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C hap ter O n e

INTRODUCTION

1. A partnership for the Eastern neighbours
On 7 May 2009, EU leaders and the representatives of six former Soviet
republics, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine met
in Prague to sign a cooperation agreement labelled as the Eastern Partnership
(EaP). The initiative belongs to Poland and Sweden, and aims to bring the Eastern countries closer to the EU through implementing democratic reforms, the
liberalisation of trade and ‘gradual integration in the EU economy’ (Council of
the European Union: 2009); and facilitating travel in the EU for the citizens of
these partner countries. The initiative does not offer EU membership perspectives for its members, but aims to enhance the ‘stability, security and prosperity
of the European Union and the partner countries and indeed the entire European
continent’ (Council of the European Union: 2009) through the integration of the
former Soviet republics into the European family of values and rules.
1.1. From the ‘New Neighbourhood Initiative’ to the Eastern
Partnership
The EaP was launched within the context of strained EU-Russian relations
due to the August 2008 Georgian War and the January 2009 Ukrainian gas crisis.
These two events helped accelerate the initiative but they were not its determinants. In fact the origins of the EaP predate 2004. In April 2002, Great Britain
and Denmark proposed a ‘New Neighbourhood Initiative’, which was initially addressed exclusively to three Eastern European countries; Belarus, Moldova, and
Ukraine. The idea of a European initiative for the Eastern neighbours had also
been promoted actively by Poland during its preparation for EU membership, between 2002-2004. Warsaw was following Finland’s example, which as a EU member state advanced the Northern Dimension with the goal of taking the initiative
in EU relations with Russia, creating thus its niche within EU foreign policy. In
its case, Poland was aspiring to be a civilisational bridge in relations with Belarus,
Ukraine, and Moldova, within the Eastern Dimension.
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The 2004 accession of ten Central and East European states and the planned
membership of Romania and Bulgaria moved the EU’s border further towards
the East, to three former Soviet republics, Belarus, Moldova, and Ukraine. This
brought these three countries to the special attention of Brussels. The ‘rose revolution’ enhanced the EU’s interest in the South Caucasus too, and the May 2004
EU Policy Strategy Paper suggested including Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbaijan,
in addition to the East European former Soviet republics, within the scope of the
European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP), excluding the Balkans and Turkey from
this initiative, given the fact that they had already the status of membership candidate or potential membership candidate.
The Ukrainian ‘orange revolution’ further enhanced the EU’s enthusiasm
towards the Eastern neighbourhood, showing that these countries were willing
to be part of Europe and needed more attention from Brussels. The events in
Ukraine offered also the opportunity to Polish political and diplomatic elites to
mediate the political conflict in Kiev, to promote Ukraine’s European aspirations,
and to label Poland as a true specialist in the Eastern neighbourhood. Along with
Warsaw, the other three Visegrád Group countries; the Czech Republic, Slovakia
and Hungary, and the Baltic states were some of the most insistent on the necessity of enhancing EU relations with the Eastern neighbours.
The interest towards the new Eastern neighbours was shown also by older
EU member states. In 2006, the Austrian Presidency proposed building a joint energy policy, within which Ukraine and Belarus, as transit countries, were to play an
important role. The next year, during the German Presidency of the EU, Berlin also
expressed its special interest towards the Eastern neighbours. There were even
talks about a new Ostpolitik, which Germany wanted to translate into an “ENP
Plus” project. However, this initiative was never achieved; Germany changed its
priorities in the second part of the EU’s mandate, focusing more on Central Asia
and the Black Sea region. Nevertheless, the EaP can be considered as a continuation of discussions that date back to the German Presidency (Cianciara 2009: 25).
The idea of a partnership for the Eastern neighbours took shape with the
launch of the Union for the Mediterranean. Poland responded actively to France’s
initiative towards the Southern neighbourhood on the condition that a similar
project would be taken into account for the East too, Warsaw highlighting that
in the East the EU has European neighbours, while in the South – neighbours of
Europe.
The very term “Eastern Partnership” was used for the first time at the beginning of 2008, during the EU Council as a joint Polish-Swedish initiative. Initially, there was a possibility the project would be launched by Poland and Czech
Republic. However, Warsaw preferred to attract an older EU member state, Sweden, in order to avoid the EaP being labelled as an initiative of ‘frustrated’ Eastern
countries. For Swedish foreign minister Carl Bildt, this was a good opportunity to
affirm himself as a EU foreign policy specialist and a potential successor of Javier
Solana (Ochmann 2009: 4).
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The European Council of June 2008 invited the Commission to present a
detailed version of this initiative the following spring.However, due to the Georgian war, the Extraordinary European Council convened on 1 September 2008,
asked the Commission to present the proposal for the EaP in December 2008.
Thus, the Georgian war managed to attract the EU’s attention and political will
towards the East. Although it did not in itself lead to the EaP, it was a catalyst that
speeded up the implementation of the initiative. Moreover, even if the EaP was
initially designed only to prevent the moving of the centre of gravity of the ENP
towards the South, the launch of the Union for the Mediterranean, the Georgian
war and the Ukrainian gas crisis gave it a much greater weight.
The EaP was not to Moscow’s liking from the very beginning. Russian officials reacted with scepticism to the initiative even before its launch. In March
2009, Russian Foreign Minister, Sergey Lavrov stated that, Brussels wanted to
expand its sphere of influence in the area of former Soviet Union through the
EaP: “We are accused of trying to have spheres of influence. What is the ‘Eastern
Partnership’? Is it a sphere of influence, including Belarus?” And despite Swedish
Foreign Minister Carl Bildt’s answer that “the Eastern Partnership is not about
spheres of influence. The difference is that these countries themselves opted to
join” (Benes 2009), Lavrov did not change his position, insisting on 26 April 2009,
in a press conference after the meeting of the EU-Russian Permanent Cooperation Council, that “We heard statements from Brussels that it’s not an attempt to
create new zones of influence and not a process directed against Russia. We want
to trust these declarations, although some of the EU’s comments disquieted us”
(Semenij 2010). The Prime-Minister Putin and President Medvedev were even
sharper in statements, the first assessed the EaP as “an alternative to NATO’s
expansion to the East”, while the latter declared that, “We tried to convince ourselves [that the EaP is not directed against Russia], but in the end we couldn’t.
What bothers us is that for some states this is seen as a partnership against Russia” (President of Russia: 2009).
And Moscow did not confine itself to statements. That the ceremony of the
launching of the EaP, on 7 May 2009, was ‘deprived’ of shine was due partly to
the Kremlin too. It was Russia that succeeded in ‘convincing’ leaders of some EU
and Eastern countries not to attend the event in Prague. The Italian Prime-Minister, Silvio Berlusconi, for instance, had met Russian Prime-Minister, Vladimir
Putin less than two weeks before the EaP summit for negotiations on the South
Stream gas pipeline and fearing not to offend his Russian friend, Berlusconi did
not attend the EU summit. Nor did President Vladimir Voronin come to Prague.
The Moldovan leader had just been congratulated by Moscow on the way he had
managed the so-called ‘twitter revolution’ and Russia’s promise of a $500 million
credit line had ‘convinced’ him that “This [Eastern Partnership] is similar to the
CIS-2. Why should we create another CIS under the control of the EU? It looks
like a ring around Russia” (Kommersant 2009). Moldova was represented instead

12

VASILE ROTARU

at the EaP summit by the minister of foreign affairs and European integration
Andrei Stratan.
1.2. Why study the EaP?
The EaP is still a ‘young’ and dynamic initiative, which has not yet revealed
the full impact on the partner countries. No Association Agreement has been
signed with any of the six former Soviet republics, none of the eastern partners
have been granted full access to the EU market, or permission granted to their
citizens to travel in the EU without visas. Only the possible effects of the ‘carrots’
offered by the EU on the evolution of the ‘common neighbourhood’ and Russia’s
policy in this area provide the academic environment with a significant research
area. In addition to this, the lack of academic studies concerning the impact of the
EaP on EU-Russian relations and on Russian foreign policy in the ‘near abroad’;
and the regional specific interest for the Eastern neighbours provide a solid justification for the present research.
However, before continuing, a note on terminology is due. The term “common neighbourhood” appeared after the launch of the ENP and refers to the six
former Soviet republics residing between the EU and the Russian Federation,
namely: Belarus, Moldova, Ukraine, Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan, and which
are included in the EaP. Even if this designation sounds rather neutral, there are
two different opinions on Russia’s attitude towards this term. While Cassier (2011:
87) thinks that it met the Kremlin’s view: as Russia refused to become part of the
ENP and asked for an equal partnership status to the EU, by recognising explicitly
that the EU and Russia belong to each other’s neighbourhood, by using the term
‘common neighbourhood’, Russia feels that it is being recognised as a full equal of
the EU; Haukkala (2010: 137) argues that the European proposal to call the countries residing between the EU and Russia ‘the common neighbourhood’ in the
road map for external security of the Four Common Spaces encountered Russia’s
unilateral refusal at first. From the Kremlin’s perspective, this seemed to imply a
certain challenge to its sphere of influence and that is why at the meeting of the
Permanent Partnership Council, in April 2005, the two parties agreed that instead
of ‘common neighbourhood’, the wording in the road map would be ‘countries
adjacent to Russia’ and ‘countries adjacent to the EU’, specifying thus clearly the
separate nature of the links that the two actors had with their respective neighbourhoods. The terms ‘common neighbourhood’, along with ‘shared neighbourhood’ have, however entered the academic language and are widely used when
referring to six former Soviet countries: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia,
Moldova and Ukraine.
The term ‘near abroad’ (ближнее зарубежье, [blizhneye zarubezhye]) refers to the group of member states of the CIS (except for Russia) plus Georgia. It
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Afterword

THE ‘COMMON NEIGHBOURHOOD’ AFTER
THE VILNIUS SUMMIT

1. Introduction
The last EaP summit was held in November 2013, in the Lithuanian capital,
Vilnius. The event was attended by German Chancellor Angela Merkel, French
President François Hollande and British Prime Minister David Cameron, the
presence of the most powerful European leaders showing the importance the EU
attaches to its Eastern neighbourhood. During the summit the EU initiated Association Agreements including Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Agreements
with the Republic of Moldova and Georgia, and signed an agreement on visa facilitation with Azerbaijan. These achievements were important given the context
of Russian pressure towards the Eastern partners on the done of the Vilnius Summit. And yet many analysts rushed to see the third EaP summit as a failure of the
EU’s policy in the Eastern neighbourhood.
2. A weak European initiative?
The perception of the Vilnius Summit as a failure was due to the great expectations many analysts had of the event. A few months before the summit even
at the EU officials level the scenario forecast for November 2013 was that Ukraine
would sign the AA with the EU, while similar agreements would be initiated with
Armenia, Georgia and Moldova. However, as we got closer to the event, things
took a different turn. First, Armenia announced that it would join the Customs
Union, just two months before the EaP summit. Yerevan continued to declare its
interest towards the AA and DCFTA with the EU; however it is known that these
agreements are incompatible with the provisions of the Customs Union.
Yet, the biggest surprise for public opinion was provided by Ukraine. Just a
week before the Vilnius Summit, Kiev announced that it had suspended negotiations for the AA with the EU. Both Ukraine and Armenia have hinted that their
decision “to take a break” in the process of rapprochement with the EU was due
to Russian pressure. This argument was sustained by the latest actions of Russian
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question the EU’s ‘more-for-more’ principle. Furthermore, the signing of the AA
with Ukraine under these conditions would have had a negative impact on the
future developments of the EaP. Most probably, the rest of the Eastern partners
would have postponed or partly implemented the required reforms and would
have accused the EU of double standards whenever Brussels would have put more
pressure on them by invoking the signing of the AA.
4. Russian ‘persuasion’ – an opposite effect
The announcements of Armenia and Ukraine before the Vilnius Summit
prejudiced to some extent the EU’s image in the international arena, advantaging
Russia’s position as a regional power, which appeared as a stronger actor than
the EU in the ‘common neighbourhood’. Yet one should not rush to see in the
announcement of the two partners a failure of EU neighbourhood policy. As we
have noticed after the summit, instead of “convincing Ukraine” to turn aside from
European aspirations, Russian attempts of “persuasion” had a different effect.
The decision of Ukraine’s political leaders to suspend the negotiations with the
EU has made tens of thousands of Ukrainians flood the streets not only of the
capital but also the other major cities. The mobilisation of civil society in Ukraine
was impressive and put great pressure on the government to adopt the required
democratic reforms and resume negotiations with the EU. What we witnessed
during those days in Ukraine was a testimony of the effectiveness of the bottomup Europeanisation of the country, a more effective process of the spreading of
‘European’ norms, policies, and values, than hierarchical policy transfer through
conditionality (see Chapters two and four). Cynically speaking, Russia and Yanukovich have done a great service to Ukraine and the EU. By trying to “persuade”
Ukraine, Russia, in fact, did a favour to the EU. Brussels might have had an ingrate
task of disappointing Ukrainian citizens in Vilnius by not signing the AA with
Kiev because of the lack of political will of their leaders. However, the fact that the
Ukrainian leadership announced its decision to suspend the negotiations before
the summit might have exempted the EU from the risk of jeopardising its image
among ordinary people in Ukraine, and had a great effect on the EU’s attraction
in this country: the EU no longer had to be the main actor that put pressure on
the government in Kiev to implement democratic reforms, now that there were
Ukrainian citizens making such a demand of their leaders. In three months of
protests Ukrainian society united around a common goal – the European future
of their country, while the tragic death of Euromaidan protestors hastened and
made the democratic changes irreversible. It is true that Yanukovich’s flight to
Russia has not brought a total change of political leadership in Kiev; however, the
new leaders had to comply with the people’s will – to make all necessary efforts to
sign the AA with the EU.
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Due to the mobilisation of Ukrainian citizens, the political leaders in Kiev
have definitely made more progress in complying with EU requirements in just
a month after the Euromaidan protests with than since the initiation of the AA.
These efforts of Kiev together with Russian pressure towards Ukraine and the rest
of the Eastern partners have also elevated the Eastern Partnership to being among
the main priorities of European foreign policy, solidified public opinion in the 28
member states and convinced decision makers to act much faster and with more
determination in the relationship with the six former Soviet republics. Thus, on
March 21, 2014, the EU signed with Ukraine the political part of the Association
Agreement and officially announced that on June 27, 2014, Brussels would sign
AAs with the Republic of Moldova and Georgia.
We can conclude that the decision of the EU to pay special attention to
civil society within the Eastern Partnership has proven to be a decisive factor for
the success of the initiative, and not only in Ukraine. The mobilisation of Ukrainians during Euromaidan led to dramatic political changes in Kiev. However, it
has attracted the attention of the rest of the Eastern partners too. The Republic of Moldova and Georgia are the fortunate cases where the political class has
the same foreign policy preferences as the majority of population. This does not
mean, however, that civil society could not sooner or later put pressure on governments in Yerevan, Baku or Minsk to adapt their policies to the wishes of the
majority of the population. The changes that might occur in Ukraine, Moldova
or Georgia due to the advanced EaP progress in these countries will definitely
impact not only on the other Eastern partners but even on Russia itself. Watching
their neighbours travelling within the EU without visas or noticing if the standard
of living rises in the neighbouring country once with their rapprochement with
the EU has been confirmed can only make Russian civil society put pressure on
their political leaders. The power of example is often the most effective method
of persuasion.
4.1 An expected reaction, unpredicted actions
Considering the importance Moscow grants to the countries in the ‘common neighbourhood’, the pressure the Kremlin has put on the Eastern partners
before the Vilnius Summit, the support it has provided to the Yanukovych regime,
the efforts to ‘convince’ the former Soviet republics to join the Eurasian Union,
there was a strong expectation that Russia would react after the dramatic political
changes in Kiev and the announcement by the EU and Ukraine of the signing of
the AA. In fact it was the second time after the ‘orange revolution’ that Moscow
had suffered a painful disappointment in the largest Slavic neighbouring country
and its main foreign policy project, the EaU, lost much ground with the ‘lost’
of Ukraine (the AA and the EaU customs agreements are incompatible). Taking into account the previous Russian coercive actions in the ‘near abroad’, both
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policymakers and analysts suggested that Russia might trigger a new gas crisis,
boycott Ukrainian products, create a secessionist conflict following the pattern
of Transnistria or that of Abkhazia and South Ossetia, however, no one predicted
that Russia would cross the red line of territorial sovereignty by annexing a territory of its neighbour.
The annexation of Crimea by the Russian Federation came as a shock not
only for the former Soviet republics, that saw their territorial integrity threatened by the bigger neighbour, but also for the entire international community.
It was the first time after the WWII that a member of the UN Security Council,
G8, Council of Europe, and OSCE, ignored international law and norms, and its
own signed agreements. By annexing the Crimean peninsula, Moscow violated
a number of international treaties, starting with the Helsinki Final Act, the 1994
Budapest Memorandum, the terms of its membership of the Organization for
Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), and the agreements with Ukraine
on the lease of the Russian naval base in Sevastopol, that very clearly established
that Russia could not increase its military personnel in Crimea, deploy its troops
outside the base without Ukraine’s consent, or intervene in Ukraine’s domestic
politics. Russia’s justification for the annexation of Crimea was motivated by the
“will of the citizens” from that region that would have voted 97% in favour of annexation with a turnout of 83% (yet, according to NEWSru.ua, the real figures
were a turnout of 30% and only half of them, thus 15% of Crimea population,
voted for joining Russia). However, even if we ignore the unconstitutional nature
of the referendum and how the change of political power occurred in Simferopol (the administrative centre of Crimea), the haste of the Kremlin to annex
the Ukrainian peninsula and then Putin’s acknowledgement that the “little green
men”, the soldiers in unmarked uniforms that took over the Crimean peninsula
before the referendum were Russian military, only demonstrate that Moscow flagrantly violated the sovereignty of Ukraine.
The Kremlin’s comparison of Crimea with Kosovo does not stand up. This
discussion requires a large space we cannot afford in the present book, therefore,
we will bring to attention the three main differences summarised by Topouria
(2014): 1) While Kosovo was empowered by the Yugoslavian 1974 constitution
with the right to secession, the Ukrainian constitution states that only a nationwide referendum can decide on any territorial alteration of the national borders.
Furthermore, the constitution of the autonomous republic of Crimea does not
empower the local Parliament or Government to initiate a referendum. 2) While
NATO intervention in Kosovo was motivated by violations of human rights, namely by the persecution and expulsion of ethnic Albanians, Russia’s claims to protect
its compatriots in Crimea were not justified by any persecutions or threatening of
the ethnically Russian majority in the region by Kiev authorities. 3) While Kosovo
declared its independence eight years after the NATO intervention, after complying with international criteria and has not joined any other country, in Crimea
the preparations for the referendum took less than three weeks and the Russian
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military presence has monopolised and exercised full control over the process.
Furthermore, days after the referendum Moscow annexed the newly recognised
territory as its own. Thus, the annexation of Crimea cannot be justified either by
international law concerning the protection of human rights, or by a lawful and
democratic referendum.
The illegal nature of the Russian annexation is undisputed and it proves
that Moscow is not willing to lose its ‘sphere of influence’ at any price. This assessment is confirmed also by the events in Ukraine that followed the joining of
Crimea to Russia: encouragement and support by Moscow of violent secessionist
movements in Eastern and South Ukraine, and Russian military exercises on the
border with Ukraine. The Kremlin actions aim in fact to achieve the following
objectives: – to put as much pressure as possible on Kiev in order to regain its
influence on Ukraine (whether by obtaining clear commitments that Ukraine will
not join NATO and will ease or end its policy of rapprochement with the EU, or
by influencing the neighbouring government’s decisions by controlling Eastern
regions in a possible Ukrainian federation); – to warn the rest of the former Soviet
republics that seek a rapprochement with the West that they could lose more than
could gain (e.g. sovereignty, control over their own territory) if disregard Russian
interests. Within this context one should notice the growing pressure put on the
government of the Republic of Moldova: greater encouragement of secessionist
sentiment in Transnistria (motivated by obvious Russian support, e.g. the visit of
Russian vice-president Rogozin on May 9) and the resuscitation of secessionist
claims in Gagauzia; – and to prove to the West that Ukraine is un ungoverned
country and such scenarios can be repeated in other former Soviet republics.
Conclusions
According to one of the latest declarations of the Russian foreign minister, Sergey Lavrov, “the seeds for the current crisis [in Ukraine] were sown in
April 2008, during the NATO summit in Bucharest” (Lavrov 2014). However, one
should not forget that the events in Ukraine started with the Vilnius Summit. It
was Russia that first ‘convinced’ Armenia not to initiate the AA with the EU, opting instead for a CU membership; waved the separatist threat in Moldova both
from the Eastern part of the small republic (Transnistria) and from the South
(Gagauzia), and finally, persuaded Yanukovich to suspend negotiations with the
EU. As we have previously noticed, Russian pressure towards the Eastern partners
grows especially before these countries prepare to take any step closer to the EU,
and the Vilnius Summit promised to be a very important event in this respect.
The concluding of the AA by Ukraine would have led the Eastern partner to the
point of no return on its European path, the DCFTA being incompatible with participation in customs agreements with third parties. However, even at the stage of
initiation of the AA (in the cases of Armenia, Moldova and Georgia) with the EU,

the partners would have been engaged in substantial regulatory alignment with
the EU. It is true that they would have had still the possibility to “change camp”;
however none of them appeared to voluntarily do so.
Russian actions in the ‘common neighbourhood’, especially in Ukraine,
clearly show that Moscow is deeply bothered by the progress of the EaP. Russia
is not willing to let the former Soviet republics make their own foreign policy
choices. It is difficult to predict the outcome of the events in Ukraine or future
developments in the rest of the Eastern partners. However, it is up to the Eastern partners to decide their future. Depending on their choice, they might suffer
some short term losses (e.g. parts of their territory) but might gain instead a true
stability and experience real independence and democracy after more than 20
years of pseudo-independence from Russia.
June 2014
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