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ANALYSIS OF THE “ASSOCIATED TRIO”
AS A BACKFIRE EFFECT OF RUSSIA’S FOREIGN POLICY
OF NEAR ABROAD

The attempts of the European Union (EU) to engage its eastern neighbors into the European integra-
tion after the last eastward expansion in 2007 were found to be largely unsuccessful. The sensitivity of
the issue for Russia and the failure of the EU’s eastern neighbors to carry out necessary reforms were
among the main reasons that impeded the progress in the European integration of these states. However,
on May 17, 2021, Georgia, Moldova, and Ukraine have come up with a new initiative aimed at revitaliz-
ing the European agenda through enhancing mutual cooperation and coordination in issues of common
interest related to European integration. The study argues that by counterposing itself to the West and
attempting to retain its old paradigm of its area of geopolitical influence in the “near abroad” Russia has
greatly contributed to the cooperation between Georgia, Moldova, and Ukraine and the establishment
of the “Associated Trio” format. As a result of similar interventions to these states jeopardizing their
security, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine have developed a strong common anti-Russian agenda, which
served as one of the driving forces in their European aspirations. At the same time, the mobilization of
the three members of the new initiative was made possible thanks to democratization and reforms im-
posed from the outside and pushed from inside.

Key words: Associated Trio, Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine, Russia, European integration.
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“AccouMaTUBTIK TPUMOHBbIH” PeceraiH,
)KaKbIH LLIETEAAET CbIPTKbI casicaTbiHa Kepi acepiH Taapay

Eyponanbik, OaakTbiH, (EO) 2007 >KblAbl LIbIFbICKA KApar COHFbl KEHEIIHEeH KeWiH LUbIFbICTaFbl
KepLiAepiH OGeACEHAI eypomnaAblk, MHTerpaumsra TapTy OpeKeTTepi HerisiHeH CoTCi3 asKTaAFaH
GoAaTbiH. byAa MaceaeHiH Pecein ywiH ce3iMTarAbiFbl koHe EO-HbIH LbIFbICTaFbl KOPLIAEPiHiH
KaXeTTi pedopMarapAbl >Kyprize aamaybl OCbl MEMAEKETTEPAIH €ypOrnaAblK, WHTEerpaumsiCbiIHAAFbI
iArepianeyAi TexkenTiH Heriri cebentepaid 6ipi 60AAbI. Araiaa 2021 KbiaabIH, 17 MambipbiHAQ [py3us,
MonaaoBa >xaHe YKpauHa eyponaAbik, MHTErpaumsra KaTbiCTbl OpTak, MYAAEAl MaceAeaep GoMbIHLLA
©3apa bIHTbIMAKTACTbIK, MEH YMAECTIPYAI KYLIEMTY apKbiAbl €yporaAblk, 6acTamaHbl >KaHAQHAbBIPYFa
GarblTTaAFaH >aHa 6Gactama keTepai. bya mMakarapaa bartbicka Kapcbl Typy >KoHe 63iHiH “>KakblH
LeTeAAeri” reocasicy bIKMaAbIHbIH €CKi MapaAMrMacbiH cakTayFa ThipbICy apKblAbl Peceit eAi Tpy3us,
MoaaoBa xaHe YKpanHa apacblHAAFbl bIHTbIMAK TACTbIKKA XXeHe “ACCOUMATUBTIK TPMOHBI” KYPYFa YAKEH
YAEC KOCKaHbl 3epTTeAeai. OCbl MEMAEKETTEPAIH, iCiHE epecKeA apaAacy MeH OAAPAbIH Kayinci3airiHe
KaTep TeHAIpyi HaTuxkeciHAe py3uns, MoapoBa eHe YKpauHaHblH, eypornaAblK, YMTbIAbICTapbIHAQ
KO3Fayllbl KyWTepAiH 6ipi 6OAaTbIH OpTak, peceMmMeH TeKeTipecTiH 6acTamachiH o3ipaeai. by perte
KaHa GacTamara Yl eAAiH KaTbiCybl CbIPTTAH XXOHe ilTeH UTepPMEeAereH AEMOKPATUSAAHAbIPY MeH
peopMarapAbIH Xy3ere acbipy (hakTopAapbl apKaCbiHAQ MYMKiH GOAADI.

Ty#in cesaep: AccoumatmBTik Tpuo, [pysusa, MoaaoBa, YkpauHa, Pecer, eyponaabik, MHTErpaLms.
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AHaAm3 “AccoumnpoBaHHO TPOHKKM” Kak obpaTHoro adpdpekra
BHELUHeN MOAMTHKK Poccum B OTHOLLEHUM BAMXKHErO 3apy6exbst

MonbiTkn EBponerickoro Coto3a (EC) npuBAeYb CBOMX BOCTOUHbIX COCEAEN B akTMBHYIO EBponeri-
CKYIO MHTerpaumio nocAe MOCAeAHero paclumpenmns EBpocoto3a Ha BocTok B 2007 roay okasaAucCb
B 3HAUMTEAbHOW CTeneHn 6esycnelHbiMu. YyBCTBUTEABHOCTb 3TOr0 Bompoca AAs Poccumn un
HecrnocobHOCTb BOCTOUHbIX coceaer EC npoBecTv Heo6XxoAMMble pepopMbl BbIAM OAHUMU 13 OCHOBHbIX
NPUYMH, NPEensSTCTBYIOWMX MPOrpeccy B €BPOMEMCcKOn MHTerpaumm 3Tmx rocyAapcts. OaHako 17
mas 2021 roaa 'pysma, MoaaoBa 1 YKparHa BbICTYMMAM C HOBOM MHMLMATMBOM, HaNpPaBAEHHOM Ha
0XXMBAEHME eBPOMencKon NoBeCTKM 3a CUET YCUAEHWS B3aMMHOIO COTPYAHMYECTBA M KOOPAMHALIMM
B BOMPOCAX, MPEeACTaBASIOLIMX OOLLMIA MHTEPEC, CBA3AHHbLIX C €BPOMNencKon nHTerpaumeit. B cratbe
YTBEP>KAQETCS, UTO, NMPOTMBOMOCTABASIS ce6s 3anaAy v MbiTasiCb COXPAHWUTH CBOIO CTAPYIO MapaAUrmy
CBOEro reonoAMTUYECKOrO BAMSHMS B CBOeM “OAnxkHem 3apybexbe”, Poccusi BHecAa 60AbLION
BKAQA B COTPYAHMYECTBO MexAy [py3uenrt, MoapoBOM M YKparHOM M co3paHue “AccoumMaTMBHOIO
Tpmo”. B pesyabTate rpy6oro BMelIaTEAbCTBA B AGAQ 3TUX FOCYAAPCTB, CTABSLIEro MoA Yyrposy ux
6e3onacHocTb, [py3us, MoaaoBa 1 YkpauHa paspaboTtaam o6LLyI0 aHTUPOCCUIACKYIO MOBECTKY AHS,
KOTOpas MOCAY>XMAQ OAHOM M3 ABMXKYLLMX CMA B WX €BPOMENCKMX YCTpeMAeHusx. B To ke Bpems
MOBUAM3ALMS TPEX YHACTHUKOB HOBOW MHULIMATMBbI CTAAQ BO3MOXHOM BAAroAaps AemMokpaTmsaumm 1

pedopMam, MOTUBMPOBAHHBIM M3BHE M MPOTAAKMBAEMbIM U3HYTPM.
KatoueBble caoBa: AccoumaTtmBHoe Tpuo, Ipy3msa, MoapoBa, YkpauHa, Poccusi, eBponerickas

MHTEerpaumus.

Introduction

Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine are known to
be members of the «Associated Trio», which is a
special cooperation format within the framework of
the Eastern Partnership leading to a full membership
in the EU. The initiative was officially launched on
May 17,2021 in Kiev when the Ministers of Foreign
Affairs of Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine signed a
joint memorandum committing to the prospect of
accession to the EU (Ministry of Foreign Affairs
of Ukraine, 2021) The new format is designed to
function in accordance with the general Eastern
Partnership framework and is aimed at enhancing
European integration.

Without any doubt, the initiation of the
«Associated Trio» format was viewed by the majority
in all three countries as a great achievement because
among all members of the Eastern Partnership,
Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine were the most
successful ones in many ways when it comes to
the fulfillment of their commitments regarding the
European integration. Therefore, the official approval
of the Trio format by the EU was also understood by
the three countries as a recognition of their efforts.
At the same time, perhaps there was another factor
that probably helped Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine
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consolidate their efforts encouraging them to take
further steps on their path of European integration,
which is Russia. Among other things, security is
one of the top priorities that Trio members seek to
ensure within the European integration project. In
light of the events of the past several years, Russia is
obviously viewed in this context as the main source
of threat and regional instability. It is interesting to
note however that by intending to protect its area of
influence Russia has also greatly contributed to the
formation of the Trio format as it is.

Background Information and Literature
Review

The “Associated Trio” is a fairly new topic and
it is understudied in the academic field. However,
the initiative could be viewed within the conceptual
framework of the European Neighbourhood Policy
(ENP) launched in 2004, Eastern Partnership
initiative of 2009 and a larger process of the EU’s
eastward enlargement.

Since recent EU enlargement waves, the
question whether the borders of the EU and NATO
should be extending further remains open. Little
by little it is becoming a common consensus that
arrangements short of membership is a good
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option for incorporation of these states into the
EuroAtlantic integration process (Dangerfield
2011: 2) The development of the EU’s ENP has
certainly inesified the management or resolution
of the unresolved and frozen conflicts in the Post-
Soviet space, although it was not intended neither
capable to properly manage the process (Sasse,
2009) After EU’s failures to reload the ENP in
2011 and 2015, in response to challenges in the
neighbourhood, the expectation of Europe’s eastern
partners from the ENP declined (Dekanozishvili,
2020) Hence, the limited capacity of European
initiatives in resolving conflicts in the Former Soviet
Union has caused a serious reputational crisis of
the European institutions in the eyes of partners.
This was especially true for Georgia, Moldova and
Ukraine, who had conflicts with Russia and were
critical points in terms of regional security, which
also became a major obstacle in their European
integration.

Failure of the European initiatives and little
progress in democratization and reforms as well
impediments of Russia to European aspiration of its
neighbors prompted Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine
to come up with a new initiative of the “Associated
Trio”. Unlike previous attempts of the EU to
encourage its eastern partners, the “Associated Trio”
was largely a self-generated initiative approved and
hailed by the European administrations. The new
format emphasizes the aspirations of the Associated
Trio countries to become members of the European
Union and serves as a platform for enhanced
cooperation and dialogue between the Ministries of
Foreign Affairs of the three EU Associate Partners
(Ministry of Foreign affairs of Ukraine, 2021)

A number of studies emphasize the leading role
of internal development processes in a successful
accomplishment of European integration. Strong
political competition is the primary factor for
creating internal pressures for reform (Sasse, 2012)
The top-down Europeanization was found to be
dependent on whether parties in question are in
power or in opposition and whether they are more
pro-European or more pro-Russian (Cianciara,
2015) It was also found that when choosing between
West (European integration) and East (Eurasian
integration), more successful individuals are more
likely to be Westernizers and losers more likely to
be Easternizers or Isolationists (Torres-Adan, 2021)

The deteriorating security threats by Russia
directly affecting Transnistria in Moldova, Abkhazia
and South Ossetia in Georgia, and Crimea, Donetsk,
and Luhansk in Ukraine have also shown the

weakness of the EU’s security approach through
democracy (Nilsson & Silander, 2016: 44) As a
matter of fact, the initiatives proposed by the EU
before 2015 did not contribute to the improvement
of security to its eastern partners nor improved the
EU-Russia relations. Eventually, internal political
mechanisms, stability of newly created democratic
institutions and orientations in foreign relations
have determined further actions of the EU’s eastern
partners. Although the EU welcomed the European
Aspirations of its eastern partners, it was not
interested in the deterioration of its relations with
Russia. In fact, in certain issues, like for instance
supply of natural gas, the EU was in a vulnerable
situation and confrontations between Ukraine
and Russia had certain negative effects on the EU
members (Sonmez, 2021) Direct threats posed by
Russia, relatively strong democratic institutions and
a strongly anti-Russian agenda in Georgia, Moldova
and Ukraine were the key factors that stimulated
these countries to come up with a new self-generated
format of cooperation aimed at accelerating the
process of European integration. This paper analyses
the underlying factors and mechanism in Georgia,
Moldova and Ukraine that determined their choice
of the “Associated Trio” as well as the role of Russia
in molding this format.

Methodology

This article is based on qualitative analysis of
different data from official sources mainly about
the relations between the Trio members, the EU
and Russia. The logic behind the analysis is to
show how indicators of real economic cooperation
between the countries evolve over the last several
years. We presuppose that de facto integration
priorities between countries are well reflected
through the change in cooperation schemes between
them regardless of formal commitments. However,
the study is also based on assessment of formal
documents and statements by the officials. The
paper makes use of information on internal political
changes in the countries of the “Associated Trio”
and shows how legal mechanisms and recently
created and relatively weak democratic institutions
in these countries prompted their governments to set
the pro-European agenda as one of the top priorities.

The Choice between East and West

Russia has turned towards resuscitating
many elements of the Soviet and Tsarist imperial
paradigm of foreign and domestic policy since
Vladimir Putin took the presidential office in
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2000. It quickly renounced its commitments to
democratization and incorporation into the western
world and decided to keep the Post-Soviet republics
within its sphere of influence to safeguard its
geopolitical interests (Rezvani, 2020) Initially this
was accomplished mainly through creating regional
cooperation organizations (e.g. Eurasian Economic
Community, SCO), diplomacy, economic ties etc.
However, as soon as Russia felt that it could not
withhold pro-European ambitions, it switched to
a more interventionist and aggressive approach.
Russia especially painfully reacted to the NATO
and European Union (EU) enlargements at the
expense of what it considered as its (former)
sphere of influence. Ethnic cleavages and frozen
territorial conflicts were the most prefered pretexts
for intervention like in case of the five day Russo-
Georgian War of August 2008, which was largely
a reaction to Georgia’s clear and ambitious pro-
western political stance.

The motivations of Russia to keep its the Post-
Soviet space under its control have become evident
during after the invasion to the Donetsk and Luhansk
regions of Ukraine and the annexation of Crimea.
Such desperate actions followed after the Maidan
revolution in Ukraine when protests erupted in
response to president Yanukovych’s refusal to sign
an agreement on political association and free trade
with the EU. The harsh reaction of Ukrainians to
holt the formal procedures of European integration
made it clear that the European choice was indeed
essentially important for the Ukrainian people.
President Viktor Yanukovych barely escaped from
protesters and had to flee quickly to Russia while
the occupied eastern territories of Ukraine and
Crimea remain under illegal de facto control of
Russia. 2014 thus became a major turning point
in the Russo-Ukrainian relations when Ukraine’s
European choice became irreversible while Russia
firmly anchored in antagonism to the West.

Unlike Georgia and Ukraine, Moldova has
applied a more delicate approach in following the
European integration. Moreover, Moldova has long
been a swing country when it comes to the choice
between East and West. Due to the significant
number of supporters of both options, it was no
earlier than 2020 when Moldova clearly opted for
pursuing European integration. The victory of the
current president Maia Sandu in November 2020
became a clear sign of the public approval of the
European choice. However, there are a number of
factors that make Russia not react as harshly as it
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did in the cases of Georgia and Ukraine. Firstly,
Moldova does not share borders with Russia and
is not strategically important to Russia as Ukraine.
Secondly, although Moldova openly declares
the European future as one of the top priorities
for itself, it does not insist on membership in
NATO. In fact neutrality is stipulated in its
constitution. Thirdly, Moldova does not defiantly
renounce its ties with Russia and takes part in
regional cooperation schemes like for instance the
Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) At
the same time, being perhaps the most successful
country among the Eastern Partnership members
in terms of democratization, Moldova actively
promotes the Trio format since recently. However,
it is true that Moldova’s ties with Russia are getting
more declarative and nominal.

Georgia, on the other hand, has de facto
renounced its membership in the CIS quickly after
the military conflict with Russia. On August 18,
2009 it officially abandoned the CIS (Cisstat.com,
2009) On November 9, 2016, a bill on Ukraine’s
withdrawal from the CIS was submitted to the
Ukraininan Parliament. On August 8, 2018 Ukraine
closed a representative office under the statutory
bodies of the CIS (Glavcom.ua, 2018) However, the
organization is being very reluctant to recognize the
non-membership of Ukraine.

The Russian Factor

There are a number of common features that
helped Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine form a
common framework to address their European
aspirations. Firstly, in spite of little success
achieved in democratic reforms and building good
governance by the recommendations of the EU,
the three countries have made much more progress
in this regard compared to other members of the
Eastern Partnership. For instance, Ukraine and
Moldova have become the two most democratic
countries among the Former Soviet states according
to a report by the Economist Intelligence Unit
(EIU, 2020) In 2021, Georgia became the leading
country among Post-Soviet countries in terms of the
freedom of press (Reporters Without Borders, 2021)
Active civil societies and democratic institutions
prevented the establishment of dictatorships.
Secondly, all three countries have currently active
or frozen territorial conflicts with Russia, which
are also the critical points of regional security.
These are Transnistria in Moldova, Abkhazia and
South Ossetia in Georgia, and Crimea, Donetsk,
and Luhansk in Ukraine. Thirdly, several years of
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hybrid pressure of Russia on Georgia, Moldova
and Ukraine expressed in many ways has greatly
helped these countries develop antagonism to ideas
and values imposed by Russia and form a common
vision of the future that resonated well with the
scope of European integration.

Unlike other members of the Eastern
partnership, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine have
mainly reduced their cooperation with Russia. For

60.0

instance, throughout 2011-2020 the combined trade
of the Trio countries has dropped from $50.7 billion
to $9.4 billion. As a result, the share of Russia in
the combined foreign trade of Georgia, Moldova
and Ukraine decreased fourfold from $30.3 to $7.7
billion (Comtrade, 2020) At the same time, the three
countries have favoured trade cooperation with
Eruope, which happened to a large extent at the
expense of trade with Russia.
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Figure 1 — Trade between Trio countries and Russia
Source: UN Comtrade, 2020
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Figure 2 — Share of Russia in external trade of Trio countries
Source: UN Comtrade, 2020
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Figure 3 — Share of EU in external trade of Trio countries
Source: UN Comtrade

Pro-European sentiments are also quite
widespread in societies of other Esterns Partners.
For example, a recent survey conducted within
the framework of the Eastrn Partnership EU has
revealed that more than a half (53%) of Armenians
were positive about the EU, compared to 44%
in 2016. The number of people with a negative
perception of the EU was only 9%. 60% of
Armenians trusted the EU, while the share of those
who trusted the Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU)
was at 51%. 84% of Belarusians were either
positive or neutral about the EU, and only 12% had
a negative opinion about it. 45% of Belarusians
trusted the EU, which is more than those who
trusted EAEU (39%) In Azerbaijan, 46% of people
had a positive attitude towards the EU and only 8%
of the population had a negative attitude towards
the EU. More importantly, 75% of Azerbaijanis
associate their personal values with the EU, such
as: “peace, security and stability”, “honesty and
transparency”, “economic prosperity”, “freedom
of speech”, “human rights’’; “rule of law” and
others (EU Neighbors, 2020) Generally, public
opinion towards the EU is positive in all countries
of the Eastern Partnership and the share of
people supporting European values is increasing.
However, due to the lack democratic institutions
in Belarus and Azerbaijan, pro-European views
are underrepresented in the governments of these
countries. The case of Armenia could be considered
as an exception. Due to its complicated geopolitical
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situation and reliance on Russia in vitally important
issues of security, Armenia has much less space
for political maneuvering to address pro-European
ambitions.

Practically in all nationwide electoral
campaigns after 2014 the topic of Russia and
European integration was the main one. Foreign
policy issues were way more important than
internal issues. For example, the presidential
campaign of 2020 in Moldova could be viewed as
an illustrative case showing the critical importance
of Moldova’s choice between Russia and the EU in
the public opinion. Maia Sandu, who represented
pro-European political forces, received 57.72%
of the vote, defeating her principal opponent Igor
Dodon, who advocated closer ties with Russia and
the EAEU. It is also worth mentioning that external
voting played an important role in determining
the outcome of the elections in Moldova. As it
is known, a very significant share of Moldovan
citizens work abroad and they mostly voted for
the candidate representing the European choice
for Moldova (Central Electoral Committee of
Moldova, 2020) Similarly, a clear pro-European
agenda greatly contributed to the victory of the
current president of Georgia Salome Zurabishvili
in 2018 securing her 59.52% of the votes (Election
Administration of Georgia, 2018) The same trends
are present in the legislative bodies of the three
Trio countries. Generally, it could be stated that
any political agendas advocating stronger alliances
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with Russia are becoming extremely unpopular in
Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine.

In many ways the “Associated Trio” is a unique
format for cooperation. Firstly, it has come to be
as a consequence of negative events and failures,
which is rather peculiar. The members of the format
came short of fulfilling the recommendations and
requirements of the European institutions regarding
the democratization, institutional, economic
and administrative reforms, establishment of
good governance etc. Secondly, the formation
of the Trio framework was accomplished under
extremely tough circumstances that Georgia,
Moldova and Ukraine could not control and
overcome. Despite being formally recognized by
all as independent states, Russia turned to extreme
and non-conventional methods in safeguarding
its sphere of influence. The members of the
format were very limited in their actions due to
tremendous forces applied from outside. Thirdly,
the three countries manage to pursue their goals
despite tough challenges. All three members have
current or frozen conflicts and territorial disputes
with Russia, which could be used as an instrument
of pressure by Moscow. Hence, the security
and success of the Trio project is constantly
jeopardized. Fourthly, “Associated Trio” is the
first cooperation scheme in the Post-Soviet space
that is not initiated and approved by the Kremlin.
Russia played the central role in all other regional
organizations and cooperation frameworks and it
was difficult to carry out regional initiatives for
Former Soviet states without the benevolence of
Moscow. In this light, it could be said that further
development of the “Associated Trio” initiative
between Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine will entail
further confrontation between the Trio members
with Russia. Moreover, the EU will have more
reasons to stay reluctant towards endorsing the
future accession of Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine
to the EU. Hence, it could be said that the three
countries have burnt their bridges by launching
the Trio intuitive and have no better option than
to continue their European integration with
consistency and perseverance.

Conclusion

Regardless of its final result, the “Associated
Trio” initiative between Georgia, Moldova and
Ukraine is certainly a positive sign that shows the
capacity of its members to formulate common
policy priorities and determination in pursuing
their goals. In spite of limited progress made in
conducting reforms, some hesitant position of
the EU and enormous pressure from Russia, the
members of the Trio seem to be fully committed
to succeed in European integration. Moreover, Our
analysis shows that the actions of Russia countering
the European aspirations of the Trio, including the
military conflicts, have led to an opposite result
adding solidarity and determination in their quest for
European future. Similar aggressive methods applied
by Russia to safeguard its area political influence
have motivated the three countries to withstand
a shared tragedy by uniting their efforts under a
common framework. Our findings confirm previous
studies that emphasize Russia’s role as a promoter
of pro-Western orientation and democratization of
Georgia, Ukraine (Delcour and Wolchuk, 2014) and
Moldova rather than a counteracting force.

The choice of the “Associated Trio” and
determination towards European integration became
possible thanks to democratic mechanisms that
these three countries managed to develop under
conditions of coercive threat from Russia. Over
the last decade, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine
underwent a process of gradual realignment towards
European integration by intensifying cooperation
in a comprehensive manner. At the same time, the
three countries have been weakening their ties with
Russia. Pro-European sentiments are also strong in
other members of the Eastern Partnership (Belarus,
Azerbaijan and Armenia) However, due to lack
of democratic institutions and strong reliance on
Russia, the desires of the people in these countries
currently cannot be addressed politically. In this light,
the success of the unique experience of Georgia,
Moldova and Ukraine can potentially become an
inspiring factor and produce a strong spillover effect
among the rest of the eastern neighbors of the EU.
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