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INTRODUCTION

The modern world as well as worldwide policy changes at an accelerat-
ing pace. The depth of these transformations is realized, yet not until their 
conclusion. However, a change in the international agenda has become a fact 
already. In a certain sense, we all already live in another political world. With 
the emergence of another global force (China) and the decline of an interest in 
many regions of key global actor (the USA), the European Union has ended 
up in a difficult strategic situation. In August 2019, French President Е. Ma-
cron, in a performance before a diplomatic body, marked that the epoch of 
hegemony of the West is fit for an end. In these terms, the EU should follow 
by more actively searching for a new strategy for the world arising before our 
eyes.

That is why modern scientists of International Relations are paying in-
creasing attention to the study of prognosis – a science which encompasses 
the methodology of studying the dynamics and perspectives of the develop-
ment of various processes and phenomena of international life. Representa-
tives of the Odessa School of International Relations did not go beyond the 
problem of studying EU’s policy perspectives too. For us, deciding on the 
methodology of foreign policy research – the subject of our many years of 
research – is decisive for the fact that going beyond the level of forecasting 
depends on the effectiveness of planning and management, for our country, 
scientifically sound forecasts are one of the guarantees of predictable devel-
opment of specific events and international political processes. 

Foreign Policy Forecasting makes predictions about subjects, phenomena, 
and processes in international relations and foreign policy. It is a source of 
comprehensive information about the overall situation in the world, region, 
and country; about trends, trends and factors that stimulate certain events; 
promotes the vision of new opportunities for socio-political development.

Scripting is the most common predictive tool that more or less accurately 
predicts political developments. With this tool, you can set a logical sequence 
of events based on an existing or specified situation. The scenario (verbal 
description of the projected situation) focuses on linkages between events, at 
critical points where impacts can have a disproportionate impact.

So, the purpose of the collective monograph is to identify the main trends 
in the prospects for the development of EU’s policy by examining its indi-
vidual regional and global dimensions. Among the tasks are the following: 
identifying the features of the EU as an international actor in contemporary 
scientific discourse; exploring the impact of European regionalization on EU 
integration policy; analysis of the impact of nationalism on EU geopolitical 
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models; a demonstration of the EU’s influence on the transformation of East-
ern European countries; exploring the evolution of CSDP in the context of 
the trans-Atlantic factor; analysis of EU countries’ positions on the issue of 
RSDL; identifying the features of EU mediation and peacekeeping; identifi-
cation of the main problems of relations between the EU and Russia, the EU – 
MERCOSUR, the EU – the USA, the EU – Syria, etc. The monograph focuses 
on those directions of development of the EU’s politics prospects, which em-
ployees of the Department of International Relations of Odessa Mechnikov 
National University have spent years investigating in their scientific searches. 
In accordance with it, this book is structurally divided into three blocks (the-
oretical, regional, and global), eleven chapters, each of which highlights a 
separate direction of foreign policy of the EU. 

The work is designed for everyone who is interested in foreign policy and 
international relations – from students to experts.
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CHAPTER 1

PECULIARITIES OF THE EUROPEAN UNION
AS INTERNATIONAL ACTOR:

CONTEMPORARY SCIENTIFIC DISCOURSE
Olga Brusylovska

The European Union (EU) is one of the most unusual actors in world poli-
tics, and it has generated a great deal of scholarly debate about its power and 
purpose. Consider the current concepts that are most useful for exploring the 
main vectors of EU foreign policy and the prospects for their development.

1. Concept of Power
The analysis of global actors’ foreign policy cannot be conducted without 

engaging in scientific discussions about power. This is the category Toms 
Rostoks examines in his work, exploring EU and Russian policy in the New 
Eastern Europe (NEE) region. Consider his main arguments.

Definition of Power. Hans J. Morgenthau has asserted that power is the 
currency of international relations, and “international politics, like all poli-
tics, is a struggle for power … whatever the ultimate aims of international 
politics, power is always the immediate aim.” Although some might disagree 
with this statement, few would go so far as to ignore the importance of power 
in world politics. Robert A. Dahl emphasized that power has an adversarial 
element built into it; therefore, he defined power as the ability of ‘A’ to over-
come resistance of ‘B’ in pursuit of ‘A’s goals. Thus, power is different from 
influence because it is about changing other actors’ behaviour, being able to 
resist others, and overcoming others’ resistance. Strength is a prerequisite for 
security and can withstand unwanted external influences. Karl W. Deutsch 
has defined power both as “the ability to prevail in conflict and to overcome 
obstacles” and as a “symbol of the ability to change the distribution of re-
sults.” Although power is most frequently seen as a capability, it is essentially 
“a psychological relation between those who exercise it and those over whom 
it is exercised.” Leslie Gelb writes that “power is mental arm wrestling” [3, 
p. 9]. The manifestations of force can only be partially detected by observing 
visible interactions; they are likely to be just the tip of the iceberg. Moises 
Naim claims that the current transformations in world politics can be captured 
through the lens of the “decay of power:” “In the 21st century, power is easier 
to get, harder to use, and easier to lose ... battles for power are as intense as 
ever, but they are yielding diminishing returns.” If this is correct, then coer-
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cive forms of power are going to be much more difficult to use and are also 
likely to bring only short-term achievements. The decay of power can also be 
bad news for collective action because “a world where players have enough 
power to block everyone else’s initiatives, but no one has the power to impose 
its preferred course of action, is a world where decisions are not made, made 
too late, or watered down to the point of ineffectiveness.” Therefore, resolv-
ing regional conflicts, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, and 
climate change will be more difficult if at all possible [3, p. 10].

Four aspects of power. As Robert O. Keohane argues, one has to distinguish 
between definitions of power, and faces or aspects of power. Peter Bachrach 
and Morton S. Baratz have markedly improved our understanding of the man-
ifestations of strength, while Michael Barnett and Raymond Duvall have de-
veloped a four-fold typology of power – compulsory, institutional, structural, 
and productive. Compulsory power is the most conventional aspect of power, 
namely, A’s ability to issue threats or provide positive material incentives in 
order to obtain B’s acquiescence. This is also the way in which power is most 
frequently seen in world politics. Actors with large material capabilities are 
seen as powerful and are supposed to get their way over materially-weaker 
opponents. However, superior military capabilities are not always helpful in 
producing stunning victories (the Soviet Union during the Winter War with 
Finland, the US in Vietnam, Afghanistan, and Iraq). Institutional power is the 
ability of A to use the power in order to control which issues are going to be 
part of the decision-making agenda, and which issues are going to be kept 
off the agenda. And having the right to veto or otherwise derail whatever is 
being decided by the organization is also an important aspect of power [3, p. 
11]. Structural power is about the actors’ ability to impact other actors’ pref-
erences, beliefs and interests. Stephen Lukes hypothesized that “power is at 
its most effective when least visible.” He went on to argue that it was about 
acquiring beliefs and forming desires consistent with the preferences of pow-
er wielders. Barnett and Duvall define structural power as ‘structural constitu-
tion’ – that is, the production and reproduction of internally related positions 
of super- and sub-ordination, or domination, that actors occupy. Productive 
power, by contrast, is ‘the constitution of all social subjects with various so-
cial powers through systems of knowledge and discursive practices of broad 
and general scope.’ Barnett and Duvall argue that “basic categories of clas-
sification, such as ‘civilized,’ ‘rogue,’ ‘European,’ ‘unstable,’ ‘Western’ and 
‘democratic’ states, are representative of productive power, as they generate 
asymmetries of social capabilities.” The use of productive power is likely to 
be time-consuming because of the nature of social interaction through which 
actors and categories of actors are ‘produced’. But, once produced, such cat-
egories are likely to have a lasting effect [3, p. 12].



9

Power as authority. David A. Lake distinguishes between two types of 
power – coercion and authority. Under coercion, actor A can issue threats 
and coerce others to comply with A’s demands. Coercion is similar to hard / 
compulsive power, and it also includes economic power. Despite the common 
assertion that the international realm is anarchical, Lake claims that, in fact, 
the international realm is sufficiently hierarchical that political authority can 
rest on the foundation of ‘social contract.’ Lake describes social contract as 
follows: “Relational authority, premised on a social contract, is founded on an 
exchange between the ruler and the ruled, in which A provides a political or-
der of value to B sufficient to offset the loss of freedom incurred in subordina-
tion to A, and B confers the right of A to exert the restraints on B’s behaviour 
necessary to provide that order.” Thus, even though states lack formal legal 
authority over one another, they can and do possess a more or less relational 
authority, premised on the provision of international order. As a consequence, 
international politics is a struggle for authority that would provide the possi-
bility to rule through the consent of those that are less powerful. Those actors 
who are seen by others as having the right to issue orders are likely to have 
the power because of their ability to create and sustain political order that is 
acceptable to actors who are part of that order [3, p. 13]. So, the orders of 
those who have authority are seen as legitimate. 

Soft power. Joseph S. Nye, Jr. has been the key protagonist of the soft 
power concept over the past two decades. According to Nye, hard power in-
cludes military and economic capabilities, while the concept of soft power 
covers other, less tangible, dimensions of power. Nye has defined soft power 
as “the ability to shape the preferences of others,” and this ability rests pri-
marily on the attractiveness of the power wielder. Nye writes that “a country 
may obtain the outcomes it wants in world politics because other countries 
want to follow it, admiring its values, emulating its example, aspiring to its 
level of prosperity and openness. In this sense, it is just as important to set 
the agenda in world politics and attract others as it is to force them to change 
through the threat or use of military or economic weapons. This aspect of 
power – getting others to want what you want – I call soft power.” So, the 
key aspect of soft power is the attractiveness of a country. Edward H. Carr 
has argued that power over opinion – in addition to military and economic 
types of power – is one of the key forms of power. Where Nye and Carr differ, 
however, is in their views on whether propaganda can be an effective tool in 
securing power over opinion. Nye rejects the usefulness of propaganda out 
of hand, while Carr insists that propaganda can be an effective instrument of 
statecraft, at least in the short term. This concept has been embraced by China 
and Russia. In response to that, Nye has criticized their ability to augment 
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and project soft power because of their lack of attractiveness to the public in 
liberal democracies [3, p. 14]. Rostoks assumed that Nye has incorporated in 
his concept of soft power institutional and structural aspects of power, when 
Nye’s hard power is similar to compulsory power (threats and inducements, 
military and economic capabilities). Janice Bially Mattern, critic of soft pow-
er, argues that soft power should be seen as an extension of hard power, rather 
than a separate form of power: “Soft power should not be understood in juxta-
position to hard power, but as a continuation of it by different means.” Carnes 
Lord is of a similar opinion when he argues that “hard power can be used to 
generate soft power [3, p. 16]. Leslie Gelb echoes the above arguments by 
claiming that “soft power now seems to mean almost everything,” that soft 
power now includes not only such elements as leadership, persuasion, and 
values, but also “military prowess” and “all kinds of economic transactions 
involving the giving or withholding money for coercive purposes” [3, p. 17]. 
Despite numerous criticisms of Nye’s concept, even realists such as Carr and 
Morgenthau have admitted that power was not only military and economic. 
Morgenthau stated that one source of strength was “respect or love for people 
or institutions,” and that force could also be pressured through “the authority 
or charisma of a person or service.” So, in order to influence the behaviour of 
others, the important elements of power are involvement, influence on public 
opinion in other countries, the opportunity to be accepted as a figure with 
authority, to form social categories of subjects of world politics. Therefore, 
Rostoks proposes to analyze key issues related to each form of soft power. 

Attractiveness. Three aspects of attractiveness are of paramount impor-
tance. Firstly, when trying to assess attractiveness of an actor, one has to begin 
by assessing whether attractiveness is passively possessed or actively shaped. 
Passive attractiveness is about ‘being’ rather than ‘doing’. Sometimes being a 
‘shining city on a hill’ is a viable option for influencing the behaviour of oth-
ers, but it is increasingly abandoned because most governments understand 
that they can elevate their international standing by actively shaping their 
image abroad. Secondly, sometimes attractiveness that is projected abroad is 
a façade that hardly corresponds to the realities at home. Attractiveness can be 
genuine when countries are honest about the values that they represent, but it 
can also be false if it becomes subject to spinning or outright deception. Thus, 
authoritarian and totalitarian regimes often put on their best face to generate 
soft power abroad, but for the most part these efforts fail because in the age 
of information and communication technologies it is difficult to conceal the 
reality behind the façade. However, it is also possible that the attempts to pro-
ject a false image abroad may succeed in the short term. Thirdly, to assess at-
tractiveness of a country one needs to ask the question: What is it that makes 
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this country attractive abroad? Thus, it becomes possible to uncover specific 
aspects of a country’s image that make it either more or less attractive abroad. 
Here, it is useful to distinguish between a country’s economic model, polit-
ical values, culture, education and other possible sources of attractiveness. 
Sometimes these elements of soft power may work against each other. So, 
for a researcher writing about attractiveness, Rostoks recommends asking the 
following questions: to what extent does the EU rely on its attractiveness in 
its relations with its eastern neighbours? Has the EU tried to project its appeal 
abroad? Does it coincide with reality? [3, p. 20]. 

Power over opinion. Attractiveness allows influencing the society and 
elite of other states. But there are differences in the degree of influence: the 
influence can be so powerful that the public will turn against that influence; 
force can also work only against some part of the population of another coun-
try. In such a scenario, there is a possibility of conflict between the countries. 
Thus, it can be said that the degree of influence is a very important aspect. To 
assess the power of thought, the researcher must ask the question: has the EU 
tried to influence the opinion of the population of the NEE? What was used? 
Is it successful? [3, p. 21].  

Authority. Traditionally, great powers have tried to establish regional po-
litical orders, either by themselves, or in concert with other great powers. The 
primary aim of such attempts has been to create stability in great powers’ 
vicinity and to allow for their extended influence. Authority is a concept that 
is of key importance in the context of external influence of the EU. The Bal-
tic States have largely accepted the external authority of other EU member 
states in return for having the right to take part in collective decision-making 
among the 28 EU members. Russia’s attempts to establish authority over the 
Baltic States’ behaviour and take part in the formation of the regional politi-
cal order have been, up until now, largely rejected. With regard to Moldova, 
Ukraine, and Georgia, relations with EU authority are far from being settled. 
In order to assess the impact of EU authority, the researcher must ask the 
following questions: Has the EU sought to establish order in the territories 
of the NEE? If so, what social contract could he offer? Are these attempts 
successful? What elements of its order is the EU trying to establish in these 
territories? [3, p. 22-23]. 

Institutional power. Exercise of institutional power is often less visible 
because of its multilateral character. Also, institutional power is sometimes 
used in such a way that it precludes some issues from being addressed there-
fore not all instances of institutional power can be easily detected. According 
to Rostoks, questions can be asked about attempts to influence the behaviour 
of other actors through multilateral institutions: has the EU used international 
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institutions in relation to the NEE countries? Were these attempts successful? 
Which institutions were favoured? [3, p. 24]. 

Decay of power. The decay of power allows us to investigate the effect of 
power on the ability of actors. Today, the idea of   a decay of power has been 
divided into two parts. One of them is that the stronger actors find getting the 
desired result to be more difficult. The second is that the weak actors find it 
easier to resist the strong ones. There is a widespread belief that the power of 
Russia is on the rise in Europe because Europe has been hit by the global eco-
nomic crisis and debt load. The researcher should answer the question: how 
did this affect the NEE countries? Have Russia’s capabilities improved? Has 
EU influence diminished? [3, p. 25]. In our opinion, the questions formulated 
by Rostoks when examining EU policy in Eastern Europe also help to explore 
other areas of EU CFSP.

2. The EU’s Grand Strategy concept
Given the broad spectrum of EU policy and the complex demands it fac-

es, Michael E. Smith suggested discussing the EU’s role in the context of 
the Grand Strategy. Firstly, he suggested discussing the EU’s activities as a 
global actor: does it fit into the three basic components of the Grand Strategy: 
physical security; economic prosperity; and value projection. Secondly, it dis-
cusses the content of the EU’s grand strategic goals at three levels: intra-EU; 
regional (or neighbourhood); and global. Thirdly, it discusses the EU’s imple-
mentation of its strategic goals in the face of competition with other global 
actors [4, p. 148].  

The EU’s Grand Strategy is a core agenda that integrates EU policies and 
resources to protect and promote its core vital interests. Given the high costs 
of the armed forces compared to other resources, the EU’s Grand Strategy is 
intended to apply them as a last resort and when there is a maximum chance 
of victory. The EU currently has a wide range of other non-military resources 
that can support its interests.

They contain various forms of soft power, such as: 
(1) Economic power (market access and financial aid, as well as sanctions). 
(2) Civilian power (diplomacy, legal/judicial missions, and good offices). 
(3) Ethical power (the promotion of human rights, the rule of law, and 

democracy). 
(4) Power of attraction (inspiring prospective member states or serving as 

an example to others) [4, p. 148]. 
As we can see in the table, some policies (such as AFSJ, Schengen, and 

ENP) clearly address multiple strategic goals.
The EU as an international actor has grown compared to the situation 20 
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years ago. Many elements of EU policy can be seen as part of the EU’s over-
all strategy for existence as a global political entity, or even as considered by 
M. E. Smith as a great power. The scientist concludes that the EU will face 
growing problems with other major players, such as the US, China, and Rus-
sia, since the Grand Strategy contains global political competition in itself [4, 
p. 154].

3. Concept of external governance 
Currently, of all actors, only the Russian Federation has entered into a 

direct confrontation with the EU for leadership in the post-Soviet region. 
Therefore, attention should be paid to the phenomenon of the effectiveness of 
the EU strategy, which is commonly referred to in the literature as ‘external 
governance’.

Christian Hagemann came out of the axiom that at the international level 
and especially in partnerships (on the example of the EaP), the nature of the 
adopted rules (along with the geopolitical situation) is critically important. In 
order for EU rules to have a significant effect in transitional societies, they 
must be linked to a reward (to increase the level of responsibilities); require-
ments for the proper interpretation of rights by both parties; close external 
observation. In this respect, the OSCE and the Council of Europe are the most 
important actors for Hagemann. 

As for Russia, it is called the main rival, but at the same time Hagemann 
supports the idea of   their interdependence. This idea goes back to R. Keohane 
and J. Nye (1977), who define it as a situation “where there are reciprocal 
costly effects of transactions. If interdependence is asymmetrical, less de-
pendent actors can often use the interdependent relationship as a source of 
power in bargaining over an issue and perhaps to affect other issues.” Trade 
flows, foreign direct investment (FDI), military power, and direct financial 
or technical assistance are the results of a political trade between the EU and 
Russia. Hagemann views Moldova’s case as an example of Russia’s counter-
action to the EU’s European integration efforts, not for the implementation 
of its own agenda, but for trade with a view to obtaining certain concessions 
from the EU in important areas. The EU influences Moldova through the ENP, 
then the EaP. Russia is coming up with proposals for Moldova that are not 
limited by the harsh conditions of the EU; at the same time, it applies penal-
ties by military or economic instruments. Thus, Russia is increasing the EU’s 
spending on implementing its action plan. At the national level, the costs will 
be high if compliance with the rules threatens the political dominance of the 
entire ethnic group, the integrity and security of the country. The government 
will adopt the rules only if no adverse effects on its own power are expected 
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or if the benefits outweigh the estimated costs. As a result, while the end result 
is in doubt, formal rule-making, effective external governance is fully tied to 
the gradual implementation of the rules [1, p. 769-771].

Thus, Hagemann proposed his scheme of analysis of relations of global 
actors, to which he referred to the EU and the Russian Federation:

1) to begin by identifying the parties’ main interests;
2) to study their behaviour, expectations and policies to measure their ad-

equacy;
3) to provide a vision for the future that will be shaped by: (a) the pol-

icies of the target countries; cultural, political and ideological preferences 
expressed by their elites and public opinion; b) the neighbourhood factor as 
a consequence of expansion; c) “Russian factor” in the double scope of influ-
ence on the CIS countries and development of EU-Russia relations; e) contin-
ued transformation of the EU [1, p. 778].

4. The concept of partnership as an alternative to external governance 
In the context of the presented work, an interesting complement to the 

concept of external governance is the current views on partnerships in EU 
foreign policy. Based on the work of Elena Korosteleva, one can even speak 
of well-established partnership concepts, which are conditionally divided into 
‘partnership as supplementary to EU governance’ and ‘partnership as a re-
placement of EU governance.’

Partnership as supplementary to EU governance. In the early 1990s, the 
EU began to experiment with the use of a new kind of partnership as an ad-
ditional tool for EU governance relations with third world countries. Empha-
sis was placed on changing relationships for the benefit of the principles of 
shared ownership and trust. Therefore, it was a comprehensive approach that 
outlined the development framework for concerned country. Since then, the 
partnership has become a means of promoting EU-led reforms. Development 
partnership has soon become a ubiquitous term in official documentation to 
identify new ways of approaching less developed countries to promote democ-
racy and reforms. These partnerships thrived in fostering a sense of integrity 
and responsibility rather than domination. According to Rita Abrahamsen, by 
shifting her focus to the recipient, the development partnership sought to give 
them a sense of responsibility in order to create a modern, self-disciplined 
civil society and state. Anthony Fowler, on the other hand, argued that the 
partnership failed to achieve this in practice: ‘Partnership’ may seem inno-
cent, but it can also become a ‘terminological Trojan horse,’ a tool for deep-
er, broader, and more effective ways of developing the country... Under the 
supposed interest, openness, comprehensive harmony, partnership excludes 
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other options and choices” [2, p. 24]. Thus, in theory, the partnership tool 
can only be a controversial effect of involuntary governance that drives local 
commitment to reform. During the 1990s, the partnership proved difficult 
to put into practice. In an effort to clarify the situation, Neta C. Crawford in 
2003 proposed to differentiate between ‘instrumental’ and ‘real’ partnerships. 
The former can be seen as “a tool or means to achieve the goals of the actor... 
by controlling the activities of hired donor agencies.” A real partnership for 
development involves “creating local agendas from the outset that remain in 
control all the time.” This option offers more potential for transformation. 
However, as EU experience shows, real partnership is more a desirable rather 
than a practical concept; it is just a governance tool that involves involuntary 
rules [2, p. 25]. Criticism dominates the scientific community regarding EU 
relations with the Caribbean and the Pacific, Indonesia, and Africa.

Partnership as an (involuntary) replacement of EU governance. On the 
other hand, one can observe the reincarnation of partnership as an autono-
mous structure of cooperation in EU relations with ‘key players in the world.’ 
Called ‘strategic,’ such partnerships operate under conditions of mutual equal-
ity and extraordinary rules. This partnership does not always use the common 
values format or follow the general principles of the game. Its rationale is to 
achieve common goals and benefits, and to determine a common future in the 
commodity exchange process to continue cooperation that can develop into 
value-based relationships. However, as noted in 2008 by Giovanni Grevi and 
Alvaro de Vasconcelos, even then the EU seeks to represent this kind of co-
operation under the heading ‘socialization’ of partners in the vision of norms 
and values. For example, according to Javier Solana, the EU’s relations with 
China are based on the fact that they are both “partners with significant global 
strengths, capabilities and responsibilities.” For the EU, this partnership is 
primarily aimed at including China in “the kind of international order that 
the European Union supports” that does not at all coincide with the Chinese 
government’s view. In particular, in 2004, Prime Minister Wen Jiabao defined 
the content and purpose of the partnership with the EU: “By ‘partnership’ we 
mean that cooperation should be equal; mutually beneficial, and win-win for 
everyone. Both sides should build on mutual respect and mutual trust, seek 
to bring interests closer, and seek points of contact on the main issues while 
differences over the other are eliminated” [2, p. 26]. A similar attempt to ‘en-
gage’ a partner in the EU’s international vision was noted in 2009-2010 by 
Derek Averre and Hiski Haukkala in relations with Russia. They argued for 
a more pragmatic approach to partnerships with global states based on com-
mon interests rather than values, emphasizing the importance of face-to-face 
reciprocity and equality, which in the long run can create a commitment to 
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common standards. The ‘size’ of the partners is determined by their political 
and economic influence in international relations and acts as a qualifier for 
the EU. The EU bases partnership on the value of its partners and uses a 
‘socialization’ approach to build relationships with those in power. On the 
other hand, a more principled approach is based on bringing partners closer 
to EU norms and values and applies to anyone who has not yet demonstrated 
a willingness to stick to the ‘credible force for good’ as expressed in 2007 by 
EU Solana [2, p. 27].

Partnership as complementary to EU governance. Partnership within the 
European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP), according to Korosteleva, takes a 
compromise position in the area of partnership governance. It was designed 
to complement existing EU communication mechanisms with third world 
countries (governance structures) and to develop its own apparatus to assist in 
achieving common goals and maximizing mutual benefits. The criteria were 
to be developed in close collaboration with partner countries “to ensure na-
tional responsibility and commitment... To give partners more predictability 
and certainty in the future,” as the European Commission stated in 2003. 
There is, at least at the level of discourse, an important conceptual shift in the 
consideration of ‘partnership’ not simply as an act of unconditional adherence 
to rules adopted in the image and likeness of EU rules and regulations (as in 
relations with third world countries), but as an act of discussing additional 
conditions so that give some freedom and get involved in the process of ‘oth-
ers.’ However, this conceptual span of partnership as a complement to gov-
ernance has become neither a management tool nor an autonomous structure. 
This added a little clarity to the concept itself and was met with resistance 
from those involved in the discussion. This type of partnership is contradic-
tory to both the mutual goals / benefits in the spirit of a ‘true’ partnership (as 
a substitute for governance) and requires partners to have loyalty and adher-
ence to EU rules and regulations. The incentive structure offered to partners 
is uncertain because of the lack of prospects for membership, which makes 
the future uncertain and unclear. Applied studies examining EU relations with 
ENP neighbours highlight how one-sided and instrumental EU policy towards 
its partners is [2, p. 28]. Disguised as a human rights work, the EU’s strategic 
security interests are driven by a partnership program. In these circumstances, 
according to Christine Kausch, partnership is often transformed into a ‘con-
trolled observation’ and, as a rule, lacks efficiency and legitimacy. Federica 
Bicchi has suggested that EU relations with neighbours show a desire for 
governance rather than partnership and can be characterized as “an attempt 
to promote one’s own model through a deep-seated belief that Europe’s his-
tory is a lesson to all” (2006). According to Laure Delcour and Elsa Tulmets 
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(2008), “Neighbourhood policy has been designed and implemented as long 
as it aims at meeting the expectations of the EU and not their neighbours… 
The EU in its region remains a cunning actor, …an actor of Eurocentrism, 
building rhetoric based on joint ownership but with exported or enforced 
standards” [2, p. 28]. According to Heather Grabbe, the method of gradual 
‘socialization’ of partners into EU regulatory thinking is more reminiscent of 
the process of ‘Europeanization’ of outsiders (2006), or even of ‘Brusselsiza-
tion’ of EU external relations (Michael Zürn, 2000); this method has not been 
successful in the Middle East, North Africa, nor in Eastern Europe. So, the 
essence of applying the concept of partnership requires rethinking to ensure 
greater clarity, legitimacy, and commitment from EU partners.

Conclusions
Thus, among the modern concepts most useful for the study of the main 

vectors of EU foreign policy and prospects for their development, four were 
identified, which treat such categories of international relations as power, 
strategy, partnership, and external governance.

Michael E. Smith has returned to the concept of a grand strategy. He sug-
gested discussing the EU’s activities as a global player: does it fit into the 
three main components of the Grand Strategy, such as physical security, eco-
nomic prosperity, and the value of the plan. Secondly, he considered it im-
portant to discuss the content of the EU’s big strategic goals at three levels: 
internal, regional, and global. Third, discuss the EU’s implementation of its 
strategic goals in the face of competition with other global players.

In the concept of power, the main elements are involvement, influence on 
public opinion in other countries, the opportunity to be accepted as an author-
ity, and to form social categories of subjects of world politics. Toms Rostoks 
offered key questions related to each of the forms of soft power. Analyzing 
the components of force, he came to the conclusion that Nye changed the 
institutional and structural types of power to ‘soft power’ and the compulsory 
type (threats, incentives, military and economic opportunities) to ‘hard’. Nay 
defined soft power as “the ability to take advantage of others;” this ability 
depends on the attractiveness of the power owner. So, Rostoks recommend-
ed the following useful questions to the researcher: To what extent does the 
EU rely on its attractiveness? Has the EU tried to project its attractiveness 
abroad? Does it coincide with reality? Has the EU tried to influence the opin-
ion of the population and how? Has the EU tried to establish order (if so, what 
social contract could it offer)? Has the EU used international institutions? 
Which institutions were favoured? Are these attempts successful? Has EU 
influence increased / decreased?
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Elena Korosteleva identified three variations of the partnership concept: 1) 
‘partnership of development’ with an emphasis on changing relations in fa-
vour of the principles of shared ownership and trust, stimulating reforms, pro-
moting democracy; 2) a strategic partnership option to achieve common goals 
and benefits; 3) a compromise partnership (a mixture of the two preceding) 
to assist in the pursuit of common goals and maximizing mutual benefit, with 
a focus on developing the apparatus of the recipient countries and discussing 
additional conditions to give them some freedom.

Christian Hagemann pointed out that in order for the rules to have a signif-
icant effect in societies built on other grounds, they must be linked to a reward 
(to increase the level of responsibilities), the requirements to ensure prop-
er interpretation of rights by both parties, and vigilant external observation. 
Therefore, its research algorithm includes: 1) identifying the main interests of 
the parties; 2) studying their behaviour, expectations and policies to measure 
their degree of adequacy; 3) a vision of the future that will be shaped by: a) 
policies of target countries; cultural, political, and ideological preferences ex-
pressed by their elites and public opinion; b) the neighbourhood factor; c) the 
factor of other great powers; e) continuation of the internal transformation of 
the country under study.

For these and other major questions, the authors of the monograph have 
tried to provide answers using the example of EU policy in individual regions 
and the dimensions of contemporary international relations.
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CHAPTER 2

THE EU’S POLICY OF INTEGRATION
IN THE CONTEXT OF EUROPEAN REGIONALIZATION

Sergii Glebov

The current stage of European integration appeared to be a business card 
of the post-bipolar globalization in Europe. It has already targeted various 
strategic agendas on the basis of so-called “European values.” Beyond the 
initial enlargement of the European Union after Maastricht, the leaders of the 
EU tended to consider all non-EU European states as part of the on-going 
process of Europeanization. 

The EU-28, which remains the largest integrative community in the world, 
has been doomed to play an active role in the process of building a multipolar 
world (the same as it was at the EU-15 stage with its four G7 members and 
two permanent members of the UN Security Council). The EU would have 
aim to be a global player in order to successfully accomplish such a mission. 
But the question “are Europeans ready for global challenges?” remained one 
of the most acute for political experts inside the European community for 
quite a long time [20]. After all, the EU itself was created as a regional eco-
nomic organization in Western Europe in the wake of the separation from the 
processes of the “old” regionalization of the Cold War era under the auspices 
of the US and NATO. In addition, the specifics of the development of inter-
national relations in the modern world have been determined by two oppos-
ing processes – globalization and the fragmentation of the world space. This 
makes the topic of the EU’s global subjectivity after 2013 even more acute, 
i.e. in the context of a significant imbalance of security parameters in the area 
of the Eastern Partnership and on the eve of the Brexit.

Globalization, which originally emerged as an economic phenomenon, has 
(under new conditions) become a value concept, which is fundamental to the 
EU as a normative power. From the economic category, globalization has 
become not just a political category, but a primarily ideological one, often 
associated with Westernization and even Americanization. The importance of 
the ideological factor when analyzing globalization was noted by one of the 
founders of the theory of new regionalism Björn Hettne: “Whether its conse-
quences are seen as catastrophic or as the ultimate unification of the world, 
the concept of globalization is often used in a rather loose and ideological 
sense” [14].

In order to understand the specifics of contemporary European regionalism 
and the EU’s place in it, it is necessary to address the problematic question 
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of the interconnection between the global and the fragmentary. In his mono-
graph “Changes in the International System” of 1991, one of the classics of 
the modern science of international relations, Kalevi Holsti noted the difficult 
“interaction” of these two antagonistic tendencies and called for a closer anal-
ysis of these phenomena [15, p. 60].

The debate around globalization and fragmentation actively unfolded at 
the turn of the 1980s - 1990s, at a time when these two processes were accu-
mulating the potential for a post-bipolar jump. It was not yet clear which of 
the two processes would prevail, because the USSR, which began to disinte-
grate actively, cracked not only through the entire post-Soviet space, but also 
through those regions of the world which were previously controlled by this 
superpower. This was when a common euphoria prevailed due to the start of 
globalization, interdependence, and when integration processes in Western 
Europe were considered not as an exception, but as a future model of devel-
opment for others.

Under such conditions, Holsti warned against the underestimation of na-
tional separatism, nationalism, and disintegration (however, he also did not 
rush to overestimate them like Volker Connor, according to Holsti, did, when 
believed that “the centrifugal forces of national expectations are developing 
much stronger than the associate-centric force”) [15, p. 61]. As a result, Holsti 
concluded that these two parallel processes are interrelated: “In some cases, 
disintegration and fragmentation are a response to asymmetric integration 
and certain types of interaction in dependent and interdependent relation-
ships. These are the answers of those who see in greater interdependence not 
more opportunities or benefits, but the unfair redistribution of rewards or the 
emergence of threats to national, ethnic, linguistic or religious identity. In 
short, the “diminishing world” can lead not to greater consensus and interna-
tionalism, but to increased nationalism, leading to the expansion or protection 
of autonomy” [15, p. 61].

Thus, the problem of fluctuation between globalization and fragmentation 
does not seem to be simple, as well as the problem of the choice between 
strategies of universalism and fragmentation in the European political arena.

The expert community drew attention to such a methodological problem 
even during the Cold War, when concepts such as “integration,” “regionaliza-
tion,” and “universalization” (as the conceptual basis of future globalization) 
were viewed through the prism of the bipolar world. Thus, already in the 
1960s, the famous American political scientist Bruce Russet saw a special 
planetary mission in regionalism that would determine the parameters of the 
world order in the medium term [19, p. 321]. In particular, Bruce Russet not-
ed: “It is widely accepted that international integration at the regional level 
is more likely to succeed than establishment of the global powerful political 
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institute. Regionalism is seen as a successful basis for the world order, as an 
alternative to fragmentation and universal solutions” [19, p. 321]. In today’s 
context, the question naturally arises as to whether regionalism is a ‘by-prod-
uct’ of globalization linked to the objective heterogeneity of economic space, 
both in the interstate dimension and in the context of states, or an independent 
phenomenon?” [6]. It is advisable to answer this question in order to properly 
assess the foreign policy steps of the countries that have formed a “common” 
region, in the context of their interests, constructive (implied by globaliza-
tion) or destructive (which are inherent in fragmentation) intentions. It will 
depend on the duration of the existence of the region as a whole, which may 
constantly be at risk of splitting due to the multi-vector actions of regional 
players, during which some will play a role in globalization and others in 
fragmentation. Such discourse is more than relevant to the modern EU, which 
began its recent history in the context of simultaneous integration, fragmen-
tation and regionalization in global dimension, and today is experiencing the 
same trends at the regional level, and, even more importantly, within itself.

Therefore, referring back to the issue of the EU’s global subjectivity in 
the modern world, it should be noted that such subjectivity has been exam-
ined by relations with the US, Russia, and NATO since the very beginning of 
the post-bipolar era. Whether the European Union is a global player (in the 
sphere of global security first of all) or not – is a debatable question. Partic-
ularly in a situation where the EU-28 (because of the tactical preferences) 
remains a heterogeneous structure as to the sphere of international relations; 
for the protection of the EU’s strategic interests at the global level there are 
NATO and the US though.

The EU, despite its mutual critical relationship with the US, is interested in 
continuing its strategic partnership with the White House within NATO. On 
the other hand, despite the economic sanctions applied to Russia as a result of 
its military aggression against Ukraine in 2014 (largely after the tragedy with 
the Malaysian Boeing 777 flight MH17 in July 2014), the EU is interested in 
stable neighbourly political and economic relations with Moscow, especially 
in the context of energy security.

Given the opportunities available, the European Union prefers to focus 
specifically on intra-European issues. However, the EU, a “great” regional 
power with its “neighbourhood” policy and Common Foreign and Security 
Policy, through its individual sub-regional “synergies” and narrowly focused 
“partnership” strategies, direct bilateral links, has a huge impact on pan-Euro-
pean policies and economic processes. Despite attempts by some competitors 
to weaken the value of the EU, it is the EU that reserves the right to shape the 
modern configuration of architectural design of the Greater Europe. Should 
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we attach Russia to the “Greater Europe” today and whether it is necessary 
to overestimate Brussels military capabilities to act independently from the 
US – both are rhetorical questions, but the EU’s attempts to follow  (despite 
Brexit and other fragmentation challenges) an image of the principal loco-
motive of the entire post-bipolar European regionalism looks like a historic 
mission indeed. And this is not just about the EU’s intentions, as of an in-
ternational actor, to be an active player at the regional pan-European level 
(EUFOR peacekeeping missions in Kosovo) and at the sub-regional level (the 
“Normandy Four” for Ukraine). Ever since the early 1990s, the EU has been 
interested in integrating into the EU-wide processes certain regional coopera-
tion initiatives that have emerged, for example, in the Baltic or Black Sea ba-
sins. As a result, the EU has gradually aimed at introducing a soft integration 
mechanism to strengthen economic and political cooperation, and thus Euro-
pean security as a whole. The EU has done so despite the intentions of some 
major players to oppose the policies aimed at the expansion of democracy. 
In addition to the desire of the “centre” to Europeanize the European space, 
the desire for democratic transformations was taken up by the “periphery:” 
the ideas of European integration were spread in the countries of Central and 
Eastern Europe immediately after the fall of the Berlin Wall.

Applying the terminology of a system approach, the EU as a political sys-
tem, to which a larger part of the non-EU European actors gravitated, has es-
tablished structural, functional, and genetic links with its subsystems, which 
were formed in certain political and geographical sub-regions. Those, as sub-
systems, in their turn were in a search of contact mechanisms with the Euro-
pean system at a higher regional level.

If, for instance, to take the case of the Black Sea sub-region, the process of 
cooperation of the Black Sea states has been an integral part of major integra-
tion processes in Europe since the idea of   the establishment of the Black Sea 
Economic Cooperation (BSEC) in 1992. The phenomenon of regional (the 
EU) and sub-regional (BSEC) cooperation, which often takes institutional 
forms, acts as an important element inside contextual core of regionalism. It 
is not by chance that, since 2007, the European Commission has been a BSEC 
observer at the time of launching the Black Sea Synergy, the EU sub-regional 
strategy toward the Black Sea region. The logic of the internal processes in-
side regionalism has been demonstrated by the well-known Greek researcher 
Charalambos Tsardanidis: “for developing countries, like most of the BSEC 
states, participation in sub-regional and regional cooperation schemes along-
side with more developed and experienced states is a step towards integration 
into the broader global system. From this point of view sharing experience 
and mutual support from member countries in intraregional structures adds 
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complementary elements to their development and helps them adjust to the 
competitive milieu of globalisation” [21, p. 368].  

Thus, in the 1990s BSEC became an element of the European system in a 
number of other European political and geographical subsystems. The Bar-
ents Sea Council, the Visegrad Group, the Danube Basin Group, the Central 
European Initiative, the Euro-Mediterranean Initiative represented similar in 
structure centres “of transnational cooperation on the sub-continental level in 
Central Europe” [18, p. 22]. All of them were “genetically” supplementing 
the post-bipolar concept aimed at the sustainable development of the Europe-
an system also known as a concept of the “Europe of the Regions” (was elab-
orated in the middle of the 1990s by such analytical locomotives of European 
regionalism as the Foundation for International Understanding (Copenhagen, 
Denmark) and the European Centre for Ethnic, Regional, and Sociological 
Studies (University of Maribor, Slovenia). This conception proposed a way 
for a fundamental transformation of international relations in Europe: each 
region (locality) would be present in or accessible to the whole Europe (the 
world), and Europe (the world) with all its diversity would be present in each 
region (locality) [22, p. 20]. The “Europe of the Regions” concept has been 
seen as a practical instrument for the reanimation of Charles de Gaulle’s well-
known thesis of “Europe from Atlantic to the Urals,” later developed by Eve 
la Coste’s school of regional geopolitics, by “new rights” with Alen de Benya, 
who proposed the thesis of “United Europe of Hundred Flags.” In this capac-
ity, the Black Sea subsystem and the other subsystems mentioned above are 
not only affected by the European system, but also influence the system as its 
elements, determining the movement of the latter. It is in this mutual influ-
ence that one of the rules of systemic relations has been expressed [7, p. 29]. 
Thus, European countries “genetically” “needed” the EU, and the EU “organ-
ically” “needed” European countries, even beyond the discourse of accession.

The initial category of post-bipolar European regionalism can act as a cat-
egory of “needs” of the countries of one region, as expectations from the 
region of joint activity. These “needs” were called by Jozef Kukulka – the 
classic of the system approach – as “aspirational” (from the Latin aspiratio 
(breathing): the desire for something, the passion for something, for example, 
the desire to achieve a goal, the passion for the realization of ambitious plans, 
etc.) [5, p. 267]. The very appearance of general “needs” is a peculiar reac-
tion of the countries of one region to “a certain state of dissatisfaction with 
specific conditions of existence and development” and a “subjective feeling 
of a certain lack.” This is precisely the historical mission of the EU, which the 
EEC has already presented to the countries of the “new” Europe, – to expand 
the same “needs” of humanitarian values,   and political and economic stand-
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ards. Thus, regionalism can act as a concentrated expression of the common 
needs of the countries of the one region, as “a persistent objective attribute 
(inclination or affection) which is to preserve or achieve a certain status or 
purpose” [5, p. 266]. In other words, regionalism itself can act as a “need” for 
countries in the one region to address the common problems of all. An impor-
tant conclusion was presented by Kukulka as a final assessment of the cate-
gory of “needs:” “Needs grow out of the objective conditions of the partici-
pants’ entity in international relations, and relations between them, creating at 
the same time prerequisites for the desire to satisfy them” [5, p. 266]. Thus, 
the primary objective condition of regionalism is the general geographical 
environment, where the “entity of the participants” of the regional relations 
grows. “In the initial phase, these so-called needs are primary, unconscious 
and not articulated, and the desire to meet them is spontaneous” [5, p. 266]. 
Initially, neighbouring states are doomed to either conflict or cooperate. Both 
forms of interaction can be either permanent or temporary. “Once they are 
acknowledged, they take the form of rationalized, directed aspirations and 
goals, which obey articulation in connection with the existing value system 
and with the existing ideology” [5, p. 267]. Consequently, “conscious region-
alism” sooner or later acquires the common goals of regional organizations, 
leading to the emergence of regional ideology based on shared values. In the 
course of such a process, “aspirational” needs are transformed into operation-
al needs (which become interests)” [5, p. 269].

Starting from the practical aspects of regionalism and linking them to the 
operational needs, it can be assumed that in the course of realizing common 
needs (interests), all the countries would win whose interaction, according to 
Robert Gilpin, will find their way out not in the war, but through peaceful co-
operation (two possible final options for the interaction of states in the world 
arena according to political realism) [12, p. 228]. As Hans Morgenthau noted, 
“if countries pursue their national security interests only ... and respect the 
vital interests of other states equally, the creation of a basis for compromise 
and peaceful change will be possible” [17, p. 540].

Nowadays, such approaches have been taken and refined by the neo-re-
alism. Thus, according to the concept of “conditional realism” (at the inter-
section of structural realism and offensive-defensive neo-realism), rivalry 
and cooperation are two mutually additional ways of survival of the state 
[4, p. 135]. As the Russian researcher Valeriy Konyshev notes that in the 
framework of such approach “the focus should be transferred to studying 
the conditions under which both policy options are possible” [4, p. 135]. So, 
under what conditions are both options possible? According to Holsti, “the 
most obvious answer is that people who share a common identity and polit-
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ical tolerance do not quarrel as often or cruelly as those who are divided by 
linguistic, ethnic, religious, or political boundaries” [15, p. 60]. Regionalism 
is just working to form kind of a regional identity, which is a step towards un-
derstanding and overcoming conflicts. It contributes to preventing them in the 
future because the common regional field of engagement leaves no chance for 
a militant aggression and leads to the establishment of a new regional order 
as part of the formation of a new global one. Therefore, from the beginning it 
was important for the EU to create a natural pan-European consciousness and 
identity in European countries. First of all, in those who are ready to share 
the values   of Europeanization on the basis of democratic principles. A mean-
ingful instrument was the EU policy on the promotion of human rights and 
freedoms, the foundations of a market economy and the rule of law through-
out the European space. Integration (optional as to the decision to become a 
member of the EU) of individual state and non-state actors, the formation of a 
regional European political-geographical complex of economic cooperation, 
and security at the borders of geographical Europe appeared as operational 
mechanisms in the vanguard of spreading of Europeanization. In practice, 
the slippage in the creation of such a stable, integrated around the democrat-
ic rules complex was largely linked to the unwillingness of some European 
players to follow the rules. Creating the foundations for compromise and for 
peaceful changes in Europe, at least outside the EU, appeared to be impossi-
ble, as far as not everyone was prepared to “equally respect the vital interests 
of other states.” The answer to the question “why?” lies on the surface: not 
all European communities were ready to “share identity and tolerance”, so 
the path to a post-2013 collision on the basis of “exclusive self-interests” ap-
peared to be almost inevitable. The lack of a common democratic identity has 
aggravated the distribution of democratic and undemocratic regimes across 
“linguistic, ethnic, religious and political borders.”

For Ukraine, in particular, this meant that at the turn of 2013-2014 it found 
itself, as a state with common borders with the EU and the Russian Federa-
tion, in a grip between the effects of the soft normative Europeanization (in 
the form of democratic transformations within the country) and the attack of 
the aggressive “Russian world.”

Returning to the theoretical foundations of regionalism and the category of 
“need” by Kukulka, which was developed in the 1950s by David Easton [11, 
p. 38], it should be noted that the “needs” listed above reflect only different 
aspects of this concept, so they may all be suitable for analyzing the individ-
ual needs of participants in international relations, especially states and their 
systems. Needs are external to them but are necessary for: 1) normal internal 
functioning and development, 2) safe survival in an international environ-
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ment (in accordance with the principles of polyarchy and systemic evolution), 
3) fulfilment of an appropriate international role (according to one’s own po-
sition and the expectations of other participants)” [5, c. 266].

Thus, using the systemic terminology of Kukulka, it should be noted that 
despite the destructive external influence, European regionalism is neverthe-
less an external phenomenon for a particular state, but the intra-regional pro-
cess for the countries of the entire European region, gives an opportunity to: 
1) form a space of interconnection and realize the intentions of the states to-
wards sustainable development and functioning of the region, 2) lay the foun-
dations for secure survival in the global environment, 3) create a platform 
for all countries of the region to conduct their foreign policy roles (national 
interests) in accordance with the interests of neighbouring countries.

The above resultant components are the essence of integration processes in 
Europe. It is no coincidence that researchers of European regionalism initially 
focused their attention on developing concepts of cross-border regionalism in 
the context of the cooperation of integrated border territorial units within the 
EU member states in the format of Euroregions. As noted by Jan Dees and 
Alex Lord (University of Manchester), the current debate on European re-
gionalism has developed in the direction of “extraordinary regionalism” and 
has been dominated “by the growth of interest in European spatial planning 
over the course of the 1990s” [10, p. 1847]. Such a discussion elaborated on 
“new regional configurations which now extends across the territory of the 
European Union.” Therefore, in this context, it is essential to understand “the 
degree to which readings of new regionalist rhetoric have informed both the 
creation and substance of a number of recently conceived regional entities” 
[10, p. 1847]. 

Belarusian researcher Kateryna Domorenok, relying on the definition of the 
“region” by the eminent theorist of the European integration Ben Rosamond 
made in his book “Theories of European integration,” emphasizes the strong 
internal connection of the “new European regionalism” with the process of 
European integration: “In the context of European integration, a region is 
a territory endowed with an appropriate status for administrative purposes 
occupying an intermediate position between central and local governments. 
It can also mean an area that claims political identity, indicated by ethnic, 
historical, linguistic characteristics, or both. Thus, European regionalism has 
its own specificity and is closely linked to the EU integration process. It is this 
process that can be attributed to the manifestation of a “new” regionalism, 
which received a strong impetus for development in the early 1990s” [1].

Thus, the success of the activity of the Euroregions within the EU is a sub-
ject to be implemented within the Euroregions in the EU border countries for 
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many years. However, there are some challenges to integration and regional-
ization processes, both inside and outside the EU, because in a concentrated 
form, the Euroregion is a form of cross-border cooperation between territorial 
communities or local authorities of border regions of two or more countries 
that share a common border, coordinate mutual efforts and take concerted 
action in various spheres of life in accordance with national law and interna-
tional law to address common problems in the interests of people, who inhabit 
its territory on both sides of the state border [8, p. 151].

As noted by Michael Keating (University of Western Ontario), who is the 
author of the concept of the “progressive new regionalism,” “the last two 
decades have witnessed the “revival of regional Europe” and have been inten-
sified by the debate over the importance of regions and their place in the new 
Europe and global order” [16]. According to Keating, such a “new regional-
ism” is characterized by its complexity and diversity and by its “exit” beyond 
the borders of the nation-state [16]. It is not an accident that the analysis of 
the status and importance of regions in Europe, as well as in the structure 
and policy of the EU, shows that the Euroregion is gradually emerging as 
a real subject of international relations [3]. Putting together the three key 
attributes of Keating’s “progressive new regionalism” – functional region-
alization, institutional regionalization and political regionalism – European 
regions within the EU “can be seen as places for generating post-national 
identities and forging social cohesion through the rebuilding of the political 
space and encouragement of the new forms of socio-political mobilization” 
[13, p. 125]. Such issues are becoming more relevant in a united Europe; as 
far as in the EU, the subjects of regional cooperation are the internal regions 
of the Member States, in connection with which the conceptualization of “Eu-
ropean regionalism” is directly linked to the “changing territorial structure of 
the state.” This process touches upon both the territorial dimension of space 
itself and its political and legal dimensions.

The EU, as a unique union with certain features of the confederation, 
balances on the brink of national and international discourse on the Euro-
pean regionalism. Internal regionalization inside the EU member states dif-
fers from the external one outside the EU where the EU members cooperate 
with the non-EU members on the level of Euroregions as well. In both cases, 
we acknowledge an inevitable appearance of multinational Euroregions in 
a cross-border cooperation framework. The principal difference is that the 
border regions of two or more EU-member states on the top level are being 
regulated by Acquis Communautaire while Euroregions with the EU and non-
EU members are subjects of traditional intergovernmental agreements and/
or respectful multilateral agreements on the level of local authorities with-
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in their competences and under domestic and international regulations. The 
effectiveness of the European regionalization between EU and the non-EU 
counterparts appears to be even less when it touches upon interregional co-
operation with entire sub-regions, such as the Black Sea region which was 
already mentioned. This is why the “external regionalism” in Europe is out-
side of the EU’s monopoly: once the EU is trying to join regional agendas 
outside its jurisdiction, it loses the monopoly to manage regional integration 
processes. In connection to this, European experts also complain as to the 
complexity of adapting the terminology of regionalism into contemporary 
international contexts. Particularly difficult was the situation in the first half 
of the 1990s, when post-bipolar regionalism as a phenomenon had only just 
come under expert discourse. For example, reflecting the difficulties in de-
fining regionalism, Boyko Bukar (University of Ljubljana) stressed in 1995: 
“The limited understanding of terminology can be explained by the relative-
ly recent emergence of this phenomenon (regionalism – S.G.) and by many 
forms of international regionalisms” [9]. 

“European regionalism” traces the steady historical and geographical de-
terminism that leads from the modern processes of regionalization and inte-
gration into the centuries of European history. Regarding the European expe-
rience of regionalization, Konstantin Zubkov noted that “there are so many 
amazing examples of how far regional ties can be conditioned by natural 
and geographical conditions and how powerfully they are able to manifest 
themselves oppositely to the violently “redraw” socio-political and economic 
space over time” [2]. In addition, Zubkov, based on the developments of the 
American expert Darrell Delamaide, gives a partial answer to the question of 
European experts about the extent to which “readings of new regionalist rhet-
oric have informed both the creation and substance of a number of recently 
conceived regional entities” within the EU itself. Thus, a Russian scientist 
notes that Delamaide, in his essay “The New Superregions of Europe” gives 
striking facts about how in the context of supranational European integration, 
the levelling of political and economic barriers that have divided the “na-
tion-states” of the continent for centuries today is leading to a spontaneous 
“release” of previously repressed historic energy in a form of active policies 
of trans-border regional socio-economic structures which emerge on a stage 
today, what in general reproduces the map of the lands and regions of medi-
eval Western Europe up to the era of emerging centralized nation-states. It 
resurrects regional structures that reflect the historical paths of migration and 
trade, areas of common ethnic and cultural-linguistic heritage, social tradi-
tions and customs, much older than those that reflect the historical experience 
of European “nation-states” [2]. It is emphasized that “the forces of internal 
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gravity that feed the processes of consolidation of the new in the modern era 
and the simultaneously old regional components of a united Europe are of a 
somewhat different nature than those that led in their time to the formation of 
nation-states. In the processes of regional creation, the cohesion between the 
characteristics of the geographical environment (“locality”), the social aggre-
gate belonging to it and its cultural identity is much denser - it is essentially a 
spontaneously formed organic unity of the environment, society and culture; 
within the framework of the state organization, the distance between the indi-
vidual parameters of life of society (economic, political, social, cultural, etc.) 
is more significant – their convergence and integration into a single structure 
is more artificial and compulsory, since it is not limited only by the active 
managerial influence of the state ”[2].

Consequently, the EU membership of the European countries followed 
the historical and geographical determinism of cross-border cooperation. 
Moreover, the logic of forming an “organic unity of environment, society 
and culture” from separate regions of cross-border cooperation extends to the 
entire state. Therefore, the further integration into the EU of such countries 
as Ukraine, which with its own trans-border regions has been a participant 
of several Euroregions with the EU member states for quite long, is the way 
to go. So, the specifics of EU regionalism can be useful in understanding the 
advancement of European integration with a parallel regionalization towards 
those who are not even admitted as candidates for EU membership. Follow-
ing this, both the history of the country and current events in Ukraine only 
prove the fact that Ukraine and Ukrainians are an organic part of the Europe-
an environment and an integral element of the European culture. 

The progress of integrative regionalism is being hampered or even de-
graded by the fragmentation trends of a global nature. Moreover, in the early 
1990s, countries of the Eastern European Borderland such as Ukraine, Bela-
rus, Moldova, Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbaijan found themselves in a “gray 
zone” which became the product of the global post-bipolar competition for 
the “needs” of the collective West and Russia. First of all, the West in the 
form of the NATO and the US, although the prospects for further integration 
of Ukraine into the EU (especially at the stage of signing the Association 
Agreement in November 2013) went against the foreign policy interests of 
the Russian Federation. It should be noted that Russia’s strategy for a united 
Europe (and the individual EU members) is destructively-pragmatic: if not to 
unbundle, but to at least weaken the unity and overall power of the EU as a 
regional actor. To pursue such an interest, Russia is playing on contradictions 
within the EU, what is gradually forming a new trend, opposing integration - 
fragmentation. The latter relies on different national interests of the EU mem-
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ber-states, speculates on the subject of Brexit, uses the narrow preferences of 
national elites, European populism, anti-migration slogans, economic ration-
alism, flirtation with local marginals, nationalistic groupings, energo-egoism, 
tolerance in response to violations of international law and even military ag-
gression. Fragmentation inevitably leads to the collapse of the mechanism of 
a “new” European regionalism, which gave the world a chance after the Cold 
War to overcome all the disadvantages of superpower supremacy. Nowadays, 
Europe faces the challenge of disintegration, both nationally and internation-
ally. This means that the EU and those who share Europe’s “needs” should 
use European regionalization as a tool for integrating, overcoming the de-
marcation, and preserving the ideology of peaceful coexistence in the context 
of European value identity, which is passing through a difficult stage of its 
construction.
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CHAPTER 3

TYPES OF NATIONALISM AND THEIR IMPLICATIONS
FOR GEOPOLITICAL MODELS OF THE EU

Yana Volkova

Today, nationalism is widely perceived as a dangerous ideology. Many re-
searchers attach an unduly negative slant to it and link the modern European 
wave of nationalism to just one phenomenon – the rise of far-right parties in 
Europe. However, nationalism is a very ambiguous term; it has a lot of types 
and manifestations. As a basic nation-building principle, nationalism is intrin-
sic to nearly every nation-state in the world. 

The idea of nationalism began gradually spreading across Europe with 
the French Revolution in 1789. It culminated during the First World War, 
and it has expanded on a global scale in the second half of 20th century. It 
is not, however, a self-sufficient principle; since its foundation it has been 
going hand in hand with different political ideologies. As Andreas Wimmer 
argues, liberal nationalism sprang up in the 19th century; fascist nationalism 
flourished in interwar Germany and Italy; Marxist nationalism motivated an-
ti-colonial movements in the “Global South” after the end of the World War 
II [21]. 

Today, left, centre, and right political parties all agree with its basic princi-
ple: to rule in the name of nation and for the nation. In 1950, the percentage of 
nation-states was about 35 and in 1990 it was about 70, but nowadays almost 
all existing countries are nation states [21]. Thus, the principle of the “na-
tion-state” remains the basic foundational principle of political division of the 
world. Being a cradle of nationalism, the EU remains a union of nation-states, 
all of which are built on the principle of nationalism. However, nation-states 
of the 19th century radically differ from modern nation-states. The global de-
velopment of informational technology and an unprecedented mobility of the 
population have been transforming the nature of states and, consequently, the 
nature of the EU.

Although Ukraine has been striving to become a member-state of the EU 
for a long time, its future in this organisation is still uncertain. In order to de-
velop an efficient strategy toward EU membership, a radically new approach 
and new thinking are needed. Such an approach needs to be different from the 
classical modernistic vision of the EU. Therefore, it is necessary to analyse 
political processes within the EU through the lenses of nation-building, na-
tionalism, and social constructivism. 
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Types of nationalism. Nations are best described as, using Benedict An-
derson’s term, socially constructed “imagined communities” [1], whereas 
nationalism is considered a powerful tool of the continuously ongoing na-
tion-building process. Based on the constructivist approach, nationalism is 
a construction of social identity – nation, whereas the nation is understood 
differently by different political actors in each case. In order to illustrate these 
processes within the EU, we appeal to the typology of nationalism presented 
by Zcuzsa Csergo and James M. Goldgeier [23]. According to them, national-
ism in the EU and its neighbourhood have forms such as traditional, sub-state, 
trans-sovereign, and protectionist.

Traditional nationalism, which was dominant in Europe throughout the 
19th and 20th century, presupposes congruence between state borders and the 
nation. The idea of absolute congruence between political and cultural bor-
ders appears to be difficult in practice – both from the historical perspective 
in the multinational reality of huge empires and in modern times. In order to 
achieve homogeneity within the heterogeneous European population, the rul-
ing elites appealed to various techniques to instil a feeling of common identi-
ty. As traditional nationalism seeks a homogeneous nation-state, it adopts dif-
ferent strategies for cultural assimilation, either of a soft variety or with more 
aggressive features such as forced assimilation campaigns and expulsions of 
the population. Today, traditional nationalism prevails mostly in newly-in-
dependent states such as Croatia, Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia, Serbia, Slova-
kia, Macedonia, Ukraine, as well as in Bulgaria and Romania. Remarkably, 
most of these countries were recently part of previously multinational polit-
ical spaces – the Ottoman Empire, Yugoslavia, the Soviet Union. It should 
be noted that this type of nationalism is also referred to as “nationalizing” 
nationalism of newly independent states.” Rogers Brubaker argues that his 
type of nationalism is based on understanding the state as a state of one “core 
nation,” defined in ethno-cultural terms, which was not in power in the pre-
vious state. Thus, this kind of nationalism can be described as “remedial” or 
“compensatory,” and is based on contraposition to the previously dominant 
nation [5]. This explains the anti-Russian character of nationalism in Baltic 
states which were part of the USSR, Ukrainian nationalism, the anti-Turkish 
character of Bulgarian nationalism, etc. All these countries, to different ex-
tents, contain part of the population which state elites seek to assimilate, and 
which is regarded as a kin population by the neighbouring state. This type of 
nationalism represents a nation-building strategy where the nation is viewed 
in ethno-cultural terms. 

Another approach toward nation is a civic form of nationalism. Contrary 
to the ethnic model of the nation-state, civic nationalism doesn’t make an 
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ethnic identity a key factor in defining citizenship, i.e. membership in a polit-
ical community. Those states which employ a civic model of the nation-state 
regard all citizens as part of the nation. In this civic form of nationalism, all 
citizens are considered members of the nation regardless of their language or 
cultural background. Such examples include Switzerland, which integrated 
German-, French, and Italian-speaking populations, into one national com-
munity, or the USA, which has always been known as a melting pot of dif-
ferent nationalities. The success of this model lies in the fact that these states 
have never experienced any ethnic tensions and have never experienced any 
ethnic movement of secession. This makes it possible for different nationali-
ties to live peacefully with each other and act on behalf of a common nation 
defined in civic form. 

The second type of nationalism – protectionist nationalism – is believed 
to have been stimulated by the recent immigration waves to Europe. It seeks 
to protect an established national culture in the face of rapid demographic, 
cultural, religious and racial changes in their society. A range of studies have 
revealed that the rapid increase in the number of immigrants was one of the 
factors that has led to the current rise of far-right wing political parties across 
Europe [8]. This tendency is typical for Western European states which are 
main destinations for immigrants from Africa and the Middle East – such as 
Austria, Belgium, France, and Germany. Whereas the governing bodies of the 
EU have adopted an approach of open borders for the influx of immigrants, 
nationalistic forces strongly opposed. The issue of immigration has been po-
liticized and securitized using three major assumptions: 1) immigrants dam-
age national labour market by taking jobs away from native citizens; 2) immi-
grants destroy the national identity of the host society as national cultures are 
not able to absorb such a huge amount of immigrants, which mostly represent 
totally different cultures and different values; 3) immigrants raise the level of 
crime in the host societies. 

Another factor that this type of nationalism appeals to is a growing gap 
between political elites and ordinary people, who feel that “the world works 
well for a privileged few, but not for them” [20].  Thus, protectionism nation-
alism has flourished as a response to the social demand of ordinary people 
to being heard by the elites. Therefore, in order to prevent nationalism from 
developing into its worst manifestations, rulers should bridge the gap with the 
ruled. Andreas Wimmer noted: “In order to promote a better form of national-
ism, leaders will have to become better nationalists, and learn to look out for 
the interests of all their people” [21]. 

Protectionist nationalism in the EU, as well as the other types of national-
ism, should be analysed within the context of deepening confrontation on the 
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West-East line, which reached its peak after Ukraine’s shift towards the West 
with Revolution of dignity in 2014. As the EU tried to develop a common 
response to this event, it faced internal opposition caused by the reluctance 
of some member states to impose and then prolong sanctions on the Russian 
Federation. Those circles of society which have suffered from the sanctions 
toward Russia the most, particularly business circles that export to Russia, 
appeal to nationalism as an ideology that will protect their interests. Applying 
the directives of the governing bodies of the EU is voluntary, and it is with 
mutual consent that member states surrender a part of their sovereignty to 
the supra-national body of EU. In this context, according to Carlo Basin, na-
tionalism may be understood as “sovereign-ism,” “regaining of sovereignty,” 
or “taking back control” [2] in the state’s ability to decide independently of 
Brussels such issues on which they may not agree: whether to allow immi-
grants to enter their countries or to impose sanctions. Today, 5 years since 
their adoption, the voices that call for lifting the sanctions sound louder, pre-
dominantly from Italy, France, Greece, Austria, Hungary and some federal 
states of Germany. It is remarkable, however, these countries that raise their 
voices against sanctions have barely been affected by them. To the contrary, 
Lithuania, Estonia, Slovakia and Latvia do not make any opposition to the 
sanctions, and they are in the top 5 countries most affected by the decrease in 
exports to the Russian Federation [18]. This reveals that the issue of the sanc-
tions is nothing but a political matter. It represents the political approach of 
particular European elites that confrontation threatens European security and 
more benefits can be acquired with reconciliation with the close neighbour, 
cooperation or at least peaceful coexistence. Because of its sharp criticism 
of European political elites, representatives of the neo-liberal paradigm also 
refer to protectionist nationalism as populism. Jan-Werner Muller argues that 
“in reality, the leaders described as ‘nationalists’ are better understood as pop-
ulist poseurs who have won support by drawing on the rhetoric and imagery 
of nationalism” [13].

 Sub-state nationalism relates to the groups that assert themselves as re-
gional actors and strive for tight transnational cooperation. It includes re-
gions such as Bavaria, Salzburg, Catalonia and Scotland. Although Csergo 
and Goldgeier argue that sub-state nationalism doesn’t pursue independence, 
recent years have seen growing secessionist aspirations among these regions, 
particularly in Scotland and Catalonia. Having held the referendum on in-
dependence from Great Britain in 2014 with a negative result, Scotland is 
planning to hold a second one by 2021 [14]. Brexit has served as a trigger 
for this endeavour. It is believed it may result in great economic loss for the 
population of Scotland. With opposition to current British policy growing 
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among Scottish people, the future referendum is expected to be in favour 
of secessionists. Unlike the Scottish population, Catalonians voted in favour 
of independence from Spain during the referendum in 2017: 90 per cent of 
voters have supported the initiative [7]. Although not as actively as the men-
tioned regions Bavaria also has a long history of independence movements. 
A recent poll shows growing support for independence among the Bavarian 
population [15]. Hence, in a relatively calm political environment, sub-state 
nationalism develops regional cooperation, whereas in times of crisis it tends 
to transform into the traditional form of nationalism. Such secessionist move-
ments destabilise the EU, making it focus on internal problems rather than 
accepting new members.

The most uncommon and most important form of nationalism, in terms of 
its transformative power, is trans-sovereign nationalism. Trans-sovereign na-
tionalism digresses from the principle of one nation within state borders and 
reproduces the nation across/without state borders. This nation-building strat-
egy appeals to Diasporas / national minorities / emigrants / co-ethnics / kin 
minorities / citizens abroad that reside in different countries. Diaspora is an 
incredibly disputable and complicated term, which has numerous approaches 
and different interpretations. Differences in approaches are particularly felt 
among politicians and academics. Politicians usually appeal to Diasporas as 
a community of the population of migrant origin that have strong feelings 
of social cohesion, self-identification as Diaspora and maintain strong ties 
with the home-country. Whereas academics follow the constructivist ap-
proach, viewing Diasporas as political projects and focusing their research 
on how Diasporas are created and mobilized. Therefore, Diasporas should 
be researched as the products of trans-sovereign nationalism, the result of 
the state-led process of construction of a shared, collective national identity 
among the population abroad. The target population of this policy can be 
divided into two types: accidental Diasporas, which are usually referred to 
as national minorities, and the more commonly known migrant Diasporas. 
Accidental Diasporas, using the term of Rogers Brubaker, are those groups 
of people, which appear to hold minority status as a result of the movement 
of states’ borders or collapse of huge empires. Modern examples of such pol-
icies include Turkish policy towards Turks and Muslims at the Balkans, who 
are regarded as heritage of the Ottoman Empire; Hungarian policy towards 
Hungarians living in neighbouring states, who were once part of Austro-Hun-
garian Empire; Russian policy towards compatriots abroad; Romanian policy 
towards Romanian historical communities (the term is used in the “National 
strategy for Romanians abroad 2017-2020” [19]), etc. An important factor in 
this type of nationalism is the economic attraction of the external home-coun-
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try. Hungarians in Austria and Slovenia, for instance, are less interested in 
Hungary than Hungarians in Ukraine.

Whereas accidental Diasporas have long been on the political agenda, 
many countries have just recently started to pay attention to their migrant 
Diasporas. Traditionally, emigrants were perceived by the home state as be-
trayers that leave the motherland. Later, home states set up different strategies 
directed towards the encouragement of emigrants to come back to their moth-
erland. Today, many countries have realised that emigrants staying abroad 
can bring many more benefits to the home country than if they come back to 
homeland. Contrary to being assimilated immigrants in Europe (with the help 
of home-states) they manage to preserve their national identity and maintain 
intense ties with their country of origin. Open borders and affordable transpor-
tation enable immigrants to pay frequent visits to their home-country. Devel-
opments of communication technologies enable them to maintain everyday 
ties with relatives and friends in the home-state via telephone and internet. 
What makes a particular contribution is a deliverable policy of the home state 
towards its emigrants and Diasporas. Not only do the Internet and mass media 
help immigrants maintain their native cultures, but they keep them inside the 
informational field of their home-country, which transmits particular political 
stances and political interpretations of events via local programmes / separate 
radio / TV channels. The benefits emigrants provide to their home-countries 
may include political lobby, contribution to the economy via remittances, in-
vestments, etc. Thus, the attitude of home countries towards migrants has 
shifted from predominantly negative to positive. Recent decades have wit-
nessed increasing concern of European countries for their migrant Diasporas. 
Emigrants just recently started to be included in political programmes and 
legislative acts, such as national strategies towards co-nationals abroad. Tur-
key, Romania, Bulgaria, Hungary, and Poland are widely appealing to their 
emigrants working in the EU. Ukraine is no exception. President Volodymyr 
Zelensky’s mention of the Ukrainian Diaspora in his inauguration speech was 
among recent manifestations of Ukraine’s concern, even if only at the level of 
rhetorical inclusion [25]. 

Although all five types of nationalism are spread across the European con-
tinent, it is possible to state that traditional and trans-sovereign nationalism 
are more concentrated in post-communist Europe, whereas protectionist and 
sub-state nationalism are more commonly found in old EU-member states. 
The interaction between trans-sovereign nationalism and traditional nation-
alism is particularly antagonistic. Examples of clashes of different types of 
nationalism abound. It is remarkable that R. Brubaker described the national-
isms of Soviet successor states and the homeland nationalism of Russia as the 
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most dangerous junction. It is the clash of Ukrainian traditional ethno-cultural 
nationalism and Russian trans-sovereign nationalism which has major impli-
cations on the entire European security system. In his article, the researcher 
demonstrated this devastating symbiosis by taking Russia and Crimea as an 
example, and in doing so, the researcher in some sense predicted the future 
events of 2014 [5]. Romanian ethno-cultural nationalism clashes with Hun-
garian trans-sovereign nationalism in the case of the Hungarian minority in 
Romania. Hungarian and Romanian trans-sovereign nationalism clashes with 
Ukrainian ethno-cultural nationalism in the case of Hungarian and Romanian 
minority in Ukraine.

Geopolitical models of the EU. Together with other political processes, 
trans-sovereign nationalism and sub-state nationalism (those which do not 
claim independence but boost regional development) are challenging the 
classical model of the EU as a union of nation-states. Christopher S. Brown-
ing and Pertti Joeniemmi described three basic geopolitical models of the EU: 
Westphalia, Imperial and Neo-Medieval [4].

The classical understanding of the EU is based on Westphalia and Imperial 
geopolitical models. The Westphalia model ascribes to the EU characteristics 
of a state with statist borders, with power being concentrated at the centre – in 
Brussels – and spread in equal measure over all the territory of the EU. The 
manifestations of this model are attributes of the EU such as common border 
regime, currency, common foreign and security policy, and efforts of the EU 
to act as a unitary actor in the international arena. In line with this approach, 
the EU perceives its neighbourhood as a range of insecure and unstable coun-
tries that should be kept away from the EU by enhancing security of the EU 
from inside, restrict visa regime, and provide no chance to enter a new mem-
ber-state. This makes this model barely attractive to those countries which 
have been striving for membership for many years, including Ukraine. 

The Imperial model stipulates that the power, which is located at the centre, 
is spread not in equal measure but in declining degrees to the periphery. Such 
an imperial metaphor manifests itself in the EU’s enlargement process, desire 
for integration of new members, and attempts to promote European culture 
and values to other states. Like Westphalia, this model also perceives the 
EU’s neighbourhood as a source of insecurity, but instead of distancing itself, 
it suggests approaching these countries and bringing them stability and secu-
rity. The EU has developed a particular mechanism for cooperation with its 
neighbourhood and a list of criteria for the accession of new members. Those 
countries which express a desire to be a member and successfully implement 
the reforms are rewarded with membership. After any new wave of enlarge-
ment, the EU is confronted with an integration-security dilemma: whether 
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to continue further accession of new members or to stop and strengthen the 
foundation of the EU with its already existing members. Although it falls in 
line with current Ukrainian political interests, this model of the EU is current-
ly reaching a deadlock. Further integration in a centralised manner is likely to 
result in disintegration. Nowadays, with growing scepticism about the future 
membership of Turkey, Ukraine, Moldova, and other interested states, the EU 
is faced with an existential crisis and in need of a new paradigm. 

Some scholars argue that this new understanding of the nature of states and 
state power in the EU bears resemblance to the territorial organisation of the 
medieval period, and they have introduced the term “Neo-Medievalism” [17]. 
These transformations involve changing the very nature of nation-states with 
contemporary meanings of basic concepts such as boundaries, territoriality, 
power, and sovereignty. 

The collective identity of a nation is socially constructed by the construc-
tion of boundaries. Particularly with the postmodern turn in the late 1980s and 
1990s, boundaries are viewed not only in their spatially identifiable nature as 
physical borders between states, but in their symbolic meaning as invisible 
borders in people’s mind. These boundaries are discursively constructed and 
are to be understood not as lines but as imaginary boundaries that separate 
others from inners (us versus they) and are expressed in various social prac-
tices. Creation and destruction of these boundaries is the key element in all 
forms of nationalism. A. Paasi establishes an analytic framework of discours-
es that construct collective identities through the inscription of boundaries. 
He identifies four discourses: we / here, other / there, we / there, we / they. In 
traditional nationalism, nation-building is based on two major discourses: we 
/ here and other / there. Whereas we / here is used for integration within ter-
ritorial units such as the nation-state, other / there is based on the process of 
‘other-ing’ that is utilized to separate one nation within one nation-state and 
the other within the other state. These discourses unite the population within 
the boundaries of a particular territory, creating a national identity and its 
attachment to a particular territory-centre. The discourse we / there is a char-
acteristic of trans-sovereign nationalism and is intended to integrate social 
groups beyond borders, such as diasporas and national minorities, etc; The 
distinction we / they within a territory is utilized in protectionist nationalism 
in order to designate refugees and in order to designate others in traditional 
ethno-cultural nationalism within the territory of a nation-state [16]. 

As well as boundaries, territories should be also perceived through social 
practices. Trans-sovereign nationalism has stretched social relation across 
territorial space. Analysis of the process of territory formation, illustrated by 
Paasi, reveals that the construction of a population correlates with the con-
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struction of a territory. Paasi has introduced four stages of the formation of 
territory. First, there is the acquisition of a territorial shape through the con-
struction of boundaries. Second, there is the creation of the symbolic shape 
through discourses and social practices. Third, there is the institutional shape 
– creation of institutions such as administration, economy, and culture. Lastly, 
there is the acquisition of a territorial identity that helps distinguish a terri-
tory from others [16]. This principle of acquiring territories has been work-
ing for centuries: a state conquers territory, creates the discourse, institutions 
and, finally, identity. The era of wars with the aim to acquire territory has 
passed whereas globalisation has enabled the construction of social identities 
which reside in the other states. By engaging with its Diasporas, states con-
struct its identity: 1) via discourse of a single nation dispersed across borders; 
2) via institutions that deal with Diasporas, cultural centres, which promote 
its language and culture, etc. In Diaspora construction policy, these stages are 
used in a different order: discourse, institutions, identity, and finally territory. 
Having implemented these three stages of territory formation, the last stage 
(which was previously the first one) – the construction of physical territory 
– remains just a matter of political will and geopolitical considerations. That 
is why in the areas where a national minority compactly resides there always 
exists a fear of irredentism. 

Construction of social boundaries and territories relies on the concept of 
power, particularly symbolic or discursive power (using the term of French 
philosopher Michel Foucault) [10]. Symbolic power, according to Pierre 
Bourdieu, contains the act of official denomination, i.e. the power of a state 
to assert what a thing or a person is. In this sense, the symbolic power can 
be described as “the power to make things with words” [3]. The act of offi-
cial naming (person / event / social group, etc.) is an expression of a state’s 
official point of view, and as such is considered legitimate. Such subjective 
perception is articulated by the representatives of a state and can vary ac-
cording to political stances and national interests. In the EU, the discourse of 
one nation dispersed across state borders is actively articulated by Hungary, 
Romania, Poland, Slovakia, Bulgaria, Turkey, etc. However, this power is 
exerted not only at the political level, like political speeches etc., but via ac-
ademia. Knowledge cannot be readily separated from power. Knowledge is 
always situated in specific historical-intellectual contexts and power relation-
ships within society. Therefore, the term Diaspora is not neutral, because it is 
an expression of a particular subjective vision and political attitude. Besides 
the tool of discourse, the process of identity-construction is enacted through 
institution-building – the creation of a corresponding governmental apparatus 
that deals with the Diaspora; cultural incorporation – a form of soft power, 
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which stipulates different cultural activities that are organised by mentioned 
institutions; and juridical fixation – a policy of citizenship, i.e. granting of 
different forms of citizenship (classical or extraterritorial). 

The flourishing type of foreign policy – whether it is called Diaspora con-
struction policy or state-led trans-nationalism – question the traditional un-
derstanding of the state as a depository of sovereignty over a particular ter-
ritory and the population that inhabits it. In society, political power used to 
be organized territorially within the boundaries of the state, but nowadays, it 
is operating outside the state, at the territories, where the target social groups 
reside and which is under jurisdiction of the other state. In other words, Di-
aspora or national minority is a projection of a home-state’s power. This pro-
jection of state power, and hence sovereignty, over the territory of a foreign 
state meets with the other state’s power and sovereignty. Such overlapping 
sovereignties enable researchers to talk about the process of ‘re-territorializa-
tion’ of the European political space. 

The case of dual loyalties of Diaspora populations can best be illustrated 
by the recent scandal with German football players of Turkish origin. In May 
2018, Mesut Ozil and Cenk Tosun, who are of Turkish origin and play for the 
German national football team, were criticised for meeting and taking a pic-
ture with the Turkish president Recep Tayip Erdogan. It was made against a 
background of deteriorating German-Turkish relations and growing criticism 
by Western countries of Erdogan and his authoritative style of government. 
In fact, it is a matter of identity and political loyalty not only of Turkish 
immigrants but of the migrant / Diaspora population in general. This very 
accurately illustrates the motto of the main Turkish institution for Diaspora 
engagement: “We are everywhere where a Turk is” [22]. However, it is not 
the truth that all migrants necessarily must be disloyal to the host country. 
But the case is that (with an active effort of the home country) the identity 
of an immigrant is more likely to preserved, that paves the way to a range of 
his possible political decisions which would be more likely in favour of his 
home state.

In many cases, a state’s engagement with its Diasporas / co-ethnics abroad 
is a rather acceptable practice, which doesn’t bring controversies in bilateral 
relations between home and host states. Protection of the rights of nation-
al minorities is an integral element of European values, on which European 
states have agreed by signing The Framework Convention for the Protection 
of National Minorities. However, in some cases, it may cause the deterio-
ration of bilateral relations. Hungarian policy is a good example. In 2001, 
Hungary adopted the Status Law, which grants certificates of Hungarian or-
igin – Hungarian Cards – to ethnic Hungarians in neighbouring states. After 



43

adopting the Law, Hungary was accused by its neighbours of violating their 
sovereignty and interfering in internal affairs. Romania and Slovakia were 
strongly opposed to such a policy of certification [11]. Hungarian policy to-
wards its Diaspora has caused diplomatic tensions in Hungarian-Ukrainian 
relations. Due to the fact that dual citizenship is prohibited in Ukraine, Hun-
gary was accused of granting citizenship to Ukrainian citizens of Hungarian 
origin. Consequently, the Hungarian consular in Ukraine was expelled in Oc-
tober 2018 [9].

This changing relationship of state territory, expanding membership in 
the nation and state power reflects the process of ‘re-territorialization’ that 
is currently taking place in the EU and its neighbourhood. Thus, it is pos-
sible to think of the political space of the EU through the social practices 
– in functional rather than territorial terms: territories as a historical process 
maintained by social practices; boundaries in their symbolic meaning; power 
as soft, discursive, or symbolic power; identities as malleable, and sover-
eignty as multiple and overlapping. According to this logic, those countries 
that managed to control their population within and outside its borders would 
be able to successfully implement its geopolitical and foreign policy goals. 
Examples abound across the globe. The growing geopolitical and economic 
power of China is accompanied by the presence of Chinese people all over the 
world, even in the EU, despite its geographical distance. India, another rising 
power, has long been implementing extensive Diaspora strategy towards mil-
lions of Indians abroad. Jewish Diaspora is among classical examples and is 
particularly famous for its lobby influence in host countries. Economic con-
tribution to the well-being of its home country is remarkable in the case of 
Armenian Diaspora. 

Trans-sovereign nationalism in Europe views the EU not as union of states, 
but as union of nations – regions with multiple centres of power and multiple 
loyalties [24]. As mentioned above, such an understanding best fits in the 
third possible geopolitical model of the EU – Neo-Medieval Europe. This 
model presupposes that unlike in the Westphalia or Imperial models, gover-
nance and authority in the EU are dispersed among the regions rather than 
being fixed at the centre. ‘Regionality,’ thus, is viewed as the core constitutive 
organising principle of European political space [4]. This vision of ‘region-
ality’ stipulates that regions may transcend the EU’s borders, making close 
cooperation of member and non-member states possible. The social dimen-
sion of this cooperation is of great importance. Western Ukrainian borders 
are already becoming less visible with growing social interaction; there is a 
constant in- and out-flux of Ukrainian migrants working in Poland, Hungary, 
Slovakia, and other countries of the EU. What will enhance this process is 
making it reciprocal, i.e. ensure the flux of European citizens into Ukraine. 
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It is remarkable that the ideas of the Medieval model of the EU have been 
most widespread in northern Europe. The North bears important symbolic 
meaning which may help to transcend East-West divides. In line with the 
neo-medieval paradigm for the EU, Jan Zielonka suggests the following rec-
ommendation for the EU: 1) abolishing the state monopoly on integration, 
allowing regions, cities, professional associations, and NGOs to act freely; 
2) moving from territorial to functional integration, developing different net-
works in fields such as energy, trade, human rights, security; 3) replacing the 
hierarchical structure of the EU with one that is polycentric, initiating decen-
tralisation and the devolution of power [24]. What is more important is that 
due to this model, the nature of cooperation between the EU and non-mem-
bers is not subordinate, like in the Imperial model. It envisages cooperation 
based on an approach of equal partnership. A kind of integration such as this, 
which rejects hierarchical features and recognizes local/regional needs and 
conditions, may be more effective than classical one. As Jan Zielonka states, 
“effective governance would be more about bargaining and networking 
among multiple actors and less about implementation of commands coming 
from a European centre” [24]. To lead a dialog as an equal partner may be 
much more appealing than being a neighbour desperately knocking on the 
European door. As such, this model may be a more effective way of integrat-
ing Ukraine into European structures.

Conclusions and forecasts 
There is no doubt that nationalism will remain as a basic uniting tool of 

particular political communities and the nation-state will remain a principal 
political division of the EU and of the world. Having described different types 
of modern nationalism and their implications on geopolitical models of the 
EU, it is possible to highlight three possible scenarios of future political de-
velopment of the EU. 

First, the EU will follow the Imperial model and pursue further enlarge-
ment. This would inevitably raise the question about the capacity of the or-
ganisation. It is unclear how many more countries it is capable to accept and 
where the final line of enlargement lies. Moreover, this will have major im-
plications on the European security system. Countries of the regions where 
the interests of the EU meet with the interests of the Russian Federation, i.e. 
the Balkans and post-soviet countries, would continue developing traditional 
anti-Russian ethnic nationalism in their national strategies. Therefore, accept-
ing new members will further deteriorate the EU’s relations with the Russian 
Federation and deepen global East-West confrontation.  

The second possible scenario, Westphalia, is raising protectionist national-
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ism and scepticism within the EU towards further enlargement. Instead of ac-
cepting new members the EU, would focus on its internal issues and strength-
ening internal cohesion. This will enhance the organisation’s capacity to act 
as a unitary, coherent actor in international arena. However, the Westphalia 
geopolitical model, with its narrow and strict understanding of borders and 
sovereignty, doesn’t respond to the modern, fluid, globalised world. 

Mainstream discussions about the future of the EU have always been be-
tween advocates of the Imperial and Westphalia models. Although they re-
main the core line of the debates, in our opinion, the Neo-Medieval mod-
el is not only more beneficial than these two, but even inevitable. Modern 
technologies – instruments of manipulation of mass consciousness – provide 
states with new tools for controlling their populations, for more effective na-
tion-building strategies, and more effective foreign policy. The flow of people 
and information into and out of the EU will blur the line between internal and 
external matters and will result in a political space of the EU where multiple 
identities, multiple authorities, and multiple sovereignties can coexist. Con-
trol over people is equal to the control over territory, making biopolitics and 
the social dimension of foreign policy key elements of geopolitics. Rather 
than perceiving nationalism negatively, Europe should deaden the negative 
traits of nationalism and develop those types that best suit the global politi-
cal environment – substate and transsovereign. Thereby, the EU as a union 
of modern nation-states gradually transforms into the union of post-modern 
nation states and even a union of regions. As Csergo noted, “Europe may 
lead the way to a postmodern world as it did to the world of the traditional 
nation-state earlier in history” [23].
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СHAPTER 4

THE EU INFLUENCE ON THE EASTERN EUROPEAN 
COUNTRIES’ TRANSFORMATION:

REALITIES AND PROSPECTS
Alina Zadorozhnia

The prolonged break in the enlargement of the European Union (EU), 
caused by a change in the geopolitical map of the world, ended in 2004, 
when the countries of the post-communist camp joined the organization. The 
Visegrad countries and the Balkan Slovenia, which differed greatly from oth-
er countries of the peninsula, became new EU members. In turn, the “old” 
Europe had to learn their mental characteristics, perception of historical reali-
ty, religious consciousness, develop a weak market economy, etc. Not having 
time to relax from the fifth wave of enlargement, the countries with less ma-
ture democracies – Bulgaria and Romania – joined the recruits. The European 
Union met its 50th anniversary in a circle of 27 Member States with borders 
extending to the territory of the Ukrainian state. After six years of adaptation 
(in 2013), the Commonwealth joined another post-Yugoslav Republic – Cro-
atia.

The enlargement to the East began the most difficult phase of EU develop-
ment. Insofar as it is the turn of the rest of the Eastern European states, which 
have also declared their desire to return to the bosom of Europe. Finally, 
long-term reform of the countries helped to gain official candidate status for 
Albania, the Republic of Northern Macedonia (RPM), Serbia and Montene-
gro. Bosnia and Herzegovina (B&H) was recognized as a potential candidate. 
It should be noted that Kosovo has received a similar status. Although, it still 
hasn’t applied for a membership by reason of problems with state recognition. 
In turn, the Ukrainian state has also managed to advance in its foreign policy 
intentions – to sign The Ukraine-EU Association Agreement (2014, entered 
into force in 2017). It made it possible to move from Ukraine-EU partnership 
and cooperation model to political association and economic integration one.

The relations of Eastern European countries with the European Union 
were most often considered in modern literature by analysts or public figures 
to fall into the following groups: 1) the EU member states of the Visegrad 
Four – Poland, Slovakia, Hungary, Czech Republic and the country of rapid 
transformations – Slovenia (M. Bruggmann, J. Wisniewski, H.-P. Siebenhaar, 
E. Emilevich, T. Michel, I. Morawski, O. Sushko); 2) intermediate member 
states – Bulgaria and Romania (however, for many years, the frontier of so-
cioeconomic development with their “pioneer” neighbours has been erased), 
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Balkan Croatia referred to the sixth wave of enlargement, or the country com-
pleting the first stage of EU enlargement to the East (E. Brok, G. Verheugen, 
S. Lene); 3) the rest of the Former Yugoslav Republics and Albania – offi-
cial or potential candidates of the EU (M. Emerson, F. Mogherini, J. Hahn, 
J.- C. Juncker). Ukraine, which has a different past from other Eastern Eu-
ropean countries, had a better chance for full-fledged European integration 
since its independence. However, the main obstacle became neighbouring 
Russia (O. Moldovan, O. Rudyk, T. Snyder). In view of the fact that it has a 
separate chapter, the Ukrainian factor is considered tangible during the appli-
cation of the comparative approach for reflection of a more complete picture 
of EU enlargement to the East.

Undoubtedly, the issue of further integration of these countries is the main 
agenda of the Community. Adherence to European principles of life including 
democracy, the rule of law, equality, respect for human rights, and peace are 
the main goals of the New Democratic countries, arising from the crisis of the 
socialism. As a result of their chosen path, their domestic and foreign policies 
developed in a pan-European context immediately. In contempt of today’s re-
alities, the eastern neighbour – an ideological ally in the past – Russia was not 
going to join the global processes, and therefore it defended its old spheres 
of influence by any means. It’s not a discovery that the latent presence of the 
Russian Federation in the region was turning countries, through the means 
of manipulation, into victims of their dirty “game.” However, the EU was 
moving forward against today’s challenges, improving the methods of the 
integration process.   

Features of the Eastern European countries’ development after EU en-
largement. It was difficult to make positive predictions about the absorption 
efficiency of the Eastern European countries at the end of the last millennium. 
However, both sides were convinced that such action was necessary. As a re-
sult, this heterogeneous region (with tiny Montenegro with half a million in-
habitants and one of the largest countries in Europe with nearly forty million 
people – Poland; with former empires and satellites still with vendettas; with 
high-tech and semi-agrarian countries where the Internet is a special achieve-
ment) moved closer to the achievements of the developed “Old” European 
countries relatively quickly, and in some cases caught up with them.

The country saw the first fruits of its labour after 15 years of hard prepara-
tion. However, it recently felt the real results. After three years of its existence 
in the EU, the economic indicators of the countries have almost doubled, the 
dynamics of foreign trade have greatly changed. Whereas the old member 
states couldn’t enjoy such success. In 2010, the French Press Agency (AFP), 
referring to the research of the Vienna Institute for International Economic 
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Research (WIIW) scientists, proved that “most of the Central and Eastern 
European countries have overcome the global economic crisis. …economic 
growth rates in some countries in the region exceeded similar rates of the euro 
area countries” [12]. Researchers have awarded the title of “model country” 
to Poland, where even in times of crisis, economic growth reached 1,7 %. 
During the years of its membership, the situation has changed significantly in 
the labour market. A Polish scientist, writer Janusz Wiśniewski, remembered: 
“Many Germans then perceived Poles as poor people coming to Germany to 
steal their jobs and enjoy the benefits of their social system. And now I invite 
my German colleagues to go to Poland to see how similar these two countries 
have become and how the centre of Warsaw looks like the centre of Frankfurt. 
I know many Germans who emigrated to Poland to work there” [8].

Although the Balkan countries also expressed a desire to enter the EU at 
the start of independence, their successes were less visible. The reasons were 
self-evident: centuries of slavery and the impoverishment of peoples, which 
affected the mental characteristics of the population; economic underdevel-
opment and, importantly, geographical distance from the EU centre.

On the one hand, the achievement of the European goal by the “Eastern 
European octet” was entirely dependent on the success of internal transforma-
tions. On the other – on large amounts of the EU financing. German analysts 
Mathias Bruggmann and Hans-Peter Siebenhaar presented critical material in 
the daily business newspaper “Handelsblatt” about the effectiveness of such 
support. The article mentions that the new EU members have received more 
than 365 billion Euros (until 2020 inclusive) since the start of enlargement. 
The researchers added that it (inflation-adjusted) was far more than a pay-
ment by the Marshall Plan created by the United States to support Western 
Europe after World War II. One way or another, Poland was recognized as the 
most solid recipient of such European assistance. Living under the roof of the 
EU for 10 years now, it has received more than 100 billion Euros under the 
programs aimed at improving the standard of living and competitiveness of 
the Polish economy. The next seven-year budget involved almost 106 billion 
Euros in the country [9].

At the same time, the Minister of Entrepreneurship and Technology in 
Poland’s government Jadwiga Emilewicz noted that the West also benefited 
from the transfers’ billions, as 80 cents went back to Western European com-
panies for every euro invested in Eastern Europe by EU funds. Certainly, the 
results from the significant contributions to various spheres of life were felt 
by the population after all. Their role in the EU was sometimes evidenced by 
banners, stickers, stations, decorated with EU star symbolism, colours and 
thank-you notes for a thing or service with the Union Fund money. Poland 
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was particularly grateful. Even in the ordinary train bright letters testify here 
that it was acquired with the Cohesion Fund money. In the same way, Bul-
garians or Romanians expressed their appreciation. Some countries prefer 
bilateral relations (such as Slovenia) in implementing joint projects. Despite 
their pickiness, the German authors were still certain that the extension has 
benefited everyone without exception [18]. Former European Commissioner 
for Enlargement Gunter Verheugen made a similar conclusion: “It has been 
known in advance that there was a deficit of democratic culture in Roma-
nia and some other countries. In some way, their accession to the European 
Union was the right decision. It is the only chance to influence positively their 
development” [23].

During their membership in the EU, the countries have succeeded in re-
duction of unemployment, raising of GDP, improving trade policy, positive-
ly influence on the development of medicine and education, fighting against 
gender inequality, etc. According to Eurostat (see table 1), Eastern European 
countries (joined the EU in 2004 and 2007) approached to 18 % of the EU av-
erage of GDP per capita. Currently, these indicators have increased to 84 %. 
Among the most stable leaders are the Czech Republic and Slovenia. Poland’s 
indicators are also impressive. In addition, the countries have brought down 
unemployment rates (Poland and Bulgaria have distinguished themselves) 
and improved macroeconomic indicators (Poland). Since than the real wages 
of newcomers have grown on average by 50 %.

Regarding labour productivity, Eastern European member-states (ex-
cept for Slovenia) comprised half of the national average in the EU. Ignacy 
Morawski, director of the SpotData Analytical Centre in Warsaw, confirmed 
that the EU enlargement was mutually advantageous, as Western Europe has 
significantly increased the geography of the sales market. And logistics bases 
in the Eastern European countries and suppliers have become an integral part 
of the value-chains of Western European companies [18].

The Balkan neighbours were close to the achievement of the pioneers by 
quick steps. The results of B&H and Montenegro were particularly notable. 
Montenegro, Serbia and the North Macedonia (further– Macedonia) were the 
leaders in increasing GDP. Countries also reduced unemployment significant-
ly. Macedonia, B&H, Albania have considerably improved export-import re-
lations.

Close attention was paid to the humanitarian aspect (see table 2). We take 
comfort in the fact that the increase of population was positive in some coun-
tries. However, this wasn’t about Croatia, B&H and Macedonia. A positive 
example for these states was the EU Member State – Slovenia. Especially dy-
namic was the situation of external migrants. The highest percentage of such 
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visitors was observed in Poland, Croatia, Slovenia, Montenegro and Serbia. 
It should be noted that the last two countries still hear the echo of the painful 
dissolution of the Yugoslav Republic. It should be mentioned that the majori-
ty of refugees were particularly evident in unstable Serbia and B&H.

It’s sad to know that the level of health care was relatively low in the 
Balkan countries and this was reflected in infant mortality rates. Citizens of 
Albania, Serbia and Macedonia experienced the bitter consequences of scant 
government financing. Romania and Bulgaria were not too far off. In addi-
tion, the healthcare item of expenditure in Romania was even lower than in 
non-EU countries. It is gratifying to note that Slovenia and Poland take proper 
care of the level of education. Moreover, the Czech Republic and Hungary 
solidly paid for research expenses lately.

It seems the Albanian police were concerned with criminal cases, because 
Albania was on the top of the list of homicide rates. It should be emphasized, 
that it has significantly improved its indicators over the decade (second to 
Montenegro). But Slovenia proved to be a good crime fighter. In relation to 
gender inequality, both the candidate Macedonia and EU member Bulgaria 
were leading in terms of the number of women seats in parliament. Hungarian 
and Slovak parliaments decided the country’s fate with a mostly male team.

With regard to infrastructure development, the new EU member states 
were able to compete against the West (see table 3). They have managed to 
build or repair 3 400 km of the railway tracks, 24 400 km of motorways, to 
realise 17 000 research projects, and to provide broadband Internet access to 
over 9 million users just on The Union Funds [18].

The comparative analysis shows that Hungary was the most active In-
ternet user. Bulgaria and Albania were the least “advanced” users, but with 
such good potential. After all, over the past 13 years, the number of users 
has grown tenfold. Regarding the protection of the environment, far from all 
countries were able to significantly increase their Bioresources. If almost all 
of them (the leader was Slovenia, Albania reduced their forest plantations) 
were able to green the country lately, then not every country was able to save 
threatened species. Poland was recognized as the most hospitable, and Mace-
donia and B&H were the least.

Contrary to the good results of the states of the region, some of their citizens 
were wary of past mistakes, and they were “disappointed that the improving 
living conditions have not been achieved faster and most of the Eastern Eu-
ropean countries have lost most of their population in Western Europe,” said 
research of the Vienna Institute for International Economic Studies Richard 
Grieveson [18].
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It should be added that the so-called “The Three Seas Initiative” (Black, 
Baltic, Adriatic seas) group, which included the participants of the 5-th en-
largement together with Austria, has undertaken to improve the infrastructure 
in this part of Europe. Among their tasks were the creation of the North-South 
Expressway – Lithuania-Greece through the Carpathian Mountains – and the 
liquefied natural gas infrastructure with maritime terminals in Poland and 
Croatia. Analysts suggest that members of the alliance can play an important 
role in lobbying NATO/EU issues such as security, the defence policy against 
the Russian Federation, and in confronting North Stream-2 [5]. The benefit of 
Ukraine in this group was also related to security issues. 

On the whole, the study of the main components of the region showed 
that Eastern Europeans have significantly improved their position during the 
preparation for accession to or membership in the EU. However, the econom-
ic aspect demands more attention. Environmental protection, these countries 
have never considered under the priority. During the last European Parlia-
ment elections, the low level of the Greens’ support has proved their passivity 
in environmental issues, compared to Western Europeans. This will be dis-
cussed below.

A European perspective for the Balkans as an impetus for internal trans-
formation. Research on the main aspects of development required a particu-
lar attention for further EU enlargement for the account of the Balkans. At 
present, it was one of the key issues on the organization’s agenda. It wasn’t 
an easy task to put together all the details of European civilization in a sin-
gle puzzle and not undermine the EU economy. That was the Balkans High 
Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy Federica 
Mogherini considered an integral part of Europe. She considers enlargement 
to be an irreversible process on the way to reuniting the Continent: “…we 
share the same history, the same geography, the same cultural heritage and 
the same opportunities and challenges today and in the future. We have a 
common interest in working more and more closely together to guarantee to 
our people economic and social development, and security” [25].

Let's not forget that Croatia's accession to the EU (this state suffered from 
the military conflicts at the beginning of its formation) has become an exam-
ple of commitment to democratic values   and a guarantee of the effectiveness 
of enlargement policy. Elmar Brok, the chairman of the Parliamentary foreign 
affairs committee, gave assurances this country was a part of the ongoing 
enlargement (“10+2+1” format), and not part of a future enlargement round, 
including other countries that might not be ready to join [20]. In spite of this, 
he doesn’t remove the rest of the Balkan states and Ukraine from the records. 
He considered the fact that a great deal of time was lost by the last country to 
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be a disadvantage of the EU: “That such countries should have a European 
perspective is in our interests and not only in theirs… but it has to be clear to 
us that, if we enlarge the EU, despite making no headway in its internal devel-
opment, we will end up with an inner circle, with members of the European 
Union being divided into first and second class” [21].

A new EU strategy for the Western Balkans was intended to adjust stra-
tegic aspirations. It aimed to find the main steps in preparation for the next 
stage of enlargement, while retaining influence in the Balkans and restoring 
confidence in European integration. First of all, it deals with the support of 
the countries negotiating actively for membership – Serbia and Montenegro. 
Cooperation was planned on the following aspects: the rule of law, security 
and migration, socioeconomic development, transport and energy, as well as 
digital technologies, reconciliation and good neighbourly relations [24]. The 
program included considerable financial investments, which would increase 
in stages as its tasks were completed. And this is in spite of the fact that the 
Western Balkans have received assistance of 9 billion Euros for ten years. 
Material support reached 1.07 billion Euros in 2018 year [24].

Officials hope the new strategy will be a peaceful response to the challeng-
es of aggressive Russia, as well as an instrument for securing defence policy. 
Although Ukraine's membership was not a part of the EU's new strategy, pro-
posals have been made to deepen its integration. It could become closer to the 
EU through participation in the “European Energy Union, joining the digital 
single market (abolishing mobile roaming, developing broadband Internet), 
entering into the Schengen zone...” [2].

At the same time, the European Commission didn’t leave the rest of the 
countries of the peninsula on their own. European partners have drawn up 
recommendations to open the EU membership negotiation process for Alba-
nia and Macedonia. The Commission was going to consider the application 
for B&H membership soon. Kosovo had similar chances, however, in view 
of the Stabilization and Association Agreement implementation. Johannes 
Hahn, Commissioner for European Neighbourhood Policy and Enlargement 
Negotiations, stressed: “Today we confirm that the door of our Union is open 
for the Western Balkans, which is already an enclave surrounded by the EU, 
and that our offer is sincere” [25]. Jean-Claude Juncker, the President of the 
European Commission, expressed interest in a stable Balkans as potentially 
part of the EU: “Investing in the stability and prosperity of the Western Bal-
kans means investing in the security and future of our Union… With a strong 
political will, real and sustained reforms, and definitive solutions to disputes 
with neighbours, the Western Balkans can move forward on their respective 
European paths. Whether this is achieved will depend on their objective mer-
its.The European Commission will be rigorous, but it will also be fair” [25].
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It is worth noting that in June 2019, thirteen EU member states prepared an 
informal document aimed at restoring confidence in the enlargement process 
involving the Western Balkans. Albania and Macedonia have finally received 
an official recommendation to open the negotiation process. The Czech For-
eign Ministry Tomas Petricek supported them: “I will be a strong supporter of 
giving the green light to both countries” [26].

The analysis of Michael Emerson, the representative of the Centre for 
European Political Studies, is of interest. He presented in its three tiers of 
European integration. Thus, the author classified the potential EU member 
states as the Wider Europe, political values   and the single market as the Core 
EU, states that wish to be integrated through such initiatives as the Euro and 
Schengen he classified as Avantgarde [17]. The Wider Europe (the Wider Eu-
ropean Economic Area (WEEA) is the full name), the author considers as the 
third level of the European future, which has replaced the 15-year the Euro-
pean Neighbourhood Policy. Vacancies in the project were offered to both 
Balkan and associated members.

It is wrong to believe that Russia's aggressive policy would have an impact 
only on the fate of border Ukraine. Think about how in February 2017 Mon-
tenegro, which was preparing to join NATO, issued a statement condemning 
Russia in coup attempt during the parliamentary elections. Recently, in a re-
port of the research centre “Foreign Policy Research Institute” (published in 
“Newsweek”) referred to establishing a platform for a greater armed conflict 
in B&H seeking EU membership [10]. Or rather, to the fact that in the neigh-
bouring Republic Srpska, there were actively stockpiled weapons, rebuilt 
military infrastructure and organized military training camps. As much as the 
Bosnian Serbs had no right to form their own army, this was done under the 
supervision of Russian advisers. It was claimed that the Kremlin also decided 
to fund Serb opponents – nationalist Bosnian groups. In addition, Macedonia 
has also suffered from Russia's “attention” regarding the name change on the 
eve of the referendum. Public officials accused the Russian billionaire, State 
Duma deputy Ivan Savvidi, living in Greece, and other Macedonian business-
men, of involvement in the preparation and financing of provocations in the 
country. The Russian allegedly transferred more than 300,000 Euros to op-
ponents of the renaming of Macedonia. This, in turn, should prevent its entry 
into NATO. In the view of Maria Kucherenko, project leader of the Centre for 
Civil Society Studies, this behaviour of the Kremlin is the path to a corrupt 
system in countries, disorder and conflicts: “Russia has paramilitary groups 
in the Balkans, and it will unlikely back down in the near future. But I very 
much hope for the mind and foresight of the Balkan authorities and peoples 
precisely because they are perfectly aware – the European Union and NATO 
are the way to a normal life” [4].
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Western analysts stress that border issues should be faced together. Timo-
thy Snyder, professor of History at Yale University, specializing in the history 
of Central and Eastern Europe, in particular the history of Ukraine, Poland, 
as well as Russia's, notes with concern that “at present, any European country 
choosing a path toward a ‘nation state’ outside the EU is doomed to be within 
Russia's sphere of influence.” He describes nation states as weak by nature, 
incapable of surviving without the markets and relations of colonies or in-
tegration. The scientist is convinced that the West was really successful not 
because of consolidated nation-states, but because of access to the colonies’ 
resources, and the EU was an approach to live in Europe without colonies. 
Russia, however, never existed as a nation-state, and now aims for the impe-
rial goals that Germany was once trying to achieve. Therefore, the entry the 
Visegrad Four, also the Baltic States, to the EU would be a guarantee of their 
security and prosperity. In the opinion of Snyder, Ukrainians living in “one of 
the most colonized countries in the world” clearly understand what they need 
the EU for, just as their western neighbours understand [16]. And if the EU 
“wishes to continue its existence, then it needs to be enlarged and to accept 
new countries including Ukraine” [3].

“Reloading” the EU political system. The change in EU priorities was ev-
idenced by the recent elections to the European Parliament (23-26 May 2019). 
Polish journalist Jakub Korejba noted in his conclusions that the results of the 
recent elections summarize the prolonged, conceptual and technological cri-
sis of the EU and to define new dynamics for the future: “This dynamic can be 
constructive and give a new meaning to this unique format of cooperation in 
the human history, and it can be destructive and became the beginning of the 
end. This would be logical, since it has become clear that the EU has exhaust-
ed itself and, in order to solve problems, is creating them” [15].

The results of the vote by the East Europeans (the highest turnout was in 
Romania, Poland, and Hungary) were proof of a non-indifference to their fu-
ture in the EU and the desire to draw the attention of “old-timers” to their own 
priority tasks (see table 4). While the new members may vehemently disagree 
over Russian’s aggressive actions, their views toward the three leaders of the 
political race were identical. Stefan Lehne, an Austrian diplomat and expert 
on the Balkans and Central Europe, agrees that the perception of the external 
situation in the countries differs contrary to the common goal: “Despite a sin-
gle history as part of the Soviet empire and relatively small per capita income, 
the countries of Central and Eastern Europe have little in common” [23]. The 
author notes that, for example, Poland (in contrast to Hungary and Slovakia) 
more strongly condemned Russian President V. Putin’s policy and considered 
it extremely dangerous. At the same time, Poland neglects to improve the 
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EU's climate policy and instead prioritizes its coal industry. Nevertheless, 
the Visegrad states have joined forces to resolve immigration issues related 
to the free movement of their working citizens. Less developed Bulgaria and 
Romania have focused on internal problems (fighting against corruption and 
crime).

It’s not surprising that the general domestic atmosphere of the countries has 
affected the results of the European Parliament elections. Moreover, East Eu-
ropean deputies supported each other in the electoral body: “Many Bulgarian, 
Czech, Slovak, Slovenian, Polish, Croatian and, of course, Hungarian MEPs 
are resisting attempts to show more cruelty towards Hungary for rejecting the 
state’s legal standards adopted by the EU. The European Parliament is also 
monitoring the situation in Poland with criticism” [23]. This will be discussed 
later, but here, it’s needed to study the moods during the election process.

The results show that the highest number of the EP seats went to Poland and 
Romania, which preferred the European People’s Party (EPP). Obviously, the 
Poles were the most confident in the European Conservatives and Reformists 
Group (ECR). They received the highest number of seats (26) among the all 
votes of the East Europeans. At the same time, the new Allies were far less 
concerned with the environmental issues of the Greens. The Czech Republic 
was an exception. By the way, these were the political forces (EPP, ECR, 
Greens) that have condemned the Kremlin’s actions against Ukraine and its 
violation of international law. The Hybrid War and being in the neighbour-
hood with a state engaged in armed conflict initiated by Russia were the major 
threats of the ruling party. And the construction of the Nord Stream-2 instead 
of economic interests in relations with the Russian Federation were hard the-
ses of Leader of the European People’s Party Manfred Weber. In addition, his 
colleagues from the EPP have seen the Balkans as the next EU members: “We 
cannot leave the Western Balkans to the authoritarian influence of Russia, the 
Gulf States, Turkey, China” [1].

In their program, the Greens make a strong statement in support of deepen-
ing cooperation with eastern neighbours too. Bas Eickhout, one of the leading 
candidates, considers it inappropriate to look at Ukraine’s EU membership in 
the short term. Instead, he has found it necessary to consolidate forces against 
the biggest external enemy – Russia – and to focus on the implementation 
of existing agreements by Ukraine, primarily in the fight against corruption. 
Moreover, “The green energy transformation program of his party is intended 
not only for the EU, but for Ukraine too” [1]. The single political force that 
recognized the prospect of Ukraine’s membership alongside the Western Bal-
kans in the program was Renew Europe. She also supported the democrati-
cally elected government in Ukraine. But the commitment of the Poles to this 
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political force was zero. Identity and Democracy (ID), supported by Czech 
citizens, criticized sanctions against Russia. It even offered to grant 1 billion 
Euros of aid to Ukraine EU farmers as “hostages to sanctions.” The Progres-
sive Union of Socialists and Democrats (S&D), which was most favoured by 
Romanian and Polish voters, weren’t criticizing Russia’s actions as harshly as 
the EPP and the Greens. Socialists acted as if they supported the imposition of 
sanctions, but they were against strengthening them. Meanwhile, the leading 
candidate (S&D) Frans Timmermans called Putin, together with D. Trump, 
“the greatest threats to our security” [1].

Their consolation is that none of the new EU members (except for the 
Czech Republic – one mandate) supported the left-wing, who openly opposed 
sanctions and were “for” a dialogue with Russia. Moreover, among their slo-
gans were “the dissolution of NATO and the creation of a new ‘peace and 
security system’ in dialogue with Russia” [1].

Explicitly, the results of the vote will have a significant impact on the re-
alignment of forces in Europe. Some changes are noticeable at present. Con-
trary to the high prosecution by the EU leadership of Jaroslaw Kaczynski, 
the leader of the ruling Party of the RP “Right and Justice,” for secretly con-
tracting business in tandem with an Austrian businessman, of Czech Prime 
Minister Andrei Babis – for fraud with a Euro-subsidy, of  Prime Minister of 
Hungary Viktor Orban – for turning Hungary into a “mafia state,” where the 
fullness of power belonged to its surroundings (from the FIDESZ party), for 
the authoritarian management style and “slave” labour standards established 
by the new legislation and also of the Romanian socialists – for corruption 
schemes. At the same time, the ruling parties of Bulgaria, Croatia and Slo-
vakia were saved from the condemnation of Eurosceptics, first and foremost, 
due to their desire to avoid conflict with Brussels. However, these leaders 
received mandates in the European Parliament.

Probably, such open neglect of European values   led to the absence of a 
place among the EU leaders for Eastern European representatives. It is known 
that during the negotiation marathon in the fight for the seat of the European 
Commission’s head, the Visegrad Four countries tried to prevent the election 
of Social Democrat Frans Timmermans – a supporter of the sanctioned pro-
cedure against Poland and Hungary under Article 7 of the EU Treaty, non-ob-
servance of which leads to a violation of the EU values due to the limit of 
freedom of speech and independence of the judiciary [7]. Finally, the Polish 
Donald Tusk was succeeded as the head of the European Council by Belgian 
Prime Minister Charles Michel.

The results show that the loss of a centrist majority in Parliament has led 
to the transition of power from conservative forces to liberal ones. Executive 
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Director of the International Renaissance Foundation Oleksandr Sushko em-
phasized that “the greatest risk of the new European Parliament, and of the 
political field of Europe on the whole in the next few years, will be not so 
much the strengthening of the right-wing and populists (that didn’t happen) 
as the synchronous radicalization ‘at the poles’ with a parallel simultaneous 
of a prudent political centre that will make it difficult to reach the necessary 
consensus for effective implementation of policies and confidence-building. 
There is likely to be more situational coalitions on separate issues, more space 
for political manoeuvre and bargaining, less predictability” [13]. Reloading 
the European Parliament would undoubtedly adjust the decision-making 
mechanism, which in turn would influence the fate of enlargement policy.

The EU’s future in the region of the former Eastern Europe. Europe-
an researchers’ scenarios generally balance from the status-quo to a partial 
or collective change of the methods, directions and priorities of cooperation 
within or outside the EU.

The White Paper on the European Commission “The Future of Europe. 
Prospects and scenarios for the EU-27 by 2025” drew attention to the EU 
reforming, but little was written about enlargement. Analysts have presented 
five scenarios for the development of the organization in the short term (car-
rying on; nothing but the single market; those who want more do more; do-
ing less more efficiently; doing much more together) [28]. Oleksandr Rudik, 
an expert on European integration of the Dnipropetrovsk Regional Institute 
of Public Administration of the National Academy of Public Administration 
under the President of Ukraine, argued that any of the above-mentioned sce-
narios that would lead the EU to success would be beneficial to Ukraine [11]. 
Thus, in relations with Ukraine, the development of the organization under 
the first scenario fundamentally changed nothing. The second scenario, which 
focused on the Single Internal Market, on the one hand, reduced the volume 
of EU legislation to which Ukraine must adapt, and on the other hand, coop-
eration in the fields of security and defence, would almost entirely take place 
on a bilateral basis. Under the third scenario, relations would be multilateral 
with the “vanguard.” Narrowing down the areas of activity was foreseen in 
the fourth scenario. At the same time, the efficiency of the development of the 
remaining directions would be improved. The researcher is convinced that 
the foreign policy partner was able to respond to the challenges quickly and 
decisively, and this was especially important for Ukraine in times of internal 
reform and confrontation to the aggressor. The fifth scenario would probably 
require a revision of the bilateral relations format.

Antonio Estella, Jean Monnet Professor of Law and European Economic 
Governance at the University of Carlos III (Spain), presented at once six sce-
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narios of EU, among which noticeable negative prospects were also includ-
ed (termination; variable geometry; status-quo; Incremental integration with 
variable geometries; incremental integration without variable geometries; po-
litical union). The fate of Europeans, according to the author, depends on such 
basic variables as: enlargement, economic growth, immigration, exit(s). The 
study shows that the scientist paid the least attention to enlargement, calling 
the process frozen and without a major upheaval in this area for the next 
10 years. This means that “diversity and heterogeneity of interests will not 
increase in the Union, which, at least, will not put a further brake on European 
integration” [22].

Alexei Moldovan, director of the Centre for Political and Economic In-
itiatives of EU Strategy (Ukraine), outlined the EU’s future steps towards 
the Balkans with the following thesis: the threat of EU collapse was falling; 
Brexit was useful; three-speed Europe; Balkans “in”, Turkey “out;” and there 
wasn’t still place for Ukraine in the EU [6].

In view of the proposed scenarios and taking into account current devel-
opments in the Eastern European states, their future would look “in” or “out” 
of the EU as follows.

Scenario 1. Convergence of European civilization. The existence of the 
EU in such a scenario would almost be completed, because the purpose of 
political unification is to bring together the destroyed parts of this ancient 
civilization under one roof. It stipulates that the countries of the first stage 
of enlargement to the East have fully integrated into the structures of the 
Commonwealth, and that Bulgaria, Romania and Croatia, focusing on inter-
nal reforms, have improved economic performance and brought the standard 
of living up to the EU average. After all, they fulfilled the criteria for mem-
bership in the Schengen area. All new member-states, as well as Slovakia and 
Slovenia, have changed money to the single currency. Montenegro, having 
gained independence later than the others (in 2006), successfully prepared 
for membership and entered into the EU with Serbia. The latest, for its part, 
resolved disputes with Kosovo and rid itself of the Russian monopoly in en-
ergy. The Republic of Northern Macedonia would be in the queue for the 
EU membership. Changing the name, the country would have resolved dis-
putes with Greece in this regard. Albania, with intensive reforms aimed at 
reducing the socioeconomic disparities, and B&H, with reviewing Dayton 
agreements toward reviving governance mechanisms, would be behind. On 
the other hand, the intensified work of European funds, aimed at the develop-
ment of depressed territories, would threaten to deepen the integration pro-
cesses and undermine the EU economy. Issues of security, border control, 
and protection from cyber-attacks would require consolidation of the efforts 
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of EU members. Foreign policy would be characterized by a revival of eco-
nomic relations and decision-making in defence of international law. With 
such a vision, Ukraine was becoming an EU candidate, alone or in a triumvi-
rate with Georgia and Moldova, that it was unlikely. In advance, its focused 
efforts, securing broad international support, on fighting corruption and on 
de-escalating the Russian-led military conflict. At the same time, of course, 
for the benefit of the country, would be the litigation of the Crimean issue at 
the final stage. However, there would be a levelling of Russian influence on 
decision-making by Europeans.

Scenario 2. End of “batch” extension. This scenario seems more realistic 
and would provide the involvement of the rest of the European countries in the 
EU step-by-step. Perhaps Serbia and Montenegro become the last countries to 
join the organization in tandem. Although this practice would accelerate the 
process of Europeanization, it would make it less effective. A single “takeo-
ver” would be characterized by a special approach to each of the candidate 
countries, located at different stages of internal transformation. This scenario 
contains a clearer hierarchy of countries with different degrees of integration 
(centre, periphery, prospective members). Neighbouring EU members would 
increasingly play the role of intermediaries able to vote “for” the arrival of 
a European future to the Balkan Peninsula. It’s unknown whether the EU 
would stop its policy of eastward enlargement after the Balkan accession to 
it. One way or another, the dialogue with the new democratic states would 
continue. Ukraine would be one of the first to have a chance to move beyond 
the European Neighbourhood Policy. Another step towards the EU would be 
the signing of the Association Agreement. Of course, this wouldn’t offer any 
guarantees of membership, but it would provide some preferences for “build-
ing Europe at home.” 

Scenario 3. “EU-28” Status-quo. Croatia would be the final country of EU 
enlargement to the East. The process of accession for the rest of the Balkan 
states to the EU would be “frozen” until improvement in its rate, reduced by 
anti-Russian sanctions and the support of new members. Taking into account 
the limited resources, there would be a reduction in the areas of cooperation. 
The standard of living of the new member states would increase (GDP, the 
lowest salary, etc.). Bulgaria, Romania and Croatia would strengthen their po-
sitions. Actions to change the single currency and its stabilization would be-
come tangible. Border controls with new members would relax. They become 
an integral part of the Schengen area. At the same time, the EU’s external 
borders would be more controlled. Much attention would be paid to immi-
gration issues. All of them join a single database with biometric information 
on criminals, in particular under the counterterrorism programs. In addition, 
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countries would concentrate on creating a single energy and IT market. On 
the periphery, the EU would focus on the main actors of the Western Balkans 
Strategy – Serbia and Montenegro. Eastern European MEPs, interested in 
stable borders, would continue lobbying for the Western Balkan candidate 
countries. In turn, Albania, B&H and Macedonia would overcome internal 
crises without large-scale support from EU funds. On the one hand, farmers 
would have the opportunity to be on-line involved in satellite crop manage-
ment systems, and on the other, to farm without strict obligations to the EU. 
Russia and its representatives would continue to influence the decisions of 
the political forces of the peninsula countries. The Balkan states, together 
with Georgia, Moldova, and Ukraine would be a range of states that contin-
ue to aim for European goals but would still be too weak for full integration 
into EU structures. The membership topic for Kiev, according to researchers, 
would have been closed for 15-30 years. Poland will have stayed Ukraine’s 
best friend in the EU. The war launched by Russia still would have destabi-
lized the country and demonstrative reforms would be unable to fight corrup-
tion. In the EU border countries, pro-Russian sentiments with slogans of the 
territorial division of the country would still be felt. Such a scenario would 
be the least likely, but its implementation would depend on both the domestic 
situation in the country and the Russian factor.

The three scenarios presented may be conventionally defined as completed, 
positive, and negative. In contrast, there was theoretically the worst prospect con-
nected with the termination of the EU’s existence. However, such a prediction 
hasn’t been confirmed due to the lack of a sufficient number of factual materials.

Finally, attention should be paid to whether new EU residents were satisfied 
with achieving their goal, whether they were happy citizens of sovereign states 
ruled by law, where human well-being was the basis of society. In the results of the 
World Happiness Report-2019 [29] which was proposed by scientists at Columbia 
University in 2012 (under the UN auspices) and more about this. The formula of 
happiness was obviously approximate and too complex, but the researchers had 
taken into account the main factors: GDP per capita, healthy life expectancy, so-
cial support, freedom to make life choices, generosity (desire or ability to spend to 
charity), and the perception of corruption. So, in 2018, the Czech citizens (20-th 
place) were the happiest in the region, Slovaks (38), Poles (40), Slovenians (44) 
and Romanians (48) were less satisfied. High levels of corruption and low lev-
el of charity of the Hungarians (62), Serbs (70), Montenegrins (73), Croats (75), 
Bosnians (78), Macedonians (84) and Bulgarians (97) occupied lower positions. 
Among the 156 countries of the rating, only one East European state – it was Al-
bania (107) remained outside the top 100 most satisfied.

Note that in the 2012-2014, the decade after the first phase of enlargement to 
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the East, none of the researched countries were in the top 30 most happy. The lead-
ers of the region at the time were the Czech Republic (31), Slovakia (38); below 
position were taken by Slovenia (55), Poland (60), Croatia (62), Montenegro (83), 
Romania (86), and Serbia (87). Albania (95), with immature democracy, has taken 
its place near Macedonia (93) and B&H (96). Low social support and purchasing 
power (GDP) pushed the Hungarians (104) and Bulgarians (134) back to the most 
disadvantaged.

Meanwhile, the Ukrainians ranked 133 in 2018, as compared with 111 in the 
pre-war rating. Ukraine, which wasn’t a member state or a potential candidate of 
the EU, was in the worst position. The country suffers from destabilizing actions 
by Russia and the corrupt practices of “governance” and cannot count on similar 
support, capable of improving the economy, overcoming the difficult financial sit-
uation of the population by the case of the Eastern Europe countries.

It was true that, Russia’s neo-imperial ambitions were a major obstacle to ex-
pansion. Eastern Europeans or short-sighted MEPs could “facilitate” it. We could 
say for sure, that till 2014, no average Ukrainian had any idea about the occupation 
of the Crimea or the hybrid war in the east by the Kremlin. Therefore, it was naive 
to believe that the Eastern European state, especially the Balkans, wouldn’t appear 
in the same situation. Thus, there was a rather serious threat to European security.  

The results showed that life in the care of the old democratic states would bring 
benefits to all the Eastern European countries. The goal of a new EU strategy would 
be a peaceful, prosperous Balkans. Therefore, in the near future we would be wit-
nesses of the emergence of Europe with borders on both shores of the Adriatic. 
However, such a scenario would be possible only with sustainable development. 
Various factors could affect the situation, including the following: 1) a clear and 
timely implementation of the proposed plan by the Balkan candidate countries, the 
main points of which are spelled out in the new EU strategy; 2) despite the fact that 
Brexit was a political, but not an economic process, the future of the EU depends 
on the conditions of “divorce” with the UK and on whether it happens, as well as 
similar commitments of its other members; 3) intensifying the cooperation of the 
Balkan states with the neighbouring member states, which would focus on the EU 
tasks after accession; 4) a strict policy of the European Parliament, in particular on 
security, and defence of international law.

Therefore, the present task of the Eastern European countries, in particular the 
Balkan countries, should be a strengthening of democratic sentiment in order to 
implement European values, totally reject corruption and eradicate territorial con-
flicts. Such actions could fully consolidate European society in the face of modern 
challenges and in the cause of peace and prosperity in one of the world’s most 
populous regions.
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CHAPTER 5

EU-RUSSIA RELATIONS:
MAIN ISSUES AND FORECASTS

Olga Brusylovska

1. The state of relations between the EU and the Russian Federation for 
today: a general characteristic

Since the end of the Cold War, the European Union (EU) has become the 
main structured pole of international relations on the European continent. The 
appeal of this pole was very strong that was reflected by the desire of 20 coun-
tries in Northern, Central, Eastern and South-Eastern Europe to join the devel-
oped countries club. The EU has responded partially to these aspirations, but 
not fully. Nowadays, not all Balkan countries are in the EU, some are still re-
stricted by the framework of the Stabilization and Association Process. Also, 
the EU did not make any promises to countries that had left the Soviet Union 
(except the Baltic states) because it linked its general strategy to a “strategic 
partnership” with Russia (June 1999); with others, for example, with Ukraine 
similar intentions were signed only afterwards (December 1999).

Due to its historical experience of state building as an absolute power and 
desire to restore the status of a great power, Russia is actively interfering 
in CIS affairs and therefore restricts their independence and sovereignty. 
Ukraine’s and Moldova’s applications for association with the EU are diffi-
cult to reconcile with Russia’s concept of Europe’s future. The Russian Fed-
eration has always sought to achieve the structure of the continent, based on 
two pillars – Brussels and Moscow.

After 2013, the EU and the Russian Federation have experienced the sharp-
est cooling of relations since the end of the Cold War. In addition to bilateral 
issues, it has affected primarily the post-Soviet countries, which have become 
the very battlefield of the EU’s and Russia’s interests.

The EU’s main interest is to have stable and economically prosperous 
neighbours on its eastern borders, with which it would maintain non-conflict 
relations. The benefits of the economic prosperity of its neighbours are obvi-
ous: their wealth will create markets, help to avoid the emergence of pockets 
of poverty, help to avoid unwanted migration to the EU, and help to avoid the 
spread of crime and corruption. According to T. Rostoks and D. Potjomkina, 
stability is a more complex factor. Firstly, it has a foreign policy element: 
strengthening the sovereignty and independence of the countries concerned, 
without unjustified interference from outside. In practice, this means Russia’s 
influence. The EU, however, has never been interested in tension between the 
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CIS countries and Russia, and has always acknowledged the historical and 
geographical reasons for Russia’s influence on its neighbours. Therefore, the 
EU does not consider the policy of the Russian Federation and its own in the 
post-Soviet space as a zero-sum game, although it is difficult to accept that for 
Russia. Secondly, stability has an internal political and institutional element: 
the consolidation of state institutions and the rule of law. This is necessary to 
avoid the establishment of governments that protect group interests, whether 
domestic (oligarchy) or foreign (Russia); to prevent the growth of criminal 
networks of all kinds; to create an environment conducive to foreign invest-
ment, which is so important for economic development and reforms. In view 
of the EU’s interests, it is important to create systems of “good governance” 
– publicity and accountability of state institutions, and improved legal and 
judicial systems. That is, for the EU, a certain degree of CIS westernization, 
for Russia as well, is considered necessary. Thirdly, stability also has an eth-
no-political element: the elimination of threats of ethnic irredentism (the ex-
amples of Transnistria and Gagauzia in Moldova) [45, p. 244-245].

T. Diez believes that the notion of “normative power of Europe,” which 
the EU obviously seeks to achieve, is not an objective category at all, but 
rather a “practice of discursive representation” that involves “building one-
self through others.” Thus, the EU as “the power of good” on the international 
arena can only be strengthened by such programs as the Eastern Partnership 
(EaP). The stalling of this policy is due to the European Commission’s differ-
ence of opinion, that perceives the EaP as an opportunity to “act rather than 
simply provide assistance” to detach these countries from Russia, and the 
European Parliament and Member States that have been more cautious and 
in recent decades have considered Russia their strategic partner [25, p. 615]. 
For M. Smith, their position is clear in view of the fact that almost all tasks 
related to the implementation of the EU’s “grand strategy” (physical security; 
economic prosperity; importance of the plan) cannot be accomplished with-
out a consensus with the Russian Federation [48, p. 148].

The development of relations between Russia and the EU after the Cold 
War can be roughly divided into three stages. The first stage (1992-1994) 
was characterized by relative optimism and the establishment of cooperative 
structures.

The second stage (1994-2000) can be described as the “times of uncertain-
ties,” full of demoralizing failures with Russia, which led to introspection in 
the EU. This was reflected in the strategic decisions made by the EU in the 
late 1990s. The first one was an internal strategic document prepared by the 
Commission on Russia (1995). The second one was the Common Foreign 
and Security Policy (1999) [31]. They demonstrate the EU’s persistence that 
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European values   are the basis for further cooperation, including possible in-
tegration with Russia. Although relations have become more conditional, the 
desire for cooperation has not disappeared.

The Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (PCA), which entered into 
force on 1 December 1997, established the legal basis for relations between 
Russia and the EU. Within the framework of the agreement, the leaders of 
Russia and the EU have defined four “common platforms” (economy, free-
dom, security, science). Cooperation instruments have been established: the 
EU-Russia Summit (twice a year), the Permanent Partnership Council Rus-
sia-EU (at the level of relevant ministries), regular consultations on human 
rights, meetings of the EU-Russia Parliamentary Cooperation Committee 
(several times a year), expert meetings etc.

The third period (2000-2014) can be described as a hybrid era, which be-
gan on an optimistic note but turned into an era of mutual disappointment, 
culminating with the conflict in Ukraine [31, p. 26]. In May 2005, the par-
ties highlighted the importance of strategic partnership between Russia and 
the EU, and in 2010, the modernization partnership was launched. But at 
the same time in 2008, S. Medvedev [38, p. 216] argued that a “stalemate 
is the most appropriate definition of the present situation in the EU-Russia 
relations.” F. Lukyanov [36] described them as “misleading relations.” The 
strong evidence of difficulties is the fact that despite several years of nego-
tiations, the parties are still unable to replace the PCA after its expiration in 
December 2007. Also, the issue of visa free travel, initiated by Russia, has 
not been resolved. Thus, the Putin era has demonstrated a growing chasm 
between Russia and the EU. There have been some reasons for that.

First of all, during the years of intense interaction between the two coun-
tries, the difference of the EU’s and Russia’s worldviews came to the fore. 
H. Haukkala described these two decades of relations between Russia and the 
EU as a learning process, within which both the EU and Russia learned about 
themselves, about each other and about their relations [30]. Even some of 
the hardest to reach achievements, such as Russia’s accession to the WTO in 
August 2012 after 19 years of gruelling negotiations, was ultimately a disap-
pointment. Secondly, the EU and Russia indeed have substantially incompat-
ible interests. Putin’s Russia does not consider things that the EU offers and 
requires to be necessary. Russia doubts the role of the EU as a viable model. 
Instead of embracing the values   and models of the EU, Putin views the West-
ern Europeans and the EU as morally degenerative organizations that, accord-
ing to him, have rejected “their roots, including the Christian values   laying 
the basis for Western civilization” [13]. Thus, before the events in Ukraine in 
2014, Russia-EU relations had already become a source of mutual disappoint-
ment, heightening tension between the parties [31, p. 32].
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After the Euromaidan, the US was a leading force in the imposition of 
sanctions against the Russian Federation, and the EU followed their lead. 
However, because of some concerns about the chosen policy vector, the EU 
has not developed an optimal response to Russia’s actions. As a result, the EU 
has used a three-tier sanctions strategy against Russia. The first response was 
to ignore Russia at international meetings. Then, the sanctions were imposed 
on those responsible for and / or close to President Putin, minimizing damage 
to European economies. These had been before the shooting down MH-17 
flight on 17 July 2014, what forced the EU to take a firmer stance. The EU 
introduced a third level of sanctions, moving from sanctioning people to the 
imposition of sanctions on key sectors of the economy. That restricted Rus-
sia’s access to the EU capital markets, banning the purchase or sale of bonds 
and capital as well as services. The import and export of weapons were pro-
hibited. Turning to previous criticism of the EU, sanctions banned exports of 
dual-use items as well. The constant imposition of sanctions has succeeded 
in disequilibrium with Moscow. For example, the Russian Foreign Minister 
Sergei Lavrov, during his visit to Finland in June 2014, characterised the EU’s 
position as “dishonest and vengeful” [44]. Russia responded to targeted pu-
nitive measures. Russian sanctions included food import ban from the EU in 
August 2014, as well as the constant threats of more significant measures in 
case of the EU’s increased pressure on Russia.

Another aspect of the EU’s response was the decision to accept the new 
Ukrainian authorities and to speed up signing of the Association Agreement 
with Ukraine. On 21 March, just a few days after the annexation of Crimea, 
the political part of the Association was signed, and the economic part of the 
Agreement was signed four months later on 27 June. The mutual ratification 
of the Association by the Verkhovna Rada and by the European Parliament 
on 16 September 2014 [17] was a powerful symbol of the determination to 
bring Ukraine closer to the EU. All these actions can be regarded not only as 
an attempt to show support for Ukraine, but also as a signal to the Russian 
Federation that the EU considers its actions to be unacceptable. Thus, at the 
current stage, which began after 2014, we can say that EU-Russia relations 
are stagnating, what will prevail by the time Russian Federation will return 
Crimea to Ukraine, that is, indefinitely.

2. The main problems of relations between the EU and the Russian Fed-
eration at the present stage

Energy. In the economic field, the energy sector has become the most con-
flicting issue in EU-Russia relations. Although the EU has important industri-
al and economic indicators, the fact that it is a modest energy supplier makes 
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Brussels vulnerable to external fluctuations in oil and gas production, as well 
as geopolitical change. The EU depends on external sources of energy, so 
energy issues are an important part of the EU’s security agenda. Brussels is 
pursuing an efficient diversification of energy sources. Today, however, the 
energy interdependence between the EU and its suppliers is a reality. The 
Russian Federation is among the most important energy partners of the orga-
nization’s member states. Regarding natural gas imports to the EU countries 
from Russia in 2012 it reached 32 % of total EU imports [32, p. 495].

Post-Soviet Russia openly declares itself as a great power and seeks to 
act accordingly. Its status is perceived not as a position or condition, but as a 
property owned by Russia because of its huge size, resources, culture and his-
tory [46]. The considerations for Russia and its energy resources have played 
a particularly important role in this struggle, as since the mid-2000s Russia’s 
international ambitions have been embodied in the paradigm of the “energy 
superpower” [34, p. 59]. In fact, Russia has no other area to claim its leader-
ship. Russia has taken a defensive stance on relations with the EU, insisting 
on an equal partnership. According to Lavrov, this is the cause of “major ac-
cusations from those who do not like strong Russia” [3].

According to the Levada Centre polls, 78 % of Russians support the idea 
of Russia’s restoration as a “great empire” [9] and 56% express nostalgia for 
the USSR because of “the lost sense of belonging to the great power” [14]. 
Another poll, which studies the opinion of the Russian public on the role of 
energy in national identity, shows that 64% of Russians agree (29 % strongly 
agree and 35 % tend to agree) that Russia is an energy superpower [47, p. 75].

In December 2005, at the meeting of the Security Council of the Rus-
sian Federation, Putin stated that Russia should become one of leaders and 
“trendsetters” in world energy. According to him, Russia’s energy and natural 
resources are a “naturally competitive advantage, which in the 21st century 
will not only be a locomotive pulling Russia’s economy forward but will also 
help Russia to improve its position on the international arena” [11]. Vladislav 
Surkov put it even more bluntly: “If you have strong legs, you should jump, 
not play chess” [16]. By the end of his second presidential term (2004-2008), 
Putin had regained full state control over the national energy complex and ex-
plicitly used energy resources as tool of Russia’s foreign policy [20, p. 178].

The Putin regime presents the energy sector as a solid basis for mutually 
beneficial cooperation with the EU while deliberately consolidating Russia’s 
energy championship. A striking illustration is Putin’s speech at the Investors 
Forum in Germany: “For some reason, the German public does not like nu-
clear power ... But I do not understand what you will heat with. You do not 
want gas; you do not develop nuclear power. Will you use firewood? But for 
firewood you will have to go to Siberia as well” [12].
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Russian politicians emphasize mutual vulnerability to portray Russia-EU 
energy dialogue as relations based on symmetric interdependence, to describe 
them as partnership [6] and sustainable [7].

That is why the beginning of the new EU energy policy, the provisions of 
the Third Energy Package, were marked by Russian politicians as unwise [4], 
immodest, myopic [6; 13], ineffective [8] and unfair [13].

In fact, in March 2007, the European Commission drafted a legislative 
provision on “the sale of gas on equal terms and without discrimination” by 
guaranteeing efficient distribution. This proposal became a binding directive 
for the EU member states in 2009 and was incorporated into national law in 
2013 [34, p. 62]. Based on the logic of Russia, the EU started moving in the 
opposite direction from the partnership. In fact, the EU has begun to prepare 
several oil and gas pipelines. Since 2009, the focus has been on the Nabucco 
project (the Caucasus – Central Asia – Europe), and Russia has announced 
a competing South Stream project, which was arranged for transfer of Rus-
sian gas across the Black Sea to the EU member states (through Russian, 
Turkish and Bulgarian seabed to the Bulgarian mainland) to the countries of 
South-Eastern and Central Europe [43].

Russia’s contribution to world production in 2014 was 16.7 % and 12.7 % 
of natural gas and oil, respectively. Although there has been a downward 
trend from 2013 to 2014, this should be attributed to the investment cycles in-
herent in the energy business. A significant amount of oil is shipped to the US, 
Europe, and China, while the EU exports gas mainly through transit Ukraine, 
Belarus, and Turkey. One of the most important aspects that deserve special 
attention at this stage is that gas trade between Russia and the EU is carried 
out through pipelines (networks) that directly connect the supplier to the con-
sumer. This, in turn, adjusted the natural gas market to long-term contracts 
(NTUS) (15-20 years), accompanied by a guarantee of the return on invest-
ment needed to build the networks (take-or-pay principle) [43].

The Crimean crisis has created tension between the EU and Russia. De-
spite the fact that the EU badly needs energy from Russia, the annexation of 
the peninsula has created unexpected obstacles to the continuation of bilat-
eral cooperation. The EU is in a state of disarray: meeting the energy needs 
of its internal market/consumers and fulfilling its obligations as a subject of 
international law-based relations have come into conflict. On 20 March 2014, 
the EU member states noted the need to diversify energy supplies and routes 
and discussed its implications for foreign policy and strategic energy choices. 
The strategy, published in May 2014, aims to ensure a stable and sufficient 
supply of energy for EU citizens and market. Following the cancellation of 
the EU’s financial support for the implementation of the Bulgarian part of 
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the Russian project in early December, Russia announced the abolition of the 
South Stream. In response, the European Commission has begun discussing 
alternative proposals to succeed in securing its gas markets with foreign gas 
supplies. The modified version of the project proposed the extension of the 
pipeline to the European coast of Turkey. Later in 2014, M. Sefcovic, the new 
EU Energy Commissioner, visited Azerbaijan to discuss the replacement of 
the South Stream with an alternative project that could bring Azerbaijani gas 
to Europe without crossing Russian territories. Therefore, due to the annex-
ation of Crimea, relations between Russia and the EU will be frozen for an 
unspecified period [2].

Democracy. In the field of politics, the core of the conflict between the 
EU and Russia are the values of democratic rule. The state of democracy in 
Russia, the rule of law, the protection of human rights and freedoms, trans-
parent and fair elections, etc. have always been a source of misunderstanding 
between Russia and the EU. The cases of former Yukos chairman Mikhail 
Khodorkovskiy and Platon Lebedev hampered relations between Moscow 
and Brussels. In May 2011, Catherine Ashton, the High Representative of the 
Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, expressed deep concern over 
Moscow City Court’s ruling confirming the second conviction for fraud. 24 
members of the European Parliament called for economic and visa sanctions 
on those who were involved [1].

Another case was concerned with Sergei Magnitskiy, a partner of Mos-
cow-based Firestone Duncan firm, who died at Moscow detention centre in 
2009 as a result of being denied in proper medical care. On 23 November 
2010, the European Parliament’s Committee on Foreign Affairs approved the 
amendment to the draft of annual report on human rights, which called for visa 
and economic sanctions against 60 Russian officials involved in the Magnits-
kiy Case. On 17 February, the European Parliament adopted a resolution on 
the rule of law in Russia, in which it condemned the situation regarding the 
second conviction of Khodorkovskiy and Lebedev, cases of journalists - Anna 
Politkovskaya, Natalia Estemirova, and Anastasia Baburova, arrests of oppo-
sition leaders, persecution of civil and human rights activists, intimidation of 
non-governmental organizations and the media [27, p. 10].

However, the Russian political elite perceives such EU actions as political 
pressure and interference in Russia’s internal affairs. The 2012 Decree “On 
measures to implement the foreign policy of the Russian Federation” clearly 
defined the Russian position. The document emphasized the need “to counter 
attempts to use the notion of human rights as a tool of political pressure and 
interference in the internal affairs of the state” [10].

The EU has been critical of election campaigns in Russia. For example, 
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on 16 February 2012, the European Parliament adopted resolution “On the 
upcoming presidential election in Russia”, emphasizing that the elections to 
the Duma on 4 December 2011 “did not fully respect free and fair election 
standards” and noted “convergence between state and governing party in-
cluding the lack of independence of the election administration, partiality of 
the media and state interference at different levels”. The following resolution 
of the European Parliament (15 March 2012) criticized the presidential elec-
tions in Russia, which as it was said “not free and right”. Martin Schultz was 
concerned about the fact that “the majority of media clearly stands for one 
candidate” [27, p. 10].

Also, Russia does not accept the “all-embracing” element in relations that 
Germany is primarily promoting. This stands for the necessary involvement 
in a dialogue of civil society, individuals and democratic movements on the 
issues of state’s foreign policy. That contradicts the Kremlin’s official policy. 
As J. Dempsey writes, the Partnership for Modernization should not only fo-
cus on technological change, but on social change as well [18, p. 291].

Clashes in the post-Soviet space. In the foreign policy domain, the ear-
lier limited EU activities on the post-Soviet space can be explained by the 
following factors. Firstly, it is an extremely busy EU agenda. Secondly, the 
lack of a clear identity of these countries in the Western understanding of this 
definition, both in terms of their existence as independent states and their 
“Europeanness.” Thirdly, the EU requires agreement on its specific project 
and its clear rules, commitments and restrictions, which cools the enthusiasm 
of the candidates. Finally, the fourth factor is that Russia restricts EU activi-
ties in the East of the continent. Disorders in Russia or Russia’s hostility can 
have serious implications on Europe, so “getting Russia on the right track” 
has always been of greater priority than relations with other countries in the 
region. R. Dragneva and K. Wolczuk revealed a correlation between the de-
pendence on Russia and insufficient progress in the ENP Action Plan with 
Ukraine: the stronger the interdependence between the EU and Russia is in a 
certain area, the weaker the EU’s influence is there; that is, in the period after 
the Cold War, there was some kind of Russian “veto” [26]. On the other hand, 
taking into account the weight of Russia in Eurasia, the collective West found 
it helpful to strengthen Ukraine’s sovereignty and its ability to pursue integra-
tion policy independent of the Russian Federation, possibly even including 
EU and NATO membership. Another matter is that US policy has always 
been more consistent than EU policy in this regard.

However, the enlargement of the EU in 2004-2007 brought it to the bor-
ders of the post-Soviet space. Today, the EU is actively involved in the de-
velopment of its vision for the future of the region through a range of in-
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struments such as the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), the 
European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP), the Eastern Partnership (EaP), the 
Black Sea Synergy (BSF) and other foreign policy instruments (EU Strategy 
for the Danube Region; Association Agreements; Integrated Maritime Poli-
cy; TRACECA and INOGATE Programs; Energy Charter Treaty; Deep and 
Comprehensive Free Trade Area Agreements with the European Union; the 
European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI); cross-border 
cooperation; the Euronest Parliamentary Assembly, European Foundation for 
Democracy, The European Neighbourhood Instrument (ENI)). The establish-
ment of the European External Action Service, the role of the EU Special 
Representatives and the various CSDP missions in the region to strength-
en the EU’s ability to act through the development of civilian and military 
capabilities in conflict prevention and crisis management confirm the EU’s 
involvement in the region.

The EU enlargement has had a detrimental effect on Russia-EU relations. 
On the one hand, the accession of the countries of Central and Eastern Europe 
has sharpened its attitude towards Russia within the framework of the EU’s 
Eastern policy [24]. On the other hand, countries located between the EU and 
Russia have become the object of contention and even competition between 
the two strategic partners [31, p. 30].

For example, when the EU expressed increased interest in Moldova, re-
lations with Russia deteriorated sharply. Russia is the largest wine trading 
partner of Moldova (about 80 % of Moldovan products are exported to Rus-
sia) and the largest energy supplier (98%). From 2006 to 2007 these levers of 
pressure were repeatedly applied by Russia to wine products and sometimes 
to other agricultural products, claiming that they did not meet sanitary and 
epidemiological standards. Analysts believe that it is nothing more than a pu-
nitive and sanctioning measure to strengthen its own position, which pushed 
Moldova to eventually embark on the Western path of development [29, 
p. 770]. The same conclusion can be drawn from the speech of the Chairman 
of the CIS Affairs Committee of the Russian State Duma Andrei Kokoshkin 
who questioned the status of Moldova as a strategic partner of the Russian 
Federation in case of its rapprochement with the EU [33, p. 252].

The embargo has shown that Russia will impede the European integration 
of its neighbours, increasing the cost of implementing Western standards as 
part of its aggressive policy. In a situation where pressure is extremely high, 
the backsliding of governments in the European integration process could 
be expected. However, this behaviour did not force Moldova to refrain from 
further steps toward the EU, but instead caused Russia’s economic instability 
and worsened its perception in the EU as an unreliable and unwanted partner. 
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In addition, the EU became Moldova’s main trading partner in 2005, the EU-
BAM was established, and the EU Delegation was opened in Chisinau.

Consequently, since Russia did not take the EU neighbourhood very se-
riously at first [53], after the creation of the so-called Eastern Partnership in 
2009, the EU has increased rates and changed the nature of its relations with 
Russia. On the one hand, this process has forced Russia to weaken its grip 
on several key post-Soviet states, including Ukraine. On the other hand, the 
potential success of a systemic transformation under the EU model in East-
ern Europe could lead to a situation where the Russian system may suffer an 
unfavourable comparison with its western neighbours and suffer potentially 
catastrophic consequences for the reputation and legitimacy of the Russian 
elite. In the light of these developments, it is not surprising that Russia has 
repeatedly expressed its dissatisfaction and begun to work actively to counter 
EU policy in the region [31, p. 31].

The establishment of the Eurasian Customs Union (EACU) between Rus-
sia, Belarus and Kazakhstan in 2010, and the desire to quickly transform it 
into a full-fledged Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU) in 2015, should be in-
terpreted as a step intended to combat the growing presence of the EU in the 
Post-soviet space [41]. In political terms, EAEU seeks to build an alternative 
pole for bipolar force deployment in Europe. This can be seen as Russia’s at-
tempt to define its own privileged spheres of influence or interests on a solid 
and institutional basis [50].

At the beginning of 2013, Russia, which remained relatively calm about 
EU policy in the East, began to build up its political and economic power 
to prevent the signing of documents at the Vilnius Summit [52]. The first 
goal was Armenia, which was quickly dissuaded from joining the Associa-
tion. Moldova was sent a clear signal early in the fall when Moscow declared 
an embargo on imports of Moldovan wine, regarding health concerns. Also, 
Moscow sent Deputy Prime Minister Dmitry Rogozin to Chisinau. He in-
formed the Moldovans that he sincerely hoped that they would not freeze in 
the winter. But Russia’s real goal was Ukraine. By the end of the summer, 
Russia began to apply economic sanctions, pointing to the negative economic 
implications that the “European choice” would cause. The ban on Ukrainian 
chocolate was introduced; there were various violations of customs opera-
tions at the border. In addition to use of the stick, Russia tried to influence 
Ukraine with the carrot as well: in exchange for the delay of the AA sign-
ing for an undefined period, Moscow offered substantial discounts on natural 
gas, as well as preferential loans and other trade concessions totalling $ 17 
billion [52]. To the EU’s surprise, Moscow’s proposals were accepted by Ya-
nukovych on the eve of the Vilnius summit. The EU was forced to settle for 
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Georgia and Moldova. But in February 2014, the escalation of the conflict 
between Ukraine and Russia, as well as Russia-EU relations plunged into a 
deep crisis without any positive end in sight [31, p. 33].

The reintegration of former Soviet countries under the Russian scenario is 
one of Russia’s top foreign policy priorities. Moscow considers this region a 
zone of its “privileged interests.” The main documents, which are the Con-
cept of Russian Foreign Policy and Russia’s National Security Strategy for 
2020, define the expansion of cooperation within the CIS as one of the main 
priorities of Russia’s foreign policy [28; 15]. The same has been stated more 
than once in the annual Presidential Address to the Federal Assembly of the 
Russian Federation [19]. For Russia, the Customs Union is the core of eco-
nomic integration, and the CSTO is a mechanism for responding to military 
threats.

In the implementation of the EU enlargement plan, the EU goes further 
into the post-Soviet region of Eastern Europe and the Caucasus, which Russia 
considers to be the sphere of its privileged interests. This is the main problem 
of relations within the EU – EaP countries – Russia format [45]. The central 
element of this tripartite format is in the relations between its key players, 
the EU and Russia. One of the main issues of their relations is the lack of a 
precise formula for cooperation on the post-Soviet territory, which would be 
based on a common development model for former Soviet countries.

The brutality of Russia’s response to the disaster of the Yanukovych re-
gime in Ukraine is clear, given the key role that Ukraine plays in Russia’s 
plans to build reliable poles in the EU and in Eurasia: without Ukraine this 
dream will be impossible. However, despite the clarity of Russia’s strategic 
goals, it is unclear whether Russia has the economic and political means to 
achieve what it intends to.

3. Scenarios for the development of EU relations with the Russian Fed-
eration

The framework of a new stage in EU-Russia relations has just begun 
to emerge, but instead of conclusions, some observations will be given to 
demonstrate what this stage could be.

To describe the scenarios for the development of relations between the EU 
and Russia, it is suggested to use the scheme proposed by Ch. Bretherton and 
J. Vogler. Their analysis is based on the notions of presence (neighbourhood); 
opportunity, which denotes factors in the external environment / context con-
straining or enabling actor’s actions (in our case the EU); capability of the EU 
to respond to challenges that are affected by internal factors, and the suitable 
foreign policy tools [22, p. 377]. This scheme greatly facilitates the overall 
assessment of the efficiency of the country’s foreign policy.
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Presence: according to the authors “with 15 missions on three continents, 
the EU generally proved its ability to defend itself better than the sum of its 
parts,” and third-party perception of its involvement and effectiveness, which 
is an important aspect of its presence, has grown [22, p. 378].

Opportunity: in the author’s view, the EU’s empowerment was first demon-
strated by entry into force of the Kyoto Protocol in 2005 and the EU ranked 
first in GDP ($14.82 billion in 2010). At the same time, the reduction in op-
portunities is illustrated by Russia’s role in the Caucasus and Central Asia, 
where it “effectively prevents the EU,” and even with impunity intervened 
in Georgia, a member of the EU Partnership, in the summer of 2008 and rec-
ognized, despite strong opposition from the EU, separatist regions of South 
Ossetia and Abkhazia [22, p. 381].

Capability: the central component of the actor should be seen as: firstly, an 
ability to formulate priorities and develop policy; secondly, the availability 
and ability to use policy tools [22, p. 385]. The tools of foreign policy are 
political (diplomacy / negotiations), economic (incentives / sanctions), and 
military. The Union has access, albeit to varying degrees, to all three types of 
instruments. Also, it has developed the potential for deploying police forces 
and courts beyond the EU [22, p. 387]. According to theorists, the unique 
character of the EU poses particular difficulties in formulating policies, which 
we call coherence problems: the Eastern enlargement has greatly increased 
these issues and reduced the efficiency of existing EU’s tools.

Based on the above, we could consider three hypothetical scenarios for 
future relations between Russia and the European Union.

Scenario 1: Return to the strategic partnership.
Presence (neighbourhood). EU relations with the Russian Federation have 

had a strong economic component especially since 2001, when the concept of 
the Common European Economic Area was adopted. Brussels does not aban-
don energy dialogue to ensure access to reliable energy sources in the long 
run and to obtain satisfactory investment conditions for Western capital in the 
Russian gas and oil market. Russia, in turn, seeks to secure a market for itself, 
attract the investment needed to modernize its energy sector, which remains 
obsolete and unable to produce highly transformed and exportable products. 
The capital investment needs of Russia’s energy sector by 2020 are estimated 
at $ 460-600 billion, an amount that goes far beyond Russia’s own resources. 
That requires painful reforms, including the adoption of Russian guarantees 
for foreign investors, including the ratification of the European Energy Char-
ter and the restructuring of Gazprom’s monopoly. EU governments, as well as 
gas companies including Gaz de France, Ruhrgas (Germany), and Snam (Ita-
ly) (the first two are also Gazprom’s partners in the acquisition of controlling 
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stake in the Slovak gas network) have shown interest in the new Yamal – the 
Western European gas pipeline running through Belarus instead of Ukraine. 
Belarus has geographical advantages, offering shorter transit and lower fees. 
Thus, the status of Belarus in the East-West dialogue can be strengthened. 
And it is obvious that there are many forces on both sides lobbying for lifting 
sanctions and returning to “regular business”.

Opportunity (external context). Russia will face a choice between two for-
eign policy strategies in coming years: influence through attraction (soft pow-
er strategy) and coercion (hard power strategy). Although events in Ukraine 
demonstrate that Russia does not avoid the use of hard power, it remains to 
be seen whether this tendency will continue, because the use of hard power 
will bring more problems than gains in the future. It is more profitable for 
Russia to become a natural attraction for the countries of the “near abroad”. 
In order to be attractive, Russia should actually allow them to leave. It is a 
long-term strategy that requires a lot of skills and efforts from the political 
elites. This position will eliminate all the conflicts with the EU and other 
Western democracies. However, is the Kremlin ready for that nowadays? On 
the other hand, emerging civil society provides for the democratic alternative 
in Russia, which in the future will give new opportunities to renew the EU’s 
strategic partnership with Russia.

Capability (internal context). The EU faces a difficult choice: should it 
become more active in the East? Should it take active steps to neutralize Rus-
sia? The EU has many soft power tools that should be utilized: the perspec-
tive of visa liberalization; securing unilateral concessions in trade; dialogue 
with civil society. It is clear to everyone that the EU’s development model 
is better than Russia’s. However, the EU must act with caution. Will it (and 
its 28 member states) be able to maintain stability in the East? It would be 
better initially to create an alliance with a strong political identity in order to 
have more coherent and stable policy than one which remains an amorphous 
grouping of cooperating states on a more or less voluntary basis. The EU 
needs to define more clearly the notions of “values” and “tools,” to overcome 
the contradictions, and only after that could the implementation of regional 
politics be improved. Institutional restructuring within the EU under the Lis-
bon Treaty should be completed, leaving the decision-making process unam-
biguous and clear.

Scenario 2: The victory of pragmatism.
Presence (neighbourhood). “The policy of the Russian Federation and 

China turned them into “normative black holes” in the EU’s perception [54, 
p. 256]. Relations with Russia and China are a real test of the European char-
acter. These countries today are the most frequent violators of human rights 
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and international law which are the most important values to the Union. At 
the same time, the EU lacks levers of influence on the regime in Russia, and 
their number is constantly decreasing, that pushes the EU to give serious con-
sideration to the ways of breaking the deadlock. There is a need to engage to 
have an impact.

Opportunity (external context). Two major factors – the Schengen border 
and the interest of new members in promotion of the EU Eastern Partnership 
policy – determine the further activities of the EU in the area of common in-
terest with Russia. The EU cannot leave this area because it is directly linked 
to border security and the socio-economic impact of the NEE countries on 
border settlements is very strong. For example, in the Eastern voivodeships of 
Poland, 30 – 40% of small and medium-sized enterprises operate solely due 
to trade with Ukraine, and lots of socially significant areas will not be secured 
without workers from the East.

Capability (internal context). At present, Europe is not going to use force 
in its relations with Russia. Thus, as S. Mäkinen points out: “There is no 
doubt that the EU considers itself capable of waging war, but not against 
Russia or China” [37, p. 87]. The EU should find modus vivendi (conditions 
for coexistence) between promoting its norms, values and geostrategic imper-
ative. According to J. Greve, “strategic vision and policy flexibility must go 
hand in hand” [54, p. 248]. The pragmatism of the EU member states under 
the pressure of internal imperatives is still a decisive factor of EU foreign pol-
icy. However, “the events of recent years have made it possible to conclude 
that in the future the EU countries will change their energy consumption and 
sources to reduce dependence on Russia; will insist on reciprocity in trade 
and investment; will be able to use the boycott as a tool to influence the policy 
of the Russian Federation, and will refuse to supply technologies and exper-
tise in which Russia is vitally interested” [54, p. 248].

The EU will inevitably work on the efficiency of its CFSP and CSDP, as 
they play a role in the ensuring of “stability, security and prosperity” across 
the European continent regardless of integration or fragmentation processes. 
The EU will inevitably revise its outdated European Security Strategy (ESS), 
which was adopted in December 2003, and will overcome differences be-
tween the main EU member states in defence and strategy.

The EU and NATO, as well as national governments, recognize the im-
portance of further work on improving coordination of efforts to analyse and 
respond to emerging threats, including hybrid and digital ones (cyberspace), 
and including sanctions against those who threaten European democracies. 
It is quite realistic to achieve greater information transparency in technology 
sectors and social media to increase resistance to hostile invasion. The Euro-
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pean Code of Practice against disinformation is an ambitious initial measure 
that will be improved by encouraging the exchange of information and pro-
viding informative progress reports against disinformation. In regions vul-
nerable to Russian disinformation, such as the Western Balkans, local media 
often access Russian news content, spreading stories that are damaging to Eu-
rope. European philanthropists and governments have intensified work with 
local and independent media to build their resistance to Russian information 
sources.

The work on addressing the financial sector vulnerability, which is used 
by authoritarian entities to incite local organizations, launder corruption pro-
ceeds and interfere with the European affairs, is urgent and has already begun. 
The creation of the Central European anti-money laundering body and the full 
implementation of existing pan-European anti-money laundering legislation 
will provide for more effective oversight and enforcement of the European fi-
nancial sector. In addition, existing supervisory bodies should impose stricter 
penalties on European entities that contribute financially to the armed activi-
ties of authoritarian regimes. The new EU-wide Foreign Investment Screen-
ing Mechanism is the first step in addressing the vulnerability of the Union, 
but it will be strengthened by additional measures enforcing the European 
Commission’s regulations on information gathering. Also, member states will 
be obliged to adopt screening mechanisms that meet the EU requirements and 
improve their own collection of foreign investment information [21, p. 6-8].

In the future, it is possible for Germany to become more active as a gener-
ator of new Eastern policy that will focus on direct dialogue with civil society 
in Russia. The framework of the old Eastern policy indicates the change in 
relations between Russia and Germany, as well as Russia and Europe. Ac-
cording to J. Mischke and A. Umland, “If the West’s confrontation with Rus-
sia deepens, Germany will have to abandon its traditional understanding of 
Eastern policy with a focus on conflict prevention by means of constant com-
munication. Germany can get rid of the fear of conflict with Russia, suppress 
doubt about “the modern Western capitalist society” and put an end to diver-
gence from position of the United States on how to deal with Russia” [39].

Scenario 3: “Europe Island”.
Capability (internal context). Continuing confrontation objectively rein-

forces all the negative trends in the development of the EU and Russia. Since 
the mid-2000s, there has been a decline in the efficiency of the EU as a par-
ticipant in international relations; in 2007-2008, its role in the international 
arena began to decline. “The EU is not a diplomatic superpower; it is mili-
tarily irrelevant; and it is deeply divided on many of the key issues that will 
determine the strategic landscape for the next decades: defence (including 
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nuclear deterrence), Russia, China, migration, EU enlargement, the Balkans, 
and Turkey” [49]. D. Triantaphyllou added to this discussion that above all 
“The EU seems to lack a strategy – a strategic vision, even though it possesses 
more instruments, initiatives and policies than ever before” [51].

The alternative proposed by the Russian Federation is not attractive. 
F. Lukyanov’s states that we are facing a period when the desire to reduce 
costs and risks will dominate: “The EU is moving to a secure position. It is 
not isolationism, but pragmatism, which means a revision of the ideological 
base and a sharp decrease in the desire to project power, including soft one. 
Several recent and unconnected events presage a new phase of development 
for Europe. What that phase will look like, no one can predict, but it’s clear 
that the era is over of building an all-Europe house using blueprints devised 
immediately following the Cold War. The migration crisis with the optimistic 
words of Angela Merkel “we will cope” has set in motion nationalist seg-
ments of the European societies, that has revealed itself at present after the 
peak has long been in recession. It was not possible to cope the way it was 
planned. The EU expects a full-fledged transformation, and not necessarily 
a systematic one; a lot will change spontaneously and on its own. The de-
construction of the “European home” means a different situation in Europe, 
much more chaotic” [5]. The European Union is about to delve into solving 
its internal problems for years.

Opportunity (external context). According to Lukyanov energy, desire, 
and resources for dealing with its external configuration will be significantly 
diminished. “The main task now is to the minimize risks and expenses com-
ing from the neighbourhood – from the South as well as from the East where 
the EU is not an actor. That is the source of the listed changes. Ukraine will 
be encouraged, as far as possible, to establish a less confrontational status 
quo with Russia. The EU has already drawn economic dividends from the 
association with Kyiv and political ambitions are almost gone ... It seems 
that Romania is finally assigned to deal with neighbour, that is important to 
them, not to other ... Georgia is something geographically remote, not a pri-
ority ... Under the logic of the greater Europe idea, the “EU neighbourhood” 
countries were a significant part of the project considered important for the 
unswerving expansion of the Eurosphere. This resulted in a drawn-out battle 
with Russia, which was constantly reacting – increasingly sharply – to what it 
perceived as being driven further and further back into the depths of Eurasia. 
Now the motivation has changed. The EU is taking up a defensive position, 
using the language of its transatlantic ally: “EU first!” [5]. However, in our 
opinion, such a scenario is likely to lead to further destabilization of Ukraine 
by direct or indirect intervention of the Russian Federation; then Moldova, 



87

which depends on the stability of the neighbour (economic cooperation, bor-
der management, energy security, conflict resolution, etc.) [23, p. 58], and 
subsequently the whole region.

Presence (neighbourhood). The EU’s self-restraint, its transformation into 
“Europe island” – closed to the problems and calls of the outside world – will 
inevitably lead to a narrowing of the policy space available to the Union. The 
EU will remain an important global actor, but its ability to influence other 
nations, which was at the top during the Post-Cold War era and has declined 
since the mid-2000s and will continue to decline by the time of loss of import-
ant defence instruments of the “EU first!” itself.
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СHAPTER 6
EU-MERCOSUR RELATIONS:

INTERCONTINENTAL DIALOGUE
Kateryna Vakarchuk

1. Current state of EU-MERCOSUR relations: general characteristics
On 28 June 2019, the long-running negotiations for the creation of one of 

the largest free trade areas in the world between the European Union (EU) 
and the South American Common Market (MERCOSUR) were concluded. 
The name of the organization comes from Spanish Mercado Común del Sur, 
meaning “The Southern Common Market”.

Even before the establishment of MERCOSUR in 1991, relations between 
the two continents had been preceded by the introduction into the region of 
European values and views. The successful post-war reconstruction of Euro-
pean countries served as good example for some Latin American countries 
(LAC) to follow. The creation of the EU pushed for integrative processes in 
LAC, leading to the establishment of various organizations, which over time 
changed the names, members, even ideological directions. Only in the 1990s 
was the structured institutional grouping of MERCOSUR formed, with which 
the EU (along with other LAC countries and dozens of regional organiza-
tions) has continued to build strategic relations.

At the G20 Osaka summit, agreements were reached between the EU and 
four South American countries that are members of MERCOSUR (Argentina, 
Brazil, Uruguay, and Paraguay). Following the ratification of the agreement, 
the path will be opened for exports from MERCOSUR member states to the 
EU market, and vice versa.

Jean-Claude Juncker, the European Commission President, called the 
event a “historic moment” and C. Malmström, the European Commissioner 
for Trade, said that the agreement establishes a free trade area covering 760 
million people, brings two continents closer, and leads to openness and coop-
eration due to the long-standing historical links between them [11].

It is worth noting that in modern Latin American countries (LAC), there 
is a common historical past, because the socio-cultural and religious systems 
were formed under the European influence, although they were attuned to 
the natural and geographical conditions of the Latin American countries. 
Integrative factors such as religion, faith, and culture cannot be ignored, as 
the forced Christianization of the indigenous population during the period of 
colonial rule completely destroyed the collective consciousness of the local 
population. Thus, long-standing colonial dependence led to dependence on 
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the European economy and a desire for integration with European countries 
in the future. The processes of land consolidation in South America had been 
declared in times of S. Bolivar’s national liberation revolution but were not 
implemented. Therefore, when this issue was raised in the middle of last cen-
tury, it was limited to the establishment of economic and customs unions. 
The establishment of the EU pushed Latin American leaders to accomplish 
something similar.

Prerequisites for strategic relations at EU-MERCOSUR level. The rela-
tions between the leading European and Latin American countries became 
political and diplomatic in the 1970s; before that, links between them had 
been sporadic and random. The political tour of French President Charles 
de Gaulle, who in 1964 visited more than 10 countries in the region, can be 
considered the breakthrough that established dialogue between the European 
Economic Union (EEC) and LAC. Positive economic and social indicators 
of rebuilding post-war Europe became an example of overcoming economic 
problems, including poverty and underdevelopment in the majority of the 
regional countries [7, p. 21]. Support for regular contacts between the conti-
nents was initiated, and institutions with headquarters in Latin America and 
in Europe were established. They facilitated the promotion and provision of 
information on the potential of the two continents.

During the same period, the legal basis of the EEC’s relations with Latin 
American countries was laid, a system of generalized preferences for Ibe-
ro-American countries was developed, as well as the first bilateral agreements 
(“first generation” agreements) with Argentina, Uruguay, Brazil, and Mexi-
co were signed. In the 1980’s, relations with Latin American countries were 
deepening; the EEC signed “second generation” agreements [7, p. 24].

A major integrating factor in LAC was the Falkland War in 1982, which 
put the European countries in an uncomfortable position in their relations 
with LAC. At the same time, it pushed them to take more decisive steps to-
ward integration, but without the US involvement.

The accession of Spain to the EU in 1986 had a huge effect on relations 
with LAC. In the early 1990s, agreements of the “third” and “fourth” gener-
ation on cooperation in economic, humanitarian, legal, environmental, and 
other spheres were signed. 

In the region during the period from 1980s to 1990s, in line with the world 
trends there was a departure from the paternalistic role of state as a multifunc-
tional centre, conditions were created for the free distribution of functional 
communication systems, especially economic ones. In the globalized world 
of Latin American economies, which are not competitive enough, they faced 
down a rather aggressive and highly organized world market. In 1989, Eng-
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lish economist J. Williamson, senior fellow member of the Peterson Institute 
for International Economics, provided recommendations to Latin American 
countries on a new economic policy. These recommendations summarized 
the position of the US government and major international financial institu-
tions (IMF, the World Bank), whose headquarters are located in Washington, 
and were called the “Washington Consensus” [8, p. 114].

Thus, the transition of LAC to a new paradigm of neoliberal economic 
development model was completed, and this positively influenced the estab-
lishment of economic relations with the countries of the European Union. The 
result of the economic upgrade was the establishment of the Southern Com-
mon Market, MERCOSUR, by the presidents of Argentina, Brazil, Uruguay 
and Paraguay in 1991. The agreement was signed on the basis of the Treaty 
of Asunción, which provided for the elimination of tariff restrictions between 
the countries of the bloc, the establishment of a common external customs in 
relation to third states, the co-ordination of a common macroeconomic, fiscal, 
and monetary policies [20].

In 1994, the Treaty of Asunción was amended and supplemented by the 
Protocol of Ouro Preto, which defined the final structure of MERCOSUR. 
Since then, MERCOSUR has become an international organization, new 
functions have been defined, and more stable institutions established. The 
highest body of MERCOSUR is The Council of the Common Market. MER-
COSUR acquired legal personality and recognition in international law with 
the signing of the Protocol of Ouro Preto [13].

The aim of creating the bloc was purely market-based; its basic values 
are the liberalization of network trade through the general reduction of basic 
tariffs. The borrowed MERCOSUR integration model had some peculiarities 
and differences from other Latin American regional groupings. This organi-
zation was established on the basis of more closed regionalism; the difference 
from the EU was that no supranational institutional structures were created.

For the first time in the region MERCOSUR countries deviated from the 
EU model and chose an intergovernmental institutional model, whereby in-
tegration was based on interaction between governments, and limited powers 
were delegated to the integration bodies, which defined complexity, amor-
phousness, and weak governance of institutional structure [6, p. 15].

The first stage of relations (1995-2003). For a better understanding of the 
EU-MERCOSUR dialogue, K. Dubek identifies historical institutionalism as 
a major factor in relations between the two unions. Firstly, it is the mem-
bership of Spain in the EU and its role in shaping EU policy towards Latin 
America. Secondly, it is the choice of liberalism as an economic model on 
both sides of the Atlantic which inspired LAC to integrate and establish com-
petition policy with the EU [14].



93

The negotiation process between these two powerful regional groupings 
lasted for two decades. One can define several stages of the negotiation pro-
cess. The first stage was rather passive; despite the great number of meetings, 
summits, the necessary arrangements, the results were not achieved.

In the development and reformation process, the EU acted within the 
framework of regional cooperation between the two blocs and set up a special 
LAC department in the EU; the Maastricht Treaty defined the European pol-
icy for cooperation with LAC. The EU has prepared a number of programs 
and projects on cooperation with LAC in trade, economy, energy, education, 
social development, information technology, civil society development, and 
poverty reduction.

The second stage (2004-2010) was unproductive for the two unions, and 
a number of programs were suspended because the EU was concerned with 
its internal problems, including the accession of new members. There was a 
change of power and regimes in Latin American countries, namely accession 
to power of centre-left regimes in Brazil and Argentina, changing the situa-
tion.

At this stage serious differences arose regarding the unification of agricul-
tural products within the WTO Doha Round. The cause was also the global 
economic crisis of 2008-2009, accession of Venezuela to the bloc, change 
of Brazil’s foreign policy priorities, accession to the BRICS, rapprochement 
with Russia, China, and India. Brazil signed a number of new trade agree-
ments with the Southern African Customs Union, India, Egypt, and Morocco. 
The United States’ relations with Brazil and Argentina intensified during this 
period. All these developments did not contribute to the positive dynamics of 
the EU-MERCOSUR negotiations.

2. The main problems of EU-MERCOSUR relations on the way to the 
Free Trade Agreement

MERCOSUR was transformed into a customs union; the organization 
succeeded in the development of the countries` economies and in initiation 
of joint projects for its development and improvement in 1995. Bolivia and 
Chile became associated members. The total area of MERCOSUR is about 
72 % of the South American territory, which is equivalent to 12.8 million sq. 
km. Its overall population is 69.5% of the population of the entire continent 
– about 290 million. The regional bloc comprises 76.2 % of the South Amer-
ica’s GDP [21].

The Framework Agreement for Cooperation between MERCOSUR and 
the EU was signed in December 1995 with the aim of establishing a “political 
and economic association.” The agreement provided for additional opportuni-
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ties for the development of EU-LAC relations, created additional conditions 
for political dialogue at the level of countries’ presidents, ministers, expert 
groups, trade, scientific, technical, and economic cooperation [16].

The first Rio de Janeiro Summit, held in 1999, can be considered the be-
ginning of the EU-MERCOSUR Strategic Partnership. This event was a start-
ing point for the negotiation process for the EU-MERCOSUR Free Trade 
Agreement. The Framework Agreement was signed, which later has become 
a useful tool for the intensification of the two-region partnership between 
MERCOSUR and the EU; its peculiarity was that it did not include trade 
preferences.

Representatives of both regions confirmed that they were natural allies 
with strong historical, cultural, and economic ties. On this basis, they decided 
to develop close cooperation at the international level and to maintain intense 
political dialogue at both regional and subregional levels. It was stated that 
the two parties were committed to strengthen relations through the establish-
ment of a strategic partnership, although the agreement did not define the 
goals and content of the partnership based on “special relations” [12].

The Interregional Framework Cooperation Agreement was ratified by all 
members of the two blocs in 1999; at the same time an additional Joint Dec-
laration was signed, confirming the common goals of continuing cooperation 
in the establishment of interregional association and closer political dialogue. 
The Declaration laid the basis for regular political dialogue at the level of 
heads of state, ministers, and senior civil servants.

Both Spain and Portugal played a significant role in strengthening contacts 
with European countries, initiating the rapprochement of the EU and Latin 
America, and organizing Ibero-American summits. Spain, when it became 
a member of the EU, claimed the role of a bridge between the two regions, 
since the concept of Spain’s foreign policy at this time reinforced the im-
portance of the Ibero-American direction. This added a new dimension to 
its foreign policy. Progress in EU-LAC relations had a direct impact on im-
proving Spain’s image and interests, calling for the Ibero-Americanization of 
EU foreign policy [2]. Portugal, also as an EU member, strengthened its ties 
with Brazil. Cooperation with other countries increased as well. Transnation-
al corporations strengthened their positions in the economies of the majority 
of regional countries, which was a manifestation of the general globalization 
trend. Along with TNCs came new technologies, accelerating the process of 
modernization [8, p. 115].

The second EU-LAC Summit was held in Madrid under the Spain’s Eu-
ropean Parliament presidency in 2002. The agenda included further steps to-
wards The European Union-MERCOSUR Free Trade Agreement. The final 
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declaration was adopted in which both sides condemned trade protectionism, 
and the EU-Chile Partnership Agreement was signed. Important and strategic 
documents were not adopted because during this period leftist regimes in Bra-
zil came to power, and as well as in Argentina a bit later; these regimes did not 
share the approaches declared by the previous presidents.

About 10 rounds of the EU-MERCOSUR negotiations on the establish-
ment of the FTA were held during the period from 1999 to 2003. A prerequi-
site for the negotiations was adherence to the principle of “single undertak-
ing,” which meant accepting the agreement on the establishment of FTA “as a 
whole” or its rejection. This approach was necessary for the investigation of 
issues raised on each sector of the economy. Negotiations on the elaborated 
sectors of relations with MERCOSUR were conducted at the EU-MERCO-
SUR sub-regional level, and discussions were separately held with each coun-
try on sectors without common position within the bloc. The main “stumbling 
block” in the establishment of the FTA was the reluctance of Europeans to 
allow agricultural products from LAC to enter into their market at reduced 
tariffs, because they could compete with the agro-industrial products of the 
EU countries; the main opponents to this were France and Iceland [10].

The entire EU-LAC Summits, which were held since 2002, became an 
important mechanism for cooperation between two regions, reflecting the in-
tention to broaden and deepen interaction between the blocs in political, eco-
nomic and social spheres [1].

However, the European Commission adopted a package of documents on 
the renewed strategy “The European Union and Latin America: Global Play-
ers in Partnership,” prioritizing the development of regional integration and 
the adoption of the agreement with MERCOSUR in 2009. A resolution of 
the European Parliament and the EU Council secured the financial instru-
ments for cooperation – the Development Cooperation Instrument (DCI) and 
the Latin America Investment Facility (LAIF), providing opportunities for 
attracting additional investment in LAC [16].

In 2010 MERCOSUR adopted the Customs Code, the Program of Lib-
eralization of Trade in Services, and a new concept of block development 
through the policy of “open regionalism.”  In 2010 the MERCOSUR Summit 
was held in Argentina. From then on, the organization acquired features of the 
Customs Union and opportunities to expand trade integration with the EU. 
Negotiations on the establishment of the EU-MERCOSUR Free Trade Area 
were actually restarted during the 2010 EU-LAC Summit in Madrid, at which 
Spain played an active role. New forms of cooperation were generated. The 
European Union-Latin America and Caribbean Foundation (EU-LAC) was 
established by heads of state and governments of the European Union and 
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the Community of Latin American and Caribbean States (CELAC) member 
states in 2010. The Foundation is the EU-LAC Partnership Instrument aimed 
at intergovernmental dialogue in accordance with the Two Blocs Action Plan. 
The purpose of the Foundation is to strengthen and promote strategic bi-re-
gional relations and to strengthen ties between civil societies [15].

Political dialogue at this stage acquired new features; the “political con-
ditionality principle” was applied in the EU’s foreign policy towards LAC. 
In 2010 the EU trade negotiations with MERCOSUR were conducted, and in 
the same year, the first round of negotiations took place in Buenos Aires, the 
second round - in Brussels on 11-15 October, and the third one - in Brasilia 
on 22 November - 7 December 2010.

The third stage (2011-2019) is characterized by an active phase of internal 
contradictions within MERCOSUR. In 2012, Venezuela became a full mem-
ber of the bloc, so there was a need for MERCOSUR to update its integration 
strategy. Accession of Venezuela to the bloc became the main contradiction, 
complicating negotiations with the EU, since Venezuela’s policy was in stark 
contrast with free trade policy, especially the idea of establishment of the 
FTA with the EU. Venezuela did not fulfil its commitments to bring its trade 
legislation in line with the MERCOSUR norms. Paraguay’s membership was 
suspended for one year due to the impeachment of President F. Lugo. In the 
suspension of negotiations, one cannot ignore the emergence of China as a 
global player, which could actually become an alternative trading partner for 
MECROSUR, pushing aside the U.S. and the EU.

The representatives of MERCOSUR and the EU met in Paraguay and Uru-
guay to discuss current trade negotiations in February 2011. The following 
rounds of negotiations took place in Brussels and Asuncion the same year. 
Within the 21st Committee on Regional Negotiations, MERCOSUR and EU 
delegations held a number of working meetings. Nine rounds of MERCO-
SUR-EU negotiations took place in 2012 [21].

During this period, the representatives of the left political forces were in 
power in Argentina and Brazil who initiated the abandonment of the free mar-
ket policy. The promotion of socialist ideas and transition to manual manage-
ment of economy caused a new type of regional integration. With the rise of 
ideological differences, pure economic integration was declared unacceptable 
and that it was not meeting needs of the LAC peoples, as it did not lead to 
the improvement of Brazil’s international status. New initiatives were put 
forward to restart integration processes, based on the principles of equality 
not only in the economic sphere but also in political, social, and intercultural 
ones. The ideological component played an important role within the bloc.

The EU-MERCOSUR negotiations were complicated not only by the 
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non-constructive policy within the bloc, Venezuela’s failure to fulfil its obli-
gations, the rapprochement of Brazil and Argentina with China, but also by 
the dispute between Argentina and the United Kingdom – the so-called “Mal-
vinas issue” in international relations. In 2011, Argentina, with the support of 
MERCOSUR, achieved the closure of South American ports for ships head-
ing to the Malvinas coast for oil exploration, and expressed its dissatisfaction 
with the development of oil reserves by the UK.

The “Malvinas Issue” was actively raised by Argentina at the UN, at al-
most all summits and forums attended by Latin American countries. The Con-
stitution of Argentina states that it views the archipelago as an integral part 
of its national territory and restoring sovereignty over the Malvinas with the 
respect for the way of life of its inhabitants is a permanent goal of the Argen-
tine people [5].

At the ministerial meeting of the EU-CELAC forum in Santiago, held in 
2013, MERCOSUR and the European Union delegates were present. In a 
year, both sides acknowledged with mutual accusations the lack of progress 
in the negotiations at the Brazil-EU summit. The joint declaration empha-
sized the consolidation of the strategic partnership.

In 2014 the EU’s Generalised Scheme of Preferences for Argentina, Brazil, 
Uruguay, and Venezuela was terminated due to their transition to the World 
Bank’s upper-middle income group of countries. As a result, exports to the 
EU from these countries began to be taxed. However, during this period, the 
establishment of the FTA was largely dependent on the particular political 
decisions of Brazil and Argentina.

A liberal, centre-right, supporter of more friendly relations with the U.S. 
and the EU came to power in Argentina in 2015. The new president of Argen-
tina, right after elections on 2 December 2015, attended his first summit of 
the heads of state of MERCOSUR in Asuncion. The event was also attended 
by President of Paraguay H. Cartes, Uruguay’s leader T. Vasquez and Bra-
zilian President D. Rousseff. Associate members - Bolivia and Chile joined 
them. The President of Argentina M. Macri stressed Argentina’s commitment 
to MERCOSUR and called for support trade between the EU and Latin Amer-
ican bloc at the summit [3].

In relations with the EU, Macri supports the policy of deepening economic 
and political ties with the EU within MERCOSUR. The signing of the Free 
Trade Agreement between the two unions offered Argentina great opportuni-
ties. Macri has sufficient support from the European Union in the process of 
restorating relations with the UK. Macri declared his desire to seek the return 
of Malvinas by legal means in full compliance with international law and UN 
resolutions.
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During 2015-2016, representatives of MERCOSUR and the EU held a se-
ries of ministerial meetings in Brussels to exchange proposals on access to the 
relevant commodity markets.

In fact, with the complete transformation of foreign policy, Argentina has 
assumed the role of a facilitator in the negotiation process for the establish-
ment of the EU-MERCOSUR FTA. In the first months of his cadence, Macri 
visited Berlin, Paris, and Brussels to hold talks with Chancellor A. Merkel, 
French President F. Holland, and High Representative of the European Union 
for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy F. Mogherini. Thanks to an active 
pro-European position in 2016, Argentina and the United Kingdom made a 
joint statement on their readiness to cooperate in the field of economy and to 
seek a compromise on oil fields.

As for Brazil, in 2016, M. Temer - the interim President, who took the 
office after the impeachment of D. Rousseff, supported the idea of signing an 
agreement with the EU in the near future. Brazil and Argentina virtually sus-
pended Venezuela’s membership in MERCOSUR during that period and sub-
sequently announced its withdrawal for failure to comply with obligations.

The start of the presidency in Brazil of J. Bolsonar – an odious politician 
and a supporter of far-right views – in 2018 can be considered the turning 
point in negotiations. Brazil’s new president is a supporter of economic na-
tionalism, proposing to overcome the crisis by means of an ultra-liberal eco-
nomic model presented by his adviser on anti-crisis policy, a representative of 
the Chicago School, P. Gedes. In particular, Bolsonar is sharply critical of the 
increasing role of Chinese investors in the Brazilian economy. In foreign pol-
icy, he is a supporter of restoring friendly relations with the U.S. and the EU.

Thus, a favourable picture has emerged both within the MERCOSUR and 
the EU over the last 5 years, and in 2017 the European side presented pack-
age of proposals for import quotas for the EU, but they did not completely 
satisfy the representatives of MERCOSUR. In March 2017, the 24th round 
of the two-regional MERCOSUR-EU Negotiating Committee was complet-
ed in Argentina. At this meeting, arrangements were made on three parts of 
the future Agreement: the Trade Pact, the Political Dialogue and bi-regional 
cooperation.

In 2017, the 28th round of negotiations on the trade part of the EU- MER-
COSUR Association Agreement took place in Brussels. The Ministers for 
Foreign Affairs of MERCOSUR met with the Vice-President of the European 
Commission, to whom they presented a comprehensive proposal to reach the 
MERCOSUR-EU agreement.

The impetus for the resumption of negotiations was given by the EU coun-
tries due to the EU-US trade wars in 2018. MERCOSUR and EU represent-
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atives were negotiating for trade cooperation, the removal of barriers, and 
tax reductions in Brussels. The meeting with the EU Trade Commissioner 
S. Malström and the EU Agriculture Commissioner F. Hogan was crucial 
to the future implementation of the Free Trade Agreement between the two 
blocs [4].

In 2018, presidents of the member countries of the Southern Common 
Market met at the Paraguay Summit. The negotiations were devoted to the 
search for new markets in the world. Also, the Latin American direction of the 
EU’s foreign policy intensified in March 2018. The issue of updating certain 
FTA agreements between the EU and MERCOSUR was raised. In the same 
year, the G20 presidency moved to Argentina, so all participants of MERCO-
SUR wanted to maximize this benefit in negotiations with the EU. Argentina, 
as G20 President, did its best to minimize the pressing issues that could be 
observed in relations between the member States [9]. The intensive negotia-
tion phase lasted from March to June 2019.

Conclusions and forecasts
Thus, the European Union became an example for Latin American coun-

tries in the search for an integration model. The path to the creation of politi-
cal institutions, common market, currency, customs unions, open borders, and 
supranational bodies has proved to be difficult. The Action Group established 
a common trade policy for all member states, based on the free movement of 
goods, services, and production factors. MERCOSUR has become the second 
largest customs union in the world after the EU and the third in the world as 
a free trade area after the EU and NAFTA. After all, NAFTA was reorganized 
into the USMCA in 2018 and a new trade agreement was signed between the 
US, Canada, and Mexico, which will enter into force in 2020.

Scenario 1. The failure to ratify the EU - Mercosur FTA Agreement. De-
spite the adoption of the EU - MERCOSUR FTA Agreement, there are differ-
ences between the various actors and participants of the negotiation process. 
The signing of the agreement provoked protests among the European agricul-
tural producers and farmers, especially in France. French farmers protested 
due to the belief that the deal would put European producers in the condi-
tions of unfair competition. In recent weeks, the European Commission has 
received letters from 340 civil society organizations encouraging the EU to 
end negotiations with MERCOSUR. Similar strikes took place in many EU 
countries, including Germany, Ireland, etc. The position of France raises con-
cerns, in particular that E. Macron said that he would not sign the FTA unless 
the President of Brazil, J. Bolsonaro, signed the Paris Agreement on climate 
change, and adhered to its conditions, including standards of environmental 
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protection and health care. Bolsonaro repeatedly in his speeches spoke of 
Brazil’s withdrawal from the climate agreement. Also, in the newly elected 
European Parliament, there were allegations that it was inadmissible to sign 
the agreement immediately after the election, as this could trigger possible 
non-ratification. Consequently, the position of France and the mass protests 
may eventually impact the final decision on the ratification of the EU-MER-
COSUR FTA.

Scenario 2. Delay of the implementation of the EU-MERCOSUR FTA. The 
China-US trade wars have had side-effects such as the loss of the traditional 
influence of the US in LAC and a change of Brazil’s and Argentina’s foreign 
policy priorities. China, ousting the United States in the early 2000s, has be-
come the number one trading partner of LAC, making multiple investments 
in the region. If the EU takes first place in trade with MERCOSUR, squeezing 
out the United States and China, as U.S. President D. Trump repeatedly said, 
sanctions might be imposed on the EU. In other words, the response to the 
EU-MERCOSUR FTA can be the introduction of customs duties on imports 
of goods from the EU to the U.S., or the launch of the INSTEX payment 
system to conduct financial transactions with Iran, circumventing sanctions. 
Thus, despite Trump’s congratulations on signing the EU-MERCOSUR FTA, 
the economic benefits still a priority for all, and for the EU in particular it is 
possible to revise some of the provisions of the agreement, which will delay 
the ratification of the document.

Regarding Argentina, even though it has become the main country that has 
implemented the project establishing the largest free trade area in the world, 
there are fears of the process being dragged out on its part. In October 2019, a 
presidential election will be held in Argentina. The current primaries` leader 
is the opponent of incumbent President Macri - A. Fernandez, who has oppos-
ing (left) views. If President Macri is re-elected, ratification will be a priority. 
If Fernandez wins, the process can be delayed or Argentina will adopt a more 
passive stance. A postponement or a failure to accept the agreement will mean 
a huge economic setback for Argentina, and in the worst case, a loss of the 
MERCOSUR market.

Scenario 3. The complete implementation of the EU-MERCOSUR FTA 
Agreement.

In 2019, the European Union became the first trading partner to conclude 
an agreement with MERCOSUR. The agreement between the two regions 
will consolidate a strategic, political, and economic partnership, providing 
significant opportunities for the economic benefits for both unions. After 
reaching a trade agreement, the parties will move on to the legal issues, and 
after that, the text of the agreement will be presented. Then the European 
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Commission will translate the final text into all the official languages of the 
EU, the agreement will have to be ratified by the European Parliament (no 
ratification of the individual members will be required) and the congresses 
of MERCOSUR countries. Once ratified, the agreement will enter into force, 
and a new free trade area will be established with a population of about 770 
million people and a total GDP of $21 trillion, which is about a quarter of the 
world economy. The entire ratification process is expected to take about two 
years, by 2021.

The agreement between the EU and MERCOSUR will eliminate most of 
the tariffs on exports to the EU, making EU companies more competitive, 
saving on customs duties €4 billion a year on each side. In addition to the 
elimination of customs duties, agreements on the removal of the non-tariff-
based restrictions in the provision of various services will be reached. Prod-
ucts from MERCOSUR member states will be exempted from customs duties 
once the agreement enters into force, and the exemption from customs duties 
of goods from the EU to MERCOSUR will have been done for 10-15 years, 
which is a bit unfair. Although, these terms provably will be revised, despite 
fears of the European producers, because the products from the MERCOSUR 
countries will be much cheaper, and their quality is just as good.  The agree-
ment will reduce MERCOSUR’s trade with the U.S. and China, weaken Chi-
na’s economic expansion in the region, and provide for enormous opportuni-
ties for international cooperation with global holdings and EU corporations.
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CHAPTER 7

THE EU POLICY TOWARDS SYRIA AFTER 2011
Alla Zakharchenko

The European Union traditionally regards the Middle East as an impor-
tant sphere of influence due to historical ties and a wide range of political, 
economic, and security interests in the region. Taking into account the geo-
graphical proximity, Europe is very vulnerable in the face of the threats em-
anating from the region: illegal migration, the spread of Islamic extremism, 
the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, and others. All these factors 
determine the EU’s high interest in ensuring regional stability. 

Until recently, the EU’s cooperation with Middle Eastern countries was 
based on the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership (1995), the European Neigh-
bourhood Policy (2004), and the Union for the Mediterranean (2008). These 
initiatives implied the European Union’s assistance in democratic transforma-
tions and economic reforms to achieve stability and predictability of Middle 
Eastern countries’ development.

In practice, it turned out that the European initiatives had positive results 
mainly in the field of political dialogue, but they did not lead to significant 
socio-economic or democratic transformations in the region, as the events in 
the Arab world in 2011 vividly testified. 

Potential instability in Arab countries had very serious consequences for 
Europe. That is why the support for authoritarian but reliable regimes out-
weighed the calls for democratization in the Arab countries. Under these con-
ditions, the EU de facto ignored human rights violations and the ‘façade’ 
democracy in the Middle East without transcending the limits of democratic 
discourse [1, p. 27].

This also applied to Syria, with which the European Union actively coop-
erated in the framework of the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership and the Euro-
pean Neighbourhood Policy. The association agreement between the EU and 
Damascus had been negotiated since 1998. However, the EU did not find the 
conditions in Syria appropriate for signing the agreement due to the absence 
of political and social reforms and human rights issues [5].  

The outbreak of the Arab spring was a surprise to the West, as evidenced 
by serious failures of European diplomacy at the first stage of anti-govern-
ment protests. With the start of mass protests in Tunisia, and the govern-
ments’ attempts to suppress them, the EU took a very restrained and cautious 
position. It limited its reaction to urging the authorities not to use dispropor-
tionate force toward the protesters. This reaction corresponded neither to the 
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traditional European rhetoric about the need for democratization, nor the real 
trends in social and political life in the region [1, p. 28].

After realizing that the “stability course” was ineffective, the EU signifi-
cantly diversified its foreign policy strategy, trying to adjust it to the processes 
unfolding in the Arab world. The new approach provided a positive assess-
ment of the revolutionary socio-political transformations.

Trying to catch a wave of change that it missed in Tunisia and Egypt, 
Europe, especially France, switched to active action in Libya. However, the 
protracted military operation against the backdrop of the civil war in this 
country led to significant casualties among the population, as well as political 
and economic collapse. It turned Libya into a permanent source of instability 
near the borders of Europe and seriously damaged the prestige of the EU in 
the Middle East [7].

EU approaches to the Syrian crisis at the initial stage of the civil war. 
When civil war broke out in Syria in mid-March 2011, the EU, relying on 
negative Libyan experience, abandoned the idea of   military intervention. It 
chose the tactics of pressure through sanctions and the recognition of the 
loss of legitimacy by the Assad regime. In April 2011, the EU suspended its 
proposition regarding association agreement with Syria and adopted a series 
of sanctions, which can be divided into five categories:

1. sanctions targeted against the Syrian government (including suspension 
of loans and technical assistance provided by the European Investment Bank); 

2. sanctions aimed at individuals directly involved in the exercise of re-
pression (travel bans and asset freeze);

3. arms embargo (including an embargo on the supply of military equip-
ment that might be used for repressions); 

4. sanctions targeted specifically at the energy sector (including oil embar-
go); 

5. sanctions based on trade restrictions [13, p. 80].
European officials repeatedly stated that Assad’s regime is responsible for 

the conflict in the first place. The Syrian President was originally not included 
in the list of travel bans. The European Union intended to give him a chance 
to change his policy towards the opposition and carry out democratic reforms. 
However, continuous violence towards the opposition led the EU to add As-
sad and his family to the sanction list on May 23, 2011. The list gets updated 
even nowadays. The EU called for political reforms in Syria, which would in-
clude Assad’s resignation. In response, Syria announced its withdrawal from 
the Union for the Mediterranean on December 1, 2011 [2, p. 130].

Since the early months of the conflict, the EU has expressed support for 
oppositional Syrian National Coalition (SNC) and provided humanitarian, 
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economic, and diplomatic support. The European Union recognized the SNC 
as “legitimate representatives of the aspirations of the Syrian people” in No-
vember 2012 [28].

Soon after, a contradiction within the EU arose. The issue in question was 
whether to supply arms to the Syrian opposition. France and Britain tried to 
convince other European states to deliver weapons to the opposition to end 
the stalemate in the civil war. However, the majority of the EU member states 
did not support this idea, fearing increased militarization in Syria. Thus, the 
common approach of the European Union towards the arms embargo col-
lapsed in May 2013, and the countries started to pursue independent policies 
on this issue. Besides, in April 2013 the EU decided to ease the oil embargo 
to limit its negative impact on civilians in Syria. It allowed exporting Syrian 
oil and petroleum products to the EU based on an agreement with the Syrian 
opposition [13, p. 84]. 

The sanctions policy of the EU did not lead to political reforms or the 
end of violence in Syria and in general had a very limited effect. Moreover, 
European sanctions did not prevent the Syrian regime from using chemical 
weapons against the civilian population in 2013. The reason was the fact that 
the European Union was one of the few international actors (beside Australia 
or Canada) that imposed sanctions against the Assad regime without coordi-
nating this step with the United Nations and other important international ac-
tors. Moscow and Tehran enabled exporting Syrian goods to Russia and Iran 
and continued to supply arms to Syria. This also reduced the effectiveness of 
European sanctions [22].

The sanctions policy was widely criticized by European and international 
experts. They argued that it was not only ineffective but also worsened the 
condition of ordinary people in Syria and damaged European interests [8; 20; 
28].  By withdrawing from dialogue with the Syrian government and impos-
ing sanctions, the EU disengaged itself from conflict resolution, which led to 
a humanitarian catastrophe with the refugee crisis and increased extremism. 
The major concern was the absence of a comprehensive EU strategy on this 
issue. 

The EU Syrian conflict resolution strategies and their practical imple-
mentation. The first strategy “Towards a Comprehensive EU Approach to the 
Syrian Crisis” was adopted in June 2013. It defined main interests and objec-
tives of the European Union with respect to the conflict in Syria: supporting a 
political process that can bring final resolution; preventing a spill-over of the 
conflict to neighbouring countries; addressing the humanitarian situation; as-
sisting the affected populations; and eliminating the consequences of the con-
flict on the EU. Achieving these objectives envisaged continuing sanctions 
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policy, support to Syrian civilian population, prevention of the involvement 
of foreign (in particular European) militants in the Syrian conflict, as well as 
the EU cooperation with third parties and non-governmental organizations 
[27].

However, in practice, the political and diplomatic role of the EU in re-
solving the Syrian conflict was quite modest. The European Union supported 
Geneva peace process initiatives, including Geneva Communiqué, and other 
UN diplomatic initiatives. It participated in the efforts of the International 
Syrian Support Group [15]. At the same time, it did not play an independent 
or leading role. It rather acted in cooperation with other major international 
players, such as the United Nations, the League of Arab States, the United 
States, or regional actors such as Turkey and Saudi Arabia.

The rise of the Islamic State (IS) in June 2014 and Russian military in-
volvement in Syrian conflict in September 2015 further complicated the po-
litical environment in the region and left even less room for the EU foreign 
policy manoeuvre.

The terrorist threat posed by the IS became one of the most serious Euro-
pean security issues. The Islamic State was responsible for dozens of terrorist 
acts in European countries. Moreover, a series of resonant attacks, including 
the March 2016 bombings in Brussels and the November 2015 attacks in 
Paris, were carried out by European citizens who had fought with the Islamic 
State. An estimated 5,000 EU citizens (mostly from Belgium, France, Ger-
many, and the United Kingdom) have travelled to Syria and Iraq to become 
the IS and other radical groups fighters since 2011. Approximately 30% of 
European fighters returned home [12].

In such circumstances, the EU adopted a new fundamental document “El-
ements for an EU Regional Strategy for Syria and Iraq as well as the Da’esh 
Threat” in February 2015. It outlined the basic European strategy in coun-
tering the threat posed by the IS and other terrorist groups to regional and 
international stability. It stressed the need for diplomatic engagement and 
long-term support for political reforms, socio-economic development, and 
ethno-sectarian reconciliation.

In the Syrian context, this included support for moderate opposition and 
other members of civil society. Regarding the political process, the EU insist-
ed that it cannot play a leading role but can only support UN efforts. It also 
stressed that “the Assad regime cannot be a partner in the fight against the IS” 
[9]. 

The EU later adopted a broad range of measures that support the Global 
Coalition in its fight against the IS through non-military means. The EU be-
came a member of four of the Coalition’s working groups: on foreign terrorist 
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fighters; anti-money laundering and countering terrorism financing; commu-
nications; and stabilization [11].

At the same time, the EU was not able to develop a unified approach to 
military participation in the fight against the IS. Each EU member determined 
the level of its participation in the war against the organization in accordance 
with its national interests. As a result, five EU member states – France, the 
United Kingdom, Belgium, Denmark, and the Netherlands – participated in 
the coalition carrying out airstrikes against the Islamic State in Iraq, and only 
two of them – France and the United Kingdom – in Syria [15].

The humanitarian area of the EU activity in the Syrian crisis is the most ef-
fective. It pays particular attention to the refugee problem, which, along with 
the terrorist threat, has become a major European security problem. 

Since the outbreak of the war in 2011, the EU has collectively (the EU 
and single member states) mobilized over 10.8 billion Euros in humanitarian 
assistance for Syrians and Syrian refugees in the neighbouring refugee-host 
countries, making it the largest donor. The largest source of funding for Syr-
ian refugees is the EU Regional Trust Fund in Response to the Syrian crisis 
(Madad Fund) created in 2014. The Fund provides concrete assistance for ref-
ugees in Turkey, Jordan, Lebanon, and Iraq by investing in health, education, 
economic development, and workplace creation for both local communities 
and refugees, especially for vulnerable groups, such as women and youth 
[24].

In 2015, the EU created a Facility for Refugees in Turkey (which hosted 4 
million refugees) with a total budget of six billion Euros (three billion Euros 
for 2016–2017 and three billion Euros for 2018–2019). The Facility provides 
a joint coordination mechanism to meet the needs of refugees and the host 
country in the socio-economic and other fields [25].

Since 2017, the EU initiated the annual Brussels Conference “Supporting 
the future of Syria and the Region.” The purpose is to mobilize the interna-
tional community to provide humanitarian assistance for Syrians. The third 
Brussels Conference (March 12-13, 2019) brought together more than 1000 
participants: civil society representatives from Syria and the region, ministers 
and politicians from neighbouring countries, donor countries, regional and 
international organizations, UN agencies, and more. The conference raised 
over six billion Euros in humanitarian aid for Syrian refugees [6]. 

Several European states – Germany, France, Denmark, Sweden, Finland, 
the United Kingdom, France, Italy, and the Netherlands – are members of the 
Syria Recovery Trust Fund (SRTF), which was established in 2013. The Fund 
provides assistance to Syrian communities on opposition-controlled territo-
ries by funding projects for essential services in sectors such as water, health, 
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education, and food security intending to alleviate the suffering of the Syrian 
people [26].

Europe released its vision of the prospects for resolving the Syrian conflict 
and combating its devastating consequences in April 2017 in the “Elements 
for an EU Strategy for Syria” policy document. The following are among the 
strategic objectives of the European Union:

1. a united Syria – a united and territorially integral country for all Syrian 
citizens;

2. a democratic Syria – a legitimate government and a pluralistic political 
system with respect for the rule of law and individual rights;

3. a diverse and inclusive Syria – a multi-cultural country, in which all eth-
nic and religious groups are protected and have equal access to government;

4. a strong and secure Syria – an effective state with functional institutions;
5. a stable Syria – a stable political system and a strong economy [10].
In order to achieve these goals, the EU is going to rely on its traditional 

soft power tools such as the promotion of democracy, human rights and free-
dom of speech. It will also be strengthening Syrian civil society. All this falls 
in line with UN Security Council Resolution 2254 and the Geneva Commu-
niqué and describes in detail how the European Union is going to contribute 
to the post-conflict transformation of Syria. At the same time, the EU says 
almost nothing about how it is going to bring the conflict to an end. 

The EU reaffirmed its status as a major donor for Syrian refugees. Howev-
er, it specifically stated that it will help rebuild Syria only when a comprehen-
sive political transition process that includes all parties is launched. In paral-
lel, it stated that “special responsibility for the costs of reconstruction should 
be taken by those external actors who have fuelled the conflict” [10]. The EU 
made it clear that it does not want to pay for what other actors destroyed.

Nevertheless, the adoption of this detailed and ambitious strategy did not 
translate into concrete action in the diplomatic or military fields. When the 
United States, France, and the United Kingdom conducted airstrikes on re-
gime facilities in April 2018, the EU took its time to react and then released a 
statement that it ‘understood’ the actions of the three countries but called for 
the urgent resumption of peace talks that could finally end the civil war [23]. 

The only European country with a significant militarily and political role 
in the Syrian conflict is France, which has consistently supported and armed 
the Syrian opposition and has become the main US partner in the fight against 
the IS. Paris took a decisive stance on the issue of chemical weapons in Syr-
ia and, since 2015, has delivered precision airstrikes on Assad’s chemical 
weapons facilities. France provided arms and training to Kurdish Peshmerga 
forces, which has been an essential partner in the fight against the Islamic 
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State and welcomed delegation of the Syrian Democratic Forces in the Élysée 
Palace in March 2018 [18].

The reasons for low efficiency of the EU policies in the Syrian settle-
ment. Even though the European Union disposes of a variety of strategies 
as well as diplomatic, political, economic, and humanitarian tools, it has not 
been able to effectively contribute to the resolution of the Syrian crisis so far. 

Paradoxically, the EU did not play an essential role in resolving the con-
flict that affected Europe more than any of the other international actors in-
volved. Besides, its policy was reactive – the EU took most of the decisions 
regarding the conflict in Syria in response to specific events (for example, the 
refugee crisis and terrorist attacks in European countries). 

Both European and international experts criticize the role of the EU in the 
Syrian crisis and characterize it as rhetorical, secondary, and even marginal 
[17; 28; 30]. A whole set of objective reasons condition the weaknesses of 
European positions in this context. 

First, the EU miscalculated the Assad regime’s resilience and the extent 
to which both Iran and Russia would provide military support to Damascus. 
Second, the opposition in Syria appeared deeply fractionalized. The lack of 
common values and objectives (apart from ousting President Assad) largely 
complicated the European Union’s contribution to the regime change in Syr-
ia. Third, the EU was simultaneously resolving additional crises, which were 
significant for European security, such as the crisis in Ukraine and the Iranian 
nuclear program.

In addition, the Trump administration’s unpredictable Middle East policy 
became a significant problem for the EU. A series of contradictory steps by 
the American president demonstrated serious differences in the approaches of 
the EU and the US to regional security: withdrawal from the agreement on the 
Iranian nuclear program and resumption of tough economic sanctions against 
Tehran; US unconditional support to Israel, including the relocation of the US 
embassy to Jerusalem and recognition of Israeli sovereignty over the Golan 
Heights; finally, the decision to withdraw troops from Syria. 

The US’s withdrawal from Syria placed Europe in a difficult position. Such 
a move was likely to allow Iran to reinforce its presence in this country and 
the region. The withdrawal could amplify confrontation between Turkey and 
the Kurds. Finally, it could serve the Islamic State or other extremist groups’ 
resurgence [21].

Another major factor is the new policy of the Russian Federation in the 
region. Russian military intervention in Syria in September 2015 not only 
rescued a collapsing allied regime but also considerably reinforced Moscow’s 
regional positions. Russia also succeeded in maintaining good relations with 
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all the actors in the Middle East, even those who were bitter rivals: Iran and 
Saudi Arabia; Israel and the Palestinians; Turkey and the Kurds; Egypt and 
Qatar [16].

All of the above contributed to the emergence of a new diplomatic and 
military landscape in the Middle East, to which the EU was forced to adapt.

However, the main reason for European initiatives’ failure was the lack of 
consensus within the EU states. On the one hand, the Syrian crisis revealed 
contradictions between the three most influential member states – the United 
Kingdom, France, and Germany, on the other – their unwillingness to involve 
EU institutions in conflict resolution efforts, except for more technical as-
pects (humanitarian assistance and sanctions). 

According to some European experts, the new EU foreign policy architec-
ture (the formation of which coincided with the events of the Arab Spring) 
is part of the crisis itself. Despite Common Foreign and Security Policy, as 
well as the hard work of High Representatives and European External Action 
Service staff, the reality is that the EU’s foreign policy has increasingly been 
crafted at Heads of State and Government level, and often in a crisis mode. 
The EU’s foreign policy mechanism does work, although its work consists of 
routine operations (statements, demarches, coordination at high-officials lev-
el, the local conversation between ambassadors), while individual states and 
leaders take the real policy initiatives, at best, after direct consultations [17].

EU policy scenarios for Syria. Nowadays the Assad regime has regained 
control over most of the territory it lost during the conflict; the Islamic State 
lost its territorial holdings; and the opposition to the regime is significantly 
weakened. However, the civil war has not ended and the long-term conse-
quences of the Syrian conflict at this stage are not predictable. 

It, therefore, appears likely that a complex political system will evolve in 
Syria, combining weak central rule and strong local centres of power with 
the significant involvement of regional and international external forces. The 
tasks of rebuilding the country’s political system, security, and infrastructure 
would probably take a decade. 

With Assad’s victory in the conflict essentially assured, the dilemma the 
EU is currently facing is how to avoid sacrificing its fundamental values of 
democracy and human rights while achieving the important objective of pro-
viding much-needed support to Syrians in areas under regime control and 
improving the conditions that await refugees upon their return to Syria. 

Bearing this in mind, we can suggest the following plausible scenarios.
Scenario 1. The EU non-cooperation position with the Assad regime will 

persist until the realization of an “inclusive political process that meets the le-
gitimate aspirations of the Syrian people” as stated in the UN Security Coun-
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cil Resolution 2254, serving as a basis for the EU stance. This policy involves 
the rejection of any steps that could help Assad consolidate his domestic po-
sition and provides for maintaining a tight sanctions regime, denying any 
political re-engagement, and withholding reconstruction support.

European politicians and diplomats who are proponents of this line admit 
that Assad won the war. But they hope that he “will lose the peace.” They 
doubt that the Syrian regime will be able to exercise effective control over 
most of the country and guarantee stability. In such circumstances, Europe-
an policy of “strategic patience” with the continuation of internal political 
and economic pressure will eventually force the regime to accept political 
reforms, including those that lead to fair and free presidential elections [4].

However, other experts believe that Western countries’ expectation that 
an economic war will eventually compel the regime to acquiesce to their 
demands is both short-sighted and counterproductive [20]. They stress that 
despite the conflict and policy of Western isolation, the Syrian regime has 
significantly refined its survival skills in the last eight years, and it knows 
how to withstand external pressure. In addition, it enjoys the support of other 
influential external forces, such as Russia and Iran. In this context, the EU’s 
policy of isolation only reinforces the Syrian government’s worst impulses 
and harms ordinary Syrians. It also turns the EU into a marginal player, de-
priving it of its only lever of influence – the economic one. 

Since the fall of 2018, there has been a growing discussion among Euro-
pean states over the advisability of maintaining a tough line regarding the 
Syrian regime. While France, Germany, and the United Kingdom want to 
maintain a tough anti-Assad stance, some countries, including Italy, Hungary, 
and Poland, are in favour of normalization. They consider this a necessary 
step to stabilize the situation in Syria and prevent the exacerbation of the 
refugee problem. In January 2019, the Italian foreign minister announced that 
Italy was considering reopening its embassy in Damascus [14]. This implies 
the possibility of a second alternative scenario.

Scenario 2. The EU or its individual members will move to a more prag-
matic policy that allows partial lifting of sanctions, the provision of economic 
assistance, and a certain degree of interaction with the Syrian regime.

The supporters of this approach believe that although they do not need to 
normalize their diplomatic relationships with Damascus, European capitals 
should consider how to engage with it. It can be direct or indirect involve-
ment in ways that serve their interests and, more importantly, the interests of 
the Syrian people [19]. Such EU policies may include elements of diploma-
cy, humanitarian assistance, reconstruction, and technical assistance in var-
ious fields (border control, elections, and transitional justice). By providing 
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even limited economic support, the European Union can still help improve 
Syrians’ lives and prevent another Syrian mass-exodus to Europe [8]. At the 
same time, these steps should be very careful so as not to compromise basic 
European principles. Therefore, the possibility of broad EU participation in 
the restoration of Syria should continue to be tied to a full-fledged political 
settlement under the auspices of the UN.

However, such a scenario also entails difficulties and risks. First, Assad 
is very vocal regarding lifting sanctions. But he clearly stated on multiple 
occasions that he does not want Westerners to take part in the rebuilding of 
the country [3]. Second, the possible provision of economic assistance before 
reaching a final settlement of the conflict is very worrying for the Syrian 
opposition, which believes that this will initiate legitimization of the regime. 
Third, even a partial normalization of relations with Assad can demonstrate to 
neighbouring authoritarian regimes that crimes against their own people can 
remain unpunished.

Scenario 3. Regardless of further development of the situation, the EU pol-
icy in Syria and the Middle East region as a whole will be more independent 
in nature. The decrease in the EU’s role as an institution will continue, while 
the activity of individual European states with their own national interests in 
the region, most probably France, is likely to increase. 

While the United States is showing a declining interest in Middle East 
issues, the importance of the region for European security is growing. Trump 
administration’s unilateral steps, as well as the differences in US and Euro-
pean views on important regional security issues, such as the Iranian nuclear 
program, the Middle East peace process, and Syria, will require a more inde-
pendent policy on the part of the EU. If US involvement in the region wanes, 
Europe will increasingly be pushed to work with other influential actors, such 
as Russia and China, to further its interests. This trend was already evident in 
October 2018, when France and Germany participated in the Istanbul Summit 
on the Syrian settlement with Russia and Turkey (the representatives of the 
Astana Three), while the United States was absent [29].

France’s role, having been active in Syrian affairs, became even more im-
portant after President D. Trump’s statement on the withdrawal of Ameri-
can troops from Syria. When this happens, France will become the western 
country with the greatest influence in Syrian affairs and the largest military 
contingent there. Also, Paris is the largest supplier of humanitarian aid to the 
Syrian people, and its position will be important in the post-war reconstruc-
tion of the country.

Summing up, European influence in Syria in the immediate future will be 
limited and indirect. Even this modest ambition will require degrees of re-
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solve and unity that are not currently present in European states. If the EU is 
unable to craft an effective, well-coordinated policy on Syria, it may end up 
being confined to the role of a secondary actor in modern conflicts: a provider 
of humanitarian and technical assistance.

The European Union could use its experience of low engagement in the 
resolution of the Syrian conflict to draw useful lessons for the future. The first 
lesson is the stark contrast between the EU’s firm initial position (that Assad 
must go) and its subsequent modest diplomatic and military involvement. The 
second is the discrepancy between the EU’s limited influence on the course 
of events and the fact that most of the dramatic humanitarian, economic, and 
security consequences of the Syrian crisis fall on European countries’ shoul-
ders.

The changing dynamics in the Middle East and international relations, in 
general, will require a fundamental rethinking of European foreign policy 
and methods of its realization in case the EU wants to preserve its role as an 
influential global actor. 

The Arab Spring brought democracy only to one country – Tunisia. The 
situation in other countries of the region demonstrates the opposite tendencies 
of increased authoritarianism and instability. Bearing this in mind, the EU 
should intensify its military and political role along with its traditional tools 
(humanitarian aid, reform support, NGO and free media funding). The EU 
must build its defence capabilities to meet the challenges where soft power 
engagement does not suffice. The implementation of this and other related 
tasks in the context of the internal crisis of the EU will remain the main chal-
lenge for European states.
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CHAPTER 8

EU – U.S. RELATIONS UNDER PRESIDENT TRUMP
Volodymyr Dubovyk

For decades, the relations between U.S. and the European integration pro-
ject have been a major factor in international relations. The United States has 
played a significant role in aiding this process from its outset. Traditionally, 
Europe has not been a priority for the U.S., and it was absent from European 
affairs on the eve of both world wars, only to enter later at a huge expense in 
resources and human lives. This lesson has now been learned: America should 
be involved with Europe. The Cold War was looming, and the U.S. needed 
allies. Functionalist ideas were put to a good work. Perennial arch-enemies 
have gradually learned to work together and Washington has benevolently 
assisted in the process. It has provided a security umbrella for the emerging 
bloc. 

Not just security, but economy mattered. The United States has created 
massive space as a pivotal trade partner of the EU. “The Guardian” columnist 
Natalie Nougayrede has summarized the consensus of experts on the subject: 
post-war Europe was able to build itself up as a collective project thanks 
to US protection and financial support [14]. Successive U.S. administrations 
have stayed this course of support for the European integration. Some disa-
greements happened now and then, but that did not change the core character 
of this relationship. The end of the Cold War and the subsequent emergence 
of the EU have been significant events but have not altered U.S. – Europe 
relations. It was still based on common ideological values, economic cooper-
ation, and shared security. 

Despite EU growing and becoming a sound international player, Europe 
needed America as before. Washington, for its part, has looked into some-
what withdrawing from Europe in the post-bipolar times. However, it was 
soon discovered that neither Europe can do without American presence and 
leadership, nor can the U.S. afford to forsake Europe. The crises and wars in 
the former Yugoslavia were the early tests, which have evidently shown that 
Europeans are not quite prepared to deal with challenges of this sort and that 
American intervention was needful. 

In the post-Dayton times, there were more examples of cooperation and 
occasional cases of disagreement. When 9/11 happened, European allies 
stood with America. They have met the U.S. intervention in Afghanistan with 
understanding. The subsequent Iraqi invasion in 2003 was when many major 
European allies distanced themselves from Washington. Yet the U.S. and the 
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EU are not set on diverging trajectories; consensus, unity, and coordination 
have prevailed over discontent. 

Enter Donald Trump: impact for EU. This sort of bipartisan consensus on 
the nature of the relations for the U.S. with the EU has existed uninterrupted 
until President Donald Trump came in. The new president came across as an 
outsider, lacking preparedness, competence, and qualifications for the job. 
Initially there was some hope that he would leave his unconventional persona 
on the election trail and would emerge as a more statesman-like figure and 
that he would learn on the job. However, quite quickly it became clear that 
this is not going to happen. 

Publicly, President Trump has expressed views that were quite unconven-
tional, including those related to America’s European allies, the EU. He ap-
parently did not think that the EU was a friendly force, did not share values 
with it, has chosen to see it strictly as a competitor, and was seeing the Union 
as a part of the existing international arrangement which he has set to undo. 
Yet there was still an urge to wait till he comes to his senses, an attempt to 
not discuss it openly, and pretend that this is not a big deal and will some-
how pass. Steven Erlanger, an experienced watcher of U.S. – EU relations 
and long-time European correspondent for “The New York Times” has ob-
served with his co-author, the newspaper’s head of the Berlin bureau Katrin 
Bennhold: “European leaders have long been alarmed that President Trump’s 
words and Twitter messages could undo a trans-Atlantic alliance that had 
grown stronger over seven decades. They had clung to the hope that those ties 
would bear up under the strain” [7].

There was also an expectation that Trump might distance himself from 
the complicated matters of foreign policy, focus on his domestic agenda, and 
delegate U.S. international policy to more seasoned individuals in his admin-
istration. A cohort of such individuals has emerged in some key positions, 
which at the moment has included Secretary of State Rex Tillerson, Secretary 
of Defence James Matiss, National Security Advisor H. R. McMaster, and 
White House Chief of Staff John Kelly. They were half-jokingly referred to 
as “the generals” (all but Tillerson are generals), “regents” (in parallel to the 
historic precedent of regent assuming power under the circumstances when 
a monarch cannot act in his capacity for whatever reason) and the “adults in 
the room.”

A notion has emerged that Trump does not shape U.S. foreign policy, or 
that there are, in fact, two foreign policies – one embodied by presidential 
statements and another by the rest of his administration, which was more in 
line with the traditional approaches. A veteran diplomat and now a Harvard 
professor Nicholas Burns has noticed: “For two years now, Trump’s advisers 
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have told Europeans to watch what America does and not what the president 
says in his often intemperate and caustic tweets” [2]. 

Such an unorthodox arrangement was rather fragile by nature and ques-
tions persisted as to its longevity. The U.S. president does have a wide array 
of powers and prerogatives, particularly when it comes to the field of foreign 
policy. Eventually Trump grew emboldened to play a bigger role in the sphere 
of foreign policy, deciding to get rid of the restraints that some might have 
tried to put on him. All above mentioned individuals were one by one relieved 
of their duties and were substituted with those more loyal to the presidential 
line. John D. Negroponte, who once served as the Director of National Intel-
ligence and knows well the inner workings of the executive branch has noted: 
“All of them know they still can’t control the thunderbolt from on high” [13].

As the second year of his presidency was wearing off, President Trump has 
appeared willing to take more initiative in foreign policy in his own hands. 
Johns Hopkins University’s Eliot Cohen, one of the leading American think-
ers on the matters of foreign policy, a traditional conservative voice, who 
has worked within executive branch himself before becoming dean of SAIS, 
has described this phenomenon: “The longer someone is in high office and 
becomes accustomed to supreme power, the less opposition and disagreement 
he will encounter and the less disagreement he is likely to heed. Particularly 
for someone whose ego knows few bounds, it can be a dangerously intoxicat-
ing place” [4]. 

This newly found foreign policy activism of the president was still not 
complemented with knowledge or a willingness to acquire some. This was es-
pecially obvious when it came to the EU, whose modus operandi can be con-
fusing to some people. “The New York Times” correspondent Mark Landler 
mentions an episode when Trump has “told Ms. Merkel that he wanted to 
negotiate a new bilateral trade agreement with Germany. The problem with 
this idea was that Germany, as a member of the European Union, could not 
negotiate its own agreement with the United States” [13]. 

The rift between EU and U.S. is open. There was one moment, an event, 
in fact, where Trump’s anti-EU stance finally generated a strong reaction. The 
initial shock has grown over time into an open criticism of his stance towards 
the EU. There was no more hope on the European side that Trump’s course 
would somehow sell-correct, that he would start taking the interests of U.S. 
European allies into account. This event, a watershed of sorts, was the 2019 
Munich security conference. 

Numerous accounts from this conference come to same conclusion: a gap 
has grown between the U.S. and the EU to the point that it was not possible 
anymore not to notice or to pretend that it is not there. Thomas Wright, one of 
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the top American experts on U.S. – EU relations, director of the Centre on the 
United States and Europe at the Brookings Institution, sums it up: “Europe 
and the Trump administration have stopped pretending to respect each other. 
For the past two years, we have been treated to a transatlantic charade. Every-
one knows there’s a problem, but publicly the leaders proclaim that nothing 
has fundamentally changed. But at the 2019 Munich Security Conference … 
the charade ended.” His verdict is clear and leaves no doubt as to who is to 
blame: The D. Trump administration is an “American administration that has 
reversed a 70-year policy of support for Europe” [19].

Erlanger and Bennhold concur: “In the last few days of a prestigious annu-
al security conference in Munich, the rift between Europe and the Trump ad-
ministration became open, angry, and concrete” [7]. Burns agrees: “I left the 
Munich Security Conference concerned that we are witnessing the most wor-
risome division across the Atlantic in memory.” He stipulates that in his view, 
Trump “has exhibited open hostility to Europe.” Burns also adds some do-
mestic American political context to the discussion, noting that the presenta-
tion of Joe Biden, the former U.S. vice-president and one of the candidates for 
the presidential nomination 2020 from the Democratic party has contrasted 
sharply with Trump’s stance in Munich: “Joe Biden spoke for many former 
American officials in both parties who believe that the Trump administration 
has needlessly weakened our ties to Europe.” Biden has basically encouraged 
Europeans to wait for Trump to be out of office [2].  

It is not possible to ignore the fact that Trump, in his “attack” on the EU, 
has ran contrary to what many previous administrations have believed in. He 
picked a fight with the EU where there was none, doing so in a most needless 
manner and undermining the trust and cooperation that have existed previ-
ously. Interestingly, this point of view comes across from representatives of 
various foreign policy conceptual backgrounds. Elisabeth Winter, a research 
fellow with the Atlanticist think-tank German Marshall Fund, writes that 
Trump’s predecessors “considered the maintenance of free and open markets 
through multilateral institutions” while “he prefers unilateral actions such as 
tariffs, sanctions and trade agreements that he considers ‘fair.’ And this ap-
plies even to dealings with the United States’ transatlantic allies” [18]. Robert 
Kagan, a prominent scholar of the issues of foreign policy and the leading 
voice of the neocon line of thought, agrees: Trump is “rapidly destroying the 
trust and sense of common purpose that have held” the liberal international 
order together [10]. M. Landler concurs, as he is espousing a dominant liberal 
view: “Mr. Trump remains an erratic, idiosyncratic leader on the global stage, 
an insurgent who attacks allies the United States has nurtured since World 
War II” [13].
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The criticism of Trump’s approach to the EU has brought together experts 
on both sides of Atlantic. One German official is quoted saying: “No one any 
longer believes that Trump cares about the views or interests of the allies. It’s 
broken.” Nathalie Tocci, the preeminent scholar of Europe, an Italian, who 
also happened to be an advisor to Federica Mogherini, the High Representa-
tive of the European Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, said that 
for Europeans, the divide went “to the heart of how we view international 
relations and our national interest.” S. Erlanger and K. Bennhold sum it up: 
“The Europeans no longer believe that Washington will change, not when Mr. 
Trump sees traditional allies as economic rivals and leadership as diktat. His 
distaste for multilateralism and international cooperation is a challenge to the 
very heart of what Europe is” [7]. 

Nougayrede writes in her column in “The Guardian”: “The Trump admin-
istration not only dislikes the European Union, but is out to destroy it. The 
trip by the US secretary of state, Mike Pompeo, to Europe last week (in Feb-
ruary of 2019 - V.D.) was episode three of the onslaught, designed to play on 
east-west divisions within the EU. Episode one was Donald Trump’s Warsaw 
speech (July 6, 2017 - V.D.), infused with nativist nationalism. Episode two 
was Trump’s 2018 moves on tariffs, and his tearing up of key agreements 
such as the Iran nuclear deal and the Intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF) 
treaty.” In other words, this time it is not just about Trump’s controversial 
statements, but also about his actual policies. Nougayrede concludes: “Today 
the EU is the target of multi-faceted political offensives from both Washing-
ton and Moscow, not just because of what it does, but what it is” [14].

Judy Dempsey, an Irish scholar and an authority on European strategic af-
fairs, presents her own score of the wrongs committed by Trump towards the 
EU: “Relations between the United States and the European Union are at an 
all-time low. Since becoming president, Donald Trump has done everything 
possible to undermine the unity of the bloc and question its principles. He has 
walked away from agreements on climate change, the Iran nuclear deal, and 
trade… He supports Brexit and praises the populist, anti-migration policies of 
Hungary and Poland” [5]. Interestingly enough, her advice for the EU is not 
to return the same policies towards Trump, pay him with the same token. She 
urges restraint: “European leaders are doing themselves no favours in bashing 
Trump” [8].

The EU as an economic competitor? There are a number of factors that 
have shaped Trump’s views of the EU. One of them is viewing the EU ex-
clusively as a competing economic power, and nothing else – one which was 
designed to take advantage of the U.S. To be sure, there is a certain amount 
of competition between the U.S. and the EU, and trade conflicts and disagree-
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ments flare up from time to time. The usual way to resolve them would be 
through dialogue and not via dictate or blackmail. There are also WTO norms 
and regulations that help. At the same time, the EU is an important partner to 
the U.S. and not just in the realm of trade, but in many others, including that 
of the international security. 

Kagan describes this equilibrium quite eloquently: “The United States 
would not insist on winning every economic contest or every trade deal. The 
perception by the other powers that they had a reasonably fair chance to suc-
ceed economically and sometimes even to surpass the United States – as Ja-
pan, Germany and other nations did at various times – was part of the glue 
that held the order together. This bargain was the foundation of a liberal world 
order that benefited all participants, including the United States [10].

The complexity of this arrangement is lost on President Trump. “Trump 
has broken with former U.S. presidents in treating the EU as a competitor 
rather than a friend” [2]. Former U.S. Trade Representative and president of 
the World Bank Robert Zoellick quips on this subject: “Mr. Trump’s protec-
tionist instincts could prove the most damaging in the long term,” adding that 
“he views trade as zero-sum, win-lose” [13].

This “us or them” dichotomy is on display in a great number or cases. 
But hardly any of them are more vivid than the case of trade disputes with 
Germany. German-produced cars have become a bone of contention. During 
one of the meetings with German chancellor Angela Merkel, President Trump 
“went on a rant about Germany and cars.” He “has taken Angela Merkel to 
task for her country’s tariffs on U.S. automobiles and the ease with which 
German carmakers like Mercedes, Volkswagen, and BMW can sell into the 
U.S. market… Trump also says that the U.S - European trading relationship 
is very unfair” [17].

Trump’s protectionist position has led the US Commerce Department in 
March 2019 to determine that European automobiles constitute a national 
security threat. President Trump has threatened repeatedly to impose a 25 % 
import tariff on European automobiles [12]. This mix-up of trade issues with 
security concerns is bewildering. No wonder it has been met with criticism 
on the part of European partners. Merkel has ridiculed the Trump administra-
tion’s trade declaration that German cars represent a national-security threat 
to the United States [19].

One significant aspect of President Trump’s protectionist position is that 
every time he speaks of the world being unfair to America, taking advantage 
of it, that the system is tilted against U.S. interests he hits a point, on which 
millions and millions of Americans concur. He reinforces these certain at-
titudes among the part of American public. There is a deep, conspiracy-fed 
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notion among some Americans that foreigners in general are not to be trusted. 
Finding a scapegoat for economic hardships works. Paul Pillar, a research 
fellow with Georgetown University and Brookings institution, explains this 
phenomenon: “The United States is embarking on a trade war with China and 
Europe less because a trade war had a prominent place in someone’s foreign 
policy doctrine than because of applause lines that get applause due in large 
part to domestic economic dislocations tinged with xenophobia” [15]. 

The great disruptor: undoing the liberal world order. There are several 
things that Trump, some of his key advisors, and his most ardent base do not 
like. President is definitely anti-establishment. The establishment, including 
in his own Republican party, did not want him to become a president. It con-
tinues to resist many of the President’s impulses, in doing so guards its own 
positions, but also U.S. national interests. This struggle is ongoing and, per-
haps, nowhere else is it more visible and dramatic than in the fields of foreign 
policy, national security, and intelligence. The President derogatorily calls his 
opposition the “deep state.” He also strongly dislikes all sorts of bureaucrats, 
all those people who stand on guard of various regulations and norms. In gen-
eral, President Trump most certainly has a distaste for any sort of elites, and 
he is cheered on in this by his most loyal supporters.   

Now, with that in mind, let’s look at the European Union. There is hardly 
anything more establishment than the EU. It produces myriads of norms and 
regulations. It is bureaucratic beyond repair (so it seems). The EU is a com-
plicated business and few people can fully comprehend it – be it its theoretical 
foundations or operational peculiarities – in its full complexity. At its core the 
“European project” is an elitist project. Elites came up with it; they run it and 
protect it. Now, how would we expect a person like Donald Trump to treat 
the EU? 

Worse, for Trump, the EU is an integral part of what is often referred to as 
the “liberal international order.” He most definitely dislikes the “liberal” part 
of it, and we will return to this further in this chapter. It is based on a certain 
set of principles, obligations, and commitments. President Trump questions 
them and believes that this order is unfair. “The post-war international order, 
the president of the United States declared, is “not working at all” [13]. 

Kori Schake, an expert with vast experience in government and academ-
ia, currently with the International Institute of Strategic Studies, and one of 
the notable adherents of a traditional conservative view on world affairs, has 
noted: “According to the president, the liberal world order is a con job – he 
insists America is paying too much and being swindled by its friends.” “The 
president of the United States rejected associating the country with ‘the rules-
based international order’ that America built after World War II” [16]. Kagan 
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is of the same opinion: “Trump’s America does not care. It is unencumbered 
by historical memory. It recognizes no moral, political or strategic commit-
ments. It feels free to pursue objectives without regard to the effect on allies 
or, for that matter, the world” [10]. P. Pillar agrees that Trump has shown “dis-
dain for international rules and order and has even made efforts to undermine 
or destroy the rules” [15].

So, if not the “liberal international order,” then what order is there for 
Trump? Apparently, he does not want any “order.” His way is unbound uni-
lateralism with no strings attached, no rules, no obligations, no international 
institutions or alliances. His view is a typical Hobbesian one with a taint of 
social Darwinism, perhaps: it is a jungle out there, a chaos, and that is fine 
because the strongest wins and we, the U.S., are the strongest. This view is 
based on extreme self-confidence (without accounting for the actual state of 
American power, resources and potential) and bragging about the U.S. being 
the best and the mightiest not because of what Americans believe or what 
they do, but simply because they are the United States of America. Through 
this prism, alliances do not matter, allies are no different from opponents. 
Trump’s “America first” becomes “America alone” and he sees no problem 
in this. “Trump believes that keeping allies and adversaries alike perpetually 
off-balance necessarily benefits the United States, which is still the most pow-
erful country on Earth” [9]. 

Jeffrey Goldberg, an editor in chief of “The Atlantic” has discovered what 
might be called a “Trump doctrine”. It is “no friends, no enemies.” One ad-
ministration official explained that this is not “a variant of the Realpolitik no-
tion that the U.S. has only shifting alliances, not permanent friends. Trump…
doesn’t believe that the U.S. should be part of any alliance at all… We have 
to explain to him that countries that have worked with us together in the past 
expect a level of loyalty from us, but he doesn’t believe that this should factor 
into the equation” [9].

The EU and Donald Trump’s values: the clash. President Trump is up 
in arms against liberalism in the United States, but this does not stop at the 
American borders. His worldview is deeply illiberal and that naturally pits 
him against the EU. The EU stands on the shoulders of the decades if not 
centuries of the liberal-democratic tradition. This tradition has defined Euro-
pean civilization and that, more broadly, of Western civilization, to include 
the United States. It is based on a certain set of values, and it is these values 
that this current American president finds himself in deep disagreement with. 

Trump also rejects globalization, seeing it as an enemy of the people, and 
a negative force for the American interests. This is quite paradoxical, as it 
was always commonly believed that the U.S. is a leader of the globalizing 
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trend and benefits from it enormously. The EU is most certainly a part of 
globalization. It does endorse the free trade, something that is essential to the 
globalized world, and something that Trump views with dismay. The EU is 
opposed to the forces of nationalism, populism, and nativism, all of which 
Trump enthusiastically embraces. So, here, in this principled struggle, this 
current American President and the EU find themselves on opposite sides. 

One might argue that historically, there was no stronger bond that tied 
the two shores of Atlantic – United States and Europe – than that of com-
mon values. Security and defence alignment mattered greatly. So did trade. 
But values were always at the heart of the transatlantic community. The cur-
rent American President does not intend to respect this bond. Kagan opines: 
America “built and defended a world order premised on the idea that Ameri-
cans would be safe only if democratic and liberal values were safe… But that 
was a choice. The United States, with all its great power, could have gone in 
a different direction. Now it appears to have done so” [10].

Various U.S. administrations in the post-bipolar era have manifested dif-
ferent types of approaches to the role that values should play in American 
foreign policy. The W. Clinton administration has assigned great importance 
to values and democracy promotion. The better known and most coherent 
doctrine from Clinton times was the one of the enlargement of the commu-
nity of countries based on democratic and market economy principles. That 
included the whole-hearted support for the EU and its enlargement. 

The G. W. Bush administration was all about values on the surface. It 
trumpeted democracy promotion. That administration was a staunch support-
er of a bunch of movements that have presumably led to the triumph of a 
human rights-based order, including the “Orange revolution” in Ukraine. At 
the same time, it has often acted in a “unilateral way”, with blatant disregard 
of the views of allies. The excessive use of force was deemed necessary to 
the democracy promotion. This was marred by gambles and mistakes, like the 
Iraq War and more. 

The Barak Obama administration embarked on a course that was more 
subtle. The cavalier democracy promotion of the type that was supported by 
the previous administration was now rejected. Obama decided against throw-
ing the full weight of the U.S. behind democracy promotion, and most defi-
nitely excluded the usage of the military force in facilitating this. We heard 
less about values even as his administration was doing its routine daily job in 
defending those values. 

Trump has decided to discard the values agenda entirely. This was made 
known quickly. “Trump’s secretary of state, Rex Tillerson, made it clear in his 
first substantive speech to State Department employees that American values 
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are now of at best secondary importance to ‘American interests,’ presuma-
bly economic, in the conduct of foreign policy” [4]. The President has opted 
against traditional liberal values in favour of the illiberal ones. He has chosen 
to fight globalization head on and stand for the forces of nationalism instead. 
The anti-globalization movement is a diverse one. We often pay more atten-
tion to those in it who represent the hard left. However, the right wing has 
major issues with globalization as well. 

Supporting nationalism and undermining the EU. One major figure in 
this movement in the U.S. is Stephen Bannon. He has been long in sync with 
Donald Trump’s thinking on this issue and has joined Trump’s presidential 
campaign, while directing his media outlet “Breitbart” to the support of that 
campaign. Bannon has influenced Trump’s worldview and this influence has 
proved lasting even though he has long left the administration. More impor-
tantly, S. Bannon has found in D. Trump a mouthpiece for his ideas not just 
in the context of U.S. politics but on the world stage as well. Any allies were 
fine, including Russia, which has long positioned itself as an opponent of lib-
eralism. Europe was at the centre of the fight and the EU has become an ene-
my. Bannon has proclaimed: “There’s a chasm that can’t be bridged between 
the globalists and the nationalists” [13].

This ideology was an “assertive nationalism, a label that clearly applies to 
much of what Trump has said and done” [15]. There was a need now to look 
for allies in Europe that this administration could support in their struggle 
against the EU. There was no shortage of the anti-EU, anti-globalization, and 
illiberal political forces in Europe. As British journalist now working with 
“The New York Times” Patrick Kingsley has observed: “they find more ideo-
logical allies in Europe to work with” [11].

In its European policy, the administration (or at least some elements of 
the administration) has embarked on attacking certain governments and un-
dermining the EU. Jeff Rathke, the former American diplomat and now the 
President of the American Institute for Contemporary German Studies at the 
Johns Hopkins University, has called it “an attempt to strengthen particular 
types of political forces inside Europe, particularly those that are a challenge 
to the governments in place.” Germany was at the core of the effort. Richard 
Grenell, who became a U.S. ambassador to Germany in May 2018, has not 
wasted much time and has caused quite a diplomatic furore when he said in 
June 2019 that he wanted to “empower” conservatives across Europe [11]. 

In the meantime, Bannon has been active himself. On one of his tours to 
Europe, he “met with Mr. Orban; praised Italy’s new government; spoke to 
far-right activists in France; considered creating a Breitbart-style news oper-
ation in Central and Eastern Europe … and described himself as “the infra-
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structure, globally, for the global populist movement” [11]. Bannon continues 
work on his pet project of creating a sort of “nationalists international”. 

While Bannon is not formally part of the administration anymore, some of 
the top figures of the administration have joined the effort to support illiberal, 
nationalist, anti-EU forces in Europe. Secretary of State Michael Pompeo has 
said that “the ‘human rights’ rubric has been stretched in a variety of dimen-
sions to become an important component of globalists’ effort to constrain and 
embarrass the independent exercise of both judicial and political authority by 
nation-states”. His European tour in February 2019 revealed where the sym-
pathies for the administration lie, and that is with increasingly authoritarian 
governments in Central Eastern Europe, which have had their share of con-
flict with EU governing bodies. “Through his choice of destinations, Pompeo 
amplified divisions between countries that were formerly behind the iron cur-
tain and those that weren’t. This astutely plays on sensitivities, manipulated 
by demagogues that have marred the EU’s capacity to unite in recent years” 
[14].

John Bolton has been a national security advisor since April 2018. His 
views on the subject are well known. Nougayrede brings attention to one par-
ticular piece written by Bolton back in 2000 and titled “Should we take global 
governance seriously?” In it, Bolton lashes out at “globalists” who seek to tie 
nation states into a web of international norms and agreements that restrict 
sovereignty. He says a truly democratic mandate can only exist at the national 
level. He calls the EU “the leading source of substantive globalist policies” 
and a threat to US interests. In Bolton’s view, “European elites” are “not con-
tent alone with transferring their own national sovereignty to Brussels; they 
have also decided, in effect, to transfer some of ours to worldwide institutions 
and norms, thus making the European Union the miniature precursor to glob-
al governance” [14]. 

So, it would seem fair to say that President Trump has gradually surround-
ed himself with and promoted the individuals with views similar to his own, 
which are based on the assumption that the EU is a foe and that the natural 
allies for the United States in Europe are the anti-globalist, nationalist, and 
anti-EU forces. 

The EU and Donald Trump’s red flags: Immigration, Germany, and 
Obama’s legacy. The immigration issue is at the core of Trump’s connec-
tion with non-liberals and nationalists in Europe. Here they naturally find a 
common cause, their strongest bond, perhaps. Trump has been known for his 
fixation on immigration. He has pretty much made this issue one of the core 
items in his 2016 campaign. His promise to deal with illegal immigration has 
apparently resonated strongly with a lot of Americans. Little wonder that he 
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has doubled down on this issue ever since becoming president. Domestically 
in the United States, immigration has become one of the most divisive polit-
ical issues. 

Immigration has also rocked Europe in recent years like never before. The 
growth of anti-EU sentiment and dissatisfaction with certain realities of life 
has prepared rich soil for the anti-immigration movement. The rejection of 
the concept of multiculturalism has been one of the fundamental elements 
here. The massive influx of refugees from the Middle East has made its im-
pact. The EU and certain European political leaders have opted in favour of 
welcoming this new wave of refugees and immigrants. Yet, anti-immigration 
forces have grown strong in various parts of Europe. This has become a major 
issue for intra-European politics. Trump has predictably taken the side of the 
anti-immigration movement and so this made him and the EU oppose each 
other.  

This cleavage on immigration has reached its crescendo with President 
Trump directly attacking Angela Merkel. She took a risky but principled, 
moral decision to accommodate a great number of them in Germany, but also, 
using her weight within the EU, she has pushed it to embrace the similar 
approach. A political long-timer and a charismatic leader, Merkel has barely 
managed to remain the Chancellor. Trump quickly reacted with an extraor-
dinary tweet: “The people of Germany are turning against their leadership as 
migration is rocking the already tenuous Berlin coalition. Crime in Germany 
is way up. Big mistake made all over Europe in allowing millions of people 
in who have so strongly and violently changed their culture!” [11]; this has 
been, indeed, “an extraordinary effort to undermine the incumbent govern-
ment of an important U.S. ally” [15].

Germany has become a preferred target of the President Trump’s attacks. 
In Trump’s view of Germany, all of the issues that were mentioned above 
have played a role. Germany is seen as a main economic competitor, but also 
a main protector of the “liberal international order.” It is a leader of the EU 
and is firmly based on the values that he abhors. It chooses to welcome immi-
grants and he pledges to keep them out. Kinglsey chimes in on this subject: 
“Few countries have struggled more to adapt to Mr. Trump than Germany, 
and few leaders seem less personally in sync with him than its leader, Chan-
cellor Angela Merkel… After she won a fourth term their relationship took on 
weighty symbolism: the great disrupter versus the last defender of the liberal 
world order” [11]. 

The Trump – Merkel relationship is a significant factor here, indeed. She 
is everything that he is not (and what he dislikes): a female, an experienced, 
knowledgeable politician, someone with a strong set of moral principles, an 
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Atlanticist, an enthusiastic supporter of the European Union, and an avid op-
ponent of populism. Merkel has worked closely and has developed an excel-
lent relationship with Obama, and this is something that makes Trump dislike 
her even more. With Trump coming to the White House, some have rushed to 
declare Merkel a true “leader of the free world,” including Trump’s American 
liberal opponents. Merkel “was finally playing the role that American liberals 
had wanted her to play – that of leader of the free world” [19]. 

An attempt to undo the Obama’s policies had become a characteristic fea-
ture of Trump’s intentions. In fact, for the most part it is as simple as that: 
let’s see what Obama did and proceed with doing the opposite. Obama has 
cultivated relations with the EU and particularly with European leaders. He 
has preferred for American policies to be in sync with those of the EU (one 
notable example, “close to home,” so to speak, was policy towards Russia 
since it started aggression against Ukraine in 2014). Obama’s policy was 
clearly a multilateral one. And then Trump came in: “The most conspicuous 
trait of Trump’s policies has been to do the opposite of, and to try to destroy, 
anything significant that his predecessor accomplished.” This includes “spe-
cifically, the rejection of important agreements on the environment, trade, and 
weapons proliferation” [15].

J. Goldberg has looked into this “anti-Obama” factor. His sources in the 
administration clarified: “Obama apologized to everyone for everything. He 
felt bad about everything.” President Trump, this official said, “doesn’t feel 
like he has to apologize for anything America does… People criticize [Trump] 
for being opposed to everything Obama did, but we’re justified in cancelling 
out his policies” [9].

Regional challenges: difference of approach between the EU and the 
U.S. There have emerged a number of issues around the world where the U.S. 
and Europe stopped being in agreement since Trump became a president. 
One of them is policies towards Iran. As Erlanger explains: “European allies 
regard the pact (JCPOA – V.D.) as vital to European security and to the pres-
ervation of nuclear non-proliferation. Even more, Europeans are angry that 
renewed American sanctions (against Iran – V.D.) hurt European companies 
far more than any American ones. Ms. Merkel said the split over Iran “de-
presses me very much” [7]. 

Another problem was not just that the U.S. has left the JCPOA and intro-
duced sanctions on Iran, but that they have now demanded that Europeans 
follow the suit. Wright wrote from the 2019 Munich security conference that 
senior U.S. administration officials repeatedly said over the past year that 
while the United States was pulling out of the JCPOA, they were not calling 
on the EU to do the same. Then, “with no explanation for the U-turn, Pence 
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(U.S. Vice-President Michael Pence – V.D.) demanded that the EU now with-
draw from the JCPOA. His message was clear: Under Trump, the alliance 
means getting behind whatever Washington decides, even if that changes 
weekly” [19].

Another problem has emerged with regard to the INF treaty. The United 
States has accused Russia of violating INF for a few years now. In view of 
these violations, the current U.S. administration has decided to leave the trea-
ty. Europeans and the EU have been largely silent on this whole subject until 
that decision was made. What bothers Europeans now is that this decision 
affects Europe, that it was not coordinated with Europe, and that it is not clear 
what might come in the place of the now defunct INF treaty. Again, Merkel 
had something to say on the subject: the decision to leave the INF treaty “af-
fects European security, and there has been no alternative strategy … We sit 
there in the middle with the result” [7].

The U.S. – EU – China triangle of relationships is not something that can 
be easily discerned. The EU sees China as an important trade partner, but also 
as an economic competitor and a human rights violator. It is not inclined to a 
full-scale trade war but prefers dialogue and compromise instead. President 
Trump has changed his public view of China and its leaders on numerous oc-
casions. At the moment, the U.S. is in a full-scale trade war with China. The 
EU is struggling to define its position on this trade war. On the one hand, it 
has its share of problems with China, but on the other, the EU does not want 
this trade war to destabilize the world economy. Again, here the EU would 
prefer to have some degree of coordination on this with the U.S., but this is 
not forthcoming. Trump sees both China and the EU as foes. In their bilateral 
meeting in the White House, President of France E. Macron said to Trump: 
“Let’s work together, we both have a China problem,” according to a source 
in the room. The source said Trump responded that the European Union is 
“worse than China” [17].

The challenge of climate change has been rising as one of the top priorities 
for the EU in the recent years. Trump does not see it as a real challenge; in 
light of this, the United States has left the Paris Climate Change Agreement. 
This has been a major negative development in the U.S. – EU relations. In 
fact, for European public opinion, this has been a most visible and deep disa-
greement between the parties in the last years. 

Ongoing Russian aggression against Ukraine has been featured prominent-
ly on the transatlantic agenda. Prior to the Trump coming to the White House, 
the U.S. and the EU closely coordinated their positions, and they were, in-
deed, watertight. Since the change of guard in the White House, there has 
been no major divergence of positions on this issue on the surface. The EU 
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maintains sanctions, despite some of the business and political elites arguing 
in favour or returning to “business as usual” with Russia. 

Trump has been somewhat ambivalent on this subject ever since his elec-
tion campaign, expressing amiable view of Vladimir Putin on various occa-
sions. He has hinted about his wish to entertain some sort of a grand deal or a 
bargain with Russia. However, Trump has been pretty much incapacitated in 
this regard due to the ongoing investigations of his personal and his campaign 
ties with Russia. Congress has been driving the policies in the meantime, and 
the administration, on its part, has not altered its position, critical of Russia 
and supportive of Ukraine. 

One issue where the disagreement between U.S. and the EU has emerged 
is an issue of “Nordstream 2”. While the EU has gradually consented to this 
pipeline, Trump and his administration have expressed their dissatisfaction. 
U.S. Congress has launched a process towards potential sanctions against 
companies involved in the project. This could become another row between 
the sides, and of serious scale, and certainly so between the U.S. and Germa-
ny.

What does the future hold? So, the relations between the United States 
and the EU are at their low point right now. The question naturally arises as 
to whether there is anything that could be done to improve them? What is the 
future of the U.S. – EU relations in the short, middle, and long term? Is the 
Trump phenomenon something which is an aberration or a sign of something 
lasting? Should the EU change its forward-thinking and strategic policies re-
flecting on the current state of relations?

At the moment, it seems that relationship is broken. Barring some major 
and unexpected change, improvement seems unlikely. Wright comments that 
“Western leaders are retreating into their foxholes, taking pot-shots at one 
another, rather than figuring out how to deal with new challenges” [19]. Many 
in Europe and U.S. seem to hope that Trump is going to lose in the 2020 pres-
idential elections and that relations might go back to where they were before 
he came to power. At the same time, there seems to be a lack of desire on the 
part of the EU to make things worse by in any way retaliating against Trump’s 
words and policies. Former senior U.S. official Victoria Nuland sums this 
mood up: “Europeans are holding their breath and thinking that it’s maybe 
only two more years.” They don’t “want to do anything to wreck things fur-
ther or to insult Trump personally and risk an angry response” [7]. 

Burns agrees by saying that European leaders “might be calculating that 
they can wait out Trump until the 2020 presidential election, when most clear-
ly hope he will be defeated.” He is cautiously optimistic as to what happens 
then: “Most Americans agree Europe remains vital for the United States with 
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the apparent exception of President Trump, whose ill-advised policies threat-
en to separate America from our closest allies in the world” [2].

What if Trump wins in 2020 and remains in power for four more years? 
This would most probably be a negative scenario for the U.S. – EU relations. 
If Trump wins again, he is going to feel vindicated and emboldened; he would 
happen to believe even more that his policies are positively resonating with 
Americans, that he is doing the right thing, and he will double down on those 
policies. Four more years of Trump will most probably do more damage to 
relations between the U.S. and the EU.  

Cohen offers his doom and gloom vision on the probable impact of Trump’s 
time in the White House: “Even barring cataclysmic events, we will be living 
with the consequences of Trump’s tenure as Chief Executive and Commander 
in Chief for decades. Damage will continue to appear long after he departs 
the scene.” He believes that it is quite likely “that Trump will leave key gov-
ernment institutions weakened or corrupted, America’s foreign-policy estab-
lishment sharply divided, and America’s position in the world stunted.” At the 
same time Cohen reflects that “Trump is not entirely a historical fluke, and it 
is reasonable to see his foreign policy as reflecting some Americans’ attitudes 
toward the outside world” [4]. This is, in our view, an important observation 
indicating that public attitudes in U.S. might, indeed, have a sizable impact on 
its foreign policy, including, perhaps, its relations with the EU.

Donald Trump not only reflects the attitudes of part of the electorate, but 
he is also very much shaping those attitudes. In his public appearances, state-
ments, and tweets he mostly focuses on the domestic agenda, but sometimes 
goes into the matters of America’s international politics. American columnist 
Jonathan Chait has cited these examples: “At his rally in North Dakota two 
weeks ago, he said, “Sometimes our worst enemies are our so-called friends 
or allies, right?” At a subsequent rally in Montana last week, the president de-
clared, “Our allies in many cases were worse than our enemies” [3]. 

There are reasons to believe that Trump has, indeed, generated a politi-
cal movement of sorts. It has elements of populism, nationalism, nativism, 
and isolationism. This ideology of ‘Trumpism’ will most definitely survive 
Trump. In “Trumpworld,” the EU is not viewed favourably, as we have seen, 
and so this view will also be there, among public and some political forces, 
perhaps, when he is not in the White House anymore.

What is equally significant is that the negative view of the U.S. has also be-
come widespread in Europe. The European public reciprocates to the mood of 
the Trump base. The anti-Americanism in Europe is nothing new and has long 
history. The wave of anti-Americanism has gotten higher in the recent two 
decades. The politics of the G. W. Bush administration and primarily his war 
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in Iraq have contributed. The eight years of Obama have improved the situ-
ation, but not dramatically. Trump in the White House is something that has 
pushed the levels of sympathy towards America in Europe down decisively.

In democratic societies, the role of public opinion in policy-making is 
something that should not be neglected. Therefore, the public attitudes of 
Europeans towards the U.S. are of significance. American journalist Daniel 
Estrin believes that even “if Trump was to be defeated (and that’s a big if), 
a change in the White House is not going to fundamentally change the dy-
namics of what is happening in Europe.” He quotes one recent Pew Research 
Centre poll that suggests that Germans believe Russia’s Vladimir Putin and 
China’s Xi Jinping handle world affairs better than Trump does [8]. Erlanger 
and Bennhold cite Karl Kaiser, a German scholar and a long-time analyst of 
German-American relations, who confirms this: “Two years of Mr. Trump, 
and a majority of French and Germans now trust Russia and China more than 
the United States” [7].

Some believe that the current rift in the U.S. – EU relations is something 
that could not be attributed exclusively to Trump and his destructive policies. 
Perhaps, the adrift of U.S. and EU moving in own directions have started 
earlier. It has accelerated under Trump but would not stop when he is gone. 
Erlanger and Bennhold deduce: “A growing number of European voices warn 
that the current trans-Atlantic discord has more fundamental roots and that 
there will be no returning to the past” [7]. One of these prominent voices is ex-
perienced German politician Norbert Rottgen, who pronounces: “Mr. Trump 
is not the cause … but a symptom of the tectonic shifts in geopolitics that 
have led to the return of great power rivalry and centrifugal forces away from 
multilateralism.” His prognosis is that “in the post-Trump era, there is no 
return to the pre-Trump era. “He concludes: “The status quo was Europe’s 
security guaranteed by the United States. That won’t happen again” [7].

Michel Barnier, the former European commissioner and French foreign 
minister, who has been recently mostly known as EU’s chief Brexit negoti-
ator, is in agreement with his German colleague. He notes that “the United 
States had chosen to defend its interests with unilateral actions and pressure.” 
In such circumstances, in his view, “outsourcing Europe’s security is no 
longer an option.” He continues that “if it wants to be taken seriously as a for-
eign policy player, the EU must have the power to back it up.” The reality is, 
Barnier says, that “Europe still wields significant soft power, but we remain 
a hard-power minnow” and so “Europe needs a second leg to stand on” [6].

Indeed, many in Europe now think that the time when European security 
depended on American support and presence entirely is in the past and, there-
fore, Europeans must step up to the plate and learn to take care of themselves. 
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Merkel is one of these voices. For her “something elemental has changed 
across the Atlantic.” She believes that “we Europeans must really take our 
destiny into our own hands and that the times in which we can fully count on 
others – they are somewhat over” [13]. 

If not in the security realm, the EU is becoming more assertive in the field 
of trade and geo-economics. Winter sees signs that the EU is moving towards 
“a more assertive stance against the United States.” She notes that the EU 
is showing “growing willingness to exploit its economic power for political 
purposes.” There is also a discussion on “European strategic autonomy.” In 
this domain, the EU is trying to draw some lessons from Trump’s antagonism.

Tocci says that Europeans are weak and divided. “We want to believe it 
will be fine again later (when D. Trump is gone - V.D.) because we have no 
alternative”. For her it is about time to start working on such an alternative. 
And she believes that the Europeans “are beginning to do what we should,” 
– spend more on the military, discuss some sort of European army in coordi-
nation with NATO, think more strategically as Europe in the face of Russia 
and China. But she cautions that “no one believes it’s doable in the short run,” 
and Erlanger and Bennhold add that “many believe it’s not easily doable at 
all” [7].

One of those who are not objecting to Europe becoming stronger but are 
not seeing an alternative to American presence and protection in the mean-
time for the immediate future is Jan Techau, director of the Europe Program 
at the German Marshall Fund. He laments that “Trump does not understand 
the price he pays in strategic terms when he bashes his allies so publicly and 
openly.” He agrees that America has to “pressure allies to do more,” but “at 
the same time the message has to be “We will always be there.” What wor-
ries Techau is that this current situation of ambiguity is inviting trouble for 
European security, that it means “strategic vulnerability” of Europe to Russia 
and China. If there is any ambiguity, he says, Russia and China know that the 
security guarantee is no longer real. “When that protection goes … then this 
strategic space is up for grabs” [7].

There is a danger, indeed, in this discussion of a temptation for Europe to 
go it alone. “America first,” which has in some ways turned into “America 
alone,” has already inflicted damage on the transatlantic community and its 
unity. If Europe chooses to reciprocate in a similar way, this might do even 
more damage. The “Europe can do it without U.S.” mantra will most prob-
ably turn into a mostly hollow rhetorical exercise while, at the same time, 
hardly obscuring the actual inability of Europeans to take care of their own 
security and defence. 

One of those rallying against Europe’s unilateral moves is Judy Dempsey. 
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She has expressed her disagreement with Barnier’s view, mentioned above. 
In her opinion, it is irresponsible to plot the “Europe alone” plan now, while 
knowing full well that European security depends on the U.S. [6]. Dempsey 
puts some hope in the fact that Ursula von der Leyen has been chosen as a 
president of the European Commission: “unlike the incumbent, Commission 
President Jean-Claude Juncker, she is a committed Atlanticist. She doesn’t 
buy into the anti-American rhetoric that Europe has to take care of its own 
security and defence” [5].

The rhetoric and policies of President Trump have strained U.S. - EU re-
lations. In many ways, they have gotten to an unprecedented low point. The 
President’s choice to see the EU exclusively as an economic competitor, his 
rejection of the common traditional values behind the transatlantic communi-
ty, and his intention to undermine the “liberal international order” have fac-
tored in. Trump’s disagreement with the EU on the issue of immigration and 
his support for populist anti-EU forces in Europe have contributed. So did 
Trump’s broken relationship with German Chancellor Merkel. At the mo-
ment, one sees in U.S. – EU relations a lack of trust, absence of a common 
vision on a number of strategic issues, and uncertainty about ways to move 
forward. The question as to whether this current negative stage in this re-
lationship is something that might pass and give way to a more traditional 
cooperative mode remains an open one. 
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CHAPTER 9

СSDP DEVELOPMENT PROSPECTS IN THE CONTEXT 
OF THE TRANSATLANTISM FACTOR 

Olga Romanova

1. The current state of relations between the EU and US in the field of 
European security: general description

At the beginning of the XXI century, the European security system became 
complex and transatlantic in nature. The end of the Cold War and the disap-
pearance of the threat of widespread East-West conflict have been significant 
factors in the evolution of the forms and content of the US-European strate-
gic partnership in the field of European security. On the one hand, the eco-
nomic potential of the European Union has grown so much that it is at odds 
with the military and political dependence of Western European countries on 
the United States. As noted by G. Andreani, S. Bertram, and H. Grant, “the 
persistence of a situation in which Western Europe was an economic ‘giant’ 
while remaining a military and political ‘dwarf’ was seen as intolerable” [16, 
p. 8]. On the other hand, the European Union has proved completely unpre-
pared for modern local war, in which “it is impossible to achieve victory with-
out the active use of military transport aircrafts, attack planes, and helicopters 
equipped with high-precision weapons operating in all weather conditions, 
as well as satellite facilities’ navigation and intelligence, that is, without all 
that the Pentagon had but virtually Western European countries hadn’t” [1, 
p. 37]. The result was the growing political dependence of Western Europe on 
the United States in resolving local military conflicts.

In 2018, French President E. Macron and German Chancellor A. Merkel 
once again stated the necessity of creating a “real European army” indepen-
dent of the United States that would allow Western Europe to “better protect 
itself” [29]. It would be wise to mention, that this idea is not new in the 
history of the formation of the “EU military-political dimension,” but at the 
present stage, in the context of the emergence of new challenges and threats to 
European security, it is gaining new importance and becoming more relevant.

Nowadays, the European Union holds 17 military and civilian (mixed) 
operations and missions in various regions of the world and usually takes part 
in resolving conflicts of low intensity. European states have not been able to 
supplement or replace US resources in high-intensity military operations yet.

In particular, in the Concordia operation conducted under the auspices of 
the EU in Macedonia under the formula “Berlin Plus,” the role of the Europe-
an Union was negligible. In fact, the EU’s first military operation was not an 



137

independent event, but merely an integral part of NATO’s major Harmony op-
eration. The European Union’s forces numbered 300 people. Their task was 
to ensure the security of EU and OSCE representatives, who monitored the 
implementation of the Ohrid Framework Agreement. This operation, insignif-
icant from a military point of view, was of great political importance. For the 
first time, EU observers acted under the protection of the EU military, without 
the involvement of national governments, NATO allies, or UN peacekeep-
ers. The experience was successful [24].

In Operation Althea, which has been conducted in Bosnia and Herzegov-
ina since 2004, according to the Berlin Plus formula, the EU contingent has 
become the official successor to NATO-led SFOR and IFOR contingents. It 
should be noted that this was the first case of subordination of foreign military 
forces of the European Union (outside of bilateral national treaties or part-
nerships within NATO or UN mandates). However, the independence of the 
European Union military structures is relative. The European Union Military 
Headquarters uses the Allied High Command (NATO) in Europe as its oper-
ational headquarters and works through the Deputy High Commander, who 
is, however, necessarily a European officer. The European Union forces have 
undertaken all NATO tasks, except for the hunt for war criminals.

The Artemis operation, which was conducted in the Democratic Republic 
of the Congo, was carried out mainly by the French military. The СSDP con-
tingent of about 2,000 people (85% - French, mostly paratroopers) was 
quickly deployed to Bunia, the centre of the conflict. Belgium, the United 
Kingdom, Germany, and Greece participated together with France. Neutral 
Sweden also sent its contingent [3, p. 534]. The Congo Peacekeeping Mis-
sion became the third (and first outside Europe) operation by the European 
Union Force. The European Council endorsed the launch of the EU military 
operation and appointed German and French commanders. The role of the 
operational headquarters was taken over by the operational command of the 
German armed forces (in Potsdam). Within the framework of this operation, 
Europe acted alone, without the assistance of the United States.

The ambiguous US attitude to the role of Western Europe in the European 
security system affects the whole dynamics of the СSDP. According to Mi-
chael Howard, “NATO has developed a military-political infrastructure that 
has united the armed forces of most European countries and provided the 
United States with a unique opportunity to influence the policies of its al-
lies...” [25, p. 172]. Nowadays, the United States within NATO is in control 
of intelligence, with the basic tools of analysis and communication, and has 
a high capacity for rapid response, delivery of military contingents, weapons 
and humanitarian assistance to any crisis point in the world. Because of their 
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dominant position in the Alliance, they have been given the opportunity to 
influence the security policies of Western European countries by virtue of the 
unanimity principle that determines the decisions of the Atlantic Council, the 
United States remains the host of the game, defining the operation in which 
they participate or instructing Europe to carry out an action in which they are 
not directly involved [28, p. 194]. In this context, French General Francois 
Valentine noted, “if Europe does not solve this problem for at least 10 years, 
it would become a US satellite for security” [36, p. 38].

The concentration of Western European military-political cooperation in 
NATO, in which the US occupies a leadership position, sets the limits for the 
development of European integration in the fields of foreign policy, securi-
ty and defence. Consequently, changing the framework conditions - trans-
forming transatlantic relations through greater responsibility for European 
countries - would allow them to “consistently and proactively enhance the 
potential of political and practical interaction in foreign policy and security, 
including defence” [5, p. 168].

The United States, for its part, is not satisfied with the cost of maintaining 
NATO, as they finance a large part of the organization's budget. According 
to Stockholm International Peace Research Institute US military budget in 
2018 amounted to 649 billion dollars, while the five largest European defence 
budgets (France, UK, Germany, and Spain) - 209 billion dollars [35]. There-
fore, objective prerequisites for the redistribution of responsibilities between 
European members of the Alliance and the United States in the field of secu-
rity and defence have emerged.  

The NATO Strategic Concept emphasizes that developing a European 
identity in security and defence, which is reflected in the strengthening of 
European support in the Alliance, will not only serve the interests of Europe-
an countries but also enhance the unity and effectiveness of the Alliance as a 
whole [11]. This provision clearly characterizes the essence of the US-West 
European compromise and the balance of interests reached by NATO, which 
is characteristic of the entire subsequent period of its development. The United 
States has been able to influence European activity and reduce its competitive 
potential while retaining its leadership position and has found a strong mo-
tive for pressuring the Allies to make greater contributions to NATO. Western 
European countries, in turn, have been given the opportunity to overcome the 
American barrier to developing their own security and defence cooperation, 
while avoiding the erosion of the US role in Europe. Thus, NATO and the 
US recognized the need to create a European component to complement and 
strengthen transatlantic security cooperation. It should be noted that the issue 
of enhancing European identity in security and defence was not entirely new 
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to the North Atlantic Alliance. But with the formation of a new European se-
curity system, this problem has taken on other features.

2. The main problems of EU - US relations 
After signing the Maastricht Treaty, relations between Western Europe 

and the United States, the transatlantic factor, were considered by the west-
ern politicians in the light of their impact on the development of the ESDP 
(the Treaty of Lisbon introduced the present name – CSDP). US policy has 
also evolved to reflect the desire of the European Union to create its own 
foreign policy and defence. At first, Americans were sceptical of the idea of   
forming a European system of politics and defence. Former US Secretary of 
State H. Kissinger ironically asked which phone number is the person respon-
sible for the declared common foreign and defence policy (Common For-
eign, Security and Defence Policies) [9, p. 36]. However, at the moment, the 
concept of European identity in the field of security and defence is perceived 
by the United States not as a remote and uncertain political landmark, but as 
a task of practical policy.  

In examining the problem in this context, it is worth noting the US attitude 
to Western Europe’s aspirations not only to strengthen its responsibility for 
the implementation of European security policy within NATO, but also to 
create its own defence policy. The real question for official Washington is 
the following questions: To what extent does the development of European 
autonomy in the field of security and defence not affect America's national 
interests? How will the European Union avoid unnecessarily duplicating the 
functions of NATO structures? 

It is worth noting that the desire of the EU to create a separate Europe-
an security system has been widely examined by many US researchers and 
politicians. Some perceived Western Europeans' desire for autonomy in se-
curity and defence as undermining the US position in Europe. In particu-
lar, John Bolton believed that “the EU’s intention to unify defence and se-
curity policy is motivated by a partial desire to weaken the influence of the 
United States and partly by openly anti-American intentions” [18]. He argued 
that “when the United States is defeated..., there is a probability that within 
10 years NATO will lose its military sense and, American political support” 
[19]. Commenting on the European defence problem, Peter Rodman noted 
that “the Atlantic allies have created a new mechanism by which Europeans 
have been able to act on their own discretion, using NATO’s resources, but a 
new European initiative may, on the contrary, give Europe the opportunity to 
break free. Americans if they wish” [31]. On this depends, says Rodman, “the 
way in which it will be done... the European project, which will be a new 
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European security structure and how it will coordinate with the Atlantic Al-
liance” [31]. The American politician emphasizes that throughout the history 
of the EU, the United States itself has called on the European Allies to “take 
part of the NATO defence burden and to encourage them to coordinate their 
efforts to maximize the effectiveness of their efforts” [31].

Official Western European political circles, for their part, have also care-
fully examined Washington’s position on the identified issues. In particular, 
former French Defence Minister Alan Richard noted that the European de-
fence and security project “responds to the old American proposals to the Eu-
ropeans to develop their national forces in order to obtain greater efficiency 
and better self-sufficiency, resulting in a European failure will be a common 
Atlantic failure, as a European success will be a common Atlantic success” 
[30].

Thus, over the last decade, dialogue between the United States and West-
ern Europe on military security and defence has proved to be quite difficult 
and ambiguous.

On the one hand, Washington painfully refers to attempts of increasing 
its European ally’s degree of autonomy in the military field by establish-
ing the CSDP. American leadership fears that the Common  Security and De-
fence Policies of the EU can lead to the dispersion of resources (if Western 
Europeans spend their funds for expansion of defence capabilities, that has 
already been done enough in the  US and NATO), the creation of new bu-
reaucratic structures, not backed by real growth of the defence potential to 
misunderstandings between the institutions created within the framework 
of the CSDP, and the NATO structures and, ultimately, to the mismatch in 
military in planning carried out simultaneously under the auspices of the 
CSDP and the North Atlantic Alliance [26]. The United States has preferred 
to support strengthening the European pillar of NATO rather than the Com-
mon Security and Defence Policies, because, in their opinion, it was never 
sufficiently integrated into NATO.

On the other hand, the US is not enjoying the situation in which West-
ern Europe has been completely unprepared for contemporary local conflicts.

American researcher I. Daalder rightly noted that the problem of the 
CSDP functioning in US- West European relations “is not in its potential fu-
ture strength... but in its real political weakness” [22]. As a result, in order to 
overcome military-political inequalities within the Alliance, NATO endorsed 
the European Union’s decision “to have the capacity to act independently 
and to adopt military action when the Alliance is not involved” [11]. NATO 
leaders also expressed their willingness to identify the mechanisms needed to 
give European countries access to much of the Alliance's military resources 
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and capabilities to respond to the EU-led crisis within NATO [10, p. 7]. 
While welcoming European defence initiatives as a whole, the United 

States at the same time emphasizes that America welcomes European defence 
plans to the extent that they will help strengthen NATO and the United States 
as a whole and opposes the development of separate defence structures that 
are incompatible with NATO structures. M. Albright described this basic setup 
according to Washington’s formula: during the construction of the CSDP, the 
European Union should avoid the three ‘Ds’ – duplication, decoupling, dis-
crimination. The first ‘D’ (duplication) means that the EU, while developing 
its military and political mechanisms, must refrain from duplicating NATO’s 
actions and efforts. The second ‘D’ (decoupling) does not allow the US to 
remove itself from the solution of European security problems. The third ‘D’ 
(discrimination) requires the exclusion of “discrimination” against non-EU 
and NATO members [15, p. 21].  

In principle, Washington is ready for consensus if it does not directly affect 
its national interests. In a report by the United States Department of Defence 
and Administration, “Strengthening Transatlantic Security is the American 
Strategy in the 21st Century,” the United States expressed concerns about 
Western Europe’s persistent desire to form its own, more autonomous, North 
Atlantic, and its so-called defence issues. America strongly rejects any ca-
pacity to create and operate independent military planning bodies within the 
EU. The Pentagon concluded that their formation could lead in the future to 
the bloc’s loss of the status of the basic component of the new regional se-
curity structure, which in turn would lead to a diminishing role of the US in 
European affairs, weakening their influence on the course and nature of the 
processes taking place in the regions. Thus, one of the pressing problems for 
the US in transatlantic relations is the operational planning and management 
of troops during the crisis. If the United States has shown a certain loyalty 
to the active involvement of Europeans in defining the structures of NATO 
forces, strategic and operational command of current operations, particularly 
in the Balkans, remains a US priority [17, p. 161].

To avoid accusations by NATO of duplication of its military structures 
with the European Union, it was confirmed at the EU summit in Nice that 
the North Atlantic Alliance would retain its position as the main defence and 
security structure in Europe. Moreover, the final outcome document excludes 
provisions on the EU's autonomous decision-making initiation and conduct 
of non-NATO operations.

Then, two key areas of transatlantic defence co-operation have become 
the basis for operational planning for crisis operations and the harmoniza-
tion of NATO and EU defence capabilities. As noted by Pol de Witte, the 
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Head of Section of the Department of Political Affairs and Security Policy, a 
real breakthrough in establishing formal relations of the European Union and 
NATO took place after the adoption of the “Declaration of the EU – NATO 
– ESDP,” through which a number of documents on cooperation in Crisis 
regulation known as Berlin Plus were approved. The main purpose of these 
arrangements was the elimination of unnecessary duplication of the organiza-
tion and the adaptation of NATO’s military planning system, taking into ac-
count the Allies' allocation of forces and overall resources for EU operations 
[8]. In accordance with the Berlin Plus Agreements, strategic and operational 
planning for crisis prevention operations was carried out by the HQ of NATO 
Allies in Europe. The EU’s Operational Commander has been appointed as 
a Deputy Commander-in-Chief of the NATO Joint Force in Europe. Thus, 
all military and political crisis management and planning had to be carried 
out within the North Atlantic Alliance, with direct US influence. The Belgian 
proposal to set up an EU Operational Planning Headquarters in the Brussels 
suburb of Tervuren “greatly influenced the formation of a negative view of 
European defence in Washington” [4]. The United States has come to the 
conclusion that if the EU creates a basic European defence organization with 
its own operational planning staff, it will lead to duplication and, ultimately, 
to a rivalry with HQ of NATO Allies in Europe. The compromise was the ini-
tiative of the European Union to create a small group of operational planners 
at the HQ of NATO Allies in Europe, which would coordinate EU-NATO 
relations in the conduct of the Berlin-plus missions when the European Union 
borrows NATO forces and resources. As a result of the decision of the Big 
Three (France, Germany, and the United Kingdom), the European Union has 
the right to plan and carry out anti-crisis operations as follows:

– the operation will be carried out within the framework of Berlin-plus ar-
rangements using NATO resources (implementation of the EU Peacekeeping 
Mission in Bosnia);

– the operation will be conducted autonomously by the EU with the help 
of national headquarters (Operation Artemis in the Congo);

– the operation is conducted autonomously by the EU military headquar-
ters if the peacekeeping aspects play a significant role. For this purpose, an 
appropriate operational civilian-military planning unit is set up at the EU mil-
itary headquarters [14].

Two options for EU involvement in peacekeeping are being considered 
in Brussels: using Allies resources (based on Berlin Plus arrangements) or 
relying on the military capabilities of an EU member state to host the opera-
tion. Most attention is given to crisis areas in the immediate vicinity of the EU 
borders (the Balkans, North and Central Africa, the Middle East).
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In 2016 the European Union Global Strategy was introduced which have 
given the CSDP a new impetus. EU-NATO cooperation constitutes an inte-
gral pillar of the EU’s work aimed at strengthening CSDP as part of the im-
plementation of the EU Global Strategy. It also contributes to Trans-Atlantic 
burden sharing. On July 2016, the President of the European Council and the 
President of the European Commission together with the Secretary General 
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization signed a Joint Declaration in War-
saw with a view to giving new impetus and new substance to the EU-NA-
TO strategic partnership. Declaration outlined seven concrete areas where 
cooperation between the two organisations should be enhanced: 1. counter-
ing hybrid threats; 2. operational cooperation including at sea and on migra-
tion; 3. cyber security and defence; 4. defence capabilities; 5. defence indus-
try and research; 6. exercises; 7. supporting Eastern and Southern partners’ 
capacity-building efforts [37].

On the basis of the mandate by the Joint Declaration common sets of pro-
posals were endorsed by the EU and NATO Councils in December 2016 and 
2017. Four progress reports have been submitted highlighting main achieve-
ments and added value of EU-NATO cooperation in different areas. On 10 
July, 2018, the President of the European Council and the President of the Eu-
ropean Commission together with the Secretary General of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization signed a second Joint Declaration in Brussels calling for 
swift and demonstrable progress in implementation.

The strategic partnership between the EU and NATO is currently reflected 
at tactical and operational level in the existing cooperation and coordination 
between EUNAVFOR MED Operation Sophia (ENFM) and Operation Sea 
Guardian in the Central Mediterranean. The two military operations actively 
exchange information.

Cooperation between the EU and NATO is now the established norm and 
daily practice and continues to take place on the basis of key guiding princi-
ples: openness, transparency, inclusiveness and reciprocity, in full respect of 
the decision-making autonomy and procedures of both organisations without 
prejudice to the specific character of the security and defence policy of any 
Member State.

3. EU - US relations development scenarios
Thus, the idea of   a “division of responsibility” between the United States 

and the European Union in the field of European security in the practical 
realm may be further implemented under two possible scenarios.

Scenario 1.
The European Union, which has exceptional capabilities in coordinating 
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the multilateral and multifunctional civilian aspects of crisis management, 
can take responsibility for civilian and military forms of security at the lower 
and middle levels of hostilities [8]. The United States, according to Tom Don-
nelly, “based on a purely fighting capability, is tasked with completing ad-
vanced tasks” [6]. In this context, the security regulations of the North At-
lantic Alliance will need to ensure the rapid planning and continuity of the 
transition from one stage of the intensity of the fighting to another. US re-
searcher Christopher Bennett believes that “when both of these organizations 
(EU and NATO) work together to achieve a common goal, as they did in 2001 
in the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, they can be a powerful force 
in conflict prevention and crisis management regulation” [2]. The Concordia 
operation in Macedonia has also intensified the EU’s ability to regulate Eu-
ropean security issues in practical cooperation with the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization. According to Julian Lindley-French, the Director of the Euro-
pean Security Policy Branch at the Geneva Centre for Security Policy, a “new 
transatlantic agreement” between the EU and the US implies that Americans 
will learn peacekeeping, and Europeans will be rearmed for military actions 
[8]. In the future, such cooperation in the field of crisis management can be-
come quite effective and complementary. In this regard, says Robert Hunter, 
“The United States should welcome European efforts to develop greater unity 
in security, which help support European defence spending and provide an in-
centive to modernize military forces, enabling our European allies to take on 
a greater part of the public transatlantic burden” [26]. From this perspective, 
the development of European identity in the fields of foreign, security, and 
defence policy can further strengthen the potential of crisis management, both 
of the North Atlantic Treaty Union and of the EU. According to M. Brown, 
“relations with Europe are the key to the success of American foreign policy... 
and US military intervention in European affairs serves to advance national 
interests” [20, p. 23].  

In the context of emerging threats such as world terrorism, transatlantic 
relations are also of particular importance to US defence policy. Given that 
the intensification of US activity in the world triggers negative reactions in 
the form of terror by ‘non-Western’ societies, i.e. systems with a low degree 
of compatibility with the US, the need for the United States to support the 
European Union as a strong military ally and a system of high degree of com-
patibility with the US will grow. “A healthy relationship with Europe, says 
S. Huntington, is a major tool for the United States to escape loneliness in its 
superpower status” [27, p. 35]. 

Thus, the further modernization of the European security system is in-
creasingly dependent on the degree of intensification of transatlantic coop-
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eration, which is equally important for the European Union and the United 
States. In this regard, it is planned to pay particular attention in the future to 
the interoperability of their strategic cultures and military capabilities. H. So-
lana’s paper “A Secure Europe in a Better World,” advanced the thesis on the 
formation of a new strategic culture in Europe: “We need to create a strategic 
culture that encourages early, rapid and, if necessary, hard intervention”. For 
this, Solana’s paper notes, it is necessary to first increase resources for mil-
itary needs in order to create more ‘flexible’ and mobile forces. At the same 
time, the paper clearly underscores the need to strengthen Euro- Atlantic re-
lations: “Together, the European Union and the United States can finally be-
come a significant force on a global scale” [32, p. 15]. To this end, work on 
the European Military Capacity Action Plan and NATO's Prague Commit-
ment to Improve Defence Capacity should be progressively harmonized. The 
selection procedures for benchmarks based on the benchmarks that are indi-
rectly present in both documents need to clearly agree with each other. Then, 
it also needs to pay more attention to the harmonization of EU Rapid Reaction 
Force of the NATO Response Force (NRF) with the prospect of their com-
mon use in operations to prevent crises. Herewith, NRF will provide a higher 
level of response than EU Rapid Reaction Force and can act as a powerful 
force that can create change. As a result, NATO will have the task of estab-
lishing synergies between the US and Western Europe in their shared pursuit 
of international security, thereby providing a basic defence guarantee. This 
development of transatlantic cooperation in the future involves the gradual 
transformation of NATO to Euro-Atlantic Union where unconditional Ameri-
can leadership will be balanced by the European core – conductor СSDP. 

Scenario 2.
The practical implementation of the adopted military-technical programs 

requires Western Europe to coordinate more closely and to allocate signifi-
cant financial resources to the creation of an adequate material base for the 
European defence system. As there is a strong probability that the failure 
of Western Europe to overcome the enormous quality military and technical 
disparity that exists between the United States and its European allies in the 
near future will create further complications for the successful development 
of СSDP.

As a consequence, the question arises as to the justification for talking 
about future productive cooperation between the EU and NATO in the pres-
ence of certain contradictions. In this context, J.-I. Hein notes that “transat-
lantic differences should be understood as differences with US policy, not 
NATO” [23, p. 132]. R. Kagan calls out all the reasons for the existence of 
strategic differences between the US and the EU, such as the “difference 
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between the paradigms of strategic culture, the ideological chasm that has 
caused Europe to refuse to use conflict resolution and leaving this task to the 
US, and the technological separation of the United States from Europe in 
the field of arms”, reinforced by Europe’s unwillingness to increase military 
spending [7 , p. 37].

To Washington, the main assessment criterion of СSDP remains “the EU’s 
share in the division of financial and military and political burden in terms 
of military security (burden sharing)” [13, p. 46]. Despite the fact that in the 
aggregate, the economy of Western Europe competes with that of the United 
States, defence spending in Europe for military purposes is less than half 
that of the United States. Moreover, this amount is spent on that has a little 
value in relation to new force design missions, which are in major concern 
to the United States. As noted by a former State Department and Pentagon 
staffer E. Wayne Merry, “in Europe, the problem is that much of the mil-
itary’s spending is only remotely related to defence, because it is directly 
or indirectly assigned to job creation, preservation of the model of surplus, 
albeit inefficient, “balanced” national defence structures” [13, p. 56]. In or-
der to correct NATO’s imbalance during the Alliance’s Washington Summit, 
the Defence Capabilities Initiative was adopted, aimed at enhancing the level 
of interaction between the US and Western Europe in the course of future 
joint operations. But the implementation of this initiative did not have enough 
resources allocated by Western European countries to increase their military 
and technical capabilities. The level of coordination of military R&D (Re-
search & Development) in the US is much higher than in Western Europe, 
where local military industrial complexes lead to fierce competition with each 
other, resulting in inefficiency and duplication.

One option for the creation of the material base of the European defence 
system could become a significant restructuring of the MIC (military-indus-
trial complex) through the merger of the largest national and international cor-
porations producing advanced weapons. This requires an increase in the share 
of EU Member States’ military budgets. In general, European countries are 
far from being able to significantly increase military spending, “if the United 
States are spending 3.2% of GNP for military purposes, then the United King-
dom  is spending only 2.8 (and is going to reduce this share to 2.4%), France - 
2.6, and Germany - 1.5 (aiming to reach the level of 1.1%)” [21]. The process 
of creating a European Rapid Response Force has also faced serious financial, 
technological, political, and bureaucratic problems. In these circumstances, 
according to G. Andriani, S. Bertram, and H. Grant, Europeans are unlikely to 
do without American technical and organizational capabilities in conducting 
their military operations within the framework of the Petersburg tasks [16, 
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p. 78]. NRF can become a serious competitor for the EU Rapid Reaction 
Force. As a result, cooperation in the area of crisis management in the US 
and the EU, instead of being complementary, will become competitive and 
inefficient. In the future, as some military experts predict, joint operations 
involving Americans and their European allies would simply be impossible 
from an operational and military-technical point of view. The official US ap-
proach to the European Allies will increasingly be built on the principle of 
“coalitions of the willing and able,” in which only the United States and those 
countries that can and want to bring real weight contribution to the establish-
ment and operation of the NRF, will have the weight and voting rights in the 
North Atlantic alliance. The apparent imbalance in the potential between US 
forces and the armed forces of European countries could turn NATO into a 
useful tool for US governance and military strategy. In particular, under the 
influence of the United States, the new NATO Strategic Concept has already 
raised the need for military operations outside the traditional area of respon-
sibility and for NATO to play a leading role in the formation of a new Eu-
rope, in the construction of a new Euro-Atlantic security system [33]. It was 
determined that the European security and defence system itself should only 
develop within NATO. The globalization of the Alliance’s functions, that is, 
the Alliance’s ability to intervene militarily in military conflicts anywhere in 
the world, has been enshrined at conceptual and practical levels.

Also, one of the main ideas of NATO reform, by Western researchers 
R. Hunter and M. Brown, is the idea of changing the balance of responsibility 
between NATO and the UN in favour to the former. According to Washing-
ton, “not every kind of hostilities should be conducted in accordance with the 
direct mandate of the UN Security Council” [34, p. 13]. In this case, the US 
course on globalization of NATO's sphere of activity, giving it a leading role 
in conflict resolution, could lead to major changes in the entire international 
relations system in the future, based on the central role of the UN and the UN 
Security Council. This situation, in turn, forms another imbalance between 
Western Europe and the United States, dubbed by Jack Threddenik, a ‘Stra-
tegic Conceptual Imbalance’ that can be broadly regarded as a significant 
difference between the two concepts of security - based on law and on the 
basis of force - undoubtedly reflects the distinction between European and 
American philosophy of the use of force [12, p. 84]. In this context, European 
strategic thinking is focused on so-called ‘multilateralism,’ which involves, 
firstly, the widespread use of international institutions (UN) to ensure interna-
tional security and, secondly, collective decision-making procedures. In con-
trast to this approach, ‘unilateralism’ (a term increasingly used in academia 
to characterize the foreign and military policies of the US Republican admin-
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istration) formulates foreign policy and military strategies, focusing solely 
on their own assessments and interests, without considering the views of the 
Allies. In this approach, multilateral international organizations are viewed 
not so much as a collective decision-making tool but as a decision-making 
tool in Washington.

Further, the tendency of the formation of two imbalances between the US 
and Western Europe: the ‘potential imbalance’ and the ‘strategic conceptual 
imbalance’ may lead to the final approval of the centre-right model of orga-
nizing a European security system with unconditional American global lead-
ership. This, in turn, will adversely affect further development of a ‘European 
identity’ in foreign policy, security, and defence, reducing its content to a 
coherent EU course in the wake of US global politics.

Thus, the role and place of the СSDP in the new European security system 
in the context of transatlantic relations largely depends on the ability of West-
ern Europe to overcome the first balance of military capabilities for several 
years and prevent the development of a second conceptual imbalance.
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CHAPTER 10

THE EU STATES POSITION 
AS FOR THE TERMINATION OF THE INF TREATY

Polina Sinovets

On August 2, 2019, the Intermediate Nuclear Forces Treaty was termi-
nated. The Treaty is well known not only for the fact that in 1987 it became 
the first evidence of the end of the Cold War, but also for making Europe the 
main beneficiary while it was signed by the two nuclear superpowers.  The 
reduction of the US-Russian mutual rivalry led to the withdrawal and the final 
liquidation of US and Soviet intermediate-range missiles based in Europe, 
which tremendously reduced the number of targets in the region.  On the oth-
er hand, the withdrawal of the INF range missiles enhanced strategic stability 
by prolonging the missiles’ flying time between Moscow and Washington. 
Therefore, the likelihood of nuclear war was substantially reduced due to the 
creation of special conditions favourable for bringing détente to the interna-
tional system.     

The termination of the INF Treaty, provoked by Russia and initiated by 
the United States in the winter of 2019, will also affect Europe. The main 
question is whether the EU states have any plan of neutralizing future nega-
tive consequences of the failure of the INF Treaty. This question is also about 
Europe’s readiness to play a wider role in vital arms control treaties, an even 
more active one than it was playing before.   

Because most of the EU states are also members of NATO (except neu-
tral Austria and Sweden), research and explanation of the EU’s position on 
the INF as a military-political treaty are possible via the understanding of 
NATO’s position.

On the eve of the Treaty’s termination on July 14th, 2019, the EU High 
Representative F. Mogherini stated: “We are deeply concerned over devel-
opments regarding the INF Treaty, which could end on 2 August 2019... In 
that regard, substantial and transparent actions must be taken immediately to 
ensure full and verifiable compliance with the INF Treaty provisions. The 
upcoming days represent the last opportunity for dialogue and taking the nec-
essary measures to preserve this important component of European security 
architecture” [1].  

The history of the INF Treaty.  It is hardly possible to analyse the current 
situation without understanding history. It is worth mentioning that in 1976, 
the Soviet Union deployed “Pioneer” intermediate-range missiles in Ukraine, 
Belarus, and Eastern Europe.  In response, Europeans urged the US to deploy 
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its INF missiles on the territories of certain NATO states, in particular, the UK, 
FRG, and Italy (the so-called “Euromissiles crisis”). Simultaneously, Wash-
ington suggested to Moscow that they both get rid of all intermediate-range 
land-based missiles.   This approach, based on the deployment of missiles on 
the one hand and the offer to dismantle them on the other, got the name of 
“dual-track decision.” It resulted in a mutual compromise between Moscow 
and Washington, according to which the Intermediate Nuclear Forces Treaty 
was discussed and signed in 1987.

 This treaty became the first arms control agreement, which put an end 
to the Cold War and started a strategic dialogue between two nuclear super-
powers. According to the Treaty, both states banned land-based missiles with 
a range between 500 and 5500 km.  The INF was strictly about missiles, no 
matter what kind of warheads they carried; however, most of the missiles of 
that class were loaded with nuclear warheads at that time.  Finally, the US and 
Russia got rid of all INF range missiles, however, this issue was raised again 
by the United States in 2014. Washington condemned Moscow for testing 
missiles forbidden by the INF and since 2017 for deploying 9М729 (SSC-8 
according to NATO classification), which, according to the US intelligence 
information, is intermediate-range. Since 2018, European NATO allies sup-
ported the US’s allegations against Moscow. However, the idea of terminat-
ing the INF as a failed treaty turned out to be not so attractive to them as it 
used to be for Washington.   

As a matter of fact, the suspension of the INF Treaty in February 2019 and 
its final termination in August this year threatens to change the situation if 
not to a new Cold War, then to its quite unpleasant replication. Gorbachev’s 
coming to power in the mid-1980s was a turning point for the Soviet policy 
as the new political thinking prepared Moscow to compromise with the West.  
The revanchist policy of Vladimir Putin looks very different in this sense; 
therefore, military pressure attempts against Moscow may have dangerous 
results with European security at stake.   

The first EU reaction to the INF termination emphasized the special con-
cern of Europeans related to the INF Treaty: “a pillar of European security 
architecture since it entered into force 30 years ago” [2].  EU called for Russia 
and the US to remain in the framework of constructive dialogue to preserve 
the INF and to ensure its full and verifiable implementation.  

The violation of the INF Treaty and Russian motivation: the European 
view. This part is mostly based on the materials of the workshop, held at 
Odessa Centre for Non-proliferation on May 3, 2019. The study covers five 
states and provides an analysis of their positions by experts from respective 
countries. These states are the two nuclear powers of Europe: Great Brit-
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ain and France; the states that were involved in the “dual-track decision” 
and “Euro missiles crisis” of the 1980s: Germany and Italy; and, finally, “the 
frontline state” bordering with Russia – Poland. 

The studies proceed from an in-depth analysis of on- and off-the-record 
interviews and statements by government officials and parliamentarians, the 
assessment of public opinion and mass media reactions, to content analysis of 
the politicians’ speeches and the opinions of the experts in the field.

The research is based on the number of key questions to which the experts 
were trying to respond. In particular:

The first question: “Has Russia violated the INF treaty?” got very different 
answers and reactions in different NATO states. 

 For example, the UK and Germany’s positions on the one hand vis-à-vis 
France and Italy on the other. 

The UK is a member of the “Five eyes intelligence” together with the 
US, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand. Therefore, it is quite obvious that 
since the beginning of the “INF crisis,” London supported the US, who was 
regularly sharing confidential information with the British intelligence com-
munity. Answering questions as to whether London has “independently ver-
ified Russian non-compliance,” Sir Alan Duncan, the Minister of State at the 
Foreign and Commonwealth office replied: “It is not appropriate for us to 
comment on individual intelligence-gathering exercises of that sort, but what 
I would say is that we have monitored things very carefully. We agree with 
the US assessment that Russia is in violation… I will not go into any more 
detail, other than to say that, in our view, the intelligence is absolutely clear” 
[3]. According to the information from London, the range of the new Russian 
missile is about 2500 km; therefore, it seems to threaten all the territory of 
Europe.  

Similar to London, Warsaw was also one of the first European states who 
started to raise the issue of Russian non-compliance with INF. In particu-
lar, first, it happened in July 2014, one day after the US alleged Russia was 
breaking the Treaty.  The MFA of Poland expressed their anxiety in an official 
statement. It emphasized the role of the INF Treaty as “one of the foundations 
of the arms control and nuclear disarmament regime” and noted that it made a 
significant contribution to European security. In that statement, Poland called 
on Russia to “provide comprehensive explanations” and “to return to the ob-
servance of the Treaty” [4].

Concerning Germany, there is certain consensus in the German govern-
ment that Russia “clearly” breached the INF Treaty. This conclusion was 
made after the exchange of information with US intelligence [5].

 The positions of Rome and Paris regarding the Russian breach of the INF 
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look completely different.  In particular, the Italian government never offi-
cially spoke about Russian violation. However, joining the Alliance position, 
Rome supported “NATO Foreign Ministers’ statement” on the INF Treaty, 
published on December 4th, 2018 [6].

Paris, which used to trust only its national intelligence information, was 
also restraining from any firm statements on the Russian violations since 
December 2017, when it supported the NATO Foreign Ministers’ statement.  
Corentin Brustlein (IFRI) commented: “Even though the US brought the case 
for a Russian violation to their NATO allies a few years ago, it seems only 
to have shared credible intelligence very late” [7]. It is a matter of fact that 
even after joining the December statement, Paris always refrained from direct 
accusations of Russia violating the INF Treaty [8].

The second question: “What was the reason for Moscow to deploy the 
banned missile and what consequences will these actions have?”

Giving his comments at the parliamentary hearings regarding the INF 
suspension and the consequences of Russian violations, a representative of 
the French MFA highlighted that the political consequences of 9M729 over-
whelm the military ones for France. Similar to the Euromissile crisis of the 
1980s, the main concern is the strategic decoupling between the US and Rus-
sia. It seems that this fear relies on the idea that the perspective of Russian 
strikes on the European theatre may prevent Washington from fulfilling its 
obligations according to the NATO Charter Article 5, providing Moscow 
with the escalation dominance. One more level of challenges appears from
NATO’s enlargement following the Cold War and the flexible variants of 
power projection by Russia, as well as the decoupling of European NATO 
allies (Eastern European states are more vulnerable to Moscow and Western 
Europeans are less vulnerable) [9].

Unlike France, Poland is more concerned with the military consequenc-
es of Russian missile SSC-8 (9M729).  According to Tomasz Szatkowski, 
the Deputy Minister of National Defence, these missiles threaten all Euro-
pean NATO territory significantly, contributing to Russian military efforts to 
pressure Europe and to differentiate the level of security at both sides of the 
Atlantics. Similarly, one Polish diplomat in NATO emphasized that SSC-8 
“must be seen in the context of Russia’s broader defence strategy” ... pointing 
out the role “that nuclear weapons play in Russian ‘escalation dominance’ 
strategy [10].  The ideas mentioned above correspond to the traditional Polish 
anxiety that in a conflict with NATO, Russia may attempt to prevent the Alli-
ance from enhancing its Eastern flank, threatening it with nuclear weapons or 
just its conventional PGMs use. Most of the non-state experts defined SSC-8 
as nuclear-capable. Still, some of them also noted the importance of such a 
missile for a conventional strike [10].
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The UK has not mentioned its official interpretation of Russian motiva-
tions to deploy SSC-8. British officials noted political imperatives, admitting 
that SSC-8 is a “part of a broader project to reassert Moscow’s military power 
after the collapse of the Soviet Union” [3]. At the military-technical level, 
Alan Duncan declared that Russians probably consider this missile system 
more mobile, cheaper, and perhaps less vulnerable” compared to air- or sea-
launched options [3]. The last point is easy to explain with the large territories 
Russia has always had. Due to this fact, it traditionally relied on land-based 
missiles. In this context, British politicians regard the strategy of decoupling 
NATO as too obvious and not primary. As “the very fact that [the Russians] 
have sought to conceal [the deployment] suggests that their primary objec-
tives in pursuing this system have been the military ones” [3].

The means to overcome the consequences of the INF Treaty termination
Arms control. The important issue is also the efforts of Europeans to over-

come the obvious consequences of the INF collapse. In particular, we divided 
all arms control initiatives currently appearing in Europe and the military 
measures the Europeans are ready to use.  

Some of the arms control initiatives seem to be universally shared by most 
of the influential European states.

In particular, the first initiative is the restoration of the INF Treaty due to 
the involvement of new members, such as China. In spite of the fact the Chi-
nese do not see their responsibility regarding the INF Treaty, European states 
intend to keep pressuring Beijing using all possible arguments.

Also, most of the states involved in the research support the existing mech-
anisms of arms control. In particular, the New START Treaty is especially 
important for the European NATO allies. The New START remains the only 
arms control treaty in force between Russia and the US after the INF col-
lapsed. It serves as a certain assurance of their strategic relations transpar-
ency. The failure to extend the New START will inevitably accelerate the 
arms race between Moscow and Washington and also aggravate all strategic 
stability problems already existing between the two nuclear giants. 

Additionally, we can speak about certain differences between European 
states in their arms control approaches.

Germany is the state with the widest number of arms control initiatives. 
Notably, Heiko Maas, the Minister of Foreign Affairs, has pledged to make 
“proposals for a comprehensive regime that creates transparency for missiles 
and cruise missiles” and to “advance discussions on an international set of 
rules that will, for example, also include cruise missiles” [5]. The Missile 
Dialogue Initiative was established for this purpose [5].
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Roderich Kiesewetter, a CDU MP and a member of the Foreign Affairs 
Committee, and SPD MP Rolf Mützenich, a member of the Foreign Affairs 
and Defence Committees, independently made suggestions in the German 
parliament to remove the 9М729 systems over the Urals to prevent these 
missiles from reaching the territory of Europe. Kiesewetter also called for 
building a new dialogue or “controlled armament” if this strategy fails. It 
means “agreement on specific limitations for INF Treaty-range sea-, air-, and 
ground-launched missiles” [5]. 

It is also worth mentioning that German experts work intensively looking 
for a resolution to the INF crisis.  In particular, they focus on the role of Eu-
ropean states. Ulrich Kuhn claims that Europe must pursue its interests in the 
INF dialogue between Russia and the US. Europeans should make it clear 
to the US that “they will not automatically endorse a new American call for 
forward-deployed American INF-range missiles on European soil” [11] as it 
brings the significant risk for them.  Moreover, Kuhn believes that Europe 
should take the primary role in the development of the new system of arms 
control. Besides involving China, it also means creating additional initiatives 
in the field of nuclear security and strategic stability. In particular, it means 
codification of mutual obligations taken by the US and Russia simultaneous-
ly on the missile deployment locations: non-deployment of US missiles in 
Europe and removal of Russian missiles over the Urals.  In the case of new 
missiles’ deployment, security may be enhanced by separating the deployed 
missiles and their warheads, thus increasing the time necessary for preparing 
the launch [11]. 

In general, arms control is considered the major tool for most of the states; 
however, few of them seriously believe that these measures will be effective. 
In particular, Moscow’s return to compliance is the most doubtful issue.  

In the UK, May’s conservative government believed that it adhered to the 
idea of preserving effective arms control agreements. However, it always em-
phasized that the effectiveness of the treaty is measured by the readiness of 
the parties to comply.   The Labour party also touched upon the idea of multi-
lateralization of the INF Treaty.  Though, the government never publicly ad-
mitted the possibility of the INF extension: “for that to happen such countries 
would need to be persuaded of the benefits of eliminating their missiles” [3].

Poland’s position is close enough to the British one. In particular, in No-
vember 2018, Prime Minister T. Morawiecki declared the necessity of a new 
treaty substituting the INF. In spring 2019, the Minister of Foreign Affairs 
Czaputowicz suggested pursuing the new treaty involving Russia, the US, 
and China as well as other states, possessing INF range missiles. At the same 
time, the Polish government never believed that it would be easy to reach a 
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compromise, pushing further agreement. In March 2019, Czaputowicz asked 
hypothetically if NATO could persuade Russia to conclude the new agree-
ment without enhancing its military measures. The Minister also claimed that 
the USSR signed the INF only due to the military pressure created by the US 
missiles deployment in Europe [12].

In general, the main feature of the Polish approach to the arms control is 
the firm position of the Polish government on the principle of “no unilateral 
concessions to Russia.” Poland always stood against NATO’s unilateral steps 
towards Russia, which could undermine the Alliance’s deterrence credibility 
and successful defence policy. Consequently, Poland probably will be against 
any agreements permitting Russia to preserve any preponderance over NATO, 
such as the freeze of the intermediate-range missiles in Europe [10].

As for the mechanisms of cooperation, the Italian parliamentarians suggest-
ed involving different channels of communication with Russia, particularly 
the European Union, Special verification commission, and the NATO-Russia 
Council [10]. 

Military measures. Regarding the introduction of military measures to 
counteract Russian missiles, it is worth mentioning that most of the researched 
states regard such a possibility as the least desirable.

Germany’s position can be characterized by the statement by its MFA 
H. Maas that the deployment of the INF missiles in Europe will be “the wrong 
answer” [5]. It means that any measures enhancing defence against Russian 
missiles should not look like the “tit-for-tat strategy practiced in the 1980s,” 
resembling the situation of the Euromissile crisis [5]. 

The UK Ministry of Defence also stated that any decision on the deploy-
ment of missiles should be made in the light of the Russian threat growing 
and its perception by NATO. Therefore, they believe that it is too early to 
make any decisions in this regard yet. In fact, London does not exclude any 
military measures; however, they should appear as the result of the common 
Alliance’s decision [3].

The Polish position looks more radical in this regard.  Since the end of 
2018, the Polish government publicly emphasized the necessity of the com-
mon NATO reaction on the Russian violations. In February 2018, Szatkowski 
welcomed the NATO decision to work out common military measures and also 
pointed out that that the Alliance must not tolerate a “vacuum” and “weak-
ness” in “an important segment of strategic balance” [10]. He also stressed 
that the absence of such a reaction would be disadvantageous for Poland.

Contrary to some mass media speculations, it is worth noting that in spite 
of the general firmness of the Polish position, Warsaw has never publicly re-
quested the deployment of the American INF missiles on its territory. In Feb-
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ruary 2019, Czaputowicz even commented that Poland “does not wish that to 
happen at all.” Speaking later about INF systems more broadly, he said: “We 
are not very much in favour – we are definitely even against – the deployment 
of missiles on our soil” [10].

Moreover, in October 2018, President Duda stressed that there were no 
negotiations between Warsaw and Washington on the deployment of the INF 
range missiles in Poland [10].

The Italian government views the deployment of a new generation of me-
dium-range forces as a highly undesirable and unlikely scenario. After all, 
Italian public opinion and the media have openly and repeatedly raised con-
cerns about possible new deployments. It was actually the only topic related 
to the INF that triggered a huge discussion in the press. This means that it will 
be extremely difficult for the Italian Government to consider deploying forces 
contrary to the INF spirit on its territory if this option is ever considered by 
the United States [13].

At the same time, even if we are not talking about Russia’s symmetrical re-
sponse, this does not mean that the demise of the INF has had a neutral impact 
on the pace of the arms race in Europe. The increasing interest in defence and 
deterrence systems is worth noting here.

In particular, the German government has expressed interest in acquiring 
a ground-based tactical air defence system (TLVS) that could replace Patriot 
systems. Such a system is intended to protect troops and territories in the 
context of alliance and national defence, and, in particular, combating all air 
targets, including cruise missiles. After long negotiations on the expected ca-
pabilities, MBDA and Lockheed Martin, the defence companies developing 
the new system, will provide documentation to discuss the budget to German 
Bundestag [14].

The second solution concerns the replacement of German dual-use air-
crafts participating in NATO’s nuclear mission. The deployed multi-link Tor-
nado aircraft is expected to be fully operational by 2035. Prior to the develop-
ment of the proposed German-French combat aviation system, F/A-18 and/
or Eurofighter are considered as a potential solution. The final decision on 
interim substitution will, however, depend on the US decision to certify any 
aircraft for a nuclear role [5].

Poland signed a $10.5 billion agreement with the US in 2018. According-
ly, Warsaw received 208 Patriot Advanced Capability-3 (PAC-3) rockets, 16 
M903 launch stations, four AN/MPQ-65 radars, four control stations, spare 
parts, software, and related equipment. These missiles made by the US de-
fence contractor Raytheon, aim to track and intercept Russian unmanned 
aerial vehicles as well as tactical missiles, such as Iskander, deployed in the 
Kaliningrad region (USA and Poland, 2017) [15]. 
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Also, in June 2019, there appeared some rumours of NATO’s interest in 
European missile defence systems that could protect the continent from being 
struck by Russian medium-range missiles. Such plans, if they do take a clear-
er form, are at a very early stage of development. Even despite J. Stolten-
berg’s statements about the Alliance’s planning of new missile and air defence 
systems, NATO’s official position now is that modern missiles in Poland and 
Romania “are not configured or even capable of intercepting Russian mis-
siles” [16]. Thus, the Alliance faces a rather difficult choice. On the one hand, 
it could re-equip modern American systems in Poland and Romania. Accord-
ing to Washington’s official rhetoric, they are not designed to intercept Rus-
sian missiles, especially cruise missiles. Intercepting the latter has always 
been considered the most difficult thing to do. Besides, any efforts to re-equip 
modern missile defence systems defy longstanding assurances to Moscow 
that these systems are innocuous for Russia’s missile potential.  

Conclusions and forecasts
Thus, these case studies have shown that European countries are still di-

vided as to whether they need or can take a more proactive stance on strategic 
arms control. After all, the demise of the INF Treaty and the deployment of 
Russian missiles aimed at Europe is a strategic issue for the region.

In general, we can identify several groups within European NATO coun-
tries that have similar positions regarding the suspension of the Treaty.

In particular, the first group may be represented by the states that are con-
sidered the closest allies of the United States and view the threat from the new 
Russian 9M729 missiles as credible. This group includes the United Kingdom 
and Poland. They fully support the termination of the Treaty by the US as a 
strong and logical response to Russia. At the same time, while maintaining 
transatlantic solidarity, they do not rule out any marginal steps to deploy US 
missiles on their land.

The second group brings together the states that still support US steps to 
suspend the Treaty but only through transatlantic solidarity. These states were 
largely dissatisfied with the US decision because it could put them in a very 
uncomfortable position, similar to the time of the “double-track decision.” 
The countries in this group either pursue a fairly independent strategic posi-
tion (like France), or are more interested in the southern direction (like Italy), 
or feel threatened by Russia and thus are simply in tune for a dialogue. Coun-
tries such as France, Italy, and Germany are in this group.

At the same time, it should be noted that Europe has a clear understand-
ing of the main strategic danger, along with the existence of quite diverse 
positions. This danger is the disintegration of NATO as a result of the INF 
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crisis. Such understanding leads to the active efforts of all European states to 
preserve the key strategic line, namely, the integrity and solidarity of the po-
sitions of all European states in order to maintain a unified political line both 
on US potential proposals and on potential Russian threats.

Concerning possible scenarios for the termination of the INF in August 
2019, there are several possible scenarios.

Scenario 1. Domination of arms control.
In particular, it is Europe’s mediation of a new agreement on medium-range 

missile control, not only between the US and Russia but also with China’s 
involvement. Unfortunately, though engaging Beijing is a logical and highly 
desirable step, its implementation is virtually blocked by Beijing’s unwaver-
ing stance on discussing arms control issues with Moscow and Washington. It 
can only happen when both countries reduce their nuclear arsenals to Chinese 
levels (i.e. a three or more times’ reduction only in strategic forces).

Another option is to get by without China, reaching if not an agreement, 
then some arrangement between the US and the Russian Federation not to 
deploy medium-range missiles in Europe and the European part of the Rus-
sian Federation. It is also likely that Moscow will uphold the need to limit US 
missile defence systems in Europe. However, the prospect of an arrangement 
in this area remains very unlikely.

Some safeguards for the deployment of medium-range missiles in Europe 
are necessary from the point of view of European countries, especially Ger-
many, but are not very consistent with the current climate of relations be-
tween the Russian Federation and the United States. Moreover, Moscow does 
not fully acknowledge that it violated the INF and that the 9M729 is a missile 
that contradicts to its spirit. However, if the two nuclear giants can agree on 
a continuation of the START Treaty for another five years, this could be a 
favourable basis for further agreements in the field of INF.

Scenario 2. The militarization of Europe as a consequence of medi-
um-range missile deployment

Today we know of the European states’ plans to develop their own defence 
infrastructure. Those are, first of all, offensive weapons, which may include 
US bombers, or, in the worst case, even medium-range missiles aimed at the 
Russian Federation. Medium-range missiles currently being manufactured in 
the United States could be deployed in Europe sometime in 2020 [11]. That 
is to say, the logic is that the United States will seek to agree with European 
allies on the deployment of new missiles, even with conventional warheads 
instead of nuclear ones.

The negotiations will also probably be about defence systems, such as Pa-
triot, as well as about providing current missile defence systems with tech-
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nical capabilities to intercept cruise missiles. This idea can be implemented, 
but its downside is the high cost of Patriot systems. This is why the system is 
unlikely to be used by most European countries. In addition, the deployment 
of new US missiles in Europe will be a sign for Moscow to deploy and target 
own missiles at Europe. Even the construction of new missile defence sites 
(or providing more advanced capabilities such as intercepting cruise missiles 
or generally medium-range missiles) can worsen relations with Russia, which 
are already in a very bad state. It will also very likely push Moscow to deploy 
medium-range missiles on its own European territory.

Also, missile defence, as well as the deployment of new US missiles in 
Europe, will again contribute to the division of European states: 

- to those for whom Russian threat is more real; 
- to those who are favourably inclined toward the Russian Federation and 

do not want to provoke it;
- to those who feel more threatened by Moscow.
 Scenario 3. A combination of arms control and defence
Since any model is virtually non-existent, it seems that the most realistic 

situation will be a combination of noticeable features of both the first and 
second scenarios. In particular, common sense and pressure from Europe will 
eventually force Washington to consider extending the START Treaty, and the 
deployment of US medium-range missiles in Europe will also be a matter of 
bargaining and possible concessions in the US-Russia dialogue.

Another issue is the defence systems that have been sacred and have al-
ways been outside the scope of any negotiation with Russia for the Ameri-
can establishment over the past twenty years. That is, it can be that even if 
some compromise on mutual restraint on offensive arms is reached, missile 
defence systems will gradually evolve in both quantitative and qualitative 
terms, which will provide a “creeping arms race.” Such an arms race will 
continue not only in US-RF relations but also, undoubtedly, affect European 
states, especially those located in close geographical proximity to Russia.
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CHAPTER 11

EUROPEAN UNION 
MEDIATION AND PEACEKEEPING ACTIVITIES

Hanna Shelest

1. Current State of the EU Policies on Mediation and Peacekeeping
Different European Union member-states had a long history of conflict 

resolution and mediation efforts; however, the EU as a whole has limited 
experience in this capacity. It is a result of a narrow strategic approach, when 
confidence-building measures and post-conflict reconstruction came out on 
top over political involvement. Moreover, the inability to find consensus be-
tween the member-states on foreign policy issues and the absence of a com-
mon position on a specific conflict and ways of its resolution also affected a 
level of the EU involvement in problems of war and peace.

The European Union within a history of its existence has never been an ac-
tive international mediator. Some experts even emphasize that mediation as a 
professional tool and instrument of conflict resolution has not yet entered the 
consciousness of the EU [13, p. 6]. Given its own violent history, the Europe’s 
integration process has long been regarded as the EU’s main contribution to 
conflict prevention. According to Gross [14], in the EU’s immediate neigh-
bourhood exporting a set of values through enlargement and conditionality 
has been salient in conflict prevention – an approach that was later adapted 
and applied to the wider neighbourhood through the European Neighbour-
hood Policy. However, new conflicts at the post-Soviet space did not fit such 
approaches, as erupted precisely because of the existential choice of future 
– within the European or Eurasian projects, where parties to the conflict had 
completely different attitude towards the EU, thus a possible EU membership 
intermit to be a safeguard for a conflict outbreak. 

Last years, more and more articles appeared about a role of the EU as a 
mediator and a peacekeeper. As such, there were several waves of interest 
regarding this topic: as a result of reflection on the EU role in the Balkans 
conflicts in 1990s; on the EU role in the resolution of the Russian-Georgian 
conflict in 2008; and a recent wave connected both with an expansion of 
work in Africa and with the Normandy format for the mediation in the Rus-
sian-Ukrainian conflict. 

There is no overall agreement inside of the EU on what mediation actually 
constitutes. For opinion of A. Herrberg, “there is no distinct agreement on the 
extent to which the EU has been actively involved in international mediation. 
That said, Javier Solana, High Representative for the CFSP, has been seen as 
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providing ‘good offices’, whereas the EU Special Representatives are seen as 
“official” mediators on a daily basis, travelling, representing the EU in spe-
cific regions” [13, p. 13].

A principle of “acceptance” is one of the basic principles of mediation. 
However, before deciding whether conflicting sides are ready to accept the 
EU as a mediator, it is even more important to define whether the EU sees it-
self as a possible mediator and a peacekeeper. For this purpose, it is necessary 
to evaluate whether Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) considers 
the joint mediation and peacekeeping missions as its main mechanisms.

In the European Security Strategy [8] adopted in 2003, serious attention is 
paid to the problem of conflict resolution, however, a bigger consideration is 
given not to the conflicts as they are, but to issues such as terrorism, weapons 
of mass destruction, failed states and organized crime, which were perceived 
as consequences of regional conflicts that could ultimately influence the se-
curity of the European Union. Conflicts described in the Strategy were the 
Middle East, the Balkans, Democratic Republic of Congo, East Timor, Af-
ghanistan, Kashmir, the Korean Peninsula and the Great Lakes Region, and 
almost no attention paid to the Black Sea region.

In Lisbon Treaty signed in 2007, it was stated that “the CSDP shall be an 
integral part of the common foreign and security policy. It shall provide the 
Union with an operational capacity drawing on civilian and military assets. 
The Union may use them on missions outside the Union for peace-keeping, 
conflict prevention and strengthening international security in accordance 
with the principles of the United Nations Charter” (Art. 28 – point 49 of 
Treaty) [5].

Before the Treaty of Lisbon entered into force, the tasks, which could be 
carried out under the framework of the CSDP, had been: humanitarian and 
rescue missions; conflict prevention and peace-keeping; combat forces in 
crisis management. The Treaty of Lisbon added three new tasks to this list: 
joint disarmament operations; military advice and assistance; post-conflict 
stabilization [6]. However, in the Lisbon Treaty, there is not a single word on 
mediation as an instrument of the foreign policy and conflict resolution, the 
same is true for other basic documents of the EU. Yet, the mediation efforts 
were present among the EU activities, and received special attention after 
2008 involvement in the Russian-Georgian conflict.

Already in 2009, the Concept on Strengthening EU Mediation and Dia-
logue Capacities was adopted, stating that “in practice mediation is already an 
integral part of EU external action, [since] the EU has so far used this tool in 
a rather ad-hoc fashion” [2]. Moreover, it was stated that “The EU is a global 
actor and its political, developmental and security interests go well beyond its 
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neighbourhood. It will therefore continue to offer its mediation (support) ser-
vices whenever relevant and as part of its comprehensive approach to conflict 
prevention and resolution” [2]. A creation of the Division for Conflict Preven-
tion, Peacebuilding and Mediation Instruments – within the Security Policy 
and Conflict Prevention Directorate was an important step for institutionali-
zation and separation of this work from the general foreign policy activities.

 Presented in 2016 Global Strategy for the European Union’s Foreign and 
Security Policy [9] de-facto put the mediation in the same line as preventive 
diplomacy, seeing it as an instrument for pre-emptive peace and early action 
– “Early warning is of little use unless it is followed by early action. This im-
plies regular reporting and proposals to the Council, engaging in preventive 
diplomacy and mediation by mobilising EU Delegations and Special Repre-
sentatives”. Concurrently, Conflict Settlement section is mostly dedicated to 
the questions of working with local authorities and municipalities for confi-
dence building and development, engagement with civil society, inclusive 
governance, and cultural, inter-faith, scientific and economic diplomacy.

Political dialogue is among the main instruments of the EU foreign policy, 
which is used while participating in a conflict resolution and conflict manage-
ment. Such a dialogue aimed first of all for a change in behaviour of the con-
flicting parties and a change of their negotiating positions. However, in 2008, 
during the Russian-Georgian conflict, the overall impact of political dialogue 
on the peace process was marginal. This had to do with the fact that the EU 
failed to create sufficient leverage over the conflicting parties that would have 
enabled it to broker peace. For the opinion of M. Merlingen, in the case of Ab-
khazia and South Ossetia, such polices were excluded because the EU did not 
have official relations with them [17, p. 13]. It is difficult to agree with such a 
statement, as absence of the official recognition had not prevented the EU to 
be involved in Kosovo or Palestine. At the same time, division in the mem-
ber-states’ positions made it impossible for the EU to make its relations with 
Moscow conditional on its desire to settle conflicts at the Georgian territory. 

De facto, after the involvement in the resolution of conflicts in the Balkans 
states, the EU concentrated on a soft security approach, not paying much 
attention to the political mediation, especially in conflicts at the post-Soviet 
space. For the EU representatives’ opinion, these conflicts have been much 
more in line with the post-conflict reconciliation and confidence building 
measures activities rather than mediation and conflict management. It is pos-
sible to say that the EU gave the upper hand in a political settlement to the 
OSCE, while itself concentrated on democratization, economic development, 
preparation for the Association Agreements signing (Moldova and Georgia), 
seeing this as the best leverage for achieving compromise between the con-
flicting parties.



166

At the same time, among more or less successful cases where the EU 
did play a mediation role, experts name signing of the Ohrid Agreement be-
tween the Macedonian majority and Albanian minority in 2001 (due to the 
joint efforts of the EU and the USA, with the OSCE and NATO support); the 
Aceh Peace Process between the Government of Indonesia and the Free Aceh 
Movement (mediation of former Finnish President Martti Ahtisaari, support-
ed by the Crisis Management Initiative, and the EU monitoring mission as a 
leverage); the Middle East Peace Process, where the EU has attempted to play 
a mediator role within the Middle East Quartet. 

Sometimes we can witness a substitute of terms, when certain activities 
from the category of peacebuilding or peace prevention, are named as me-
diation. Until 2008, the European Union predominantly played a role of the 
sponsor of the peacebuilding, reconstruction and confidence-building meas-
ures between the conflicting parties. All this indirectly facilitated possible 
conflict resolution, but was not mediation per se, as did not touch political 
side of the problem, concentrating at the lower level of people-to-people re-
lations. 

First EU’s involvement as a mediator in the Black Sea region happened in 
2005 with Moldova’s Transnistrian conflict when it was invited by GUAM 
member-states. However, for a long time, this participation has been limited 
to activities of the European Union Border Assistance Mission to Ukraine and 
Moldova (EUBAM), which in addition to the border management, exercised 
some minor mediation efforts, and to formal participation in the “5+2” nego-
tiations format. Though, in the mid of 2000s, one could notice the “threeplic-
ity”, when simultaneously the EU, Germany and Romania pretended to me-
diate, while their positions not always coincided. 

Back in 2006, the International Crisis Group, in its report on the EU’s role 
in conflict resolution in the South Caucasus, insisted that to guarantee its own 
security, the EU should become more engaged in efforts to resolve disputes 
in Nagorno Karabakh, South Ossetia and Abkhazia. ICG emphasized that “it 
can do so by strengthening the conflict resolution dimension of the instru-
ments it applies” [3]. That analysis was based at the EU’s existed practices. 
In 2003, the EU appointed the Special Representative for Caucasus, whose 
role improved in 2006 due to active work of Peter Semneby in Georgia. One 
of the main tasks in his mandate were ‘preventing conflicts in the region’ and 
‘contributing to the peaceful settlement of conflicts’. However, he has been 
given few means to achieve these objectives, among others; he has not been 
authorized to act as a mediator between the conflicting parties. His main role 
was to act as a local relay of the EU messages designed to moderate the con-
flictual behaviour between the parties and to persuade them to reinvigorate 
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their search for a negotiated settlement [17]. All this took place in parallel 
with activities of the EU High Representative for Foreign Affairs and Securi-
ty Policy, mediation efforts of the UN Group of Friends and individual states 
such as Germany that did not have an accumulative effect, but resulted in 
distracted attention to the individual efforts. 

Strengthening of the EU’s role, that happened in 2008, has evolved in re-
sponse to the changes in the international system, the EU’s own internal po-
litical dynamics, and the EU’s capacity and willingness to play a major role 
in regional and international conflicts [1]. Beginning of the Russian-Georgian 
war demonstrated that the EU standard mechanisms for conflict prevention 
were not effective. Despite significant funding disbursed to mitigate the con-
sequences of the conflicts, EU assistance could not replace a political and 
security strategy for conflict prevention [18]. Some experts assumed that this 
involvement as a mediator was motivated by the necessity to restore a reputa-
tion in the region and to return positions that had been lost due to the war start 
and inefficiency of the preventive mechanisms.  

It is important to emphasize that until 2008, in Georgia, the European Un-
ion played a role of the sponsor of the peacebuilding, reconstruction and con-
fidence-building measures between the conflicting parties. All this indirectly 
facilitated possible conflict resolution, but was not mediation as such. If the 
United Nations and the OSCE could be named among those who lost in Geor-
gia, so the EU unexpectedly was able to impose itself as a peacemaker, due to 
the President Sarkozy active participation on behalf of the EU, when the EU 
played the key role in signing a ceasefire and the Six Points Agreement. In 
September 2008, an agreement between the EU and Russia was signed aimed 
to withdraw Russian forces and to deploy the EU monitoring mission [22]. 
With this agreement, the EU allotted a role of the peace guarantor in Georgia 
and for the first time the EU started to act as an official mediator. However, 
still in the preparatory phase, it decided to limit its meditation to issues relat-
ed to conflict management, as opposed to conflict resolution, that according 
to some experts was the result of a realistic assessment of the dim prospects 
of a genuine peace conference along the lines of the Dayton negotiations on 
Bosnia [17].

The EU role in conflict resolution in Georgia can be described as a mix of 
negotiations and mediation. The EU had negotiations with Georgia and Rus-
sia separately, predominantly within the framework of the bilateral agenda, 
including questions concerning the conflicts. At the same time, the EU tried to 
be a mediator between the conflicting parties. However, bilateral negotiations 
dominated over mediation. In the report of the International Alert in 2010, 
it was stated that the EU’s strength was in its multiple roles, mandates and 
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engagement on different levels – although the EU has not always been able to 
capitalise on this [11].

In the field of international peace mediation, the perceived context of the 
international system and the identity of the mediator, shape the form and char-
acter of mediation. It is important to stress the reciprocal influence of each 
of these factors, which determine the shape of the EU’s international peace 
mediation efforts [13, p. 9]. EU mediation in Georgia has failed because there 
was a huge gap between their role as ‘apolitical’ peacebuilders and their role 
as politically engaged peacebrokers [17, p. 3].

The disputes still going on whether EU mediation in 2008 can be consid-
ered successful since fighting stopped but the peace has not been reached and 
even more separatists regions of Abkhazia and South Ossetia announced their 
independence. A question of the mediator’s success is one of the most disput-
able in conflict studies. If to evaluate the mediation by the complete conflict 
settlement only almost none of the mediation efforts can be regarded as so. 
However, if to evaluate by identifying what is a goal of the mediation efforts 
or what has been reached as temporary or intermediary goals – the mediation 
can be assessed in a more objective way. With this regard, the EU did not 
have a goal of managing the long lasting conflicts between Georgia and the 
separatists regions, which had been taken place since the beginning of 1990s. 
The goal was to reach a cease-fire between the Russian and the Georgian 
armies in August 2008, aimed to prevent further development of the military 
actions, and to return the parties back to the negotiation table. This goal has 
been reached, even if it had a limited impact, as the EU did not have a long-
term goal and was not ready to develop a long-term strategy of the conflict 
resolution. 

The Ukrainian events of 2014 became a much bigger challenge for the 
EU in terms of the mediation efforts used. On the one hand, the European 
Union could not stay apart of the conflict happening just at its borders, so the 
mediator’s motivation was clearly defined. On the other hand, the EU had at 
least two challenges – a necessity to prove its impartiality (as the European 
integration of Ukraine was that very reason perceived as a reason to the con-
flict) and a loss of its main leverage, which had been used in other conflicts in 
Europe - possible European integration, which played well during the Koso-
vo-Serbia negotiations in 2013. 

Originally, there were two attempts to mediate in Ukraine: Geneva for-
mat and Normandy format. Geneva format, initiated in April 2014, involved 
Ukraine, Russia, the US and the European Union, where European Union was 
presented as an organization. A certain unwillingness of the US to be actively 
involved as a mediator has ruined this format, while a new one - Normandy 
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has evolved. However, this time, the EU was not present there as an organi-
zation, represented by Germany and France, both as single players and as a 
voice of the EU. Participation of the two EU leading states should demon-
strate a joint position of the EU towards mediation and future settlement, 
adding that “European” support element. 

During the five years of the conflict, different versions of additional coun-
tries involvement have sounded, including Poland [27] or Budapest Memo-
randum signatory states – the US, the UK and China [26], but not the EU. This 
happened in contrary to the situation in another region – Nagorno Karabakh. 
OSCE Minsk group, which was established more than 20 years ago to ne-
gotiate a conflict between Armenia and Azerbaijan, involved co-chairs from 
Russia, the US and France. Recently, more and more the ideas are presented 
to replace France by the EU for more impartial position, as well as necessity 
to strengthen the European voice (contrary to the Russian and the US ones).

In Hazelzet’s view, the EU mainly brought a decisive contribution in three 
types of situations: the EU was willing and capable to act (i) where other 
organisations were not; (ii) when there was a specific demand for it to in-
tervene; and (iii) in low- to medium-intensity conflict environments [12]. 
For our opinion, the combination of the first and the third reasons was the 
most important for the EU. In Georgia the European Union appeared the only 
available mediator, due to the Russian blocking of the OSCE and the UN 
missions’ prolongations, and the intensity of the conflict was already low. The 
same can be said about Kosovo, as the EU mission replaced the UN mission 
on the ground. In contrast with the Ukrainian case in 2015, where conversa-
tions about bigger EU involvement started, including a peacekeeping mis-
sion, all three conditions were weakly presented. OSCE has already launched 
its mission, the conflict was of the high intensity and de facto, it was only one 
condition - existed demand to intervene, but associated rather with political 
and diplomatic support. 

Peacekeeping. The European Union does not have a significant experience 
in conducting peacekeeping operations. Even this term is rarely used by Brus-
sels. The EU usually concentrates on the civilian operations, peacebuilding 
process, confidence-building measures and post-conflict reconstruction, and 
conflict prevention. 

The EU’s peacekeeping activities have been usually triggered by the ne-
cessity to support the UN activities, sometimes also motivated by the post-co-
lonial ties of the individual member-states with countries where conflicts oc-
curred. The EU Global Strategy 2016 just confirmed this thesis of the UN 
priority, while considering own operations just as a complimentary action: 
“Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) could assist further and 



170

complement UN peacekeeping through bridging, stabilisation or other oper-
ations” [9, p. 40].

As of 2019, the EU had six military and 11 civilian missions in different 
countries around the world [10]. Both missions, which work in Ukraine, are 
civilian – the EU Border Assistance Mission to the Republic of Moldova and 
Ukraine (EUBAM, since 2005) and the EU Advisory Mission for Civilian Se-
curity Sector Reform Ukraine (EUAM Ukraine, since March 2014). During 
its history, the EU has deployed 29 operations.

While the UN police missions are considered as military missions, so the 
European Union considers its police missions as civilian ones. Lately, the 
United Nations holds a multifunctional missions / operations, not separating 
police missions, so depending on a mandate all of them are considered as 
peacekeeping operations. Contrary to this, the European Union clearly sepa-
rates military missions and police missions for example, missions currently 
deployed in Afghanistan and Palestine (in the past in DR Congo and FYR 
Macedonia), the main tasks of which are: police and judicial reform, assis-
tance in fighting organized crime, security sector reform, trainings and advi-
sors support. De facto, most of the functions of the EU police missions do not 
reflect the functions of the peacekeeping or peacemaking missions. 

If to analyse EU military missions, six from which are currently active, so 
not all of them can be considered as peacekeeping ones, despite the fact that 
indirectly they can facilitate peace through alteration:

1. EU NAVFOR Somalia (Operation ATALANTA) – navy mission to fight 
piracy (since 2008). Mandate: protects vessels of the World Food Programme, 
delivering aid to the Somali people; deters and prevents piracy and armed 
robbery at sea; ensures the protection of other vulnerable shipping; monitors 
fishing activities off the coast of Somalia.

2. EUNAVFOR MED operation Sophia (since 2016) – to identify, capture 
and dispose of vessels used by migrant smugglers or traffickers.

3. Military training mission in the Central African Republic (EUTM RCA, 
since 2016). Mandate: In close coordination and complementarities with the 
MINUSCA, to support the CAR Government in the implementation of the 
Security Sector Reform, to support the build-up of a modernised, effective, 
ethnically balanced and democratically accountable FACA.

4. EU Training Mission in Mali (since 2013). Mandate: to support Mali 
forces in establishing sovereignty and democratic order at the whole territory 
of the country, organized crime and terrorist threats neutralization, training 
and advice on command and control, logistical chain and human resources, 
as well as training on International Humanitarian Law, and training of combat 
units.
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5. EU Training Mission in Somalia (since 2010). Objectives: aims to 
strengthen the Somali federal defence institutions, continuing to employ its 
three-pillar approach: training, mentoring and advising.

6. EU Force in Bosnia and Herzegovina – Operation ALTHEA (since 
2004) is a supportive mission to the EU political involvement in BiH. The 
key objectives are to support the Armed Forces of BiH in training, to support 
them in their progression towards NATO standards, to provide deterrence and 
continued compliance with the responsibility according to the Dayton/Paris 
Agreement and to contribute to a safe and secure environment in BiH.

Moreover, it is necessary to mention that EU military missions are usually 
short-term and supportive to the activities of other international organizations. 
The EU decision is enough for their deployment, and the UN resolution is not 
obligatory, however, the EU have launched its operations there, where either 
UN mission or of another international organization had already been present. 
CONCORDIA/FYROM – mission in Macedonia (March-December 2003) 
was used to monitor the implementation of the Ohrid Framework Agreement, 
but the operation made use of NATO assets and capabilities, which was made 
possible due to the EU-NATO arrangements. In the Democratic Republic of 
the Congo (2006) – the EU launched a military operation in support of the 
United Nations during the election process, while mission in Darfur (2005-
2007) was a support to the African Union Mission to Sudan (provided equip-
ment and assets, provided planning and technical assistance and deployed 
military observers, training of African troops, helped with transportation and 
provided police assistance and training). EUFOR Tchad/RCA (Central Afri-
can Republic) was the biggest (3700 military personnel) that worked in 2008 
and was authorized by the UN SC resolution (main objectives: protection of 
civilians in danger, particularly refugees and displaced persons, facilitation in 
the delivery of humanitarian aid and the free movement of humanitarian per-
sonnel, contribution to protecting UN personnel, facilities installations and 
equipment and to ensuring the security and freedom of movement of its own 
staff, UN staff and associated personnel) [10].

So far, we cannot speak about established practice of the EU peacekeep-
ing activities, principles of decision-making about the launch of the peace 
operations or basic requirements for their deployment. In reality, the EU still 
acts rather ad hoc, than considers it as a part of its foreign policy and security 
instruments.

2. Main Problems and Challenges
In 1990s – beginning of 2000s, many experts raised a question as whether 

an economic organization – as the EU was perceived – should be involved in 
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conflict resolution, or this filed should be left for the regional security initi-
atives. An additional argument in support of restrictive own activities was a 
fact that most of the EU member-states were NATO members. Furthermore, 
the Western European Union still existed until 2011 (before being closed as 
a result of the Treaty of Lisbon) [23], but its experience and mechanisms had 
never been considered as capable in peace-keeping. Member-states politically 
favoured intervention through their membership in NATO as a transatlantic 
framework (Afghanistan, Libya), a coalition of the willing (Iraq 2003) or de-
cided to wait for the UN or regional response (Lebanon 2006-09, Sri Lanka 
2009, Kyrgyzstan 2010, Syria 2012). Thus, since many EU deployments were 
not in response to crises but were more of a capacity-building nature, the term 
‘crisis management’ does not fully correspond to the reality on the ground 
[12]. Those first operations have become important tools of the EU’s external 
action, but they have also shown the limits of what the EU and its member 
states are able and willing to offer for enhancing global security [21].

One of the main problems of the EU mediation activities is a choice be-
tween an institutional and a state mediation. Normandy format and media-
tion efforts to settle the Russian-Ukrainian conflict is a vivid example of this 
dilemma. Discussions continue whether it has been EU as a mediator or the 
individual member-states – France and Germany that participate in the Nor-
mandy Four. 

During Euromaidan (November 2013 – February2014), the European Un-
ion was seen as a more consolidated actor, as one could see joint efforts be-
tween the member-states and between institutions (the European Commission 
and the European Parliament). Later, the single position has been elaborated 
on sanctions against the Russian Federation. However, the sheer fact of sanc-
tions decreased the EU possibilities to act as a mediator, as affected the factor 
of “neutrality”, which is considered as a pre-requisite for successful media-
tion. Even if this factor is less and less considered as a basic one, and more 
and more substituted by a principle of impartiality, first of all, impartiality 
towards the final modality of the conflict resolution, nevertheless, its absence 
presents an opportunity for conflicting parties to manipulate, up till the refuse 
of mediating efforts. 

Partiality and neutrality is a problem of the EU involvement comparing 
to the UN one. Some experts think that for the EU as an organization it is 
difficult to be impartial in most of the cases. Colonial past of some of its 
member-states, in such countries as Zimbabwe or Sri Lanka makes it difficult 
to perceive the EU as impartial on the ground. 

 One of the main concerns has been that Europe still is not been ready to 
speak with one voice in issues of foreign and security policy, especially con-
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cerning conflicts and crisis situations. The ability to act as a single actor in 
the Russian-Georgian conflict in 2008 had a significant positive effect on the 
European Union image, but has not become a stable behaviour. Appreciation 
of its own responsibility and capacities to settle the conflicts gradually are in-
graining among the representatives of the EU institutions, however, national 
interests of the individual member-states still dominate. 

This problem is closely connected with an issue of the EU motivation to 
be involved in the conflict resolution. As Argyro Kartsonaki and Stefan Wolff 
ask in their article, is it driven by human or European security imperatives? 
[15]. On the one hand, the normative approach of the EU and a core idea of 
the unity – no war in Europe anymore – presents a pacifistic tactic of resolv-
ing conflicts in other states as they violate democracy, human security, devel-
opment and cooperation in Europe. On the other hand, the motivation can be 
perceived as that one protecting its own security, preventing spill over effect, 
fortifying national interests and minimizing negative effect of transnational 
threats. As the authors of the article mentioned, the motivation of the EU to 
be involved can differ depending of the proximity of the conflict to its bor-
ders. The EU applies a human security approach, albeit predominantly in an 
instrumental way, in particular in those areas where it also has the strongest 
security interests of its own [15].

Yet one problem of the EU mediation is an issue of influence on the sides 
to the conflict, so de facto expectations that the EU will act as a “formula-
tor”, but not only as a “facilitator” of the peace agreement. Leverages are 
the most difficult elements of studying theory of mediation, as they are a 
relative concept, which cannot be analysed in a quantitative or material man-
ner. Traditionally, researchers agree that leverage is an ability of a mediator 
to pressure one or both conflicting parties, so they would accept a proposed 
solution to the conflict. Still, there is undecided what resources are core for 
such a pressure. W. Zartman and S. Touval speaks about “sticks and carrots” 
policy [25, p. 13], while T. Princen differentiates between material aspects 
(ability to provide or recall economic assistance) and non-material aspects 
(ability to use moral and psychological pressure) [19, p. 167]. The leverage of 
the deeper cooperation with the EU or possible European integration played a 
significant role in the Balkans conflicts. While this argument did not have the 
same effect for Ukraine or Moldova, as their separatists regions, in contrast to 
Kosovo, did not want to join the EU. 

If for W. Zartman, S. Touval and J. Bercovitch leverages are the main for 
future success of the mediation efforts, so for another group of researchers, 
such as C. Yarrow [24] and R. Slim [20] the very lack of the mediator’s po-
litical power is a fact that influence a mediation success. For their opinion, 
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due to this “weakness” and inability to impose sanctions, a level of trust and 
sincerity of the mediator increases.

Moreover, it is necessary to consider that leverage, which a mediator 
promises to use, can be both real and imaginary, or a promise without a real 
possibility to be used. For example, a threat to use economic sanctions can 
be bluster to make a party to the conflict to sit down to negotiating table. 
Or consequences of such sanctions will not have a real threat to economy 
of the conflicting party as other actors of the international relations will not 
follow them. As an example of the ineffective use of leverages, we can name 
a threat to postpone negotiations on a basic treaty between the EU and the 
Russian Federation in August 2008, which were renewed in the beginning of 
November 2008 without full implementation of the Cease-fire agreement’s 
conditions. The same effect had a return of the Russian delegation to the 
Parliamentary Assemble of the Council of Europe without fulfilment of ob-
ligations. The very fact that it happened by the initiative of the EU members 
– France and Germany – added difficulties to their position as mediators in 
the Normandy format. 

An absence of a significant experience in conducting peacekeeping opera-
tions, both of its own and under the UN mandate, also prevent the EU mem-
bers states to adopt decisions about participation in peacekeeping operations. 
Even more, split forces between operations and missions under the aegis of 
the UN, NATO, OSCE, multilateral forces does not allow formulating a clear 
strategy of peace operations launch in different parts of the world. 

Also, it is possible to ask whether a peace promoter can be a synonym 
to a mediator. Confidence-building measures, support of the ground initia-
tives, disarmament and democratization, reconciliation and post-conflict re-
construction are effective means for peace promotion; however, their aim is 
not always to resolve. Mediation requires greater political involvement in 
the resolution process itself and negotiations between the conflicting parties, 
what the EU is not by and large ready to do.

3. Scenarios for future developments
Speaking about possible scenarios of the EU mediation and peacekeeping 

activities development, it is necessary to underline that they will depend on 
two basic conditions - internal discussions within the EU on foreign policy 
priorities of the organization and possible increase of actions in a security 
domain, as well as from external conditions, specifically escalations in the 
regions, which are strategically important for the EU.

External Conditions
Enhancing of the EU mediation and peacekeeping activities will depend 
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on the external security situation, including regions of the EU’s and its mem-
ber-states’ interests. While searching its new global role and changes in re-
lations with the US, the EU will need more rapidly to react on external chal-
lenges and make assessments about their direct influence on the European 
security. In addition, this search of the global role will constantly make Brus-
sels and individual European capitals to face a choice, which conflict in other 
world regions is so to attract European attention and involvement. 

1. Escalations on the Balkans. In case the situation escalates, what can 
happen in Kosovo, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and North Macedonia, more 
active political, diplomatic and peacekeeping participation of the European 
Union in a resolution and management of the Balkans conflicts is possible. 
Considering that the EU was one of the main security actors in the region, 
which from the first days has been involved in conflict resolution, and also 
has leverages on all sides, a variant of delegating responsibility for conflict 
resolution to the UN or the OSCE is unlikely. Moreover, in this very region 
the EU has the biggest leverage and interest of the member-states. Presence 
in Kosovo and in Bosnia and Herzegovina in a status of the participant of the 
peace reconstruction, position the EU as an actor who should be the first to 
react in case of the situation escalation. 

2. Change of the situation in regions of the so-called frozen conflicts in 
Transnistria, Abkhazia, South Ossetia and Nagorno Karabakh. Despite the 
medium level of involvement in the resolution of these conflicts, neverthe-
less the EU continues to keep track of events in peace processes. On the one 
hand, it is possible to expect a policy of engagement and reconciliation as a 
prerequisite for peaceful integration what Brussels prefers and on which will 
concentrate till the last moment. At the same time, in case of escalations, one 
can expect that the EU will act as a mediator, because considered as the only 
“honest broker” in the region after years of unsuccessful mediation efforts 
of other international organizations. Simultaneously, unwillingness to com-
pete with the Russian Federation for this region, absence of leverage of the 
European integration for the separatists regions (in contrast to the Balkans), 
imperceptions of the EU as a security actor in this region can be considered 
as impediments. Maximum, considering current conditions, it is possible to 
expect proposals of political mediation or establishment of the alternative 
negotiating formats, rather than peacekeeping activities (such as, change of 
the current peacekeeping operation in Transnistria for the EU police mission).

3. If to speak about Ukraine, so it is unlikely that the EU will be more in-
volved as an organization. Current situation when two most influential mem-
ber-states are involved is so that satisfies other member-states, and leaves a 
space for the European Commission’s manoeuvre. Such a duality allows the 
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EU, on one level to impose sanctions against the Russian Federation, and 
on another one, to be considered as an impartial mediator in the Normandy 
format. 

4. Escalation of the situation in Africa and decrease in the UN peace activ-
ities’ effectiveness can lead to a more active political participation of the EU, 
both in cooperation with the ECOWAS and independently. Big competition 
at the African continent, which has taken place between different countries 
in recent years, can result in a greater security involvement, as safeguarding 
investments, trade and big economic projects can happen only when security 
exists. Transit of power in some countries of the continent can spark new 
conflicts and escalation of others. In such conditions, the EU involvement 
as an organization, but not individual member-states will be considered as 
acceptable and effective. Escalation of humanitarian crisis and increase in 
migrants’ flows can trigger the EU member-states to be actively involved in 
African continent aimed to prevent and to resolve armed conflicts. In such a 
case, remoteness of the conflicts will not be the main factor, as development 
of these conflicts can have a direct influence to the European security. 

Internal Discussions
Adopting the EU Global Strategy, which envisages greater EU involve-

ment in peace processes, its authors propose that “our peace policy must also 
ensure a smoother transition from short-term crisis management to long-term 
peacebuilding to avoid gaps along the conflict cycle” [9]. While such a strat-
egy in general is worth of consideration, however, we should mention that 
mediation and peacekeeping activities are usually aimed for short-term cri-
sis management (even if peacekeeping mission is stationed for a long time). 
Mediation is very seldom aimed for a long-term peacebuilding strategy, as 
considers that it should be a goal of the conflicting parties themselves.

As a matter of fact, as a result of the internal discussions within the EU, the 
following scenarios have chances:

1. Maintaining a status-quo, which envisages more reactive position of 
the European Union towards the conflict resolution. This scenario foresees 
continued focus on peacebuilding and confidence-building measures. Secur-
ing perspective of the deeper cooperation and integration with the EU among 
the main leverages in relations with parties to the conflict will remain the 
core strategy. This scenario also will include focus on the immediate borders 
or global challenges as those connected with nuclear non-proliferation. With 
such developments, it is difficult to expect involvement into new conflicts 
resolutions, but rather maintenance of the own status and ideas in the regions, 
where there is a long presence, first of all in the Balkans. 
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2. Expansion of the EU peacekeeping activities, increase in missions and 
military operations, including in African conflicts. This scenario is possible 
in case of better evaluation of the peacekeeping activities within the new 
European Commission, as well as enhanced security cooperation of the mem-
ber-states, which has started recently. Development of cooperation within PE-
SCO also can facilitate this scenario. In such conditions, individual members, 
such as France, can be driving forces, as they have old contacts in the region 
and respectively feel responsibility over it. The only problem in such a case 
can be a necessity to prove its own impartiality and coordination of efforts 
with the UN. 

3. Rejection of active peacekeeping and mediation activities. In case of a 
significant development of internal political and economic crisis in the EU, as 
well as strengthening of the right-wing parties of Eurosceptics, possible vari-
ant of concentration solely on a political dialogue and cooperation on a bilat-
eral basis with different countries, without an attempt to be involved in crisis 
management and conflict resolution, is quite possible. In case political crisis 
inside of the EU develops, the Union’s authority as a mediator will decrease, 
in addition to decrease in effectiveness of its main leverages. Last but not 
least, such developments can be caused by Brexit, when other member-states 
concentrate their attention on internal transformations and reforms. This sce-
nario also can be caused by the increase of some member-states’ rhetoric that 
security dimension should be a prerogative of the NATO and the UN.

Due to the existence of both internal and external factors that can influence 
possible scenarios of mediation and peacekeeping activities of the EU, as 
well as their numerous combinations, today it is impossible to clearly name 
the most probable scenario. For our opinion, in near years, status quo will re-
main, till the EU will finish its internal transformations and reforms, that will 
allow to define clearly its own place in the global security system. Rethinking 
of its own peacekeeping activities and work over mistakes of the previous 
mediation efforts are necessary to formulate new approaches and to assess 
own capabilities in case a scenario of greater involvement in conflict resolu-
tion around the world is chosen.
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CONCLUSIONS

The uniqueness of the EU as a global actor is that it favours non-military 
resources that, from an official point of view, are able to fully secure its in-
terests. These resources are based on various forms of soft power (economic, 
civic, ethical, and attracting power). Joseph Nye considered the attribute of 
soft power the attractiveness of its owner. Based on the above provisions, this 
monograph attempts to answer the questions that are most relevant in the con-
text of the EU’s foreign policy perspectives: Has the EU sought to project its 
attractiveness abroad? Has EU influence increased / decreased in this regard? 
Modern (trans-sovereign) nationalism in Europe views the EU not as a union 
of states, but as a union of nations, a Europe of regions with many centres of 
power and a plethora of loyalties. Such an understanding fits best with the 
model of Neo-medieval Europe, which assumes that governance and powers 
in the EU are shared between regions rather than fixed at the centre. Thus, ‘re-
gionality’ is seen as a fundamental principle of the European political space. 
This vision of ‘regionality’ implies that regions can go beyond the EU, mak-
ing it possible for close cooperation between Member States and non-mem-
ber countries. Therefore, this model is the most attractive to the environment 
surrounding the EU. The notion of ‘normative power of Europe,’ which the 
EU clearly seeks, is inherently a practice of discursive representation that 
involves ‘building oneself through others,’ so that the EU, as a force for good 
in the international arena, can only be strengthened through programs such 
as, for example, EaP. Given the interests of the EU, it is important for it to 
create systems of ‘good governance’ in the external environment – publicity 
and accountability of state institutions, quality legal and judicial systems. So, 
for the EU, some degree of ‘Westernisation’ of the CIS, including Russia, is 
considered necessary. It should also be noted that the current Latin American 
integration model is based on EU experience. Thus, the answer to the ques-
tion of whether the EU tried to project its attractiveness abroad is definitely 
positive.

Since the end of the Cold War, the European Union has become the main 
structured pole for interstate relations on the European continent. The attrac-
tiveness of this pole was very strong, which reflected the desire of the coun-
tries of Northern, Central, Eastern, and South-Eastern Europe to join it. The 
EU has introduced a soft integration mechanism to strengthen economic and 
political co-operation, and therefore European security as a whole. Despite 
competitors trying to weaken the value of the EU, it is the EU that reserves 
the right to shape the modern configuration of architectural design of the 
Greater Europe. The EU as an international actor seeks to be an active player 
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at the pan-European, regional and sub-regional levels. Outside Europe, the 
EU became the first trading partner to conclude an FTA with MERCOSUR in 
2019. The agreement between the two regions will be able to consolidate stra-
tegic, political and economic partnerships, creating significant opportunities 
for the economic benefits of both alliances. The EU’s main interest is to have 
stable and economically prosperous neighbours on its borders with whom it 
would maintain non-conflict relations. The benefits of the neighbours’ eco-
nomic prosperity are obvious: their wealth will create markets, help to avoid 
pockets of poverty, unwanted migration to the EU, and the spread of crime 
and corruption. For example, Croatia’s accession to the EU has become a 
model of loyalty to democratic values   and a guarantee of the effectiveness of 
enlargement policy. A new strategy for the Western Balkans, which aims to 
identify the main steps in preparation for the next phase of enlargement while 
maintaining its influence in the Balkans, is a means of ensuring EU defence 
policy. According to Jack Snyder, any European country that now chooses a 
path to a ‘nation state’ outside the EU is doomed to be drawn into the Rus-
sian sphere of influence. He calls nation states inherently weak, incapable of 
surviving without the markets and connections that colonies or integration 
provide. The EU is a way to live in Europe without colonies. The events of 
recent years lead to the conclusion that in the future, EU countries will change 
energy consumption and its sources to reduce dependence on Russia; may 
use sanctions and boycotts as levers of influence on Russian policy. Work has 
already begun on addressing the financial sector vulnerability. The creation of 
a central European anti-money laundering body and the full implementation 
of existing pan-European anti-money laundering legislation will allow for 
more effective oversight and enforcement of the European financial sector. A 
new EU-wide screening mechanism for foreign investment is a first step in 
addressing the vulnerability of the Union but will be strengthened by adding 
measures to enforce European Commission information collection require-
ments. Member States will, in the future, adopt screening mechanisms that 
meet EU requirements and expand their own collection of foreign invest-
ment information. The EU will also continue to work on the effectiveness 
of its CFSP and CSDP, as they play a role in ensuring stability, security, and 
prosperity across the European continent. The EU will rethink its outdated 
European Security Strategy (ESS), addressing differences between the main 
EU member states in defence and strategy. The EU and NATO understand the 
importance of coordinating analysis and responses to new threats, including 
hybrid ones. It is quite realistic to achieve greater transparency of informa-
tion in the technology sectors and social media in order to increase resistance 
to external hostile invasion. The European Code of Practice on Misinforma-
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tion is an ambitious initial measure that will be improved by encouraging the 
exchange of information and providing meaningful progress reports against 
misinformation. The EU is working well with local and independent media 
to be able to build on Russian sources. Therefore, over the past 10 years, EU 
foreign policy has been strengthened by using only soft power levers, which 
gives the opportunity to answer “yes” to the question or to increase the EU’s 
influence in this regard.

At the same time, scepticism is growing today about the future member-
ship of Turkey, Ukraine, Moldova and other interested countries, and the EU 
clearly needs a new paradigm. Slippage in the creation of a stable, demo-
cratic, integrated game rules system is largely due to the reluctance of indi-
vidual European players to follow the rules. The EU must overcome internal 
contradictions, and only then can regional policy be improved. Institutional 
restructuring within the EU must be completed, leaving unambiguous deci-
sion-making. The impact of the EU on countries wishing to join it depends di-
rectly on the organization’s ability to give them the prospect of membership. 
In implementing the EU enlargement plan, the EU penetrates further into the 
post-Soviet region, which Russia considers to be a sphere of its privileged in-
terests. This is the main problem of relations in the EU – EU – Russia format. 

In addition to Russia, the EU’s relations with its main ally, the United 
States, have been negatively affected, including by the difference in their val-
ue systems. On the one hand, the EU’s economic potential has grown so much 
that it is at odds with the military and political dependence of Western Euro-
pean countries on the United States. On the other hand, European states are 
not yet able to replace US resources in high-intensity military operations. The 
move to tackle climate change, one of the EU’s key priorities, was blocked 
by Trump’s decision to withdraw from the Paris Agreement. Differences be-
tween the views of the US and the EU on security issues, such as the Iranian 
nuclear program, the Middle East peace process and Syria, will push the EU 
towards a more independent policy. If US involvement in certain important 
EU regions continues to weaken, Europe will have to work with other influen-
tial actors, such as Russia and China, to advance its interests. And if the secu-
rity of Europe was guaranteed by the US earlier, now it is not. Therefore, the 
EU is forced to spend more on military goals, discuss the European army in 
coordination with NATO, think strategically in the face of Russia and China, 
who know that there is no guarantee of security, and Europe is not ready for 
contemporary local conflicts. Thus, the EU’s distance from the US diminishes 
its foreign policy potential today.

The EU’s power towards conflicts has been in its multiple roles, mandates 
and involvement at various levels and the EU has not always been able to 
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use this. The start of the August Russian-Georgian War of 2008 demonstrat-
ed that EU standard mechanisms for conflict prevention were not effective. 
Despite the considerable amount of money spent to mitigate the effects of 
conflict, financial assistance does not replace politics and security. Even bet-
ter, events in the Middle East since 2011 have shown this. In terms of ge-
ographical proximity, Europe is very vulnerable to the threats posed by it: 
illegal migration, Islamist extremism, the proliferation of weapons of mass 
destruction. No European initiatives have led to significant socio-economic or 
democratic transformations in the countries of the region, as evidenced by the 
Arab Spring. The situation in other countries of the region shows the oppo-
site tendencies – increasing authoritarianism and growing instability. In this 
regard, the EU should intensify its military and political role, along with the 
use of its traditional instruments of influence (humanitarian aid, support for 
reforms, funding for non-governmental organizations and free media). First 
of all, this concerns defence capabilities to counteract security issues that do 
not have enough soft power alone. 

Thus, the current dynamics of international relations require a fundamen-
tal rethinking of EU foreign policy if it is to retain the role of a powerful 
international actor. The realization of even modest ambitions requires the de-
termination and unity of European states, which is not yet observed. If the 
EU fails to develop an effective and well-coordinated policy, it can become a 
minor actor, a provider of humanitarian and technical assistance. Despite the 
presence of the CFSP, as well as the intensive work of the EU’s High Repre-
sentatives for Foreign Affairs and the staff of the European External Relations 
Service, EU foreign policy is mainly developed at the level of heads of state 
and government, and mainly in crisis. The EU’s foreign policy mechanism 
is operational, but its work is largely made up of declarations, demarches, 
coordination at the level of senior officials and ambassadors, while real steps 
are taken by individual states. Countries are not yet ready to speak with one 
voice, especially with regard to conflict. The ability to act as a whole in 2008 
during the Russian-Georgian conflict had a significant positive effect on the 
image of the EU, but it did not become a sustainable behaviour. Recognition 
of one’s own responsibility and one's own capacities is gradually taking hold 
in the minds of the representatives of the European institutions, but the na-
tional interests of individual Member States still come first. In the coming 
years, the status quo will be maintained more quickly until the EU completes 
its internal transformation and reforms, which will allow it to more clearly 
define its own place in the system of international relations.
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