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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Ten years ago, the EU sought to revamp its pol‑
icy in the eastern neighbourhood. This endeav‑
our became the Eastern Partnership initiative
which offered Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus,
Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine a much closer
institutional, economic and political relation‑
ship with the EU. This Chaillot Paper analyses
how attitudes towards the Eastern Partnership
(EaP) have evolved in these states, assesses ret‑
rospectively which elements of the programme
have worked and which have not, and finally
suggests ways in which the EaP could be adapt‑
ed to fend off regional challenges and take ad‑
vantage of rising opportunities in the coming
decade.
The starting point for this analysis is a recog‑
nition that the eastern neighbourhood is not
some retrograde post‑Soviet backyard but
that its states and societies are changing and
moving on. Six interlinked megatrends, which
manifest with different degrees of intensity
throughout the region, shape the present and
future trajectories of the countries of the east‑
ern neighbourhood. Since the fall of the USSR
there has been a centrifugal diffusion of pow‑
er away from Moscow towards the capitals lo‑
cated at the borders of the former Soviet space.
This rise of polycentrism gathered pace during
the last decade as eastern neighbours diversi‑
fied their foreign policy options by engaging
with other regional powers. Russia first tried
to impede this trend and later to reverse it. Its
increasingly assertive policy vis‑à‑vis former
satellites has fuelled the security deficit in the
region. This negative trend, in turn, has led to
a bigger demand for the EU and the gradual
transformation of the EU into one of the re‑
gion’s security managers.

metamorphosed and is gradually turning into
a ‘post‑post‑Soviet’ space as the states make
their own political and economic choices and
as the shared history that once united them is
being interpreted and re‑interpreted from dif‑
ferent national perspectives. Although reforms
and democracy have not progressed in a line‑
ar fashion in the region, in some EaP states a
fragile pluralism and a kind of rudimentary so‑
cial contract are emerging as people turn from
passive subjects into active citizens. This trend
is likely to intensify in the next decade. One of
the most persistent trends since the fall of the
Soviet Union however, has been demographic
decline powered by high levels of migration,
which runs increasingly towards other parts of
the world than to Russia. One of the key reasons
for emigration is weak economic development
in the region. Among the relatively new trends
is the growing role of cyber in both the econo‑
my and politics in the eastern neighbourhood,
which opens opportunities but also brings
challenges. The future will be shaped by these
major regional and internal shifts; policymak‑
ers need to factor them in when thinking about
how to upgrade and improve the EaP for the
next decade.
In parallel with these regional megatrends,
each EaP state has its own dynamics too. The six
country case studies in this paper demonstrate
the complexities of democratisation and reform
as well as the fact that the developmental paths
of these six states are increasingly varied. Thus,
differentiation in the EaP region is already a re‑
ality. In the associate partner states, the degree
of integration with the EU has deepened signif‑
icantly, whereas in the non‑associate states the
EU plays an important but a more limited role.

Against this background of the rise of polycen‑
trism and a growing security deficit, the region
is becoming progressively more heterogeneous,

The case of Ukraine is emblematic in some re‑
spects: significant progress in reform has been
made in this country despite extremely chal‑

to the extent that the designation ‘post‑Soviet’
is becoming obsolete. This neighbourhood has

lenging conditions, including an ongoing war in
the east of the country. Paradoxically, Russia’s

Executive Summary
aggression has improved rather than hindered
Ukraine’s performance in implementing re‑
forms. The changes are however still reversi‑
ble and achievements fragile. The creation of
the Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Area
(DCFTA) proved to be not only one of the key
drivers of reforms, but also an important tool
to offset the effects of Russia’s multiple trade
embargoes. As a result, the EU has become by
far Ukraine’s key trade partner. Visa liberalisa‑
tion is having an equally positive impact on the
transportation sector and people‑to‑people
contacts. Much still needs to be done, in par‑
ticular in the domain of fighting corruption
and improving the business climate. Ukrainian
citizens support Europeanisation and expect
more effective reform implementation from
the government. The best EU strategy in the
case of Ukraine is a bottom‑up approach with
strict conditionality and a renewed package of
concrete benefits to provide sustained stimuli.
Moldova has zigzagged with reforms and in its
relationship with the EU. While economically
Moldova is much closer to the EU than was the
case a decade ago (almost 70% of exports are
destined for the European market), politically
it has experienced significant democratic back‑
sliding. The simplistic labels of ‘pro‑Russian’
and ‘pro‑European’ have proven unhelpful in
a country where oligarchic structures are par‑
ticularly strong, and where the majority of citi‑
zens are primarily concerned about widespread
corruption and poverty. Lately, the EU has
strengthened conditionality and begun to shift
financial assistance away from the government
towards other stakeholders of reform. This has
helped to restore the EU’s reputation and sup‑
port for European integration among citizens is
on an ascending trajectory again. The constitu‑
tional crisis in June 2019 brought a new govern‑
ment to power and offered a chance for a ‘reset’
in EU‑Moldova relations.The value‑based part
of the acquis – in particular regarding the ju‑
diciary and fundamental rights – needs to be a
priority in future EU engagement in Moldova.

3
economic model: the country has experienced
some growth but little economic diversifica‑
tion and development. Despite the Association
Agreement (AA) and DCFTA, trade with the EU is
not growing as rapidly as was expected and un‑
employment remains very high. More positive
effects of the EaP have been seen in the tourism
industry as mobility has increased and Georgia
has become more connected to Europe and the
world. In the future, the EU needs to consider
ways in which it can best support the increase
in the competitiveness of Georgian business
and its capacity to reach European markets.
Among the non‑associated partner states, Armenia stands out positively at least for now.
The Armenia–EU relationship seems to have
found a new equilibrium after several years of
soul searching. Armenia pulled out of the AA/
DCFTA negotiations at the last minute and
joined instead the Russian‑dominated Eura‑
sian Economic Union (EAEU) in 2015. Despite
this, Armenia still sees the EU as a major part‑
ner in pursuing reforms and wants to utilise
the existing potential of cooperation with the
EU – as codified in the new Comprehensive and
Enhanced Partnership Agreement (CEPA) – to
the full extent. The EU is the biggest donor in
Armenia and its efforts have not gone unno‑
ticed: the majority of Armenian citizens and
policy‑makers alike regard the EU as a trust‑
worthy organisation and view the EaP with op‑
timism. In the coming decade, the EU can make
a difference in Armenia by supporting demo‑
cratic reforms and economic development.

Interestingly, the Georgian case high‑
lights the importance of the EU’s role
as a standard-setter after the years of

Belarus has institutionally the weakest rela‑
tionship with the EU; it does not have even a
framework Agreement with the EU although
Europe is Belarus’s second‑biggest trading
partner. The multilateral track of the EaP served
as a valuable channel of communication with
the EU when bilateral contacts were downgrad‑
ed. The Ukrainian war changed calculations on
both sides. After Belarus released some political
prisoners and conducted parliamentary elec‑
tions, the EU abolished most of the sanctions
it had put in place before and formulated a new
policy of ‘critical engagement’: rapprochement
without sacrificing values. The Ukrainian cri‑

Singapore-style minimum regulation. The big‑
gest challenge for Georgia continues to be its

sis pushed Minsk to strengthen the European
‘vector’ in its foreign policy and to seek the

4
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normalisation of EU‑Belarus relations. Despite
some progress in bilateral relations, Belarus
yearns for faster normalisation and deeper co‑
operation, including within the EaP framework.

The case studies and the regional megatrends
point towards adaptation of the EaP in such a
manner that it can effectively address both en‑
during and new challenges and capitalise on
opportunities. Firstly, the EaP needs to embrace
‘smart’ differentiation without compromising
the multilateral framework which remains an
important source of reference and inspiration
in particular for the three non‑associated part‑
ners. Secondly, in addition to civil society actors,
the EU need to reach out to the constituencies
likely to support European integration such as
business communities, young people and the
diasporas as well as to those groups that may
be more reticent, such as national minorities
and the church. Thirdly, the agenda for the EaP
for the next decade should factor in not only
Russia’s role but also the growing influence of
other regional powers in the neighbourhood.
The EaP needs to acknowledge more fully the
growing security interdependencies between
the eastern neighbours and the EU. Finally yet
importantly, the communication strategy re‑
quires further improvement, in particular the
part which deals with the European audience. A
message that needs to be communicated clear‑
ly is that, although it is not problem‑free, the
EaP benefits both the eastern neighbourhood
and the EU.

In Azerbaijan, the elite’s perception of the EU
has evolved from a mildly positive one to dis‑
appointment. Baku tried to capitalise on its
role as energy supplier to Europe to put the
relationship on a more pragmatic footing and
garner the EU’s support for its stance on Na‑
gorno‑Karabakh. But this strategy did not work
as planned: the EU has not given up on the
normative dimension in its approach towards
Azerbaijan and has avoided taking sides in the
Nagorno‑Karabakh conflict. Recently Baku
seems to have switched gears; it has agreed
on partnership priorities and pushed for a new
framework agreement with the EU. It also has
shown interest in EU assistance that can help
to diversify its resource‑based economy. In the
coming decade, the EU needs to engage more
closely with local civil society in order to devel‑
op tailor‑made programmes for Azerbaijan and
to monitor the implementation of the partner‑
ship priorities.
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CHAPTER 6

ARMENIA
Striving for complementarity
by

MIKAYEL HOVHANNISYAN

Armenia-EU relations have evolved gradually,
but steadily, from relative unfamiliarity in the
1990s towards a greater degree of mutual un‑
derstanding and engagement. The signing of
the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement
(PCA) in 1996 and Armenia’s integration into
the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) in
2004 were the first steps on this path.1 They
gave Armenia the opportunity to become fa‑
miliar with the EU’s values and principles and
to receive significant assistance from Brussels.
With the launch of the Eastern Partnership
(EaP) in 2009, Armenia was offered a format for
even closer integration with the EU. Although
Armenia swiftly initiated steps to seize all the
benefits of the EU’s new offer, the intervention
of Russia, proposing the Eurasian Economic
Union (EAEU) as an alternative regional pro‑
ject, derailed this process. In the end, Armenia
joined the EAEU and, because of this, the EU and
Armenia had to recalibrate bilateral relations
and find ways to conclude a new, but less am‑
bitious, framework agreement. The 2018 Velvet
Revolution raised hopes that relations with the
EU could be intensified, within the limits im‑
posed by EAEU membership and the country’s
security imperatives.

1

This chapter aims to provide a detailed analysis
of EU-Armenia relations under the EaP frame‑
work. It first explains how and why Armenia’s
stance towards the EaP initiative fluctuated
over the last decade, and then proceeds with an
analysis of the EaP’s failures and achievements
in Armenia. The chapter concludes with some
thoughts on Armenia’s expectations vis-à-vis
the EaP in the coming decade.

ARMENIA’S ZIGZAGS
The past 10 years of the EaP have been a bumpy
road for Armenia and its relationship with the
EU: characterised by high hopes, disappoint‑
ments and U-turns. Retrospectively, this pe‑
riod can be divided into three phases, namely
the pre-accession to the Russian-led EAEU,
the period of reflection and the Comprehen‑
sive and Enhanced Partnership Agreement
(CEPA) negotiations period. During the first
phase (2009-2013), Armenia worked towards
a more ambitious agenda, based on the expec‑
tation that the Association Agreement (AA),
encompassing a Deep and Comprehensive Free

European Community, “Partnership and Cooperation Agreement between the European Communities and the Republic of
Armenia”, L 239/3, Brussels, September 9, 1999, https://eeas.europa.eu/sites/eeas/files/eu-armenia_partnership_and_
cooperation_agreement_en.pdf.
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Trade Area (DCFTA), would be signed. The pe‑
riod between September 2013 (when Armenia
joined the EAEU) and 2015 was also an impor‑
tant phase since it was a period of reflection
when the country developed an understanding
of the ‘red lines’ demarcating the two differ‑
ent integration formats, the EU and the EAEU.
This period also gave the country pause to re‑
flect on the opportunities that would be avail‑
able to Armenia as a result of being affiliated to
either of the integration frameworks. Finally
this period was important for internal political
processes due to the fact that the authorities
lost a significant amount of their external po‑
litical legitimacy and support. The third phase
(2015-present) unfolded after the opening of
a new round of negotiations between Armenia
and the EU and was aimed at identifying the
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new agenda, one which however provided nar‑
rower scope for bilateral cooperation due to Ar‑
menia’s membership in the EAEU.

Early enthusiasm
With the launch of the EaP in 2009, Armenia
was offered a closer integration format with the
EU. In addition to the bilateral relationship, the
format also offered a multilateral platform for
the six post-Soviet states participating in the
EaP. It included the opportunity for even closer
integration into the European market and bet‑
ter mobility, for those countries eligible to sign
the AA and DCFTA. Armenia’s political class and
civil society enthusiastically embraced the EaP.
There were several reasons for this attitude.

FIGURE 1 | EU agreements and frameworks with Armenia
since 2009

completed

POLITICAL AGREEMENTS

Association Agreement // negotiations
2009−2013

Comprehensive and Enhanced
Partnership Agreement // negotiations
2015−2018
Comprehensive and Enhanced Partnership
Agreement // provisional application
2017−2019

aborted

ECONOMIC/TRADE FRAMEWORKS

on-going

DCFTA // negotiations
2009−2013
GSP+ // negotiations
2009−2019

MOBILITY, MIGRATION, PEOPLE−TO−PEOPLE CONTACTS, HUMAN RIGHTS FRAMEWORKS

Human Rights Dialogue
2009−2019

Mobility Partnership
2011−2019
Visa Facilitation Agreement // application
2014−2019
Readmission Agreement // application
2014−2019
Horizon 2020
2016−2019

Creative
Europe
2018−2019
Data: EUISS
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The EaP was initiated during an extremely
a geopolitically challenging neighbourhood (2
problematic period for Armenia in terms of do‑
of Armenia’s 4 borders with its neighbours are
mestic politics. Mass demonstrations took
closed), and with significant diasporas outside
place after the presidential elections in Febru‑
its territory, Armenia has had a strong tra‑
ary 2008, leading to clashes between support‑
dition of conducting a ‘multi-vector’ foreign
ers of the opposition on one hand and the police
policy, or what was called ‘complementarity’
and army on the other. This resulted in the kill‑
back in 2007.4 This entails a constant balanc‑
ing of ten people, in mass arrests, political re‑
ing act between global and regional powers,
pression and a deep political crisis.2 Due to
with the aim of safeguarding Armenia’s se‑
these discredited elections and a critically low
curity and economic development. Therefore,
level of public trust, the newly elected president
the EaP was received positively and seen as an
Serzh Sargsyan was desperately lacking in le‑
opportunity to deepen economic relations with
gitimacy. In turn, the only way to compensate
the EU states, as well as with other EaP coun‑
for the lack of internal support
tries.5 It was also considered as
was through external political
a long-awaited chance to coun‑
s a landlocked
engagements with global and
terbalance Russia’s political and
country in
regional actors that would por‑
economic leverage over Arme‑
tray him as being successful in
a geopolitically
nia, which had increased signif‑
the negotiating of international challenging
icantly during the presidency of
agreements. Fortunately for
Robert Kocharyan (1999-2009).
neighbourhood,
Sargsyan, two such occasions
This was particularly due to the
Armenia has had
appeared almost simultaneous‑
‘property in exchange for debt’
ly: first, an official dialogue be‑
a strong tradition
programme whereby Armenia
tween Armenian and Turkish of conducting a
transferred control of key state
authorities was launched via
assets and strategic infrastruc‑
‘multi‑vector’
what was afterwards dubbed
ture to Russia in exchange for
foreign policy.
‘football diplomacy’ and result‑
the Kremlin writing off part of
ed in the signing of the Zurich
the country’s debt.6
Protocols, supported by the US,
the EU and Russia.3 Then, in May 2009, Arme‑
Moreover, the Armenian expert community
nia joined the EaP – an ambitious project aimed
and civil society hoped that the EaP would help
at a better approximation of the EU’s eastern
in promoting reforms and democratic norms
neighbours to its legal, economic and political
in the country, in particular regarding the
standards.
protection of human rights, the fight against
corruption, and justice sector reform. The EaP
In addition to compensating for the low legit‑
initiative was seen as an exceptional opportu‑
imacy ratings of the then president, the EaP
nity to boost these reforms in the country, since
gave Armenia new opportunities in terms of
the financial support provided to the Armenian
foreign policy too. As a landlocked country in
government by the EU was conditioned on the

A

2

Human Rights Watch, “Democracy on Rocky Ground”, February 25, 2009, https://www.hrw.org/report/2009/02/25/democracyrocky-ground/armenias-disputed-2008-presidential-election-post-election.

3

“Turkey, Armenia Sign Landmark Agreement To Normalize Ties”, RFERL, October 10, 2009, https://www.rferl.org/a/Turkey_
Armenia_To_Sign_Landmark_Agreement_To_Normalize_Ties/1848293.html.

4

Alexander Markarov and Vahe Davtyan, “Post-Velvet Revolution Armenia’s Foreign Policy Challenges”, Demokratizatsiya, vol. 26,
no. 4 (2018), pp. 531-46.

5

“Is Armenia Testing a New Foreign Policy Concept?”, ANI Armenian Research Center, February 2, 2018, https://www.aniarc.
am/2018/02/02/is-armenia-testing-a-new-foreign-policy-concept/

6

Emil Danielyan, “Russian Parliament Ratifies Debt Deal With Armenia”, RFERL, May 14, 2003, https://www.azatutyun.
am/a/1571472.html; Vladimir Socor, “Armenia’s Giveaways to Russia: From Property-for-Debt to Property-for-Gas”, The
Jamestown Foundation, April 19, 2006, https://jamestown.org/program/armenias-giveaways-to-russia-from-property-fordebt-to-property-for-gas/
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progress registered in the reform implementa‑
tion process.7 In the 2010s, the EaP showed its
value in facilitating the promotion of reforms
when Armenian civil society used EaP channels
to pressure the government on violations of the
rule of law, freedom of movement and assem‑
bly and the freedom of the media. The Arme‑
nian public mirrored this initial enthusiasm
too: trust in the EU soared from 31% in 2009 to
37% in 2011.8

Major setback
The state of Russian-Armenian relations and
particularly cooperation in the sphere of secu‑
rity has always been perceived as an important
factor to be borne in mind when evaluating the
impact of of the EaP and Armenia-EU cooper‑
ation. Since signing a bilateral treaty in 1995,
Russia has had a military presence on Arme‑
nian soil, patrolled Armenia’s border with Iran
and Turkey and supplied Armenia with military
equipment at preferential prices. In 2010, this
agreement was deepened and extended until
2044.9 Armenia is also part of the Russian-led
Collective Security Treaty Organisation (CSTO),
which envisions a security clause in the event
of external aggression.10 Overall, Russia is con‑
sidered to be an important element in Arme‑
nia’s national security.
Before 2013, there had been no signs that Russia
would try to derail Armenia’s association pro‑
cess with the EU. However, tensions between
Armenia and Russia began to grow in spring
2013, when it was officially announced that
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the AA and DCFTA negotiations had been con‑
cluded. In response, Russia started to increase
its pressure on Armenia through three major
tools: the strong Russian economic presence
in Armenia; the presence of Armenian working
migrants in Russia; and the Nagorno-Karabakh
conflict.11
Russia has a significant economic presence in
Armenia. It owns a large portion of Armenia’s
strategic infrastructure, such as factories and
companies in the energy and telecommuni‑
cations sectors.12 Through its economic pres‑
ence, Russia possesses strong leverage over
the Armenian authorities and Armenian so‑
ciety at large. This is the case with regard to
energy prices, for example: the mass protest
that occurred in the summer of 2015, known
as ‘Electric Yerevan’, was sparked by a 17%
hike in electricity tariffs – a price increase that
was determined by the Russian company Inter
RAO, which owned the electricity distribution
network in Armenia at the time.13 Inter RAO is
in turn led by individuals close to the Russian
leadership, so the Kremlin has access to chan‑
nels through which it can exert influence.
Migration, particularly when it concerns mi‑
grants illegally working in Russia, is another
instrument of pressure. In response to the ex‑
pected signing of the Association Agreement
between Armenia and the EU, Russia threatened
to deport illegal migrants back to Armenia,
which would have increased internal pressure
on the government and had a negative impact
on the economy in a country where a significant
part of the population is strongly dependent on
remittances sent by migrants working abroad.

7

This opinion was expressed by many Armenian civil society experts during meetings with various EU representatives.

8

Caucasus Research Resource Center,“Trust Towards EU 2009”, https://caucasusbarometer.org/en/cb2009am/TRUSTEU/;
Caucasus Research Resource Center, “Trust towards EU 2011”, https://caucasusbarometer.org/en/cb2011am/TRUSTEU/

9

Breffni O’Rourke, “Russia, Armenia Sign Extended Defense Pact”, RFERL, August 20, 2010, https://www.rferl.org/a/Russian_
President_Medvedev_To_Visit_Armenia/2131915.html.

10

J.H. Saat, “The Collective Security Treaty Organization”, Conflict Studies Research Centre, February 2005, https://www.files.ethz.
ch/isn/92581/05_Mar.pdf.

11

“Nagorno-Karabakh Profile”, BBC, April 6, 2016, https://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-18270325.

12

Aram Terzyan, “The Anatomy of Russia’s Grip on Armenia: Bound to Persist?”, CES Working Papers, vol. 10, no. 2 (2018), http://
www.ceswp.uaic.ro/articles/CESWP2018_X2_TER.pdf.

13

Nona Shahnazarian, “Here is Not Maidan, Here is Marshal Baghramian: The Electric Yerevan Protest Movement and its
Consequences”, PONARS Policy Memo, no.413, January, 2016, http://www.ponarseurasia.org/sites/default/files/policy-memospdf/Pepm413_Shahnazarian_Jan2016_0.pdf.
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In the case of Armenia, around 80% of these re‑
mittances come from Russia.14

reported in one opinion poll, 51.4% believe that
Russia has had a negative impact on the con‑
flict in Nagorno-Karabakh, while 59.4% did not
expect the CSTO to provide help in the event of
Armenia going to war with Azerbaijan.17

Finally, the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, and
Russia’s role as a potential catalyst for the
escalation of the conflict, was probably the
strongest instrument of pressure that Moscow
brought to bear on the Armenian authorities
and on society in general. Pressure from Russia
resulted in Serzh Sargsyan’s decision to with‑
draw from signing the AA and DCFTA; instead
Armenia joined the Russia-led EAEU in 2015.

Rebuilding complementarity
After joining the EAEU, Armenia needed to re‑
formulate its multi-vector foreign policy and
its approach towards the EU. As an alternative
to the ‘either or’15 approach Sargsyan called
for ‘integration to both’, indicating Armenia’s
willingness to cooperate with the EU as far as
this was possible within the limits of EAEU
membership. Armenia’s determination to find
a new modus vivendi with the EU was fuelled
by evolving views on Russia: the perception
of Russia’s exceptional role as a security guar‑
antor started to change, in particular after the
so-called Four-Day War in April 2016 – the
strongest escalation of the Nagorno-Karabakh
conflict ever since the ceasefire was signed.16
One of the major concerns among the Arme‑
nian public in this respect was the fact that
Azerbaijan was using weapons, bought from
Russia throughout the past decade, against
Armenia. This fact has put the strategic part‑
nership between Armenia and Russia, as well
as the effectiveness of the CSTO, under ques‑
tion among the public at large. Accordingly, as

After two years of negotiations, Armenia was
finally able to clinch a new deal with the EU in
2017, called the Comprehensive and Enhanced
Partnership Agreement (CEPA).18 This pre‑
served many elements of the AA, but excluded
the DCFTA component, as this was incompat‑
ible with Armenia’s membership in the EAEU.
The question in 2017 was subsequently wheth‑
er there was enough political will in Yerevan
to implement the accord. As it turned out, the
commitments made by the previous Armenian
authorities in this context actually had a sig‑
nificant impact in highlighting the discrepan‑
cy between these promises and the uninspiring
reality of the Serzh Sargsyan regime. It could
even be argued that this, combined with other
existing factors (corruption, bad governance,
lack of democracy, poor economic perfor‑
mance), influenced the events of Spring 2018
and resulted in a change of government in the
country. The peaceful transfer of power, known
as the Armenian Velvet Revolution, once again
renewed hopes for comprehensive reforms in
the country.
From the outset, the leader of the protests, and
later prime minister, Nikol Pashinyan, and his
team insisted that the country’s foreign policy
course would stay the same. Indeed, the transi‑
tional government programme, unveiled before
the elections, confirmed the aim to simultane‑
ously develop relations with all major interna‑
tional partners. The difference in foreign policy
with that of previous governments was claimed

14

Marianna Grigoryan, “Armenia Faces Cash-Crunch as Russian Remittances Slump”, Eurasianet, April 9, 2015, https://eurasianet.
org/armenia-faces-cash-crunch-as-russian-remittances-slump.

15

Naira Hayrumyan, “And-and vs. either-or: Armenia says EU Free Trade Area, Customs Union Not A Dilemma Yet”, https://www.
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to be ‘qualitative’ rather than be a significant
change in fundamental orientation. In practice,
this means that Armenia aims to utilise the
existing potential of cooperation frameworks
with both Russia and the EU to their full extent.
Nevertheless, the prime minister has stat‑
ed that there is much room for improvement
in terms of the country’s membership of both
the EAEU and the CSTO, and that Armenia in‑
tends to address these issues. More concretely,
Pashinyan has stated that the positions of the
CSTO member states on security issues need to
be harmonised.19 The prime minister has also
mentioned that there remain significant barri‑
ers to trade within the EAEU and that one of the
major aims of the EAEU member states should
be to overcome these barriers.
In parallel with this, the new government has
announced that the effective implementa‑
tion of the CEPA, as well as intensifying talks
on visa liberalisation with the EU, are among
its top priorities. The prime minister has con‑
stantly emphasised the importance of the CEPA
for reforms in Armenia. During his meeting
with the EU’s Special Envoys for the Eastern
Partnership in February 2019, Pashinyan un‑
derlined: ‘The Comprehensive and Enhanced
Partnership Agreement is the main instru‑
ment of our cooperation, and Armenia is ful‑
ly committed to its implementation. This is
a landmark strategic document, which pro‑
vides effective mechanisms for advancing both
our partnership with Europe and the reforms
in our country.’20 The government’s poli‑
cy aimed at deepening relations with the EU
can also count on broad popular support: in a
Gallup public poll, 79% of respondents con‑
sider the conclusion of the CEPA with the EU a
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positive development.21 According to another
survey, almost 87% believe that the govern‑
ment should focus on further developing re‑
lations with the EU.22 Even more noteworthy
is the fact that when asked which institution
they trust (a question with multiple possible
answers), the EU came in first place with 70%,
whereas the EAEU trailed far behind with
48%.23 It seems that the Armenian public are
quite critical of the process by which Armenia
was steered towards joining the EAEU rather
than integrate further with the EU.

MISSES, HITS AND
OPPORTUNITIES
The enthusiasm with which Armenia engaged
with the EaP programme fluctuated from time
to time and the decision to rescind from the
association process still casts a shadow on bi‑
lateral relations. However, the evaluation of the
achievements of the EaP in the case of Armenia
are still primarily positive.

Learning curve
The first phase of Armenia’s involvement in
the EaP can be considered a process of famil‑
iarisation with EU norms and standards. Back
in 2009, at all levels in Armenia there was very
little knowledge about the EU, its values and
institutions. Now, having been involved in the
EaP for ten years, Armenia has become much
more experienced in communicating and in‑
teracting with various EU institutions. In this
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sense, the EaP has been important from an ed‑
ucational point of view. The negotiations of the
AA and DCFTA, which were monitored by civil
society and covered by the media, significantly
increased knowledge about the EU among the
public. At the same time, Armenian state of‑
ficials who were involved in the negotiations
as well as civil society actors involved in the
monitoring process, have gained first-hand
knowledge about the functioning of the EU and
the logic of working with it. This subsequently
made the process of negotiating the CEPA more
efficient and smoother. Since the new frame‑
work agreement was essentially an ‘Association
Agreement – minus’, consisting of major parts
of the AA, but excluding the components that
would conflict with Armenia’s commitments as
an EAEU member state, the participants were
already familiar with the main principles and
were well prepared. Now, looking back with a
decade’s hindsight, we can conclude that Ar‑
menia’s bureaucratic apparatus has accumu‑
lated invaluable knowledge and experience in
dealing with the EU, which would not have been
possible, or would have taken more time, were
it not for the EaP. Apparently, this experience
did not only serve Armenia well in negotiations
with the EU, but had at least one other unin‑
tended effect: arguably, the DCFTA talks also
prepared Armenian negotiators for dealing
more confidently with the Eurasian Economic
Commission. This way, Yerevan was able to ex‑
tract at least some more favourable terms (e.g.,
longer transition periods to adjust to common
customs tariffs) from an otherwise forced ac‑
cession to the EAEU.24

Still the major donor
In spite of Armenia’s oscillating approach to‑
wards European integration, the EU remained
by far the country’s biggest international donor
throughout the last decade, providing much
needed technical and financial assistance in
various fields. According to a study conduct‑
ed by the Union of Informed Citizens between
2007 and 2014, the EU, its member states and
European financial institutions provided ap‑
proximatively 51% of all international aid to
Armenia. In second place came the US with
32%.25 The situation has not changed since
then; between 2016 and 2018, the EU remained
the major international donor in Armenia.26
For the year 2019, the EU plans to increase as‑
sistance once more, by up to 25%.27 Moreover,
the discussions on organising an internation‑
al donors conference for Armenia (which was
postponed in 2012) is back on the EU-Armenia
agenda.28 If it goes ahead, such a conference
might generate additional resources, necessary
to support the economic development of Arme‑
nia in the long run.
The EU’s financial assistance targets vari‑
ous fields such as energy efficiency, nucle‑
ar security, education, public transportation,
justice, agriculture, innovation and access to
basic public services. In 1995, Armenia restart‑
ed work on the second unit of the Metsamor
Nuclear Power Plant (commissioned in 1976),
which covers 40% of the country’s electrici‑
ty needs.29 Its re-opening was preceded by an
evaluation by international experts and a set of
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measures to enhance the security of the plant
was drafted. From 1995 on, the EU has provid‑
ed funds to ensure nuclear security. In total,
the EU has covered 29% of the funds provided
by international donors for this purpose since
1995 (only second to the US, which has a share
of 34%).30 Thus, the EU assistance helped to
extend the life of the nuclear reactor until 2027
and contributed to guaranteeing Armenia’s en‑
ergy security. Furthermore, the EU is an essen‑
tial donor in other domains as well: It provided
€10 million for the modernisation of the metro
in Yerevan and made €26 million available for
science, research and innovation.31 The Euro‑
pean Investment Bank (EIB) pledged €7 million
to support energy efficiency and waste man‑
agement projects in Yerevan.32 Armenia is also
set to benefit from €732 million of financial as‑
sistance from the EU and World Bank for infra‑
structure development until 2030.33
In recent years there has been an increase in
awareness among Armenian citizens about the
aid provided by the EU. One survey shows that
the number of those who are aware of the EU‘s
assistance went up from 62% in 2016 to 69% in
2018. 66% of respondents found that this as‑
sistance has been effective, up 4% from 2016.
When asked about particular fields in which
they have observed the EU’s contribution, edu‑
cation, agriculture and health care were among
the most mentioned.34

91

Trade and the GSP+ effect
Trade relations between Armenia and the EU
have grown significantly over the last few
years. A comparison of imports and exports
between the EU and Armenia is illustrative:
the 2009 data shows that imports to Armenia
were approximately equal to €535 million and
exports approximately €161 million, whereas
in 2018 imports grew to approximately €864
million and exports to approximately 373 mil‑
lion.35 In 2018, Armenia’s total trade turnover
with the EU states increased by 19%. Yet in this
case, it should be noted that the increase can be
ascribed to greater imports rather than exports
from Armenia. Among the EU states, the high‑
est volume of trade turnover was registered in
Germany, increasing by 28% as compared to
2017.36 It is noteworthy that the EU remains the
main export market for Armenian producers
(28.4%), three years after the country joined
the EAEU.37
The General Scheme of Preferences Plus (GSP+)
that the EU granted to Armenia in 2009 pow‑
ered the burgeoning trade relations over the
last decade. Under the GSP+, Armenia can ex‑
port products duty-free for 6,291 out of 9,655
of the EU’s product classifications.38 Thanks to
the programme, the total value of preferential
imports from Armenia into the EU increased
from €42 million in 2014, to €108 million in
2016 alone. Similarly, the utilisation rate of the
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GSP+ grew from 90% in 2014 to 93% in 2016.39
In this respect, the existence and extension of
the GSP+ can compensate to some extent for
the failure to sign the DCFTA, at least before
a better and more sustainable option is found.
What however has not changed much over the
years are the main items of export. Currently,
under the GSP+ Armenia exports metals and
mineral ore (80%), textiles (17%), crayfish,
juices, jams and other processed food (1.5 %),
tobacco (0.8%), and clocks (0.4%).40 Therefore,
Armenia’s exports structure has not yet been
diversified, a problem that still needs to be ad‑
dressed in the coming years.

The available statistics show that whereas in
2015 50,590 people received a Schengen visa, in
2017 this number increased to 57,601. Another
positive development is the increasing number
of multiple entry visas (MEVs) issued: these
increased from 20% in 2015 to 26.2% in 2017.
Despite this positive trend, the visa refusal rate
has remained high, in the range of 12%.44 Ad‑
ditionally, a comprehensive evaluation of the
application of the visa facilitation agreement
unveiled shortcomings in its implementation.
Resolving these issues, and further harmonis‑
ing the visa requirements and procedures would
significantly boost the benefits of the visa facil‑
itation agreement for Armenian citizens.45

Mobility on the rise

The second engine behind increasing mobili‑
ty, in the case of young people, is access to the
Erasmus Mundus and Erasmus+ programmes.
Between 2004 and 2014, 800 students from
Armenia made use of Erasmus Mundus. The
number of people availing of Erasmus+ has
been constantly expanding too; from 300 stu‑
dents and teachers in 2015 to 577 beneficiar‑
ies in 2017. It is worth noting that student and
teacher mobility between Armenia and the EU
has worked both ways. More students and aca‑
demics from Europe travelled to Armenia under
Erasmus+ as well, increasing from 67 in 2015
to 311 in 2017. Overall, in the period 2015-2017,
Armenia became the third-biggest beneficiary

One of the most significant perceived benefits of
the EaP has been the perspective of a visa-free
regime between Armenia and the EU. Mobility
has always been an important issue for Arme‑
nian society, due to its significant diaspora and
history of labour migration. In this respect, the
signings of the Mobility Partnership41 (2011),
Visa Facilitation Agreement42 (December 2012)
and Readmission Agreement43 (April 2013)
were considered great achievements. In addi‑
tion to reducing the visa application fee, visa
facilitation has contributed to the rise in the
number of visas issued to Armenian citizens.
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(after Ukraine and Georgia) of the Erasmus+
programme in the EaP countries.46

Incentives and conditionality
One of the most important aspects of the
EU-Armenia cooperation agenda is condition‑
ality – the attachment of conditions to as‑
sistance, linking economic benefits with the
requirement to implement various reforms. In
this respect, both GSP+ and visa facilitation are
extremely important, not only because of their
direct impact on the economy and on mobility
(in the form of lower visa fees, simplified ap‑
plication procedures, etc.) but because of the
reforms that are connected to the assistance.
Under the GSP+ scheme for example, Armenia
committed itself to ratifying and/or imple‑
menting 27 international conventions, cover‑
ing issues of fundamental human rights, labour
rights, environment protection, climate change
and good governance.47 In exchange for this
approximation of legislation and practices to
international standards in the field of human
rights, Armenia is offered asymmetric trade
advantages. EU missions in turn regularly eval‑
uate the implementation of these agreements
and civil society plays a role in monitoring the
government’s performance as well. Jointly, the
EU and CSOs mount pressure on the govern‑
ment to deliver on its commitments. Similarly,
as the government in Yerevan continues to in‑
sist on opening the visa-free dialogue with the
EU, Brussels can use the principle of condition‑
ality to encourage more reforms in the country
as well. For example, the need to develop and
adopt a comprehensive anti-discrimination
law (which has been postponed several times)
has to be a precondition for visa liberalisation
dialogue.
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Failures and misses
The last decade has been overshadowed by
several disappointments when it comes to le‑
gal and regulatory approximation between the
EU and Armenia. A major setback took place in
2013, when President Sargsyan caved in to Rus‑
sian pressure and made a U-turn in terms of
integration priorities. The period between Sep‑
tember 2013 and December 2015 (launch of the
CEPA negotiations) not only represents rough‑
ly two years of lost time, but also resulted in a
certain inertia when it came to cooperation. The
distortion of the dynamics in bilateral relations
caused significant delays in all reforms that
were tied to the economic dimension through
the conditionality approach. Visa liberalisa‑
tion, legislative improvements and the delay in
joining the Horizon 2020 and Creative Europe
programmes have slowed down the pace of co‑
operation in various sectors.
As then President Sargsyan pushed for con‑
stitutional reform to transform Armenia from
a presidential to a parliamentary republic, the
EU attempted to support Armenia by assisting
the country in reforming the electoral system.
This reform process was launched in spring
2016, with the involvement of the opposition
and civil society. Yet due to the obstinacy of the
ruling party, this endeavour did not result in a
positive change.48 President Sargsyan managed
to carry out his constitutional changes and take
over the position of prime minister under a new
electoral system advantageous to him in spring
2018. It was only after nationwide protests and
blockades of the country’s main roads that he
resigned and made space for new political forc‑
es in the government and parliament.
There are untapped resources for facilitating
greater people-to-people contacts between
the EU and Armenia as well. Mobility could
still be boosted, if both sides can come to an
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understanding on the Common Aviation Agree‑
ment (CAA). Although the sides agreed on the
text in 2017, it has so far not entered into force,
while Armenia’s aviation market has been ex‑
panding over the last 3 years. For example,
passenger traffic via the two main airports, Ye‑
revan and Gyumri, rose by 10% and 57% in 2018
respectively. The number of flights and land‑
ings in both airports registered almost a 10%
increase in the same year.49 It is estimated that
the liberalisation of the aviation market under
the sectoral agreement with the EU might fur‑
ther increase passenger traffic (by an estimated
87,000) and generate an additional €16 million
in revenue in the next five years.50

for such communication is the Eastern Part‑
nership Civil Society Forum, which includes
civil society actors from all EaP states and can
be used as a platform for conflict transforma‑
tion dialogue in future.

The regional and multilateral potential of the
EaP remains the weakest part of the initiative.
No significant success has been registered in
this area, with the exception of the Eastern
Partnership Civil Society Forum, which en‑
hanced the chances for the voices of civil socie‑
ty organisations to be heard. The EU could
undertake more efforts in this direction and fo‑
cus mainly on long-term processes, such as ed‑
ucation, people-to-people contacts and
culture, which would allow the societies of the
EaP countries to utilise the positive legacy of
their common past in their mutual effort to in‑
tegrate further with Europe.

A

WHAT IS ARMENIA
EXPECTING FROM
THE EAP?
Looking back over the past decade, Arme‑
nia went through a turbulent period of pro‑
tests, changes in foreign policy priorities and a
re-escalation of conflict in Nagorno-Karabakh.
Despite these challenges and difficulties, Ar‑
menia has managed to stabilise its relations
with the EU and find new frameworks for fu‑
ture cooperation. Armenia is currently the only
EaP country that has integrative frameworks
with both the EU and Russia. Its membership
of the EAEU and the signing of the CEPA as a
framework document regulating almost all
areas of EU-Armenia relations create a unique
set of opportunities. Armenia can thus in the
future serve as a model for EaP states with a
similar status and facing simi‑
lar dilemmas.

The EaP has had a mod‑
rmenia is
est positive impact on the
currently
Armenia-Azerbaijan
rela‑
The EaP is currently viewed with
tionship, as it has opened ad‑
the only EaP
a degree of optimism in Arme‑
ditional
opportunities
for country that
nia. The new framework agree‑
communication between the two
ment with the EU has now been
has integrative
parties. If one day there is po‑
signed and there is political will
litical will from both sides, the frameworks
to move forward to expand the
EaP could be used as a platform with both the
existing potential for the bi‑
to initiate an alternative, infor‑
lateral relations dimension.
EU and Russia.
mal dialogue, or it could support
In particular, the multilateral
communication aimed at confi‑
framework is viewed positive‑
dence building at a societal level, in addition to
ly as it could bring tangible benefits on issues
the official channels. One of the possible tools
such as education, culture and ecology. All in

49
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all, there appears to be a growing demand and
more willingness in Yerevan to re-engage with
the EU. This opens a window of opportunity for
the EU to use its transformative power to bring
about reform and development in Armenia.
Armenia has a certain number of expectations
from the EaP programme in the short and me‑
dium term. First, the CEPA has been signed and
80% of its measures have entered into force,
but only provisionally. To make it fully effec‑
tive, all EU member states need to ratify the
accord. By April 2019 twelve of the EU member
states had ratified the CEPA.51 Yerevan yearns
to see the CEPA fully ratified in 2019. At the
same time, the sides are still engaged in devel‑
oping a roadmap for the implementation of the
CEPA and this process of finalisation needs to
be accelerated.
Second, Prime Minister Pashinyan and his team
are highlighting two important aspects of EU
integration, which could benefit from addi‑
tional assistance: support to the reform imple‑
mentation process and economic development.
The government has launched comprehensive
governance reform, which is an ambitious and
complex process requiring not only politi‑
cal will, but a high level of management skills
as well. The EU could support Armenia in this
regard by offering technical and financial as‑
sistance for these wide-reaching reforms. A
comprehensive mission of high-level advisors
from the EU would be one way to support this
process. Additionally, in terms of economic
development, action could be taken in a num‑
ber of fields that would not only spur econom‑
ic development, but would ultimately enhance
Armenia’s resilience: here, there should be a
particular focus on projects designed to sup‑
port the diversification of exports, the develop‑
ment of alternative resources of energy and the
IT sector.
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Third, more progress can still be achieved in
promoting people-to-people contacts. Since
2013, Armenia has unilaterally liberalised the
visa regime for EU citizens. On the other hand,
Armenian citizens have been enjoying the fruits
of the visa facilitation agreement for six years
already. Now it is time to take the next step. Ye‑
revan would like to launch the visa liberalisation
process and receive the roadmap to this end, as
described in the CEPA. Visa liberalisation, cou‑
pled with the entry into force of the Common
Aviation Agreement (CAA), might give impe‑
tus to the development of the aviation market,
attract more airlines and reduce airfares. The
development of the aviation market is essen‑
tial for the country, two of whose borders with
immediate neighbours are closed. Visa liberali‑
sation will also endow the EU with the leverage
to encourage further reforms in Armenia in the
fields of public order, human rights, justice and
equality. At the end of this process, the biggest
winners will be the citizens of Armenia, who
will benefit not only from more mobility op‑
portunities, but also from the reforms carried
out under the visa-free roadmap.
Finally, seeing as civil society in Armenia was
one of the main catalysts of peaceful political
change in 2018, it should be bolstered to remain
the driving force behind the transformations.
One way to ensure future active participation
of civil society and enhance its monitoring
role, is to make full use of the CEPA provisions,
which carve out a distinct place for civil soci‑
ety in the process of the implementation of
the EU-Armenia framework agreement (via a
special platform). The EU could encourage the
Armenian government to institutionalise the
participation of civil society actors even fur‑
ther and to maintain a close dialogue with them
on major political and economic issues. At the
same time, via capacity-building projects the
EU can give an additional boost to civil socie‑
ty’s ability to monitor the implementation of
the CEPA.

“Finland ratifies Armenia-EU CEPA”, Armenpress, April 29, 2019, https://armenpress.am/eng/news/972999.
html?fbclid=IwAR2lWGh514Y7atmVdx4M31ehSZM6hmyXXLlMavgL4Y5uias3kPavz_HgHfo.
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and provides analyses of both the successes and failures
experienced in the six partner states. Furthermore, it
examines how the present and future trajectories of
these states are being influenced and shaped by powerful
regional and global megatrends. These countries are
actively shaping their own futures and also developing in
different, distinctive directions. Finally, the paper suggests
ways in which the EaP could be adapted to fend off regional
challenges and take advantage of rising opportunities in
the coming decade.
The EU has gradually expanded its economic, diplomatic
and security presence in the eastern neighbourhood
over the past ten years, contributing to a more nuanced
understanding of the region and of the complex dynamics
at play in each of the countries. As this Chaillot Paper
shows, the EU is now better positioned to engage with all
of these states in a more effective and mutually beneficial
relationship.
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