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CONCLUSIONS

−− Apart from obtaining an EU membership perspective, the Eastern Partnership (EaP) 
associated countries (Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine) have not presented a viable and 
common long-term vision for EaP and instead expect the EU to prepare it. Any ideas 
presented so far have proven to be unrealistic or difficult for the EU to accept (e.g., Ukraine 
accession to the Schengen Area).

−− The associated countries’ demands related to their integration with the EU internal 
market in the medium term have been moderate and do not fall beyond the scope of 
Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Area agreements (DCFTA). They mostly request a 
special EU offer for states implementing association agreements (AA) involving the creation 
of a new political format and an increase in financial aid for reforms. Those countries face 
a common challenge of rapidly enforcing the EU’s technical and food safety standards 
because of various barriers (e.g., lack of appropriate infrastructure in Moldova). In various 
sectors, wider reforms required under the AAs are still paralysed by corruption and the 
oligarchic systems in those countries.

−− Non-associated countries (Belarus, Azerbaijan) are not keen to undertake these structural 
reforms . Therefore, they namely intend to develop economic cooperation with the EU 
and expect the Union proposals in this area. The exception is Armenia, which has entered 
the path of reforms and wants the EU to increase financial assistance for this purpose.

−− A common expectation among the EaP countries towards the EU is the preference 
for developing cooperation in the area of security policy, the fight against Russian 
propaganda, and boosting EU investments in this region .

−− EU support for civil society, democracy, and good governance is very important in the 
EaP countries. None of the EaP states is a well-functioning democracy and Moldova and 
Azerbaijan have regressed in respecting fundamental freedoms.

−− Despite significant improvement in the EU’s communication policy in the EaP region, the 
EU is still unable to reach local communities with its message or counteract deliberate 
disinformation about the Union spread by Russia .

−− The challenge in elaborating a common EaP programme is the various degree of political 
willingness of the EaP states to introduce reforms, which is not mirrored by the division 
by associated or non-associated country. For example, Armenia has been carrying out 
reforms while Moldova, an EU-associated country, has regressed.

−− None of the EU integration models with third countries (Norwegian, Turkish, and, in 
the future, the British) is fully acceptable to the EaP states for various reasons, although 
the associated countries may use some of the experience of countries covered by such 
relations . The EU can propose deepening long-term relations only in several areas, such 
as in services (including financial), the digital market, or recognition of professional 
qualifications.

−− When EaP countries demonstrate satisfactory progress in the implementation of their 
respective AA and in terms of democracy and good governance, they will have an argument 
to ask the EU for further significant liberalisation of the four freedoms (goods, capital, 
services, and labour).

−− The EU institutions’ new term in 2019 is an opportunity to develop a new vision for the 
EaP after 2020, provided that officials interested in EU Eastern policy will be nominated 
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to the positions of High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy 
and commissioner responsible for European Neighbourhood Policy.

−− A factor hampering the adoption of an ambitious new EaP vision will be Germany’s 
stance, which opposes greater EaP modifications, and the United Kingdom’s expected 
exit from the EU (Brexit), as the UK used to be an advocate of active EU Eastern policy. In 
order to have a majority of Member States keen on major changes to the EaP, the new offer 
should aim primarily for better implementation of trade agreements and an increase in EU 
investment in the region.

−− The new EaP vision after 2020 should present both medium- and long-term goals. In the 
medium term, the EaP’s purpose should be to assist the associated states and Armenia in the 
implementation of signed deals with the EU, together with the conclusion of partnership 
agreements and enlivening sector cooperation (notably in investments) with Azerbaijan 
and Belarus. In particular, the medium-term EaP vision might consist of two parts, with 
10 objectives:

Part I. Special offer for associated states (Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine)

1. Raising the profile of EU relations with the associated countries by creating a new 
political format that includes Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine and EU members, involving, 
for example, the organisation of meetings of their ministers of foreign affairs.

2. Better alignment of  EU assistance to the associated countries’ needs by establishing, for 
instance, an instrument supporting the implementation of DCFTAs.

3. Enhancing mutual cooperation between Georgia, Moldova, and Ukraine.

Part II. A new agenda for all EaP countries (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, 
Moldova, and Ukraine)

Partnership for investment:

4. Increasing financial funds for key infrastructure projects.

5. Better absorption of investment funds.

Partnership for security:

6. Countering Russian disinformation and strengthening EU strategic communication.

7. Combating hybrid threats. 

Partnership for citizens:

8. Supporting reforms important for EaP societies, namely in the digital market.

9. Enhancing mobility and actions for youth.

10. Strengthening small and local non-governmental organisations (NGOs) from the EaP 
region by increasing their use of EU funds.

−− In the longer term, the EU might offer to liberalise some areas of the internal market for 
the associated states. The EaP long-term vision after 2020 could therefore entail the 
liberalisation of some services (including financial), accession of the associated countries 
to the Single Euro Payments Area (SEPA), deepening integration in the field of the digital 
market, for example, in data transmission and extending the freedom of movement for 
professionals by the conclusion of agreements with the EU on mutual recognition of 
professional qualifications in selected sectors of the economy.
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INTRODUCTION

The Eastern Partnership was established in May 2009 thanks to an initiative by Poland and 
Sweden. Ten years since its founding is therefore a good moment to sum up the partner countries’ 
views of this policy and to analyse the direction in which this programme should develop. The EaP 
has strengthened EU relations with Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova, and Ukraine 
through the conclusion of various agreements, including ones related to trade, and deepening 
sectoral and multilateral cooperation. For instance, the EU has signed AAs and DCFTAs with 
Georgia, Moldova, and Ukraine, and a framework partnership agreement with Armenia (CEPA). 
At the EaP countries level, EU trade exchange has increased, the citizens of Georgia, Moldova, 
and Ukraine are exempt from having to apply for short-term visas, students from the region are 
increasingly participating in exchanges at EU universities, and the agreements on a common 
aviation area concluded by some EaP states have reduced the costs of flights between the countries 
and the Union .

However, full implementation of the EaP programme, including structural reforms, remains 
a challenge. The internal situation in these countries is an obstacle. Belarus and Azerbaijan are 
authoritarian regimes reluctant to reform and the remaining EaP countries’ systems are characterised 
by oligarchic connections and corruption, hindering changes. The region is not politically stable, 
although the rise of regular public protests in the last several years gives hope for democratisation. 
Even though the Revolution of Dignity in Ukraine has not altered the country’s system, it has 
partially changed the ruling elites and contributed to some reforms, such as decentralisation and 
changes in the gas sector. Armenia is a promising example. The pro-reformist My Step Alliance, led 
by Nikol Pashinyan, obtained a constitutional majority in the early general elections of December 
2018. That gave him the mandate to carry out systemic changes in the state and raises hopes for a 
transformation of the corrupt and oligarch-driven institutions.

For all EaP countries, Russia’s revisionist policy in the region is a common problem. The 
violation of Ukraine’s territorial integrity in 2014 through the unlawful annexation of Crimea 
and intervention in Donbas, provoking war, showed that the Russian authorities can undertake 
military action to achieve its policy and that Russia treats the EaP countries as within its exclusive 
zone of influence. In light of growing Russian propaganda, the region’s states have demanded 
closer cooperation with the Union in the field of security as well as support in the fight against 
disinformation and hybrid threats.

So far, the EU has not formulated a vision of its Eastern Partnership policy for the period 
after 2020, but there is reflection on this now in the context of the initiative’s 10th anniversary. 
The German presidency of the Council of the EU and the planned EaP summit in 2020 will be an 
opportunity for Member States to discuss the future of EU Eastern policy. This report’s purpose 
is to formulate proposals on how the EU can develop its relations with the EaP countries in 
the medium and long term. The recommendations were developed based on the analysis of the 
partner countries’ expectations, as well as political restrictions within the EU. The possibilities of 
using EU integration models involving third countries, such as Turkey (customs union) or Norway 
in the scope of the European Economic Area (EEA), were also analysed. Based on documents and 
available publications included in the bibliography, the report’s authors conducted numerous 
interviews with officials of EU institutions, diplomats from the Member States and EaP countries, 
as well as experts from the EaP region. The experience of the Western Balkans in integration 
with the Union was also an inspiration for the presented proposals. The main goal of the report, 
therefore, is to formulate detailed recommendations for the EaP’s development that could be the 
basis for discussion among decision-makers, officials, and experts.
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THE EAP VISION AFTER 2020

The EaP has entered a consolidation phase. In 10 years, this policy has led to dynamic 
and unprecedented cooperation between the region and the EU, based on various agreements. 
Moldova, Georgia, and Ukraine concluded AAs, including DCFTAs. As a result of these deals, 
their trade with the EU has increased and the Union has become a major trade partner for the 
associated countries. All EaP countries have deepened sectoral cooperation with the EU. The scale 
of commitments undertaken by the partners, especially by the associated countries, means that 
the success of the Partnership in the coming years will depend on the pace of implementation 
of the agreed acquis. However, this will require considerable effort from the EaP countries to 
carry out reforms but it is not accompanied by either a promise of an EU membership perspective 
or structural funds. Therefore, the EU needs to present a new offer to encourage the countries to 
cooperate and further engage in the EaP, especially at the multilateral level.

In near future, the EaP goal should be to assist the associated countries and Armenia in 
fully implementing the agreements signed with the EU and to conclude framework agreements 
and strengthen sectoral and investment cooperation with Azerbaijan and Belarus . The new 
programme should be more partner-like and better reflect the needs of the EaP countries. 
Collaboration in the field of security, the fight against Russian propaganda, and attracting EU 
investments are important issues for all the Partnership countries. Moreover, the EU should meet 
the expectations of the associated countries and offer them a new form of political cooperation, 
such as meetings of foreign affairs ministers. It is also necessary to better match financial assistance 
to the EaP countries’ needs and make it based on realistic conditionality. Currently, the EU often 
formulates overly ambitious expectations for reforms in the EaP states without offering adequate aid. 
In the long term, the EU may promise to further liberalise some areas of the internal market, such 
as in services (including financial), the digital market, or recognition of professional qualifications. 
In addition, the new programme should focus on cooperation that brings direct tangible results 
and benefits to the societies of the region, such as the abolition of roaming charges. To this 
end, the EU should also better support the introduction of its food-safety standards to maximise 
trade exchange. All Union actions have to be accompanied by better communication policy that 
includes the organisation of local activities and support for smaller NGOs in the regions.

At the same time, the new offer should fit within the established EaP framework, 
complement it, and respect its existing principles, such as the rules on differentiation and “more 
for more” (assistance for reforms). The thematic division adopted at the Riga summit should be 
maintained and the EU’s support for democracy, good governance, and civil society must remain 
an important pillar. The new EaP offer may consist of the three following parts:

A Special Offer for the Associated States (Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine)

Objective 1. Raising the profile of EU relations with associated countries by creating a new 
political format gathering Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine and EU members, and including:

−− Organising meetings of the foreign ministers of the EU and associated countries ahead 
of the main EaP meetings at this level. Sectoral meetings of EU commissioners and 
ministers from the relevant departments in Georgia, Moldova, and Ukraine may also 
be held (similar to the meeting organised by Commissioner for Trade Cecilia Malmström 
in September 2018). Topics for discussion may include a revision of DCFTA annexes 
(e.g., Ukraine’s proposals in the telecommunications and energy sectors), extension of 
import quotas or implementation of a DCFTA in the field of public procurement, small 
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and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), export promotion, food-safety standards, customs 
procedures, and trade facilitation.

−− Participation of ministers from the associated states on EU sectoral councils, for example, 
the ministers of foreign affairs could participate in Foreign Affairs Councils whenever a 
discussion about EU policy directions towards a given state is held. The only limitation is 
that the ministers from third countries will be unable to participate in debates related to EU 
legislative proposals or positions.

−− Involvement of EaP officials in EC working groups (similar to the practices of EEA 
countries) in cases related to a DCFTA. An obstacle to this may be the lack of experts with 
appropriate qualifications in the EaP states.

This format of meetings between the associated countries and the EU, in various 
configurations, would in practice accomplish the principle of differentiation. The associated states 
have decided to adopt a significant portion of EU standards and thus, the EU should respond by 
raising the profile of the relations. The increased frequency of high-level contacts would primarily 
have political significance for the governments of the associated countries and would allow the 
Union to show it does not downplay them. The format would be open for the remaining EaP 
states, provided they decide on more advanced cooperation with the EU. Each state has free 
rein in determining the level of its relations with the EU. Importantly, this format will not grant 
Moldova additional incentives and its participation would not imply unfreezing financial aid. 
There is no evidence that the negative conditionality applied by the EU in the neighbourhood 
is effective and the participation of Moldova may actually bring some benefits. By comparing it 
with other associated countries, Moldova would not like to significantly differ from Ukraine and 
Georgia, at least in the implementation of the economic part of its DCFTA (which is important 
for the society). At the same time, the format would not exclude Armenia entirely. Taking into 
account its specific situation (it is carrying out reforms but due to its dependence on Russia, it 
cannot sign the DCFTA), its authorities may be invited to some meetings related to issues covered 
by the framework partnership agreement (CEPA).

Some Member States probably will not be keen to grant the associated states with an 
additional offer due to a fear it would deepen their integration with the EU. They may argue that 
all EaP countries must have equal access to the EU offer, such meetings have no added-value, or 
that Moldova should not be gratified by participating in such a format.

Objective 2. Better alignment of EU assistance to the needs of the associated countries.

−− Developing a DCFTA roadmap with each associated country, indicating specific 
objectives to be achieved in the agreement’s implementation, based on clearly defined 
and objectively verifiable indicators for the next three or four years. 

Having such a document would allow for the selection of priorities in DCFTA 
implementation, crucial for increasing trade (particularly important to their societies) and better 
align the priorities with EU aid to achieve these goals. EU assistance that weakly reflects its political 
priorities still is a huge challenge. A new document would allow for clarification of the goals for 
the associated countries and the EU in the near future in the implementation of the DCFTA. It 
is not clear which of the existing DCFTA-related documents is the main reference point when 
setting priorities and to what extent these documents complement each other. The DCFTA goals 
are stated in very general association agendas, programmes defining frameworks of cooperation 
with a given country (Single Support Framework), and detailed operational plans worked out 
by individual DCFTA subcommittees. The introduction of a DCFTA roadmap would clarify the 
association agendas and the Single Support Framework, and the new document would relate to 
operational plans. Therefore, it would be complementary to the current documents and be the 
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main reference point for the implementation of the DCFTA. Also important, there are no legal 
obstacles in negotiating the DCFTA roadmaps because a review of the European Neighbourhood 
Policy of 2015 is flexible in this respect.

Even though Member States may support this idea in order to speed up the implementation 
of the DCFTA, the EaP countries may not be interested in introducing specific indicators. In order to 
persuade them to accept these indicators, the offer needs note that establishing the new document 
will be coupled with new financial instruments. An added concern is that EU institutions may not 
be willing to negotiate a DCFTA roadmap, which will be a burdensome process, and they might 
also argue they offer little added-value in light of the existing documents.

−− Establishing a financial instrument supporting the adoption of technical and food-
safety standards related to DCFTA implementation. A neighbourhood policy regional 
programme or bilateral national envelopes could be a source of financial resources to this 
end. The programme would enable funding infrastructure (e.g., equipping laboratories) 
through grants and blended financing of European banks, as well as supporting institutional 
capacity, for example, by paying additional positions in relevant institutions. Depending 
on the area of support, the EC could subcontract various tasks to different organisations 
such as the European Investment Bank or Member State development banks. Such an 
instrument could draw on the experience of individual projects undertaken by the EU 
in the area of trade standards approximation. For instance, in Belarus, the EU financed 
the creation of 16 testing laboratories responsible for controlling industrial standards.1 
However, the detailed scope of the instrument needs to be consulted with the associated 
countries to match their needs.

Although the biggest challenge in implementing the DCFTA in the short term is the 
adoption of EU technical and food safety standards, there is no EU instrument dedicated to 
assisting the associated countries’ administrations in this respect (the EU mainly supports SMEs). 
Such a mechanism should be introduced to avoid the mistakes that the EU made in its southern 
neighbourhood. Even though Jordan signed an agreement on implementing EU rules of origin, it 
has not brought the anticipated results because the EU has not supported the process of standards 
implementation. Importantly, no legal barriers for establishing such an instrument exist because 
support for the implementation of DCFTA is specified in Annex II to the regulation on the 
Neighbourhood, Development and International Cooperation Instrument. However, if the funds 
come from EaP countries’ bilateral envelopes, the creation of this instrument would come at the 
expense of financing for other areas of cooperation.

Objective 3. Enhancing mutual cooperation between Georgia, Moldova, and Ukraine.

−− Suggest the associated states create a format similar to the Visegrád Group (e.g. an 
Associated Group). That would help them present a unified position on the EaP’s future 
at the EU level. The Union may allocate a small budget to their joint activities, such as 
commissioning expert opinions or evaluations of the implementation of EU provisions. 

Georgia, Moldova, and Ukraine present their positions separately, which often leads to 
rejection of their proposals by EU institutions and Member States. They should learn how to 
coordinate in the EU to maximise their impact, that is, by submitting proposals in the scope of 
regional coalitions. An obstacle might be the reluctance of EaP countries to cooperate with each 
other and the perception of each other as competitors.

1 The project “Support of the Republic of Belarus in the Area of Norms and Standards of Energy Efficiency of 
Consumer Goods and Industrial Products” in 2013-2016.
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New Agenda for All EaP States  
(Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine)

Partnership for Investment

Objective 4. Increasing financial funds for key infrastructure projects.

−− Establishing a new instrument/increasing the existing financing for key infrastructure 
projects (i.e., transport and energy). Due to the planned increase in the budget for 2021-
2027 for the neighbourhood region, such funds can be allocated at the expense of the EaP 
countries’ national envelopes. There are three available options:

Option I – Extension of the European Investment Bank mandate on the EaP countries 
(Investment Neighbourhood Platform in the scope of the European Fund for Sustainable 
Development, or EFSD, which operates in Africa and EU neighbourhood). EU institutions want to 
simplify the system and such a solution would fit this logic. 

Option II – Establishing a special trust fund (e.g., the Eastern Partnership Infrastructure 
Trust Fund), a regional mechanism within the EU’s budget, that would facilitate merging different 
sources of financing (so-called “blending”) for infrastructure projects and technical assistance to 
this end. The model for how it functions could be the European Resilience Initiative, a trust fund 
established to increase financing of development in countries considered a source of migration 
to the EU. According to EU provisions, a trust fund may be established due to an urgent need 
(e.g., uncontrolled migration) or in order to generate larger extra-budgetary resources (current 
practices show that this is very difficult). Therefore, in the case of the EaP infrastructure trust 
fund, the condition for creating it would be obtaining significant financing from Member State 
contributions. Some EU countries might be interested in the creation of such a trust fund because 
the selection of projects would depend on the level of their payments and the funds could be 
spent through their development aid agencies or state development banks.

Option III – Creation of an intergovernmental fund for infrastructure projects (e.g., the 
EaP Infrastructure Fund). The Member States would need to commit to financial contributions, 
which would enable obtaining loans from financial institutions. It would then be possible to 
get co-financing from the EU budget on the condition that the fund’s goals are aligned to EU 
objectives in the region and the fund is aligned to EU procedures (for instance, the EC co-finances 
the Green for Growth Fund). The fund could have the capacity to implement projects and apply 
for financing to various institutions. The Nordic Environment Finance Corporation (NEFCO), 
which finances environmental projects and is funded by the Nordic countries may be an example 
of such a solution.

Except for the countries covered by enlargement policy and the European Economic 
Area (EEA), the EaP states, namely the associated states, have approximated their legislation 
to EU standards to the greatest extent. The EU, however, has not significantly increased funds 
for infrastructure projects even though they are necessary, for instance, when implementing 
environmental standards. The list of EFSD areas of financing is very broad—most funds are 
allocated for SMEs while only part of them are for infrastructure projects. First, the EU should 
increase the scale of financing for infrastructure projects because serious infrastructure shortages 
in EaP countries result in a low inflow of foreign investment to the region. The development 
of infrastructure, especially in transport, would increase the investment attractiveness of the 
region and be beneficial for EU companies. Second, the EU should finance more infrastructure 
projects because of China’s growing presence in the region. The fund could contribute to the 
implementation of the EU Strategy on Connecting Europe with Asia and, for this same reason, 
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raise the interest of the Member States. Given the different positions of the Member States on 
the Belt and Road Initiative (BRI), a challenge will be to agree on the level of complementarity 
between the EU and China projects. Finally, a special fund for financing infrastructure in the EaP 
region would be recognizable. Such projects would help to increase the visibility of EU action in 
the region. It would also facilitate attracting donors because their contributions would guarantee 
their impact on decisions, which is impossible in large EU financing mechanisms where smaller 
donors lose significance in the decision- making process.

−− Introducing the option to finance infrastructure through cross-border cooperation 
(CBC) programmes covering EaP countries. Thanks to this, the CBC budget might be 
supplemented with financing from the Cohesion Fund in the scope of EU regional policy. 
Usually, countries are reluctant to finance infrastructure close to the border themselves. 
Therefore, this solution would be beneficial for bordering regions. It would, for instance, 
enable the construction of new EU border crossings with Ukraine and Moldova. In order 
to make it happen, the EU Member States must agree to introduce the option to finance 
infrastructure within the framework of CBC programmes by changing the regulation on the 
Neighbourhood, Development and International Cooperation Instrument. 

Objective 5. Better absorption of investment funds.

−− To boost the scale of investment, the EU should assist the EaP countries in using the funds 
by, for example, strengthening technical assistance mechanisms, better communication 
and introduction of microfinancing.

The European Investment Bank, responsible for financing investment projects in the 
EaP region, could supplement the Eastern Partnership Technical Assistance Trust Fund (the 
Eastern Partnership Secondment Programme) with the possibility of subsidising at least one-year 
secondments for EU experts in EaP organisations responsible for the achievement of investment 
projects. Experts could assist in drafting projects and managing them. Such a programme should 
only provide support for specific projects where there is such a need. In terms of EIB credit lines for 
SME investments, the bank could increase the microfinance credits, meaning loans for companies 
employing fewer than 10 people. It would also be beneficial to publish offers and applications 
in national languages, establish an EIB office in Minsk, and create a website promoting the entire 
region as a direction for EU investments.

While in Georgia and Moldova, problems with the use of funds concern technical 
issues, in the case of Ukraine it is mainly a political challenge. The Ukrainian authorities do not 
want to co-finance EU-supported investments even though ensuring their own contribution is 
a widely practised solution in the EU. The other obstacle is the fact that oligarchs often block 
certain investments. For this reason, in relations with Ukraine, the Union should discuss the 
implementation of specific investments at a high political level.

−− The EU may more frequently use positive conditionality regarding support of reforms in 
the regulatory business environment carried out by the EaP countries, namely related to 
SMEs, and to this end propose Reform Contracts for Investment.

The EU might offer some EaP countries a “Reform Contract for Investment”, meaning 
additional funds from the EU’s budget in the form of grants combined with loans from European 
banks, in exchange for specific reforms in the field of the business regulatory environment, 
especially those concerning SMEs. Such funds should come from unused allocations of national 
envelopes. The conditionality has to be realistic and the amount of funds needs to be appropriate. 
In Ukraine, this option did not work out due to the relatively small level of funding proposed and 
incorrectly selected reform indicators. However, this solution also involves the risk that countries 
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will lack the motivation to carry out the reforms when the funds are provided to private businesses. 
Probably only Georgia and Armenia will be interested in this option.

Partnership for Security

Objective 6. Countering Russian disinformation and strengthening EU strategic communication:

The plan for fighting disinformation presented in December 2018 by the EC and the 
European External Action Service envisages an increase in the budget of East StratCom, an EU cell 
operating in this field. However, the plan does not bring any novelty in terms of strengthening 
EU communication policy and independent media in the EaP region. Actions in these two areas 
should be considerably developed during the EC’s next term. The possible steps are:

−− Appointment of a working group responsible for countering disinformation under an EaP 
multilateral platform dedicated to strengthening institutions and good governance (within 
the framework of the Security, CSDP and Civil Protection panel).

−− Improvement of EU communication policy in the EaP region.

First, EU institutions should change how they relay EU information by switching from 
one-sided communication focused on passing along information to inclusive communication 
that engages the recipient in the discussion. To this end, they should increase activity in social 
media and launch debates on controversial topics through for example chats or more frequent 
local events. The EU delegations could more widely fund projects in schools (debates, summer 
schools, youth clubs, and learning modules devoted to the EU) or inaugurate infrastructure projects 
with festivals and concerts. Second, information on the development of the political situation 
in the EU and its relations with third countries should be presented in an objective manner to 
avoid “white propaganda”. This could be facilitated by taking actions in non-political areas, such 
as cultural, scientific and social ones, possibly through the participation of delegations in various 
non-EU related events. Finally, the EU institutions should also relay information about the EaP 
region within the EU to a greater extent because of Russian disinformation in this respect and 
numerous stereotypes in effect concerning the EaP states.

EU institutions may also introduce some changes in the field of information channels. First, 
the results of reforms and cooperation with the EaP countries should be primarily explained 
by the governments of partner countries . For instance, if a country wants to receive budget 
support, the EU should require a campaign to promote the reform’s results. Second, the EU may 
allocate more funds for promotional campaigns (following the example of good practices of EU 
campaigns in Ukraine) and advertising spots on television and radio, and in internet media in 
the case of Belarus and Azerbaijan. Third, EU delegations may organise more frequent regular 
briefings that would explain current EU policy towards the EaP countries and strengthen their 
press services (where it is most needed, e.g., in Azerbaijan). They can also organise study visits for 
journalists in Brussels and the Member States.

−− Introduction of changes regarding financial instruments.

The EU may open some of its programmes to the EaP countries and introduce new grant 
schemes within the framework of existing funds (Table 1).
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Table 1. Potential changes to the EU’s financial mechanisms

Name of the programme/fund Possible changes

European Endowment for Democracy 
(EED)

Creating a special grant scheme supporting free media (it would 
involve increased financing). The advantages of the EED is the 
flexibility of operation,  the possibility of granting informal groups, and 
good insight into the internal situation of EaP countries.

“Europe for Citizens” Grant schemes (Civil Society Projects and Operational Grants) could 
be extended to the EaP countries. For this purpose, they should 
be granted the status of an associated country in the Education, 
Audiovisual and Culture Executive Agency. That would enable EaP 
countries to launch projects aimed at bringing the EU closer to citizens 
and provide operational support for NGOs dealing with European 
issues .

Communication policy programme of 
the European Parliament

Opening the programme to EaP states to boost information about 
the EU on issues important to citizens. Projects should be selected 
by EU delegations because the EP has no regional offices in the EaP 
countries.

Open Neighbourhood Dividing the programme (meaning organisation of two separate 
tenders) into two regional parts: the southern and eastern 
neighbourhood. Based on an evaluation of its results in delivering 
information campaigns about the EU in the EaP region, the new 
programme should be amended accordingly (e.g., it is worth 
considering ending the use of some surveys and a website informing 
of various projects in favour of a stronger presence in social media and 
organising local activities).

“Media” The Union could fully open this programme to the EaP states (it is 
partially open to Georgia and Moldova) in order to increase the 
number of EU Member State films, festivals, and events prepared in 
cooperation with neighbouring countries.

Source: PISM, authors’ compilation.

Objective 7. Combating hybrid threats.

−− Establishment of a working group on combatting hybrid threats within the EaP multilateral 
platform dedicated to institution-building and good governance (as part of the Security, 
CSDP and Civil Protection panel).

−− Majority of EaP countries joining the European Centre of Excellence for Countering 
Hybrid Threats in Helsinki (Hybrid COE), e.g., Moldova has started talks in this regard.

−− Launching a long-term and comprehensive programme of strengthening critical 
infrastructure resilience to cyberthreats (e.g., building on the experience of the Capacity 
Building and Cooperation on Cyber Resilience programme CB4Cyberresilience, operating 
in several third countries). The EC should, however, carry out a needs analysis, as many 
donors already support projects in this field (e.g., Estonia).

−− Adjusting the regulatory framework in the majority of the EaP countries to Directive 
2016/1148 (NIS Directive) concerning measures for a common high level of security of 
network and information systems across the Union. To this end, it is necessary to develop 
and implement national cybersecurity strategies, operationalise CSIRT systems, identify 
national critical infrastructure, and strengthen public and private partnerships.

−− Obtaining observer status by EaP countries in the European Union Agency for Network 
and Information Security (ENISA), similar to the countries covered by the European 
Economic Area (currently, it is being considered for Western Balkans states).
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−− Exchange of information in the area of security based on concluding agreements with the 
EU Hybrid Fusion Cell and CERT-EU.

Partnership for Citizens

Objective 8. Supporting reforms important to EaP societies, namely in the digital market2

−− The EU support for reducing roaming charges between EaP states and the EU.

Since EaP countries do not have full access to the internal market and they cannot be 
included in the “Roam Like at Home” regime (RLAH) (similar to Western Balkans states covered 
by enlargement policy), any reduction of EU roaming charges may only be applied on a voluntary 
basis, pursuant to the commercial interests of operators. Nonetheless, the EU can take certain 
steps to help EaP states with lowering roaming charges. First, the EU can support the conclusion 
of contracts by EaP countries among themselves, through a “Regional Roaming Agreement”, so 
they can strengthen their position in relation to the operators. Second, the EC could regularly 
monitor the EaP countries’ progress in introducing the provisions needed to decrease roaming 
charges. It may use, among others, the indicators in the Digital Economy and Society Index (DESI), 
which relates to the level of digitisation of an economy and enables a comparison with the EU. 
Finally, having implemented the required provisions and concluded regional agreements by EaP 
countries, the EC can help the EaP countries in negotiations with network operators .

−− Development of digital infrastructure.

The EU can increase financing for investment projects concerning digitisation and 
related technical assistance under the EFSD (mandate for the EaP) . Currently, individual projects 
are funded in this area. Moreover, in the scope of the EU4Digital initiative, blended financing 
mechanisms could be introduced to increase the scale of the projects implemented by the existing 
thematic networks (e.g., funds for expanding e-services). Finally, the EU could open WiFi4EU to 
the EaP states if it proves successful in its pilot phase in the EU.

−− Development of e-administration, e-procurement, e-health and digital skills.

First, the EU can include the EaP countries in the comparative report on the development 
of e-administration in the EU, EEA, and some Western Balkans countries, which is published 
annually by the EC (eGovernment benchmark report). Second, the EaP states can be granted 
observer status in the eHealth Network and the ISA programme (supporting the development 
of digital solutions that enable public authorities, enterprises, and citizens to use interoperable, 
cross-border, and cross-sector public services). Finally, the EU can increase technical assistance 
for e-procurement.

−− Support for networking in industry digital innovation. 

The EU can include entities from EaP states in projects related to networking with EU 
organisations and institutions . The EaP countries can also join the Digital Opportunity Traineeship, 
an initiative launched in December 2017 for students. Since the pilot project is financed under 
the Horizon 2020 and Erasmus+ programme, participation is open to the EaP countries that 
joined Horizon. Moreover, the participation of EaP startups in the Startup Europe Summit can be 
facilitated. Finally, EaP countries’ regulatory authorities can participate in events accompanying 
BEREC plenary meetings.

2 Based on the offer presented by the EC to the Western Balkan states in 2018, in Measures in support of a Digital 
Agenda for the Western Balkans .
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Objective 9. Enhancing mobility and actions for youth.

−− Doubling the Erasmus+ programme budget for EaP countries in the multiannual financial 
framework 2021–2027.

−− Establishing Regional Youth Cooperation Offices in the EaP region.

−− The launch of an “Eastern lab”, a project incubator for young leaders or entrepreneurs; 
organisation of a session of Youth Parliament on the premises of the European Parliament 
for EaP countries’ youth and their peers from the EU, as well as other initiatives proposed 
by the Weimar Triangle, the Netherlands, and Sweden.3

−− Concluding agreements with EaP countries regarding the free movement of qualified 
professionals and recognition of professional qualifications.

Objective 10.  Strengthening small and local NGOs from the EaP region by increasing their use 
of EU funds .

−− Establishing several local EU offices/contact points (one- or two-person) in the EaP region 
responsible for helping to submit project proposals and informing about EU financial aid 
schemes (e.g., similar to contact points under the Europe for Citizens programme in the 
Member States).

−− Increasing financing for projects aimed at regranting, meaning reallocating EU funds 
from larger organisations to smaller ones. The EC has to regularly audit organisations that 
allocate such funds to avoid nepotism.

−− Creating a grant scheme under the Civil Society Facility dedicated to strengthening the 
operational capacity of smaller local organisations in the area of democracy and good 
governance.

−− To avoid granting government-related NGOs (so-called “GONGOs”) and anti-European 
organisations, the selection of proposals should be conducted with the support of 
independent expert commissions .

A horizontal issue should be to maintain the existing EU engagement in supporting civil 
society in the Union’s new financial framework 2021-2027 (appropriate provisions should be 
introduced in the regulation of the new financial aid instrument the Neighbourhood, Development 
and International Cooperation Instrument (NDICI) by:

−− maintaining the principle of allocating 5% of national bilateral envelopes to civil-society 
development;

−− continuing the Civil Society Facility programme;

−− introducing the obligation of consultations with the civil society on programming, 
monitoring and evaluation of NDICI;

−− introducing the principle that in the event of a significant deterioration of democracy, rule 
of law, or protection of human rights (assessed by EU institutions), the EU will increase 
the financing for civil society and entrepreneurs up to the level of 10% of the national 
envelope (at the expense of funds for the government of a given state). This solution would 
avoid transfers of unused funds by the EC to finance other objectives in another region. 
Moreover, it would be a positive signal to the society that despite the lack of cooperation 
with the government, the EU will not turn its back on cooperating with the public;

3 “Non-paper of the Weimar triangle, the Netherlands and Sweden contributing to a ‘new deal‘ for the youth 
of the Eastern Partnership,” December 2018.
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−− withdrawing from new additional criteria for releasing funds under an umbrella programme 
(applying the “more for more” principle ) concerning economic reforms and cooperation 
in the area of migration.

A Long-Term EaP Vision After 2020
The EU should start a discussion with the associated countries about the long-term 

objectives they could achieve after implementing certain parts of the DCFTA. To fulfil the 
agreements fully, they need motivation in the form of the EU opening further areas of its internal 
market (which is partly reflected in DCFTA provisions, but any change in this respect requires 
the consent of the Member States). It would also send a positive signal to the citizens in this 
region by showing the EU’s progress in cooperation despite numerous security threats.

The EU can propose the creation of a Regional Economic Area (REA) for EaP countries 
following partially the example of the Western Balkans and European Economic Area, the most 
advanced model of EU integration with third countries not applying for EU membership. Such 
a proposal, mostly directed to the associated countries, would be open to all EaP states. The 
purpose of the REA would be not only integration with the EU in areas common to the EaP 
states but also integration between these states. The EU could propose the REA consist of the 
following issues:

−− Liberalisation of services not covered by the DCFTA in sectors the EU is interested in 
attracting employees from the EaP region, and there is such potential from associated 
countries. This could mean, for example, an extension of the catalogue of entrepreneurs 
covered by liberalised services.

−− Further liberalisation of financial services since European banks and investment companies 
could be interested in increasing capital engagement in EaP countries.

−− Inclusion of the associated states into the Single Euro Payments Area (SEPA), which 
would facilitate financial transactions of citizens and between companies from the EU and 
EaP region.

−− Deepening integration in the digital-market, for example, in data transmission, which 
could enable increased cooperation between EU and EaP enterprises.

−− Extending the free movement of skilled workers by concluding agreements with the EU 
on mutual recognition of professional qualifications in selected sectors of the economy.

Each of the areas requires a detailed economic analysis of profits and losses, conducted 
by the European Commission. Such changes could be introduced based on revisions of DCFTA 
annexes or—in some areas—the conclusion of intergovernmental agreements with the EU.

The EU may consider introducing a more ambitious name for such an economic area, such 
as the European Wider Economic Area, which, due to the presence of the adjective “European”, 
would be more attractive for associated countries. Nevertheless, it would also be less acceptable 
to some Member States.
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THE EAP STATES’ EXPECTATIONS OF THE EASTERN PARTNERSHIP

The Associated States

Ukraine

The Ukrainian authorities have shown only moderate interest in the EaP because the 
initiative does not provide it with prospects for joining the EU, situating the country on par with 
Belarus and Azerbaijan, whose ambitions for further integration with the EU are considerably 
lower. As a result, Ukraine seeks to develop a bilateral relationship with the EU while not paying 
much attention to multilateral cooperation within the EaP. Moreover, since the country has 
already achieved its main goals by signing and ratifying the association agreement and obtaining 
the visa-free regime, the EaP actually puts a limit on Ukraine’s ambitions in terms of integration 
with the EU due to this policy’s lack of a long term vision leading to EU membership.

The Ukrainian authorities and experts have not formulated a consistent view on further 
development of the EaP and they expect the EU to deliver on it. The most important proposal 
from the Ukrainian authorities is to create a two-speed EaP (EaP+) by initiating a new formula 
of high-level meetings between the EU and three associated states of the EaP (EU28+EaP3). So 
far, however, they have not indicated what subjects would be discussed during these additional 
meetings. Some Ukrainian experts have put forward the idea of separating the EaP from the joint 
framework of the ENP, which would increase the importance of the eastern neighbourhood in 
the overall EU external policy. On the other hand, the proposals of Ukraine’s association with 
the Schengen Area and setting up a customs union between Ukraine and the EU, presented by 
President Petro Poroshenko in autumn 2017, were abandoned. The former was impossible to 
implement, mostly due to the Ukrainian government’s lack of control over the border in Donbas. 
The latter would imply potential negative effects for Ukraine’s economy, stemming from the 
country losing the possibility to individually shape customs policy.

In the short term, the development of the EaP into an instrument of sectoral economic 
integration, including the further opening of the EU internal market to Ukrainian goods and 
services, is an acceptable option from Ukraine’s point of view. Some of the possibilities would 
be to create a common economic area modelled after the European Economic Area (EEA), as well 
as including Ukraine into sectoral EU policies. The Ukrainian authorities are especially interested 
in deepening cooperation in the field of energy (especially in the gas sector), the digital market, 
customs procedures, and justice and internal affairs. From their perspective, a further increase 
in trade relations is also necessary and they propose among others, including Ukraine in the 
NCTS system (the New Computerised Transit System or “Customs Gateway”) as well as signing 
the Agreement on Conformity Assessment and Acceptance of Industrial Products Protocol. Even 
though the DCFTA with the EU is perceived as one of the most effective instruments of the EaP, 
Ukraine criticizes quotas in exports to the EU market (mostly in regard to food products) and will 
seek to raise them .

Because of Russia’s aggression toward Ukraine, both the Ukrainian authorities and 
experts have voiced their support for developing cooperation with the EU in the area of security 
in the region, also within the framework of the EaP. Ukraine would like to establish a special 
platform at the intergovernmental level dedicated to security issues but it has not presented any 
details in this regard. Ukrainian experts suggest a need to establish a working group dedicated to 
hybrid threats within the framework of the EaP platform on strengthening institutions and good 
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governance. In terms of combating Russian disinformation and propaganda, Ukraine would like 
to have the EU increase its funds for independent media, including local media.

The experts also support the increased engagement of the EU in reforming public 
administration and fighting corruption in Ukraine. However, the authorities find this type of 
cooperation problematic, since they perceive any changes in these areas as undermining their 
political and financial interests and, at the same time, strengthening their political opponents.

Both the Ukrainian authorities and experts criticise the EaP’s financial instruments. First, 
they perceive EaP financing as too low and assess that the EU allocates the funds arbitrarily through 
national envelopes. From Ukraine’s point of view, the majority of the funds should be distributed 
between the EaP states under a competitive procedure based on precise indicators of progress 
in implementing reforms (according to the “more for more” principle). Second, in comparison 
with the Western Balkan and CEE countries in the 1990s, Ukraine has been a recipient of non-
returnable grants only to a small extent while the EU funds consist primarily of loans, albeit offered 
on conditions more advantageous than market ones. Third, the EU allocates too much of its aid to 
supporting reforms instead of developing infrastructure or business. However, the low absorption 
of funds allocated for investment is a significant challenge .4 To increase the efficiency of the use 
of funds, Ukraine has proposed engaging local administration units from the EU Member States 
in twinning projects, which would help build competences in project management in Ukrainian 
regions. Ukraine also assesses that the rules for granting financial aid for SME development have 
not been properly adjusted to local conditions; for example, very often no information is provided 
in the Ukrainian language (including the application documents) and there are only a few financing 
options for microenterprises employing fewer than 10 people.

In terms of supporting civil society, Ukrainian experts underline the need to strengthen 
the capacity of smaller NGOs . To this end, it is necessary to limit the number of projects 
implemented by one organisation and change the conditions of re-granting funds, i.e., allocating 
funds to smaller organisations by bigger ones, since some of the latter are guided by nepotism in 
this area. Therefore, the EU should embark on re-granting funds through its Delegation in Ukraine 
or, alternatively, through the Embassy of the Member State currently holding the EU presidency.

The experts also point to a need to increase the efficiency of EU communication policy. 
To this end, they recommend organising regular briefings by the EU delegation in Kyiv to explain 
the current EU policy towards Ukraine to the wider public, as well as strengthening the capacity 
of the delegation’s press service. They also suggest that the embassies of the EU Member States, 
similar to NATO, should undertake the role of contact points in Ukraine on a rotational basis, 
which would increase their engagement in Ukraine and help build a positive image of the EU 
in Ukraine . Such actions would be important given the recent rise of scepticism toward the 
EU within Ukrainian society—about half of the population supports EU membership and 30% 
are against. Ukrainians negatively rate the EU for its crises and part of society still thinks that the 
difficult social and economic situation in Ukraine has been a result of deepening cooperation with 
the EU rather than the effect of Russia’s aggression.

Georgia

Georgia has a positive attitude towards the EaP initiative. It perceives the programme 
(e.g., signing the association agreement, including DCFTA) as a transition leading to EU 

4 After 2014, international financial institutions (including the EIB, EBRD) offered Ukraine loans amounting to 
several billion euros (e.g., for development of infrastructure, agriculture), but the Ukrainian authorities at both the 
national and local levels, have been largely unable to use these funds because of a lack of skills in proper project 
management and numerous conflicts between state institutions.
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membership, which constitutes a priority for the authorities.  Hence, the EU proposals for 
deepening cooperation are mostly accepted by Georgia. At the same time, Georgian decision-
makers are aware of the fact that joining the EU will not be possible in the coming years.

In its evaluation of EaP functioning, the Georgian authorities and experts emphasize the 
necessity of differentiating EU financial assistance to a greater extent among the EaP countries 
by strengthening the use of the “more for more” principle. The level of financial and technical 
aid for a given country should depend on the scope of the implemented reforms. If democracy 
regresses, the EU aid should be stopped or reduced.

Georgia expects stronger cooperation with the EU in the area of security. The most 
important issue is to increase the EU’s actions in the separatist Republics of Abkhazia and South 
Ossetia. First, Georgia requests technical and financial support for its initiative, “A Step to a Better 
Future”, consisting of boosting trade exchange and educational programmes between the rest of 
Georgia and Abkhazia and South Ossetia. Second, the Georgian government wants the EU to 
launch a new “soft impact” instrument in the separatist regions that could finance strengthening 
people-to-people contacts between the rest of Georgia and the republics. Third, Georgia wants 
the European Union Monitoring Mission in the country continued and the mandate of the EU 
Special Representative for the South Caucasus, responsible for dealing with the crisis in Georgia, 
extended. EU monitoring is important because of Russia’s expansionist actions in the region. The 
Russian Federation is behind efforts to push the border of South Ossetia further into Georgian 
territory and the takeover of part of the Baku–Supsa Pipeline and part of the E60 motorway, 
connecting Tbilisi with the Black Sea coast.

The Georgian authorities are interested in developing infrastructure projects with 
financial and technical support from the EU in the areas of transport and energy (e.g., the 
construction of the Anaklia port, extending the Baku–Tbilisi–Kars railway, or developing the 
Baku–Supsa Pipeline and Georgian South Caucasus Pipeline). Georgia would also like the EU to 
increase funds for energy-related projects from the European Investment Bank (together with the 
Eastern Partnership Technical Assistance Trust Fund programme).

Georgian experts recommend opening the European labour market to Georgian 
employees. Although the number of Georgians working in the EU is about half as many as in 
Russia, financial transfers to Georgia from both of these directions are almost at the same level. In 
2017, 33% of transfers came from Russia and 31% from the EU.

According to experts, the proper implementation of the association agreement and 
DCFTA by Georgia will be a challenge for the foreseeable future, especially in terms of reforming 
the judicial system because of the high level of corruption and nepotism. Therefore, the EU 
needs to increase technical support for Georgian institutions responsible for monitoring the 
association agreement (e.g., the Association Council and its specialised cells, such as the Trade 
Committee, Parliamentary Association Committee, Civil Society Platform). Moreover, to accelerate 
the implementation of the association agreement in all areas, experts recommend strengthening 
the continuity of Georgian national institutions that cooperate with the EU to prevent them from 
closing and relocating in case of government cabinet changes. NGOs request extending the scope 
of consultations when it comes to the implementation of reforms considering civil society. 

In terms of EU support for civil society development, NGOs demand an increase in 
financing (currently, it is 5% of the national envelope of Georgia, similar to the other EaP states). 
Since the Rose Revolution in 2003, Georgian civil society has been actively monitoring state 
institutions and disclosing cases of corruption or violence involving the security forces. Moreover, 
NGOs also play a huge role in disseminating information on the EU locally, thus they minimise the 
effects of Russian propaganda (e.g., Sputnik Georgia or pro-Russia “think tanks”, such as Eurasian 
Choice or Eurasian Institute, which have local headquarters). Although Georgian activists and 
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experts complain about poor EU visibility in traditional media and online, opinion polls show that 
60% of Georgians are aware of EU financial assistance and 74% find it helpful. Moreover, 49% of 
Georgians view the EU positively and trust it most out of all international organisations. 

Moldova

For the Moldovan authorities, the Eastern Partnership contributes to developing the 
country’s bilateral relations with the Union. The scope of the association agreement and 
DCFTA cover all cooperation areas in their interest. The EaP’s multilateral dimension is not 
important because of the different expectations of the Partner states towards integration with the 
EU . Obtaining the prospect of EU membership, even in the distant future, remains crucial for 
Moldova.

The country does not present a concrete vision of EaP development after 2020. It wants 
the EU to present a special offer for the associated states in bilateral relations, formally open 
to all countries from the region and adjusted to Moldovan needs. The authorities of Moldova 
would be willing to join the common economic area within the EaP only if EU membership was 
promised and as a step towards full access to the free movement of people, goods, services, and 
capital. Otherwise, Moldova is not ready for such deepened economic integration with the EU 
due to the considerable competitiveness of Union goods and services. It is also not interested in 
harmonising its standards with the remaining EaP states.

Moldova’s priority is to cooperate with the EU on economic issues and, therefore, the 
implementation of the DCFTA is an important goal . Moldova is interested in raising export quotas 
on some products (e.g., grapes, plums, wheat, sugar) because its farming and food industries are 
significant to its economy. A progressive increase in trade exchange with the EU thanks to the 
DCFTA (presently the EU accounts for 60% of Moldovan trade) strengthens Moldova’s resistance 
to Russia’s politically motivated embargos. The problem, however, is in DCFTA procedures with 
respect to monitoring quota limits, which takes about two weeks, and in the case of fresh fruits and 
vegetables is a long period. Moldova has no special expectations regarding cooperation in other 
industrial branches because they were liberalised even before the DCFTA was signed. Moldova 
is also interested in joining the Single Euro Payments Area (SEPA), which would significantly 
decrease the transactional costs of trade with the EU and financial transfers from Moldovans 
working abroad.

However, a serious problem for Moldova is in implementation of the DCFTA provisions . 
It agreed during the negotiations (mainly because of time pressure) to many conditions that may 
be difficult for it to fulfil . Currently, it lacks the necessary funds to implement the provisions . 
Therefore, it is important to create new, flexible financial mechanisms (preferably ones similar to 
structural funds) that would help with DCFTA implementation. These funds should finance the 
construction of infrastructure (e.g., phytosanitary laboratories) and its operations in the coming 
years (presently, some existing facilities are actually not functioning because the state cannot 
afford to finance them). It would also be advantageous to better coordinate the EU cooperation 
with other donors supporting Moldova, including not only individual Member States but also 
the U.S., Norway, and Switzerland, so that the investments they support at the local level are 
complementary.

Moldova expects increased EU aid to implement infrastructure projects in transport and 
energy (Table 2).
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Table 2. List of Selected Projects Preferred by Moldova

Project Arguments

Programme to restructure the currently unprofitable 
Moldovan railways (CFM), including replacing rolling 
stock.

Convenient location on the route of a transport corridor 
connecting the EU and Asia.

Rebuilding a railway section between Ungheni, located 
at the border with Romania, and Chișinău with dual 
gauge.

It will enable the movement of rolling stock with 
European wheel track (1435 mm) and 
not only Russian (1520 mm).

Building new border-crossing points with Romania. Currently, on 450 km of border there are only 6 car 
crossing points. However, implementing this may be 
an expensive investment because of the need to build 
bridges over the Prut River.

Building a motorway in the eastern part of Romania. In this region, there is no expressway.

Completing the Ungheni-Chișinău
 section of the Iasi-Ungheni-Chișinău
pipeline .

It will connect the Moldovan gas system with Romania 
and enable the diversification of gas supplies, all of 
which is now imported from Russia.

Source: PISM, authors’ compilation.

In terms of the energy industry, Moldova seeks EU support in the negotiations with 
Russia regarding its debt for gas delivered mainly to Transnistria . The Moldovan authorities 
also intend to connect the Moldovan and Romanian power grids to decrease dependence on 
electricity generated by the Kuchurhan power plant (located in Transnistria, belonging to the 
Russian concern, and supplied with Russian gas).

Moldova would like to intensify security cooperation with the EU in combating Russian 
cyber and hybrid threats, which it is unable to counteract. Cooperation in this area should 
be facilitated by the European Centre of Excellence for Countering Hybrid Threats in Helsinki 
(Hybrid COE); in February 2018, Moldova expressed its readiness to cooperate with this centre. 
The country also wants to have EU backing to pressure Russia to withdraw its military troops 
from Transnistria. It proposes establishing a civil monitoring mission in which a major role will 
be played by the EU and Member States. Moldova also expects the EU to persuade the Ukrainian 
authorities to fulfil their obligations to establish common Moldovan and Ukrainian border posts 
along the entire part of the actual Transnistria-Ukraine border. It also is important to strengthen the 
EU Border Assistance Mission to Moldova and Ukraine (EUBAM) and amend its mandate to have 
its officers cooperate directly in operational terms with local officers. However, it’s important to 
note that the Moldovan authorities actually pursue an ambiguous policy concerning Transnistria 
because the status quo allows them to benefit from illegal and semi-legal business activities.

Moldova would like roaming charges for its residents while in the EU to be abolished, 
which would enable the authorities to show its public that the country’s relations with the EU are 
successful. In terms of justice and home affairs, it wants to cooperate in combating cross-border 
organised crime and prosecuting serious criminal offences . Allowing Moldova to cooperate 
within the framework of the EU EMPACT Europol mechanism could facilitate that. Moldova 
expects EU support in the digitalisation of administration and implementing e-administration 
services for the society.

The Moldovan authorities are not necessarily interested in cooperation with the EU in the 
area of mobility and people-to-people contacts. Lifting of short term visas for its citizens did not 
bring any breakthroughs for the society. Almost 600,000-800,000 out of the 3.5 million Moldovans 
have Romanian or Bulgarian citizenship, which allows them not only to travel to the EU but also 
work legally there. In this light, it would be beneficial if the EU would support improvements to 
the Moldovan education system through investments in scholarly aids, classroom equipment, 
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and training of teachers, as well as curricula reform. Moldova’s current education system is not 
capable of preparing modern human resources that meet the needs of the national administration 
or business. The weak education system hinders reforms in Moldova and is conducive to mass 
migration of the younger generation. About 1 million of its 3.5 million citizens work abroad on a 
permanent basis and 50% of those remaining in Moldova wish to emigrate.

The key problem for the EU is the lack of willingness of the Moldovan authorities to 
implement reforms, confirmed by the regress in democracy and good governance and limited 
progress in adopting the DCFTA . Even though Vladimir Plahotniuc, the chairman of the 
Democratic Party of Moldova (PDM), ruling in Moldova since the end of 2016, has been trying to 
present himself to Western partners as a guarantor of the pro-European orientation of his country, 
in reality he seeks to maintain the oligarchic-autocratic system. Despite pressure from the EU, 
he has succeeded in avoiding reforms of the justice system and combating corruption. His non-
democratic practices—including invalidating the democratic elections of the mayor of Chișinău, 
won by the opposition, persecuting independent media, failing to explain the 2014 bank scandal, 
or making law enforcement authorities political—resulted in suspending the Union’s macro-
financial assistance of €100 million for the Moldovan government in summer 2018. Regarding 
the implementation of the DCFTA, the Moldovan authorities have liberalised the bureaucratic and 
tedious laws related to business only to a small extent (e.g., it is compulsory to obtain numerous 
licenses, permits, or certificates and the national authorities can conduct lengthy inspections 
without any particular reason). Moreover, the bank sector remains strongly concentrated in 
the hands of people connected with the present government and it lacks transparency. Such 
actions limit Moldovan businesses’ access to loans and leasing, which significantly hampers the 
economy’s development.

Moreover, another huge challenge for the EU is Moldovans’ decreasing support for 
European integration since 2009 when the pro-European-oriented parties took power. Today, 
about 40-45% of Moldovans support EU membership, compared to the beginning when pro-
European coalitions ruled the country and the support was as high as 60%. One of the reasons 
for this drop in support is the discrediting of EU policy because of the Union’s support for 
successive pro-European coalitions governing Moldova, during which there was no real progress 
in carrying out structural reforms. It also derives from the lack of prospects for EU membership 
and the feeling that the association agreement hardly changes the life of ordinary citizens for 
better. Also important, 35-40% of Moldovans support the integration of their country with the 
Eurasian Economic Union. Many Moldovans consider Moldova a candidate for membership of 
both organisations, which means they lack knowledge about the subject.

In this light, EU communication policy proves ineffective. The language used by EU 
institutions is very formal and incomprehensible for a large part of its recipients . Information 
on investment projects supported by the EU does not get through to citizens at all (project 
inauguration events are only organised in Chișinău or are of a closed nature). Moldovans also do 
not notice any connection between such investments and the prospect of a better life in Moldova 
(EU support relates mostly to investment in business and specialised central administration). 
Moreover, Russian propaganda poses an enormous challenge. It reaches Moldovan citizens 
through attractive television programmes (TV is the basic source of information) and websites 
specially prepared for younger generations, including ones pretending to be independent media 
but in reality presenting distorted information (e.g., Sputnik.md). EU communication policy is 
powerless in relation to Russian propaganda disseminated in Moldova among friends and relatives 
by pro-Russian individuals who use fake information to discredit the EU. For instance they present 
the EU as a source of moral depravity and on the verge of collapsing and contrast it with an image 
of Russia that supposedly serves to protect “Christian values”.
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In the short term, any changes to the Moldovan authorities’ policy are not to be expected . 
The results of the parliamentary elections in February 2019 probably would allow Plahotniuc’s 
political-business system to remain in power . The authorities will continue to treat relations with 
the EU instrumentally, which excludes any pro-European structural reforms. Given that situation, 
it is probable that the EU will continue to limit financial aid for Moldova.

The Non-Associated States

Belarus

Belarus has been disappointed with the Eastern Partnership so far. Since the beginning 
of this initiative, the Belarusian  authorities have emphasized that the EaP members are divided 
into first- and second-tier categories, and Belarus belongs to the latter . They also point out 
that the EU does not have a real offer of cooperation for countries not interested in signing an 
association agreement or furthering the integration process. From the Belarusian perspective, the 
EaP also has not proved to be a tool for extending multilateral cooperation between countries 
covered by this initiative. Moreover, this format does not have any added value for the Belarusian 
authorities and does not contribute to the development of their relations with the EU.

For Belarus, the lack of documents and agreements regulating relations with the EU is a 
problem in the development of bilateral relations. Even though the Partnership and Cooperation 
Agreement (PCA) was signed in 1995, it has never been ratified. The Belarusian authorities 
officially declared their willingness to come back to negotiations of a framework agreement 
with the EU (which is in line with the public’s expectations5), but due to the scale of economic 
and military dependence on Russia, it is not clear if that could be achieved. Despite this, 
Belarus in 2017 began negotiations of the document on the priorities of the partnership (Single 
Support Framework, SSF), consisting of four parts devoted to the following topics: effectiveness 
of governance; economic development and market opportunities; transport, energy, ecology, 
and climate; people-to-people contacts. However, the document is being blocked by Lithuania, 
which expects Belarus to follow EU standards for its nuclear power plant under construction at 
Astravyets. Moreover, the negotiations on visa facilitation and a readmission agreement remain 
in deadlock. The problem here, among others, is the unregulated status of the Russian-Belarusian 
border. Belarus is also afraid that it will not be able to cope with the creation of centres for 
irregular migrants returned from EU countries.

Regarding bilateral relations within the EaP, the Belarusian authorities are very critical about 
EU activities that emphasize implementing reforms in the area of democracy and good governance, 
support for independent NGOs, and respecting human rights. They have frequently even described 
it as a way of interfering in the internal affairs of the Belarusian state and, in extreme cases, as attempts 
to undermine its political system and overthrow the authorities. Belarus, though, tolerates foreign aid 
to a greater extent. Legal provisions have been introduced allowing Belarusian organisations to make 
their own contribution, which facilitates their efforts to obtain foreign grants. However, the Belarusian 
authorities agree most willingly to NGO involvement in non-policy related activities, such as helping 
socially disadvantaged people, supporting health services or therapeutic centres, and economic projects. 
At the same time, activities aimed at strengthening Belarusian independence, identity or historical, 
cultural and linguistic separateness are becoming more important to the authorities. However, there 
are still many barriers for supporting Belarusian NGOs. The financial ones are the most weighty, as 

5 34% of Belarusian respondents have a positive view of the EU (18% have a negative one). At the same time, 
47% of the respondents claim that they trust the EU. Moreover, 50% of them are of the opinion that the relations 
between Belarus and the EU are good or very good, “Annual Survey Report Belarus”, spring 2018, page 5.
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Belarusian NGOs do not have the resources to cover their own contributions to apply for foreign aid. 
Moreover, some NGOs still have no chance to be registered in Belarus (they are often registered in 
Lithuania or Poland). Another obstacle at times is the requirement to register foreign aid.

Despite official declarations that the EaP should be used as a mechanism to reduce tension 
in Eastern Europe, including deepening political and economic relations within the region, the 
Belarusian authorities are not interested in developing this initiative. They assess that the region 
has no common interests and that individual countries could better pursue their interest with 
the EU bilaterally. Belarus prefers the EaP as a tool of economic cooperation without conditions 
related to respecting democracy and good governance. For Belarus, it is important that the Eastern 
Partnership does not interfere with its commitments to the EEU. The Belarusian authorities very 
often emphasize the need to develop mechanisms for cooperation between the EU and EEU, 
however without specifying details. Nevertheless, Belarus hopes that strengthening economic 
cooperation with the EU will reduce its dependence on Russia, although it realises that the EU has 
very limited capabilities in this area (Table 3).

Table 3. Areas of Cooperation Preferred by Belarus.

Area of cooperation Expectations of Belarus

Increasing the number of 
investments and trade relations.

Belarus counts on receiving help in acquiring new technologies and ensuring 
low-interest loans for investments. It is also interested in investment and loan 
support for SMEs and the IT sector.

Increasing access to the EU 
internal market .

Belarus favours harmonising its digital market with the EU’s and is intended 
to stimulate mutual trade and inflow of investment to this country in this 
sector. It counts on support for reform of its digital economy. It also favours the 
harmonisation of roaming tariffs among EaP countries and the EU. Regarding the 
free movement of goods, it stresses the importance of regulating cooperation in 
the field of tariffs and phytosanitary requirements (customs negotiations began 
with the EU in 2016). This is particularly important to agricultural production, 
which could become an important sector of exports to the EU.

Subsidising infrastructure 
projects.

Belarus counts on increasing the funds for the Eastern Partnership and financial 
institutions such as the EBRD and the EIB. The Belarusian authorities are interested 
in projects on their own territory and joint projects with the EaP countries, 
for example, in the sphere of construction of transport, telecommunications, 
energy infrastructure, and environmental protection. However, time-consuming 
registration procedures in Belarus, including those related to obtaining investor 
status or tax exemption issues, will be a serious challenge.

Cross-border and local-authorities 
cooperation.

Developing existing models of cross-border cooperation such as the CBC 
Programme Poland-Belarus-Ukraine or Eastern Partnership Territorial 
Cooperation, especially in such areas as the development of border 
infrastructure, cultural and historical matters, investment, tourist cooperation 
(including agritourism), sustainability, and the development of cities and 
regions. Extending them to entities across the country is also important for 
Belarus.

Fighting Russian propaganda. The Belarusian authorities expect support for media (including state-owned 
outlets) and think tanks. Cooperation in the sphere of cybersecurity is also 
crucial.

Source: PISM, authors’ compilation

Armenia

Armenia tries to present itself as a country that is closer to the countries associated 
with the EU than the “second-speed countries of the Eastern Partnership”, that is, Belarus and 
Azerbaijan. It has decided on a more advanced cooperation model with the EU than those two 
countries. It belongs to GSP+ (the General System of Preferences Plus) abolishing the customs 
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fee on goods (almost 66% of EU customs tariffs). Since 2014, the citizens of Armenia have been 
benefitting from visa facilitation. In November 2017, Armenia signed with the EU the Common 
Aviation Agreement  and Comprehensive and Enhanced Partnership Agreement (CEPA). Moreover, 
according to The Economist Intelligence Unit’s Democracy Index, Armenia is closer to Georgia, 
Moldova, and Ukraine than Azerbaijan and Belarus.

However, because of its dependence on Russia in the field of security and economy, 
a challenge for Armenia is to develop its collaboration with the EU in such manner that it 
does not deteriorate its relations with Russia . Therefore, Armenia did not sign the DCFTA and 
it decided to enter into an agreement that only regulates some areas of economic cooperation 
without harming its cooperation with Russia (e.g., transport, agriculture, energy industry, support 
for small and medium-size enterprises). The Armenian authorities are also careful when it comes 
to formulating their European aspirations . Most commonly, they refer to “integrating with the 
European family” and “cooperation with European organisations and structures” when referring to 
common European values.

Even though Armenia pursues a policy of balance between integration with the EU and 
Russia, Armenian experts and the authorities expect the EU to present a roadmap indicating 
future objectives for common cooperation.  In contrast to the associated states, Armenia is not 
interested in EU membership but, among others, in deepening the free trade area. Moreover, 
Armenia demands closer cooperation with the EU in security because now it is mostly limited to 
modernisation of the Metsamor Nuclear Power Plant. First and foremost, Armenia expects much 
more—and at the same time more neutral—engagement of the Special Representative for the South 
Caucasus  and the crisis in Georgia in the peace process between Armenia and Azerbaijan. The 
lack of EU support strengthens the Armenian dependence on Russia when it comes to national 
security. Moreover, Armenia would like to have expert and political consultations regarding 
cybersecurity and border protection; technical and financial support for modernising its border 
crossing points; and cooperation with the Helsinki COE or Europol to combat international crime 
and terrorism .

The Armenian authorities criticize the use of the “more for more” principle. They 
emphasize that despite progressing in reforms in the area of human rights, democracy, and the 
judicial system, Armenia has not received financial support according to the “more for more” 
principle. However, Armenia’s progress regarding combating corruption is fictional. Even though 
it formally adopted solutions required by the EU, the former government was not interested in 
dismantling the oligarchic economy, characterised by the management of national institutions 
by clan connections. On the other hand, the Armenian experts negatively assess the “more for 
more” principle as not based on publicly available and verifiable percentage indicators that the 
EU could use to decide on financial support. They refer to the good practices of the American 
aid programme, Millennium Challenge Corporation, from which Armenia has benefited since 
2006. In order to qualify for this programme, it is necessary, among others, to meet 10 out of 20 
indicators as assessed by an external organisation, such as the World Bank, Freedom House, or 
the World Health Organisation.

Experts expect the start of negotiations with the EU on opening the European labour 
market to citizens of Armenia. At present, the country’s economy largely depends on funds 
transferred by Armenian Gastarbeiters from Russia (in 2017, these were 60% of financial transfers). 
The first step in this direction should be to accelerate the existing negotiations on the liberalisation 
of short-term visas (three-month) by providing Armenia with a Visa Liberalisation Action Plan.

Experts have a positive opinion about EU support for civil society. Although the funds of 
the European Neighbourhood Instrument allocated for NGOs for 2017-2020 constitute merely 
5% of the national envelope, they helped to support NGOs engaged in the mass protests of 2015 
and 2018. However, experts indicate that there are numerous problems in the system of allocating 
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grants. Frequently, different NGOs have received financing for very similar activities and their actions 
were duplicated. Moreover, funds were granted to Eurasian organisations, anti-European ones, and 
GONGOs. Another challenge is that the reforms are not consulted with civil society representatives. 
A problem for Armenia is the lack of independent radio and television . Public radio and television 
are managed by individuals closely associated with the authorities or also economically connected 
with Russia, and thus corruption scandals or criticism of public officials is not presented in public 
media. This situation makes it easier to disseminate Russian propaganda as well.

Experts demand changes in EU aid priorities for Armenia and an increase in financial 
assistance . First, EU support for reforms of the administration and private entrepreneurship 
is perceived as mistaken . Even though these services generate 54% of the Armenian GDP, the 
SME sector is cumulated in the hands of a small group of people. What is more, the EU does 
not subsidise development aid, even though Armenia is still balancing between being a country 
with a lower-middle and upper-middle income ($3.80 per one resident daily). However, 30% 
of its citizens still live below the poverty line. By focusing on government reforms, EU visibility 
becomes poorer as it does not reach larger social groups. Moreover, supporting pseudo reforms 
of oligarchic institutions and in the economy in general is perceived by Armenian society as 
strengthening corruption. Second, EU investment aid is much lower than assistance provided by 
Russia or China . Funds released by the Asian Development Bank and Eurasian Development Bank 
provide long-term loan programmes, which include wide areas of aid (e.g., combating poverty, 
support for infrastructure, agriculture, education, and healthcare). Funds provided by the EIB and 
the EBRD are aimed at one-time projects and have a much narrower scope of application (mostly 
environment, energy, transport). Despite such limitations, public awareness of the EU support is 
relatively high. Studies show that in 2017, 65% of Armenians knew about the EU support and 
67% found it effective. Importantly, 48% of respondents had a positive opinion of the EU.

The My Step Alliance coalition of Nikol Pashinyan gained a constitutional majority in the 
early parliamentary elections on 9 December 2018. Thus, he received a mandate to implement 
systemic reforms in the country, which gives hope for actual reform of the corrupted national 
institutions, which are now clan-like and oligarchic in character .

Azerbaijan

Azerbaijan is not interested in deepening cooperation with the EU because it does not 
opt for joining regional integration projects at all (including the EEU). Collaboration with the 
EU would not strengthen Azerbaijan in the event of Russian aggression. From its perspective, the 
EU has insufficient hard-security capabilities and is unable to get involved in the resolution of the 
Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. France, the only EU country officially taking part in the negotiations 
of the peace process, is perceived by Azerbaijan to be a supporter of Armenia.

Azeri authorities moderately engage with the EaP. They are not eager to adopt EU standards 
because they perceive their country as a developing regional power capable of equal relations with 
the EU . The EU criticism of human-rights violations is perceived by Azerbaijan as interference in its 
internal matters. Moreover, due to the relatively high GDP per capita in comparison to the other EaP 
states, it does not perceive EU aid as an incentive to carry out reforms suggested by the Union. The 
country prefers developing bilateral relations with the EU within the EaP framework, although its 
multilateral pillar is not attractive because there is no common ground for cooperation with the 
other EaP states (Armenia in particular, as the two countries are in conflict).

Azerbaijan participates in the EaP for four major reasons. First, its authorities want to 
build a positive image of Azerbaijan as a European country able to pursue normal business 
relations. Therefore, they are intensively lobbying European decision-makers and opinion-makers 
to counter unfavourable opinions in relation to human-rights violations. Second, Azerbaijan treats 
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the EaP as a platform for propagating its stance on the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict . At EaP 
meetings, representatives of its government regularly demand the recognition of their right to 
territorial integrity and the withdrawal of Armenia from the conflict territory. Third, the cooperation 
with the EU is important in relation to energy and trade . For Azerbaijan, the EU is not only the 
most important trade partner and investor (including in the oil and gas market) but also the main 
recipient of Azeri oil: Azerbaijan was the seventh oil supplier for the EU in 2017 with a share 
of 4.8%. Finally, it wants to balance the increasing economic and political pressure of Russia, 
including pushes to join the EEU, by developing relations with the EU.

In light of these conditions, Azerbaijan primarily seeks to develop economic relations 
with the EU, although to some extent it is ready to cooperate in the field of democracy and 
good governance (e.g., equality of women’s rights). Even though the Azeri authorities withdrew 
from talks on the association agreement, the significant deterioration of its economic situation 
made it start negotiations with the EU on a less-ambitious framework cooperation agreement in 
2017. The challenge remains in finalising the talks because there are differences, among others, 
in relation to the wording on the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. Importantly, in September 2018, in 
the Partnership Priorities concluded with the EU, Azerbaijan agreed to continue collaboration on, 
for example, judicial reforms and combating corruption. However, the EU impact in this regard is 
insignificant and consists mainly of expert advice.

Azerbaijan has a preference for developing sectoral cooperation with the EU, namely in 
the energy industry—its authorities seek to expand the Southern Gas Corridor pipeline that is 
to supply gas from Azerbaijan to the EU (both sides signed a contract on this in 2011 and EU 
banks partially underwrite this investment). Other preferred areas include: transport, agriculture, 
trade, migration management, and fighting terrorism and organised crime. However, its interest in 
visa liberalisation and the conclusion of a free-trade area agreement is moderate . Despite official 
declarations supporting the abolition of short-term visas, Azeri authorities are reluctant to fulfil 
numerous EU conditions. Moreover, they maintain the requirement of obtaining electronic visas for 
EU citizens. If it comes to a trade deal, Azerbaijan is not a member of the World Trade Organisation, 
thus it cannot embark on negotiating this agreement with the EU. Since the Azeri economy is based 
mainly on income from the sale of oil and gas, such a deal would bring minor benefits.

Representatives of independent NGOs from Azerbaijan criticize the EU for a lack of 
official pressure on the government to respect human rights . Since 2014, Azerbaijan has regressed 
in this field, confirmed by numerous arrests of journalists, representatives of the opposition and 
NGOs, as well as by limiting freedom of speech and association. The NGOs criticise the “more 
for more” principle, arguing that the EU should have frozen aid for the Azeri authorities and 
allocated additional funds to civil society. They also negatively asses EU financing for GONGOs. 
Importantly, since 2014, the Azeri authorities have significantly increased funding for such 
organisations to draw this sector away from the EU.

EU communication policy faces many barriers in Azerbaijan. The society remains passive 
and deeply invigilated by the security services . A significant part of the opposition is actually 
connected with the authoritarian regime of Ilham Aliyev or Russian services. “EU Neighbours” 
studies show that Azerbaijan has the lowest percentage of citizens who have a positive opinion of 
the EU in comparison to other EaP states (39% in 2018). It means that EU communication can be 
rejected by citizens and perceived as “white propaganda” . Moreover, the EU delegation does not 
have sufficient human resources to implement broader actions: the political unit is responsible for 
communication and media contacts and there is no separate cell responsible for communication. 
Its activities are limited to propagating information about the EU among the youth (e.g., the creation 
of a Centre for Excellence in EU Studies at ADA University) and organising cultural events (e.g., 
European film festival). However, it is important that the delegation increasingly uses social media 
to promote its actions (currently it has 30,000 followers on Facebook).
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EU INTEGRATION MODELS WITH THIRD COUNTRIES: 
LESSONS LEARNT FOR THE EASTERN PARTNERSHIP6

The Union might deepen integration with the associated states based on the experience of 
the EEA, customs union with Turkey and (probably) the future EU agreement with the UK. None of 
these models, however, may be entirely adopted in the EaP region because of numerous political 
and economic limitations.

The Norwegian Model (European Economic Area)

The EU’s relations with Norway are determined by that country’s presence in the single 
market, based on its membership of the EEA, which includes all 28 EU Member States plus 
Norway, Iceland, and Liechtenstein. EEA membership requires complying with EU regulations 
and respecting its four freedoms—free movement of goods, services, capital, and people .

Norway is obliged to comply with EU competition and state-aid rules as well as with EU 
law in many horizontal policies involving consumer protection, company law, environmental 
protection, social policy, statistics, etc. The EEA agreement provides for equal rights for and 
obligations on EEA citizens and companies on the single market, including the right to take up 
employment and obtain social benefits. Along with the EU states, Norway makes a considerable 
contribution to the EU budget, thus co-financing, among other things, research and educational 
programmes and the agencies with which it works.

Norway’s access to the EU market, however, is constrained by a number of exceptions. 
They concern Common Foreign and Security Policy, the Economic and Monetary Union, justice 
and home affairs, taxes, commercial policy but also regional,7 agricultural, fisheries and transport 
policies . For instance, in agriculture and fisheries, it respects tariffs and quotas on some product 
groups. Norway is not part of the customs union, which means that while no customs duties 
are imposed on Norwegian merchandise covered by the EEA agreement, Norwegian companies 
must prove that the products they export and their components originated in the EEA or that they 
comply with EU rules. Norway’s customs procedures and tariffs in trade with third countries have 
not been brought into line with those of the EU, nor is Norway party to trade agreements between 
the European Union and third countries. It has the autonomous right to negotiate such deals on its 
own, but in practice, so far these have been negotiated within the framework of the European Free 
Trade Area (EFTA), which in addition to Norway includes Switzerland, Iceland, and Liechtenstein.

Norway collaborates with the EU in other, non-economic areas, too. It is a member of 
the Schengen zone, allowing it to participate in EU Council debates but without voting rights, 
although it has a limited right to voting within Frontex, the EU border agency. Through a bilateral 
agreement with the EU it also cooperates with law enforcement agencies Europol and Eurojust.

A major feature of the EEA agreement is that the common rules must be constantly 
updated to keep pace with the evolution of EU law and, therefore, Norway has to take care to 
ensure that its domestic regulations within the scope of the single market are in line with the 
EU’s. This means that the Norwegian parliament has transposed a large chunk of EU regulations 
into national law. Yet, Norway does not have representation on EU decision-making bodies, 

6 The description of models derive from following PISM publications: K. Borońska-Hryniewiecka, 
S. Płóciennik (eds), Probable EU-UK Relationship after Brexit Perspectives of Germany, France, Italy, Spain and 
Poland, PISM Report, Warsaw, May 2016; P. Biskup, “Brexit Model under the Proposed EU-UK Deal”, PISM Bulletin, 
no. 166 (1237), 8 December 2018.

7 Nonetheless, the EFTA countries had to put in place financial mechanisms to help decrease social and economic 
disparities in the EU (the EEA Financial Mechanism and the Norwegian Financial Mechanism).
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such as the Commission, Council or European Parliament, and its influence on EU policies and 
regulations is fairly limited. Where such influence is exerted is mostly through the European 
Commission’s working groups, at the early stages of the legislative process. Norway also has 
envoys on the EEA’s Joint Committee who exchange opinions with EU representatives and where 
decisions on extending EU legislation to the EEA are taken by consensus. And finally, Norwegian 
experts can pass on their opinions on proposed single-market regulations to EU institutions via the 
EEA’s Consultative Committee, which includes members of the European Economic and Social 
Committee. The Consultative Committee seeks to strengthen contacts between public partners of 
the parties to the agreement and it provides data on the EEA’s economic and social aspects. 

The strategic body under the EEA agreement is the EEA Council, comprising foreign ministers 
from EU and EFTA-EEA member states. It provides political impulse for further collaboration and 
guidelines for the Joint Committee. This relative depth of political cooperation between the EU 
and Norway is compatible with their shared interests in the field of security, as reflected, for 
example, in the unified policy towards Russia and in NATO membership. 

Limitations of applying the EEA model in the Eastern Partnership region. Using the EEA as 
a model for deepening EU associated countries’ relations faces various constraints, which mostly 
stem from the different levels of development and political situations in the EEA and the EaP states. 
The EEA countries have a relatively small population and they are highly industrialised, wealthy, 
and democratic. Meanwhile, the EaP states rank below the EU average in terms of GDP per capita 
and infrastructure development and none is a fully functioning democracy.

Taking into account the unstable internal situation of the associated countries, 
inefficiency of their state institutions and limited prospects for implementing structural reforms or 
dismantling the oligarchic system, they would not be able to effectively adopt the EEA legislation 
and update it along with the evolution of EU law. The risk of non-implementation of required EU 
provisions, such as those after enjoining freedom of services, could have negative consequences 
for the EU. The differences in the adoption of EU law would lead to a temporary increase in the 
competitiveness of economic entities not respecting the new legislation.

Bearing in mind the condition to contribute to the Union’s budget, the EEA scope of 
integration is not advantageous for the associated states. The EEA does not include policies that 
are relevant for the EaP region, such as regional policy, which would help to reduce disparities 
in their development, and in agriculture, which is an important sector of their economy. Balanced 
against the EEA is the obligation to implement costly reforms, such as in environmental protection, 
without the possibility to impact the content of legislation adopted by the EU in this regard. The 
benefits for the associated states would mostly relate to entering the free movement of people 
regime with the EU for the reason of large-scale foreign-labour migration in these countries and 
the prospect of multiplying financial transfers of migrants to the country. Such a change might 
satisfy the public demand, but it could lead to a negative economic impact in those countries. It 
would only deepen the demographic and “brain drain” problems of the EaP states.

From the perspective of some Member State economic interests, further integration within 
the framework of the EEA could have negative consequences. A cheaper labour force from 
associated countries might be more competitive than EU ones  in some sectors . It could provoke 
similar disputes, such as the recent one between Poland and France concerning posted workers. 
However, the liberalisation of services in various sectors of the economy not covered by DCFTA 
requires an economic analysis of profits and losses, carried out by the European Commission.

The EEA model for the EaP states seems to be unacceptable for numerous Member 
States and the EC . Although in the communication establishing the ENP in 2003, the EC declared 
that the neighbouring countries should fully integrate with the EU internal market in the four 
freedoms (goods, services, people, and capital) based on the EEA, this idea was quickly rejected. 
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In the next communication on the ENP in 2006, the Commission limited its ambitions to the 
integration in goods and partially in services, which resulted in launching the negotiations on a 
new generation of association agreements, including DCFTAs. Importantly, after establishing the 
Eastern Partnership and along with the progress in association-agreement negotiations, some 
Member States promoted an EaP long-term vision based on the EEA model. Although such an 
objective was included in the EaP declaration at the Warsaw summit in 2011 (but without direct 
reference to the EEA8), this idea did not receive any follow up at the EU members level. The 
Member States seemed to perceive it as a step of associated countries towards EU membership 
and feared free movement of people with this region. The EC also did not provide an assessment 
of the possibilities to follow the EEA model.

Currently, in light of the migration pressure on the EU and unstable internal situation of 
the EaP countries, establishing the EEA model will be rejected by some Member States. When EaP 
countries show satisfactory progress in the implementation of association agreements and in the 
area of democracy and good governance, a discussion on further significant liberalisation of the 
four freedoms will be possible. In the current situation, following areas could be proposed to EaP 
countries as a long-term goal . The EU might liberalise some services not included in the DCFTA 
in sectors in which it is interested in attracting employees from the EaP region. This could mean, 
for example, the potential extension of the catalogue of entrepreneurs covered by the provision 
of services. Moreover, it is possible to offer further liberalisation of financial services, as European 
banks and investment companies could be interested in increasing capital engagement in the 
EaP region. The associated states might accede also to the Single Euro Payments Area (SEPA) 
and deepen integration with the EU in the digital market, involving, for example, adjustment to 
data-transmission standards, which would facilitate transactions between EaP and EU enterprises. 
The other area would relate to extension of free movement of qualified professionals, which 
might be achieved by concluding agreements with the EU on mutual recognition of professional 
qualifications in certain sectors of the economy. The introduction of such changes requires, 
however, a detailed economic analysis of profits and losses, conducted by the EC.

The Turkish Model—A Customs Union

Cooperation between Turkey and the EU involves a customs union in which Turkish 
manufactured goods and processed agricultural products have access to the EU market. 
Unprocessed products, services and access to public procurement are, however, excluded. In 
areas where Turkey has access to the single market, it must adjust its domestic regulations to EU 
law. Turkey and the EU have a common external tariff, but given the partners’ asymmetry, it is 
the EU that lays down the rules.  Turkey, while allowed to enter into trade agreements with third 
countries, is required to keep its external tariff in line with the EU tariff. When the EU signs a trade 
agreement with a third country, Turkey must offer the latter access to its market on identical terms 
and that third country is under no obligation to reciprocate. Currently, Turkey requests reviewing 
the customs union with the EU.

Turkey has no say on decisions taken by the EU, has no representation in the latter’s 
institutions and only to a small degree cooperates with the EU in foreign and security policy. 
Turkey is not in the Schengen zone and is not involved in law enforcement cooperation through 
Europol. The country’s political and institutional links to the EU, though, are strengthened by its 
EU membership candidacy and accession negotiations, even if they are more than a decade old.

8  The following formulation was used: The Eastern Partnership  will seek to further support political and socio-
economic reforms in the partner countries,  facilitating comprehensive approximation towards the European Union, 
leading  progressively to economic integration in the EU Internal Market, and therefore to the creation of an economic 
area between the EU and partner countries.
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For the associated countries, entering the customs union and losing autonomy in the 
area of external tariffs would have negative economic consequences. Their trade with the 
Commonwealth of Independent States and Russia is still an important part of their overall trade 
volume. Moreover, the EU proposal of a customs union would be a pretext for Russia to intensify 
conflicts with these countries, since Russia could raise the argument of the unfavourable impact 
of EU integration projects on its economy.

The British Model

The agreement on the relations between the EU and the United Kingdom probably 
will be a subject of future negotiations (if a no-deal scenario is avoided) and for this reason 
cannot yet be a reference point for associated states. It is not clear what the level of EU–UK 
relations will be and whether this model will be deeper than the DCFTA . The agreement on 
the withdrawal of the UK from the EU, adopted on 25 November 2018, but still not ratified, 
provides very general declarations regarding future relations with the EU in terms of areas of 
cooperation in politics, economy and security or institutional solutions. The future agreement 
is to regulate the UK’s contribution (also financial) to EU programmes on scientific cooperation, 
innovation, defence industry, youth exchange, and development aid coordination. In terms of 
UK participation in the internal market, the document indicates that the aim will be to maintain 
free movement of goods, although the issue of customs cooperation remains to be discussed. 
The declaration announces only a partial liberalisation of trade in services, including financial 
services and maintaining cooperation based on the principle of equivalence. The parties also 
announced that their public procurement markets will be open more widely than WTO rules 
provide. The document also promises coordinated cooperation in the area of foreign and security 
policy, including the continuation of a partial exchange of sensitive data.
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EU POLITICAL LIMITATIONS TO EAP DEVELOPMENT

Compared to the moment of the Eastern Partnership’s establishment in 2009, the current 
political situation in the EU is much less advantageous for deepening relations with this region 
and does not allow for proposing an ambitious EaP vision after 2020. This is because, first, 
the EU has faced new challenges, which hinders undertaking discussions about the EaP and 
significantly increasing funds for it. The European Council debates have been dominated by the 
negotiations of the UK’s exit from the EU, trade conflicts with the U.S., and negotiations of a new 
EU multiannual budget. Moreover, due to migration pressure and the recent refugee crisis, the 
priority for a majority of Member States is to expand EU activity and financial aid to the countries 
of the southern neighbourhood. Second, the prospect of the UK’s exit from the EU weakens the 
Member State coalition supporting the EaP, as the British government used to actively shape 
EU policy towards the EaP countries and Russia. Despite these challenges, Russia’s increasingly 
aggressive actions in the EU and in the eastern neighbourhood (the attack in Salisbury, cyberattacks 
within the EU, the crisis in the Kerch Strait/in the Black Sea) temporarily draw the interest of 
Member States to EU eastern policy.

In the near future a determining condition for EaP development also will be the top-
level post nominations for EU institutions, including the commissioner responsible for ENP and 
enlargement negotiations and the High Representative of the Union for Foreign and Security 
Policy after the European Parliament elections in May 2019. During this EU institution term, the 
balance of power was not beneficial for developing the EaP, as High Representative Federica 
Mogherini and Commissioner Johannes Hahn were not particularly interested in developing an 
ambitious EaP programme. In the revision of the ENP (including the EaP) in November 2015, they 
changed its assumptions. The main objective of the EU is to stabilise the neighbourhood through 
the development of cooperation in the field of the economy, migration, and security, rather than 
democratisation. While this change reflected the needs of the southern neighbourhood, in the 
case of the Eastern Partnership, it involves the risk of reducing the EU’s ambitions for regional 
transformation. What’s more, as part of the EU budget negotiations for the next period, 2021-2027, 
they prepared a regulation on a new financial instrument covering the neighbourhood that may 
have negative consequences for the EaP region. First, the regulation foresees the liquidation of 
the separateness of the European Neighbourhood Instrument (ENI), the main source of financing in 
the EaP region, as it will be included in the new global Neighbourhood, International Cooperation 
and Development Instrument (NDICI). This would increase the role of the EEAS and EC in spending 
financial aid according to objectives defined globally (e.g., unforeseen crises). However, it also 
would be a negative political signal to the EaP countries because the unpredictability of funding 
would increase and the portfolio of the commissioner for ENP and enlargement negotiations 
could be liquidated. Second, the regulation introduces new additional criteria for economic 
reforms and cooperation on migration, based on which the EU will grant additional funds for 
implementing reforms (according to  the “more for more” rule). Their introduction is a result of 
the EC’s greater emphasis on stabilisation in the neighbourhood rather than on democracy. So 
far, the EC/EEAS have been applying 16 criteria divided into six clusters, which referred to the 
area of democracy and good governance (Citizens’ rights, Justice, Equality, Dignity, Freedoms, 
Other reforms). The introduction of criteria for economic reforms and cooperation on migration 
would mean less emphasis on democratisation in the region and would enable gratification of 
the countries that have not made significant progress in the field of good governance. Moreover, 
it would increase the EC’s discretion in undertaking decisions on funding certain countries. Due 
to the wide catalogue of cooperation covered by migration and economic management, it will 
be easy to argue the decision on granting additional funds. Finally, in a situation of a rather small 
amount of funds for the implementation of the “more for more” principle (about €200 million 
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in 2018), the new criteria would dilute the significance of this principle. Simply, more countries 
would receive less funds.

As regards the new EU institutions term, the revision of the ENP is possible because in 
the past such revisions took place each time under a newly nominated High Representative. It 
would not be beneficial, however, for a continuation of the EC actions since any formal changes 
concerning the programming documents are burdensome. The revision of the ENP in 2015, for 
example, introduced the requirement to establish simplified Single Support Framework documents 
with neighbouring countries, which are still being finalised.

At the Council level, the factor hindering EaP development is a group of Member States 
(e.g., Austria, France, the Benelux states, Italy) that is sceptical about deepening the scope of this 
initiative due to a fear of further EU enlargement and/or interest in developing EU relations with 
the southern neighbourhood rather than with the eastern one. For instance, France, Austria, the 
Benelux countries, and even Germany were against visa liberalisation in the EaP region and opt 
for strict conditions regarding implementation of such agreements (and they may be withdrawn 
in the case of improper implementation). These countries also opposed increasing funds for 
the EaP and demanded strict conditionality in providing aid to this region (e.g., microfinance 
assistance to Ukraine) under the threat of ceasing financing. This group of countries has, however, 
a common interest in supporting EaP initiatives (which means their consent for allocating funds 
for such objectives) aimed at improving the investment environment in this region, including 
the implementation of relevant DCFTA provisions. Some of these countries have relatively high 
investments in some EaP states. For example, Austria is one of the major investor states in Belarus, 
and before 2013, it used to be in Ukraine, but due to that countries’ unstable situation, Austria’s 
investments decreased almost fivefold in the last three years.

France is the most influential country from the group of Member States sceptical of the 
EaP.  Its view on  EaP development places three major limitations. It is against any integration 
model for the EaP countries that could lead to their membership in the Union. The French 
government is opposed to further visa-regime liberalisation, namely in Armenia’s case, as it fears 
the potential influx of migrants due to the Armenian diaspora in France. Finally, it is not keen on the 
involvement of EaP states in EU-NATO cooperation or their collaboration with the EU on hard 
security . This is reasoned by the priority placed on the development of the EU’s military capacity 
and its policy towards Russia. Nevertheless, France is interested in increasing EU infrastructure 
projects in the EaP region to counterbalance projects implemented by China. Moreover, due to 
Russian cyberattacks during the last presidential election, it supports EU activities in the field of 
the fight against disinformation, including in the EaP region.

Germany’s Position

In the EU, Germany’s position is the most important for the future of the EaP, as this 
country is a leader in shaping EU eastern policy. The German authorities assess that the Eastern 
Partnership programme has lost its dynamism because European policy faces more important 
challenges . The most relevant issues for Germany are the future of the European migration and 
asylum policy, the CFSP, eurozone reform, and resolving the trade conflicts with the U.S. For 
Germany, the EaP is not a particularly important instrument because, thanks to its well-developed 
bilateral relations with the countries from the region, it does not require additional mechanisms at 
the EU level to maximise its influence in Eastern Europe.

Germany has no particular vision for the EaP programme after 2020, although it specifies 
a number of limitations on its development. First, it does not support the EaP states’ accession 
to the EU and it objects to political declarations suggesting EU enlargement by this region or 
developing the EaP in a way that would make that possible. Second, Germany assumes that the 
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further development of the EaP may weaken its relations with Russia and, therefore, it does 
not agree to deepen EaP cooperation in the field of security beyond civilian security. It also 
emphasizes that non-confrontational language has to be used in EaP documents when referring to 
relations with Russia. Although in practice, Germany engages in initiatives aimed at decreasing 
the economic dependence of the EaP states on Russia, it does not want to formulate this objective 
in the EaP programming documents officially. It stresses that the major tool in this regard is 
deepening cooperation at the society level and strengthening state institutions in the EaP region.

It is noteworthy that in 2018, the German Ministry of Foreign Affairs initiated the discussion 
on the future of Eastern policy . However, no concrete proposals were put forward and it is 
not clear whether any actual actions will be taken. Foreign Minister Heiko Maas declared that 
there is a need to establish a “new European eastern policy” to “gradually overcome the minimal 
consensus on our approach to our eastern neighbours which currently prevails in Brussels”. The 
minister explains that it refers to persuading Russia to comply with the principles of the European 
security system as well as upholding a dialogue and revitalising the policy towards the EaP States, 
Western Balkans, and Central Asia at the same time. Central and Northern European countries as 
well as France would be the key partners in carrying out this policy. The German presidency of 
the Council of the EU, which begins in the second half of 2020, may provide an impetus for the 
initiative. 

While the Ministry of Foreign Affairs focuses on the overall relations between Germany 
and Eastern Europe, the chancellery decides the future of the Normandy format, due to the role 
played by Angela Merkel in the negotiations. Germany is dissatisfied with the lack of progress 
in implementing the Minsk agreement, and works carried out within the Normandy format are 
perceived to be ineffective. This is proved by the low frequency of meetings of France, Germany, 
Russia, and Ukraine. In the long term, the continuation of the existing formula for this format is 
uncertain, especially since Merkel is not going to pursue another term in office.

As to the current functioning of the EaP, Germany is mostly interested in the areas of 
cooperation that are significant for its economic interests and increasing the presence of 
German enterprises and institutions in this region (also thanks to providing the EU financial 
aid). For this reason, Germany supports developing infrastructure in the EaP states with EU 
funds. This will allow better connections to this area from the EU. Cooperation with Ukraine 
is especially important, as this country is the biggest importer of German goods among the EaP 
states . From the German point of view, it is important to implement the DCFTAs. Even though 
Germany assesses the speed of their implementation as positive, strengthening institutions and 
good governance, as well as combating corruption and nepotism, will remain a challenge into 
the future. This is especially important for medium-size enterprises, which are anxious about 
investments in politically unstable countries. Therefore, Germany wants the EU to follow the 
“more for more” principle and require reform and democratisation of these countries. From the 
German perspective, deepening cooperation with Ukraine should be based on the Turkish model 
of relations, and with the future agreement between the EU and the United Kingdom, after Brexit, 
these countries are going to create a triad of large countries neighbouring the EU.

Despite no significant economic cooperation between Germany and the non-associated 
states (Armenia, Azerbaijan and Belarus), the German authorities participate in EU financial aid 
mechanisms in this region and are interested in developing trade relations with it. For this reason, 
it is crucial to continue improving relations between Belarus and Germany and implement the 
framework agreement on the partnership between Armenia and the EU (CEPA) by strengthening 
state institutions. In the case of Azerbaijan, Germany is interested in energy cooperation, 
especially the construction of the Southern Gas Corridor. They hope to create alternatives for 
Russian gas by importing more gas from Turkmenistan, Iraq and Iran.



The Polish Institute of International Affairs36

Regarding the entire EaP region, Germany wants to develop cooperation at the society 
level, which is supposed to facilitate, among others, building a positive image of Germany in 
these countries. Germany is a significant contributor of aid in the EaP region. The most important 
priorities concern the development of NGOs (e.g., the “Expanding Cooperation with Civil Society 
in the Eastern Partnership States and Russia” programme) and cooperation at the local government 
level, mostly with Belarus and Ukraine. It also involves support for networking, experience and 
knowledge exchange on community policy and support for infrastructure projects.
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