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Foreword

 The 4th Eastern Partnership Summit, which takes place in Riga on May 21–22, will bring the leaders of 
the European Union and the countries of Eastern Partnership to the Latvian capital for deliberations on the future of 
the Eastern Partnership. The summit will take place against the backdrop of the annexation of Crimea and an ongo-
ing crisis in the eastern part of Ukraine. 
 
 The Eastern Partnership was meant to provide conditions for the creation of well-governed stable and 
prosperous countries along EU eastern borders. This policy has never and will never be directed against any third 
party. The Eastern Partnership allowed each country concerned to choose its model of engagement with the Euro-
pean Union based on its free and sovereign will. This free and sovereign choice, however, has been threatened by 
the aggressive actions of Russia based on the outdated concept of spheres of influence, long forgotten in modern 
Europe. 
 
 The summit in Riga provides an opportunity to reshape the Eastern Partnership policy based on the 
principle of inclusiveness for all countries within the framework while responding to the increasing need of dif-
ferentiation among them. 
 
 I am confident that the analysis presented here will provide a framework for further debate among 
politicians and scholars on how to make the Eastern Partnership more effective and relevant for both the European 
Union and its six eastern neighbours.

H.E. Edgars Rinkēvičs, 
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Republic of Latvia



The Riga Process
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 This publication is a result of ‘The Riga Process’, an initiative of the German Marshall Fund of the United 
States (GMF) and the Latvian Transatlantic Organisation (LATO). Launched in September 2012, it convenes biannual 
workshops on the margins of GMF’s Brussels Forum in the spring and LATO’s Riga Conference in the fall of each year. 
The Riga Process was launched with support from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Latvia and has further benefitted 
from the support of Riga International Airport and the Compagnia di San Paolo. The meetings have so far brought 
together over 100 European and American experts from government, academia and think tanks, as well as the non-
profit and the corporate sectors, to encourage strategic and long-term thinking about foreign policy in a moment of 
extraordinary fluidity. 

 From September 2012 to September 2013, the Riga Process concentrated on European foreign policy, 
its capabilities, its internal solidarity and common goals at a time when the crises in the euro area seriously affected 
the whole European Union. The objective was to think systematically about pathways for European foreign policy, 
especially as they might be influenced by different possible trajectories of the EU’s internal developments. In 2014, 
the Riga Process turned to the EU’s eastern neighbourhood, given the new challenges emanating from develop-
ments in individual Eastern Partnership (EaP) countries, as in the case of Ukraine, and from Russia’s aggression in 
the neighbourhood and its challenge to Europe’s post-Cold War security order. Discussions included an assessment 
of the EaP approach and what can and should be achieved at the Riga Eastern Partnership Summit in May 2015. This 
report draws conclusions from the two Riga Process seminars for the EU’s policy towards its eastern neighbourhood, 
which is a priority of the Latvian Presidency in the European Council in 2015. 
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 Ten years after its inception, the European Union is reviewing the approach and instruments of the 
European Neighbourhood Policy. While the policy as a whole has not yielded the expected progress in stabilising 
the countries concerned, Europe’s approach to its Eastern Partnership (EaP) neighbours was put to a serious test by 
events in the region in 2014. 

 Above all, Russia’s aggression towards Ukraine and its interference in other states in the region, ex-
tending even to EU members, seriously undermine the union’s attempts to stabilise its neighbourhood. Hence, the 
historic signing of the Association Agreements with four EaP countries – Armenia, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine 
– did not take place as planned at the Vilnius Summit in November 2013 under the Lithuanian EU Presidency. While 
the EU had conceived the EaP as being compatible with Russia’s strategy towards the same countries, the latter’s 
aggressive behaviour clearly aims to force them to choose between the two sides. Russia has made counter-offers 
of assistance in exchange for countries joining the Eurasian Economic Union, its competing regional integration 
project, which so far has been joined by Armenia, Belarus and Kazakhstan. It has also threatened those preferring to 
turn to Europe with sanctions and domestic interference. 
 
 The EU’s neighbourhood today is a stage for the rivalry between competing projects and world visions, 
with Russia – among other actions – breaking international law by annexing Crimea, employing military means 
to achieve its political ends and openly challenging the rules-based post-Cold War security order. With a focus on 
multilateral treaties and legal agreements in dealing with transition in neighbourhood countries, the EU, like the 
West more generally, has clearly underestimated Russia’s perception of the situation as a zero-sum game and the 
potential for its aggression. 

 The May 2015 Riga Summit will be a decisive step for reshaping the EaP. In light of Russia’s deliberate 
destabilisation efforts in neighbouring and EU countries, the union will need to present a strategy setting out clear 
objectives for policy towards every single EaP state, backed with credible implementation plans. The overarching 
goal of the European Neighbourhood Policy ‘to develop a zone of prosperity and a friendly neighbourhood – a ‘ring 
of friends’ – with whom the EU enjoys close, peaceful and co-operative relations’1  may still sound right from an EU 
perspective, but for the EaP countries this aim likely no longer resonates. Some of them are today less interested in 
a close relationship with the EU, while others have reacted by seeking to move towards a much stronger European 
perspective, including membership. The geopolitical context and, in some cases, the domestic situation in the EaP 
countries have changed so much that what is needed is nothing less than a wholesale rethink of the EU’s political 
objective and approach towards each of them, as well as of the forms of cooperation and the instruments it uses.

1 European Commission, ‘Wider Europe – Neighbourhood: A New Framework for Relations with our Eastern and Southern Neighbours’, p.4. 
http://eeas.europa.eu/enp/pdf/pdf/com03_104_en.pdf.

 Relaunching the European Union’s policy towards its east
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Operating in a challenging strategic environment

 The effectiveness and impact of the European Union’s policy measures to assist in the stabilisation, 
modernisation and transformation of its eastern neighbours depend on several variables external to the Neigh-
bourhood Policy. These must be taken into account when rethinking the Eastern Partnership. 

 First, and most importantly, the future of the EU’s policy towards its east depends on the willingness 
of member states to pursue a coherent long-term strategy in the region and towards Russia that is anchored in the 
values, norms and principles of freedom, the rule of law and democracy that have driven the EU integration project 
since the end of the Second World War and after the Cold War. 

 Second, following the last round of its expansion, the EU finds itself for the first time having to deal with 
Russian military aggression in countries on its borders, aimed at preventing them from developing closer ties with 
the EU. Since the Russian-Georgian war of 2008, the EU has failed to develop any substantial policy for containing 
and deterring Russia’s military aggression. Neither sanctions (including asset freezes, visa bans, trade restrictions 
and arms embargos), nor the suspension of negotiations over its membership in the Organisation for Economic 
Cooperation and Development and the International Energy Agency have succeeded in deterring Russia in Ukraine. 
The question remains as to how the EU can contain Russia while balancing the preservation of its role and goals in 
the region and keeping an open dialogue with Russia. And even if there were a resolution of the war in Ukraine, the 
EaP countries and the EU would still have to deal with the destabilisation efforts that are a strong part of Russia’s 
interference and which it may step up if compelled to back down militarily.

 Third, whether the EU succeeds or fails in the stand-off with Russia in the eastern neighbourhood will 
be crucial for the development of its future Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). The experience and out-
come of the current crisis will determine the shape of the EU’s future foreign policy, as well as its instruments and 
influence over the longer term. While the United States, currently more focused on the Middle East and Asia, is not 
leading the transatlantic community’s diplomacy towards EaP countries and Russia, close and effective transatlantic 
coordination will be a key factor if the EU is to succeed in its attempt to counter Russia’s geopolitical challenge in its 
neighbourhood. 

 Fourth, the success of the EU’s approach towards its east depends on how the region’s countries define 
their interest in long-term cooperation with the EU. The EaP countries are becoming increasingly diverse in their 
aspirations in this regard. Without a clear understanding of what Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova 
and Ukraine expect from the EU or an effort to match the interests of both sides, the union’s policies are doomed to 
fail or at best to deliver only limited results. 
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 Based on the Riga Process workshops, the following policy recommendations have been developed to 
feed into the debate among policy-makers, civil society actors and experts on how to shape the future of the Eastern 
Partnership in light of the European Union’s new strategic environment and its experience with different instru-
ments. The concrete ways forward need to be shaped by the EU and its eastern neighbours together, taking into 
account the situation in each individual country. 

Review the approach and clarify the goals

Policy recommendations 

 The EaP review should take a broad approach including stra-
tegic and political aspects that have been neglected for some time and 
it should take into consideration the views of both the EU and partner 
countries. It should also cover institutional aspects such as the EU-Neighbourhood East Parliamen-
tary Assembly (Euronest PA) and the EaP Civil Society Forum, as well as the implementation of the 
action plans of the countries concerned. The more technical elements of the review should include a 
self-evaluation by partner-country officials and civil society representatives. The Riga Summit and sub-
sequent meetings that bring together representatives from the EU institutions, its member states and 
the neighbouring countries should be used to feed into the review.

 Given the new strategic challenges, the EU’s goals and the aspira-
tions of EaP countries need to be clarified. The EU should renew its commitment to 
help developing ‘a zone of prosperity and a friendly neighbourhood – a ‘ring of friends’ – with whom 
the EU enjoys close, peaceful and co-operative relations’, and the Riga Summit can be the moment to 
reiterate this. But the EU should also put more emphasis on the concrete actions it intends to take to 
that end and what are realistic deliverables. It needs a roadmap to achieve them with those countries 
that seek the closest possible ties. It also needs a short- and long-term vision of what relations it wants 
to have with those countries that have turned towards Russia. 

 Over time, the EU should consider an eventual membership per-
spective for the most Western-oriented EaP countries, although this rep-
resents internal challenges for the EU. In particular given the systemic competition with 
Russia, the EU needs to offer political incentives to countries that implement their commitments vis-
à-vis the union. To avoid addressing the issue of potential membership risks weakening public support 
for reforms in Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine. It also reduces incentives for elites and societal actors that 
favour a European orientation in Armenia, Azerbaijan and Belarus to push for change in their countries. 



6

Differentiate and prioritise among countries

 The EU needs to differentiate more between the EaP countries 
and prioritise those that have signed Association Agreements, are willing 
to reform and are eager to move closer to the EU. It should use the review of the EaP 
to get an even better understanding of each country’s unique set of challenges and interests through 
dialogue with their political elites and societies alike.

 As Ukraine, Georgia and Moldova implement the agreements 
with the EU, the EU should make strong public communication efforts so 
as to overcome public doubts there. Citizens in these countries can perceive EU condi-
tionality as an unnecessary foreign imposition that puts industries, societies and states at risk, which 
in turn can hinder the progress of the integration process. Therefore, the EU must constantly stress that 
the measures demanded of them will contribute to their countries` long-term modernization and eco-
nomic competitiveness, as well as facilitate a closer relationship with the EU. Governments in these 
countries must clearly take ownership of the process of reforms and of the integration process.

 The EU should identify areas of mutual interests with Armenia, 
Azerbaijan and Belarus, even if there can only be loose cooperation on 
these as the countries are currently not seeking closer ties with the EU.  
The EU should engage Azerbaijan and Belarus in discussions on how Mobility Partnerships, visa facilita-
tion and readmission agreements can be achieved. In the case of Belarus, there should also be a com-
prehensive review of the Modernisation Dialogue launched in 2012, which has not been a successful 
approach. Depending on the degrees of cooperativeness of each government and to which civil society 
and liberal values have come under pressure in these countries, the EU should make special efforts to 
work with societal actors in parallel to its governmental dialogue. The EU should also speak out clearly 
and firmly against any government crackdowns on civil society and efforts to cut it off from legitimate 
outside support. 

 As soon as Armenia, Azerbaijan or Belarus begins to consider a 
stronger orientation towards the EU, it should offer them a review of joint 
objectives and to intensify cooperation. This change might come from eventual pres-
sure from their societies, which makes the EU’s engagement with non-governmental actors so impor-
tant.
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Strenghten the CFSP and transatlantic and international cooperation 
as the framework for neighbourhood policy

 The EU needs to develop a foreign and security strategy that 
places its policy towards the east into its wider international interests. This 
would help the EU diminish speculations about compromising other foreign policy orientations. It also 
needs to improve the leadership structures, decision-making procedures and instruments that a strong 
CFSP requires. The EU will only have the impact it seeks in the eastern neighbourhood through a better 
balance between member-state and EU initiatives.

 A security dimension should be added to the EaP. This can be achieved 
by creating fora for the discussion of security matters for all EaP countries together and for each one 
bilaterally with the EU. Such an overarching security-related dialogue can also reinforce initiatives to 
support economic development, for instance through investors’ conferences and transition initiatives.

 The EU should continue to coordinate closely with the United 
States in dealing with the region. This is critical to success in the new geopolitical com-
petition with Russia. The EU developing clear common positions and strengthening its strategic and 
operational abilities as part of the CFSP are essential for sustaining transatlantic cooperation.

 The EU should strengthen the involvement of international or-
ganisations in the eastern neighbourhood. While the OSCE and IMF are active players 
in the EaP countries, the EU should further explore the potential of the Council of Europe and the Council 
of the Baltic Sea States as fora for addressing regional issues and for a dialogue with Russia, although 
Russia’s veto power in some of these institutions will limit the scope of cooperation.

 There needs to be even stronger coordination between the vari-
ous initiatives and programmes by countries and international organisa-
tions to avoid duplication and improve impact. The Riga Summit could initiate an 
annual meeting for donors and implementers to discuss their objectives, approaches and plans in the 
EaP countries. These could be coordinated by the EU delegations in each of the countries. While there 
already is some coordination on the ground, for instance in Ukraine, the information gathered is still not 
sent systematically to policy-makers in Brussels and member-state capitals. 

 The EU should place the support for transition initiatives from 
within the six EaP countries at the centre of its policy. The focus should be 
on helping improve governance and strengthen democratic institutions. 
As the experience of Ukraine shows, democratic deficiencies make countries more vulnerable to insta-
bility and to reversals of any positive developments. In Moldova and Ukraine, and to a lesser extent in 
Georgia, public administrations that still suffer from the post-Soviet legacy undermine reforms initiated 
by their governments and will hamper the implementation of the Association Agreements and DCFTAs. 
 

Support transition and modernization more effectively
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 With clearly repressive governments, the EU should maintain 
conditionality to economic assistance so as to simultaneously help ad-
vance democracy, governance, and respect for civil liberties and human 
rights by supporting civil society. It must be consistent in sanctioning human rights viola-
tions in all the EaP countries and should not employ a double standard among them. Given increas-
ing human rights violations and crackdowns on NGOs in Azerbaijan, the EU should not upgrade the 
Partnership and Cooperation Agreement dating from 1999 to the requested ‘Strategic Modernisation 
Partnership’ until there are improvements.  

 The EU should cooperate with civil society actors in EaP coun-
tries even more closely than it does now. NGOs, businesses and religious groups should 
be encouraged and supported to get involved in the actions meant to align the country with EU require-
ments and counterbalance the negative effects of poor governance. 

 More EU financial support should go to civil society. Currently non-
governmental actors only receive 5% of the European Neighbourhood Instrument (ENI) budget for 
2014–20. More direct funding, especially in Azerbaijan and Belarus, should be considered, as long as 
there is sufficient absorption capacity there and the monitoring of impact and effectiveness are en-
sured. In addition, the current civil society funding structure tends to cut out smaller NGOs. The EU 
should also make funding application and reporting procedures easier, faster and more flexible. The 
European Endowment for Democracy should be given the means to take on a greater role in providing 
support to civil society in these countries. The EU, member-state governments and foreign NGOs should 
also improve their offers of education and training to civil society actors in the EaP to increase their 
impact and efficiency. 

 Policy analysts from EaP countries should be supported so they 
can share their perspectives on the causes of and solutions to the prob-
lems encountered in the neighbourhood in the international debate on 
developments in Eastern Europe and Russia. New research programmes and think 
tank activities across Europe and in the United States should include, whenever possible, voices from 
the neighbourhood, including Russia, to discuss jointly developments there and present responses from 
the region to Russia’s new foreign and security policy.

 The EU and its member states should continue to facilitate cross-
border cooperation initiatives between the EaP countries at the regional 
and local levels, such as between municipalities. This will contribute to empower-
ing and strengthening local actors at all levels of government, not just the national one, on which the 
success of EU support for transitions depends. Through its presence in EaP countries, the EU should 
continue to make specific efforts to connect to the regional and community levels. More generally the 
countries themselves should develop ever deeper and more comprehensive forms of regional coopera-
tion with the support of the EU. 

Work more closely with civil society and decentralized actors
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Fight corruption and illicit economic activities more decidedly

 The EU’s support for governmental and non-governmental ac-
tors in EaP countries in combatting corruption remains key. The objective, 
which can solely be achieved in cooperation with local authorities, is to set up a legal framework and 
improve law-enforcement against corruption, and also to explore its causes and better ways of imple-
menting public-sector reforms that reduce opportunities for it. 

 The EU, in cooperation with the United States, should help de-
velop a policy on illicit economic activities in Abkhazia, South Ossetia and 
Transnistria and other occupied territories. Frozen or protracted conflicts in breaka-
way territories enable illicit activities nationally, regionally and internationally, including smuggling 
alcohol, tobacco and vehicles, as well as uranium and human trafficking. The transatlantic partners 
should not only keep asserting the legitimate control by EaP governments over these territories but also 
support them in efforts to curb illicit activities there. 
 

 The best way for the EU and EaP countries to increase their scope 
of action vis-à-vis Russia is to reduce energy dependency. The EU should sup-
port the building of interconnectors between member states and of LNG ports in the Baltic Sea and the 
Black Sea. It could support necessary infrastructure investment through the European Investment Bank. 
The EU should also help the EaP countries in their efforts to increase energy efficiency and develop 
internal sources of energy, where possible. 

 The EU should operate on the expectation that Russia will con-
tinue to exert influence on, or destabilise, the EaP countries. The security threat 
these countries face not only makes it very difficult for them to prioritize the political and social reforms 
stipulated by the Association Agreements and DCFTAs, it also requires the EU to be more political in its 
approach to security problems. In particular, it should develop and propose new formats for negotia-
tions to address the frozen conflicts in the region. More generally, the EU should work towards creating 
the economic and political circumstances in the EaP countries that would raise the benefits of solving 
these conflicts above those of the status quo. 

 The EU should politically encourage Georgia, Ukraine and Mol-
dova to engage in free trade with Russia as well as itself. This would be in the 
political and economic interest of all three countries, as the example of Serbia shows. Russia’s assertion 
that DCTFAs will harm its economy by flooding markets with tariff-free goods from the EU should be 
understood as a political manoeuvre aimed at maintaining Russia’s dominance in the EaP economies. 
This scenario is unlikely and is contradicted by Ukraine’s record of already abiding to the World Trade 
Organisation’s ‘country of origin’ regulations. Meanwhile, the EU will have to decide what relationship it 
wants to have with the alternative Russian-led regional integration project, the Eurasian Union, even if 
it is not yet clear what its viability is. 

Develop a coherent strategy vis-à-vis Russia
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 The EU needs to invest in explaining its vision of the eastern 
neighbourhood internationally. If it fails to do so, Russia’s geopolitical logic will prevail in 
at least some of the EaP countries. The war in Ukraine and Russia’s propaganda has compromised the 
EU’s role in these countries, as well as called into question its ability to use financial and political tools 
there. As a result, a number of countries sympathise with the so-called legitimate interest of Russia in 
the region. 

 The EU, its member states and civil society actors should offer 
more advice and support for public information activities in EaP coun-
tries. This needs to include the formal and non-formal media. Russian media that breach standard 
and acts as propaganda should also be monitored in EU countries. It is particularly important to com-
municate with Russian-speaking minorities in EU countries to counteract propaganda.
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 The European Union’s currently reviewed ‘more-for-more principle’ already calls for an assessment of the 
particulars of each Eastern Partnership country and of where they stand vis-à-vis Europe. Recent developments in 
the region demonstrate the need for even more differentiation to take fully into account the individual structural, 
strategic and domestic situation of the six countries concerned. This section first compares the countries in terms 
of economic and energy issues, democracy and governance levels, membership of multilateral organisations and 
security structures, as well as frozen conflicts and presence of Russian troops. Second, it provides a brief country pro-
file for each of them, taking into account political developments and the strategic situation in light of the Ukraine-
Russia conflict.

Economic performance and trade

 The six Eastern Partnership countries have experienced quite different progress in economic growth 
since the breakup of the Soviet Union, as shown in Table 1. The most significant growth took place in Armenia, Azer-
baijan and Belarus, which experienced between a three- and fivefold increase in GDP. Meanwhile, the economies 
of Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine grew to a lesser extent. Furthermore, Armenia and Azerbaijan have made the 
greatest progress from low initial bases. The two countries that had the highest GDP per capita in 1991 – Belarus 
and Ukraine – have performed differently since, with the latter outperforming the former by a considerable margin.

The situation in the Eastern Partnership countries

Source: GDP per capita data in USD is from the World Bank database for 2013 (European Central Bank EUR-
USD currency exchange rate on 30.12.2013: 1EUR=1.39USD)

Table 1: GDP per capita

 
Georgia

Armenia

Moldova

Ukraine

Belarus

Country EUR, 
1991

Growth, 
1991-
2013

EUR, 
2013

424 2521

1257 5450

870 5620

943 2592

1072 2806

601 1604

495%

334%

546%

175%

162%

167%

Azerbaijan
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 To varying extents, the EaP countries have also diversified their trade relations beyond Russia to the EU, 
the United States, China and others. As Table 2 shows, virtually all of them have the EU as their main trade partner 
in goods. For the EaP countries as a whole, 34% of trade is with the EU while 23% is with Russia. The EU is the top 
trade partner for all except for Belarus, which remains heavily dependent on trade with Russia. Nevertheless, Russia 
remains a major trade partner for all six. It is the second largest partner after the EU for Armenia, Azerbaijan, Mol-
dova and Ukraine. In the case of Georgia, however, China has overtaken Russia as the second largest trade partner. 

 Looking at trade between the six EaP states and other individual countries, the importance of Russia is 
more evident than when looking at the aggregate EU trade relationship. As Table 3 shows, Russia is the top partner 
in both export and imports for Armenia, Belarus, Moldova and Ukraine. It is also the top import partner for Azerbai-
jan. Only in the case of Georgia is Russia not the top export or import partner. Of the EU member states, Germany 
is the most important trade partner across the EaP countries, with the likes of Italy, Romania, the Netherlands and 
the United Kingdom also important for some EaP countries. By contrast, the United States is a much less important 
trade partner for them than either the EU countries or Russia. Further, except in the case of Azerbaijan, the United 
States also accounts for less of their trade than China does (3% and 5% respectively). Turkey is also an important 
trade partner for some of them. Looking at trade among the EaP countries, Ukraine is a somewhat important trade 
partner for Belarus, Georgia and Moldova, and to a lesser extent to Azerbaijan. Georgia trades most within the EaP, 
especially with Ukraine, Azerbaijan and Armenia.

Source: Trade data of the EaP countries with the EU, Russia, China, and the United States from the EC 
DG - Trade (Trade in goods with Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, 
Kyrgyz Republic, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan figure „Total Goods: Top trading partners 2013”, 
accessed 07.01.2014)

Table 2: Geography and trade relations

With 
Russia

With the 
US

With 
China

With the 
EU 

27.9% 24.3% 7.6% 3.8%

26.2%

44.6% 7.3% 2.3% 3.8%

27.5% 6.1% 6.6% 4.5%

31.2% 27.3% 7.6% 2.6%

Georgia

Azerbaijan

Ukraine

Border with 
the EU

TradeGeography

Country

 46.4% 21.9% 1.5% 0.9%

49.5% 4.1% 0.8%

Armenia

Belarus

Moldova
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Table 3. Top import and export partners for Eastern Partnership countries

Armenia

Azerbaijan

Belarus

Georgia

Ukraine

Russia 20%, Germany 11%, Bulgaria 9%, Belgium 9%, Iran 6.5%, United States 6.1%, (2012 est.)

Russia 14.1%, Turkey 13.7%, United Kingdom 12.5%, Germany 7.7%, Ukraine 5.5%, China 5.3%, (2013 est.)

Russia 59.4%, Germany 5.9%, China 5.1%, Ukraine 5% (2012)

Turkey 17%, Ukraine 8%, Azerbaijan 8%, Russia 7%, China 7% (2013 est.)

Russia 14.3%, Romania 13.1%, Ukraine 12%, China 8.7%, Germany 7.2%, Turkey 6.9%, Italy 6.3% (2012 est.) 

Russia 32.4%, China 9.3%, Germany 8%, Belarus 6%, Poland 4.2% (2012)

Russia 19.6%, Germany 10.7%, Bulgaria 9.1%, Belgium 8.9%, Iran 6.9%, United States 6.1%, (2012)

Italy 25%, Indonesia 11.6%, Thailand 7%, Germany 5.7%, Israel 5.3%, France 4.7%, India 4.6%, Russia 4.5%, 
United States 4.1% (2013 est.)

Russia 35.4%, Netherlands 16.4%, Ukraine 12.1%, Latvia 7.1% (2012)

Azerbaijan 25%, Armenia 11%, Ukraine 7%, Turkey 6%, Russia 6% (2013 est.)

Russia 26.3%, Romania 17.2%, Italy 7.7%, Ukraine 5.9%, Turkey 5.3%, Germany 4.7%, United Kingdom 4.4% 
(2012 est.)

Russia 25.6%, Turkey 5.4%, Egypt 4.2% (2012)

Imports

Imports

Imports

Imports

Imports

Imports

Exports

Exports

Exports

Exports

Exports

Exports

Source: CIA Factbook, https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/, accessed 20.02.2015.

Energy

 Energy dependence on Russia remains a key factor for three of the Eastern Partnership countries. Russia 
is the traditional natural gas supplier for the region, and Armenia, Belarus and Moldova are completely reliant on it. 
Although Ukraine increasingly purchases gas from Europe, it still depends on Russia for almost three-quarters of its 
consumption. At the other end of the spectrum, Azerbaijan is a major gas producer and is a provider to Georgia, in 
the process allowing the latter to move away from Russian gas. For some countries, dependence on Russia has made 
economic sense. Belarus is a major transit country for Russian oil and gas, and earns lucrative transit fees through 
this. Ukraine has also earned transit fees from Russia’s natural gas, but this has come with political risk. Russia has 
diversified away from Ukraine as a transit country and will fully phase out gas transit across it after 2019. 

 The decades-long focus on gas transit has drawn Ukraine’s attention away from its own energy industry. 
It has the potential to increase its domestic energy production with plentiful conventional and shale gas reserves. 
It could learn from Azerbaijan, which is a net natural gas exporter and through this has a direct economic link with 
Europe. The Southern Corridor project will bring Azerbaijan’s gas to European markets starting in 2018. Natural 
gas is only one dimension of the energy relationship between the EaP countries and Russia, however. Ukraine, for 
example, has 15 nuclear power plants that mostly rely on Russian fuel. At the same time, EaP countries also have 
electricity grid, coal, and oil trade links to Russia. 

Moldova
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Governance and democracy 

 The countries of the Eastern Partnership have experienced very different trajectories in terms of democ-
ratisation. Their level of democracy had broadly settled by the end of the 1990s, based on two of the most widely 
used indexes, produced by the Polity IV project and Freedom House. In that initial post-independence decade, the 
countries with the best performance were Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine, which reached relatively high scores quite 
early and to some extent made fluctuating progress in building on these. On the other hand, Armenia and Belarus 
also started well but soon became clear backsliders. Armenia managed to recover somewhat while Belarus has been 
stuck with extremely low ratings ever since. Finally Azerbaijan saw some early gains in democratisation that were 
then rapidly lost. As Table 4 shows, Polity IV classifies Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine as democracies, and Armenia 
as an ‘open anocracy’ (the category just below democracy), while Azerbaijan and Belarus are classified as autocra-
cies. Meanwhile Freedom House classifies Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine as having ‘transitional governments or 
hybrid regimes’, Armenia as a ‘semi-consolidated authoritarian regime’, and Azerbaijan and Belarus as ‘consolidated 
authoritarian regimes’. 

Table 4: Memberships in international organizations

Source: AA (Association Agreement) and DCFTA (Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Area) from the Eu-
ropean External Action Service; WTO (World Trade Organization) from the WTO web page; OSCE (Organi-
zation for Security and Co-operation in Europe) from the OSCE web page; CoE (Council of Europe) from 
the CoE web page; CIS (Commonwealth of Independent States) from the CIS web page and the Ukrain-
ian Ministry of Foreign Affairs web page (http://mfa.gov.ua/en/press-center/briefing/1205-brifing-v-mzs);  
EEU (Eurasian Economic Union) from the Eurasia Economic Commission web page; SCO (Shanghai Coop-
eration Organization) from the SCO web page (association criteria in the SCO is based on membership, 
observer, or dialogue country status); CSTO (Collective Security Treaty Organization) from the CSTO web 
page; GUAM (Organization for Democracy and Economic Development) from the GUAM web page. Data 
accessed on 22.02.2015. 
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 A review of the individual factors that make up Freedom House’s overall country ratings reveals further 
disparities among the EaP countries, and refines the view of their levels of democratisation, governance and civil-
political rights. For example, while they belong to the ‘transitional/hybrid’ category, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine 
do not score particularly high across all components, but do relatively well on the civil society one. In fact, civil 
society is the component in which all six countries tend to perform better, including at a lower level in Belarus and 
Azerbaijan. Moldova and Ukraine are the top performers in terms of electoral process, while Georgia and Ukraine do 
best in independence of media. Moldova scores best over the judicial sector, while Georgia performs more strongly 
over corruption. Crucially, however, none of the countries scores particularly well in terms of quality of national or 
local government.

Memberships in international organisations

 Since becoming independent, the Eastern Partnership countries have become embedded to varying 
degrees in multilateral institutions with regard to security and to different forms of regional integration (see Table 
5). All are members of the two pan-European organisations – the Council of Europe (CoE) and the Organisation for 
Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) – except for Belarus, whose guest status at the CoE was suspended as a 
consequence of the constitutional crisis of 1997. All are also in the pan-post-Soviet Commonwealth of Independent 
States (CIS), except Ukraine, which renounced its membership in March 2014. Otherwise, there is a relatively clear 
split between the EaP countries in terms of membership of organisation and treaties, particularly in the security 
sphere, but also in terms of economics and trade.

 Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine are more clearly integrated in the ‘Western’ institutions, with all three 
having eventually signed Association Agreements with the EU in June 2014. Implementation of Ukraine’s DCFTA, 
however, was postponed until 1 January 2016 under Russian pressure. All three, as well as Armenia, are members 
of the World Trade Organisation (WTO), and together with Azerbaijan they have established the GUAM Organisation 
for Democracy and Economic Development. One of GUAM’s stated goals is to work towards greater European integra-
tion and its leaders say they seek friendly relations with Russia as well as with the EU, although Russia perceives the 
organisation as a competitor to its own Eurasian Economic Union (EEU). 

 Armenia, Azerbaijan and Belarus are more clearly integrated in the Russian-led post-Soviet structures, 
and have not signed Association Agreements with the EU. Armenia and Belarus are members of the EEU, which Azer-
baijan has abstained from joining. Of the three, only Armenia is a member of the WTO but its decision to join the EEU 
might have negative repercussions for it within that organisation due to anticipated resulting tariff increases. Since 
2002, Armenia and Belarus have been members of the Collective Security Treaty Organisation (CSTO), which is seen 
as a Russian attempt to develop a counterweight to NATO. The other members are Russia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, 
and Tajikistan. Azerbaijan was also a CSTO member until 1999, when it opted to shift to a non-aligned status. Belarus 
is also a ‘dialogue partner’ in the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation, to which Armenia and Azerbaijan have applied 
for observer status. 

 The most sensitive issue for the EaP countries in terms of their membership of multilateral organisations 
concerns their different attitudes towards NATO and eventual membership in it. Armenia, Azerbaijan and Moldova 
cooperate with NATO under Individual Partnership Action Plans (IPAPs) but have no aspiration to membership. 
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Moldova’s constitution commits it to neutral status, thus ruling membership out. Azerbaijan also opts for neutral-
ity and is a member of the Non-Aligned Movement, along with Belarus. Belarus has been a member of NATO’s 
Partnership for Peace programme since 1995 and maintains friendly but limited relations with the organisation. 
Membership is currently not an option sought by Armenia or Belarus, which prioritise their membership in the CSTO. 

 Georgia has aimed for NATO membership for many years, while Ukraine’s aspiration has fluctuated 
depending on who was in power. However, the alliance decided against offering them Membership Action Plans 
(MAPs) at the 2008 NATO Summit in Bucharest, owing to opposition by some member states, notably Germany and 
France. The compromise NATO offer was to not rule out the prospect of them joining the alliance at a future date. 
In 2008, 77% of Georgians voted in favour of NATO membership in a non-binding referendum, and a NATO-Georgia 
Commission was established. The war that same year was at least partly a reaction by Russia to Georgia’s NATO 
aspirations and contributed to the defeat of President Mikheil Saakashvili’s party in the 2012 elections. Yet Prime 
Minister Bidzina Ivanishvili said in 2013 that he wanted Georgia to have an MAP by the end of the following year.2  
Ukraine abandoned its aspirations for an MAP when Viktor Yanukovych was elected president in 2010. It has had a 
joint commission with NATO since 1997 and in 2008 NATO created an Annual National Programme (ANP) to enhance 
Ukraine’s security and defence sectors through capability-development and capacity-building programmes.3  Since 
the start of the Russia-Ukraine crisis, cooperation under the ANP has intensified, and Ukraine has again made join-
ing NATO a priority.  Its parliament voted by a large majority to abandon the country’s official non-aligned status in 
December 2014, but membership still remains unlikely for the foreseeable future. 

Table 5: Democracy ratings

Source: Polity IV Project (Political Regime Characteristics and Transitions, 1800-2013); DS, EP, CS, IM, NGOV, 
LGOV, JFI, CO source “Nations in Transit 2013”, Freedom House (Democracy Score (DS), Electoral Process 
(EP), Civil Society (CS), Independent Media (IM), National Democratic Governance (NGOV), Local Demo-
cratic Governance (LGOV), Judicial Framework and Independence (JFI), Corruption (CO)). Information ac-
cessed on 20.02.2015.
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(1 highest to 7 lowest)

2 Joshua Kucera, ‘Ivanishvili: We Will Get NATO MAP in 2014,’ Eurasianet.org, May 2, 2013, http://www.eurasianet.org/node/66914.
3 NATO, ‘NATO’s relations with Ukraine,’ December 16, 2014, http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/topics_37750.htm.
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Frozen and protracted conflicts

 All Eastern Partnership countries except Belarus are confronted with protracted or frozen conflicts on 
their territories, and, related to this, are faced with the presence of Russian troops in those areas. In Moldova, Russian 
peacekeepers have officially enforced a ceasefire in Transnistria since 1992, following the war that was triggered by 
the province’s Russian and Ukrainian speakers declaring independence in 1990. The conflict remains unresolved, 
and Moldova, NATO, the OSCE and the United States have repeatedly called for Russia to remove its troops. Georgia 
is confronted by two frozen conflicts with separatists supported by Russia. South Ossetia declared independence fol-
lowing a Russian-brokered ceasefire in 1992. That same year Abkhazia also declared independence and a ceasefire 
agreement has been in place there since 1994. The latter was annulled by Russia when it recognized both regions as 
independent after the 2008 war with Georgia. Since 2009, Russia has had two military bases each in Abkhazia and 
South Ossetia. It signed a ‘Union Relations and Strategic Partnership’ treaty with Abkhazia in November 2014 and is 
negotiating a ‘Treaty of Alliance and Integration’ with South Ossetia.

 Azerbaijan and Armenian have confronted each other over the fate of Nagorno-Karabakh since the 
1988–94 war, and ethnic Armenians there declared independence from Azerbaijan in 1991. Russia has sold arms to 
both sides while at the same time supposedly working alongside France and the United States in the Minsk Group 
process that was set up to resolve the conflict. Russia has had two military bases in Armenia since 1995 under a 
bilateral agreement that in 2010 was extended to 2044.4  In 2001, Abkhazia, Nagorno-Karabakh, South Ossetia and 
Transnistria formed a Commonwealth of Unrecognised States to facilitate relations among themselves as well as 
with Russia. 

 Belarus does not have a frozen conflict on its territory, but it does have a Russian military presence in the 
form of a radar station and a naval communications centre. In 2009, the two countries agreed on the creation of an 
integrated regional air defence network to include two air bases in the country. In October 2014, Russia announced 
that it intended moving forward with these plans. 

 Since Ukraine became independent, the navy base at Sevastopol, Crimea, has been a cause of friction 
with Russia. In 1997 the two countries agreed on a deal for Russia to lease the base for its Black Sea Fleet until 2017.5 

When Russia annexed Crimea in March 2014, Ukraine’s navy and armed forces were evicted from the peninsula. 
Ukraine now finds itself in a protracted war with Russian-backed separatists in the eastern part of the country. At the 
time of writing, the prospects for an early end to the fighting are far from clear, and there is a real risk of it becoming 
yet another frozen conflict in the region. (See also below.) 

4 Eurasia Review, ‘Armenia Says Ready to Host Russian Combat Helicopters,’ November 21, 2013, http://www.eurasiareview.com/21112013-
armenia-says-ready-host-russian-combat-helicopters/.
5 Tamila Varshalomidze and Mohsin Ali, ‘Interactive: Russia’s foreign military bases,’ AlJazeera, May 9, 2014, http://www.aljazeera.com/indepth/
interactive/2014/05/interactive-russia-foreign-military-bases-201459104513678477.html .
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Ukraine profile

 Following President Yanukovych’s announcement in November 2013 that Ukraine would not sign the 
Association Agreement with the EU, thousands of protesters repeatedly filled the streets of Kyiv in a display of 
popular demand for the country’s modernisation, fight against corruption and democratisation, which meant also 
for them a clear EU orientation. While the official explanation given for Yanukovych’s decision was doubts about 
Ukraine’s readiness to implement the agreement, this was a clear indication that his regime had decided to change 
the country’s orientation from a Western to a Eurasian one. 

 Having signed the Association Agreement in June 2014, Ukraine has committed itself to extensive po-
litical, economic and judicial reforms. President Poroshenko wants to put the country on track for EU integration, 
but implementation of the necessary steps will be a considerable challenge owing to the ongoing war in the east of 
the country, the dire state of the economy and Ukraine’s many political problems, such as corruption.

 Ukraine’s already troubled economy has suffered as a result of the war in the industrial heartland of the 
Donbas region and of Russian economic sanctions. The economy contracted by 7% in 2014 and the country is due to 
repay $19 billion in debt in the next three years (including $3 billion to Russia in 2015). The International Monetary 
Fund has identified a $17 billion funding shortfall. To assist Ukraine, the EU has granted it preferential trade access 
that has made its goods more competitive in Europe. In addition, the country receives extensive financial aid from 
the EU and IMF. European assistance to stabilise the economic and financial situation, announced in mid-2014, in-
cludes €3 billion from the EU budget, €1.6 billion in macro financial assistance loans and a development assistance 
package of grants of at least €1.4 billion, as well as up to €8 billion from the European Investment Bank and the 
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, and a potential €3.5 billion leveraged through the Neighbour-
hood Investment Facility.6  The IMF has committed itself to a total of $17.5 billion for economic reform.

 This may help prevent a default in the short-to-medium term, but much remains to be done by way of 
long-term structural reform. While most of Ukraine’s energy needs are met from nuclear and coal sources, it only 
produces about 37% of its gas needs with the remainder imported from Russia and through reverse flows from the 
EU. Gas supplies were completely cut off in June 2014 but resumed in December. Russia has decided to stop transit 
through Ukraine after 2019. Until then, Ukraine is likely to maintain natural gas ties to it. 

 Above all, it will be very hard for Ukraine to make in the short term major economic or political reforms 
that would significantly increase its ability to integrate more with the EU as long as the war is not brought to a 
conclusion. In September 2014, the Trilateral Contact Group on Ukraine (consisting of Russia, Ukraine and the OSCE) 
signed the Minsk Protocol, which called for the withdrawal of all weapons, fighters and military personnel from the 
affected areas and greater political decentralization in Ukraine. Yet the fighting escalated and the Minsk Protocol 
had completely fallen apart by January 2015, with rebels making gains and a state of emergency being declared in 
the Donetsk and Luhansk regions. In February the leaders of Germany, France, Ukraine and Russia negotiated the 
Minsk II deal, which contained the additional commitments for Ukraine to give more autonomy to the two regions 
while retaining economic responsibility for them.
6 European Commission, ‘Support Package for Ukraine,’ June 3, 2014, http://ec.europa.eu/archives/commission_2010-2014/president/news/
archives/2014/03/pdf/20140306-ukraine-package_en.pdf. 
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 While the debate on whether the EU and the United States should provide Ukraine with weapons re-
mains open, both are working to improve the country’s defence capabilities. In December 2014, the EU sent an Advi-
sory Mission for Civilian Security Sector Reform. The United States, for its part, has stepped up support for Ukraine’s 
security and defence, which are essential for the country to be incorporated in the Western security architecture. In 
December 2014 Congress approved legislation to provide Ukraine with $350 million in military support. 

Moldova profile 

 Although Moldova signed an Association Agreement in June 2014, its population remains divided over 
relations with the EU. According to an April 2014 poll, only one-third of Moldovans were in favour of the agreement.7 

The country has the second-highest proportion of ethnic Russians of all EaP Countries after Ukraine (16% according 
to the 2004 census). Russia continues to meddle in its affairs and is accused of exacerbating corruption. Russia also 
supports the anti-EU Communist and Socialist parties that made electoral gains in the November 2014 parliamen-
tary elections, which saw a narrow win for the pro-European coalition with 55 of 101 seats. The government will 
now face considerable challenges in delivering on the Association Agreement amid heightened domestic tensions 
and fears over Russia’s intentions towards Transnistria and its general influence in the country.

 Russian has considerable economic leverage over Moldova. One of Europe’s poorest countries, its econ-
omy is heavily dependent on agriculture and remittances, with close to 70% of the latter coming from Russia.8  
While 2013 saw a 9.4% increase in GDP thanks to record harvests, dependence on exports to Russia means that the 
economy contracted in 2014 after Moscow’s imposition of import bans on Moldovan wine and agricultural goods 
between September 2013 and September 2014. In an effort to diversify its trade relations, Moldova has reached an 
agreement with Belarus on removing trade barriers between them. Virtually all of the country’s gas supply comes 
from Russia, while Russian-backed Transnistria produces most of its power and industrial output (and Russia has 
further influence on the breakaway province as a result of its $4 billion debt to Gazprom). The Iasi-Ungheni pipeline, 
linking Moldova to Romania, was completed in 2014. It is intended to allow an additional source of natural gas im-
ports from Europe and as well as providing a means to break Gazprom’s monopoly within the country. While not yet 
fully operational, it links Moldova to the European Energy Community, of which it has been a member since 2010.
 
 As a small, neutral state, Moldova takes a cautious approach towards its multilateral security arrange-
ments. It continues to engage with NATO through its IPAP and since 2012 it has had a military agreement with 
Romania for military training and defence and intelligence cooperation. Although it is a member of the CIS, its 
relationship to Russia is strained over Transnistria and suspected Russian meddling in the southeastern region of 
Gagauzia.9  With Russian troops already in Transnistria and the ongoing conflict in neighbouring Ukraine, Moldova 
is concerned not to do anything that might trigger further instability. At the 2014 summit in Wales, Moldova was 
accepted to NATO’s Defence and Related Security Capacity Building Initiative for assistance in implementing key 
reforms. Therefore it now enjoys enhanced IPAP cooperation, included additional support for defence planning and 
military training, even as its constitution rules out membership. 
7 Institute for Public Policy, ‘Barometer of Public Opinion — April 2014,’ April 24, 2014, http://www.ipp.md/libview.php?l=en&idc=156&id=681.
8 ‘Almost 70% of remittances arrived in Moldova in 2013, originate in Russia,’ Radio Economics, Feb-ruary 24, 2014, http://www.trm.md/en/
economic/aproape-70-din-transferurile-din-strainatate-au-provenit-din-rusia-in-2013/.
9 John Guida, ‘Is Moldova Another Ukraine?’ New York Times, December 2, 2014, http://op-talk.blogs.nytimes.com/2014/12/02/is-moldova-
another-ukraine/?ref=topics.
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Georgia profile

 Georgia’s population was strongly in favour of signing the Association Agreement with the EU, which 
was unanimously ratified by parliament in July 2014. However, support for EU and NATO membership has slightly 
fallen as a result of the EU’s perceived inability to counteract Russia’s regional aspirations. Relations with Russia, 
which had been frozen since the 2008 war, have improved under the Georgian Dream government in the last couple 
of years. However, the ruling coalition has been politically unstable and divided over foreign policy. In November 
2014 pro-NATO and pro-EU ministers were sacked or resigned. Tensions persist between Prime Minister Irakli Garib-
ashvili and President Giorgi Margvelashvili over the constitutional split of executive powers between their offices.10 
Implementing the Association Agreement may therefore prove to be difficult in light of political tension within the 
executive branch.

 The trade relationship with Russia, which had imposed a ban on Georgian agricultural products in 2006, 
has improved since the change in government and some restrictions were lifted in 2013. The ban forced Georgia to 
diversify its export markets, with good results. The country was not the target of Russian economic sanctions for 
signing the Association Agreement, and its DCTFA has provided a new boost to the economy. Georgia imports virtu-
ally all of the oil and natural gas it consumes, but it has tried to diversify supplies, for example by importing gas from 
Azerbaijan, and it does not purchase any gas from Russia.11 It is also investing in its hydropower plants.12  Georgia’s 
energy security is also helped by the fact that the United States has a strategic interest there due to its partial own-
ership of the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan (or South Caucasus) pipeline that runs from Azerbaijan to Turkey through Georgia. 

 Nevertheless Georgia remains very vulnerable to Russian leverage because of the frozen conflicts in 
Abkhazia and South Ossetia. However, reintegrating the two secessionist territories has become a lower priority 
for the government in more recent times in the interest of stability. Georgia maintains strong security ties with the 
United States, which under the Georgia Deployment Programme has supported and trained its military that fought 
alongside NATO forces in Afghanistan. Georgia continues to work closely with NATO, which plans to open a training 
facility there by the end of 2015.13  

10 Vasili Rukhadze, ‘The Conflict Between the President and the Prime Minister Continues to Dominate the Georgian Political Landscape,’ The 
Jamestown Foundation, January 26, 2015, http://www.jamestown.org/single/?tx_ttnews%5Bany_of_the_words%5D=shabaab&tx_
ttnews%5Btt_news%5D=43454&tx_ttnews%5BbackPid%5D=7#.VOH2R2Qwe70.
11 Harrison Jacobs, ‘These 4 charts illustrate Russia’s gas leverage over Europe,’ Business Insider UK, February 2, 2015, http://uk.businessinsider.
com/russias-gas-leverage-over-europe-2015-2?r=US.
12 ‘Georgia Overview,’ The World Bank, January 21, 2015, http://www.worldbank.org/en/country/georgia/overview. 
13 Voice of America, ‘NATO: Georgia Training Facility Could Open in 2015,’January 30, 2015, http://www.voanews.com/content/reu-nato-georgia-
training-facility/2622558.html
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Azerbaijan profile 

 Azerbaijan declined to sign an Association Agreement with the EU in 2012, though good relations with 
the West are a priority for the regime and vital for the economy. But a close relationship on an institutional level does 
not seem to be a priority for government or society. Unlike in Ukraine, there were no protests following the deci-
sion to reject the agreement, which did not receive much media attention. Although Azerbaijan has not sought to 
integrate with the EU, it has condemned Russia’s actions in Ukraine, having voted for the March 2014 United Nations 
General Assembly resolution reaffirming Ukraine’s territorial integrity and confirming the invalidity of the Crimean 
referendum (alongside Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine, while Armenia and Belarus voted against).

 Azerbaijan’s strong economic growth of the past decade has been heavily based on exports of oil and 
gas. Its Shah Deniz field is the largest natural gas field in the world, and supplies Europe via the Baku–Tbilisi–Cey-
han pipeline. The EU has a strategic interest in the country as an alternative source of hydrocarbons from Russia, 
and gas exports have become particularly important for member states due to growing concerns over the reliabil-
ity of Russian supplies. Construction of the additional Trans-Anadolu (TANAP) and Trans-Adriatic (TAP) pipelines is 
planned, with the latter anticipated to be operational in 2018.14

 Azerbaijan’s status as an energy producer insulates it from this particular channel of Russian influence 
but also leads to the West taking a soft approach to its serious democratic shortcomings. Neither the EU nor the 
United States is willing to include any democracy conditionality to relations with President Ilham Alyiev’s authori-
tarian regime, which in recent months has increased its crackdown on the opposition and civil society.

 Azerbaijan has tense relations with Russia over the latter’s support to ethnic Armenians in Nagorno-
Karabakh. The conflict, officially been under a ceasefire since 1994, has escalated in recent months, with Azerbaijan 
launching military manoeuvres in February.15 Although Russia co-chairs the Minsk Group along with the United 
States and France, it has been selling arms to both sides.16 Aliyev has accused the West of applying double stand-
ards by not sanctioning Russian-backed Armenia over Nagorno-Karabakh, while sanctioning Russia over Crimea. 
Azerbaijan also has unresolved disputes with Russia over oil and gas rigs in the Caspian Sea, which could trigger a 
confrontation. The country’s strategic importance to the United States as the transit route to and from Afghanistan 
gave it some leverage in relation to Russia. The end of US operations there affects Azerbaijan’s security calculus, 
however, as this may give Russia greater latitude to destabilise it over Nagorno-Karabakh. 

14 Joerg Forbrig, Alina Inayeh and Daniela Schwarzer, ‘Regional repercussions of the Ukraine Crisis,’ The German Marshall Fund of the United 
States, July 9, 2014, http://www.gmfus.org/publications/regional-repercussions-ukraine-crisis-challenges-six-eastern-partnership-countries.
15  ‘Azerbaijan Launches Military Exercises Amid Tensions With Armenia,’ Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty, February 23, 2015, http://www.rferl.
org/content/azerbaijan-launches-military-maneures-amid-tensions-witjh-armenia/26826334.html.
16 David M. Herszenhorn, ‘Clashes Intensify Between Armenia and Azerbaijan Over Disputed Land,’ The New York Times, January 31, 2015, http://
www.nytimes.com/2015/02/01/world/asia/clashes-intensify-between-armenia-and-azerbaijan-over-disputed-land.html. 
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Armenia profile

 Having turned down an Association Agreement with the EU, Armenia does not look like gaining much 
from having joined the EEU in January 2015. Russia appears to have little interest in the country after having de-
terred its integration with Europe. Furthermore, the sanctions on Russia have impacted Armenia, given it is its 
largest trade partner,. Over 90% of its labour migration is to Russia17 and remittances from Russia accounted for 
85% of all remittances into Armenia in 2012–13. With Russia’s economy in serious trouble, this figure has fallen by 
9%.18 The economy is also stymied by the trade bans imposed by Turkey and Azerbaijan over the Nagorno-Karabakh 
conflict. In addition, Armenia remains highly dependent on Russian gas, with Russia either partially owning or 
managing its energy infrastructure. For instance, the Russian company RAO-UES has owned Armenia’s electricity 
distribution system since 2005.19  

 Armenia’s security situation remains dominated by the issue of Nagorno-Karabakh and the confron-
tation with Azerbaijan in which Russia is a key actor. Last year saw renewed clashes between their troops, and 
Armenia approved the sending of a new contingent of helicopters to Russia’s air base at Erebuni. The involvement 
of a soldier from Russia’s military base at Gyumi in the murder of an Armenian family has soured relations between 
the two countries. Protestors have called for closing the base and for the soldier to be prosecuted under Armenian 
law, but Russian authorities have claimed jurisdiction. Armenia desires to continue its relationship with NATO under 
its IPAP, but has no interest in membership, prioritizing its participation with the CSTO instead. 

Belarus profile 

 The EU has not offered Belarus an action plan and the country only participates in the EaP’s multilateral 
track. Nor does Belarus seek greater European integration. Belarus has joined every Russian integration project 
since 1991 in exchange for financial support and discounted rates on oil and gas.20  Diplomatic relations with the 
EU remain on hold because of the political situation in the country, but the conflict in Ukraine has given Belarus the 
opportunity to present itself as a peace broker between Russia and the West. President Alexander Lukashenko is 
once again trying to ensure the continuation of his regime by playing both sides off each other. Belarus thus voted 
against the UN resolution reaffirming the territorial integrity of Ukraine, but it condemned Russia’s annexation of 
Crimea and refused to join it in imposing counter-sanctions on the EU.21 Much like Lukashenko, Belarusians have 
oscillated in their preference for European integration or closer ties with Russia. However, they increasingly display 
a national identity and sense of independence that is at odds with the regional hegemony sought by Russia.

17 Kristine Aghalaryan, ‘Armenia’s unhappy New Year,’ Open Democracy Russia, January 23, 2015, https://www.opendemocracy.net/od-russia/
kristine-aghalaryan/armenia%27s-unhappy-new-year.
18 Ibid.
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 Russia is by far Belarus’s most important trade partner, and the collapse of the ruble, the drop in oil 
prices and Western sanctions on Russia have hit its economy badly. The government has had to devalue the currency 
and impose capital controls in order to protect the economy. Moreover, Belarus’s external debt has been rising and it 
has a growing trade deficit. Overall, Russia still has important economic leverage over Belarus, given that the latter 
is entirely dependent on it for oil and natural gas, which it supplies at a significant discount.22  Earlier this year, how-
ever, Lukashenko said Belarus might leave the EEU if its economy continues to suffer as a result of Russia’s economic 
problems.23 

 Belarus has no intention of integrating closely with NATO, although it did join its Individual Partnership 
Programme and its Planning and Review Process in 2004. In the current geopolitical context, however, Belarus also 
does not want to fall further under Russia’s security influence either. In early February 2015, therefore, in reaction 
to Russia’s recent declaration that it wanted to increase its military presence in Belarus, Lukashenko issued a new 
military doctrine that appears to be directed at Russia and states that ‘sending of armed groups, irregular forces, or 
mercenary groups who use arms against Belarus will trigger a declaration of war’.24 

22 Central Intelligence Agency, ‘The World Factbook,’June 23, 2014, https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/bo.html
23 Reid Standish, ‘Russia May Need to Say ‘Do Svidaniya’ to Belarus,’ Foreign Policy, January 30, 2015, http://foreignpolicy.com/2015/01/30/
russia-may-need-to-say-do-svidaniya-to-belarus/.
24 Ibid. 
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