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Introduction


The fall of the Soviet Union at the end of the 20th century has ended a period of bipolar balance of power (or threat, if we are taking into account the nuclear component) that has lasted for almost half of a century after the end of the Second World War. After 1991, the world has entered a new phase, in which there was only one superpower left, the United States, which tried to lead a new type of international system, a unipolar one. The United States considered that it could become a world gendarme and impose its will in any region where there was a conflict. This attitude was fostered by the doctrine of “manifest destiny” adopted by many members of the Washington administrations. 

Nevertheless, after September 11, 2001, and especially after the Afghanistan and Iraq interventions, it became obvious that not even the “sole superpower” could deal with all international threats and that a new international architecture was necessary in order to tackle the terrorist threats and other security risks at present. This was supposed to be a multi-polar world, as at regional level there is an increasing emergence of new great powers claiming their place at the table of the “powerful” international actors.

If the United States is the only superpower, the Russian Federation shows signs of recovery after some very difficult years of decay during the 90s; however its role is predominantly regional and concerns the post-Soviet space. The United Kingdom and France, as EU Member States, retain only some parts of the former great power positions, the nuclear arsenal and their relations with the former colonies. If the UK still preserves a significant fleet and acts as an ally of the US, France is trying to build a European defence capacity together with Germany (another re-emerging international actor), in order to make the EU a significant international actor. 


After the last EU enlargement, the European Union has acquired a common neighbourhood with the Russian Federation. However, the new Member States have difficult relations with Russia, related to a complex past inheritance (especially Poland, Romania and the Baltic states).  This is also true about the United Kingdom, which prioritizes the transatlantic relation with the United States and the preservation of NATO as the main defence structure for EU countries.


Instead, France, Germany and Italy are more favourable to an enhanced relation with Russia, especially in what concerns energy security. The same countries are favourable, to some extent, to an autonomous foreign and defence policy of the European Union separated from NATO. However, for the moment, this remains a distant dream, as only NATO has the necessary military capacities to ensure security at continental level. The result is a quite uncertain Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and many other policies which are not always easy to be understood by the Russian Federation. 

The purpose of my paper is to analyse the potential developments in the regional balance of power in Eastern Europe at the beginning of the 21st century. The aim is to see what kind of relation will develop between the European Union and the Russian Federation and its global significance.
The Concept of Power


In today’s world the concept of power is not anymore what it used to be during the last centuries. The evolution of human science and technology in the last century alone has created a whole new range of elements that could be considered as giving power to those possessing it.

The basic meaning of power is the capacity to influence the actions of the other and to have a reputation commensurate to that capacity so that any action and success rate is calculated starting from this. Usually, when talking about power, the main instrument of expressing it was the army. The armed forces were the representatives of the sovereign’s absolute rule, concerned with maintaining the well-being and physical integrity of the political entity. 


Meanwhile, international relations remained in a state of anarchy, with states in the roles of individuals. Thus, the relations among them were characterized by a permanent state of war, which was seldom intertwined with peaceful times lasting for just a short while. It was critical therefore for the states to maintain a reserved attitude towards the others, in an instant when everyone could become a serious threat for the survival of another. Of course, gradually the strongest states began to overstep this situation and develop new strategies for the growth of their power and the preservation of their importance and threat potential concerning the others. At that point, they began to play God and shape the system according to their own interests. But the enterprise was not at all a child’s game, and the need for alliances became obvious. In a form or another, alliances, in spite of their ephemerid character, were the first step towards a new kind of world.


But war remained a constant, in any form, old or new, and it shaped the face of the world for centuries, until the 20th. Some authors consider that this state is an axiomatic feature of the international relations field and that it is natural that states seek power regardless of the means employed. This cynic attitude was based on the logic of realpolitik that was a mere continuation of Richelieu’s raison d’état. The resulting balance of power indeed ensured a certain institutional setting with loose commitments that allowed and sometimes even urged the main actors to seek for new resources and new technologies that made them stronger. But it also allowed, from time to time, for bloody conflicts to unfold that questioned the very worth of progress in itself, as was the case of World War I.

The aftermath of World War I saw the emergence of new ideas stressing a new logic, that of cooperation. That was the main issue in the Wilsonian design for the League of Nations and the idea of collective security. The new ideas were the result of a new kind of thought based on the premises of the American democracy system. It aimed, in a way resembling that of the American domestic federal setting, to create a world united by common principles of peace preservation that would imply self-preservation, too. Unfortunately, the European setting, nourished by the deadly pill of nationalism, led to a defeat of these generous principles and a continuation of the logic of violence.


The Cold War led not to a radical change, but it sowed the germs of a new era of cooperation and confrontation. Even if cooperation confined to the western world, this new era erected a new rationale based on common features rather than differences. In this context power meant good relations with all, rather than emerging stronger from a conflict.

The new concept of security, elaborated by the Copenhagen School, after the end of the Cold War, emphasized the limits of conceiving security just in terms of military power. The military power remains an important part of security, but, in the new context of globalization, there are also other factors that need to be acknowledged. Among these are politics, economics, society and the environment. In the recent years there is also a growing impact of the informational dimension of power. Moreover, all these fields pose threats to security in a trans-border manner, complicating all the issues. Thus, multidimensional security is nowadays one of the main concerns in international relations.

Eastern Europe: a Variable Region


There are many people today who would ask themselves what we mean to say when referring to Eastern Europe. If we are trying to give a geographical definition of the place where this entity would reside, then we will have a lot of trouble identifying the limits of the region. Especially the western ones, as anyone would consider Russia as being a part of Eastern Europe, if only for its part lying west of Ural Mountains – as some illustrious politicians of the 20th century such as Charles de Gaulle and Mikhail S. Gorbachev considered, in order to define the limits of a dim European continent. But for its western limits we must use history to reach to some reasonable result. In fact, if we use the definition given to the region during the Cold War by some political scientists, such as Zbigniew Brzezinski, we must include countries such as Poland, Czechoslovakia (today Czech Republic and Slovakia), Hungary, Yugoslavia (today Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia, Montenegro and Macedonia), Albania, Bulgaria, Romania, but also the former Soviet republics of Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Belarus, Ukraine and Moldova. Some also included Eastern Germany (former German Democratic Republic) and the Caucasus countries (Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan), in a much extended definition. In this definition, Winston Churchill’s Iron Curtain would be the western limit of Eastern Europe.


However, after 1989, the perceptions of some countries in the region started to change, as they began to consider themselves something else than Eastern European, and more like something between the West and the East, Central Europe. This applied to countries which were not Soviet republics, but also increasingly to Baltic States after their independence in 1991. The tendency was supported by the ideological drive to the West after the fall of communist regimes, which was accompanied by a massive adoption of the Western modern cultural model, often in the form of the American (or global, as some would like to call it today) mass culture model. Thus, Eastern Europe was restrained to the former Soviet space, even if some of the countries in the region themselves tried to create an exclusive club of Central Europe (the Visegrad club) and still included the Balkans into Eastern Europe (or into the newly carved region of South East Europe). This definition often found support in the existence of the traditional border between Western Christianity (Catholic and Protestant) and Orthodoxy, a limit promoted by authors with a civilisational approach, such as Samuel P. Huntington.


A compromise definition was that adopted by the French interwar school, lead by geographers such as Emmanuel de Martonne, which tended to define the region as “Central and Eastern Europe”, a designation which became more convenient later to the European Union in order not to exclude any country from a future enlargement. Generally, nowadays, by Eastern Europe we understand the space between the European Union and the Ural Mountains, including Belarus, Ukraine, Moldova and Russia, but also Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan
.
Great Powers in Europe

The Europe of today used to be the scene of the greatest confrontations at international level in the past. Some of the main actors managed to maintain their status as great powers: Great Britain, France, and Russia, all former allies in the two world wars of the 20th century.  Others managed to come back after losing major conflicts: Germany. It is questionable weather other countries could be considered great powers, even if they have a certain economic and regional influence. Among these are Italy, Spain, Poland and Turkey; Romania would also like to play a larger regional role. Moreover, most of them are members or candidate countries of the European Union, which is a new type of international actor, relying on shared norms and consolidated economic cooperation. This means that EU Member States must now act in a coordinated manner, an aim which has been behind the development of the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP).

Nevertheless, after the Second World War, the military capacity of most European countries has been seriously impaired. That is why their security relied most of all on the help provided by the superpowers: The United States and the Soviet Union. Each of the latter created its own defence structures reflecting the balance of power in the region: the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the Warsaw Treaty Organization. Eventually, the Warsaw Treaty collapsed, which made NATO attractive for the former communist countries in Eastern Europe. Therefore, apart from Russia, all the abovementioned countries are also NATO members. But within NATO, the major power remains the United States, which ensures most of the military and infrastructure capacities of the alliance. The European members only provide the bases, some technology and some troops.

However, with the development of the European Union, the defence sector has become a new target to be developed, under the form of the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP). Some EU Member States (mainly France and Germany) consider that the development of ESDP is going to replace the need for NATO as the main security provider on the continent, and turn the EU from an “economic giant and military midget” into a full scale great power at international level. Nevertheless, due to its specific construction, the European Union of today exhibits more features that can be attributed to a so-called “soft power” (political institutions, economic resources, higher living standards, informational society) than a “hard power” (military capacities and infrastructure, nuclear assets).

Within the European Union there are some countries which used to be colonial powers and which aspire to regain the statute of great powers by themselves. One of these is the United Kingdom. As a former superpower during the 19th century and first half of the 20th century, the UK has the advantage of being still one of the most important financial centres of the world. This can be mainly attributed to the predominance of English as the main international language, although this can also be considered as an achievement of the United States. Also, a major asset of the UK is that it possesses the nuclear weapon, an important inheritance of the Cold War era and a means of deterrence. UK is also a member of the United Nations Security Council (UNSC), which gives it a say in international relations, even if it lately functioned as a close ally of the United States. The UK is also an important actor in the European aeronautic industry and still possesses an impressive fleet, which was last employed in the fight against pirates of the Somali coast in East Africa, under EU flag. Last but not least, through the Commonwealth of Nations, it maintains privileged relations with its former dominions outside Europe, such as Australia, Canada, India, New Zealand and South Africa.

Another important European great power is France. Even if its role has rapidly decreased after 1940, it still maintains some of its assets. Similarly to the UK it has nuclear weapons, is a member of the UNSC and plays a vital role in the European aeronautic industry. However, the main difference is that France never lost its intentions of playing a separate role than the United States in the world, a fact proven by the sometimes often nuclear test from the French Polynesia and by its temporary retreat from NATO military structures. France also maintains its influence over its former colonies from North Africa and Indochina, through the Organisation of Francophone Countries, and has good relations with some of the Arab countries (Egypt, Lebanon and Syria). Also, French, the former language of diplomacy is still one of the UN General Assembly official languages.

After 1990, when its reunification took place, Germany has also returned to its former status of great power. However, contrary to its former European competitors, its power is based most of all on its demographic potential and economic development. That is due to the fact that during the Cold War it was disarmed and divided among the winner powers. In spite of this disadvantage, today Germany is the “economic engine” of the European Union and one of the most influential members of NATO. Even if it is not a permanent member of the UNSC and does not exercise influence over its former colonies, Germany has the potential (as the EU for that matter) of becoming a full scale world power. By virtue of its former cultural influence over Central Europe (former Mitteleuropa) it has developed a significant influence over the new member states (Baltic countries, Poland, Czech Republic, Hungary, Bulgaria). Also, at the level of “soft power”, Germany has gained significant ground all over the world.


Apart from the EU great powers, there is another important European actor, which exercises a significant influence over a part of the continent: Russia. As the main heir of the Soviet Union, Russia preserved many of the assets which made the USSR a superpower: an impressive nuclear arsenal and military capabilities, a huge territory and natural resources, exceptional human resources in the field of science and technology, one of the most important aeronautic industries in the world and a permanent seat in the UNSC. However, after 1991 (and even before), its economic situation was not so much favourable, a fact which has also reflected into a decline of the country’s demographics (which still continues) and living standards, and the political situation was rather unstable, both institutionally and at the level of administration in certain subject units of the federation. An improvement in the political and economic fields took place after 2000, when a stable but somehow authoritarian type of government (according to EU standards) was introduced; the economy benefited from the energy resources available and supplied to the country’s main cooperation partners.

Apart from these, a major asset of the Russian Federation is its influence in its former Soviet area. This is manly due to the existing economic infrastructure (which was designed to link the various republics to Moscow), to the political elites of these countries, which were educated by the Soviet system, and to the prevalence of its military troops in the peace-keeping operations from the region. At the same time, Russia has tried to maintain its influence sphere by creating the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) and by trying to establish other structures of cooperation in the area, such as the Common Security Treaty Organization (CSTO) in the field of defence and the Common Economic Space (CES) in the field of economics. Also, Russian continues to be an important international language in the region and is also one of the official languages of the UN General Assembly.
Attitude towards Russia within the EU


As the only European great power outside the European Union, Russia raises various types of attitudes among the EU Member States. These attitudes are mainly motivated by geographical and historical backgrounds, as well as by economic interests. Thus, at present we are witnessing a diverging attitude towards the Russian Federation within the Union, according to two extremes: sympathy and mistrust.


Among the countries which favour a closer relation with Russia are France and Germany, but also Italy, Greece and Bulgaria. In the case of France, any rivalry with Russia ended after the Napoleonic Wars and the late 19th century colonial quests. An important factor is the geographical distance among the two powers, which prevents direct disputes. France’s alliance with Russia in 1894 was a main driving force during the First World War and the sympathy was maintained after the Second World War, in order to check upon Germany’s development. Currently, France sees Russia as a counterbalance to American interests in Europe and a possible solution to create an integrated European security community.

In the case of Germany, relations with Russia were a little more uneasy as there used to be geographical proximity among the two actors for a long period (1795-1918). However, common interests were emphasized after 1919, when the emergence of independent states between the two powers led to a common interest to challenge the status-quo. The peak of the relation was reached in 1939, when the Molotov-Ribbentrop pact divided Eastern Europe among the Soviet Union and Nazi Germany. However, after 1945, Germany suffered from its careless eastern attack during the Second World War and its eastern part came under Soviet occupation. After 1991, relations improved due to common economic interests in the energy field and to the German interest in Central and Eastern Europe.

In the case of Italy, there is a certain economic interest in collaborating with Russia in the field of energy. Also, the current Italian prime-minister shows the same authoritarian tendencies as his Russian counterpart and the personal relation between the two is quite good. In the case of Greece, there is a historically friendly relation with Russia, as the latter contributed to the country’s liberation from Turkish rule, by hosting and helping Greek emigrants and by fighting the Ottoman Empire. Currently, the economic interests in the energy field also coincide, as the Burgas-Alexandroupolis pipeline is seen as a part of Gazprom’s South Stream Project. A similar good relation with Russia can be noticed in Bulgaria, which was even called at some point the “Sixteenth Soviet Republic”. Bulgaria is also involved in Gazprom’s South Stream energy transit route.

On the other hand, other EU Member States have a more cautious attitude towards Russia. Among these are the United Kingdom, Poland, Romania and the Baltic States. In the case of the United Kingdom, the rivalry can be dated back to the end of the 19th century when the two countries’ colonial interests clashed in Central and South Asia. However, the relation evolved in a complex manner, as the two countries were allies during the two world wars of the 20th century and became rivals again during the Cold War. Britain’s privileged relation with the United States also contributed to a more reserved attitude towards Russia. Presently, raising the issue of human rights, the United Kingdom hosts some Russian oligarchs that are considered criminals in Russia.

In the case of Poland, the rivalry has to do more with geography. Russia and Poland were born geopolitical enemies from the beginning during the Middle Age. That is why each side has perceived its relation towards the other in terms of a zero-sum game: the gain of one side was the loss of the other. While Poland was stronger in the beginning, the decrease of its power in Eastern Europe favoured the rise of the Russian Empire. Eventually, in 1795, Poland was divided between German Prussia, Austria and Russia, a fact which was negatively carved in Polish collective memory for the next centuries. After 1918, when Poland gained its independence against Soviet Russia, it maintained a reserved attitude towards its eastern neighbour. After being again dismantled by its neighbours in 1939, Poland became a Soviet satellite. However, its attitude never became fully pro-Russian and, after 1991, Poland favoured an insertion of American interest in the region as a shield against Russian interests.


In what concerns Baltic States, their history easily explains their hostile attitude towards Russia. Being for a long time provinces of the Russian Empire (1721-1918), their independence was achieved at the expense of Russia and was preserved against Soviet Union until 1941. Once they became Soviet republics, their status was always distinct within the Union, being the most developed parts of the country and targets of internal migration. After 1991, they were the first to declare their independence from the USSR and refused to take part in any regional agreement that included Russia. Moreover, in 2004, they became EU and NATO members a move they saw as preserving their security, but which irritated their eastern neighbour (especially in the case of NATO membership).

Coming to Romania, the relations with Russia were more complex. Seen as an ally for the Romanian principalities against Turks in the 19th century, the relation became tense due to the issue of Bessarabia, eastern part of the former Principality of Moldova, annexed by the Russian Empire in 1812, but inhabited by a majority of Romanian speaking population. Even if, during the First World War, Romania and Russia were allies, at the end of the war, taking advantage by the civil war in Russia, Romania annexed Bessarabia. The Soviet Union has always wanted to take the region back, which eventually happened in 1940, and the region was turned into the Moldovan Soviet Socialist Republic. In 1941 Romania allied with Nazi Germany and fought the Soviet Union to recapture the lost province, but also took part in the Battle of Stalingrad. After the war, Romania became a Soviet satellite country, but never renounced its territorial claims. After 1991, the Republic of Moldova declared its independence, however Romania recognized it as a new “sister state” and has been supporting its territorial integrity.


Romania then moved towards the west, by joining NATO, in 2004 and the EU in 2007, and by supporting American influence in the region, especially around the Black Sea. In this context, Russia was always considered by Romania a potential security threat, especially in what concerns the frozen conflicts.


Thus, the attitude towards Russia within the European Union is pretty diverse, with a wide range of countries having a neutral relation with the East European great power (of the type Finland has maintained over the years with the USSR). However, much of the attitude depends on the attitude of the United States, which is an ally of most EU countries, also members of NATO. Therefore, the United States is also an actor in this region that seriously influences the situation.
The USA and Its Role in the Region

After 1991, the United States remained the only superpower in the world. In this position, the American administration had two options: to use the multilateral infrastructure that it had built over the years, including the International Financial Institutions (IFI), and assert its power by means of peaceful economic predominance; or use its impressive military force and power projection capabilities in order to become the “world’s gendarme”.

The Democrat administration of Bill Clinton initially tried to favour the first course. However, when it was noticed that the multilateral policy was not so efficient, military means were employed. The most visible example was the intervention in Kosovo, cleverly disguised under the appearance of a NATO humanitarian intervention against a dictatorial regime. However, the intervention in Kosovo re-ignited the Cold War rhetoric of Russia, a close ally of Serbia and a supporter, at that time, of the absolute sovereignty of states.

After 2001, the new Republican administration of George W. Bush was confronted with the war against terror, which it approached in a sort of multilateral context in Afghanistan, through NATO’s ISAF mission, and in a unilateral way in Iraq in 2003. In this last intervention, it was helped by the United Kingdom, Poland and other Central and Eastern European allies. In the new strategic context, the United States saw Eastern Europe as a possible base for control of the wider Middle East region. The new strategic region included countries in the Black Sea area and Central Asia, most of them related to energy sources and transit routes.


As such, the United States and its European allies supported a certain emancipation of countries in the region from Moscow’s sphere of influence. It was the case of the so-called “orange revolutions” from Georgia (2003), Ukraine (2004), Kyrgyzstan (2005) and Moldova (2009). Incidentally, most of these countries had some problems on their own territories with separatist entities unofficially supported by Moscow: Georgia did not control its Abkhaz autonomous republic and South Ossetian autonomous region, which were under the surveillance of Russian so-called “peace-keeping” forces. Ukraine had an important dispute with Russia concerning the region of Crimea, with the major port of Sevastopol, where the Russian fleet of the Black Sea is camped, and with its eastern region inhabited by Russian speaking population. Moldova had a problem with its Transdniestrian province which proclaimed its independence under the protection of Russian “peace-keeping” forces.

Together with Azerbaijan, the three countries established the GUAM Organization for Democracy and Economic Cooperation, an American sponsored organization aiming to facilitate the energy transit between the Caspian region and the west and promote the American type of democracy. It must also be noted that Azerbaijan also had a frozen conflict on its territory in the occupied region of Nagorno-Karabakh, but with Armenia, a close ally of Russia in the region. However, its regime is pretty authoritarian, but this does not seem to be a great problem for the United States. The organization was also meant to counterbalance Russia’s attempts to achieve economic regional integration in its former Soviet sphere, by means of the Common Economic Space (CES), including Russia, Belarus and Kazakhstan, or the Eurasian Economic Community, including Russia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan, and a security community, by means of the Common Security Treaty Organization (CSTO), including Russia, Armenia, Belarus and countries of Central Asia (except Turkmenistan).

Nevertheless, American interests also coincided with the Russian ones in what concerns the fight against terrorism. Thus, Russia’s management of the Chechnya separatist attempts was legitimized in exchange for American access to military bases in Central Asian countries for intervention in Afghanistan. The tendency became more visible in 2008, when, on the occasion of the Bucharest NATO summit, Georgia and Ukraine were not included in the Alliance’s Membership Action Plan (MAP). This was supposed to accommodate Russian interests in the region. Moreover, the Russian intervention against Georgia in August 2008 was only mildly condemned and the US alliance with Georgia was downplayed.
EU Enlargement and Policies in its Eastern Neighbourhood


Meanwhile, the European Union is trying to become a stronger international actor and tries to get involved in the region. During the last decades this tendency was manifested most concretely through the enlargement policy. Apart from the economic and social virtues of the enlargement process, its aim is also one of gaining influence, politically and, if possible, militarily. 


While it is true that NATO is still the security umbrella of the European Union, due to the action of the Franco-German couple it is attempted to substitute this role by the ESDP. Also, as NATO’s enlargement seems to raise questions from Russia concerning the security environment, the EU structures seem less menacing, taking into account their “soft power” predominance. However, this is also a type of influence that cannot be ignored.

In 2004 the EU has enlarged towards the east with eight former communist countries: Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia. In 2007, other two such countries were also included in the EU: Bulgaria and Romania. Other countries have expressed their desire of becoming EU members: apart from the Western Balkans countries, Moldova, Ukraine and Georgia are also aspiring to this status.

However, after the last enlargement wave the process seems to have entered a period of fatigue and scepticism. The multiple types of gaps that developed within the union between the “Old Europe” and the “New Europe”, as well as the economic crisis, have channelled all efforts towards a further integration between the current EU Member States. The adoption of the Lisbon Treaty in 2009 was a significant element of this process. At the same time, the rejection of the Constitutional Treaty in 2005 by France and the Netherlands, apart from the institutional crisis and fragmentation of the Union, was also a sign that Turkey’s candidacy (and other countries’ aspirations) was no longer a sure thing.


At present, the EU must make some choices in two fields: integration – more or less; enlargement – continuation or halt. The new policies concerning Eastern Europe (the European Neighbourhood Policy, the Eastern Partnership, but also the Black Sea Synergy) seem to suggest a hesitant answer that would leave the matter unsettled until the economic crisis is over.


Also, the recent evolutions in the area cannot be ignored. Ukraine has witnessed a change in government which brought to power a government which is favourable to close ties with Russia, but still advocates accession to the EU. In Moldova, the change of government favoured a pro-EU approach, but the recent failed referendum for modification of the Constitution showed that the process can be reversed. Moldova is also kept in a difficult position due to the Transdniestrian problem. Still, all political forces of the country support EU membership. Georgia maintains a pretty vocal rhetoric for becoming an EU and NATO member but its troubled relation with Russia is a strong obstacle against a positive result. Moreover, if Turkey does not enter the EU soon, Georgia’s EU perspectives are insignificant. 


The countries that did not express their clear resolve to become EU members have also an ambiguous stance. Azerbaijan seems willing to be included in cooperation structures with the EU and NATO and become a transit hub for energy resources from the Caspian region. However, its position depends on the active European support for the settlement of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict in its favour. Armenia, on the other hand, has chosen a different path, having preferential relations with Russia and Iran. As it is trapped between the Nagorno-Karabakh issue and an unfriendly Turkish neighbour, it economically depends on its two main partners. In the context of EU’s hostility to Iran, due to the latter’s nuclear development policy, cooperation with Armenia does not seem a priority (except for France, which is a strong supporter of the Armenian cause, especially in relation to Turkey). Belarus acts as a mere Russian outpost, but with a stubborn, dictatorial and unpredictable president, leading his country towards a quasi-North Korean model. In the end it all depends on Russia (with or without China’s support) and the EU (with or without US support) about how Eastern Europe will evolve.

Perspectives


What are the perspectives for Eastern Europe at the beginning of the 21st century? Depending on the behaviour of the main actors in the region, we can have three possible scenarios: Russian hegemony, EU-Russia condominium, EU predominance.

Russian hegemony can arise in two cases: one in which the EU renounces its enlargement and prefers to integrate the current Member States and the Western Balkans, while Russia chooses to become a world centre of power; another in which Russia becomes a junior partner of China in a continental structure (possibly developed around the Shanghai Cooperation Organization), the so-called “heartland”, against Euro-Atlantic structures. In both cases, Russia could reclaim its influence sphere over Belarus, Ukraine and Moldova, would tame Georgia, after annexing Abkhazia and South Ossetia, would boost Armenian interests by granting it Nagorno-Karabakh and would isolate Azerbaijan, which could be constrained to cooperate. This scenario is foreseeable after the Russian-Georgian war of 2008, when Russia sent the message of reassertion (also envisaged by the Medvedev Doctrine) concerning its power in its former sphere of influence and the EU’s response was weak. Then, Russia showed that it wants to challenge the status-quo and abandon its support for the theory of absolute sovereignty by recognizing the independence of Abkhazia and South Ossetia, much like the US and most EU countries had previously recognized the independence of Kosovo. The result of this scenario would be a new cold war in which the iron curtain will be the current EU eastern border, separating liberal democracies from guided democracies. It would be uncertain, though, if Turkey will join either one side or the other.

The EU-Russia condominium in the area is another possibility. In this case, Russia will maintain its current ambiguous position in which it will navigate among various international structures (or blocs) without joining either of them. The EU could then enlarge to the east, including Ukraine and Moldova (and possibly Georgia, if Turkey also becomes a member), but this move will not be paralleled by a NATO enlargement. Therefore, in terms of security, the countries in Eastern Europe would remain a buffer zone between a NATO based EU and a non-aligned Russia, but the two powers could have good economic relations, especially in the field of energy security. This scenario is favoured by the current situation, as well as by the attitude of the EU great powers. Russia could prefer this situation as the EU would not become strong enough to threaten it and could still be its most important economic partner. Thus, Russia could continue to pursue its development based on resource exports, but this could become a weakness in the long run.


EU predominance is also one of the possible scenarios, although it seems the most unlikely. It could arise in a situation when Russia’s economic state will degrade as a consequence of decreasing commodity prices, affecting its independent development. In this case, Russia will be too weak to impose its will over its neighbours and would have to concede to a further EU enlargement all over the area. However, this supposes a resolve of the EU towards enlargement, including all countries in the region (Turkey, too). This situation could arise only if the EU manages a good exit from the economic crisis and a quick integration and good functioning of its institutions. Also it supposes that ESDP becomes a reality and NATO’s role decreases. Another alternative will be an increase of NATO’s role to the status of a global alliance also enlarging towards east, but this implies that the United States would be the main beneficiary of the current economic crisis. In both alternatives of this scenario, Belarus would become a democratic country, Ukraine would close the Russian fleet base in Sevastopol, Moldova would re-establish its territorial integrity, Georgia would restore its control over Abkhazia and South Ossetia with EU and/or NATO support, Armenia would retreat from Nagorno-Karabakh before a referendum would decide the fate of the province. Eventually, even Russia could choose to become an EU (and NATO) member, realising that it cannot otherwise compete with global superpowers like the United States and China. The latest scenario is supported by Russia’s declining demographics, raw materials and huge uninhabited Asian territory, while most of its population lies in the European part, as well as by Russia’s membership into the Council of Europe and OSCE.
References

- Brzezinski, Zbigniew, The Grand Chessboard: American Primacy And Its Geostrategic Imperatives, Basic Books, New York, 1997
- Bugajski, Janusz, Cold Peace: Russia’s New Imperialism, Praeger, Westport/CT, 2004
- Chifu, Iulian (ed.), The Defense and Security of Europe: NATO and ESDP, Editura Curtea Veche, Bucureşti, 2008

- Chifu, Iulian, Oazu Nantoi, Oleksandr Sushko, The Russian-Georgian War. A trilateral cognitive institutional approach of the crisis decision-making process, Editura Curtea Veche, Bucureşti, 2009

- Colaresi, Michael P., Karen Rasler and William R. Thompson, Strategic Rivalries in World Politics. Position, Space and Conflict Escalation, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2007

- De Tinguy, Anne (coord.), Moscou et le monde : l'ambition de la grandeur, une illusion? (Moscow and the World: the Ambition of Power, an Illusion?), CERI, Paris, 2008
- Huntington, Samuel P., The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order, Free Press/Simon & Schuster, London, 1997
- Ivanov, Igor, Politica externă a Rusiei în epoca globalizării (Russia’s Foreign Policy in the Globalization Era), Editura Fundaţiei Culturale Române, Bucureşti, 2003
- Katsioulis, Christos, European Foreign Policy on Trial. A Global Actor in the Making?, Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung, International Policy Analysis, Division for International Dialogue, Berlin, 2009
- Kissinger, Henry, Diplomacy, Simon & Schuster, New York, 1994

- Klimov, Andrey, A Russian MP. The Insider’s Notes, PIT-Fund, Perm, 2005

- Lasheras, Borja, Cristoph Pohlman, Christos Katsioulis, Fabio Liberti, European Union Security and Defence White Paper. A Proposal, Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung, International Policy Analysis, Division for International Dialogue, Berlin, 2009

- Mackinder, Halford J., “The Geographical Pivot of History” in Democratic Ideals and Reality
- Secrieru, Stanislav, Rusia după imperiu (Russia after the Empire), Institutul European, Iaşi, 2008
- Serebrian, Oleg, Despre geopolitică (On Geopolitics), Editura Cartier, Chişinău, 2009
� This definition is derived from the concept on which the Eastern Partnership policy of the European Union is based





PAGE  
18

