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The Transatlantic Policy Forum (TAPF) was launchsda platform for discussion between
US and EU experts on several key issues impactingransatlantic relations. This paper
looks at the transatlantic cooperation in the Eeaawpneighbourhood, namely within the
Western Balkans, Eastern Europe and the Caucasas Arfocuses on defining basic policy
drivers for the transatlantic partners, aiming atnfulating several recommendations for
strengthening the transatlantic cooperation.

The goals of both the US and EU are complementaryyerlapping), but often minimally
coordinated (also when implemented on the grouhkig¢. cooperation of the EU and US in
the European neighbourhood should be given a foesist. The upcoming political period
could allow for enlarging the scope for more efifeetEU-US cooperation and coordination.
If the scenario of minimal EU-US cooperation in theropean neighbourhood prevails, both
actors would strive to secure the cooperation witine important countries and for alternate
routes for energy imports to Europe. They wouldaleiding the clashes with local (non-
democratic) regimes, searching for ad hoc supmodad strive not to put its image at risk
(EV). The competing interests and structures wallv the target countries to ‘cherry-pick’
from the initiatives that both the EU and US wobll courting them with. More ambitious
cooperation and coordination could aim at addrgsaiwider agenda.

Identification of the scope of the policy problem

The EU neighbourhood is a strategic area both Her EU and the US. While the US is
focusing mostly on security (namely countertermriand energy securfy stability and
economic cooperation, the EU follows additionalemsts in the field of migration
management, good governance, administrative reformits future enlargement; the interests
following from its geographic proximity. The goals of both the US and EU are

! European neighbourhood has been perceived by ¢begé W. Bush administration namely in terms offfedint energy
axis (south and north dimension) linking the Cas8ea, the Black Sea and the Mediterranean seanahdling also the
Middle East.

2 It seems both transatlantic partners have shifis@rds a more security driven agenda, devotingenattention to issues
such as counterterrorism, migration managemené (sescurity problem), energy, and less attentiolonig term issues of
governance, democracy or conflict resolution.



complementary (or overlapping), but often minimatiyordinated. In this paper, Russia is
seen as a crucial factor in the European neighloaarbut not a subject.

The EU is facing several tensions at the momenst,FAn increasing awareness of an urgent
need to speak with one voice on the internationehe on a number of key issues, such as
Iran or energy security versus member states’ ipyigiven to the bilateral relations with the
third countries, leading to the inconsistent andnter-productive positions, particularly in
relations with major neighbours like Russia. Witle tLisbon Treaty ratification on hold, the
gualitative leap of the EU’s foreign-policy makipgovided for in the treaty by introducing
new institutions and tools remains to be seen; kewenew treaty in place also does not
mean that the EU members will have a single vietvrberely one place that may articulate
the lack of consensus, which will remain the prigsvgimode of decision-making. Second,
there are several competing discourses in the Ethe@ruture arrangements of the relations
with its neighbour countries. One aims at discugsind drawing EU borders, achieving EU
finalité in a geopolitical senseFor the rest of the neighbours without a membprphbspect

or ambitions, the umbrella initiatives such &bke Barcelona Process: Union for the
Mediterraneafi are envisaged. The other discourse promotes kgepiraccession prospect
open not only for the current candidate countribe Western Balkans and Turkey) but also
for the Eastern neighbours; within this discourseHuropean Neighbourhood Policy (ENP)
is rather seen as a specific step preceding thadeégssion, a bilateral tool for managing EU
relations with a potential candidate; the redeastern Partnership Initiativeworks covertly

in this direction. And a new discourse is emer§irglling for more diversified relations with
the EU neighbours by creating a range of exteroatractual frameworks, which would be
structured as mutually permeable concentric ciradesthe basis of fulfilling certain criteria,
the countries could move from one status to angtitee Eastern neighbours would be
offered an area based on common policies (simil@rliRussia’s four spaces), specific joint
decision-making mechanism and enhanced financisistasce. The third tension can be
observed in balancing the multilateral approach @rénl in the enlargement policy and
partly ENP (EU as a normative power, projecting its normiesand ideas), which is slowly
loosing incentives and appeal due to various regseith the customized approach and
bilateral agreements, preferences and interestst an ad hoc approach may in fact be a
broader possibility for the EU itsélfOverall, the EU currently does not speak with voiee,
either internally or among its members on the Eeappneighbourhood.

3 This discourse is represented by some of the Bld’'member states (France, Germany, and Belgiumjjemto establish
a ‘wise men’ group on the issue tabled by Fren@sigdent Nicolas Sarkozy can serve as an exampl&i€acepticism of
the other EU member states towards this initiatias been reflected by turning the ‘wise men granf ‘high level
reflection group’ with a very restricted mandatdie$e countries have historically considered thenidde as a political
community not as a market, insisting a politicainoounity needs borders.

4 French initiative aiming at strengthening the Blmoa Process — cooperation with North African anitide Eastern
neighbours both institution and content-wise. Sangeie it is a tool for establishing another typ@adtnership with Turkey,
replacing its full EU membership.

® Eastern Partnership Initiativea Polish-Swedish proposal to strengthen the &Fastlimension’ and cooperation with
Ukraine, Moldova, Georgia, Armenia, Azerbaijan dad certain extent with Belarus. The project ineslwisa facilitation
with a prospect for visa-free movement, free traoiee for services and agricultural products, clegseperation in the field
of transport, environment and border control. Doenta presented so far do not mention prospects lomembership for
those countries; the initiators believe that thigative could attract more attention to the regand consequently raise the
chances for EU membership at least for Ukraine Mpttlova. Ukraine doubts the project and would likecontinue rather
on the bilateral bases, not to be involved in doreg group or block (Cianciara 2008).

® The European Parliament, or its part, being aivagroponent (European Parliament, 2008)

" The Commission's proposal of a strengthened neighbod policy is not seen as sufficient in thige.

8 ENP was conceived with the looming 2004 ‘big baegfargement as a policy for the new Eastern neigtsoin order to
avoid a commitment to further enlargement; it hasrbdesigned as a weak multilateral umbrella palmytaining strong
bilateral components.

9 Within this process, some changes in the EU vdeampuhave been gradually introduced with democranygd
democratization being replaced by good governagspecially when dealing with the Mediterranean Inledgirs.



In the last years, the US has been largely focosethe wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, as part
of its global war on terror. It has adopted a défdeiated approach towards the countries of
the European neighbourhood, pursuing a seriesspiadate policies toward individual states
and several regions (the Balkans, Middle Epslt has established very close ties with some
of the countries (Morocco, Egypt, Israel, Azerbajjand Albania) or considers them of
enormous strategic importance but not a politicabrpgy (Ukraine). With others the
relationship is not seen as so strategically ingmirt(Armenia, Tunisia) or even very
complicated (Syria, Libya, and Belarus). It trieal give these policies coherence, but
generally came to the conclusion that the countfadbe Black Sea region or Maghreb were
too different to have an overarching regional appho The selective approach was based
mostly on prioritizing security and counterterramigssues:

The main challenges

Black Sea Regioft is the area of strategic interest (security, stabiliyth to the EU and the
US™ with Russia as a key factor influencing the depeients in the regidf Theregion has
become a new strategic frontier in terms of enesggurity, frozen conflicts, trade links,
migration management, non-proliferation and othey golicy areas. The issue of the frozen
conflicts is gaining enormous importance after ahmed crisis between Russia and Georgia
in August 2008; the existing peacekeeping and metyng formats proved dysfunctional with
Russia using the UN and Organisation for Secunty @o-operation in Europe peacekeeping
mandates to legitimise its military build-up in tregion. In response to the crisis in Georgia,
the US let the EU to take the lead, sharing thélaimiew on the responsg.

The region itself is highly heterogeneous with diffig interests and aspirations of the
countries involved; the EU has problems with adgptihe ‘regional concept or approach’.
Also the ‘advocates’ of the region, Romania andggtik, have experienced difficulties in
giving substance to their foreign policy after Edcassion, with the Black Sea Synergy
discourse remaining largely on pap@they have not been able to promote effectively the
region, EU policy change and the EU-US cooperatigion (Romania). Although the EU
(like the US) did not perceive Russia’s ‘peace-kegdroops in Abkhazia as a neutral force,
it was reluctant to deploy missions elsewhere i@ tbgion before August 2008. With a
worsening situation on the ground in early 200& HU actions, in search for a balanced
approach, were largely limited to issuing statemeatling for restraint with little impact on
either side. The EU and its member states, deimterucial importance of the region energy

1 The concept of a ‘New Middle East’, a politicafnework initiative of the George W. Bush administra@nnounced in
June 2006 in Tel Aviv, aimed at general politicadl @conomic transformation of the newly definedarg

11 A strategy enhanced by 9/11, which also addedwadimension to the relations with Bosnia and Herxémm and with
Albania to a certain extent.

12 The regional concept involves Romania, Bulgarigpu®éic of Moldova, Ukraine, Russia, Azerbaijan, Ariee Georgia
and Turkey.

13 See for example (Asmus, Dimitrov, Forbrig (ed€04), (Hatto, Tomescu 2008)

14 The August 2008 crisis between Russia and Geoagaskveral implications for regional security atabiity — Russia
has seriously undermined its position as peacekeepbmediator in the settlement of conflicts; Raisshoves have shown
its determination to stymie the Euro-Atlantic agfibns of some countries in the region (Ukraineoi@&, Moldova); the
fact that this military incursion was partially éajmed by the need to protect Russian citizens utlS@ssetia and Abkhazia
creates a worrying precedent, given that many Bostet states still have a large population of Rarssitizens.

15 Whether it was a good example of coordination efttiansatlantic partners is hard to assess nowevewthe prevailing
security perception in the region is that only & can face Russia, Europeans are too weak to t@htbgorovide enough
guarantees for living alongside Russia.

8 The Black Sea Forum of the civil society and NG®simexception



security—wise, stick to the ENP tools and demociaay human rights discourse but in fact,
there is lack of EU vision towards the region.

The US moves in the region are based on bilatetations; it quite recently opened military
bases in Romania and Bulgdfiaising bilateral agreements with the respectiveegaments

as a legal bases. The US prioritizes democratarmefn addition to security ties; it utilizes its
strength in security issues to develop bilaterdati@ns, working from the tenet that
democratic states are less likely to go to war witier democratic states. The US approach to
democracy promotion is rather selective and teodprioritize strategic, security oriented,
concerns (the EU follows more stability orientedalgd. When engaging, the US is rather
focusing on the support of (liberal) oppositioncaistagainst incumbent regimes (whereas the
EU is adopting a more politically ‘neutral’ apprbato political changes but promoting a
more comprehensive process of political changengheso minimal and loose in its
commitment EU’s results have been less visibleasp f

The main challenges are:

» Competition with Russia; many in the region loolbatlding their alliances and future
prospects primarily through the lenses of relatiaith Russia (impact of the Georgia
crisis on the political developments in Ukraine).

* Lack of EU strategy for the region

» Agreement over energy security related projecth@region

Ukraine’s strategic position has been recognized both by Bt the US (a buffer zone
discourse), and the pro-democratic changes sumpdste both actor$® The strategic
orientation of the country (pro Euro-Atlantic intagon vs. neo-Kuchma orientation — West
as a counterweight to RusSiahas not been fully stabilized, yet. The confiictGeorgia
influenced seriously the situation in Ukraine —haiit any direct Russian involvement the
‘pro-European’ majority in the parliament dissolvethe Ukrainian public supports the
prospect of EU membership; the support to NATO menstip remains very low in the
Eastern part of the countf§.The civil society is an active player in the pesef Euro-
Atlantic integration but remains weak in termsrdfuencing the policy-making processes.

Ukraine falls under ENP roof; the EU is reluctant grovide the country with an EU
membership prospect. The ‘deep integration’ is saged in the new ‘free trade area plus
agreements’ (FTA+), the first of which is beingesid and negotiated with UkraiffeThe
guestion remains whether a promise of a deepegriatien will be a sufficient external
anchor for domestic reform policy, given the cutrgolitical situation. The Eastern

17 The official reasoning for establishing these basesstrategic positioning vis-a-vis the MiddlesEa

18 The US maintained good relations with the Kuchnaaiministration, too. EU concluded the Partnersinip Cooperation
Agreement with Ukraine in 1998.

19 (Bogomolov, Sherr, Moshes, Larrabee 2007)

20 support for NATO membership is low due to anti-NAropaganda from Russia. Pro-NATO government fonses
Ukraine have not done a good job at explaining v&TO means today to the population. In June of tear the PM
Tymoshenko government decided to launch a NATOiputwareness campaign for the 2008-2011 period (@808B); the
future of this programme is questionable sinceRNehas been turning away from ‘Euro-Atlantic’ prctie after the recent
developments.

21 The Czech Presidency (first half of 2009) envisapesconclusion of the agreement with Ukraine inpitiorities; with
regard to the current political development indbantry it is however rather improbable.



Partnership initiative, promoted by the upcominge€@r EU Presidency, aims at improving
the situation. Following the US discourse and patroa of some EU member states, it seems
Ukraine is considered to be the EU’s ‘homework’tas US prepares to engage more in
Georgia.

The main challenges are:

* Energy security; dependence on Russian resoumaesitt country - inefficient and
deteriorating infrastructure; about 80 percent af$tan oil and gas exports transit in
Ukraine.

» Stability of democratic institutions and constitutal ambiguities (different power
centres emerging within the administration withdatk of clear division of
competences), judicial independence, good govemamansparency, corruption
the ability of political elites to seek and maimtatonsensus and human rights
guarantee&®

« EU and NATO membership prospects; sensitivity ¢ thkrainian elite and the
delicate details of the NATO question (public opimi.

Vis-a-vis the region (but also other parts of thé leighbourhood), it seems the EWESIP

has to be reviself. There are various problems starting with insuéfiti transformative
potentiaf> ENP countries dislike being gathered under onkcyaoof and ENP is not
working well as a political label. There are alstficllties in delivering on some of the
ambitious policy aims (mobility of persons, for exale, or agriculture); the EU is failing to
offer attractive short-term incentives. There waoeachievements on these problems for over
a year in the EU. The prevailing answer to the tioeshow to improve EU’s performance
seems to be an emphasis on sub-regional initiatwes further differentiation among the
countries?®

The EU and the US share similar, largely overlagmioals in theNestern Balkans with
strengthening democracy, stability, enforcing tlwe rof law, bringing war criminals to
justice, accession to the Euro-Atlantic structuresarket reform, reducing corruption,
minority rights or the reforms of the security sgstin the centre; the region has become a
cornerstone of transatlantic cooperation in thengighbourhood.

22 The Tymoshenko government has moved to tacklauptian by targeting VAT refunds and customs opergiat the
beginning of the year and trying to remove RosUkrgadrom gas dealings between Russia and Ukraine.

2 (Jarabik, Solonenko 2008)

24 ENP’s essential offering is increased stabilisotigh close political cooperation with the Uniomgether with a share in
the internal market in return for the adoption bé tEuropean Union's regulation and regulatory systand of its
fundamental values. The new incentives are nedemdENP countries in North Africa and the MiddlesEavhere the legal
basis for accession at present does not existeirfEth Treaties, the new incentives are likely tarbéhe area of additional
financial assistance and progress in the areasgrhtion and justice and home affairs. For the ¢oes of Eastern Europe,
which do have a perspective of accession undefrimties, the discussion of future policy desigarider way.

2 Ukraine but also Morocco, which is asking for alvanced partnership status

% 1n order to improve the policy, the European Consinis is also borrowing from the enlargement potimyibox and tries
to customize it for the neighbouring countries; ENP countries could participate in the EU agenaises people to people
programmes and activities in the future, desigrmmiling to the pre-accession strategies. Anotieedt observable on the
side of EU institutions, is to involve more the porate actors who benefit from the stability of tieéghbourhood.



The US sees the Balkans increasingly as a Euroigsas, its policy toward the region has
been largely characterized by a ‘policy of neglentrecent years, with the exception of
Kosovo; but with the independence proclamation r@edgnition of the country, it seems the
US consider its job done. Washington's attentios been focused elsewhere (Iraq, Iran,
Nort27Korea) and it seems the US is comfortabldéikenn the past, with the EU taking the

lead.

The EU gave all states of the Western Balkans -aiilj Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia,
Macedonia, Montenegro and Serbia a specific prasfpecEU membership (Thessaloniki
Declaration) and unlike the case of Turkey, it med been disputed; Stabilization and
Association Agreements have been signed with alhtrees of the region with the exception
of Kosovo?® Accession negotiations are in progress with Cabagsince October 2005) and
Macedonia has also been granted candidate stateeifiber 2005). There is no concrete and
clear picture of how an independent Kosovo willibegrated in the European Union, it is
equally clear that its future will be within the Bkhmework. A clear set of rules for the visa
free regime for all West Balkan countries, as veallcandidate and neighbouring countries
should be set by the EU (as well as realistic mestiate strategies, which are lacking). This
is extremely important, especially for Serbia, whitas been isolated. The ability to travel
and study in the rest of Europe will generate fegdiof inclusion and more positive attitudes
about the Euro-Atlantic community. These countmeed to feel that they belong to this
community.

The main challenges are:

« Self-sustainable Kosovt:;to bring durable security to Kosovo is only a pmedition
for good governance.

* The developments in Serbia; maintaining a demaxeaid Euro-Atlantic perspective
for the country, especially post-Kosovo indepenéeaied during the deliberations of
the International Court of Justice on the legabtythe decision. Serbia could become
preoccupied with a pending ICJ decision, which dodistract politicians from
reforms.

* The fragile and dysfunctional structure of Bosniert€govina, the lack of clear EU
intermediate strategy and the upcoming deliberationthe Peace Implementation
Council®*

» Self-sustaining stability in the Balkans in thedamin;

« The impact of the EU's ‘enlargement fatigli@n the reform pace in the region.

27t applies also to the military engagement and/ipres concerns over NATO weakening; The EU is gadigitaking over
the operations conducted in the region within th€TR framework, with the exception of the KFOR missim Kosovo,
where the NATO presence is envisaged to contindeaat in the short run. The US has sought to medie costs of its
commitments to the region in time, in part due ampeting priorities. SFOR mission was concluded até@nber 2004, no
US combat troops remain in Bosnia. About 16,000 NAT@&ps remain in Kosovo as part of KFOR, includin§00 US
soldiers (Woehrel 2008). US Secretary of DefenceeRoBates announced on October 9 that US troofsrevilain in
Kosovo until October 2009.

2 The current framework of EU-Kosovo relations is §o-called SAP tracking mechanism.

2 The outgoing Slovene presidency was blocking msgjon the negotiations with Croatia over unsettisges of borders
and territorial waters; the original intentionsdonclude the talks in the first half of 2009 arewdy fading away (Kral,
Bartovic 2008).

%0 The positions of the EU member states on Kosodegendence differed; some have not recognized Kosovfar
(Romania, Hungary, Slovakia, Spain, and Portugal).

3! The Dayton framework seems to be outdated and @@ngpfurther progress of the country. The EU amel WS should
support the current UN/EU high representative &sgmon constitutional reforms with a long-term gafathanging BiH from
its current state based on ethnic/national priedipla country based on a civic principle (Kral, tBaic 2008).



While the US seeSurkey primarily from a strategic perspective and exalaki as a foreign
policy issue, and as such tends to be less corstemitb the details of Turkey's domestic
political situation, the EU’s approach is more cdemp(although it acknowledges its strategic
importance - ties with key Middle Eastern actaemn) Syria, Iraq, Israel, PA, too) given the
candidate status of the country for EU membersfupthe EU the context of Turkish EU
accession is also a domestic politics issue and tha importance of Turkey's domestic
situation is exponentially higher. Turkey is crudraterms of energy security both for the EU
and the US, as it is a pivotal player in effortsbiong Caspian oil and gas to world and
European markets.

The countryhas emerged with a strong government from 200% edektions, and although
the overwhelming victory of AKP has been expectéith wome concerns, it has not deviated
seriously from the commitment to meet the EU adoessriteria despite the diminishing
reform ethos and several internal probl&n¥he accession of Turkey is being de-coupled
from the Western Balkans as a ‘special case’; s@tegovernments, notably Frariée
Germany and Austria are questioning any prospe¢udtish EU membership. The accession
negotiations on the crucial eight chapters werdlestathere are several chapters France
refuses to negotiate upon and generally, theresieva pace in the talks over the open chapter
or the ones that could be potentially opened. Tuikeo agreed to attend the launch of the
Union for the Mediterranean. The development of rdlations with the EU has a serious
impact on the public opinion in the country; favalble image of the EU in Turkey has
stabilized at 49 percent in Spring 2008 after fgears of continuous decline, yet only 58
percent of Turks (as oppose to 82 percent in 2887}hat Turkey's EU membership would
be beneficial to the coun

The US wants to anchor Turkey to the West for stjiat reasons and thus also favours
Turkey's EU membershif. The US regards Turkey as a strategic ally in wateororism, a
partner vital for US security: however, the relations have been deterioratinges2003 due
to the Irag campaign. After the 2007 electionslthkkewarm relations worsened further at the
end of the year with Turkish anti-PKK operationsNorthern Iraq but improved again after
the official visit of Turkish PM and President feetUS at the beginning of 2088Also the
level of support to the US dropped significantlyTurkey over time.

Main challenges in relations to Turkey:

* EU accession procesg-launch of the negotiations on the crucial eidpters with
the EU, the chapters France refuses to negotiaie apd the generally slow pace in
the talks over the open chapter or the ones thdtdme potentially opened.

» Settlement of the Cyprus issue

32 Following the public opinion and the debate beftie French and Dutch referenda on the EU ConstitatiTreaty when
the enlargement was taken hostage by the ‘no’ casgoee of the EU member states started promotiagetttargement
policy to slow down.

33 A call to ban the AKP and its failure last sumnfer,example.

341n relation to Turkey, there is a feeling the patjof Mediterranean Union has been devised to Keekey outside the EU
gates and to offer it a different kind of partnépsh a different framework.

35 Eurobarometer 69 Spring, 2008

%6 US backing of the Turkish EU aspirations is usudtiven by a vision of Turkey as ‘a constructividge between Europe
and the Islamic world’, a discourse also by somEurope, too.

37 Both by providing an access to Iraq through Turkistirlik air base and by cooperation on its coueteorism efforts,
namely against emerging Jihadi formation looselynazted to Al Qaeda or Turkish Hezbollah.

%8 president George W. Bush labelled PKK publicly memn enemy.



* Lack of some political freedoms; consistent pressom the AKP government is
necessary in order to keep the reform pace paatiguln the area of human and
minority rights and the rule of law; a need to rgr@ge in debate over a new
constitution.

* Possibly different sets of priorities of the new @8ministration in US-Turkish
relations but according to some experts, major freadions of the alliance are not
envisaged.

EU Enlargement policy has been for a long time the EU’s principal deratization strategy

— a powerful tool, able to deliver a real regimarde the US could hardly achieve even by
employing enormous resources, but it has been ébeasome time it is no longer such a
powerful incentive for democratic reforms in theighmdourhood.Besides Croatia, and
Macedonia or Montenegro, further enlargement iskaehl in the mid-term perspective, not
least while the EU seeks to ratify and then impleimihe Lisbon Treaty. Without the
incentive of enlargement, the EU needs to combinealaes-based approach with other
realistic incentives to stimulate good governanuoé @emocratisation in its neighbourhood.

Transatlantic Cooperation

The actions of the EU and US in the European neigiitood are complementary, but rarely
coordinated, with the exception of the Balkans &ethrus to a certain extent; there is no
intensive EU-US cooperation in the ENP area. Theablve to spread democracy worldwide,
articulated by the current US administration is patible with the EU’s wish to see the
democratisation of its wider neighbourhood, howgeussth discourses have experienced
gradual erosion and remake in interactions withattteal policy takers.

Possible points of convergence

* Energy security —a joint interest in securing the flow of the enemggources to
Europe, at least to Turkey (competing pipeline getyg); the US is mostly interested
in transport capacities and securing the routeg fiso in fair and consistent
treatment of foreign investors in the Russian mgykbe EU as a consumer (some
member states are 100% dependent on Russian imporsaching a complex deal
with Russia, allowing for transposition of its réapory framework on Russian energy
market and companies. Energy security is one ofrthm factors influencing the EU
and US relations with the countries in the Caucas$hs issue is viewed differently
within Europe. The West Europeans tie energy sictwi climate change and the
CEE member states are more concerned with Ruseiasipulation of energy
resources for political gain.

» Self-sustaining stability in the Balkans in the log run; with the responsibility
shifting towards the EU.

« Need for a Black Sea Region strategic concepthe region has become a new
strategic frontier for the EU, the US and Russideiims of energy security, frozen
conflicts, trade links, migration management, nooliferation and other key policy
areas.



A need to ease Russian pressure on neighbouring &g however, the positions on
accelerating the integration of the respectiveestanto the Western structures
diverge. There is a divergence between the US dnd¥er missile defence and
NATO enlargement.

Certain synergy of interest in the Mediterranean aea; with the EU adopting
gradually a principle of differentiation and witlery similar goals (security, energy,
counterterrorism, migration management).

Belarus — there is a synergy of policy goals and institedilized coordination of
donor activities in the country. However, the rdceroves by the EU to normalize
official relations with Belarusian representatigare not reciprocated by the US.

Possible points of divergence

NATO Enlargement is an important conditionality tool; despite theegsure from
the US side, many EU members held back from offefitkraine and Georgia a
NATO Membership Action Plan at the Bucharest sunonit4 April 2008, with the
developments in Georgia, the issue has becomeatruci

Policy towards Russia,not least because of diverging positions of the reémber
states. The US preferably needs Russia for stahilitthe world, security and
counterterrorism efforts, the EU aims primarilyestergy security; the US policy on
Russia can change with the new administration andas the incoherent EU policy
after the bargaining over the energy package (impkhe internal and external aspects
of the relations with Russia into one strategy)véweer, it seems the ethos for a single
policy towards Russia is waning. On the other hdRdssia’s recent aggressive
foreign policy has been shifting US thinking a &vay from engagement, however
future US policy toward Russia will depend on negmaistration and Russia’s
behaviour.

Recognition of Kosovo -some of the EU member states have not recognizeduco
independence so far; the problem is rather intratttgd across the Atlantic.

Strategic approach —the EU strategy towards the neighbourhood wagydedi on
the basis of a multilateral structure and completations, including also a strong
bilateral component; with the tendency towards emsing the differentiation
principle and with lack of coordination, EU has bemlopting a similar approach to
the US, a competition of interests is more likelyemerge.

References

Alirizia, Bulent (2008), US-Turkish Relations: Am&r Honeymoon?, CSIS

Asmus, Ronald, Dimitrov, Konstatin, Forbrig, Jodegs.) (2004), A New Euro-Atlantic
Strategy for the Black Sea Region, GMF

Barysch, Katinka (2007), Russia, realism and EUyu@ER Policy Brief

Bogomolov, Alexander, Sherr, James, Moshes, Arkddyrabee, Stephen (2007), Quid
Ukraine’s Strategic Security? , ESF Working Paper 2



Cianciara, Agnieszka (2008), "Eastern Partnershigbening a new chapter of Polish Eastern
policy and the European Neighbourhood Policy?, FR/&ysaw

Commission’s Non-paper on the Barcelona Processrior the Mediterranean, European
Commission, April 2008

Council on Foreign Relations, Russia’s Wrong Digetd, What the United States Could and
Should do?, Independent Task Force Report 57 (2006)
http://www.cfr.org/content/publications/attachméRisssia_TaskForce.pdf

CSIS (2008) Ukraine: A Net Assessment of 16 Yeétadependence,” CSIS Press

Emerson, Michael, Noutcheva, Gergana, Popescu, [0007), European Neighbourhood
Policy Two Years on: Time indeed for an ‘ENP pI(GEPS

European Parliament (2008), Draft report on the @@urion’s 2007 enlargement strategy
paper, Committee on Foreign Affairs, April 2008.

Hatto, Ronald, Tomescu, Odette (2008), The EU aadXider Black Sea region: Challenges
and Policy Options, Garnet Policy Brief

Institute of International Relations (2006), Therépean Neighbourhood: Policies, Problems
and Priorities.

Jarabik, Balazs, Solonenko Iryna (2008), Is the $#ddious about democracy and human
rights? The case of Ukraine, FRIDE/ECFR

Kim, Julie, Woehrel, Steven (2007), Kosovo and W8licy: Background and Current Issues,
CRS Report for Congress, October 2007, http://wasvdrg/sgp/crs/row/RL31053.pdf

Kral, David, Bartovic, Vladimir (2008), The Futuoé EU Enlargement — Challenges, Pitfalls
and Opportunities, Think Global, Act European, @an Think Tanks Contribution to the
Trio of the French, Czech and Swedish Presidencigdptre Europe,
http://www.europeum.org/doc/materialy/ TGAE_GB_DHEH.p

Mungiu Pippidi, Alina (2006), Black Sea Dilemma#FsPolicy Brief No. 20

Popescu, Nicu, Andrew, Wilson (2008), EU-Russiaoiling New Failures, ECFR

Sharp, Jeremy M. (2005), The Broader Middle EadtMorth Africa Initiative: An Overview,
February, http://italy.usembassy.gov/pdf/other/RERpdf

Tarnoff, Curt (2005), U.S. Assistance to the FormeBoviet Union,
http://digital.library.unt.edu/govdocs/crs/permalimeta-crs-6698:1

Woehrel, Steven (2008), Future of the Balkans ar. Bolicy Concerns, CRS Report for
Congress

10



