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Interdependencies of Eastern Partnership Countries with
the EU and Russia: Three Case Studies
Kamil Całus, Laure Delcour, Ildar Gazizullin, Tadeusz Iwański,
Marta Jaroszewicz, and Kamil Klysiński

Abstract
Asymmetric interdependencies with Russia have been identified as a key factor influencing domestic change in
response to EU policies in Eastern Partnership (EaP) countries. As argued in the literature, interdependencies can
either facilitate or constrain EU-demanded change, depending on whether they are associated with EaP
countries’ sensitivity or vulnerability to Russia’s policies. In this paper, we provide a systematic mapping and
process-tracing of interdependencies in three EaP countries (Belarus, Moldova and Ukraine) and four key sectors
(trade, migration, energy and security). We further explore Russia’s use of interdependencies and attempts at
issue-linkage between the above sectors. Finally, we scrutinize domestic elites’ responses to Russia’s strategies.
Drawing upon the distinction between sensitivity and vulnerability, we seek in particular to identify the
conditions under which Russia’s policies effectively incentivize or disincentivize the political elites in EaP
countries to engage with the EU’s and Russia’s policies. We find that Russia’s attempts to link issues (even if to
varying degrees across countries and sectors) effectively undermined further integration with the EU in those
cases where policy alternatives were too costly for the incumbent elites. By contrast, Russia’s use of nexuses
between different policy sectors have facilitated or even supported integration with the EU when the latter
offered an affordable alternative to the EaP countries.
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Introduction
Ildar Gazizullin, Laure Delcour and Marta Jaroszewicz

In this set of case studies on Belarus, Moldova, and Ukraine, we explore the extent and nature of
interdependencies across the areas of migration, energy, trade and security, in which countries face significant
sensitivities and vulnerabilities. We focus on issue-linkages that external partners apply and how they affect
national policies and domestic actors in the three countries. We also study how partner countries respond to
these issue-linkages. Finally, we suggest some ways in which interdependencies may facilitate or undermine the
transformation of social orders in these three countries.
We use Keohane and Nye’s broad definition of interdependence as “situations characterized by reciprocal effects
among countries or among actors in different countries” (1977: 8) as well as their differentiation of sensitivities,
vulnerabilities and issue-linkages, and draw on an application of this framework to study policy change in EaP
countries (Ademmer 2015).
‘Sensitivity’ reflects the size of effects caused to a state from the outside without changing existing policies. In
other words, it addresses the question of how quickly changes in one country bring costly changes in another,
and how great the cost of the subsequent effects is. Therefore, sensitivity refers to the pressures faced by an
actor as a result of another's actions, when there has been no change in its own policies. For example, such
pressure can be characterized by the speed and magnitude of the impact that a major increase in the price of an
imported commodity has on budget revenues and household incomes of the importing country, provided that
this commodity has a high share in the import structure, and that the country does not look for alternative
commodities or suppliers.
‘Vulnerability’ reflects the costliness of policy alternatives and their availability. Therefore, it refers to the costs
faced by an actor as a result of the actions of other actors after it has changed its own policies. In other words, a
state is highly vulnerable if alternatives to the given policy framework are not available at acceptable costs
(Keohane and Nye 1977). Following the example of increased import prices, the extent of vulnerability is
determined by the cost of finding substitutes to the imported commodity, alternative suppliers, or by negotiating
a better price. There is a link between these two types of interdependencies: for instance, the analysis of
vulnerabilities can inform a country’s policies on avoiding sensitivities.
We use the notion of ‘linkage strategies’, a term coined by Keohane and Nye (1977), to detect strategies whereby
an actor ties one policy area to another policy area. It helps to model situations in which a stronger party
exercises its leverage over a weaker counterpart, as well as situations in which such a seemingly weaker party
exploits vulnerabilities emerging from mutual interdependence to increase its bargaining power vis-à-vis a
seemingly stronger counterpart.
The interdependence nexus therefore emerges when actors apply issue-linkage by exploiting vulnerabilities,
trading benefits or imposing costs across more than one area. For instance, although both Ukraine and Russia
have exploited their mutual interdependence in the energy area (dependence on gas imports and gas transit
respectively) to achieve their objectives, they have also practiced issue-linkage across other areas, for instance
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when Russia tied gas price discounts to the extension of the presence of the Russian Black Sea fleet base in
Crimea.
The scope of linkage strategies is, however, constrained by the fact that they tend to provoke conflict, or “counter
strategies, the focus of which may be military or […] economic” (Keohane and Nye 1973: 160). Frozen conflicts
in the EaP region are often being used and/or can trace their origin to issue-linkage strategies used by the
involved parties. The deadlock between the reviewed countries has sometimes been mediated by a third party
– often the EU. At the same time, the EU frequently faces sensitivities itself, resulting from possible consequences
of conflicts or disagreement between the two countries involved, such as migration inflows or energy supply
interruptions.
Such effects or situations of interdependence are used to analyse the role and behaviour of domestic actors in
each of the countries vis-à-vis the European Union (EU) and the Russian Federation. Both regional powers
represent natural centers of gravity for all Eastern Partnership (EaP) countries, given the sizes of their economies
and their geographical location. Existing interdependencies are further reinforced or weakened by two
competing regional regimes, as represented by the Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU) and the EU’s offer of
Association Agreements (AA), including Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Areas (DCFTAs). Other external
partners, such as Turkey or China, play a less important role in terms of interdependencies. Yet, EaP countries
sometimes rely on these countries to decrease their vulnerabilities to the EU or Russia.
Issue-linkage applied in the context of the three EaP countries often occurs through formal bilateral or
multilateral agreements involving Russia and the EU, especially in the areas of trade, energy and migration. Maggi
(2016: 1, 2) suggests three possible issue-linkage situations, using the examples of international agreements:
1.

“enforcement linkage”: a violation of an agreement in area A is punished with sanctions in area B;

2.

“negotiation linkage”: agreements in areas A and B are negotiated jointly (i.e. in the context of a single
bargain), as opposed to separate bargains;

3.

“participation linkage”: the threat of sanctions in area A is used to encourage participation in an
agreement in area B.

In practice, issue-linkage strategies have a hybrid nature and actors tend to change or merge the types of
strategies referred to above.
Informal negotiations between the domestic elites of the EaP countries and their external partners can often
supplement or even override existing agreements or negotiations. This is not necessarily due to poorly designed
dispute settlement mechanisms, but rather as a result of the pervasiveness of business and state capture in the
EaP countries and Russia. It is therefore not uncommon that domestic actors use the public sphere or other nonconventional methods to link issues and signal threats or rewards.
The application of issue-linkages can lead to situations of extreme vulnerabilities, i.e. when there are very limited
or costly policy options available, or when even the survival of the government itself is threatened (Ademmer
2015: 7). Resulting changes in the policy-making space in which domestic actors operate often speed up or
prevent social transformation. In other words, it is during these moments that an external actor’s strategy can
have lasting implications, when the country either capitulates and succumbs to the demands of the external
actor or chooses to pursue costly policies to increase its capacity to withstand external pressure.
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Finally, issue-linkage does not need to result in a zero-sum game or be viewed as necessarily hostile in nature.
Costs and benefits associated with linkage strategies tend to be unevenly distributed across sectors and actors
and might have a neutral effect at the national level. Evidence from international trade negotiations shows that
institutionalized issue-linkage facilitates the liberalization of sensitive sectors such as agriculture, especially when
the negotiating countries can achieve mutual gains from greater trade opening in industry and services (Davis
2014).
To better understand the nature of interdependencies in EaP countries we used quantitative data available from
international organizations and EaP countries. We combined the analysis of quantitative data with a review of
the literature and semi-structured interviews. We interviewed a total of 58 respondents, originating from the
expert and NGO community, the private sector and government in each of the three countries (see Table 1). The
interviews were conducted between June and July 2017 in the three capitals (in Ukraine interviews were
conducted in Odessa as well). For the sake of the interviewees’ anonymity, the affiliation and the name of
interviewees are not disclosed.
Table 1. Number and categories of interviewees in each of the case countries
Overall number of

Non-government

interviewees
Belarus

organizations,

Business

Government

academic institutions and media*

representatives

representatives

14

10

3

1

Moldova

21

18

-

3

Ukraine

23

18

-

5

Total

58

46

3

9

*This is a broad category and also includes representatives from academic institutions and media that are funded by the government.
Source: Authors.

Based on a data and literature review, as well as interview results, we focus on four areas in the following case
studies, in which all three countries face sensitivities and vulnerabilities:
1.

Trade in goods, services and capital flows: Sensitivities tend to emerge from high trade openness and
high trade concentration, e.g. in the area of agriculture;

2.

Energy imports, exports and transit: As in trade, sensitivities and vulnerabilities are determined by
overdependence on the exports or imports of energy and energy consumption patterns;

3.

Security, especially with regard to regional conflicts, militarization and arms trade: Sensitivities could be
characterized as the costs of the potential or frozen conflicts, or the necessity to keep peacekeeping or
military presence in EaP countries;

4.

Labour and forced migration, and related flows of remittances: Countries become sensitive based on
the scale, ease and destination of movement of its citizens, be it labour migrants or refugees.

Each of the following case studies consists of three parts. They start by mapping each country’s interdependences
with Russia and the EU. On the basis of this mapping, they analyse key nexuses between different issue areas.
Each section concludes with summarizing the main findings.
Our findings highlight a baffling diversity in terms of interdependencies, issue-linkage strategies by external
actors and domestic responses by EaP countries. Whether the ruling elite accepts the issue-linkage strategy of
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an external actor or choses instead to engage in a (costly) policy alternative varies substantially across both
countries and sectors.
We identify (formal and informal) practices and vested interests of the local elites as key explanatory factors for
such varied domestic responses. In essence, the local elites have sought to gain concessions through bargaining
with external actors. For instance, the fact that over the past 25 years, Moldova has not managed to decrease its
energy dependence on Russia may be explained only when taking into account the Moldovan elites’ informal
businesses connections with the leadership of Transnistria. In a similar vein, the 2010 decision of the Ukrainian
government to extend the lease of its Black Sea Fleet Base in Crimea to Russia until 2042 can only be understood
through the prism of business concessions of certain Russian oligarchic groups towards the Ukrainian oligarchic
group represented by former Ukrainian President Viktor Yanukovych.
We also highlight Russia’s agility (based upon a long-standing experience) in exploiting existing
interdependencies with EaP countries and applying issue-linkage strategies. Security has emerged as Russia’s
preferred leverage and has repeatedly been used in connection to energy or trade. This is linked with the fact
that security interdependencies with Russia have only expanded since the independence of Belarus, Moldova
and Ukraine. The deployment of military bases and the unresolved conflicts provide Russia with local proxies. By
contrast, the EU has made limited use (if any) of issue-linkage strategies. This is because it does not exploit
existing sectoral interdependencies with EaP countries, even though these are expanding (especially with
Ukraine and Moldova). Instead, the EU relies upon sector-specific conditionality as a basis for further expansion
of links with and integration of EaP countries. Despite the lack of an issue-linkage strategy, we identify the EU’s
offer as another factor influencing EaP countries’ response to Russia’s policies. Ultimately, EaP countries are less
likely to change their policies in the areas where the EU is not in a position to offer any alternative, e.g. security.
However, the EU’s ability to offer alternative options may also evolve in conjunction with Russia’s strategies and
EaP elites’ determination to change their policies. Recent energy developments in Ukraine offer a case in point:
while this option had been discussed within the EU for almost a decade, it was only after Russia’s annexation of
Crimea and actions in Eastern Ukraine that the Ukrainian authorities decided to decrease their country’s energy
dependence on Russia by relying on EU gas supplies and introducing rules to govern the domestic energy market.
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Moldova
Laure Delcour and Kamil Całus

From the very beginning of its independence, Moldova has remained highly interlinked with, and deeply
dependent on, its international partners. For many years now, an extensive network of interdependencies has
tied Moldova to Russia. These interdependencies are both economic (including infrastructure) and societal, as
well as cultural (including language). They are the natural consequence of about fifty years of common history,
between 1940 and 1991, when contemporary Moldova was part of the Soviet Union, and (to a lesser extent)
over a century (between 1812 and 1918) when its territories belonged to the Russian Empire. While the
importance of Russia for Moldova has reduced noticeably in recent years (partly as the result of Russia’s punitive
measures vis-à-vis Moldova), the country still represents a key trading partner for Chișinău, dominates in the
energy sector, remains the main destination for Moldovan labour migrants and plays a decisive role in the
Transnistrian conflict. As a result of a widespread exposure to Russian media, Moldova is also largely under the
Russian influence at the grassroots level. At the same time, in recent years (and especially since the political
changes in 2009, which brought pro-European political parties to power) links between Moldova and the
European Union (EU), and in particular Romania, have clearly developed and grown stronger. The share of EU
member states in Moldova’s trade balance is increasing steadily; the reinstatement of Romanian citizenship for
part of the Moldovan population is contributing to the increase in Moldovan labour migrants in the EU; and
energy interdependencies are likely to expand as a result of Moldovan-Romanian energy projects.
This case study scrutinizes Moldova’s interdependencies with both the EU and Russia and their effects. It analyses
how external actors use their ties with Moldova, and especially the nexuses between issue areas, in order to
incentivize (or disincentivize) domestic actors to engage in their integration frameworks, e.g. the Association
Agreement (AA) offered by the EU, the Russia-driven Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU) and/or to follow their
policy priorities. In doing so, the case study also looks at the Moldovan elite’s response to the use of
interdependencies as stimuli or pressure.

1.

Interdependence with the EU and Russia

Drawing upon international indexes and statistical data, this section charts Moldova’s interdependencies with
external actors in four key areas: trade, migration, security and energy. It investigates the nature and scope of
these interdependencies, as well as patterns of evolution over time. 1 In doing so, it looks specifically at Moldova’s
interdependencies with the EU and Russia.2 Based upon the quantitative assessment of interdependencies, the
section selects nexuses between them for an in-depth analysis.

1

As a part of this paper, it was not possible to systematically trace patterns of evolution since the collapse of the
Soviet Union. This is due to the fact that some of the data was missing until 1995-98 (depending upon the issue
considered). Therefore, we focus on the period 2000-16 for which we have comprehensive data, with references
to the late 1990s whenever possible.
2
Admittedly, Moldova has developed various links with other countries (e.g. China, Turkey). However, these are
not as important, long-standing and multifaceted as Moldova’s interdependencies with the EU and Russia. For
instance, while Moldova trades with China and Turkey, these countries only play a limited role in other
interdependencies, e.g. security.
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1.1.

Trade interdependence

Moldova’s high trade openness indicates that the country’s interdependencies with external players are strong
and play a crucial role for the country’s economy. Over the past twenty years, despite significant variations, the
ratio of imports and exports to the gross domestic product (GDP) has constantly been above 100, as shown in
figure 1 below. This means that the country imports and exports more than it produces, and therefore acts as a
trade hub. Such a high degree of openness, however, makes Moldova dependent on trade ties with its major
suppliers and clients.
Figure 1. Moldova’s trade openness
150
145
140
135
130

Ratio trade/GDP 125
120
115
110
105
100
1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015

Years
Source: EU-STRAT database, based on World Bank data 1995-2015.

The trade partner concentration data confirms that Moldova is highly sensitive to any change in trade flows with
its major partners. Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, Russia and the EU have consistently ranked as
Moldova’s key trading partners. Together, they account on average for 73 % of Moldovan exports and 59 % of
imports during the period of 2005-16.
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Figure 2. Trade partner concentration, 2005-16: Share of Russia and the EU in Moldova’s trade
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Share of EU and Russia in Moldovan exports
Share of EU and Russia in Moldovan imports
Source: Authors’ compilation, based on National Bureau of Statistics of the Republic of Moldova (2017).

However, Moldova’s trade with its two major partners highlights substantial differences in terms of its nature,
scope and evolution.
Russia has traditionally been a key trading partner for Moldova. Both countries belong to the free trade zone
within the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS). Mineral fuels (mostly natural gas) account for about 75
% of imports from Russia (Embassy of the Russian Federation to the Republic of Moldova 2017). The Russian
market has long been a major destination for Moldovan agricultural products, in particular fruits (60-70 % of
Moldovan fruits, above all apples) and preserved food and wines (about 30 % of Moldovan wine production). On
average, Russia has traditionally accounted for about 50 % of Moldovan exports. It is worth mentioning, though,
that over half of Moldovan exports to Russia are in fact re-exports (Popa 2015: 8).3 This means that Moldova is
used as an intermediary country for foreign companies trading with Russia.
Overall, trade with Russia reflects a discontinuous pattern of evolution. In fact, trade relations between Moldova
and Russia have been shaped by several factors, which were not only of economic, but also – to a large extent –
political nature. Between 2005 and 2013 (with the exception of 2008), Russia ranked first among Moldovan
export partners. In this period, the Russian market accounted for from around 17 % of total Moldovan exports
(2006 and 2007 respectively) to almost 32 % (2005) (National Bureau of Statistics 2017). This is despite the fact
that exports to Russia shrank in 2006 (after Russia introduced an embargo on Moldovan wines). The Russian
market ceased to be the first destination of Moldovan exports after 2013, when Russia introduced a series of
bans on Moldovan products4 and decided to cancel trade preferences for imports of 19 categories of products 5
(Całus 2014a; Cenusa et al. 2014). At the end of 2014, Moldovan exports to Russia shrank by 33 % in comparison
3

58 % in 2014, as compared to 29 % for the totality of Moldovan exports to other countries (Popa 2015: 8).
Russian bans were introduced between September 2013 and July 2014 on Moldovan wines, processed pork
meat products, canned vegetables and fruits (Cenusa et al. 2014).
5
Russia cancelled zero duties for 19 categories of commodities, including wine, meat, vegetables, fruit and grains,
thus suspending provisions of the Russia-Moldova CIS Free Trade Agreement signed on 18 October 2011 (Cenusa
et al. 2014: 6).
4

14 | EU-STRAT Working Paper No. 10 | April 2018

to 2013. Overall, from 2005 to 2016, Russia’s share in Moldovan exports was reduced almost threefold (from
31.8 % in 2005 to 11.4 % in 2016).6
Figure 3. Moldovan exports to, and imports from the Russian Federation, 2005-2016 (thousand USD)
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Source: National Bureau of Statistics of the Republic of Moldova (2017).

By contrast, since the mid-2000s trade with the EU has followed a rather continuous trend, as indicated in Figure
4. The structure of trade also differs from Moldova’s trade with Russia. Moldova exports textiles, fruits,
vegetables and foodstuff, as well as machinery to the EU, while it primarily imports industrial products from the
EU (European Commission 2017). Both Moldovan exports to the EU and imports from the EU have substantially
increased over the past twelve years. The relatively low level of trade with the EU in the early 2000s, Moldova’s
choice in favour of European integration at the end of the 2000s and (crucially) the need to diversify markets
after Russia’s trade bans carry substantial weight to explaining the increase of trade flows with the EU. Imports
from the EU temporarily plummeted as a result of the global economic and financial crisis in 2008-09 (which hit
Moldova severely) and Moldova’s financial crisis in 2014-15, yet they have almost doubled in 2016 as compared
to 2005. Over the past decade, Moldovan exports to the EU have almost tripled. EU trade instruments vis-à-vis
Moldova contribute to explaining this trend. In 2006, the EU granted Moldova Generalized System of Preferences
(GSP+) trade preferences and Autonomous Trade Preferences in 2008. As reflected in Figure 4 below, the
introduction of these trade instruments was followed by a substantial increase in Moldovan exports. However,
the EU’s decisions to cut the tariff on Moldovan fruits and to increase tariff-free quotas for Moldova’s fruit
products in response to Russia’s punitive measures in August 2014 (Cenusa et al. 2014: 6), as well as the
provisional entry into force of the Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Agreement (DCFTA) in September 2014
have not translated into a sharp increase of Moldovan exports to the EU in the first year of its validity (in 2015
imports to the EU actually decreased by over 2 % in comparison to 2014). This is because many Moldovan
producers were not yet able to meet the stringent sanitary and phytosanitary standards required by the new
agreement and needed more time to adjust. Further progress towards meeting the EU standards was achieved
in 2016, as signalled by the increase in exports to the EU (by almost 10 %). Therefore, the decline in trade with

6

Source: Authors’ compilation, based on National Bureau of Statistics of the Republic of Moldova (2017).

Interdependencies of Eastern Partnership Countries with the EU and Russia | 15

Russia and the simultaneous opposing dynamics with the EU result in the EU (primarily Romania) now being the
first market for Moldovan products.
Figure 4. Moldovan exports to, and imports from the EU, 2005-16 (thousand USD)
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Source: National Bureau of Statistics of the Republic of Moldova (2017).

This is reflected in the evolution of the EU’s share in Moldova’s trade. Regarding Moldovan imports, the EU’s
share has only moderately increased (from 45.3 % in 2005 to 49 % in 2016). However, it has substantially grown
if one considers Moldovan exports (from 40.6 % in 2005 to 65.1 % in 2016) (National Bureau of Statistics of the
Republic of Moldova 2017). In fact, the EU’s share in Moldova’s exports has markedly risen since 2013, as a
consequence of Russia’s punitive trade measures that have led to a sharp decrease in Russia’s share of Moldovan
exports.
Therefore, the analysis of trade data reveals a high sensitivity to interdependencies with both Russia and the EU,
yet at different points in time. Three turning points can be identified, all three of them originating from Russia.
While the first turning point derives from an external shock (Russia’s economic crisis), the second and third ones
result from Russia’s policies. In the 1990s, owing to the legacies of the Soviet period, Moldova was tightly
interdependent with Russia. However, the Russian financial crisis in 1998 put the Moldovan economy at risk 7 and
thereby served as a first warning of the need to explore other markets, one of which was the EU. A second turning
point came in 2006, following the Russian embargo on Moldovan wine 8. This quickly translated into a marked
increase of Moldovan exports to the EU, as shown in Figure 4. The third shift has occurred since 2013, when
Russia introduced multiple trade bans and cancelled trade preferences in retaliation to the EU-Moldova DCFTA.
In fact, these measures have had counter-productive effects from Russia’s perspective: as a consequence,
Russia’s share in Moldovan trade (whether imports or exports) is now modest (approximately 14 % and 12 %,
respectively). However, the decrease in trade interdependencies with Russia has come hand in hand with
7

In the 1990s, over half of Moldovan exports went to Russia. Source: Authors’ interview with a Moldova expert,
Chișinău, June 2017.
8
The official reason behind the introduction of an embargo was the alleged poor quality of Moldovan wines
delivered to the Russian market. In practice, however, the decision of Russian authorities was political and was
meant to punish Moldova for its policy towards the Transnistrian region.
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stronger links to the EU, which has de facto substituted Russia as the major export market for Moldovan products.
Moldovan authorities are well aware of their increased sensitivity to the EU market and they support a trade
diversification policy in order to mitigate any potentially negative consequences stemming from trade
concentration.9 Moldova has signed a free trade agreement with Turkey and launched consultations on possible
negotiations for similar agreements with Egypt and China (publika.md 2016). In addition, in an attempt to
support the Moldovan president in the run-up to the 2018 parliamentary elections, Russia has recently
authorized access to its market for some Moldovan vineyards, thereby paving the way for increased trade flows
(which, in turn, may provide Russia with a renewed leverage over Moldova). Nevertheless, whether relaxed
access to the Russian market will translate into enhanced trade flows remains to be ascertained. Improved access
to the Russian market has so far been granted selectively, e.g. to companies from Gagauzia. Should it be extended
to companies from all across Moldova, its effects would be uncertain given that many Moldovan producers
remain wary of the Russian market, which is regarded as unreliable. Whatever its implications on bilateral trade
flows, improved access to the Russian market comes with political strings attached to it: in particular, the
companies that can access the Russian market are expected to play an active role in funding the campaign of the
Socialist Party for the 2018 elections.10

1.2.

Migration interdependence

The Republic of Moldova ranks among the countries with the highest rates of labour migration in the world.
According to Border Police data, on 31 December 2015, the amount of Moldovans currently residing abroad was
approximately 753,800 (IOM 2016), i.e. over 20 % of the country’s population. This is despite the fact that
emigration has substantially decreased in recent years: 6663 persons emigrated in 2009 as compared to 2374
persons in 2014, a decrease by 64 % (Ibid). One in three families declares that at least one family member is
earning a living outside the country;11 this figure goes as high as 52 % in some other studies. While the conflict
that erupted in Transnistria in 1992 caused a first wave of emigration (primarily to Ukraine and Russia), the key
factor behind emigration since independence has been the country’s extreme poverty and lack of job
opportunities (Ibid 2003). Over the past two decades, Moldova has had the lowest GDP per capita in Europe. 12
Since the 1990s, remittances have been a powerful tool to stimulate local socio-economic development, while
also remaining a stable source of income for families of those away. In fact, due to very low wages and relatively
high living costs, remittances from migrant workers are often a key part of household budgets. Therefore, labour
migration is an important driver of economic growth. At the same time, only a very limited amount of these
remittances is invested in business. Once they reach Moldova, 58.9 % of remittances are used for consumption,
19.6 % for savings and 22.2 % in investments (mostly in real estate, renovations and education rather than in
business). Only 12.2 % of migrants plan to invest the saved remittances in their own businesses; this is due to
both the lack of funds and information on business creation (CIVIS/IASCI 2010). According to the official data
originating from the National Bank of Moldova (2016: 40), migrants send about 1.1 to 1.6 billion USD annually
9

Authors’ interview with employee of the Ministry of Economy of the Republic of Moldova, Chișinău, June 2017.
Authors’ interviews with Moldova experts, Chișinău, June 2017.
11
This data originates from the Nexus Moldova project. The survey was conducted between May and August
2013 on a sample of 20,850 households in Moldova (Nexus Moldova 2013).
12
Between 1990 and 1992, the GDP of the young Republic of Moldova shrank by as much as 35 %. As the political
situation stabilized in the following years, the shrinking of Moldova’s economy slowed down, but the downward
trend could not be reversed. The country’s GDP continued to decline rapidly (with two relatively small rises in
1995 and 1997) until 1999, at which point it corresponded to a mere 33 % of the 1990 figure. Moldova was also
struggling with a serious inflation problem, which in 1999 climbed to the highest levels since the end of the
Transnistria war (39.3 %).
10
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back home, which accounts for about 21-26 % of Moldova's GDP13; according to some other sources, remittances
make up 22.3 % of the country’s GDP (Migration Policy Centre 2013: 3). This suggests that Moldova is highly
sensitive to any evolution of migration flows that would stem from changes in the regulatory framework of the
main destination countries of Moldovan migrants.
The EU and Russia are key countries of destination for Moldovan migrants. However, in contrast to the trade
area, Moldova also has tight interdependencies with a third external actor, namely Ukraine.14
Over 60 % of Moldovan migrants are working in Russia. These are mostly men from Moldovan rural areas, who,
once in Russia, work in the construction sector (74 % of male migrants work in this sector, MMVD/South-East
Europe 2014). The relatively low expenses for travel, visa-free entry into the Russian territory and knowledge of
the Russian language are the key factors behind Russia’s predominance as a receiving country. On average,
migrants stay 1.8 years in Russia; however, Moldovan labour migration is characterized by a marked seasonal
nature (as illustrated by Figure 5 below), with a large number of migrants working in Russia returning to Moldova
during the winter when demand for labour in the construction sector shrinks (Ibid). Thus, Russia is the primary
destination country for seasonal migration. In 2012-14, up to two-thirds of Moldovan total remittances came
from migrants working in Russia.15
Figure 5. Countries in which Moldovan migrants have carried out seasonal work in 2012

Source: Nexus Moldova 2013: 7.

The EU is also a key destination for Moldovan labour migrants, who work primarily in Italy (about 25 %), France,
Portugal, the United Kingdom, Greece and Romania (around 1-3 % each of the total number of migrants). This is
despite the fact that access to the EU is more difficult due to the labour visa requirements. Compared to migrants
in Russia, those in the EU are older and have a higher education level; on average, they also stay longer in the EU
than in Russia.16 Given the strong gender split in patterns of labour migration, migrants to the EU are mostly
women working in services to private households, e.g. housekeeping or elderly care. 31 % of Moldovan female
migrants work in Italy, where the share of women among the total Moldovan migrants is over 70 % (Ibid).

13

National Bank of Moldova (2016: 40).
In 2014, one quarter of Moldovan labour migrants worked in Ukraine (IOM 2016).
15
Ibid.: 65.
16
28.2 % of migrants working in the EU stay between 3 and 5 years (Biroul Naţional de Statistică 2009).
14

18 | EU-STRAT Working Paper No. 10 | April 2018

Table 1. Number of migrants and distribution by age
EU 27

Russia

Number of migrants (thousand)

91.5

195.5

Average age

37

34

Share of young migrants (15-24 years)

16.6

23.1

Source: Biroul Naţional de Statistică 2009: 7.

As was the case for trade, the analysis of migration data reveals a high sensitivity to interdependencies with both
Russia and the EU. Despite the fact that Moscow is tightening its policy toward labour migrants, migration
interdependencies remain stronger with Russia, as shown both by the larger number of migrants and the bigger
share of remittances. These provide the basis for a strong Russian leverage over Moldova. However, in contrast
to the trade area, no significant turning point could be identified in migration patterns. This is also because of
the lack of comprehensive and reliable data over time (owing, among other reasons, to the lack of control over
the country’s eastern border).

1.3.

Security interdependence

Over the past 25 years, Moldova has remained strongly dependent on the Russian Federation for the settlement
of the Transnistrian conflict, in which Russia’s 14th Army played a crucial role in the early 1990s17. Russia still has
a military presence in the country, through two formally separate structures. The first one is the Operational
Group of Russian Forces (OGRF) stationed in Transnistria 18, which is a successor of the former 14th Army. The
second one is the contingent of peacekeeping forces, which cooperates with Moldovan and Transnistrian soldiers
within the Joint Control Commission. While the activity of the peacekeeping forces is in general accepted by the
Moldovan authorities, the OGFR presence in Transnistria is regarded as unlawful in Chișinău. Over the last two
decades, Russia has declared its will to pull out its forces from the Moldovan territory on numerous occasions,
however this withdrawal has never materialized.19 Recently, the deployment of foreign forces and the existence
of troops (in that case, Transnistria’s) controlled by a foreign state were assessed as unconstitutional by
Moldova’s Constitutional Court as they violate the country’s neutral status (Moldova’s Constitutional Court
2017); however, this decision has no practical effects. Russia also supports the breakaway region economically
and politically. For Russia, Transnistria is a strategic outpost to prevent further expansion of Western
organizations in Russia’s near abroad (Wolff 2012).
However, there are limitations to Russia’s influence over Transnistria. First, Russia has failed to secure a
favourable (to its own interests) settlement of the conflict in 2003 (Beyer and Wolff 2016: 336). This resulted
from the rejection by the then Moldovan President Vladimir Voronin of the Kozak memorandum prepared by
Russia – a move that had important implications, as it also led to a greater involvement of the EU in the
negotiations for settling the Transnistrian conflict. Second, in 2011 the election of Evgenyi Shevchuk as de facto
leader of the breakaway region was another blow to Russia, as Shevchuk defeated the Moscow-backed candidate
Anatoly Kaminski. This suggested potentially greater independence from Moscow, which however did not
17

About the conflict, its origins and course see King (1999).
OFGR consists of about 1200 soldiers (European Parliament Research Service 2016).
19
For example, in 1999 during the Istanbul OSCE Summit, Moscow committed “to complete withdrawal of the
Russian forces from the territory of Moldova by the end of 2002” (OSCE 1999).
18
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materialize during Shevchuk’s mandate. 20 Third, as a consequence of the annexation of Crimea and military
intervention in Eastern Ukraine, Russia can no longer use Ukraine as a transit territory for its troops and supplies
en route to Transnistria.21 In 2014, the Moldovan side also decided to limit access to Transnistria via Chișinău
airport for specific categories of Russian troops, namely OGRF soldiers (Całus 2014b). In addition, the introduction
of joint border controls between Moldovan and Ukrainian border guards and customs officers (currently effective
for one checkpoint and planned for 12 additional checkpoints at the border between the breakaway region and
Ukraine) is likely to have a significant economic impact on Transnistria. The Moldovan authorities are also
considering the introduction of limitations to the mobility of Transnistrian officials, who – should these measures
come into force – would have to receive permission from the Moldovan side to travel outside the country
(Newsmaker.md 2017).
Nevertheless, Russia’s influence on Transnistria and the resulting leverage over Moldova remain considerable,
not least because of the role played by the breakaway region in Moldova’s energy interdependencies. In recent
years, Russia has also sought to use Gagauzia as a pressure point over Moldova with a view to undermining
integration with the EU. It has done so politically by supporting the organization of a referendum on the Eurasian
Customs Union (ECU) in 2014 (with 98 % of voters in favour of joining the ECU) and interfering in the election of
the new governor of Gagauzia, elected in March 2015 (Delcour 2017). Russia also backs the autonomous region
economically, as it allows products from Gagauzia to access its market while maintaining sanctions for products
from the rest of Moldova.
By contrast, the EU’s role in the Transnistria conflict is more limited. Like the United States, the EU is an external
observer in the 5+2 negotiations that also gather Moldova, Transnistria, Russia, Ukraine and the Organization for
Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE). Some EU member states, primarily Germany (through the Meseberg
process) have also been active in attempting to solve the conflict, even if with limited success. In essence, the
fact that the EU abolished the role of a Special Representative for Moldova (in contrast, for instance, to the
Special Representative for the South Caucasus and the crisis in Georgia) speaks volumes about its involvement
at the highest political level.22 It indicates that the EU still plays a limited political role in the conflict settlement.
Nevertheless, the EU has contributed to influencing the conflict environment through the EU’s Border Assistance
Mission to Moldova and Ukraine (EUBAM). Launched in 2005, this mission (organized by the European
Commission with the participation of customs and border guards from EU member states, Ukraine, and Moldova)
has helped the Moldovan authorities gain control over the Transnistrian segment of the Ukraine–Moldova
border. The recognition of Moldovan customs documents by Ukraine has fostered the registration of
Transnistrian companies in Chișinău in order to be able to export to Ukraine (Beyer and Wolff 2016: 342-343).
The EUBAM approach has also guided the recent setting up of joint border controls by Moldova and Ukraine.

20

While the fact that the Moscow-backed candidate lost the election signalled some limitations to Russia’s
influence over the Transnistrian population, it did not limit Russia’s control over the Transnistrian administration.
In the months that followed his election, Shevchuk turned out to be utterly loyal to Moscow.
21
In 2016, Ukraine offered to open a corridor on its territory if Russian troops pull out from Transnistria (UNIAN
2016).
22
The position of Special Representative was last held by Kalman Mizsei until February 2011. The EU Delegation
took over part of the tasks, including a conflict and needs assessment and confidence-building as well as
infrastructure projects (Wolff 2012).
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Therefore, the analysis of Moldova’s security interdependencies reflects a strong, yet progressively eroding
vulnerability to Russia’s policies. Since the conflict in Transnistria erupted, Moldova has been bound to Russia for
its settlement. Nevertheless, changes in the regional environment as a result of the conflict in Ukraine provide
an opportunity for Moldova (in cooperation with Ukraine) to enhance its control over Transnistria.

1.4.

Energy interdependence

Energy interdependencies also highlight a strong vulnerability to Russia, with no evidence of erosion despite
attempts to strengthen links to the EU.
Since independence, Moldova has been almost totally dependent on imports of energy and energy resources.
The country imports 97 % of its energy. In fact, Moldova probably faces the toughest energy situation among the
EU Eastern Partnership countries, given both the country’s lack of indigenous resources and its landlocked
situation (Christie et al. 2012). In total, energy and electricity constitute about a quarter of Moldovan imports.
Over the past 25 years, the Russian Federation (through Gazprom) has been the only supplier of natural gas to
Moldova. This is key in light of the relatively high share of gas (about 40 %, National Bureau of Statistics 2016) in
Moldovan energy consumption. The situation of the Moldovan power sector is only slightly better: about 75 %
of Moldovan electricity demand is covered by sources located either abroad (Ukraine) or in Transnistria. The
power plant located in the breakaway region is controlled by Russia (Surugiu 2012), more specifically by the
Russian state-owned corporation Inter RAO UES. No classic power plant can produce a significant amount of
electricity on the territory controlled by the central authorities. The only local sources of electricity are three
Combined Heat and Power Plants (CHP), which are only able to cover one-fifth of the country's demand (without
Transnistria). Since these CHPs are also supplied with gas, their operation depends on the supply of gas from
Russia. As compared to gas and electricity, suppliers of liquid fuels are more diversified: while one quarter of
imports originates from post-Soviet countries (i.e. Belarus, Russia), the majority (75 %) comes from EU countries
(mostly Romania) (ANRE 2017).
This brief overview of interdependencies in the energy sector indicates that Moldova is still heavily dependent
on Russia. Moreover, in contrast to Belarus and Ukraine, energy interdependencies with Russia are highly
asymmetrical, given that Moldova is not an important transit country of Russian gas to the EU. In essence,
patterns of energy interdependencies have not significantly changed over the past 25 years. For instance, while
initiated a number of years ago, attempts to develop electrical grid connections with Romania have not
materialized. As a result, links with the EU remain limited, with the exception of liquid fuels.
On the basis of the mapping of Moldova’s interdependencies with the EU and Russia, we select the following two
nexuses for an in-depth analysis:


First, we analyse the critical connections between interdependencies in the energy sector, on the one
hand, and in the security area, on the other hand. As demonstrated above, in these two areas Moldova
is almost entirely dependent on Russia, while the EU plays a minor role (if any). In addition, patterns of
interdependence have not significantly changed over the past 25 years in these two policy areas, even
though this may change in the security area as a result of the conflict in Ukraine. Therefore, we
hypothesize that the more Moldova is dependent on Russia in specific policy areas, the more likely
Russia is to link these areas in order to maximize its leverage over Moldova.
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Second, we analyse the trade-migration nexus as the least likely case of issue-linkages to be used by
Russia, given that Moldova is strongly interdependent with both the EU and Russia in these two areas.

2.

Nexuses across issue areas

Drawing from interviews conducted in Moldova, this section examines whether and how external actors have
tied one policy area to another (issue-linkage) as a bargaining tactic in order to incentivize or disincentivize
Moldova to engage in their integration frameworks and follow their policy priorities. For each of the two selected
nexuses, the case study also analyses the response of Moldovan elites to attempts at issue-linkage. The section
argues that only Russia has made use of issue-linkage, while the EU has relied on different tactics (e.g. sectoral
conditionality)23 to encourage Moldova to comply with its templates and norms.

2.1.

The energy-security nexus

The critical connections established by Russia between energy and security find their roots in the early 1990s,
more specifically in the privatization process in Moldova and in the Transnistrian conflict. The combination of
these factors explains Russia’s strong and continuous leverage (whether direct or indirect) over Moldova.
After the Republic of Moldova became independent, the whole energy industry, including the natural gas and
electricity infrastructure built during the Soviet times, went under the control of the new constitutional
authorities. This included the entire gas transportation branch, transit and distribution of natural gas, as well as
electric power plants located within the internationally recognized boundaries of Moldova. However, as a result
of the privatization of the gas infrastructure and subsequent decisions by the Moldovan authorities in the sector,
Gazprom JSC obtained 50 % of shares in Moldovagaz JSC, a subsidiary company that was set up in 1998. This
enabled Gazprom to control the decisions taken within Moldovagaz, while the Moldovan government, with 35
% of shares, had only limited power (Cenușa 2017: 53). This transfer of ownership was assessed as fraudulent
(Parlicov et al. 2017: 6) and had major consequences for the country’s energy security. Through Moldovagaz,
Moldova became even more dependent on the Russian Federation as a single supplier of energy resources. This
is because Moldovagaz has a monopoly on gas supplies from the Russian Federation to Moldova; it founded
Moldovatransgaz, the country’s sole transmission system operator, and it controls approximately 70 % of the
distribution system (Cenușa 2017: 54). This strong concentration, in turn, created political dependence on Russia.
As a consequence, the interference of external actors in the decision-making process has become a common
practice in Moldova (Parlicov et al. 2017: 8).
Moreover, after Chișinău lost control of the Transnistrian region, part of the energy infrastructure went under
the control of the separatist authorities and implicitly of the Russian Federation. Therefore, the Transnistrian
conflict only adds to Moldova’s dependence on Russian or Russia-controlled energy sources. In 2015, about
23

Similarly to issue-linkage, the use of conditionality is made possible by the existence of asymmetries; it is,
therefore, a bargaining tactic to obtain concessions from partner countries. However, EU conditionality differs
from issue-linkage operated by Russia in that 1) the EU does not connect issue areas, but instead makes
compliance with EU sector-specific demands a condition for further overall progress in EU-Moldova relations; 2)
the conditions spelt out by the EU are transparent and stable. Crucially, this paper does not analyse the EU’s
conditionality because (unlike Russia’s issue-linkage) it is not based upon existing interdependencies, but instead
offers the perspective of closer links in exchange for the adoption of sectoral norms and standards.
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85 % of energy consumed in Moldova came from outside the area controlled by the Moldovan authorities,
including 80 % of electricity originating from Transnistria and 100 % of gas purchased from Gazprom JSC through
Moldovagaz JSC, which is de facto a subsidiary company of the former (Parlicov et al. 2017: 7). Furthermore,
resulting from the contractual scheme introduced in the 1990s and still implemented, Russian natural gas is
supplied (de facto free of charge) to the left bank of the Dniester river and used both by households and economic
agents from the separatist region (Parlicov et al. 2017). Thus, the debt associated to Transnistrian gas
consumption (nearly six billion USD) only grew following the actions of the Transnistrian authorities. For years,
these authorities have not paid for the gas delivered on the basis of the contract with Moldova, but consumed
in the break-away region. Yet the debt accumulated by the Transnistrian region is accounted for as Moldovagaz’
debt to Gazprom and in fact makes up 90 % of Moldova’s total energy debt. Crucially, its amount (approximately
six billion USD) exceeds 80 % of Moldova’s GDP (Cenușa 2017: 51). Thus, this debt enables Russia to keep
Moldova under its influence by subsidizing the Transnistrian economy through generating fiscal revenues and
economic advantages for local industries. Indirect subsidies deriving from unpaid Russian gas account for about
35 % of Transnistria’s budget, while cheap gas makes Transnistrian products more competitive on external
markets (Cenușa 2017: 52). Therefore, energy is a major leverage for Russia to perpetuate the Transnistrian
conflict.
Crucially, Russia’s control over the totality of gas supplies and 50 % of the transmission network enables the
Kremlin to pull the strings in Moldova as a whole (Cenușa 2017: 48). Over the past 25 years, Russia has repeatedly
exploited Moldova's energy dependence to exert political pressure on Chișinău with a view to influencing its
policy choices in line with Russia’s own interests. In recent years, it has done so aiming to undermine further
integration between Moldova and the EU, especially in the energy area. In 2011, a long-term gas supply contract
for Moldova expired. Since then, the country has purchased gas on the basis of annual short-term annexes, which
has increased its vulnerability to Russia’s requirements and pressure. Up until 2017, Russia consistently refused
to sign a new long-term contract, conditioning it to Moldova abandoning the implementation of the EU’s third
energy package, which Chișinău agreed to implement in May 2010 when Moldova became a member of the
European Energy Community. According to the provisions of the package, the distribution, sale, and production
of gas should be carried out by distinct companies (Surugiu 2012). Therefore, the implementation of these
regulations would result in dividing the Moldovan national gas operator into two separate companies and in
establishing an independent gas transmission operator, which could deprive Russia of its monopoly. However,
Gazprom unexpectedly agreed on 30 December 2016 to extend the current contract by three years. This decision
strengthens the position of Moldovan President Igor Dodon. In addition, it is likely that Russia will exert further
pressure on Chișinău to abandon the third package that Moldova has committed to implement by 1 January 2020
(which coincides with the expiration of the new gas agreement). Last but not least, the preservation of favourable
gas prices for Moldova reduces the motivation of Moldova's political elites to become independent from
Gazprom by expanding their connections with Romania.
In fact, the successive governments in Chișinău have failed to provide the country with energy security. This was
largely related to the fact that the ruling elites benefitted (also financially) from their participation in nontransparent, corrupt models in the energy sector. Such rent-seeking behaviour would not have been possible,
had the suppliers been changed or the transparency of the whole system secured. This is because Gazprom’s
subsidiary company, Moldovagaz JSC, is tightly connected to Moldova’s political elite, i.e. members of the
government and the Parliament, and top-level officials (as well as the separatist administration in Tiraspol,
Parlicov et al. 2017: 8). The first steps aimed at limiting dependence on Russian supplies were taken only after
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the Alliance for European Integration came to power in 2009 and continued with the successive coalitions. These
steps have been rather ineffective, however, and have not brought the Russian energy monopoly to an end thus
far. An example of such ineffective measures was the construction of an interconnector, Iasi-Ungheni, which was
meant to enable gas supplies from Romania to Moldova and to provide this country with up to 100 % of its gas
consumption. Although the interconnector itself was commissioned in August 2014 (with a two year delay), its
current capacity is symbolic (in 2015 about 1 million m3 of gas was sent via this interconnector, reflecting 0.1 %
of the country's demand, Economica.net 2017).
In fact, it seems that part of the Moldovan elite also derives concrete financial benefits from corrupt
arrangements with the leadership of Transnistria, Moldova’s energy provider (Parlicov et al. 2017). For instance,
a major source of electricity supply for Moldova is Moldavskaya GRES power plant, located in the Transnistrian
separatist region and owned by the Russian state power company InterRAO JES. Buying electricity from this
supplier is, however, unfavourable from the perspective of Chișinău for both economic and political reasons.
First of all, Moldavskaya GRES, whose sole client remains Moldova, is one of the main tax payers in Transnistria.
This means that selling energy to Chișinău de facto helps maintain the separatist authorities in Tiraspol. In
addition, this power plant uses natural gas, which is obtained from Gazprom, but for which Transnistria does not
pay. By buying electricity from Moldavskaya GRES, Moldova contributes to fuelling the Transnistrian gas debt,
which means that in practice it pays double: first for the electricity purchased from the Transnistrian power plant
and (as the debt is rising) for the gas itself.
Therefore, actions by the Moldovan elites do not allow for a decrease in Moldova’s dependence on Russia. This
is why membership of the European Energy Community (effective since 2010) has not translated into ambitious
sectoral reforms. For instance, the law “About natural gas” adopted in May 2016 requires free access to the
national transmission system; however, some of the provisions included in the secondary legislation 24 may favour
MoldovaGaz (which founded the sole transmission operator, Moldovatransgaz) at the expenses of newcomers
to the gas market (Cenușa 2017: 54). In essence, the non-transparent management of the energy sector in
Moldova (which derives from the vested interests of local players) only strengthens Russia’s stranglehold over
the country.
Thus, like other Eastern Partnership countries (e.g. Armenia and Georgia, see Ademmer 2015), Moldova is
vulnerable to Russia as alternative policies (in this case, increased links with the EU) would be too costly for the
incumbent elite. This vulnerability is further exacerbated by Russia’s use of linkages with the Transnistrian
conflict.

2.2.

The trade-migration nexus

In recent years, Russia’s use of incentives and disincentives has become increasingly attached to its regional
integration project, the EAEU. Since the EAEU’s predecessor, the ECU, was launched in 2010, Russia has employed
rewards and punitive measures to influence post-Soviet countries’ engagement in deep economic integration
schemes or, failing that, to retaliate against their choice to follow alternative pathways. Therefore, over the past
four years Russia has tried to make Moldova’s engagement in a DCFTA with the EU more costly by introducing
issue-linkages with the migration area.
24

For instance, in the regulation on access to gas transmission networks and congestion management which was
adopted in December 2016.
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In 2014, Russia started using migration to retaliate against Moldova’s decision to sign the AA/DCFTA offered by
the EU. Just after the AA was initialled at the Vilnius Eastern Partnership summit, Russia introduced (from 1
January 2014) restrictions on migrants from the CIS (including Moldova). These restrictions bear potentially costly
implications for Moldova, given the country’s strong dependence on Russia for labour migration. According to
these, Moldovan migrants are now able to stay in Russia for only 90 days over a 180-day period. Prior to the
introduction of changes in Russia’s migration law, Moldovan citizens had to leave the territory of the Russian
Federation for a period of at least 24 hours, before being able to return to Russia for another 90 days. In addition,
the amendments brought to the Russian Federal Law on the Legal Status of Foreign Citizens introduced both
administrative liability for foreign citizens who violate Russian migration legislation and mandatory state
fingerprint registration of foreign citizens who apply for a license to work (Ademmer and Delcour 2016).
Russia’s harsher policy resulted in cases of expulsion of Moldovan citizens, while the threat of future massive
expulsions loomed large over Moldova.25 These incidents were very well covered by Russian media (which is very
popular in Moldova) and were used to influence Moldova with the view to reversing its deep economic
integration choice. This was made especially clear after the EAEU was launched in 2015. Indeed, the EAEU Treaty
provides for free movement of people (together with free movement of goods, services and capital), thereby
creating substantial incentives for EAEU citizens to work in the Russian Federation.26 By contrast, the introduction
of a harsher migration policy for other CIS countries is meant to convey a message about the costs of nonaccession to the EAEU. Therefore, in recent years Russia’s migration policy has become increasingly
differentiated depending upon the countries’ engagement with deep economic and trade integration schemes.
In essence, with the introduction of stricter rules for Moldovan labour migrants, Russia has meant to send a clear
signal to Moldovan elites with a view to deterring them from further integration with the EU.27 The Russian
authorities have also sought to empower the political actors opposing the EU, such as the Party of Socialists
(which emerged as the single largest political party in the November 2014 elections) in favour of cancelling the
AA signed with the EU. In the context of deep political polarization in Moldova, the leader of the Party of
Socialists, Igor Dodon, used Russia’s shift in migration policy in his electoral campaigns and established a clear
link between the Moldovan authorities’ signature of the AA and Russia’s stricter rules. Clearly, the fact that
massive deportations had not yet taken place gave additional strength to this narrative. This was presented as a
leverage that Russia could use or not, depending on Moldova’s future domestic political choices (and their impact
on the country’s foreign policy orientation): “They [the Russian authorities] created this problem [the threats of
massive deportations of Moldovan migrants from Russia] for the socialist opposition to solve it”. 28
The linkage operated by Russia between threats of deportations of Moldovan citizens, on the one hand, and
Moldova’s rapprochement with Moscow and the EAEU, on the other hand, became explicit after Igor Dodon was
elected president in November 2016. When Dodon came to power, Russia used the labour migration leverage to
25

Authors’ interview with employee of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Moldova, May 2017.
Employers are allowed to hire workers from other EAEU countries without a work permit, and workers can
stay in the host country as long as they have a valid employment contract (Schenk 2015).
27
However, it is worth underlining that approximately half of Moldovan migrants working in the Russian
Federation originally come from Transnistria. Therefore, what Russia meant to be a punitive measure against
Moldova’s signing of the AA/DCFTA has (perhaps paradoxically) had an impact on the Russian-supported breakaway region of Transnistria as well.
28
Authors’ interview with Moldova expert on migration, Chișinău, June 2017.
26
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increase his popularity in a context of deep political polarization in Moldova. During one of his first visits to
Moscow after being elected, Dodon was promised that the Moldovan residents who had violated Russian
immigration laws (but did not commit any crimes on the Russian territory) would be granted the right to apply
for amnesty (Rossiyskaya Gazeta 2017). Crucially, Russia’s relaxed pressure on Moldova came shortly before
President Dodon announced that his country would be seeking observer status in the EAEU (Seenews 2017).
However, Russia’s use of issue-linkages between trade and migration encounters limitations that derive from the
specific structure of opportunity for Moldovan labour migrants. In fact, Moldova’s sensitivity to Russia’s pressure
is mitigated by the existence of an alternative for migrants, i.e. the EU. On 28 April 2014, the EU lifted the
Schengen visa requirement for Moldovan citizens (for travel up to three months). Given that the visa-free regime
does not include the free movement of workers, this had only limited effects on labour migration. Nevertheless,
the fact that a large number of Moldovan citizens hold a Romanian passport enables them to work legally in the
EU. In fact, the Romanian policy to restore citizenship to former Romanian citizens (and their descendants) who
lost it against their will has contributed to increasing labour migration from Moldova to the EU. This policy targets
the inhabitants of the territories that belonged to Romania before 1940, i.e. Bessarabia (the current Republic of
Moldova without Transnistria). From the official perspective of the Romanian authorities, these actions are
designed to correct what Romania regards as a historical injustice, i.e. the forced deprivation of Romanian
citizenship for inhabitants of Bessarabia after it was annexed by the Soviet Union. As a result of this policy, from
1991 to 2013, around 400-500,000 Moldovans applied for Romanian passports. Crucially, Romania does not
require applicants to renounce their Moldovan citizenship or move to Romania. Therefore, the citizenship policy
of an EU member state offers an alternative that can be explored individually by Moldovan citizens. This “natural
regulation”29 also decreases the need for a specific strategy in response to Russia’s actions on the part of
Moldovan elites.
Thus, Moldova is sensitive (and not vulnerable) to Russia’s use of linkages between trade and migration because
of the existence of different options for both trade and migration flows. In the case of trade, such a diversification
has gradually taken place since the end of the 1990s. It was triggered by shocks resulting from Russian crises or
embargoes, while in the case of migration it stems from the existence of an alternative (Romania), which de facto
decreases Moldova’s sensitivity to Russia’s migration policies.

3.

Section conclusion

On the basis of the mapping of existing interdependencies in four issue areas, this case study identified instances
of issue-linkage by external actors and analysed the conditions under which they effectively incentivize or
disincentivize the Moldovan political elite to engage with the EU’s and Russia’s policies.
Our mapping of interdependencies reveals a contrasted picture across the four selected areas. In two of these,
energy and security, Moldova has been vulnerable to Russia’s policies (even if to varying degrees), given the
absence of alternative options. In addition, patterns of interdependencies have not significantly changed since
the country became independent. In contrast to energy and security, the two other issue areas, trade and
migration, highlight more balanced links between Russia and the EU. Moreover, the trade interdependencies
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have substantially evolved over the past two decades. This has primarily resulted from Russia’s policies. Russia’s
repeated use of punitive trade measures (starting in 2006) was instrumental in Moldova’s diversification of trade
flows toward the EU, thereby reducing sensitivity to Russia’s policies.
Our study of issue-linkages reveals an extensive use of critical connections between policy areas by Russia in
order to sway the policy choices of domestic actors in favour of Russia’s interests. This substantial use of issuelinkages (premised on Russia’s deep and multifaceted interdependencies with Moldova) is in contrast to the EU’s
approach, which favours sector-specific conditionality as a prerequisite to closer links with Moldova.
We find that Russia’s use of issue-linkages has yielded opposite effects in the two cases under scrutiny in this
case study, namely energy-security and trade-migration. Two factors carry substantial weight in accounting for
the effectiveness (or lack thereof) of Russia’s strategy. First, issue-linkage is more effective in the absence of any
policy alternative for Moldova. For instance, with the introduction of harsher migration rules, Russia failed to
successfully retaliate against Moldova’s decision to sign the AA/DCFTA because of the existence of an alternative
destination for labour migrants, namely the EU. Second, we identify the vested interests of local elites as a key
factor behind resistance to policy alternatives. This is the case for energy, where rent-seeking practices of the
elite prevent the effective exploration of policy alternatives (as these would be too costly for the elite) and
thereby increase vulnerability to Russia’s use of linkages with security issues. Therefore, the hypothesis
formulated in the first section of this case study is only partially confirmed: it is not primarily the existence of
policy alternatives (or lack thereof) that shapes the outcomes of issue-linkages, but, crucially, domestic elites’
perceptions of, and interests in, these alternatives. This calls for further investigation of the factors behind
domestic responses to external actors’ use of interdependencies.
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Belarus
Kamil Klysiński, Marta Jaroszewicz, and Ildar Gazizullin

Belarus is an example of a country that is strongly interconnected with Russia, which greatly influences both its
foreign and internal policy. With some exceptions over the last two centuries, Belarus as a country has been
largely contained within the Russian or Soviet economic, political, military and cultural space (Kłysiński and
Żochowski 2016)30. Russia has become an exclusive supplier of energy, a key export market, and the main source
of loans to Belarus since its independence in 1991. As a consequence of the strong economic interconnectedness
and perceived high social costs to make rapid changes in the existing political-economic system, in the first half
of the 1990s the Belarusian authorities decided to keep prioritizing bilateral relations with Russia. The reintegration of the two countries began when Alexander Lukashenko was elected president in 1994. The
establishment of the Union State of Russia and Belarus in 1999 was an important milestone in this process.
However, there has been ongoing tension between Russia’s strive towards full control of its Western neighbour
and Minsk’s defence of its room for manoeuvre, as well as the Lukashenko regime’s will to extract rents from
participating in Russian integration initiatives (Kardaś and Kłysiński 2017). President Lukashenko has also
frequently delayed or even blocked further integration due to the risk of total subordination to the interests of
Russia and the consequential threat to his own personal power. As a result, the Union State is still to a large
extent a virtual establishment that functions only in the areas where the two parties have managed to reach an
agreement. Similarly, a lack of trust between the leaders of the member states is blocking further integration in
the Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU), a major Russian integration project in the region.
Given the priority of Eurasian integration in Belarus’s foreign policy, its relations with the European Union (EU)
have not progressed as they have for other Eastern Partnership (EaP) countries. Minsk has not declared
aspirations to join the EU or the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). However, the numerous
misunderstandings with Moscow and growing pressure from the Russian authorities have prompted Belarus to
greater openness and cooperation with the EU and other external actors. Therefore, Minsk views the EU as a
potential political and economic counterweight to its expansive Eastern neighbour. One of the pillars of
Belarusian foreign policy is the tactic of fluctuation between East and West, which has been referred to as "multivector" policy (Shadursky 2016).
This case study scrutinizes Belarus’s interdependencies with Russia and the EU and analyses how external actors
use their ties with Belarus, and especially the nexuses between issue areas, in order to incentivize (or
disincentivize) domestic actors to support their policy priorities. It also looks at the responses and reactions of
the Belarusian elites to those interdependencies. The case study concludes that strong interdependencies in
relations with Russia have been gradually reducing the policy opportunities Minsk can resort to, next to the
overall background of the unwillingness of the Belarusian ruling elite to implement internal reform.
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There was a short period during the Second Polish Republic in 1918-39 when the present Western Belarus was
part of Poland.
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1.

Interdependence with the EU and Russia

In this section, the interdependencies between Belarus and Russia are analysed in the four sectors of security,
trade, energy and migration. Belarus exhibits strong asymmetric interdependences vis-à-vis Russia in all four
sectors, however, the extent to which Russian actions in practice increase Belarus’s sensitivities and what the
Belarusian perception is varies between sectors, as well as whether Belarus displays an interest in looking for
alternative solutions. The interdependencies with the EU are also included in the analysis whenever relevant.
The analysis draws on data for the years 2000-16 – the period with best data availability – and interviews with
national experts. Interdependencies with other actors, such as China, are not included. Despite growing
importance of third actors for Belarus, their impact on Minsk compared to Russia and the EU is marginal.

1.1.

Trade interdependence

Belarus has been an open economy over the past 20 years (see Figure 1), which points to the importance of
foreign trade for its national economy and for the relations with its trading partners.
Figure 1. Belarus Trade Openness (%)

Source: Author’s compilation, based on World Bank data (2017).

Both the trade openness index and the trade partner concentration data indicate that Belarus is highly sensitive
(in terms of bearing costs) to any change in trade flows with its major partners. Since the collapse of the Soviet
Union, Russia and the EU remain Belarus’s key trading partners. Together, they account on average for 77 % of
Belarusian exports and 81 % of imports during the period of 2000-16 (see Figure 2, World Bank 2017).
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Figure 2. Trade partner concentration, 2000-16: Share of Russia and the EU in Belarus trade ( %)

Source: Authors’ compilation, based on World Bank data (2017).

Belarus’s interdependence with Russia is particularly strong. While Russia and the EU have somewhat similar
shares in exports (41 % and 36 % respectively), Russia is a much more important trade partner for imports (59
%), compared to 22 % for the EU. Exports to Russia are dominated by machinery (mainly tractors, trucks, buses
and agricultural machinery), agro-food products and refinery products. On the other hand, imports are
dominated by primary energy and energy products, as well as components used in the production of Belarusian
machinery and equipment (Belarus State Statistics Committee 2017). A large number of industries in Russia and
Belarus maintain strong horizontal linkages since Soviet times. The geographically close Russian market continues
to be the major export destination for Belarusian industry, with very limited options for alternative markets. For
example, in some sensitive sectors of the Belarusian economy, such as the food industry, the Russian market
accounts for more than 80 %. Over the period of 2014-17, Belarusian exports of food products have increasingly
included sanctioned products from the EU member states (Novopashyna 2017). Finally, the supply of gas and oil
from Russia is an equally important factor shaping Russian-Belarusian trade, which largely determines Minsk’s
trade dependence on Moscow.
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Despite Belarus’s membership in the Union State and the EAEU, there is still no common market based on the
free movement of goods and services and numerous trade exemptions proliferate (Dragneva and Wolczuk 2017).
A subject of disappointment for Minsk is also the decline in trade since the very existence of the union (1 January
2015) between its members. In the first year of the union, trade fell by 25.5 % and in 2016 by 6.7 % (Eurasian
Interstate Committee 2017). While this could indicate a reversal in the negative trend, it is still a long way to go
in reaching the full potential of a customs and economic union (common energy prices, no transport limitations,
and removal of most of the trade exemptions).
Belarus frequently resorts to protectionist policies, even to a greater degree than Russia. Highly protectionist
policies by Minsk are coupled with heavy regulation of the economy and a large share of state-owned enterprises
(EBRD 2016), particularly when compared to other post-Soviet states. This undermines the global
competitiveness of the Belarusian national economy and makes it vulnerable to Russia’s trade policy.
The EU is the second most important trading partner of Belarus and its share in Belarusian trade has fluctuated
around 30-40 % of exports and about 20 % of imports over the period of 2000-16 (World Bank 2017). The absence
of any close trade cooperation, e.g. in the form of a Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Area (DCFTA), and the
low competitiveness of most Belarusian goods (Kalinina 2017) mean that trade is generally limited to a select
group of products: petroleum products produced in two Belarusian refineries using Russian oil and, to a lesser
degree, nitrogen and potassium fertilizers. The majority of Belarusian fertilizers are shipped to non-European
markets, mainly to China, Brazil and India.
Figure 4. Belarusian exports to, and imports from the EU, 2000-16 (thousand USD)

Source: Authors’ compilation, based on World Bank data (2017).

The structure of trade with the EU and Russia highlights the basic problem of Belarusian exports, which is poor
diversification and the prevalence of commodities in exports. Given the significant openness of the Belarusian
economy, it depends on several relatively unstable factors: prices and demand on the global oil and fertilizer
markets, and the economic situation in Russia. Finally, access to the Russian market is heavily dependent on the
good will of the Kremlin, rather than on competitive and free trade.
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The Belarusian authorities have attempted to decrease the sensitivities, by aiming at modernizing domestic
manufacturing and developing new economy sectors, such as IT. The declared purpose of these policies has been
to diversify Belarus’s exports: the government programme stipulates that each of Belarus’s foreign trade priority
areas – the EU, Russia and non-European countries – are to account for around 30 % of exports (Belarus Council
of Ministers 2016). The implementation of these plans has however proven to be slow and fragmented in the
authoritarian state, largely due to the centrally planned economy (Kłysiński 2017a).
The vulnerabilities of Belarusian authorities (in turning to or choosing from available policy options) emerge from
the infant market institutions and low flexibility/efficiency of internal markets (e.g. the labour market) due to
heavy government involvement in the economy. Economic cooperation with external partners (also as part of
the policy to diversify away from Russian markets) tends to be determined by the availability of partners with
similar political systems, such as China or Venezuela.
Economic growth over the period of 2009-14 in Belarus was mainly due to the number of ad hoc exogenous
factors, including under-priced Russian energy supplies, rather than the result of increased competitiveness
following structural reforms. This results in continued high sensitivities to Russia’s benevolent bilateral economic
and energy policy. At present, however, such remaining incentives from Russia (discounts for the price of natural
gas, preferential imports of oil products, subsidized loans, and preferential access to markets) do not seem to be
sufficient to sustain the previously strong economic growth of the national economy.

1.2.

Migration interdependence

Belarus’s sensitivity in the area of migration arises from the growing trend of outbound migration of highly
qualified individuals to the EU and even larger temporary labour migration to the Russian market, coupled with
the negative demographic trends in Belarus. The absence of systemic modernization of the social security system,
education, and, above all, the rigid labour market makes Belarus increasingly vulnerable to both Russia and the
EU. The barrier to such reforms is the unwillingness of the Belarusian elites to lose control over the sectors that
could result from transition to more liberal economic and political systems.
Belarus is a country of large migration outflows; however, due to the scarcity of statistical data and the lack of
sociological research, very little is known about this phenomenon. Although official statistics report that Belarus
is a positive net migration country, alternative research results tend to suggest the opposite. According to
available estimates, almost 700,000 Belarusians left the country permanently after the dissolution of the Soviet
Union, including ethnic repatriation by Jews, Germans and other minorities (Zagorets and Zagorets 2011).
From the mid-1990s to 2011, migration outflows were rather moderate. However, even modest volumes of
permanent outward migration (several thousand people per year), coupled with a constant natural population
loss31 and an increase in demographic pressure since 2008, pose a significant challenge for the country.
Temporary labour migration, which increased after the 2011 economic crisis, created a deficit of high skilled
labour in a number of sectors, but has eased unemployment and contributed to the inflow of remittances from
migrants (Jaroszewicz and Lesińska 2014).
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Total population declined from 10.2 million in 1993 to 9.5 million in 2013 (Belarus State Statistics Committee
2017).
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Neighbouring Russia and Poland significantly increased their migration attractiveness for Belarusians between
2006-16 by simplifying procedures for obtaining citizenship for some categories of Belarusians (Russia as part of
removing barriers within the Union State). According to Eurostat (2017), at the end of 2015 there were 140,000
Belarusian citizens holding residence permits in the EU, mostly in Poland (80,000) and Germany (18,000). Belarus
tends to have negative net migration with Western European countries, the United States, and Canada, but a
positive external migration balance with the post-Soviet states. Temporary labour migration of Belarusians to
the EU has remained rather limited, while labour migration flows towards Russia have increased (Belarus State
Statistics Committee 2017). However, Polish data appears to contradict the Belarusians statistics. In the past
years, a visible part of Belarusian labour migrants started reorienting themselves from Russia towards Poland.
According to data from the Polish Ministry of Family, Labour and Social Policy, in 2016 the number of Belarusian
nationals registered by Polish employers under the simplified work scheme stood at 23,400. The number of
permissions issued in 2017 was twice as large, i.e. 58,046. This is a substantial increase considering that the
number of registered permissions for Belarusians in the whole year of 2015 was just 5599 (Ministry of Family,
Labour and Social Policy of Poland 2018).
Official statistics seem to underestimate the figures for temporary labour migration dramatically. They count
only those migrants who have signed agreements with foreign employers via official employment agencies.
Official data as presented in the Belarus State Statistics Committee (2017) is likely to considerably underestimate
the number of labour migrants: surveyed households reported about 56,000 labour migrants in 2012 and 64,000
in 2013. Some give even larger assessments of migrants – up to 500,000-700,000 – on the Russian labour market,
which is largely believed to account for 80-90 % of all Belarusian labour migrants32. Russian statistics on
Belarusian labour migrants are incomplete because Belarusian migrants are not registered in foreign population
statistics, due to the fact that they are citizens of the Union State.
In June 2017, the European Commission and Belarus concluded a final version of a readmission agreement, which
is pending final signature. If signed, it will be accompanied by a visa facilitation agreement. The mobility
partnership agreement was signed earlier in October 2016 (European Commission 2016). Under the agreement,
measures will be launched to increase cooperation in the areas of legal and labour migration, asylum and the
protection of refugees, prevention of and combating irregular migration including smuggling of migrants and
human trafficking, as well as maximizing the development impact of migration and mobility. However, due to
the hesitance of Belarusian authorities to open further channels of mobility for Belarusian citizens, cross-border
cooperation between Belarus and the EU has not been fully implemented, as Minsk decided not to ratify local
border traffic agreements with Poland and Lithuania.

1.3.

Security interdependence

Belarus’s interdependencies in terms of security are determined by its military alliance with Russia, which is
primarily based on the strategic importance of Belarusian territory for Russian interests as perceived by the
Russian elites. From the Kremlin's point of view, Belarus is the only real safeguard of its Western defensive flank
that borders on several NATO countries (Poland, Lithuania and Latvia) 33. Hence, in a purely military sense, Russia
views Belarus to be crucially important for the defence of the Moscow and Kaliningrad regions from possible
32
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Authors’ interviews with security experts, Minsk, July 2017.
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Western aggression34. Therefore, Russia continues to provide comprehensive (economic and military) support to
Belarus in exchange for its alliance. Belarus accepts this approach and has been using the support from and the
alliance with Russia for its state-building and economic development (Konończuk 2008; Deyemord 2008).
Close military cooperation between Russia and Belarus manifests itself in both multilateral and bilateral formats.
Since 1993, Belarus has been a member of the Moscow-dominated Collective Security Treaty Organization
(CSTO). Minsk participates – both at the political and military level – in the CSTO’s Collective Operational Reaction
Force. In addition, there are more than 30 Russian-Belarusian agreements, including a 1995 agreement setting
out the rules for the operation of two Russian military installations in Belarus: the missile defence system of the
two states in Hancewicze (near Baranavichy in the Brest region) and a Russian naval communications centre in
Wileyka (northern part of the Minsk region), responsible for the management of a Russian nuclear submarine
mission. Other agreements govern the coordination of border troops (including the protection of the external
border of the Union State) and special services.
Cooperation between the two armies is guided by the common Russian-Belarusian Defence Policy Concept,
institutional cooperation within the College of the Ministries of Defence of the Russian Federation and the
Republic of Belarus, and the Regional Army Group (RAG), established on the basis of agreements from 1997-98.
Based on the RAG, strategic military exercises have taken place on the territories of both countries since 2006,
alternately code-named West or Homeland/Alliance Shield. An important aspect of the military cooperation
between the two countries is the Joint Regional Air Defence System established by a 2009 agreement.
Cooperation in this area covers a broad range of areas, from coordination of staff and joint air missions to
cooperation among defence companies and training for soldiers from both armies. Bilateral military cooperation
is politically affirmed within the Union State of Belarus and Russia.
Furthermore, the Belarusian armaments sector cooperates closely with Russian partners. This is due to both
Soviet-era traditions and the developed forms of cooperation, as well as to the extensive use of equipment
manufactured in Russia or in the Soviet Union by the Belarusian army. On the other hand, Belarusian armaments
factories in selected production categories are strategically important for the Russian defence industry. These
include navigation devices, pilot systems, satellite and space communications, antennas, radios and optical
devices and for some of them there are no alternative suppliers (Alesin 2017).
Belarus has been struggling for years to use the military alliance to obtain supplies of modern military equipment
from Russia at preferential prices or even free of charge, such as Iskander ballistic missiles or modern SU-30SM
fighters, for example. Belarus’s military expenditures have been modest and the country has not been able to
modernize its armed forces on its own. Moscow has occasionally responded positively, however, using this to
force the Belarusian authorities to agree to the deployment of Russian military bases in Belarus (specifically the
airbase at Bobruisk).
The consistent opposition of Belarusian elites to hosting the Russian military has been one of the important
points of contention in the latest period of bilateral relations. This evidence may suggest a lack of trust towards
the larger and stronger ally experienced by the Belarusian authorities. A number of disputes between Russia and
Belarus over the scope of control over the joint military policy delayed the implementation of the RAG by several
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years. As a result, it was only in 2013 that the first commander, Belarusian General Oleg Dvigalev, was appointed.
Belarus always insists on a certain degree of parity in leading joint institutions35.
Russia's aggressive policy towards Ukraine, and in particular the annexation of Crimea and supporting armed
groups in Eastern Ukraine, has prompted Minsk to attempt to reduce its high vulnerability to the Kremlin. It has
done this by expanding political and security dialogue with the EU and selected EU member states, albeit without
making any substantial changes to the foreign and security policies it pursues in practice. For instance, during
2014-16, Minsk started promoting the image of Belarus as a neutral country, striving for peace in Eastern
Europe36. The effectiveness of these actions is, however, limited, because of gradually expanding military
cooperation with Russia, which places Belarus not only in the ranks of Moscow's closest military allies, but in
some aspects as a part of an integrated Russian security system. In this regard, though these attempts at
neutrality are appreciated, Belarusian diplomacy is not able to convince other international partners, including
the EU and United States, to acknowledge Belarus as being a genuinely neutral player in the Russian-Ukrainian
conflict.
Russian influence on Belarus’s defence policy is particularly evident in comparison to the modest and largely
procedural cooperation between Minsk and NATO. The embassies of NATO member states located in Minsk
rotate as NATO contact missions (the Estonian embassy had this position in 2017). Although Belarus has been
participating in the Partnership for Peace program for many years, Minsk has never aspired to join NATO and has
expressed no interest in a more advanced form of cooperation.

1.4.

Energy interdependence

Belarus faces high vulnerability in its dependence on the supply of primary energy from Russia. In the case of gas,
Russian supplies constitute nearly 100 % of domestic consumption, and dependence in this area is further
enhanced by the fact that Gazprom has been the sole owner of the Belarusian gas pipeline network since 2011.
Furthermore, Gazprom owns the Yamal transit gas pipeline running through Belarus. A large part of the
Belarusian industrial sector (primarily nitrogen or potassium plants) uses gas in its production cycle. Moreover,
as much as 90 % of Belarus’s electricity is produced in gas-powered thermal power plants. Therefore, the
consumption of gas in Belarus is relatively high for a state with less than 10 million citizens and fluctuates around
20 billion m3 of gas per year.
Fluctuations in gas prices significantly impact the profitability of the Belarusian industrial sector, which is largely
obsolete and energy intensive. Consequently, the conditions under which Russia supplies gas to Belarus have
been one of the key subjects for negotiations between Minsk and Moscow for many years. As in the case of some
other gas importing countries, the Kremlin uses this instrument to put pressure on the Belarusian authorities.
The amount of energy subsidies to Belarus (e.g. due to preferential gas prices) is decreasing 37, since the global
energy prices went down and domestic gas prices in Russia increased. Minsk continues to be dissatisfied with
Russian energy export prices, which continue to be higher than Russian domestic prices, pointing to the timetable
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for establishing a common electricity market (by 2019) and gas, oil and petroleum market (starting 2025)
(Eurasian Economic Union Treaty 2017).
Belarus is also dependent on Russia in the oil sector, with 90 % of its oil coming from Russia (Belarus State
Statistics Committee 2017). One advantage for Minsk is – unlike in the gas trade – its full control over the system
of oil pipelines, both internal and transit.38 Since Belarus does not produce much of its own oil (up to 1.6 million
tons of which is exported), both Belarusian refineries (in Novopolotsk and Mozyr) are completely dependent on
Russian supplies. The level of imports from Russia ranges from 18 to 24 million tons per year. In 2015, up to a
quarter of all export revenues came from the sale of Belarusian oil products, resulting in a high interdependence
in the petrochemical sector.
Minsk made several attempts in recent years to decrease dependence on supplies of Russian oil, but was not
able to find a viable alternative (for both gas and oil) to Russian supplies due to significant discounts Moscow
provides to Minsk. At the same time, many such attempts, e.g. to import oil from Venezuela or from Azerbaijan,
have been rather an element of Belarus’s bargaining strategy during negotiations with Russia on the terms of
supply, rather than credible policies to diversify energy imports.
The recent surge in Russian oil export prices has again prompted the Belarusian authorities to resume their
diversification efforts, based on cooperation with the Ukrainian port of Odessa to import oil (Bohdan 2016). The
surge in prices results largely from the reform in Russia of taxation rules for oil extraction known as the “tax
manoeuvre” (PwC 2014). As a result, Belarus could de facto lose its current preferential treatment and would
have to pay a price close to the market value of Russian oil. So far, it is not clear whether this attempt will
decrease Belarus’s vulnerability towards Russia.
Even more difficult (or even impossible) is the diversification of gas supply, especially since Belarus does not
currently have its own gas pipelines and has not taken any steps to liberalize its gas market. As a result, the
Belarusian authorities are just left with the option of reducing the share of gas in the electricity production. This
is expected to be achieved after the operationalization of a nuclear power plant, which has been under
construction for several years (Kłysiński and Menkiszak 2012). In this case, however, only the technology used to
produce energy will be diversified, because the nuclear fuel for the plant will also be supplied from Russia.
The EU has little influence on the energy policy of Belarus and is in no way an alternative to Russia as a provider
of oil supplies, despite it being a major import destination for up to 70 % of Belarusian petroleum products
(Belarus State Statistics Committee 2017).

2.

Nexuses across issue areas

Have Russia and the EU tied one policy area to another (issue-linkage) as a bargaining tactic, in order to
incentivize or disincentivize the takeover of external policy priorities? Drawing upon interviews conducted in
Belarus and a review of the relevant literature, this sub-section analyses Minsk’s responses in this regard. We
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argue that Russia has made use of issue-linkage to keep Belarus a part of its security space, while the EU has not
utilized this tactic. At the same time, because Belarus tends to be a close and loyal ally of the Russian Federation,
issue-linkage actions usually create conflict and may lead to unintended consequences for the external actor.
Russia tends to use this instrument vis-à-vis Belarus much more rarely than, for instance, Ukraine.
Moreover, while there are clear linkages between security and overall economic and energy cooperation,
analysis of the explicit usage of issue-linkage strategies is constrained by the fact that bilateral political
interactions between Moscow and Minsk are rather closed due to the autocratic system of governance in both
countries and informal negotiating format in which Russia tends to pursue its policy goals vis-à-vis Belarus. Under
those specific conditions, the Belarusian elite represents a specific group of individuals selected by the president.
Most of decision-making is made individually by the president, who is not willing to limit his power. This implies
that the decision-making process related to the acceptance of Russian issue-linkage actions or the search for an
alternative solution is actually made by one person, often without any publically accessible traces.
The authoritarian nature of leadership in Moscow and Minsk means that the response to interdependencies
between Belarus and Russia is personalized, despite the high level of institutional cooperation between the
Russian and Belarusian bureaucracies. Both President Lukashenko and President Putin have been named national
leaders (fathers of the nation) and enjoy equally high popular support of (40-80 %), according to national polls
(BDG 2016; Nardelli et al. 2015). Both leaders have been communicating with each other for over 15 years and
are key actors, initiating or reacting to sensitivities. The level of trust between leaders, however, has its highs
and lows, with the recent Ukraine crisis in particular undermining trust.
Somewhat paradoxically, one could argue that Belarusian elites are not as vulnerable to external pressure and
internalizing the costs of exploring alternative policy options: chances of dominant elites losing an election
because of a “costly” policy are very low given the country’s highly personalized and authoritarian political
system (Eke and Kuzio 2000). This is based on the power and charisma of the president ruling since 1994, mass
propaganda, a selective system of repression, and the modified welfare state. This implies that there is very little
political competition. Furthermore, the Belarusian leadership seems to have managed to direct a significant
amount of rents from preferential cooperation with Russia (in energy and trade) in order to sustain the relatively
high living standards of its population, which also results in high popular support for President Lukashenko.
However, the recent period of slowed economic growth and related deterioration of living standards has
increased the level of mistrust and disappointment with public authorities (Kłysiński 2017b: 2).
The fear of any essential changes in a very integrated and comprehensive authoritarian political system in Belarus
has effectively blocked the development of all previous and current dialogue between the EU and Belarus. The
EU has tried several times to use available leverages (for example, loans, investments, grants for projects and
access to technology) and presented proposals (such as the 'non-paper' of 2008; EU Delegation 2008), or a more
recent proposal known as the 'Road map' (Belarusian Yearbook 2016). However, these proposals have not been
influential enough to incentivize Lukashenko to start reforms. On the contrary, Minsk has pursued a selective
approach and its policy towards the West has been aimed at obtaining as many concessions as possible in
exchange for minor steps in the area of human rights protection or the normalization of the political situation in
the country, in a broader sense. Therefore, interdependence between Belarus and the EU remains
insignificant.
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Russia uses the instrument of energy subsidies to bolster its political influence and promote the Union State
(where Moscow has a clearly dominant position). The disagreements between Minsk and Moscow over the rules
of cooperation and oil and gas prices provoke regular disputes. However, they are usually settled within the at
least partial acceptance by Russia of the core Belarusian interest, particularly the rent-seeking aspirations of the
ruling elite.
The Russian-Belarusian energy dispute, which escalated at the beginning of 2016 (over the terms of oil supplies),
seems to have been sorted out in April 2017 in the context of the security-energy nexus. In early 2016, Belarus,
referring to its EAEU membership, concluded that it was entitled to internal Russian gas prices, which were much
lower than those offered to foreign buyers. As a result, since January 2016, Minsk has paid a price it unilaterally
reduced. The Russian side did not accept this argumentation, and so the debt was accumulating at a regular rate.
Russia, in an attempt to force Belarus to pay this debt, has since June 2016 reduced oil supplies to Belarusian
refineries from the total planned annual volume of 24 million tonnes to 18 million tonnes. Furthermore, more
issues were added to the catalogue of disagreements between Minsk and Moscow, such as the status of the
border between the two countries, border control procedures and access to the Russian market for Belarusian
food products (above all meat and dairy products). In addition to this, the Moscow-controlled Eurasian Fund for
Stabilisation and Development froze further availability of the credit facility offered to Belarus worth US$2 billion.
However, after several months of disputes, Belarus and Russia reached an agreement with some concessions on
the Russian side, including returning to the oil supply volume of 24 million tonnes annually for Belarus and
offering Belarus loans worth a total of US$1.6 billion. On the other hand, Belarus agreed to sign the Customs
Code of the EAEU and to re-pay Russia the debt of US$726 million in full (Kardaś and Kłysiński 2017).
Moscow was also interested in consensual resolution of the energy dispute due to the then upcoming joint
Belarusian-Russian military exercise ‘Zapad’ and the need to ensure Belarus’s cooperative involvement.
Therefore, Belarus seems to be the net beneficiary from the strong interdependence with Russia in the security
sector, instrumentalizing its strategic role for Russia’s security and benefiting from economic and energy
cooperation in return, especially as Minsk has no aspirations to join either NATO or the EU’s political and
economic integration initiatives.
Moreover, the significance of Belarus for Russia has increased since Russia’s 2014 annexation of Crimea and
initiation of the armed conflict in Donbas. Since 2014, Russia has demanded that Minsk fully support Moscow’s
position regarding Ukraine, NATO and the West, and Russia’s military expansion onto Belarus’s territory,
including a military base as well as participation in border guard forces and infrastructure. Even if in public
discourse President Lukashenko has taken a mostly neutral position towards Russian aggression in Ukraine 39, in
practice, the situation regarding the main security issues between the two countries has not changed. Both sides
seem to have a common understanding of ‘red lines’ and avoid crossing them, and in general Minsk does follow
Russia’s security and foreign policy in the region.
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Mostly neutral, since Belarus tends to support Russia's stance during UN votes, which means that Belarusian
"neutrality” is quite limited due to close cooperation with Russia.
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3.

Section conclusion

Over time, Belarus’s interdependence with Russia in the area of energy, migration, security and trade has grown.
Belarus’s limited foreign policy options, its domestic political authoritarian system, and its outdated centralized
economy make it unable to balance Russian influence by attracting an inflow of foreign investments or by
increasing the competitiveness of its domestic businesses. Relations with the EU are seen by the Belarusian
leadership as the only available way to at least partially balance its interdependence with Russia. Yet, cooperation
with the EU is constrained by fear of Russia’s potentially negative reactions to such cooperation. In addition,
relations with the EU are constrained by the unwillingness on the part of Belarus to reform its political and
economic system in line with liberal-democratic norms and standards promoted by the EU in its neighbourhood.
At the same time, over the analysed period of 2000-16, Minsk (or its dominant elites) has been the net beneficiary
(in economic terms) of Russia’s issue-linkage policy. Moscow has made significant concessions in terms of energy
prices and economic cooperation to sustain its security interests in Belarus and to keep its political loyalty.
Unlike the EU, Russia does not demand domestic reforms in return or as a precondition for deeper economic
cooperation, but political loyalty above all both at the personal level between the two leaders and under the
framework of forming the Union State. Perhaps exactly because Minsk’s loyalty is not questioned in Moscow,
Belarus enjoys a certain degree of freedom in deviating from Moscow in its foreign policies if compared to other
EaP countries, e.g. continuing economic cooperation with Ukraine, not recognizing separatist authorities in the
region, and being able to re-export sanctioned products from the EU to Russia.
Given the strong vulnerability of Belarus, Moscow could in principle decrease the price it pays for Minsk’s loyalty
(i.e. the amount of energy or economic subsidies to Belarus). Moscow, however, does not seem to be interested
in cutting such subsidies. One of the reasons for this is the Union State model, supported by Moscow, which
implies that Minsk has the right to enjoy the same (favourable) internal energy prices and state assistance as a
typical Russian federal unit. The ultimate price Minsk might have to pay for these benefits would be to further
give up its sovereignty in terms of independent foreign and security policy.
The authoritarian nature of governance in Belarus limits the options Minsk has for decreasing its sensitivities to
Russian economic support. Modernization of the economy and opening the country for foreign investors is
perceived by President Lukashenko as undermining Belarusian sovereignty. Minsk’s delays in introducing
comprehensive market reforms and the weak competitiveness of its economy have made it more vulnerable to
Russian policies across major areas of bilateral cooperation. The lack of political competition, however, tends to
decrease vulnerabilities in terms of no criticism from the domestic opposition when choosing policy options. In
other words, President Lukashenko does not have to take into account other domestic actors when bargaining
with Russia and/or introducing unpopular domestic policies.
Economic interdependence between Belarus and Russia is institutionalized via membership in the Union State
and the EAEU. On the one hand, this limits the role of the EU as the potential mediator in conflicts (similar to
Russia-Ukraine energy disputes) or as the supporter of reforms to address vulnerabilities. On the other hand,
participation in joint institutions with Russia seems to give Minsk some bargaining power and access to some
limited dispute settlement mechanisms vis-à-vis Russia.

Interdependencies of Eastern Partnership Countries with the EU and Russia | 39

Therefore, the "multi-vector" policy, named as one of the pillars of Belarusian foreign policy, cannot be as fully
utilized as it is by other EaP countries. Bilateral agreements with countries with similar political regimes, such as
China, have become one of the few politically feasible ways for decreasing vulnerability to Russia (e.g. by
diversifying investments and trade). Belarus cannot fully take advantage of multilateral unions (customs and
economic, security, and defence) to protect its interests against Russia, although it may be reaping benefits from
having a joint negotiating position with Russia in multilateral fora.
All of this leads to the conclusion that Belarus is highly dependent on Russia in almost all areas that are crucial
for an independent state. However, Belarus still is and probably will benefit from being strongly independent in
the security sector, as well as instrumentalizing and capitalizing on its strategic role for Russia’s security policy in
Eastern Europe. Although Minsk’s interdependence with Russia in security has grown over time, Belarus has
managed to develop strategies which allow its elites to be compensated for its concessions and loyalty to Russia.
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Ukraine
Tadeusz Iwański, Marta Jaroszewicz, and Ildar Gazizullin

Since Ukrainian independence in 1991, Russia has been the main centre of gravity for political and economic
actors in Kyiv. The dissolution of the Soviet Union was costly for Ukraine’s economy and society. Russia and
Ukraine had been strongly bound by the proximity of cultures, their common Soviet statehood, trade, and the
like-mindedness of the nomenclature. It was the change from intra- to inter-state relations in the spheres of
trade, energy, population movement and security that were the main challenges for the newly independent
Ukraine. It is against this background that Russia has been seeking to rebuild a common political, economic, and
security space with Ukraine.
The nature of the interdependencies between Ukraine and Russia and Ukraine and the European Union (EU) has
changed dramatically since February 2014. The Revolution of Dignity transformed the balance of political power
in Ukraine: the Maidan protestors endowed the elites with a strong mandate to pursue pro-European reforms in
Ukraine. Russian military aggression in Crimea and Eastern Ukraine has largely discredited Eurasian economic
integration in Ukrainian society (Rating Group 2016) and the narrative of Russian-Ukrainian Slavic brotherhood.
The Kremlin’s decision to use its military power in Ukraine undermined the issue-linkage strategies applied by
Russia for over two decades across the issue areas of trade, energy, migration and security, aimed at anchoring
Ukraine in Russia’s zone of influence.
This case study scrutinizes Ukraine’s interdependencies with Russia and the EU and analyses how external actors
use their ties with Ukraine, and especially the nexuses between issue areas, in order to incentivize (or
disincentivize) domestic actors to support their policy priorities. It also looks at the responses of the Ukrainian
elites to those interdependencies. In this case study, we study how interconnectedness with Russia and the EU
reduces or increases policy options for Kyiv.
As the analysis will illustrate, with the decision to annex Crimea and support ‘separatists’ in Eastern Ukraine,
Moscow has reverted to linking benefits from energy and economic cooperation with concessions in the area of
security. The 2014 conflict also made the Ukrainian elites resort to socially and economically costly policy options
to reduce its strong interdependence with Russia. At the same time, while the level of interdependence of
Ukraine with the EU seems to be on the rise, this may not necessarily compensate for the costs associated with
the dramatically changed nature of Ukrainian vulnerability towards Russia.

1.

Interdependence with the EU and Russia

1.1.

Trade interdependence

The Ukrainian economy remains deeply dependent on the global economic situation and fluctuations in foreign
trade, given its relatively high openness. The Trade Openness Index for Ukraine (trade as the share of GDP) has
been close to 100 over the period of 2005-15 (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Ukraine’s trade openness (%)
140
120
100
80
60
40
20
0
1991

1993

1995

1997

1999

2001

2003

2005

2007

2009

2011

2013

2015
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According to the trade partner concentration data, Ukraine is sensitive to changes in trade flows with its major
partners – Russia and the EU. Both partners accounted on average for 52 % of Ukrainian exports and 62 % of
imports during the period 2000-2015.
Figure 2. Trade partner concentration, 2000-15: Share of Russia and the EU in Ukrainian trade (%)
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Source: Authors’ compilation, based on State Statistics Service of Ukraine (2017).

In 1991, the trade turnover with Russia and other members of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS)
was dominant, while the exports to European markets were only being developed. Over time, Ukraine expanded
its trade with more partners, which resulted in some reorientation from the ex-Soviet Union countries.
By 2000, the structure of Ukraine's foreign trade had stabilized and diversified: two-thirds of trade fell to the
Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) and the EU and one third to the rest of the world. This situation,
with some minor changes, lasted until 2014. The general trend was characterized by a decline in Russia's share
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in foreign trade and an increase in the share of the EU. At that time, Ukraine did not join the Moscow-controlled
Customs Union nor did it take effective steps to enhance economic cooperation with the EU.
Until 2014, trade with Russia was perceived as crucial for the Ukrainian economy. Not only was Russia's share in
Ukrainian exports high (27-30 % between 2004 and 2013, according to State Statistics Service of Ukraine 2017),
but the northern neighbour was also a key recipient of many Ukrainian products from sectors such as machinery
(i.e. railway engines), which were not competitive on markets outside the CIS. The conflict in 2014 resulted in a
drastic trade reduction – both in exports and imports – particularly due to Moscow’s trade restrictions and Kyiv’s
decision to reduce gas imports from Russia.
Figure 3. Ukraine's exports to, and imports from Russia, 2000-15 (thousand USD)
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Source: Authors’ compilation, based on data of the State Statistics Service of Ukraine (2017).

Ukraine’s trade with the EU has also fluctuated, largely following regional and global shocks. As seen in Figure 4
below, there have been two periods of rapid decline in trade – in 2009 (global financial crisis) and the past few
years, linked with the war in Eastern Ukraine. However, trade with the EU has not decreased as much as trade
with Russia has.
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Figure 4. Ukraine’s exports to, and imports from the EU, 2005-16 (thousand USD)
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1.2.

Migration interdependence

Ukraine is dependent upon emigration of its labour force, driven by poverty and low wages. After the dissolution
of the Soviet Union, migration had a mainly ethnic/repatriation character: millions of ethnic Jews, Germans,
Russians and other ethnicities left Ukraine moving either by themselves or via official repatriation schemes like
those organized by Germany and Israel. According to official data of the State Statistics Service of Ukraine, around
2.5 million Ukrainians left the country permanently in the period of 1992-2004, meaning that they were deregistered in Ukraine by the Ministry of Interior (Jaroszewicz and Szerepka 2007).
In later periods, Ukrainians tended to prefer temporary labour migration, for which reliable data is lacking. A
national census could provide some new estimates, however, the last one was conducted in 2001 and the new
one planned for 2011 was re-scheduled to 2020 (Cabinet of Ministers 2015). Therefore, in the case of Ukraine,
sociological surveys seem to be the best statistical instrument for capturing migration dynamics, particularly of
the significant segment of Ukrainian migrants abroad who stay and/or work there in an irregular manner.
The Labour Migration Survey (LMS) 2012 indicated that 1.2 million people (3.4 % of the population in the age
bracket of 15-70 years) either worked or were looking for a job abroad in the period from January 2010 to June
2012 (ILO 2013). This number was lower than the 1.5 million individuals, reported to be working abroad between
2005 and 2008, according to the LMS 2008. The share of migrants in the labour force fell from 5.1 % between
2005-08 to 4.1 % between 2010-12. In that period, about half of those Ukrainian migrants were working in Russia,
while the other half of surveyed migrants chose destinations in the EU. According to LMS 2012, 602,500 migrants
(51 % of surveyed labour migrants) either worked or were looking for work in the EU, with the highest share of
Ukrainian migrants in Poland, Italy and the Czech Republic. The number of migrants in Russia declined by 43.2 %
to 511,000 from 2010 to 2012 (Betliy 2014: 158-181).
The annexation of Crimea by Russia and the emergence of the armed conflict in Eastern Ukraine radically changed
the dynamics and nature of migration from and in Ukraine. At the same time, economic factors remain decisive
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in shaping migration flows. The armed conflict in Eastern Ukraine and the break-down in relations with Russia
have strongly exacerbated the country’s economic crisis. In recent years, not only has international migration
from Ukraine intensified, but also internal migration, as well as asylum seeking. An intensification of migratory
movements from Ukraine in the past two years and the re-orientation of migratory flows towards the EU result
from the decrease of migration to the Russian Federation (Sushko et al. 2016).
Moreover, the interdependence with the EU has also changed due to the growing attractiveness of Poland.
Ukrainians have always been a strong immigrant group in Poland, but in the last two years that domination has
become particularly visible. Since 2014, Poland has experienced a large inflow of Ukrainian migrants, to an extent
not witnessed since the dissolution of the Soviet Union. Due to statistical shortcomings, it is not possible to assess
the exact number of Ukrainian citizens living in Poland. Contingent on the type of status – there is, for instance,
greater demand when it comes to different types of short-term stays – in 2014-15 Poland saw a several-fold
increase in the number of residence and work permit applications requested by Ukrainian citizens. For instance,
according to data collected by the Office for Foreigners, there are 127,000 Ukrainian citizens who hold residence
permits in Poland as of June 2017 (Central Statistical Office of Poland 2017). A much bigger number is observed
when it comes to temporary labour migration. In 2016, Poland issued as many as 1.2 million permits allowing
Ukrainian citizens to work temporarily in Poland (Ministry of Family, Labour and Social Policy of Poland 2016).
A growth in temporary, circular migration to Poland is mainly related to the significant deterioration of the
economic situation in Ukraine and the eruption of the conflict (as a factor undermining the hopes for a quick
recovery in the economic and political situation in Ukraine) as well as growing significance of Ukrainian migration
networks in Poland. It is difficult to predict what the future migration trends will be, whether the current migrants
will settle down in Poland permanently or decide to emigrate further. Some of these migrants may also return
to Ukraine when the economic and security situation stabilizes (Jaroszewicz and Piechal 2016).
Ukraine’s level of interdependence with Russia in the area of migration has increased over 2014-16, as Moscow
relaxed the rules for Ukrainian nationals residing in Russia between January-August 2015 in order to enable
Ukrainians’ escape from being drafted to the army. Russian President Vladimir Putin has claimed that more than
one million Ukrainians of draft age have stayed in Russia (BBC 2015). Russia has also accepted most of the asylum
seekers40 from Eastern Ukraine. The annexation of Crimea created a problem of dual citizenship for the residents
of the peninsula, which in a way has also increased the interdependence of Russia and Ukraine in this area.
Similarly, the EU visa lifting for Ukrainian citizens that came into effect in June 2017 will likely increase peopleto-people contacts between Ukraine and countries of the EU.

1.3.

Security interdependence

Ukraine’s security sector has historically been highly interdependent with Russia. Unlike in trade, where Ukraine
has managed to diversify the export geography, interlinkages at the level of the military industrial complex have
40

As most of these people have not applied for refugee status, this information is based on various estimates.
According to the government sources in receiving countries (UNHCR 2016), the total number of Ukrainians
seeking asylum or other forms of legal stay in neighbouring countries at the end of 2016 stood at 1,481,377, with
the majority going to the Russian Federation (1,154,212) and Belarus (148,549). In other neighbouring countries,
286 Ukrainians sought asylum in Moldova, 80 in Romania, 71 in Hungary and 26 in Slovakia. As of 1 September
2017, since the beginning of the crisis, in the top five receiving countries of the EU there were 7967 applications
for international protection in Germany, 7267 in Italy, 5423 in Poland, 3176 in France and 2742 in Sweden.
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remained strong since the Soviet times. This has led to sensitivities in this area for Russia and Ukraine as both
are mutually dependent on selected key supplies (e.g. helicopter engines) (Samus 2014). The Russian Black Sea
Fleet Base in Crimea, representing the largest presence of Russian military outside its territory since early
1990s41, has been viewed as a major sensitivity by Kyiv (and Moscow). However, the reduction in Ukraine’s armed
forces and the military budget until 2014, failure to reform the security sector and lacklustre cooperation with
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) all tend to indicate that Kyiv has downplayed the need for security
sector reforms and security alliances in consideration of the potential financial and political costs of such. The EU
has never played a strong role in the security area for Ukraine: most of the cooperation has taken place under a
NATO framework, while trade in arms between Ukraine and the EU has been insignificant.
Apparently, the Ukrainian elites have not taken the threats in the area of security vis-à-vis neighbouring states
(e.g. Russia) seriously. First, the risk of ethnic-based interstate conflicts within the country and with the
neighbouring states was perceived as relatively low (Perepelytsa 2003), although it was common in other Eastern
Partnership (EaP) countries, such as Azerbaijan and Armenia. These conflicts often undermined the power of the
national authorities from within and increased sensitivities toward neighbours (e.g. Russia), either by creating a
dependence for ensuring peace or by confrontation as adversaries. Ukraine faced no violent ethnic clashes in the
1980s or early 1990s unlike most other post-Soviet states, even though Ukraine is a multi-ethnic country, with
sizable minority populations that have strong national identities (Russians, Crimean Tatars, Hungarians, etc.).
Second, Ukraine has received formal assurances from the major regional powers (the United Kingdom, the
United States and the Russian Federation) under the Budapest Memorandum to protect its sovereignty and
territorial integrity after giving up its nuclear weapons in 1994. The memorandum went as far as to stipulate
protection from economic pressure against Ukraine (Council on Foreign Relations 1994)42.
With hindsight there have been incidents highlighting Ukraine’s sensitivities toward Russia in the security area.
First, Crimean political elites and civil society have demonstrated strong separatist tendencies since the early
1990s, which was openly supported by Russian politicians. In 1992, the Crimean parliament endorsed its own
constitution, which contradicted the Ukrainian legislation as well as Ukraine’s Constitution (endorsed in 1996).
After a series of consultations between Kyiv and the Crimean authorities, Crimea adopted a new constitution in
1998, which confirmed its special autonomous status within Ukraine.
Second, the Tuzla island incident from 2003-05 was the first (recent) territorial dispute between Ukraine and
Russia over the territory around Crimea. Although it did not result in an open conflict, there has also been no
final settlement. A somewhat similar dispute over the period of 2004-09 between Ukraine and Romania over
Zmeiinyi island in the Black Sea has been resolved at the International Court of Justice by identifying the
respective border of economic territories of both states around the island (International Court of Justice 2009).
Third, the Transnistria conflict has been directly affecting Ukraine as the neighbour of the breakaway region. In
fact, Ukraine tended to ally with the countries affected by Russia’s support for the frozen conflicts, specifically
within the GUAM Organization for Democracy and Economic Development 43. Hence, the 2008 war in Georgia,
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The total number of Russian navy and other personnel was between 12,000-25,000, with the next largest base
being in Tajikistan (about 7000), and Syria coming in third (PolitRussia 2016). The numbers do not account for
the representatives of the private military organizations and the so-called volunteers fighting in Ukraine and
Syria.
42
Belarus and Kazakhstan received similar assurances as other signatories of the Budapest Memorandum.
43
GUAM was established in 2001 and comprises of Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan and Moldova.
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for instance, targeted Ukraine’s partner in the region and should have increased the sense among Ukrainian
elites of the country’s own sensitivity to Russia in the security area.
The security policy and the reform of the Ukrainian army were not prioritized after the Orange Revolution in
2004, which brought to power politicians with a clear pro-EU rhetoric. Furthermore, Russia's aggression towards
Georgia in August 2008 undermined Kyiv's plans for pursuing the Membership Action Plan (MAP) with NATO: the
NATO member states decided to refuse the MAP (Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty 2008). Although NATO
claimed that it supported Ukrainian and Georgian applications for the MAP at the meeting of the North Atlantic
Council in Bucharest on 3 April 2008, the Georgian-Russian war in August 2008 was one of the factors
underscoring NATO’s decision for both Georgia and Ukraine. Further talks were held in December 2008, but no
agreement was achieved. The outcome resulted from the strong opposition from Russia, the Georgian-Russian
war, and overall lack of support from the US.
Ukrainian political elites at that time were initially hesitant to strongly condemn the Georgian war, while the
opposition, represented by Viktor Yanukovych's Party of the Regions, stressed the need for cooperation with
Russia and openly undermined the importance of closer relations with NATO. Consequently, Yanukovych kept
formal cooperation with the EU and NATO at a low intensity level from 2010-13. In July 2010, Kyiv ceased to
pursue the NATO MAP in favour of the so-called Non-Allied status. Trust-based relations with the West in the
security area were arguably undermined by the authoritarian style of Yanukovych's government, including the
persecution of political opponents (e.g. the imprisonment of ex-Prime Minister Yulia Tymoshenko), and the de
facto state capture by the so-called Yanukovych family (Matuszak 2012).
The reinstatement of Ukraine’s intention to pursue integration with NATO and the EU (Radio Free Europe/Radio
Liberty 2008) was to a great extent an element of internal political struggle. One of the reasons was that NATO
accession has never been supported by the majority of the population (unlike EU integration): 40-60 % of
Ukrainians were against NATO accession (Ray and Esipova 2014).
The swift annexation of Crimea by Russia in 2014 and the subsequent seizure of part of Eastern Ukraine
undermined the sovereignty of Ukraine and clearly increased Ukraine’s sensitivities towards Russia. The ‘Minsk
Agreements’44 from September 2014 and February 2015 have brought a military de-escalation of the conflict in
the Donbas. Yet, the conflict became protracted. In addition, Crimea has become highly militarized by Russia,
further perpetuating Ukraine's sensitivity vis-à-vis Russia.
Sensitivities in the security field are high for Ukraine, given the number of casualties and high economic losses
resulting from the conflict. Ukraine’s vulnerability has been high as well, due to the obvious asymmetry compared
with Russia in terms of military capabilities: the Ukrainian army would not be able to wage a regular war with
Russia over a prolonged period. The Ukrainian military response in Eastern Ukraine – unlike the passive reaction
two months earlier in Crimea – could be viewed as a change in response towards limiting the dependence on
Russia45. The military response has been termed an Anti-Terrorist Operation to avoid a range of negative
implications of de jure warfare. Similarly, Russia decided to portray the breach of Ukraine’s sovereignty both in
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The Minsk agreements made in 2014 and 2015 aim at implementing a peace road map to end the conflict in
Eastern Ukraine. Ukraine, Russia, France, and Germany are the major parties of the Minsk process.
45
Authors’ interviews with Ukrainian governmental officials and security experts, Kyiv, June 2017.
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Crimea and in Donbas by public referenda, albeit deemed illegal by the international community, instead of
scaling to a full-fledged military aggression (though elements of military warfare did occur as well) 46.
The choice and availability of options to address Russian aggression for the new government were determined
by the ambivalent reaction of both the political elites (including oligarchs) and the general population to
increased sensitivities to Russia. Public opinion was strong on the need to respond to Russian aggression: e.g.
Ukrainian voluntary battalions were formed and played the role of a regular army in Eastern Ukraine at the onset
of the conflict, and the new government risked facing another wave of public demonstrations if it did not react47.
However, part of the population, especially in Eastern and Southern Ukraine, did not see Russia as a threat, as
many had pro-Russian sentiments and continued to perceive the Maidan protests in a negative way. The loss of
parts of Eastern Ukraine to ‘separatists’ was ambivalent for the new elites, who came to power after the
Revolution of Dignity: politically, the region had been voting for the Yanukovych party and its business
supporters. The economic importance of the region was recognized, but with reservations, given the significant
state subsidies it required, the low competitiveness of its industry and its strong dependence on the Russian
market48.
The Ukrainian authorities have taken a number of steps to reduce interdependence with Russia in the security
area since the conflict began: Kyiv broke off military cooperation between the two security services, and
prohibited trade cooperation within military industrial cooperation with Russia (though such trade continues to
some extent, especially for dual purpose goods). In April 2014, Kyiv imposed temporary restrictions for Russian
males aged 16-60 years on crossing the Ukrainian border. There are ongoing debates in the Ukrainian Parliament
on whether to impose a visa regime for Russian citizens49. In addition, starting in 2014, Kyiv took a more decisive
stance towards implementing the NATO-Ukraine Annual National Program.
Western support increased the room for manoeuvre for Kyiv in its response to the sensitivities caused by the
Russian threat. Ukraine received diplomatic support (sanctions against Russia until the Minsk Agreements are
upheld) and military support (military training and advice, counter-intelligence cooperation). Kyiv also declared
NATO membership as the ultimate goal of cooperation with the Alliance.
However, Ukraine remains vulnerable to Russia's destructive actions in the areas of hard and soft security,
namely:


Hostile actions in strategic transport and energy infrastructure, including cybercrime and cyberwar: e.g.
breaking into the information systems of the Ukrainian state and financial institutions, as well as energy
facilities, which have proved to have very weak protection (Robertson and Riley 2016).



Low intensity military conflict in Eastern Ukraine (controlling the 500km border) without clear prospects
of solution and risk of a relapse into a full-blown military conflict.
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Russia seems to have adopted a reverse-asymmetrical warfare against Ukraine, publicly presenting its
involvement in Ukraine as a political/financial reaction to Western-backed illegitimate regime change. Moscow
has been supporting guerilla type warfare in Eastern Ukraine, only with the occasional use of regular Russian
forces, enough to match or slightly overmatch the Ukrainian offensive/resistance (Tallis 2015).
47
Authors’ interviews with Ukrainian governmental officials and security experts, Kyiv, June 2017.
48
Authors’ interviews with Ukrainian governmental officials and security experts, Kyiv, June 2017.
49
Starting from March 2015, Kyiv issued a ruling that Russian citizens can enter Ukraine only with international
passports (before that Russian passports were a sufficient document). The draft bill of introducing a visa regime
between Russia and Ukraine was submitted to the Ukrainian Parliament in February 2016. However, the final
decision has been being delayed (Censor.net 2017).
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Alleged attempts to induce ethnic conflicts in the Odesa and Zakarpattia oblasts via the so-called
“National Council of Bessarabia” (Kosienkowski 2015) and “Republic of Subcarpathian Ruthenia”
(Rekawek 2017: 36) respectively.

1.4.

Energy interdependence

The scope of energy interdependence between Ukraine and Russia has been particularly high, although both
countries have taken steps to reduce their mutual dependencies over time (Wolczuk 2016). After the collapse of
the Soviet Union, Ukraine was dependent on supplies of energy including oil and nuclear fuel from Russia, which
it received below market prices, but it was natural gas that was the most politicized energy issue. Russia, for its
part, depended on Ukraine as a transit country for most of its gas exports to the EU. Hence, Kyiv and Moscow
face sensitivities stemming from the terms for gas imports and gas transit, and vulnerabilities from the fact that
the respective other party may exploit alternatives to gas imports and transit to replace or bypass Russia or
Ukraine, respectively.
Until the 2004 Orange Revolution, the gas cooperation was relatively stable, with the Ukrainian elites benefiting
tremendously from the gas trade, which became a source of fortunes for most of the oligarchic groups in Ukraine
(Balmaceda 2013; Olszański 2003). Such payoffs from the murky gas import schemes were the main reason for
the lack of reforms in the Ukrainian energy sector until 2014. The share of imports from Russia accounted for up
to 75 % of Ukraine’s total energy imports (State Statistics Service of Ukraine 2017). The other reason for keeping
special import arrangements (low gas and energy prices) was to share some of the resulting surplus with the
population for electoral purposes. Since Soviet times, Ukrainians expect the state (on the national and local level)
to be responsible for providing affordable residential services (water, district heating, gas and electricity). This is
despite the fact that most of the housing stock as well as major utility providers have been privatized since
independence. This perception has been sustained by the governments’ heavy and ineffective regulation of
prices (and competition) in the sector to compensate for the absence of an effective (targeted) social assistance
policy (Von Hirschhausen 2003).
Over the past 20 years, Russia and Ukraine’s interdependence in the gas sector has decreased. Moscow made
efforts to gradually reduce its dependence on Kyiv, primarily by launching the Nord Stream and projecting the
South Stream gas pipelines, which bypass Ukraine. This had to do with the fact that despite numerous attempts,
Russia was not able to acquire ownership of the Ukrainian gas transportation network. Russia has also announced
plans to supply its natural gas to non-European markets (e.g. China), as well as considered other gas
transportation modes, such as liquefied natural gas (LNG).
Ukraine’s vulnerability to Russian gas imports was reduced as import prices went up and alternatives to Russian
gas became economically more viable and logistically possible. This development started already under President
Yanukovych and in the absence of an effective national energy security policy. The loss of control over parts of
Eastern Ukraine also meant that the country’s biggest and most energy intensive industrial companies had to
reduce or stop gas consumption, which had a sizable impact on the local gas demand. Finally, steps to liberalize
the Ukrainian gas market (aligning the energy policy with the energy acquis of the EU) contributed to a less
corrupt and more professional management of the state-owned company Naftogaz Ukrainy, and to a greater gas
market competition.
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Ukraine’s role in gas transit also decreased for both Russia and the EU, following the European Commission’s
confrontation with Gazprom over the company’s compliance with the European energy and antimonopoly
legislation starting in 2011, and more diversified gas supplies to the EU and individual member states in Eastern
Europe.
As a result of the spike in Russian gas prices in 2010, Ukraine became increasingly sensitive, as the high prices
made public finances and the competitiveness of the national economy deteriorate. High domestic gas prices,
however, sent a powerful signal to Ukrainian businesses, making many gas-replacing projects economically viable
(unlike before, when such incentives were weak). Major Ukrainian business groups and other companies that
had energy-intensive assets started using different strategies:
1) Replaced natural gas with other fuels, mostly with coal. E.g., in 2012, the Ministry of Energy and Coal
Industry of Ukraine signed an agreement with the China Development Bank for a 3.6 billion USD loan
for the financing of gas-to-coal conversions and the construction of coal gasification plants (Ignatov
2015). Many of the business groups increased investments in bio fuel (in agriculture) and renewable
energy such as wind and solar, which was also supported by the favorable state policy of feed-in tariffs.
2) Got direct access to gas production, either by acquisition of private companies or by obtaining
government permits to explore gas (Sherbyna 2012).
3) Imported gas directly from the EU and Russia, e.g. by such companies as OsthemGroup and Metinvest
in 2012.
4) Increased energy efficiency: in 2011 some efficiency gains have been recorded in mining due to better
resource utilization (Berger 2013).
The Yanukovych government attempted to decrease its dependence on Russian gas; the most notable decision
was to invite major oil companies, such as Shell and Chevron among others, to invest in exploration of
unconventional gas in Ukraine in 2013. The decision to open such a strategic sector as energy to large
international investors was unprecedented and can be compared in scale to the demonstrative sale of a large
still mill, KrivorizhStahl, to Arcelor Mittal in 2005. The interviewed experts named lack of technology in Ukraine
to explore unconventional gas without external support and political brokerage from the US in bringing investors
as among the conducive factors. Eventually, the attempt did not result in increased gas production, since
investors withheld exploration – mainly because of the drastic fall in the global energy prices, and commercially
unsatisfactory results of initial drilling. Exploration of non-conventional gas in Ukraine was faced with public
protests, as it was the case in other countries. However, it has been suggested that the strong public opposition
to gas exploration was financially backed by Russia and that many of the non-government organizations
mobilized to resist gas projects in the East have been active in supporting the separatist movement in the Spring
of 201450.
In 2011, Ukraine became a member of the European Energy Community, thereby obligating itself to implement
the EU energy legislation, which was an important step to decreasing dependence on Russia. By the end of 2013,
however, Kyiv had not made significant progress in reforming its gas market. Similarly, the EU itself did not
provide the country with support in the face of growing Russian pressure and undertakings to bypass Ukraine
with new transport routes (plans of the Nord and South streams) (Wolczuk 2016).
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The 2014 conflict with Russia forced Ukraine to reduce its dependence on Russian gas and energy supplies. The
stakes of the gas reform and substituting gas imports from Russia have been especially high, given the level of
the countries’ interdependence, but also because of a legal dispute between Gazprom and Naftogaz (mutual
claims were made in excess of 30 billion USD). According to Olearchyk (2017), Ukraine received a positive verdict
at the Stockholm Arbitrage Court indicating a successful decrease of sensitivity to Russia in this area. The new
government started off reform of the gas market in 2015, which helped it to utilize the alternative gas import
routes and reverse flows from the EU and reduce the gas imports from Russia. In 2015, about 60 % of imported
gas was transported from the EU, while in 2014 the number was about 25 % (Naftogaz Ukrainy 2017).
This option was feasible also due to the fact that Ukraine has made initial steps in liberalizing its gas market under
the Energy Community Treaty. Schemes to import gas from the EU were tested in 2012. The role of the EU in
assisting Ukraine in this move in 2014 has been important: first, in backing the member states involved (e.g.
Slovakia), which were hesitant to directly confront Gazprom in this matter as many of these member states had
long-term contracts with Gazprom, which, in turn, made full compliance with the EU third energy package
problematic. There were also doubts on Ukraine’s credibility to import such large amounts of gas. Second, the
EU provided financial assistance (directly or via international financial organizations) to support reforms and to
back up gas imports of the Naftogaz Ukrainy.
The impact of businesses and political groups on corporate and national policy-making in the gas sector and
energy policy in general tends to decrease. The newly appointed management team of Naftogaz Ukrainy quickly
moved ahead with the gas market reforms that previously had been blocked51. Among other things, this became
possible after the arrest and detention of the influential Ukrainian businessman Dmytro Firtash in Austria,
following US-backed allegations. The influence of Mykola Martynenko, head of the energy committee at the
Parliament, on national and corporate energy policy was constrained as well after a formal investigation of
alleged corruption was launched against him by the National Anti-Corruption Authority. On the other hand,
attempts of the government to re-establish greater control in the oil sector and subsequent disputes with the
Privat business group has not resulted in a change of the status quo. Finally, the Ukrainian government made a
controversial decision to incentivize the Ukrainian thermal power stations by increasing regulated prices for
them. The so-called “Rotterdam+” formula for setting prices developed by the energy regulator has been
referred to as the biggest corruption scandal in Ukraine since 2014, as it was largely benefiting a private DTEK
group52.
The government also significantly increased residential gas prices. A negative social response from the population
followed (this was what deterred similar decisions in the past), but was partially offset by a safety net policy
(energy subsidies), funded from tax revenues originating from increased gas prices. The decision to increase
household prices also enabled removal of most of the pricing distortions on the wholesale gas market. This
contributed to greater transparency as there were less incentives to re-sell gas designated for households to
industrial consumers and competition resulting from the reduced price difference between residential and
industrial consumers (Rozwalka and Tordengren 2016).
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Aside from the capture by business interests, resistance to reform from Naftogaz Ukrainy is due to the negative
implications of liberalization for the incumbent energy company. Therefore, it is very rare (and is not expected)
that the dominant energy company (in this case Naftogaz) would support liberalization of the gas market.
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Authors’ interview with energy experts, Kyiv, June 2017.
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Since 2014, Ukraine has been breaking links with Russia in other spheres of cooperation in the energy sector as
well (Iwański and Sarna 2017). Particularly, imports of nuclear fuel from Russia have been further reduced and
replaced with American-Japanese fuel, and Kyiv has made progress in building the Central Spent Fuel Storage
Facility (World Nuclear News 2017).
Ukraine’s dependence on the oil imports from Russia was low already before the 2014 crisis in bilateral relations,
as oil products have been imported from Belarus and the EU member states. At the same time, dependence on
oil imports are not indicative of Ukraine’s vulnerability, as oil markets are relatively competitive with easily
available options for substituting suppliers.
Meanwhile, Ukraine has become more dependent on Russia in coal and coal-based electricity generation since
2014 (Iwański and Sarna 2017). Ukraine faced a deficit of anthracite coal 53, mined exclusively in the regions of
Eastern Ukraine that came under the control of the pro-Russian separatists. This brought about a deep crisis in
the Ukrainian power sector, the most severe since the early 1990s, and forced Ukraine to import anthracite coal
and electricity. To mitigate the risks of blackouts, at the end of 2014 Ukraine had to sign a one-year contract with
a Russian energy company, RAO UES, to import electricity. The Kremlin agreed, given that supplies to Ukraine
were conditional on Kyiv continuing deliveries of electricity to the already annexed Crimea. Once both contracts
expired in December 2015, Ukraine resigned from the Russian energy supplies, and almost simultaneously
stopped deliveries of electricity to Crimea (Sadowski and Strzelecki 2015). However, Kyiv remains sensitive to
disruptions of coal supplies from non-government controlled territories and coal imports in general.

2.

Nexuses across issue areas

This sub-section examines whether Russia and the EU have tied one policy area to another, i.e. engaged in issuelinkage, such as bargaining or blackmail tactics, in order to incentivize or disincentivize policy choices in Ukraine.
Drawing upon interviews conducted in Ukraine and secondary literature, we analyse Kyiv’s response to such
issue-linkage strategies in selected areas. We argue that in line with its policy to ensure its strategic security
interests in Ukraine (Bukkvoll 2016), Moscow increased the stakes in 2013 by offering large and immediate
economic payoffs to the political elites (as well as posing threats), conditioned on blocking the signing of the
Association Agreement (AA) with the EU.
The initial response of President Yanukovych was to succumb to Russian pressure, which included both shortterm benefits and threats targeting the elites. In contrast, the alternative EU AA was linked to costly reforms in
the short-term, while the related benefits of greater economic cooperation, trade and rule of law, were largely
long-term in nature. However, the Ukrainian population protested against this decision under what was called
the Revolution of Dignity, and effectively empowered the elites to block closer ties with Russia and pursue the
AA with the EU instead.
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This variety of coal is fired in seven out of fourteen Ukrainian thermal power plants. The coal-based power
generation has the second largest share after nuclear-based power in the electricity production in Ukraine.
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2.1.

The security-energy nexus

Russia has linked security and energy issues to ensure its security interests in Crimea, as well as to block Ukraine’s
alliance with NATO and economic integration with the EU. The so-called ‘gas hook’ has for a long time been one
of Russia’s crucial leverages over Ukraine, emerging in bilateral tensions periodically when needed. Ukraine’s
dependence on gas imports from Russia was used not only to extend the lease of the Black Sea Fleet Base in
Crimea from 2017 to 2042, but also to ensure Ukraine’s non-alliance with NATO, and eventually the reversal of
integration with the EU in 201354. Ukrainian political and business elites benefited directly from the murky gas
trade schemes or indirectly as owners of energy-intensive businesses (Balmaceda 2013), but were also able to
win popular support by sustaining low energy prices for households.
Ukraine has been exploiting the linkage as well, by utilizing Russian vulnerabilities: first, Russia has had no feasible
alternative to relocate the fleet elsewhere (annexation of Crimea was eventually chosen by Moscow as a costly
option to reduce sensitivity vis-à-vis Kyiv), especially given the looming expiration of the fleet lease agreement,
and, second, there has been no feasible and immediate alternative to fully replace the Ukrainian transit route in
exporting gas to Europe.
The defeat of the Russian-backed candidate Yanukovych in the turbulent presidential election of 2004/05 and
the rise of pro-Western forces in Kyiv made Russia enhance its linkage strategy in Ukraine. In autumn 2005,
Gazprom demanded a three-fold and then a five-fold increase in gas prices for Ukraine (Radio Free Europe 2005),
and in January it cut off supplies to Ukraine altogether.
The goal of the escalation was to present Ukraine in the EU as an unreliable transit partner, discredit the ‘orange’
authorities within the country and thus enhance the prospects of Yanukovych’s Party of the Regions ahead of
the parliamentary election scheduled for March 2006 55. Russian claims to charge higher prices had an economic
rationale behind them as well: there was a significant increase in global oil prices, which increased Russia’s
bargaining power. The gas dispute was settled in an opaque way by introducing the intermediary company
RosUkrEnergo, benefiting the political establishments in both countries (Matuszak 2012).
At that time, the EU did not offer Ukraine any tangible framework that would have incentivized structural reforms
in the gas sector. Ukraine acceded to the European Energy Community Treaty only in February 2011 (prior to
that having obtained an observer status in 2006). However, already in 2012 the Ukrainian government
representatives complained that the membership has not helped Ukraine to increase its energy security vis-à-vis
Russian energy blackmail (Lyubashenko 2012).
Russian dominance in Ukraine's gas sphere increased with the signing of a ten-year gas contract in January 2009
as a result of another dispute over gas supplies and transit. It is most likely that Yulia Tymoshenko had to agree
to unfavourable terms, such as re-export restrictions or ‘take or pay’ formula, in exchange for Russia's neutrality
in the presidential election campaign in 2010 – however, she ended up losing to Viktor Yanukovych 56.
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Yanukovych's presidency marked a watershed in Ukraine’s response to the linkage of energy and security issues.
The newly elected president signed the Kharkiv Accords in April 2010, with awareness that low gas prices were
crucial for the Ukrainian economy, which was hit hard by the 2008-09 global crisis, especially due to weak global
demand and low prices for its steel and chemical products. By doing so, Kyiv extended the stationing of the
Russian Black Sea Fleet in Crimea until 2042 in exchange for a discount on imported gas price (Pirani et al. 2010).
Yet, the resulting gas prices have still been relatively high, above the market price. However, Moscow refused to
renegotiate a more favourable gas contract for Kyiv, linking concessions to Ukraine’s engagement in Eurasian
economic integration.
The result of the Kharkiv Accords was that Ukraine lost its leverage over Russia in the energy area and this
predetermined Kyiv’s security dependence on Russia for the next four years. The agreement allowed more
Russian intervention in shaping Ukrainian security policy by a clear rapprochement in the security area between
the two countries.57 In May 2010, additional documents were also signed, including a resumption of cooperation
between secret services, more intense cooperation in the military industrial complex, and in the common
defence of borders. Among other things, this resulted in a large-scale infiltration of the Ukrainian army and secret
service personnel58. In 2013 Ukraine hosted a joint military exercise of the Russian and Ukrainian sea fleets in
Crimea (Farwater Mira or Peace Fairway), just a few weeks before the exercise Sea Breeze, dominated by NATO
countries in the region.

2.2.

The security-trade nexus

Moscow has been insisting that Ukraine rejects the Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Area (DCFTA) with the
EU as part of the AA, with the threat of renouncing the free trade accords Ukraine currently enjoys with Russia
and other CIS countries. Even though both free trade areas could coexist, Russia perceives the DCFTA as a threat
to its regional trade initiative, the Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU) (Kościński and Vorobiov 2013). Despite the
attempts of the EU to mediate between Ukraine and Russia during these negotiations, no compromise was
reached, as Russian objections were politically driven.
As early as August 2013, Russia introduced restrictions on imports from Ukraine (mostly on food products), and
in December 2013 it proposed a loan of 15 billion USD to dissuade President Yanukovych from signing the AA
with the EU at the summit in Vilnius. The first tranche of three billion USD was received and later disputed by
Ukraine in an international court.
In 2014, Kyiv fulfilled one of Euromaidan’s key demands by signing the AA. It was also a step toward gaining
political and economic support from the West after Russia’s military aggression and the economic breakdown in
Ukraine. Russia continued applying its linkage strategy to Ukraine to deepen the economic crisis by expanding
trade restrictions and to destabilize the country politically in the security area with the conflict in the East.
Combined with turbulence in gas deliveries to Ukraine since mid-2014, it contributed to a rapid decrease in the
bilateral trade with Russia. At the end of 2016, Russia’s share of Ukrainian exports dropped to 9.3 % and imports
to 12.7 % in Ukraine’s trade balance (State Statistics Service of Ukraine 2017). Shrinking trade volumes negatively
affected the Ukrainian economy and the GDP growth slowed down: the two packages of trade restrictions
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imposed by Russia in January 2016 could account for 1.3 percentage points of GDP loss (Giucci et al. 2016), but
it also decreased vulnerabilities in trade with Russia.
Due to the provisional implementation of the DCFTA with the EU and a number of autonomous trade preferences
introduced in April 2014 by the EU, i.e. increasing tariff-free import quotas for a number of Ukrainian products
(Giton 2017), Ukraine has somewhat increased exports to the EU from 3.7 % in 2016 to 24.5 % in the first quarter
of 2017.

3.

Section conclusion

Since the 2014 eruption of the conflict in the east, Kyiv has been empowered – due to public support and
assistance from the EU and other international partners – to use a wide set of policy options to decrease
dependence on Russia. As a result, the Russian share in trade, energy, and migration decreased, though
sensitivity to the Russian security threats and involvement in the conflict has increased.
Until recently, Ukraine has been bound to Russia by a high degree of sensitivity, especially in the area of trade
and energy. A substantial increase in the import gas prices (starting from 2010) highlights Kyiv’s high sensitivity
to changes in energy prices and its high vulnerability in terms of options available to decrease its energy
dependence. Similarly, Kyiv has been sensitive concerning Russia’s access to its markets for its exports of food
products and machinery.
Russia has used Ukraine’s dependence in gas supplies and trade by linking these to promoting its security and
political objectives, particularly with regard to the stationing of the Black Sea Fleet in Crimea, Ukraine’s nonalliance with NATO, as well as Russia’s economic integration initiatives in the region. For instance, Russia withheld
existing free trade with Ukraine by imposing trade restrictions for Ukrainian exports after 2014, following Kyiv’s
advancement with the Association Agreement (AA). Though Moscow explained these steps by the threat of the
AA to its economic interests, arguably, Ukraine’s European integration progress was viewed as a civilizational
and security threat, that is, the West (in a broad sense) and NATO, respectively, coming too close to Russia’s
border.
Overall, Ukraine and Russia reduced their vulnerabilities in the energy sector over the analysed period of 200016. Kyiv managed to diversify away from Russian gas imports, while Russia increased gas supplies, bypassing
Ukraine’s transit system.
The interdependence of Ukraine with the EU has increased as a result of attempts to move away from Russian
energy supplies and markets. It remains to be seen what the overall results will be – whether Ukraine will further
increase its interconnectedness with the EU in the four key areas. The mediating role of the EU in the UkraineRussia disputes has been critical both in the energy and trade areas. Furthermore, the financial and political
support from the West, including the EU, is more than ever conditional on structural reforms being implemented
by the new authorities in Ukraine. As a result, Ukraine became more sensitive to the EU policy. Over time, the
EU member states have also become the main destination countries for Ukrainian labour migrants, which means
in practice that the effect of the Russian policy of issue-linkage between migration (the threat of expelling
Ukraine’s citizens) and the other sectors (trade or energy alike) has decreased. Currently, Russia refrains from
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applying such policy instruments out of concern that it might further antagonize Ukrainian society and discourage
the Ukrainian labour force from coming to Russia.
Ukraine’s civil society also played a decisive role in expanding the policy space to respond to sensitivities: first,
through the Revolution of Dignity, and then, by establishing volunteer networks (such as the Reanimation
Package of Reforms or organizations that supply medical and military supplies to the army fighting in the east),
which supported or shadowed key government institutions between 2014-16.
The post-2014 policy response in the energy and other sectors has been accompanied by changing and/or
limiting the impact of some oligarchs linked with former President Yanukovych. On a national scale, the relative
importance of ‘traditional’ oligarchs linked to chemical and steel industries, as well as coal and energy was
reduced due to the loss of control over the parts of Eastern Ukraine and the change of the government after the
Revolution, with political and business figures representing agriculture and food becoming somewhat more
important as reflected in the trade structure. At the same time, the change of elites was not a drastic one, as
many of the major business groups retained their influence and the new government demonstrated the
persistence of vested interests (Solonenko 2016).

56 | EU-STRAT Working Paper No. 10 | April 2018

References
Ademmer, E. (2015) ‘Interdependence and EU-demanded Policy Change in a Shared Neighbourhood’, Journal of
European Public Policy 22(5): 671-689.
Ademmer, E. and Delcour, L. (2016) ‘With a little help from Russia? The European Union and visa liberalization
with post-Soviet states’, Eurasian Geography and Economics (57)1: 89-112.
Alesin, A. (2017) ‘Gosvoenprom Belarusi: Zalog Nezavisimosti [Military industry of Belarus: a crucial factor of its
independence]’, Belrynok, available at https://www.belrynok.by/2017/01/09/gosvoenprom-belarusi-zalognezavisimosti/ (accessed 24 September 2017).
ANRE (2017) ‘Raport privind rezultatul monitorizării pieței produselor petroliere a Republicii Moldova în anul
2016 [Report on the results of the monitoring of petroleum products market in the Republic of Moldova in 2016]’,
available

at

http://www.anre.md/files/raport/Raport%20privind%20monitorizarea%20PP%202016.pdf

(accessed 6 October 2017).
Balmaceda, M. M. (2013) The Politics of Energy Dependency: Ukraine, Belarus and Lithuania Between Domestic
Oligarchs and Russian Pressure, 1992–2010, Toronto: University of Toronto Press.
BBC, Russian Service (2015) ‘FMS prodlila ukraintsam sroki prebyvanyia v Rossii [Federal Migration Service
extended

the

residence

terms

to

Ukrainians]’,

BBC,

29

January,

available

at

http://www.bbc.com/russian/russia/2015/01/150129_russia_ukraine_residence (accessed 7 October 2017).
BDG (2016) ‘Reiting Lukashenko rekordno upal [Lukashenko’s rating plummeted]’, BDG, 29 March, available at
http://bdg.by/news/society/reyting-lukashenko-rekordno-upal (accessed 10 October 2017).
Belarus Council of Ministers (2016) ‘Natsionalnaya programma podderzhki i razvitia eksporta Respubliki Belarus
na 2016-2020 gody [National programme of export support and development in the Republic of Belarus for the
period

of

2016-2020]’,

8

January,

No

604,

available

at

http://www.government.by/upload/docs/fileaff83a3fc04eb9c0.PDF (accessed 10 October 2017).
Belarus

State

Statistics

Committee

(2017)

‘Macroeconomic

data’,

available

at

http://www.belstat.gov.by/en/ofitsialnaya-statistika/macroeconomy-and-environment/vneshnyayatorgovlya_2/osnovnye-pokazateli-za-period-s-__-po-____gody_10/ (accessed 10 October 2017).
Belarussian

Yearbook

(2016)

‘Belarus

–

European

Union:

Détente

2020’,

available

at

http://nmnby.eu/yearbook/2016/en/page8.html (accessed 6 October 2017).
Berger, H. (2013) ‘Ukraine Country Report: Ukraine Energy Efficiency Potential’, ALLPLAN GmbH, Vienna, October
2013.

Interdependencies of Eastern Partnership Countries with the EU and Russia | 57

Betliy, O. (2014) ‘Migration between the EU, V4 and Eastern Europe: The perspective of Ukraine’, in M.
Jaroszewicz and M. Lesińska (eds), Forecasting migration between the EU, V4 and Eastern Europe: Impact of Visa
abolition, Warsaw: OSW, pp. 158-181.
Beyer, J., and Wolff, S. (2016) ‘Linkage and leverage effects on Moldova's Transnistria problem’, East European
Politics (32)3: 335-354.
Biroul Naţional de Statistică (2009) ‘Migraţia Forţei de Muncă [Migration of the workforce]’, available at
http://www.statistica.md/public/files/publicatii_electronice/migratia/Migratia_FM.pdf

(accessed

16

April

2018).
Bohdan, S. (2016) ‘How Belarussian Oil Imports Change Geopolitics in Eastern Europe’, available at
https://belarusdigest.com/story/how-belarusian-oil-imports-change-geopolitics-in-eastern-europe/ (accessed
10 October 2017).
Bukkvoll, T. (2016) ‘Why Putin went to war: ideology, interests and decision-making in the Russian use of force
in Crimea and Donbas’, Contemporary Politics 22(3): 267-282.
Cabinet of Ministers (2015) Decree #1323 ‘Pro vnesennya zmin do rozporyadzhennia Kabinetu Ministriv Ukrainy
vid 9 kvitnia 2008 r. #581 [On amending the Cabinet of Ministers Decree No. 581 dated April 9, 2008]’, 16
December, available at http://zakon2.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/1323-2015-%D1%80 (accessed 6 October 2017).
Całus, K. (2014a) ‘Russian sanctions against Moldova. Minor effects, major potential’, OSW Commentary,
available at https://www.osw.waw.pl/sites/default/files/commentary_152.pdf (accessed 28 July 2017).
Całus, K. (2014b) ‘Chisinau is taking a tougher stance on Transnistria’, OSW Analyses, available at
https://www.osw.waw.pl/en/publikacje/analyses/2014-11-05/chisinau-taking-a-tougher-stance-transnistria
(accessed 17 July 2017).
Censor.net (2017) ‘Ukraine's Foreign Ministry supports implementation of visa regime with Russia, spokesperson

Betsa’,

12

June,

available

at

https://en.censor.net.ua/news/443634/ukraines_foreign_ministry_supports_implementation_of_visa_regime_
with_russia_spokesperson_betsa (accessed 7 October 2017).
Central Statistical Office of Poland (2017) ‘Data of Office for Foreigners of Poland’, available at
http://stat.gov.pl/en/ (accessed 25 September 2017).
Cenușa, D. (2017) ‘Moldova. Pulling the Strings: Russia’s Control over Moldova’s Energy Sector’, in Expert Forum,
Energy, Russian Influence, and Democratic Backsliding in Central and Eastern Europe, National Endowment for
Democracy, pp. 48-63.

58 | EU-STRAT Working Paper No. 10 | April 2018

Cenușa, D., Emerson, M., Kovsiridze, T., and Movchan, V. (2014) ‘Russia's Punitive Trade Policy Measures Towards
Ukraine,

Moldova

and

Georgia’,

CEPS

Working

Document

No.

400,

available

at

https://www.ceps.eu/system/files/WD%20300%20Punitive%20Trade%20Measures%20by%20Russia_0.pdf
(accessed 16 April 2018).
Charter97 (2017) ‘Skolko belarusov na samom dele uezzhayut na zarobotky [How many Belarussians are going
abroad to work in reality]’, 14 June, available at https://charter97.org/ru/news/2017/6/14/253085/ (accessed
10 October 2017).
Christie, E., Lussac, S., and Wolczuk, K. (2012) ‘The EU and its Eastern Partners: Energy Needs and Future
Prospects’, Study for the European Parliament, AFET Committee.
CIVIS/IASCI (2010) Strengthening the Link between Migration and Development in Moldova, Chișinău: World Bank
Group.
Council on Foreign Relations (1994) ‘Budapest Memorandums on Security Assurances’, Budapest, 5 December.
Davis, C. (2014) Food Fights over Free Trade: How International Institutions Promote Agricultural Trade
Liberalization, Princeton: Princeton University Press.
Delcour, L. (2017) The EU and Russia in their Contested Neighbourhood: Multiple External Influence, Policy
Transfer and Domestic Change, London/New-York: Routledge.
Deyemord, R. (2008) Security and Sovereignty in the former Soviet Union, Boulder, Colorado: Lynne Rienner
Publishers.
Dragneva, R. and Wolczuk, K. (2017) ‘The Eurasian Economic Union Deals, Rules and the Exercise of Power’, May,
Chatham

House

Research

Paper,

available

at

https://www.chathamhouse.org/sites/files/chathamhouse/publications/research/2017-05-02-eurasianeconomic-union-dragneva-wolczuk.pdf (accessed 10 October 2017).
EBRD (2016) ‘Transition Report for 2016-2017’, 4 November, available at http://www.ebrd.com/transitionreport (accessed 10 October 2017).
Economica.net (2017) ‘Gazele româneşti nu mai sunt dorite în Republica Moldova. Conducta Iaşi – Ungheni este
inutilă [Romanian Gas is no longer wanted in the Republic of Moldova. Iaşi-Ungheni pipeline is useless]’, available
at

http://www.economica.net/gaze-romania-moldova-conducta-iasi-ungheni-export-gaze-

moldova_109936.html (accessed 25 July 2017).
Eke, S. M. and Kuzio, T. (2000) ‘Sultanism in Eastern Europe: the Socio-Political Roots of Authoritarian Populism
in Eastern Europe’, Europe-Asia Studies 52(3): 423-547.

Interdependencies of Eastern Partnership Countries with the EU and Russia | 59

Elliott, S. (2016) ‘Russia arms its energy weapon, targets Belarus over gas prices’, 19 July, Platts,
available at http://blogs.platts.com/2016/07/19/russia-energy-weapon-belarus-gas-prices/ (accessed 10
October 2017).
Embassy of the Russian Federation to the Republic of Moldova (2017) ‘Torgovo-èkonomičeskoe sotrudničestvo
Rossijskoj Federacii s Respublikoj Moldova [Trade and economic cooperation of the Russian Federation with the
Republic of Moldova]’, available at https://moldova.mid.ru/torgovo-ekonomiceskoe-sotrudnicestvo-rossijskojfederacii-s-respublikoj-moldova (accessed 14 September 2017).
EU

Delegation

(2008)

‘What

the

European

Union

could

bring

to

Belarus,

available

at

https://publications.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/3babe10e-f2c7-48ff-bf88-10e6c74d29b9
(accessed 6 October 2017).
Eurasian Economic Union Treaty (2017) ‘Dogovor o Yevrasiiskom ekonomicheskom soyuze [Eurasian Economic
Union

Treaty]’,

Chapter

124,

Astana,

12

August,

available

at

http://www.consultant.ru/document/cons_doc_LAW_163855/ (accessed 10 October 2017).
Eurasian Interstate Committee (2017) ‘O sostoyanii vzaimnoi torgovli mezhdu gosudarstvami chlenami
Yevraziiskogo Souza v 2015-2016 godah [On trade between the member states of the Eurasian Union in 20152016]’,

7

March,

available

at

http://www.eurasiancommission.org/ru/act/integr_i_makroec/dep_stat/tradestat/analytics/Documents/repor
t/Report_2015-2016.pdf (accessed 24 September 2017).
European Commission (2016) ‘EU launches Mobility Partnership with Belarus’ European Commission - Press
release, Luxemburg available at

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-16-3426_en.pdf (accessed 26

September 2017).
European

Commission,

DG

Trade

(2017)

‘Trade

in

goods

with

Moldova’,

available

athttp://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2006/september/tradoc_113419.pdf (accessed 18 August 2017).
European Parliament Research Service (2016) ‘Russia Military in Eastern Partnership Countries’, available at
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2016/583783/EPRS_ATA(2016)583783_EN.pdf
(accessed 22 September 2017).
Eurostat (2017) ‘All valid permits by reason, length of validity and citizenship on 31 December of each year’, Last
update

at

time

of

access:

18-07-2017,

available

at

http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=migr_resvalid&lang=en (accessed 24 September
2017).
Giton, G. (2017) ‘Pivtora roku ZVT: chi sprostylasa torgivlia mizh Ukrainoyu ta YEES’ [One and a half years of FTA:
has trade between Ukraine and the EU simplified?]’, European Truth on-line media, 26 June, available at
http://www.eurointegration.com.ua/experts/2017/06/26/7067592/ (accessed 27 September 2017).

60 | EU-STRAT Working Paper No. 10 | April 2018

Giucci, R. Movchan, V. and Ryzhenkov, M. (2016) ‘The Impact of New Trade Restrictions on Ukraine’s Trade with
Russia’,

German

Advisory

Group

Policy

Briefing

Series,

available

at

http://www.beratergruppe-

ukraine.de/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/PB_05_2016_en.pdf (accessed 10 October 2017).
Ignatov, A. (2015) ‘Ukrainian coal: an industry in crisis’, World Coal, 10 September, available at
https://www.worldcoal.com/special-reports/10092015/ukrainian-coal-an-industry-in-crisis-2383b/

(accessed

26 September 2017).
International Court of Justice (2009) ‘Maritime Delimitation in the Black Sea (Romania v. Ukraine)’, Press Release
Unofficial No. 2009/9, 3 February, The Hague, Netherlands.
International Labour Organisation (2013) ‘Zvit shodo metodologii, organizacii provedeniya ta rezultativ
modulnovo vyborkovo obstezeniya z pytan trudovoi migracyi’ [Report on Methodology, Organization and Results
of

Module

Survey

on

Labour

Migration

in

Ukraine]’,

available

at

taging.ilo.org/public/libdoc/ilo/2013/113B09_347_ukra.pdf (accessed 26 September 2017).
International Organisation for Migration (2003) Migration Management. Moldova, Chișinău: IOM.
International Organisation for Migration (2016) Extended Migration Profile of the Republic of Moldova 2008–
2013, Chișinău: IOM.
Iwański, T. and Sarna, A. (2017) ‘Partnerstwo polityczno-oligarchiczne. Stan i wyzwania sektora
elektroenergetycznego Ukrainy [Political and oligarchic partnerships: status and perspectives of the power sector
of Ukraine]’, Centre for Eastern Studies Report, Warsaw, 11 April.
Jaroszewicz, M. and Lesińska, M. (2014) ‘Forecasting migration between the EU, V4 and Eastern Europe: Impact
of Visa abolition’, Warsaw: OSW.
Jaroszewicz, M. and Piechal, T. (2016) ‘Ukrainian migration to Poland after Revolution of dignity: old trends or
new ‘exodus’?’’, in D. Drbohlav and M. Jaroszewicz (eds), Ukrainian migration in times of crisis: Forced and Labour
Mobility,

Prague:

Charles

University,

pp.

60-90.

Jaroszewicz, M. and Szerepka, L. (2007) ‘Migration challenges in the EU Eastern European neighborhood’, OSW
Report, available at https://www.osw.waw.pl/en/publikacje/osw-report/2007-01-20/migration-challengeseuropean-unions-eastern-neighbourhood (accessed 6 October 2017).
Kalinina, N. (2017) ‘Avtozapchasti, odezhda, obuv, elektronika: chem Belarusy mogli, no ne zavalili mirovoi rynok
[What Belarussians could supply the global market with, but have not]’, Zautra.by, 4 July, available at
http://uaport.net/news/by/t/1707/04/15643140 (accessed 24 September 2017).
Kardaś, S. and Kłysiński, K. (2017) ‘The story that never ends. A new stage in the energy dispute between Russia
and Belarus’, OSW Commentary, available at https://www.osw.waw.pl/en/publikacje/osw-commentary/201705-17/story-never-ends-a-new-stage-energy-dispute-between-russia-and (accessed 24 September 2017).

Interdependencies of Eastern Partnership Countries with the EU and Russia | 61

Keohane, R. O. and Nye, J. S. (1973) ‘Power and Interdependence’, Survival 15(4): 158-165.
Keohane, R. O. and Nye, J. S. (1977) Power and Interdependence: World Politics in Transition. Boston: Little,
Brown and Co.
King, C. (1999) The Moldovans: Romania, Russia, and the Politics of Culture, Stanford: Hoover Institution Press.
Kłysiński, K. (2017a) ‘Illusions of power and stark realities: The second year of crisis in Belarus’, OSW Commentary,
available at https://www.osw.waw.pl/en/publikacje/osw-commentary/2017-03-14/illusions-power-and-starkrealities-second-year-economic-crisis (accessed 24 September 2017).
Kłysiński,

K.

(2017b)

‘A

series

of

social

protests

in

Belarus’,

OSW

Analyses,

https://www.osw.waw.pl/en/publikacje/analyses/2017-03-08/a-series-social-protests-belarus

available

at

(accessed

24

September 2017).
Kłysiński, K. and Menkiszak, M. (2012) ‘Will the construction of nuclear power plant in Belarus exacerbate the
country’s

energy

dependence

on

Russia?’,

OSW

Commentary,

available

at

https://www.osw.waw.pl/en/publikacje/osw-commentary/2012-07-23/will-construction-a-nuclear-powerplant-belarus-exacerbate (accessed 24 September 2017).
Kłysiński, K. and Żochowski, P. (2016) ‘The End Of The Myth of a brotherly Belarus? Russian soft power in Belarus
after

2014:

the

background

and

its

manifestations’,

OSW

Studies,

available

at

https://www.osw.waw.pl/sites/default/files/prace_58_ang_end_of_myth_net.pdf (accessed 24 September
2017).
Konończuk,

W.

(2008)

‘Difficult

ally.

Belarus

in

Russian

policy’,

OSW

Studies,

available

at

https://www.osw.waw.pl/en/publikacje/osw-studies/2008-09-15/difficult-ally-belarus-russias-foreign-policy
(accessed 25 September 2017).
Kościński, P. and Vorobiov, I. (2013) ‘Russian Promises and Threats: Towards the Eastern Partnership Summit in
Vilnius’,

The

Polish

Institute

of

International

Affairs,

15

November,

available

at

http://www.pism.pl/Events/Others/Russian-Promises-and-Threats-Towards-the-Eastern-Partnership-Summitin-Vilnius (accessed 6 October 2017).
Kosienkowski, M. (2015) ‘The Republic of Budjak: Next in line? Published in New Eastern Europe’, The New
Eastern Europe, 2 January, available at http://www.neweasterneurope.eu/interviews/1437-the-republic-ofbudjak-next-in-line (accessed 6 October 2017).
Lyubashenko, I. (2012) ‘Ukraine’s First Year in the Energy Community: Restart Needed’, Polish Institute of
International Affairs Policy Paper, available at https://www.pism.pl/files/?id_plik=10131 (accessed 6 October
2017).
Maggi, G. (2016) ‘Issue Linkage’, in K. Bagwell and R. W. Staiger (eds), The Handbook of Commercial Policy,
Amsterdam: North Holland, pp. 1-2.

62 | EU-STRAT Working Paper No. 10 | April 2018

Matuszak, S. (2012) ‘The oligarchic democracy. The influence of business groups on Ukrainian politics’, OSW
Studies, available at https://www.osw.waw.pl/en/publikacje/osw-studies/2012-10-16/oligarchic-democracyinfluence-business-groups-ukrainian-politics (accessed 25 September 2017).
Migration

Policy

Centre

(2013)

‘MPC-Migration

Profile

Moldova’,

available

at

http://www.migrationpolicycentre.eu/docs/migration_profiles/Moldova.pdf (accessed 16 April 2018).
Ministry of Family, Labour and Social Policy of Poland (2016) ‘Number of employer’s declaration issued to the
foreign citizen in 2016’, available at https://www.mpips.gov.pl/analizy-i-raporty/cudzoziemcy-pracujacy-wpolsce-statystyki/ (accessed 30 September 2017), in Polish.
Ministry of Family, Labour and Social Policy of Poland (2018) ‘Number of employer’s declaration issued to the
foreign citizen in 2017’, available at https://www.mpips.gov.pl/analizy-i-raporty/cudzoziemcy-pracujacy-wpolsce-statystyki/ (accessed 30 March 2018), in Polish.
MMVD/South-East

Europe

(2014)

‘Migration

Profile

extended

version,

Moldova’,

available

at

http://www.southeast-europe.net/document.cmt?id=968 (accessed 12 April 2018).
Moldova’s Constitutional Court (2017) ‘Decision of the Moldova Constitutional Court of 2 May 2017 on the
interpretation

of

article

11

of

the

constitution

(neutrality)’,

available

at

http://constcourt.md/ccdocview.php?tip=hotariri&docid=613&l=rohttp://www.moldova.org/en/moldovaconstitutional-court-neutrality-status-prohibits-deployment-foreign-troops-moldovas-territory/ (accessed 19
August 2017).
Naftogaz Ukrayny (2017) ‘Import pryrodnoho gasa v Ukrainy v 2008-2016 gg [Imports of natural gas to Ukraine
over 2008-2016]’, 1 January, available at http://naftogaz-europe.com/article/ru/NaturalGasSuppliestoUkraine
(accessed 6 October 2017).
Nardelli A., Rankin, J. and Arnett, G. (2015) ‘Vladimir Putin's approval rating at record levels’, The Guardian, 23
July, available at https://www.theguardian.com/world/datablog/2015/jul/23/vladimir-putins-approval-ratingat-record-levels (accessed 10 October 2017).
National Bank of Moldova (2016) ‘Conturile internationale ale Republicii Moldova. Anuar statistic 2015
[International

Accounts

of

the

Republic

of

Moldova.

Statistical

Yearbook]’,

available

at

https://www.bnm.md/files/Anuar_2015_rom.pdf (accessed 12 April 2018)
National Bureau of Statistics of the Republic of Moldova (2016) ‘The energy balance of the Republic of Moldova.
Statistical

compilation’,

available

http://www.statistica.md/public/files/publicatii_electronice/balanta_energetica/BE_eng_2015.pdf

at
(accessed

15 September 2017).
National Bureau of Statistics of the Republic of Moldova (2017) ‘External trade’, available at
http://www.statistica.md/category.php?l=en&idc=336 (accessed 19 July 2017).

Interdependencies of Eastern Partnership Countries with the EU and Russia | 63

Newsmaker.md (2017) ‘Moldavskie vlasti hotjat kontrolirovat’ peremeŝenie pridnestrovskih činovnikov
[Moldovan authorities want to control the movements of Transnistrian officials]’, 11 August, available at
http://newsmaker.md/rus/novosti/moldavskie-vlasti-hotyat-kontrolirovat-peremeshchenie-pridnestrovskihchinovnikov-32991 (accessed 15 September 2017).
Nexus Moldova (2013) ‘Household Survey: Country Migration Profile’, IASCI-CIVIS market research 2013,
Chișinău.
Novopashyna, N. (2017) ‘Tkachev nazval Belorussiyu perevalochnoi bazoi dlia sanktsionnoi produktsii [Tkachev
called

Belarus

a

transit

point

for

sanctioned

products]’,

RBC,

31

March,

available

at

http://www.rbc.ru/business/31/03/2017/58de13d69a7947b52c221dfb (accessed 10 October 2017).
Olearchyk, R. (2017) ‘Stockholm arbitration court appears to hand Ukraine victory over Gazprom’, Financial
Times, 31 May, available at https://www.ft.com/content/47bcd385-9eca-309b-b018-18423a05b11c?mhq5j=e6
(accessed 6 October 2017).
Olszański, T. A. (2003) Trud niepodległości. Ukraina na przełomie tysiącleci [Ukraine at the edge of the
millennium], Kraków: Instytut Studiów Strategicznych.
OSCE (1999) ‘Istanbul document 1999’, Istanbul, available at http://www.osce.org/mc/39569?download=true
(accessed 10 September 2017).
Parlicov, V., Șoitu, T. and Tofilat, S. (2017) ‘Energy and Politics : the Price for Impunity in Moldova’, IDIS Policy
Paper,

available

at

http://www.viitorul.org/files/Policy%20Paper%202017%20-

%20Impunitate%20si%20%20intelelegeri%20rentiere%20sectorul%20energetic%20ENG%20II.pdf (accessed 16
April 2018).
Perepelytsa, G. (2003) ‘Genezis konfliktov na postkomunistychnomu prostori Yevropy [The developments of
conflicts in the post-communist space in Europe]’, Foliant Publishing.
Pirani, S., Stern, J. and Yafimava, K. (2010) ‘Ukrainian gas agreement and its implications for Europe’, Oxford
Institute for Energy Studies, NG 42, June, available at https://www.oxfordenergy.org/wpcms/wpcontent/uploads/2011/05/NG_42.pdf (accessed 6 October 2017).
PolitRussia (2016) ‘Voyennye bazy Rossii za rubezhom kak otvet SSHA [Military bases of Russia abroad as a
response to the US]’, 11 October, available at http://politrussia.com/vooruzhennye-sily/set-zarubezhnykh-baz893/ (accessed 26 September 2017).
Popa, A. (2015) ‘Moldova and Russia: between trade relations and economic dependence’, Chișinău: ExpertGrup.
Publika.md (2016) ‘Ministry of Economy optimistic about exports and imports growth in following years’, 26
August, available at http://en.publika.md/ministry-of-economy-optimistic-about-exports-and-imports-growthin-following-years_2626917.html (accessed 19 September 2017).

64 | EU-STRAT Working Paper No. 10 | April 2018

PwC (2014) ‘On tax manoeuvre and other issues’, September, Tax Flash Report Issue No. 25, available at
https://www.pwc.ru/en/tax-consulting-services/assets/legislation/tax-flash-report-25-eng.pdf

(accessed

10

October 2017).
Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty (2005) ‘Gazprom To Raise Ukraine Gas Price’, 14 December, available at
https://www.rferl.org/a/1063827.html (accessed 6 October 2017).
Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty (2008) ‘NATO: No MAP For Georgia Or Ukraine, But Alliance Vows Membership’,
3 April, available at https://www.rferl.org/a/1079726.html (accessed 27 September 2017).
Rating Group Ukraine (2016) ‘Dynamics of socio-political attitudes in Ukraine: March 2016’, 15 April, available
at http://ratinggroup.ua/en/research/ukraine/dinamika_obschestvennopoliticheskih_vzglyadov_v_ukraine_mart_2016.html (accessed 6 October 2017).
Ray, J. and Esipova, N. (2014) ‘Before Crisis, Ukrainians More Likely to See NATO as a Threat’, Gallup, 14 March,
available at http://www.gallup.com/poll/167927/crisis-ukrainians-likely-nato-threat.aspx (accessed 6 October
2017).
Rekawek, K. (2017) ‘Not Only Syria? The Phenomenon of Foreign Fighters in a Comparative Perspective’, NATO
Science for Peace and Security Series - E: Human and Societal Dynamics, Vol. 134.
Robertson, J. and Riley, M. (2016) ‘How Hackers Took Down a Power Grid’, Bloomberg, 1 January, available at
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2016-01-14/how-hackers-took-down-a-power-grid

(accessed

6

October 2017).
Rossiyskaya Gazeta (2017) ‘Putin i Dodon obsudili Pridnestrove i amnistiiu dlia migrantov [Putin and Dodon
discussed Transnistria and amnesty for migrants]’, 17 March.
Rozwalka, P. and Tordengren, H. (2016) ‘The Ukrainian Residential Gas Sector: A Market Untapped’, Oxford
Institute For Energy Studies Paper, NG 109.
Sadowski, R. and Strzelecki, J. (2015) ‘Crimea is left without power’, OSW Analyses, available at
https://www.osw.waw.pl/en/publikacje/analyses/2015-11-25/crimea-left-without-power

(accessed

25

September 2017).
Samus, M. (2014) ‘Rozryv kooperatsii z Rosiyeyu – shans dliyz ukrainskoi oboronky [The break-up of cooperation
with Russia presents a chance for Ukrainian military complex]’, Commentary of the Centre for Army Studies and
Conversion, available at http://cacds.org.ua/ru/comments/335 (accessed 6 October 2017).
Schenk, C. (2015) ‘Labor Migration in the Eurasian Union: Will Freedom of Movement Trump Domestic
Controls?’, PONARS Eurasia Policy Memo No.378, Washington: George Washington University.

Interdependencies of Eastern Partnership Countries with the EU and Russia | 65

Seenews (2017) ‘Moldova seeks observer status at Eurasian Economic Union’, 22 March, available at
https://seenews.com/news/moldova-seeks-observer-status-at-eurasian-economic-union-president-562507
(accessed 18 August 2017).
Shadursky, V. (2016) ‘Sut nashei vneshnei politiki’ [The Essence of our Foreign Policy), Belarus Today, available
at http://belsmi.by/archive/article/72835 (accessed 24 September 2017).
Sherbyna, S. (2012) ‘Rodovysha Mykoly Zlochevskogo [Mines of Mykola Zlochevsky]’, Ukrainska Pravda, 28
February, available at https://www.epravda.com.ua/publications/2012/02/28/317182/ (accessed 23 August
2017).
Solonenko I. (2016) ‘Reforms, New Elites, and Old Structures How to Win the Battle for a New Ukraine?’, DGAP
Analyse, No. 4, available at https://dgap.org/en/article/getFullPDF/27979 (accessed 23 August 2017).
State Statistics Service of Ukraine (2017) ‘Energy and Trade Data’, available at www.ukrstat.gov.ua (accessed 25
September 2017).
Surugiu, R. (2012) ‘EU's Third Energy Package and its Implications for the Moldovan Energy Sector’, Chișinău:
Expert-Grup.
Sushko, I., Kulchytska, K., Koriagina, D., and Pozniak, O. (2016) ‘Ukrainian migration abroad during the
contemporary crisis: economic reasons still prevail’, in D. Drbohlav and M. Jaroszewicz (eds), Ukrainian migration
in times of crisis: Forced and Labour Mobility, Prague: Charles University, pp. 24-51.
Tallis, B. (2015) ‘No end of history, no end of politics, but limits to critique? A commentary on Timothy Snyder’s
talk entitled “Russia, Ukraine and the Central Significance of Civil Society,” which took place at Charles University,
Prague, 27 January 2015, 2 February, Visegrad Insight, available at http://visegradinsight.eu/no-end-of-historyno-end-of-politics02022015/ (accessed 12 August 2017).
UNHCR

(2016)

‘Ukraine

Operational

Update’,

available

at

http://unhcr.org.ua/attachments/article/1299/2016%2011%20UNHCR%20UKRAINE%20Operational%20Updat
e%20FINAL.pdf (accessed 6 October 2017).
UNIAN (2016) ‘Ukraine pledges corridor if Russian troops pulled out from Transnistria’, available at
https://www.unian.info/politics/1609327-ukraine-pledges-corridor-if-russia-troops-pulled-out-fromtransnistria-media.html (accessed 19 August 2017).
Von Hirschhausen, C. (2003) Modernizing Infrastructure in Transformation Economies: Paving the Way to
European Enlargement, Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.
Wolczuk, K. (2016) ‘Managing the flows of gas and rules: Ukraine between the EU and Russia’, Eurasian
Geography and Economics 57(1): pp. 113-137.

66 | EU-STRAT Working Paper No. 10 | April 2018

Wolff, S. (2012) ‘The Transnistrian Issue: Moving Beyond the Status-Quo’, Study for the European Parliament’s
AFET Committee, Brussels.
World Bank (2017) ‘World Integrated Trade Solution database’, available at http://wits.worldbank.org/ (accessed
25 September 2017).
World Nuclear News (2017) ‘Ukraine confident of world-class fuel storage facility’, 17 May, available at
http://www.world-nuclear-news.org/WR-Ukraine-confident-of-world-class-fuel-storage-facility-17051701.html
(accessed 7 October 2017).
Zagorets, V. and Zagorets, I. (2011) ‘Methodology of Determining the Extent and Results of External Migration of
Population of the Republic of Belarus’, Journal of International Law and International Relations 4: 1-9.

The EU and Eastern Partnership Countries
An Inside-Out Analysis and Strategic Assessment
Against the background of the war in Ukraine and the rising
tensions with Russia, a reassessment of the European
Neighborhood Policy has become both more urgent and
more challenging. Adopting an inside-out perspective on the
challenges of transformation the Eastern Partnership (EaP)
countries and the European Union face, the research project
EU-STRAT seeks to understand varieties of social orders in
EaP countries and to explain the propensity of domestic
actors to engage in change. EU-STRAT also investigates how
bilateral, regional and global interdependencies shape
domestic actors’ preferences and scope of action. Featuring
an eleven-partner consortium of academic, policy, and
management excellence, EU-STRAT creates new and
strengthens existing links within and between the academic
and the policy world on matters relating to current and future
relations with EaP countries.

