and by our partners in Kyiv, Institute for 

World Politics, led by my colleague Alyona Getmanchuk.  

 

Ukraine has the chairmanship of the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe 

(OSCE) for 2013. Along with Russia, Ukraine is a guarantor of the peace building progress in 

the 5 + 2 format. It has the necessary leverage over the negotiating parties and now has 

diplomatic tools to set the agenda. It is ideally placed to move things forward in the negotiations 

that faced a standstill in the second part of 2012.  
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This is the reason why I am glad Alyona accepted our idea to present the Romanian and 

European stakeholders an analysis about what is expected from Ukraine`s OSCE mandate. 2013 

will bring the necessary clarifications for R. Moldova`s relation with the EU and some of them 

depend, as I mentioned, on what is happening with Transnistria. After investing credibility, 

funds and diplomatic efforts in helping Chisinau in its relation with the EU, Bucharest should 

keep an eye on Ukraine and OSCE. 2013 is the key year.  

 

Cristian Ghinea 

Director of Romanian Center for European Policies 
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1. Introduction 

 
Ukraine represents one of the most important actors in the ongoing discussion about the 
settlement of the Transnistrian conflict. Ukraine has a great potential to develop the necessary 
premises for providing a peaceful resolution for the Transnistrian long lasting conflict. However, 
its potential is randomly used and the interest in taking a more active role is quite limited. 
Thereby, the main question is how Ukraine could be able to influence the settlement of the 
Transnistrian conflict, when the Russian Federation holds the sphere of influence in the region 
by granting directly financial allocations and indirectly free gas. Despite these strands, Ukraine, 
due to its geographical position, is able i) to enhance control on the Transnistrian perimeter of 
the Ukraine-Moldova border, ii) to boost regional cooperation, to support the integration 
mechanisms -such as the development of the Euro-region “Nistru” -, iii) to support the reform 
of the peacekeeping mission and iv) to mediate the talks between Chisinau and the leaders 
from Tiraspol. 
 

2. Portraying Ukraine’s attitude towards Transnistria: limited political interest 
for the Transnistrian settlement 
 
With every year passing by, the issue of the Transnistrian settlement is becoming more and 
more marginal in the Ukrainian capital due to the lack of interest of the government officials for 
the Transnistrian conflict resolution. 
 
Thus, among the Ukrainian political elite there is a minor interest in the Transnistrian conflict, 
especially in having an active role in this matter. Moreover, the will is still there but no further 
action is taken. It is worth mentioning that in 2005, Ukraine had a consistent role in supporting 
the efforts of the international actors to solve the conflict. The Ukrainian officials presented the 
so called “Yuschenko Plan”, which provided a blueprint of actions for conflict resolution. 
 
The current political elite is less interested in offering solutions to the Transnistrian issue 
limiting itself to general statements that Ukraine supports the territorial integrity of the 
Republic of Moldova and pleads for achieving a settlement within the 5+2 negotiation 
framework. The low interest of current Ukrainian elite could be explained by following  
factors: 
 
1) Transnistriafatique. The accumulated fatigue from the settlement process of the 

Transnistrian conflict itself, which, despite its duration in time, did not bring the expected 
results. 

2) Transistrian issue – not a distinct matter on the agenda. It is easy to notice the absence of 
the Transnistrian issue on the foreign policy priorities of the current leadership of Ukraine. 
The Transnistrian issues might appear on the agenda only when it becomes an integral part 
of the Ukraine-EU and Ukraine-Russia agenda.  
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3) Loss of interest for big settlement plans – The Ukrainian political elites have developed a 
particular “immunity” towards development of ambitious settlement plans after the fiasco 
of the “Yuschenko plan”.  

4) Russian plan as the only accepted plan–It is belief in Ukraine that the key for the settlement 
of the Transnistrian issue is in Kremlin and that Russia will never accept another settlement 
plan except the one proposed by Moscow. 

5) Transnistrian selltelment – not even a priority for Moldova - The dominant view is that the 
settlement of the Transnistrian conflict is not a priority of the parties themselves involved 
in the conflict, including the Republic of Moldova. Ukrainian politicians and diplomats have 
the impression that the Transnistrian settlement is not even a priority, personally for 
VladFilat, the Prime Minister of Moldova.  

 
The Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Ukraine has become the engine of the Transnistrian 
settlement in the last years, but the interest in this subject has decreased after the special 
representative for the Transnistrian settlement has lost the title of «deputy minister». Many of 
the last special representatives of Ukraine in the settlement of the Transnistrian conflict 
perceived this position as an honorable exile or as a transit position between two appointments 
as ambassadors. Certain special representatives saw their job in a narrower sense and have 
actually built a new position – the Ambassador of Ukraine in the 5+2 negotiation process – 
ignoring other aspects of the settlement.  
 
Moscow's appointment of the politician Dmitry Rogozin as the special representative for 
Transnistria has brought a broader and intense dialog at the officials` level on strengthening the 
Ukrainian position in this direction. Nevertheless, these discussions have remained at the level 
of some MFA representatives due to fact that in the Ukrainian Parliament’s commissions the 
Transnistrian issue is rarely debated.  

 
Nevertheless, the Transnistrian topic is still of high interest for the Ukrainian foreign policy 
experts or politicians who worked for the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, such as the former 
minister of foreign affairs Borys Tarasyk from opposition “Batkivshyna” party, or for the 
members of the Ukraine-Moldova friendship group led by the Ukrainian former Prime Minister 
with Moldovan roots from ruling Party of regions Anatoliy Kinah. 

 
Actually, a surge of interest towards the Transnistrian issue was asserted at the level of the 
National Security Council, especially during the time in office of the current member of  
Ukrainian Parliament Petro Poroschenko, provided that, during his mandate, the “Yuschenko 
Plan” has emerged. Thus, it is notable to point out that the official demarcation process of the 
Ukrainian-Moldovan border started exactly when Poroshenko was appointed at the Minister of 
Foreign Affairs. The interest of Poroshenko in this issue could be explained not only by his 
Moldovan background (he spent his childhood in Bendery), but also by his family’s business 
interests in the country. 

 
However, the most striving evidence of making the Transnistrian issue a priority for the 
Ukrainian political leadership was the fact that for several years it was not possible to gather 
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and conduct a meeting of the National Security Council fully dedicated to the Transnistrian 
problem. 

 
2.1 Hopes from the new presidency of Yevgehniy Shevchuk 
 

Nonetheless, some revival of the interest in the Transnistrian issue has been recorded in the 
last year. This could be explained by two factors: 
 

- The first factor is the intensification of the dialogue at the political level between the 
leaders of Ukraine and Republic of Moldova.  

 
This trend was particularly noticed when Marian Lupu was the acting president of R. 

Moldova. Paradoxically as it may seem, the enhancement of the dialogue happened whilst the 
isolation of Viktor Yanukovych in the West. At the same time, the representatives of the 
Ukrainian authorities are expressing their dissatisfaction towards the propensity of the Republic 
of Moldova to link the bilateral relations with Ukraine’s position on the Transnistrian 
settlement, calling this approach counterproductive1.  

 
- The second factor is the election of Yevgeniy Shevchuk as the President of Transnistria, 

who has always been considered in the Ukrainian political and expert circles as the most 
favorable leader for Ukraine’s national interests in the region.  
 

In support of this statement, various experts have mentioned the Ukrainian origin of Shevchuk, 
his studies at the diplomatic academy of Ukrainian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, good and friendly 
relations with some Ukrainian officials and diplomats, which were built over the years. 
Basically, the contacts at the level of the leadership on both banks of Dniestr allowed Ukraine to 
organize the meeting in 1+1 format (Filat + Shevchuk) in Odesa, meeting moderated by the 
then minister of foreign affairs, Kostyantyn Gryshchenko. It became obvious meanwhile that 
Shevchuk’s Ukrainian background was overestimated both in Ukraine and abroad; moreover, 
according to some inside information, the relations of Shevchuk with Ukraine were better 
before he became President. In addition, the direct dialogue between the leadership of Ukraine 
and EvghenyShevchuk after Odessa meeting was practically lost. In addition to this, in Kyiv, the 
statement of Transnistrian leader in Moscow in which he accused Ukraine of blocking the 
transit of Transnistrian goods across the border has been received with irritation, though not 
publicly voiced.    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                        
1 Interview with the representative of government of Ukraine 
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2.2. Transnistria’s place on the map – seen by the civil society, reported by media 
 

The interest in the Transnistrian issue was not high up on the agenda for the experts’ 
community either. For many years, the same narrow circle of experts has been dealing with this 
issue in Kiev. Most of them are not well known; hence they have a limited influence on forming 
the public opinion on the issue. 

 
For instance, there was no nationwide sociological research to assess the attitude of Ukrainians 
towards Transnistria. However, usually, from the point of view of an ordinary Ukrainian, 
Transnistria is seen as a dark and enigmatic entity, which is impregnated with smuggling and 
risky schemes.  

 
The media, except for few newspapers, is also silent about the conflict. Often, the media is 
becoming more interested, when there are some manipulations or statements regarding the 
annexation of the region by Ukraine. Even if the media is trying to inflame the statements of 
some officials, the support for “integrating” Transnistria in Ukraine is close to zero in Ukrainian 
political circles, this attitude having a reasonable explanation.  

 
Clearly, such a scenario is extremely unappealing as it carries a high risk of destabilizing the 
region. Among the possible consequences, four stand out: 

 
1. The risk of disintegration processes emerging in Ukraine, especially in Crimea, 

Northern Bukovyna, Southen Bessarabia and so on.  
 

2. The concerns of Ukraine that the neighbouring states (including Romania and R. 
Moldova) could also play on separatist leanings in Ukraine’s regions just “for the 
sake of historical justice.” 
 

3. From a social-economical point of view, Transnistria is underdeveloped and it is 
doubtful that Ukraine will be able to handle more pressure on its budget. Also, all 
the important profit-generating facilities are already privatized by Russian 
businesses. Therefore, Ukraine would take only the Transnistrian problems and not 
the benefits. 
 

4. The entire region will remain under considerable influence of Russia. The local elites 
in Transnistria will undoubtedly continue to promote Russian interests, which might 
affect both political stability and national security of Ukraine. 

 
In Ukraine, Russia’s efforts to solve the Transnistrian conflict are seen as dust in the wind, 
because in Kyiv, people dealing with Transnistria, understand that Moscow is playing the good 
cop while Tiraspol is the bad one. The appointment of Rogozin, who used to make sharp 
statements regarding Ukraine (e.g. Crimea, Tuzla), is not a good sign for the conflict settlement, 
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but at the same time, given Rogozin’s activity until this moment, it is more likely for Rogozin to 
focus on young, dynamic and in some issues, too independent Shevchuk rather than Moldova. 

 
On the other hand, beyond the declarations, there are some practical issues that could be done 
in order to improve the de-facto situation in some of the key areas of the Transnistrian 
settlement. Kyiv is trying to keep the dialogue low-key and to be cooperative, which is good not 
only for Ukraine, but also for its relations with the EU, in order to avoid isolation and 
discussions focused only on the Tymoshenko case. As some EU diplomats confess, “we clearly 
don’t want all our meetings in the EU to only be confined to the Tymoshenko affair. Having a 
meaningful and positive discussion on Transnistria could help us defuse the currently tense 
relations with the EU”2. 
 
 

3. Enhancing border control. Which side?  
 
The proper control of the border between Ukraine and Moldova, on the perimeter of the 
Transnistrian region is one of the most important tasks for stopping the illegal trade and 
smuggling as well as the uncontrolled movement of persons. To some extent, the task of 
decreasing the smuggling is fulfilled by the European Union Border Assistance Mission 
(EUBAM), which was established in 2005 by a common demand on behalf of the President of 
Ukraine and the President of the Republic of Moldova. The EUBAM, which has about 100 
employees, is considered in Ukraine quite effective due to the fact that the amount of 
smuggled goods has decreased and no illegal/stolen goods are being passed through its 
territory. Also, the EUBAM offers the necessary technical assistance to Ukraine and Moldova in 
the area of border control, which covers important issues like proper equipment and the 
needed training for the local staff. But, some of Ukraine’s government members believe that 
the monitoring mission of the EUBAM as well as its expertise in providing recommendations 
could still be improved.  

 
The Ukrainians also hope that the effectiveness of the joint operations of surveillance agencies 
in Ukraine and Moldova under the aegis of the Mission and the Mission’s involvement in 
combating illegal migration and trafficking of stolen cars through the Ukrainian-Moldovan 
border will be improved3. 

 
Also, the EUBAM has not solved the problem of verifying the individuals who are entering 
Moldova from the side of Ukraine on the Transnistrian perimeter. Ukraine has border controls, 
which are checking everyone going in or out of Ukraine. At the same time, Moldova is not 
checking who gets in and out through the border on the perimeter of the Transnistrian region. 
Therefore, a positive cooperation of Ukraine on this issue would strengthen the relations with 

                                                        
2 Popescu Nicu, Litra Leonid, Transnistria: A bottom-up solution, ECFR-IDIS , http://ecfr.eu/page/-
/ECFR63_TRANSNISTRIA_BRIEF_AW.pdf 
 
3Getmanchuk A. et al., Scenarios for the development of the Transnistria conflict, Institute of World Policy 

http://ecfr.eu/page/-/ECFR63_TRANSNISTRIA_BRIEF_AW.pdf
http://ecfr.eu/page/-/ECFR63_TRANSNISTRIA_BRIEF_AW.pdf
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the EU and Moldova, but would also serve as an additional argument in receiving the visa free 
regime with the EU. Officially there is no such requirement, but unofficially this would be highly 
supported by the EU. In this context, there are four scenarios to deal with this issue.  

 
1st Scenario: Moldova expressed the willingness to develop the common control of its border 
with Ukraine on the Transnistrian perimeter on the Ukrainian side. In practical terms, this 
means that across the entire border on the perimeter of Transnistria, on the Ukrainian side, 
would be established the common control by both Ukrainian (customs and border guards) and 
Moldova’s authorities. The idea was proposed few years ago by the former Moldova’s 
President, Vladimir Voronin but it has not been well received in Ukraine. As politicians and 
experts say in Kyiv, common control and cross border points on the Ukrainian side are not 
possible because the Ukraine’s law does not allow the activity of the foreign authorities on its 
territory. “This is the same as to allow your neighbor to prepare food at your own kitchen”, - as 
one Ukrainian diplomat put it4.  In conclusion, there is no will to go into such a deep and 
“radical” solution.  

 
2nd Scenario:  enforcing the control on the Moldova – Transnistria demarcation line. This 
scenario would need enhancing the administrative border between Moldova and  Transnistria. 
The administrative border means deploying police procedures for the control of the goods and 
the citizens’ transit. Moldovan experts5 indicate that such discussions are currently carried out 
among the officials, but the implementation of these procedures is very unlikely. Moldova has a 
different approach of implementing the Confidence Building Measures and a policy of 
rapprochement between Chisinau and Tiraspol. The EU, OSCE and other parties involved in the 
settlement process back up heavily this approach. Thus, setting up an administrative border 
would create the opportunity for an aggressive rhetoric of the Transnistrian leadership that 
Moldova is de-facto recognizing the independence of Transnistria, but also Russia would change 
its discourse accents, creating similarities with other conflicts, especially with the ones in 
Georgia. This scenario would also create more problems for ordinary people, who would be 
forced to pass two border controls; of for those travelling to/from Ukraine, to pass four border 
controls.    

 
3rd Scenario: Passing the border control’s competence on the Ukraine-Moldova border along 
the Transnistrian perimeter to EUBAM. This approach would require absolute trust in the 
EUBAM, acceptance from the EUBAM itself and of course acceptance of Ukrainian authorities. 
To some extent, this scenario would be easier to implement because EUBAM is already there 
and Ukraine would be content with a proposal coming from EU rather than from Moldova’s 
part. It is still unclear how the EUBAM would perform the control on borders, especially 
because parallel equipment and staff would be needed but also an upgrade of the legal status 
of EUBAM. 

 
 

                                                        
4 Interview with Ukrainian diplomat 
5 Interview with Moldovan expert 
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4th Scenario: Last but not least, an easier and less costly scenario would be an agreement 
between R. Moldova and Ukraine, which would be under the EU auspices, by which Ukraine 
would transfer the data, in real time, on individuals and goods that crossed the border to/from 
Ukraine. This would deepen the cooperation of Ukraine with Moldova and the EU.  
 
It is difficult to predict which scenario is preferred by Ukraine, but certainly the contribution of 
Ukraine to the enhancement of the control of the Ukraine-Moldova border on the perimeter of 
Transnistria is one of the most important area in which Ukraine could strengthen the territorial 
integrity of the Republic of Moldova and could improve relations with the EU. Despite the fact 
that all the scenarios have its strong and weak points, most probably the fourth scenario would 
be the one which would be easier accepted for all parties involved, given the already existing 
cooperation in this area. 
 

4. Security, transformation and cooperation – chances to get further results 
under OSCE mandate  
 
Even if the conflict in Transnistria has had a political background, the security dimension has 
always been one of the top lines. This is not just because for Ukraine it is important not to have 
an active conflict on its borders, but also due to the Ukrainian community in Transnistria. It is 
worth noticing that around 100.000 Ukrainian citizens are living in the Transnistrian regionand 
Kyiv is trying to pay a special attention to them. Even though the discussions on the future role 
of the peacekeeping mission in Transnistria have been avoided, especially by Russia, the issue 
popped-up after the 1st January 2012, when a Russian peacekeeper had deadly injured a 
Moldovan citizen.  

 
Ukraine was one of the actors supporting Chisinau`s position that peacekeeping mission is 
obsolete and does not have a functional added value, other than creating more difficulties and 
less security. Among the experts community in Ukraine who are familiar with the Transnistrian 
conflict there is a wide shared vision that peacekeeping mission should be transformed into an 
international civilian mission under the OSCE mandate. The mission would basically have the 
same tasks, but with a bigger focus on civilian component. Armored vehicles, barbed wire, 
sandbags and roadblocks are not needed any longer, as both parties, Moldova and 
Transnistria, are committed to a peaceful settlement of the conflict and the oversight is done by 
OSCE. But most probably, Ukraine will not be able to promote this issue on the agenda of the 
OSCE presidency, even if it would be willing to do so and would make the first move. There are 
many reasons for this: bad relations of Kyiv with the EU, US and Russia but also an apparent 
backslide in the negotiations process which could be depicted from last events and statements 
of Transnistria and R. Moldova.  

 
Along with advocating for the transformation of the peacekeeping mission into a civilian one, 
Ukraine has a great interest in engaging Moldova and Transnitria in the development of the 
“Nistru” euroregion. Some Ukrainian officials believe so much in this project, that they call it 
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“the new philosophy of the Transnistrian settlement”6. For Ukraine, the existence of this region 
is important because, with the EU support, the cross border cooperation, cross border trade 
and cultural exchange could be much more improved, as well as other projects.  

 
Despite the fact that Transnistria was not initially willing to participate in the Euroregion due to 
the fact that it was not included as a separate entity, the project has started in February 2012 
and the results are yet to come. But the outcome will depend on the willingness of the three 
parties in using the EU expertise and most important, in benefiting from the EU allocations. 
These allocations could be used to harmonize and integrate regionally, to allow for socializing 
and exchange experience between theregional decision-makers from the three countries and 
with the European experts. 
 
  

5. What expectations from the OSCE chairmanship of Ukraine? 
 

The representatives of the Ukrainian authorities emphasize that the Transnistrian issue 
represents a “priority of priorities”7 for the Ukraine’s chairmanship in the OSCE. The evidence 
of the importance of this issue is the position of the special envoy of the OSCE chairmanship on 
frozen conflicts, which is being hold by former ambassador of Ukraine to Finland, 
AndriyDeschitsya.  

 
By now, there was no clear plan of the chairmanship towards the issue of Transnistria. Overall, 
there were three directions considered to focus on: 
 
1. Activation of the 1+1 format. This format is focused on personal contacts between the 
leaders of Moldova and Transnistria, an aspect considered very important. Among political and 
diplomatic circles in Ukraine there is a degree of certainty that the negotiations process could 
be moved only through political will and personal arrangements between Filat and Shevchuk.   
 
2. Strengthening the confidence measures and transparency between the parties of the 
negotiations format.  
 
3. Cooperation in solving social-economic problems in the region. Ukraine’s position is 
determined by the direct responsibility for the fate of its citizens in Transnistria.    

 
During its chairmanship at the OSCE, Ukraine is also going to support various expert panels. In 
particular, there was a discussion about organizing a leaders’ forum– including top officials 
involved in the negotiation process. 

 
A particular emphasis during the OSCE chairmanship of Kyiv is to be put on the cooperation of 
the civil society. In particular, Ukrainian diplomats consider important to continue the initiative 

                                                        
6 Interview with a representative of the Ukrainian government 
7 Interview with a representative of the Ukrainian government 
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of Ireland in organizing the forum of the civil society representatives from the both banks of 
Nistru River.   

 
One of the official priorities for Ukraine's presidency in the OSCE is to show that the 
Transnistrian conflict resolution is an ongoing process. The expectation for the outcome 
Ukraine wants to gain during its presidency at the OSCE on Transnistria is still under question. In 
particular, the question is whether Ukraine should raise issues from the so-called “third basket” 
of 5+2 negotiations – dealing with the future status of the region. "There will be no new plan of 
resolving the conflict" – this is the most common conclusion of the officials in Kyiv who are 
involved with transnistrian issue.   
 
Traditionally, in Kyiv, it is presumed that the status of Transnistria is not the most important 
issue. The key goal is a viable state that exists within territorial boundaries of the Republic of 
Moldova. 
 
The Ukrainian chairmanship of the OSCE has also brought a huge revival in the political, experts 
and media circles in Kyiv. This is partly due to the actually frozen dialogue between Ukraine and 
the EU at the highest level,as well as the lack of progress in the process of the European 
integration of Ukraine. Some non-governmental organizations and think tanks have expressed 
their desire to monitor the implementation of the objectives during Ukraine’s OSCE presidency  
- seen as a unique experience. 

 
Summing up, the Ukraine’s OSCE chairmanship should pay attention to the Transnistrian 
settlement on the following aspects:  

 
- Focus on creating the proper conditions for initiation of the negotiations on the “third 

basket” to discuss issues related to political settlement; 
- Initiate dialogue in the 5+2 format on the reforming of the peacekeeping mission in 

Transnistria in accordance with the international standards; 
- Support civil society cooperation  - Conduct meeting on the Ukrainian territory between 

the civil society’ leaders from both banks of Nistru River, for example in Odessa. This 
would be a logic continuation of the Irish initiative and given the territorial location, this 
would not require serious financial means; 

- Deepening of the dialogue on respect of human rights in Transnistria in relation to the 
OSCE standards and Council of Europe recommendations.    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 14 
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