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Preface

he aim of this publication is to explore modalities for improving institutional

mechanisms for the EU-Ukraine cooperation under the Association Agreement
with the Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Area (AA/DCFTA). The agreement
provides contractual framework for achieving political association and economic in-
tegration of Ukraine with the EU. In other words, it facilitates integration of Ukraine
into the single market of the EU through the harmonization of its respective na-
tional legislation and institutions, however, without granting political membership.
Nevertheless, economic integration of Ukraine and the dynamic nature of its AA/
DCFTA, which includes harmonization with the existing, but also newly adopted ac-
quis communautaire, will create a constant pressure on the institutional framework
for the EU-Ukraine cooperation and Ukraine’s capacity to work with the EU. This
publication examines existing similar contractual frameworks between the EU and
third countries, i.e. EEA (European Economic Area) Agreement of the EFTA coun-
tries (European Free Trade Area — Norway, Island and Lichtenstein), contractual
model of the so-called Swiss bilateralism, Customs Union with Turkey, Stabilisation
and Association Agreements with the Western Balkan countries and the former
European Association Agreements with Central Eastern European countries, with
the aim to identify lessons that might be useful for Ukraine in implementing its As-
sociation Agreement concluded under Eastern Partnership Program.

In the first chapter (1.1) Alexander Duleba (Director of the Research Center
of the Slovak Foreign Policy Association) aims to explore nature of Ukraine’s As-
sociation Agreement, first, in the context of the development of EU differentiated
integration policy since early 1990s, and second, in comparative perspective with
other existing contractual frameworks for the EU relations with third countries
that include their partial integration into the common space of four freedoms,
however, without formal political membership. In particular, he looks at experi-
ences of the EEA agreements (Norway, Island, and Lichtenstein) as well as Swit-
zerland, which interacts with the EU under the framework of circa 120 bilateral
agreements. Both the EEA and Swiss models of differentiated integration provide
for the highest existing level of the access of third countries to the EU institutions
and its policy making process. Another reason for his special attention to the ex-
periences of EFTA countries with the EEA Agreement comes from the fact that
the EEA model of differentiated integration is similar to the AA/DCFTA of Ukraine
especially when it comes to range of economic integration and the volume of
the EU legislation that has to be transposed to the national one. At the same
time, there are significant differences between EEA countries and Ukraine when
it comes to access to the EU institutions and policy-shaping within the EU.



In the second chapter (1.2) Vladimir Bil¢ik (Senior Researcher at the Research
Center of the Slovak Foreign Policy Association) offers analytical overview of Slo-
vakia’s experiences in the area of harmonization with acquis communautaire fo-
cusing on pre-accession phases of Slovakia’s EU integration process, i.e. associa-
tion (since 1993) and accession (2000—-2004). He aims at outlining lessons learned
by Slovakia that might be useful for Ukraine’s integration with the EU under the
provisions of its respective Association Agreement. Finally, in the third chapter
(1.3) Oleksandr Sushko (Research Director of the Institute for Euro-Atlantic Coop-
eration, Kyiv) examines new institutional framework for cooperation of Ukraine
with the EU laid down by the current Association Agreement in comparative per-
spective with the former PCA (Partnership and Cooperation Agreement) institu-
tional arrangement.

The second part of this publication analyses dynamics of economic coopera-
tion, foreign trade and FDI (Foreign Direct Investment) since 1993 between, first,
Ukraine and the EU (chapter 2.1 by Yaroslav Zhalilo, Senior Researcher at the In-
stitute for Economics and Forecasting of the National Academy of Sciences of
Ukraine), and second, Ukraine and Slovakia, and finally, neighbouring border re-
gions, i.e. Transcarpathian Region of Ukraine and Eastern Slovakia (chapter 2.2. by
Martin Lacny, Lecturer at the Institute of Political Sciences, School of Arts of the
Presov University). Authors of the second part of this publication look at develop-
ment dynamics of economic relations at the above three levels examining eco-
nomic factors but also evolving contractual framework at each of the above three
levels, including impact of previously concluded agreements (pre-AA/DCFTA con-
tracts) on trade, FDI and economic cooperation since 1993. Even though it is too
early to analyse impact of DCFTA on economic cooperation and trade between
the EU and Ukraine, including Slovakia and Ukraine, authors of this part of the
publication aim to identify opportunities brought by AA/DCFTA as well as out-
line some basic scenarios for further development of economic cooperation and
foreign trade of Ukraine with the EU/Slovakia and neighbouring border regions.

Finally, this publication includes a summary of policy recommendations on
further improvement of institutional framework for the EU-Ukraine cooperation
under AA/DCFTA with the aim to support economic cooperation and trade of
Ukraine with the EU/Slovakia/neighbouring regions, including boosting its inte-
gration process with the EU. We do believe that this publication will, first, contrib-
ute to better understanding of a nature of the Association Agreement of Ukraine
in the context of EU differentiated integration policy, second, identify potential
for improvements of the existing institutional framework for Ukraine’s coopera-
tion with the EU, including in the area of foreign trade and economic cooperation,
and finally, inspire practitioners engaged in Ukraine’s relations with the EU and
Slovakia.

Alexander Duleba



1.1 Ukraine’s Association Agreement
in the context of differentiated
integration of the EU:

a comparative perspective

Alexander Duleba

he aim of this chapter is to examine potential and limits of the institutional

framework for Ukraine’s integration with the EU under AA/DCFTA agreement.
It seeks to explore nature of Ukraine’s Association Agreement, first, in the con-
text of the development of EU differentiated and/or flexible integration policy to-
wards its neighbourhood since early 1990s, and second, in comparative perspec-
tive with other existing contractual frameworks for the EU relations with third
countries that include their partial integration into the single market and a com-
mon space of four freedoms, however, without formal political membership.

Association Agreement of Ukraine likewise similar agreements of Georgia
and Moldova concluded under the Eastern Partnership Program follow the logics
of the so-called differentiated and/or flexible integration of the third countries,
which the EU has been following since early 1990s when it concluded European
Economic Area (EEA) Agreement with the EFTA countries — Norway, Island and Li-
chtenstein. Differentiated and/or flexible integration of the third countries means
that they are granted access to the EU single market and/or some of its sectorial
policies against their commitment to adjust respective national legislation, regula-
tory framework and institutions with the acquis communautaire and the EU prac-
tices.! In addition to the EEA model, there are also other contractual frameworks,
which allow for partial integration of third countries with the EU, including the
contractual model of the so-called Swiss bilateralism, Customs Union with Turkey,
Stabilisation and Association Agreements with the Western Balkan countries, As-

1 The concept of differentiated and/or flexible integration is used to be applied also for conceptu-

alizations of a multi-speed EU. In this intra—EU context it reflects the fact that the basic treaty of
the EU under “enhanced cooperation” provision (introduced first by the Amsterdam Treaty in force
since 1999) allows formation of groups of member states willing to go faster and deeper in their
integration in some sectorial policies without all member states taking part. See K. Holzinger, F.
Schimmelfennig, “Differentiated integration in the European Union: many concepts, sparse theory,
few data,” Journal of European Public Policy, 19, 2012, 2, pp. 292-305.



sociation Agreements with Eastern Partners, and finally, Association Agreements
with the Southern neighbours in the Mediterranean region. For the purpose of
this study, we include into the list of examined contractual frameworks also for-
mer European Association Agreements with Central European countries, which
ended in their accession to the EU in 2000s as they present important study case
for transforming association into full-fledged membership.

The differences between the above contractual frameworks can be identified
following the two key indicators: first, a range of harmonization and/or approxi-
mation of the third country with the acquis communautaire, and second, institu-
tional arrangement for involvement of the third country into the policy-shaping
process within the EU and/or modalities for the third country’s possibilities to in-
fluence formation of the EU legislation, which consequently they are committed
to transpose into their national legal framework. Sandra Lavenex (2011) identifies
types of the EU agreements with the third countries that include exporting of the
EU rules and norms following two dimensions: first, regulatory boundary and/or
a degree to which the EU rules are extended to third countries, and second, or-
ganizational boundary, which determines how far regulatory extension is accom-
panied by organizational inclusion relating to possibilities of respective countries
to participate in the determination of relevant acquis.?

Following the analysis of dynamics of the EU integration process since early
1990s, including its both versions, i.e. full-fledged integration with political mem-
bership and the differentiated one, which means an access of the third country
to the EU single market or selected sectorial areas of the EU common space of
four freedoms, however, without political membership, as well as differences
between existing contractual frameworks for the EU cooperation with partially
integrated countries, this chapter tries to explore modalities for eventual improv-
ing of institutional mechanisms for the EU-Ukraine cooperation laid down by the
current Ukraine’s Association Agreement.

1.1.1 UKRAINE’S ASSOCIATION AND DYNAMICS OF
EUROPEAN INTEGRATION: A GEOPOLITICAL CONTEXT

The EU-Ukraine Association Agreement was signed by EU Heads of State and
Government and President of Ukraine Petro Poroshenko in Brussels on June 27,
2014. This has happened as an outcome of dramatic events in Ukraine, which
were brought on by the decision of the former President of Ukraine Viktor Yanu-
kovych not to sign the Association Agreement with the EU at the Vilnius summit
of Eastern Partnership in November 2013. In response, massive protests in Kyiv,
which left many casualties, forced President Yanukovych to back down in Febru-

2 s, Lavenex, “Concentric circles of flexible “EUropean” integration: A typology of EU external gover-

nance relations,” Comparative European Politics Vol. 9, No. 4-5, September 2011, pp. 372-93.



ary 2014. However, what has been originally called “Ukrainian crisis” has turned
soon into “Russian—Ukrainian crisis” when Russia started to occupy Crimea at the
end of February 2014.

In this text we argue that what is still called in the EU discourse a “Ukrainian
crisis” is not an ad hoc episode somewhere far away in Eastern Europe, which will
cease rather sooner than later and the EU will again re-establish pragmatic and
“business as usual” deal with Russia under leadership of President Vladimir Putin.
We argue that Russian—Ukrainian crisis, which started in 2014, does have direct
consequences for the future of the EU as an arch of the European integration
project. Moreover, we argue that it does have an epochal meaning, which chal-
lenges capacities of the European communities/EU to act as a transformative and
integrative actor in Europe, capacities that the EC/EU has been developing start-
ing from the late 1970s. In case of Ukraine’s Association Agreement it happened
for the first time in the history of the EC/EU enlargement that an integrative con-
tract it offered to a partner country has, first, brought up a political revolution
in a given country, and second, the third country applied a military force against
it in order to prevent the implementation of the EU contract. Thus, the current
Russian—Ukrainian crisis marks three decades of the European integration project
based on the EC/EU and brings fundamental question about its future. The latter
will depend on the way the EU copes and will be coping with an external Russian—
Ukrainian crisis as it will have profound impacts on its both own internal structure
and a future role in European affairs.

Integration of the West versus disintegration of the East

The European Communities (and the EU since 1993) have been playing a crucial
role in transforming, first, fascist regimes in Southern Europe in the 1980s, and
second, communist regimes in Central Europe in the 1990s. It was the EU who
brought the Western Balkan countries to peace and stability by providing them
with European integration perspective after the 8-year war in 1990s. The fun-
dament of the EU transformative capacity and the core element of its external
action towards authoritarian regimes in its neighbourhood over the last three
decades has been the two-dimensional contractual deal which facilitated, first,
democratic transformation of their institutions, and second, access to the EC/
EU single market. The last three decades proved that the EU’s best foreign policy
has been its enlargement. The former EU enlargement commissioner Olli Rehn
grasped this role of the EU in European affairs as follows: “Enlargement has prov-
en to be one of the most important instruments for European security. It reflects
the essence of the EU as a civilian power, extending the area of peace and pros-
perity, liberty and democracy. The EU has achieved far more through its gravita-
tional pull than it could ever have done with a stick or a sword.”?

3 0. Rehn, “Enlargement as an instrument of the EU’s soft power” European Commission:



The Association Agreements with Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Area
(AA/DCFTA) component the EU has offered in 2008 to its six East European neigh-
bours, including Ukraine, are of the same European integrative nature even if they
do notinclude a formal provision on political membership. They do embrace eco-
nomic integration of Eastern Partner countries and their full access to common
integrated space of the four European freedoms. AA/DCFTAs fully correspond
with the logic and nature of the EU enlargement policy developed within the last
three decades. However, in Ukraine in 2014 it happened for the first time since
the late 1970s that the EU and its transformative policy via expansion of its insti-
tutions and market opening to non-EU European countries has been confronted
by the use of military force from side of the third country. Therefore, the Rus-
sian—Ukrainian crisis, which started by Russian occupation of Ukrainian Crimea at
the end of February 2014, does have an epochal meaning not only for the direct
actors of the conflict, i.e. Russia and Ukraine, but also for the EU as an actor in
Europe and its capacity to deliver to European integration in the future. Should
Russia be successful in stopping the EU to achieve in Ukraine what it did in Greece
or Portugal in the 1980s, Slovakia and Poland in the 1990s, Bulgaria or Croatia in
the 2010s, it might undermine not only external capacity of the EU to act in Eu-
rope but also the EU as European integration project as such.

However, a number of EU leaders, politicians and experts, including some V4
Prime Ministers, deeply underestimate the nature of the Russian—Ukrainian con-
flict. They prefer just to save jobs for their citizens and/or voters and see the EU
economic sanctions against Russia as baseless and crazy.* In other words, they
do believe that what happened in Crimea in 2014 and what is still happening in
Donbas is a local or domestic Ukrainian crisis, which does not matter so much for
the EU and there is no need to pay price for it. If such thinking becomes a shaper
of the EU policy towards Eastern Partnership countries and Russia in years to
come it will cost the EU taxpayers much more than consequences of economic
sanctions against Russia. Starting from Russia’s annexation of Crimea at the end
of February 2014, Ukrainian crisis turned into full-fledged European crisis. The EU
cannot escape the crisis as it affects core principles of its functioning and capacity
to act as an actor in Europe.®

SPEECH/07/642, October 19, 2007. Available online: http://europa.eu/rapid/press—release_
SPEECH-07-642_en.pdf?locale=enper cent3E (accessed on March 23, 2017).

For respective statement of the Slovak Prime Minister Robert Fico see: “Slovakia nurtures special
ties to Russia, despite EU sanctions,” Reuters, May 22, 2014. Available online: http://uk.reuters.
com/article/2014/05/22/ukraine—crisis—slovakia—idUKL6GNOO847Y20140522 (accessed on March
23,2017).

The arguments presented by author in this article concerning the interpretation of a nature of the
recent Russian—Ukrainian crisis and its implications for the EU, including the Eastern Partnership
as the EU framework policy towards the six East European countries, have been discussed at the
conference East European crisis: scenarios and EU response organized by the Research Center of
the Slovak Foreign Policy Association in Bratislava on October 27, 2014, http://www.sfpa.sk/en/



We argue that the recent Russian—Ukrainian conflict of 2014 and the previous
Russian—Georgian conflict of 2008 are not accidental and short term episodes.
They are inevitable and objective outcomes displaying long term development
trends in and/or of Europe after the end of bipolar conflict. The contexts of the
both above conflicts should be learned and taken into account when thinking
about possible further moves in the EU Eastern policy, including future of the
Eastern Partnership. If one looks back what happened over the last two decades
in Europe one can see completely different integration dynamics in its Western
and Eastern parts.

The collapse of the communist block helped to deepen the integration process
in the Western part of Europe and it also pushed the EU to be more engaged in its
neighbourhood. The former Yugoslav republics do look up to the EU as a source
of stability, modernization know—how and, of course, a trade partner. Although
we have seen several setbacks in their reform processes, including problems in
following their EU course, they are clearly not trying to become a part of the
Russian Federation. Compared to 15 in 2003, today the EU has 28 members. The
successful model of integration of Greece, Spain and Portugal in the 1980s that
helped them to overcome their authoritarian and fascist heritage has pressed the
EU to open the perspective of enlargement also to the former communist coun-
tries (Copenhagen summit, 1993). The preparations for the “grand enlargement”
to the East (2004-2007) spilled over into the EU internal agenda and pushed it for
further institutional reform process since the beginning of the 1990s. The accept-
ance of economically and institutionally underdeveloped countries of Southern
Europe in the 1980s pushed the EC/EU to develop internal cohesion policy. At the
same time at the end of 1970s, the EC has insisted that legal and economic inte-
gration with the members of EFTA should come before East/West integration.®
Furthermore, coping with the war in the Western Balkans in the 1990s forced the
EU to develop its capacities in the field of external action. Grand enlargement,
which included former communist countries of Central Europe, Cyprus and Malta
led to further deepening of the EU integration. The Lisbon Treaty (2009) and/or
the institutional design of the present EU with a qualified majority as a main rule
for decision-making in its crucial internal policies would hardly become a reality
without still continuing fragmentation of the Eastern part of Europe after the col-
lapse of the communist bloc.”

podujatia/odborne—podujatia/1145. This part of the study also draws from the author’s essay: A.
Duleba, “Russian—Ukrainian crisis: what next for the Eastern Partnership,” International Issues &
Slovak Foreign Policy Affairs Vol. XXIlI, No.3—4, 2014, pp. 57-70.

For this argument see e.g. D. Kennedy and D.E. Webb, “The Limits of Integration: Eastern Europe
and the European Communities,” Common Market Law Review, 30, 1993, pp. 1095-1117 (p. 1102).
For further reading, see R. Bideleux, R. Taylor, eds, European Integration and Disintegration: East
and West. Routledge, 1996.



In the end, looking back from the 30 years perspective, the EU is the guarantor
of peace and stability in the Western Balkans preparing former Yugoslav repub-
lics for their accession. It deepened its integration through the amendments of
its basic treaties. The European Communities turned into the European Union
after the adoption of the Maastricht Treaty in 1993. The Schengen acquis became
part of the EU basic treaty in 1999. The Euro as a common currency started to
be operational in 2002. And finally, the Lisbon Treaty with significant institution-
al changes entered into force in 2009. The EU managed successfully the “grand
enlargement” in 2004 by including eight former Eastern bloc countries together
with Cyprus and Malta, which was followed by the accession of Bulgaria and Ro-
mania in 2007, and finally Croatia in 2013. The fact is that the number of member
states almost doubled over last decade.® And finally, in 2009 the EU made an offer
to six former post-Soviet countries to deepen and to expand cooperation within
the Eastern Partnership initiative, including their economic integration through
the implementation of AA/DCFTAs.®

Let us summarize the integration dynamics in the Western part of Europe dur-
ing the last three decades. European Communities launched its cohesion policy
in the second half of 1980s. European Communities changed into the European
Union as we know it today in 1993. EU, in fact, is 24, not 63 years old. Schengen
functions since 1999 (18 years), Euro as a common currency is in the cash flow
since 2002 (15 years). Before 2004, EU had 15 members, but within last decade
the number of the member countries almost doubled to the current 28. EU was
not an actor in the crisis of Yugoslavia in the 1990s, because it has not existed
in the current shape yet. The Yugoslav war began in 1991 while the Maastricht
Treaty which transformed European Communities with no common foreign pol-
icy into the European Union with Common Foreign and Security Policy entered
into force in 1993. However, without a modernization offer of the EU and the
European perspective, the Western Balkans would continue to be a “barrel of the
gun-powder.” We can criticize the EU rightly for many things; however, the EU
stays to be a unique project in all known history of the international relations. The
fact that Malta with its 400,000 citizens has the equal voting rights as the 80 mil-
lion Germany in decision-making about the legislation and the policies of the EU
is absolutely unique fact, which cannot be found anywhere in the world and it has
never before existed in the history. EU 2017 is qualitatively different project than
— internally and externally — then the European Communities were before 1993.
The integration dynamics of the EU over last three decades should be considered

For further reading, see E. Bomberg, J. Peterson and R. Corbett, The European Union. How does it
work? Oxford University Press, 2012.

“Joint Declaration of the Prague Eastern Partnership Summit. Prague, 7 May 2009,” 8435/09 (Presse
78), Council of the European Union, Brussels, May 7, 2009. Available online: http://www.consilium.
europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/er/107589.pdf (accessed on March 23, 2017).



seriously in order to understand, first, why the EU offered Eastern partners politi-
cal association and economic integration in 2009, and second, what might be the
EU response on the current Russian—Ukrainian crisis.

In the Eastern part of Europe we got a completely different picture during the
same period of time. None of the integration initiatives aimed at bringing things
in order within the former Soviet Union and/or a group of former Soviet countries
over the last two decades might be labelled a successful project.l® Disintegrated
Soviet Union was supposed to be replaced by the Community of the Independ-
ent States (CIS), emergence of which was initiated by the then leaders of Russia,
Ukraine and Belarus in December 1991. Today hardly someone recognizes the
shortcut CIS. Russia and Belarus have been trying to renew a common federal
state since 1994. However, today only few Russian and Belorussian experts re-
member that project. Yeltsin’s Russia was not able to bring into existence any suc-
cessful integration project in the post-Soviet area and time. Putin’s Russia in 2004
managed to came to conflict with the largest ally of Russia — Lukashenka’s Bela-
rus, the same country with which Yeltsin wanted to create a federation. When
we speak about the gas crisis from the today’s perspective, let’s not forget that it
was Belarus who was a first country, which faced closing down supplies of natural
gas from Russia in 2004 and repeatedly in 2007 and 2010.** First gas war between
Russia and Ukraine happened in 2006 and repeatedly in 2009. On the territory of
former Soviet republics, Russia used military force during civil war in Georgia in
1991 and in Moldova in 1992.12 Russia used her military power also later in August
2008 in Georgia and in 2014 and currently against Ukraine, but this time also with
annexation of part of Ukrainian territory. We don’t even mention trade wars of
Russia with Belarus, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine as well as with other post-
Soviet countries as they would take too much space to count them all.?

Despite of the fact that Presidents of Belarus and Kazakhstan signed agree-
ment on foundation of the Eurasian Union in May 2014 — both of them from
their own reasons — nothing changes the fact that in the last more than 20 years

0 0. Sushko, “The dark side of integration: Ambitions of domination in Russia’s backyard,” The Wash-
ington Quarterly Vol. 27, Issue 2, 2004, pp. 119-31.

G. Caldioli, Belarus — Russia Energy Disputes — Political and Economic Comparative Analysis.
PECOB's Energy Policy Studies, University of Bologna, 2011.

11

2 For more see A. Mérike, “The military as a political actor in Russia: The cases of Moldova and Geor-

gia,” The International Spectator: Italian Journal of International Affairs, Vol. 33, Issue 3, 1998, pp.
119-31.

For further reading see B. Nygren, The Rebuilding of Greater Russia. Putin’s foreign, policy towards
CIS countries. Routledge, 2008; A. Wilson and N. Popescu, “Russian and European Neighbourhood
Policies Compared,” Southeast European and Black See Studies, Vol. 9, No 3, September 2009, pp.
317-31, etc.

N. Gvosdev, “Russia’s Eurasian Union: Part of a Master Plan,” The National Interest, June 7, 2014.
Available online: http://nationalinterest.org/feature/russias—eurasian—union—part—master—plan—
10619 (accessed on March 21, 2017).

13

14



Russia was not able to offer to her post-Soviet neighbours constructive agenda,
normal and long—term cooperation perspective based on the principle of equality
in bilateral relations. To search for the Maltese—German example of equal status
cooperation in the post-Soviet space over last 20 years would be useless activity.
And this is the substantial difference between where the Western Europe is to-
day, and where the post-Soviet space is. Deepening and widening of integration
in the Western part of Europe versus continuing fragmentation in its Eastern part
are main trends that are shaping pan-European agenda, including EU—Russia rela-
tions since the end of the cold war.

Comparison of the dynamics of the European integration based on the EU pro-
ject and the integration attempts of the “Russian world” in the post-Soviet area in
last 20 years speaks for itself. Two different European worlds had to meet one day.
Exactly this building of two different European worlds clashed in Ukraine in years
2013 and since 2014 onward. We are wrong if we speak about the “Ukrainian
crisis,” which presents barely accidental episode. This crisis has systemic whole-
European character and it represents a confrontation of the two European worlds
as they have been developing and formed in the last two-three decades. As the
effort to reach their co-living was not successful and there is only one Europe in
physical terms, confrontation had to happen sooner or later.

There are many myths about the EU approach to post-Soviet Russia. What
is — from today’s perception of the recent Russian—Ukrainian crisis as from 2014
—rarely known is that a decade ago there was a serious effort to establish a sys-
temic dialogue and intense cooperation between the EU and Russia. This effort
was called Common Spaces and ran in the years of 2003—2006.%° The idea of the
Common Economic Space was that the EU and Russia will achieve the creation
of a free trade zone within 15 years. But Russia decided to depart from the free
trade deal with the EU by the end of 2006. This happened due to several reasons.
Russia did not like colour revolutions in Eastern Europe whereas the most of the
EU member states leaders met them with sympathy. The EU did not accept Rus-
sian request for a privileged status of Gazprom on the EU’s gas markets. And of
course — the then European friends of President Putin French President Chirac
and German Chancellor Schroder lost their political positions in their home coun-
tries.’®

Again, it has to be stressed that the EU’s offer to post-Soviet countries un-
der the Eastern Partnership included AA/DCFTA in 2008 also because of Russia’s
decision to depart de facto from the free trade deal with the EU by the end of
2006. Russia has been given an offer to join the European integration process yet
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in 2003 before the EU approached with similar offer Ukraine and Eastern Part-
ner countries in 2008. However, in his speech at the Munich security conference
in February 2007 President Putin communicated his main message to Europe-
an leaders as follows: we’ll challenge the European system if it does not accept
a privileged position of Russia.'” Russia has showed it in Georgia in August 2008
how she will be challenging the European system. Let us emphasi