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Balkan countries
aspire to become
the EU and/or NATO
members.

A willingness to
make secure this
turbulent region
circled by EU/NATO
countries.

Ukraine, Moldova,
Georgia may remain
the last Grey Zone
in Europe.



Grey Zone Security Challenges

For the countries of the Grey Zone:
Risks of loosing sovereignty, independence and statehood
Staying outside regional security mechanisms / institutions
Lacking efficient tools of security provision and resilience building
Unstable political, economic and security situation
Unfavorable environment for reforms; lack of foreign investments

For the EU/NATO:

Grey zones as a field of permanent tensions and contention
between the West and Russia

Constant instability on the EU/NATO Eastern borders

Permanent threat of large-scale military conflict with respective
negative consequences for the whole region

Russia’s attempts to create new grey zones of instability as
instrument of Moscow’s foreign policy




“Ukraine, Moldova, Georgia:
Common Threats & Problems

Security deficit and Protracted conflicts

Parts of territories occupied by Russian troops with quasi-state entities
under Moscow’s control

Ongoing military provocations (hostilities in case of Ukraine)

Permanent Russia’s attempts to subordinate internal and external policy to
Moscow, to limit the sovereignty, to impose RU-lead integration projects

Strong Russian influence through corrupted politicians, business, criminals,
media, Russian Orthodox Church

Economic pressure via open and hidden Russia-imposed restrictions on
trade with the CIS countries, including transit restrictions

Lack of reliable security guarantees and of allies, limited Western support

Internal threats: inconsistent reforms, political turbulence, weak
economies



“Security Options for Grey Zone
(Conceptually)

Maintaining current status quo (grey zone)
Neutrality with strong guarantees of major powers

Relying on strengthened / modified international
security mechanisms (OSCE, UN) or establishing new

ones

Sub-regional cooperation and alliances (Bi / Multi)
Bilateral security agreements with the US

Joining one of the existing security / economic systems



But 3 of 6 Options Will Not Help

Current status quo means going on instability with risks of
aggravation. Favorable only for Russia (although doesn’t meet
Moscow’s ultimate goals)

Neutrality — not relevant without real mechanisms of guarantees
(discredited after the Budapest Memorandum)

Strengthening of OSCE and UN or establishing new international
security mechanisms: No prospects in the mid-term perspective

Actually only 3 options remain:
Sub-regional cooperation and alliances (Bilateral / Multilateral)
Bilateral security agreements with the US

Joining one of the existing security / economic systems




Sub-regional Cooperation

Bilateral Multilateral
Ukraine-Poland defence LithPolUkrBrig: 4000-strong; headquarter in
industry cooperation: Lublin; joint military trainings = facilitates
T-72 modernisation; UAVs, meeting NATO standards and compliance.
helicopter project, etc. GUAM proved to be inefficient due to lack of
Actual defence industry support & resources.
cooperation with other V4+1 initiative: Limited prospects.

regional actors is rather
limited (despite declared
plans, e.g. with Turkey).

Intermarium: Unlikely to be implemented (more
prospective is project of EU/NATO members —
Three Seas Initiative).

DISADVANTAGE: Partners are unlikely to provide security
guarantees beyond their obligations within NATO.



Bilateral Agreements with US

The status of the US non-NATO ally in the US political practice foresees a

variety of military and financial advantages to a strategically valuable
partner.

E.g., in 2015, US military aid to Israel was 53.1 billion.

But this status demands strategical value of this partnership for the US
national interests.

Do Ukraine, Moldova and Georgia actually meet this criterion?

Since the beginning of the Russian aggression, Ukraine asked twice
for the status of the US Major non-NATO ally, and both Obama and
Trump administrations reminded about the distinctive partnership
with NATO as “more powerful option”.
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Integration to Existing Structures

Russian-lead CSTO and EAEU are not the options for Ukraine and Georgia.

Ukraine — for accession to the EU — 69% (against 31%), NATO — 56%
(against — 44%). (May 2017 (KMIS). Georgia: 80% support joining EU and
68 percent to join NATO. - National Democratic Institute (NDI) and CRRC
Georgia — April 2017.

Regarding Moldova, the situation is dubious: with pro-Russian president
Dodon, in 2017, 52% of citizens support integration to EAEU, while only
42% to EU. (*Lake Research Partners corporation of US and Moldovan Institute of
Marketing and Surveys). The surveys show dropping public support for NATO
membership from 31% in 2014 down to 10% in 2016.

But possible Moldova’s foreign policy turn towards Russian-lead
integration projects could not bring stability to the region. Vice versa, it
would bring further aggravation of security situation.




- Cooperation with the EU

AA+FTA, Visa-free AA+FTA, Visa-free AA+FTA, Visa-free

regime, EaP regime, EaP regime, EaP

-EU Special -The EUAM for - The EU Border
Representative for Civilian SSR Assistance

South Caucasus and - The EUBAUM-Border Mission to Moldova
the crisis in Georgia Assistance Missionto  and Ukraine

- EU Monitoring Moldova and Ukraine

Mission (EUMM) - Energy Coop.

-Focus on: -Focus on: -Focus on:

- good governance, - Support for good - Good governance,
public administration  governance, civil public administration
and justice sector, civil  society, public reform, police reform,
society, capacity administration and gas pipeline

building, agriculture,  justice reform, GTS construction

energy sector modernisation



- Cooperation with NATO

Enhanced Distinctive partnership Individual Partnership
Opportunities (NATO-Ukraine Action Plan, PfP
partnership, PfP Commission), PfP

-Defence and Related  -Comprehensive - Defence and Related
Security Capacity Assistance Package for Security Capacity
Building Ukraine Building

-Substantial NATO- -Focus on : Defence

Georgia Package and security sector

-Partnership Trust reform (in particular,

Fund mechanism via Trust Funds)

-Joint Training and
Evaluation Centre



p

/

Recommendations

Ukraine, Georgia and Moldova should consolidate cooperative efforts
between them as well as efforts with external partners aimed at
preventing conservation of the grey zone.

The states should consistently exploit the existing mechanisms of
cooperation between them and the EU as well as NATO.

With regard to the long-term perspective of accession to the EU and
NATO Ukraine, Georgia and Moldova should maintain and develop their
resilience and reduce their dependence on Russia in such key spheres as:
energy, banking sector, media.

Exploitation of all possible options of bilateral and multilateral
cooperation - those which enforce resilience and do not contradict the
goals of integration.
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Thank you for your time!
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