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This publication is a summary and analysis of the event  “The EU and Security Issues in Wider 

Europe” co-organized by the University of St Andrews (Scotland) and European 

Neighbourhood Council (ENC), and funded by the European Commission Horizon 2020 

Programme and the School of International Relations (University of St Andrews). It took place in 

the Arts Lecture Theatre at the University of St Andrews on the 18th of October 2017.  

 

This summary includes the salient points discussed during the three panels organised for 

the debate, as well as input from ENC’s local Eastern Partnership (EaP) Academic Council 

Members, academics from the University of St Andrews and representatives from the 

European External Action Services (EEAS).  

 
ABOUT THE EVENT  

 
A roundtable discussion conference was organized at the University of St Andrews on the 18th of 

October 2017 to highlight the release of the ENC report “Threats to Stability in Wider Europe – 

Expert and Academic Analysis”. The report includes academic contributions and policy 

recommendations from eight regional experts and analysts, focusing on EU security interests, 

threats and cooperative resolution opportunities in the Eastern Partnership (EaP), Turkey and 

Central Asia. 

 
CONTEXT  

 

The European Union (EU) is facing internal and external challenges that raise serious security 

concerns at the political level. The upsurge of populism within and outside Europe, together with 

the external threats such as Russia, the instability in Ukraine or Georgia and the outbreaks in the 

Middle East have questioned the EU’s resilience to resist to these existing dangers. Threats to 

the EU’s stability go beyond our borders and have the potential of leading to further regional 

spillover effects in areas as diverse as terrorism, military capacity, education and trade. Zooming in 

on the wider EU security issues remains crucial – if not necessary – in order to provide new inputs 

as to how can the EU react to such challenges. The concept of wider focuses on what the EU 

calls European Neighbourhood – i.e. candidate countries, potential candidate countries and the 

“neighbours of the neighbours”, namely the Gulf, Sahel and Central Asia. With the EaP EU Summit 

around the corner and the rising relevance of Europe’s role as a security manager, this event 

assessed (1) the EU role as a crisis manager in handling stability in its neighbourhood, (2) the 

implications and the opportunities for the ongoing crisis in Ukraine, Moldova and Georgia, 

and (3) the role of EU and Russia – in stabilising wider Europe.  

 

HOW THE EU IS HANDLING THREATS TO STABILITY IN WIDER EUROPE? 

 

Dr. Dominika Krois – Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE/COSCE) 

Coordinator at the EEAS – presented the EU stabilisation efforts across wider Europe. This 

consisted of the EU’s unequivocal support for the OSCE principles and its comprehensive and 

cooperative approach to security, and its own role in conflict mediation in the OSCE area (crisis in 

and around Ukraine, conflicts in Moldova and Georgia and Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, and the 

http://www.encouncil.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/Threats-to-Stability-in-Wider-Europe-ENC-v1.01.pdf
http://www.encouncil.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/Threats-to-Stability-in-Wider-Europe-ENC-v1.01.pdf
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normalisation of relations between Serbia and Kosovo). She further presented the EU policies 

aiming at the economic development, perceived as a vehicle to stabilise and enhanced partner 

countries’ resilience, namely the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP), focusing on the 

stabilisation of the neighbourhood, offering a differentiated approach to partner countries and 

enhanced ownership of the policy, the EU’s full support to the EU accession of Western Balkan 

countries. An important emphasis was placed on enhancing the economic integration of the region 

through the Eastern Partnership with its priority of economic developments and market 

opportunities through., and the European aspirations of the partner countries, and last but not least 

the EU strategy towards Central Asia.  Dr. Krois also briefed the attendees about the EU’s efforts 

to implement the priorities set by the 2016 Global Strategy on Foreign and Security Policy for the 

European Union, namely building and supporting the state and societal resilience of the EU 

neighbours to the East and to the South, while recognizing the internal/external security nexus and 

effectively handling conflicts with an emphasis on markets and grass-root dialogue. She also 

added importance to the EU’s support of cooperative regional orders and the protection of shared 

wider European interests through the strengthening of a global order based on international laws 

and the UN Charter, focusing primarily on peace, human rights, sustainable development and 

lasting access to the global commons. 

 
CONFLICTING POINTS IN WIDER EUROPE: UKRAINE, MOLDOVA AND GEORGIA  

 

When discussing threats to security and stability in wider Europe, Andreas Marazis, Head 

Researcher for Eastern Europe & Central Asia at ENC, and Dr. Nina Lutterjohann, Researcher 

Associate at University of St Andrews assessed the challenges and impasses of EaP countries.  

 

Talking about the prolonged conflicts in the EU Neighbourhood, Dr. Lutterjohann contributed with 

new research information about the role of the external actors in Georgia and Moldova. She 

focused on the effects of competing narratives on the International Organisations (IOs) ability and 

performance to respond and mitigate the conflicts in these two countries. Dr. Lutterjohann 

highlighted that due to “the existence, evolvement and change of competing narratives in the 

former Soviet Union and post-Soviet era, the position of the conflict parties in these two countries 

have remained highly polarised regarding each other”.  Moreover, “despite existing awareness of 

the conflict parties’ positions IOs in their capacity have neither managed to fully take the idea 

of competing narratives on board”. This intransigence hampered conflict resolution though three 

channels. Firstly, finding a win-win solution has undermined the efforts reached by the IOs. 

Secondly, IOs did not consider the sensibility of the party positions when adopting their own policy. 

Finally, IOs prioritised their personal benefits, hence losing the perspective of their final goal.  

 

In the first part of her research presentation, Dr. Lutterjohann focused on Georgia-Abkhaz 

relations. Her findings demonstrate a stark contrast of narratives with Georgians believing that 

Abkhazia was a well-integrated part of Georgia pre-2008. On the contrary, despite the shared 

commonalities with the Georgians, Abkhaz maintain their own narratives, which stipulates 

Georgian’s policies as repressing for the Abkhaz national identity during the Beria years. In the 

case of Moldova, the principal Soviet narrative was the ethno-federal legacy. This is thought to 

have raised the importance of titular as the dominant position, while overshadowing national 

minorities. In the Soviet period, the official narrative was that of the Romanian threat during the 
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fascist period, which helped create internal tensions, and exacerbated into a linguistic 

confrontation. In fact, Russia was officially and mainly used, even if Moldovan was the titular 

language.  

 

When it comes to the role of IOs, particularly the EU, Dr. Lutterjohann mentioned that the 

international community was cautious in engaging in these regions. The EU’s presence 

became prominent in 2004 with the ENP, and then in 2007 with the launch of the EaP. Yet, the 

EU’s involvement increased Moscow’s perception of the EU as a threat. The new EU role as a 

crucial mediator of conflicts, a security provider and a normative power in the region 

reinforced the negative image of the West in Russia, hence deteriorating their relationship.  

 

In particular, the EU appeared on the Georgian scene through the deployment of the European 

Union Monitoring Mission (EUMM), which was, however, criticised due to its lacking capacity. More 

prominent and symbolic was the role of the EU in the peace settlement as it provided solutions to 

the conflicts by recognising Abkhazia and South Ossetia. Eventually, the Association Agreement 

signed in 2013 between the EU and Georgia strongly confirmed the involvement of Brussels in its 

Neighborhood.  

 

In the case of Moldova, the EU also proved to be proactive in conflict resolution, which took place 

with the “5+2” format after the derailed peace processes with prior mediators (the OSCE, and both 

guarantors Ukraine and Russia). Dr. Lutterjohann highlighted that the EU support arrived more 

as an expected causality, rather than a pre-established plan. In her concluding remarks, she 

noted that there is no ‘black and white’ picture for defining the results of the IOs involvement, 

whereas some positive results can be traced. Despite political failures as a conflict manager, the 

West is still an attractive model for both Georgia and Moldova, where the Euro-Atlantic 

integration remains a key priority.  

In the second part of the panel, the discussion moved to Ukraine. Mr. Marazis discussed the 

Ukrainian crisis and the need for another settlement negotiations structure. He underlined that that 

the Minsk II Agreement was only a palliative instrument, which did not readdressed the 

roots of the conflict. Despite positive initiatives – e.g. the UN peacekeeping force in Donbas after 

the withdrawal of heavy weapons from the frontline – Ukraine remains in a peace-building 

deadlock. Yet, in such a defective scenario, Mr. Marazis pointed out that there is a promising EU-

NATO cooperation to provide security and stability in the common Neighborhood, as their joint 

declaration witnessed in the 2016 NATO Summit in Warsaw. In this document, made of 42 

measures, cyber security and strengthening of defence capacities of Eastern and Southern 

partners are two key areas, as the progress report on the implementation of the proposals 

endorsed by the EU and NATO Councils underlined in June 2017. The 42 measures are currently 

under application though the cooperation between EEAS and NATO, which is now “more 

concrete, structured, and institutionalised, even if quite informal”. In his concluding remarks, 

Mr. Marazis highlighted that there are no concrete collaborative projects in terms of civilian sector 

and hard security reforms in Ukraine, especially in the key areas of cyber security and strategic 

communications. For this reason, he suggested that the lessons learnt from Moldova, Bosnia & 

Herzegovina and Tunisia – the three pilot countries – in the areas of cyber security, strategic 
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communication and ammunition storage, provide a unique opportunity for EU-NATO enhanced 

cooperation to unravel its full potential, if implemented in Ukraine. 

 
PERSPECTIVES AND PRACTICES OF MAJOR ACTORS IN STABILISING WIDER 

EUROPE: RUSSIA AND THE EU 

Professor Dr. Rick Fawn (School of International Relations, St Andrews University) and two 

members of the Faculty of Economics and Centre for Social Studies at the University of Coimbra 

(Portugal) – Associate Professor Maria Raquel Freire and Assistant Professor Licinia Simão, 

took part in the last panel; discussing the Russian factor in the post-Soviet space, the shifts in the 

conceptualisation of the EU’s regional security role, as well as the main challenges and 

opportunities for the future developments of the ENP/EaP.   

In this context, Freire and Simão assessed the EU’s strategy towards regional security in the 

framework of the ENP/EaP. They identified the EU as a promoter of liberal and political 

reforms – such as having a stable democracy and a functional and integrated market economy  

(structural elements) – which are inspired by the accession process criteria, but also as a crisis 

manager through the deployment of civilian and military missions (hard security features). Due to 

the historical evolution of the EU’s external security policy, the combination of these two 

dimensions is not mutually exclusive; rather they are the symbol of a new conceptual tool and of 

a prominent EU actor. The Lisbon Treaty, which institutionalised the EU security policy more 

substantially, together with a more demanding international environment, requested an 

overarching approach to security, which eventually led to a new understanding about threat and 

security, but also about the EU in the international sphere.  

 

Considering these assumptions, Freire and Simão explained that after the ‘big bang’ 

Enlargement (2004/2007) the EU identified the new Neighbourhood as a crucial area for its 

reform-oriented policies in the security realm. Under the framework of the ENP and European 

Security Strategy (ESS), the EU developed a new political plan to (1) counterbalance possible 

threats and (2) pursue its geopolitical/security goals, including Russia. Thanks to the ENP 

umbrella, the EU increased its linkage and leverage in the post-Soviet space as the pro-

Western/EU – if not anti-Russian – tendencies of the Colour Revolutions in Georgia (2003) and 

Ukraine (2004) clearly showed. These new dynamics in the neighbourhood in part created a 

domino effect of negative consequences for the EU. Firstly, it worsened Russian-Western 

relations, which led to the 2006/2009 energy crises, as well as Moscow’s first direct military 

intervention in 2008. Secondly, it raised new concerns for Brussels as the ENP political and 

diplomatic tools demonstrated their flaws. In order to compensate, the EU launched the EaP; a 

more comprehensive approach, which included deeper integration in both the structural and hard 

security dimensions. In particular, the decision to negotiate the Deep and Comprehensive Free 

Trade Agreement (DCFTA) with the EaP countries represented a new impetus to strengthen the 

EU’s role in the region as it implies using its oldest (and most effective) instrument for leverage: the 

EU internal economic market. 
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The events in North Africa and the Middle East (2010) reinforced this re-conceptualisation of 

the EU in its Eastern Neighbourhood. The European policy-makers acknowledged the limits of 

the EU’s top-down approach in promoting effective regional reforms in economic and social terms, 

which in some cases appear to have reinforced autocratic tendencies. This is why the EaP is 

framed by using a horizontal approach based on partnership and ownership.  

 

The escalation of the Ukraine conflict, which ended with the absorption of Crimea in 2014, has also 

continued to destabilise the EU’s borders. Besides the sanctions on Russia, the EU responded 

with the adoption of a new security document, namely the 2016 Global Strategy. It demonstrated 

awareness of the current external threats, while also depicting some of the EU’s limitations in 

providing transformative power in the Neighbourhood. As Freire and Simão stated, the 

development of such a new strategy coincides with ongoing shifts both within the EU strategic 

thinking and its institutional capacity in the post-Lisbon context, namely referring to Brexit, the 2008 

financial crisis, and issues of burden sharing within NATO in recent years. Both authors concluded 

that despite changes in the EU’s regional security policy, the EU stability-building results remain 

insufficient; thereby questioning the EU’s regional presence in its Neighbourhood.  

 

Considering the same regional perspective, Professor Fawn shed light on the role of Russia and 

its foreign policy in recent years. He highlighted that there are two pairs of ongoing dynamics.  

 

Firstly, there is a clash between the Western and Russian views on the European stability 

after 1989. While Europe is trying to stabilise its borders through the promotion of Western 

democratic and liberal value, Russia perceived these attempts negatively. This is reinforced by 

Moscow’s perception of NATO as a relict of the Cold War, whose enlargement policies should be 

abandoned. As a consequence, Russia has been staunchly opposing such developments. 

Meanwhile the West has tried to accommodate Russia institutionally by allowing its presence 

in crucial pan-European and international arrangements in order to avoid its exclusion.  

 

Professor Fawn suggested that despite the absence of a straightforward solution for such double 

dynamic, Russia and the West still have the possibility of finding mutual ground for cooperation 

on crucial international issues such as terrorism.  

 

Secondly, Russian ideas and practices in the post-Soviet region have been gaining 

increasing influence. In fact, “Russian policy flipped from accepting the EU enlargement to 

exhibiting hostility to the EaP”, Professor Fawn said. On the one hand, Russia pictured itself as a 

moralising savior who has a legal power to intervene in order to protect its own people. Russia 

stated that the Ukrainian government was incapable of sheltering Russian speakers in Crimea in 

order to legitimise Moscow’s interventionist narrative throughout the region, known popularly as 

‘the mirror of multi-ethnic Russia’. Moscow’s intentions were aimed at counterbalancing the 

Western impact in Ukraine. As a consequence, the post-Soviet states – interested in stronger ties 

with the EU – often perceive Russia as a threat that seeks to veto their foreign, development and 

trade policy independence.  

 

Professor Fawn concluded that these two described dimensions are evident in the EaP, where the 

EU has been directly perceived as an aggressor. Therefore, what he called “Russia’s 
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weaponisation of news and information” remains a regional threat and core EU vulnerability. Yet, 

the EU’s soft power tools – such as the constant effort to monitor and counter Russian news 

promotion and outright propaganda, the increase in societal interactions generally and specifically 

to prioritise education for students – get youth to know that the EU is not a menace and 

discouraging arms sales in the conflict zones – are still likely to play a role in the long run, as 

Russian practices of activism appear to only be benefiting actors in the short-term.  

 
CONCLUSION  

 
The EU is facing serious challenges for its external security and regional stability. The tumultuous 

environment in the Middle East and the unpredictable scenarios for the Eastern Neighbourhood 

raise concerns in a number of policy areas ranging from trade and militarisation to territorial 

integrity and the regional battle over values and their effective regional communication.  For 

instance, the EU has a pivotal role as a conflict manager in the case of Georgia and Moldova. In 

Ukraine, the negotiations settlement needs a new impetus, but the EU remains on track for 

developing closer cooperation with NATO, hence creating positive expectations for securing the 

European borders. Overall, the EU is trying to adopt several instruments and strategies in the 

region as the ENP/EaP or the negotiation of the DCFTAs demonstrated. Moscow on the other 

hand continues to represent a serious counterbalance to European values and soft power, posing 

a very tangible threat to citizens, economic growth, and peace across Wider Europe.  

 

In response to these concerns, the EU should follow up in three areas. First, maintain an open and 

institutionalised dialogue with Russia. Second, citizens throughout the Neighbourhood and Wider 

Europe deserve to engage with value sets and institutions, which over the past centuries have 

helped develop the independence of courts, freedom of expression, societal stability and social 

prosperity across Europe. This must be supported by more comprehensive communication 

strategies, and allocated budgets. Third, the perception of security threats differs depending on the 

region, as do the priorities. For this reason, a more detailed and targeted strategy is necessary to 

provide security in the EU and across Wider Europe.  

 

 


