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THE ISSUE OF THE CONFLICT IN THE EASTERN 
DISTRICTS OF THE REPUBLIC OF MOLDOVA 
AFTER THE EASTERN PARTNERSHIP’S VILNIUS SUMMIT  

INTRODUCTION

The initialling of the Association Agree-
ments between the EU and the Republic of 
Moldova and Georgia was, probably, the 
only success of the Eastern Partnership 
summit held in Vilnius between 28 and 29 
November, 2013. 

This unexpectedly modest result for 
the supporters of the Eastern Partnership 
project was first of all brought about by the 
fact that Russian Federation perceived the 
Eastern Partnership as a threat to its plans 
of building a Russian geopolitical pole by 
attracting the former Soviet republics 
under Russian Federation’s domination in 
the Customs Union and the Eurasian 
Union. 

Russian Federation intensified its 
diplomatic efforts in Eastern Partnership 
countries. On 3 September, 2013, after the 
meeting between Vladimir Putin and Serzh 
Sargsyan, the President of Armenia, it was 
announced that Armenia shall join the 
Customs Union and subsequently, shall 
take the necessary steps to participate in 
the formation of Eurasian Economic Union. 

The main stake at the Vilnius Summit 
was the signature of the Association Agree-
ment with Ukraine. After untransparent 
talks with Vladimir Putin, Viktor Yanukovich 
refused to sign the Association Agreement 
with EU in Vilnius, although the document 
was initialled in December 2011 and its 
provisions were well-known in Kiev.

The initialling of the Association Agree-
ment with Georgia, which was the target of 
Russia’ military aggression in 2008, proved 
to be a more predictable result. After the 
de facto annexation of South Ossetia and 
imposing military control over Abkhazia, 
introduction of the visa regime, embargo 
and severing the diplomatic ties, Russia ran 
out of its political blackmail tools in 
relation to Georgia. Meanwhile, the posi-
tion of political class in Georgia remained 
unchanged, as concerns its European and 
Euro-Atlantic options, despite the political 
turmoil in the domestic arena.

With regards to Moldova, the embargo 
of Moldovan wines was the only visible 
action taken by the Russian Federation in 
the year 2013.

We could acknowledge that in 2013, 
Russia did not turn to putting in place its 
tough scenarios in relation to the conflict in 
the eastern district of the Republic of Mol-
dova, which is actually a conflict between 
the Republic of Moldova and the Russian 
Federation. This conflict was not used 
openly the Russian Federation to disrupt 
the Republic of Moldova's European path. 

Russia Federation perceives and uses 
this conflict, as well as the regime of the 
“Transdniestrian Moldovan Republic” 
(“TMR”), as a tool to control the entire 
Republic of Moldova. To begin with, this 
could be demonstrated by the fact that the 
Russian Federation supports and protects 
the bankrupt regime in the “TMR”, however, 



legalized military presence. And when that 
scenario failed, after the US, EU and OSCE 
actively intervened, Russia returned to the 
policy of preserving the situation as such 
by exerting a total control over the eastern 
districts of the Republic of Moldova 
(Transdniestrian region) and over the 
negotiation process in the “5+2” format.

Nevertheless, after the failure of “Kozak 
Memorandum”, Russia had to accept the 
new rules for the businesses in Transdnies-
tria, which were imposed by the EU start-
ing with 3 March, 2006, when the EU 
Border Assistance Mission (EUBAM) was 
launched at the Moldovan-Ukrainian 
border. We shall mention that these 
actions, together with the actions of the 
EU, the Republic of Moldova and Ukraine, 
after launching the EUBAM, were put in 
place during the times when both Moldo-
van leadership (Vladimir Voronin), as well 
as that of Ukraine (Viktor Yushchenko) 
were in an obvious antagonism with the 
Kremlin administration.

In parallel, EU applied the carrot and 
stick policy in relation to the businesses 
from Transdniestria. Once the new export 
rules were put in place, subsequent to 
introduction of the EUBAM mechanism, EU 
provided the businesses from both banks 
with the Generalised System of Preferences 
(GSP) Plus. Thus, in several months, the 
export of goods from Transdniestria to 
Russia decreased up to 22%, while the 
share of exports to EU reached 29%-30% 
(according to 2012 statistics).  

The Republic of Moldova distinguished 
itself among the countries of the Eastern 
Partnership for having negotiated in record 
terms the Association Agreement, includ-
ing the DCFTA. Although the representa-
tives of the Republic of Moldova invited the 
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it does not recognize it as a subject of the 
international law (as in the case of South 
Ossetia and Abkhazia). Using the puppet 
administration from the “TMR”, Russia 
exerts the control over the “negotiation 
process” in the “5+2” format. This is a format 
which contradicts the essence of the 
conflict, but which has been accepted by 
the previous incompetent governments of 
the Republic of Moldova. Another Russian 
control instrument over the situation in 
Transdniestrian region is the “unique” 
format of the peace keeping operation, 
which long ago became a tool for the 
forced isolation of the “TMR” from the 
remaining territory of the Republic of Mol-
dova, being in the same time a protection 
shield for the anti-constitutional regime in 
the region. Taking advantages from this 
control, Russia wants to inflict a “solution” 
to the conflict, thus allowing it to exert 
control over the “reintegrated” Republic of 
Moldova. 

We shall point out that Russia’s way of 
behaving is possible in the circumstances 
of Moldovan society’s indifference towards 
this conflict, as well as due to Moldovan 
political class incompetence and corrup-
tion. The direct dependence of various 
political personalities from Moldova on 
Russian Federation (influence peddling, 
lobby, corruption, belonging to Russian 
intelligence) is still an open question.

There is a prior experience which 
revealed the actual intentions of the 
Russian Federation. In November 2003, 
when everything was made ready for sign-
ing the “Kozak Memorandum”, Russia 
intended to reach its goal of transforming 
the Republic of Moldova into a Russian 
satellite – a pseudo non-functional state 
under Russian control, including through a 



3

representatives of “TMR” to take part in the 
negotiations, the “TMR” regime, directed 
by Russia, declined the offer. Everything 
reduced to the formal presence at the 
negotiation rounds of a low-rank official on 
behalf of the “Ministry of Foreign Affairs” 
from Tiraspol. Moreover, the “TMR” regime 
made attempts to claim to sign a DCFTA 
Agreement with the EU, separately from 
the Republic of Moldova. Additionally, the 
“TMR” launched an anti-Vilnius and anti-EU 
propaganda campaign. Taking into 
account those circumstances, a non-public 
meeting of the representatives of business 
from the eastern districts of the Republic of 
Moldova took place on 24 January, 2013 
with the EU negotiators on DCFTA. The 
meeting clearly proved that the business 
from the eastern districts of the Republic of 
Moldova is willing that DCFTA provisions 
cover the whole Moldova and that the 
businessmen from the left bank of the 
Nistru river want to be present with their 
goods on the EU market. However, busi-
ness on the left bank is a hostage of Russia’ 
position which is reluctant that “TMR” 
becomes a component part of the EU 
single economic area together with the 
Republic of Moldova. Certainly, in such a 
situation, the natural erosion of the “TMR” 
regime would accelerate, a fact that Russia 
wants to avoid by any means. To avert the 
situation from growing tensed, the EU 
accepted to extend the provisions of the 
GSP Plus until 1 January, 2016 for the busi-
nesses from the „TMR”. Still, the postpone 
for two years of putting in place the DCFTA 
provisions on the left bank keeps this issue 
on the agenda, particularly taking into 
account the total lack of any progress 
within the “5+2” format and against the 
background of Russia’s anti-European 

rhetoric in Moldova. 
In 2013, the regime of the “TMR” repre-

sented the source of some challenges and 
threats to Moldova’s security. Moldovan 
authorities were extremely alarmed 
because of the risk of certain provocations 
in the security zone and in Bender, which 
could have spoiled the efforts of Moldova 
to initial the Association Agreement with 
EU at the Eastern Partnership Summit in 
Vilnius. 

The efforts of the civil society and Mol-
dovan diplomacy managed to draw the 
attention of the foreign partners on the risk 
of provocations by “TMR” led and insti-
gated by Russia. The development of the 
situation in 2013 proved that Russia 
focused on promoting the soft power and 
did not appeal to violent actions by apply-
ing force through the “TMR” regime and 
intelligence services present en masse in 
the eastern districts of the Republic of Mol-
dova.  

Nevertheless, the Republic of Moldova 
is still vulnerable to potential challenges 
from Russian Federation through “TMR” 
regime, as well as to possible coercive 
actions on the side of the Russian Federa-
tion: massive expulsion of Moldovan 
citizens, extension of the embargo on Mol-
dovan wines towards whole ranges of 
products exported to Russia, speculations 
on problems in the energy sector, espe-
cially in the relations between Gazprom 
and Moldovan government, etc. The Terri-
torial Administrative Unit Gagauzia is 
already being used by Russia to unbalance 
the political situation in the southern part 
of the Republic of Moldova. In this respect, 
there are fears that, after Sochi Winter 
Olympic Games (February 2014), the risk of 
potential challenges by the regime of 



TRANSDNIESTRIAN REGION:
PERCEPTIONS REGARDING THE 
CONFLICT
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"TMR", as well as more incisive interven-
tions in the internal political process of the 
Republic of Moldova shall increase.

Certain domestic actions shall be 
achieved for the EU-Moldova Association 
Agreement to enter in force – the text of 
the Agreement shall be translated into all 
of the languages of the EU countries, the 
Agreement shall be approved by the Euro-
pean Parliament, the Agreement shall be 
signed and ratified by the Parliament of the 
Republic of Moldova. It means that political 
stability and governing coalition function-
ality shall be insured in the Republic of 
Moldova until these steps are taken. It is 
believed that the signature and ratification 
of the Association Agreement shall take 
place until October 2014, when Moldova 
will officially start the electoral campaign 
for the next ordinary parliamentary elec-
tions. The situation is even more compli-
cated, taken that the electoral campaign in 
the Republic of Moldova has de facto 
started. 

The perception of the conflict in the 
eastern districts of the Republic of Mol-
dova, usually, is based on a set of stereo-
types which have rooted in the approaches 
towards the settlement of the conflict and 
have negatively influenced the negotiation 
process. This was possible due to the inca-
pacities and conformist policies of the Mol-
dovan governments, as well as the consis-
tent policies promoted by the Russian 
Federation.

One of the core mistakes in under-

standing the “Transdniestrian conflict” 
issue is the perception of the community of 
inhabitants from the eastern districts of the 
Republic of Moldova as a political group – a 
“part” to the conflict, represented by the 
“TMR” administration. The “unanimity” of 
the “Transdniestrian people” is fake. In 
reality, the mindset in the “TMR” is deter-
mined by the following factors:

- The authoritarian nature of the 
political regime in the “TMR”;

- The ethnic assimilation and annihi-
lation of any political opposition to 
the post armed-conflict (1992) 
regime;

- The massive exodus of the popula-
tion from the region and the 
dramatic change of the social struc-
ture in the region;

- The environment of fear and obedi-
ence in the region, in the absence of 
any tradition of free expression and 
political pluralism;

- The maximum isolation of the 
Transdniestrian population from 
any communication with popula-
tion on the right bank of Nistru and 
everything related to the Republic 
of Moldova;

- The incapacity of the Republic of 
Moldova to defend its own citizens 
who inhabit the territory controlled 
by the “TMR” and the localities on 
the left bank of Nistru (Dubasari 
district) under the jurisdiction of 
the Republic of Moldova.

The data of the census carried out in 
the USSR in 1989 show that 750 thousand 
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inhabitants used to live on the territory 
currently controlled by the Tiraspol regime. 
The statistical data provided by the admin-
istration in the region show that currently 
almost 500 thousand inhabitants live in the 
“TMR” and that this figure annually 
decreases by 2% - 3%. A massive exodus of 
the youth and socially active population 
from the “TMR” can be observed, while at 
the same time almost 138 thousand pen-
sioners are living currently in the region. It 
is possible that the actual figure of the 
inhabitants of the region is much lower 
compared to the one declared by the local 
administration.  According to an analysis of 
indirect parameters, the real number of 
inhabitants living in the “TMR” is slightly 
over 300 thousands, which is less than half 
of the population of Chisinau municipality. 
The comparison of all these figures illus-
trate that at least half of the inhabitants in 
the region, from various reasons, preferred 
to evade, “voting with their feet” against 
the realities imposed in the “TMR”, which 
became a depopulated area depressed 
socially and economically. Thus, there are 
approximately 0.75 people employed in 
the region’s real economy for one retiree. 
The situation has been getting worse after 
the excessive militarization of the region, 
when an economically bankrupt regime 
supports “law enforcement” structures the 
potential of which is comparable to that of 
the Republic of Moldova .

The mimed loyalty, obedience and 
conformity towards the illegal authorities 
are imposed by the law enforcement agen-
cies and repressive instruments of the 
“TMR”. This fact doesn’t allow capturing the 
real opinions of the population in the 
region through traditional sociological 
tools, proper to open, democratic societies. 

The authorities in the “TMR” can influence 
and obtain any desired (by Kremlin) results 
to the potential “referendums” in the 
region. From this point of view, it is inac-
ceptable to consider as barometers of 
mindset in the region the results of the 
“referendums”, carried out in the “TMR”. 
Currently, there is one single organization 
in the “TMR” claiming to carry out socio-
logical research; the results of these 
researches, surprisingly or not, are always 
matching the “official ideology of the TMR”. 
None of the Moldovan sociological compa-
nies is allowed to work in the eastern 
districts of the Republic of Moldova1. 

It may be noted that Transdniestrian 
region is seeing an increase in criticism 
towards the authorities in the “TMR” and 
the fact that the region has become 
hostage of the policies of the Russian 
Federation. Nearly 60% of the inhabitants 
in Transdniestrian region hold the citizen-
ship of the Republic of Moldova. However, 
on the left bank of Nistru, holding one or 
another passport does not imply loyalty to 
the state issuing the document. Still, “TMR” 
authorities treat suspiciously those inhabit-
ants in the region who hold the citizenship 
of the Republic of Moldova, and as a rule, 
the latter are the targets of certain discrimi-
natory policies.

The business in the region (except the 
illegal one) is certainly loyal to the idea of 
Moldova’s reintegration. It is acknowl-
edged that many businesses from the left 
bank of the river own properties and com-
panies in the Republic of Moldova. How-
ever, this segment of the population from 
the “TMR” is obliged to align to the realities 
inflicted by Russia and its local instruments. 
Therefore, they cannot allow themselves 
showing their opposition against the 

1. According to unofficial information, the officers from the law enforcement structures in the region receive a salary supplement from Russian 
Federation. The regime’s illegal paramilitary units are supplied with equipment and ammunitions from Russia.



“TRANSDNIESTRIAN MOLDOVAN 
REPUBLIC”: POLITICAL PROCESSES

regime in place, risking losing their busi-
ness. 

Over the twenty years that passed 
since the emergence of the conflict, in 
Transdniestrian region grew up a genera-
tion of young people that have never lived 
within an integral Republic of Moldova. For 
them, the “TMR” regime is normality. As a 
rule, they perceive the realities of the “TMR” 
through the clichés induced by the regime. 
Nevertheless, compared to the older gen-
eration, they have never lived the personal 
dramatic experience and the psychological 
shock of the 1992 armed conflict. They are 
open for communication. Almost 4000 
young people from the eastern districts of 
the Republic of Moldova study in educa-
tional institutions in Chisinau. 

The realistic analysis of the mindset on 
the left bank of the Nistru river proves the 
population of the “TMR” is not “part” to the 
conflict and its absolute majority would 
not stand against a peaceful process of 
Moldova’s reintegration. However the rein-
tegration process shall take into account 
the psychology, fears and interests of the 
population on the left bank of Nistru, 
ensuring them the perspective  of becom-
ing the citizens of a democratic state of law. 

“Transdniestrian conflict” is not an 
internal “frozen conflict”, but rather 
a conflict between the Republic of 
Moldova and Russian Federation, 
the settlement of which is deliber-
ately “frozen” by the Russian 
Federation in order to maintain the 
Republic of Moldova under its 
control.

6

The political competition in the “TMR” 
takes place within the rigid limits of the 
“official ideology” of the regime, i.e. indis-
putable devotement to everything which is 
related to Russia and Putin’s regime and 
absolute denial of any compromise to the 
Republic of Moldova. The local electoral 
campaigns are reduced to the fight for the 
office of “president” of the “TMR” and the 
control over the “Supreme Soviet” (“SS”). 
The first 20 years of existence of the “TMR”, 
Igor Smirnov had held the position of 
“president”, ensuring “good relation” 
between the “President” and the “SS”, in 
absence of any political competition. 

The situation started to change in 
2011, when Russia decided to remove Igor 
Smirnov from the power. Russia counted 
on Anatoliy Kaminsky, the candidate 
promoted by “Sheriff” Company. It was the 
first time the “TMR” organized a competi-
tive electoral campaign for the office of 
“President.” Consequently, on December 
26, 2011, Yevgeny Shevchuk was declared 
the winner, despite “Sheriff”’s huge finan-
cial resources. When the short phase 
during which Yevgeny Shevchuk made 
illusions concerning his degree of 
decision-making independence in relation 
to Russia ended, he had to obey the dictate 
of the Kremlin administration.

The elections in the “SS” are organized 
based on the majority electoral system: the 
whole territory controlled by the regime in 
the “TMR” is divided into 43 uninominal 
constituencies. It is believed that currently, 
there are three (pseudo) political parties in 



7

the “TMR”: the party “Obnovlenie” 
(“Renewal”), “Vozrojdenie” (“Rebirth”) and 
the Party of Communists from the “TMR”. 
“Obnovlenie” holds the qualified majority 
(at least 29 votes or 2/3) in the “SS”. In 
reality, this “party” is a tool to promote and 
defend the interests of “Sheriff” company. 
For the candidates delegated by this 
“party”, the electoral competition is 
reduced to bribing the electorate with the 
financial resources of the main “sponsor”. 
The existence of this “party” is related to the 
will of “Sheriff” company. The “party” has no 
internal potential and no motivation that 
could allow it to survive when “Sheriff” 
stops its funding. This “party” has been 
playing the role of a shield for the “Sheriff” 
company, since it is in a conflict with Shev-
chuk. After Yevgeny Shevchuk came to 
power, he attempted to assume the control 
over the “SS”. For that purpose, the 
congress on the formation of the “presi-
dential” party “Vozrojdenie” was organized 
on 1 March, 2012 and Andrei Sipchenko, a 
loyal to Shevchuk, was appointed the 
leader of the party. Although two years 
have passed since that congress, there is no 
sign that this “presidential party” is func-
tional beyond the “SS”. All the attempts of 
Andrei Sipchenko to create a “presidential” 
majority in the “SS” have failed. There is no 
sense to search for “doctrine” differences 
between these two “pocket parties” 
(owned by “Sheriff” and Yevgeny Shev-
chuk). The Party of Communists from the 
“TMR” is the organization which operates 
with the nostalgia to the Soviet past, 
targeting the senior people of the region. 
In 2010, Oleg Horjan, the leader of the 
party, succeeded in being elected in the 
“SS”, benefiting from the financial assis-
tance provided by the Russian Federation’s 

Communist Party. This party, similar to 
“Vozrojdenie”, is a political tool used by Mr. 
Shevchuk, “on behalf of the Transdniestrian 
people”, to exert pressure over the “SS”, 
which is controlled by its adversaries. All 
the other projects to form political parties 
in the “TMR” failed pitifully and there are no 
illusions regarding their viability. As a 
result, the purportedly political pluralism in 
the “TMR” is mimed through these pseudo 
political parties, which share nothing with 
the interest of the population from the 
region.

Besides the above-mentioned political 
parties, Transdniestria has a series of “non-
governmental organisations”. The majority 
of these NGOs were created during the 
violent phase of the conflict. Therefore, the 
personnel of these organisations include 
senior people, who are longing for the past 
and who represent nobody and similar to 
the so-called political parties, these NGOs 
are elements of political decor of an 
authoritarian and xenophobic regime2.

Currently, the internal political compe-
tition in the “TMR” is reduced to the rivalry 
between Yevgeni Shevchuk, the “old 
guard”, which includes some groupings of 
people related to Smirnov, and the owners 
of “Sheriff”.

Shevchuk has proven his incapacity to 
build a team of competent managers to 
handle the situation in the “TMR”. For 
example, five people changed the position 
of “Minister of Justice” in two years. All the 
positions in the “Government”, except for 
the law enforcement structures, are held by 
persons who used to work in the staff of 
the “SS” when Yevgeni Shevchuk held the 
office of “speaker” (December 2005 – July 
2009). Being concerned with mistrust and 

2. In the “TMR” romanophobia is one of the key elements of the “official” propaganda. 



suspicions, Shevchuk initiated the fusion of 
the “Ministry of Interior” and the “State 
Customs Committee” under the control of 
Ghenady Kuzimichev, one of the few 
people Shevchuk is trusting3. 

There are enough reasons to believe 
that Yevgeni Shevchuk took over from Igor 
Smirnov the practices of obtaining illegal 
profits by exerting control over the smug-
gling flows. Yevgeni Shevchuk opened a 
“Stability Fund”, from where the money is 
spent without any public control, inclu-
sively to ensure a luxurious life style for a 
narrow circle of closed people. In 2013 the 
“TMR” existed in absence of an adopted 
budget and Shevchuk’s entourage spent 
the collected incomes without being 
checked by the “SS”. 

The regime in the “TMR” has been in a 
continuous process of internal decline. The 
false stability and unanimity of the regime 
is secured through repressive tools, and 
the financial and diplomatic support of the 
Russian Federation. 

The regime in the “TMR” is perfectly 
aware of its vulnerability in relation to 
Ukraine. Therefore, when it was believed 
that Ukraine would sign the Association 
Agreement in Vilnius, there was an atmo-
sphere of angst in the “TMR”. Russian 
Federation is not willing to have a situation 
when the coordinated actions of Brussels, 
Kiev and Chisinau are put in place after 
Ukraine’s signing of the Association Agree-
ment with EU, since the regime in the 
“TMR” could unconditionally dismantle. 
During the entire duration of the Transdni-

TRANSDNIESTRIAN CONFLICT: 
THE ROLE OF UKRAINE
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estrian conflict, it was repeatedly proved 
that it represents an exchange card in the 
relations between Ukraine and Russia.

Lately, Vladimir Putin proved that while 
the West has to deal with a multitude of 
problems, he could efficiently play in 
various sensitive geopolitical zones (Syria, 
Iran). Moreover, Putin feels free in carrying 
out his scenarios in the case of Moldova, 
especially when key international actors, 
such as the US and Germany, are more 
preoccupied by their relations with the 
Russian Federation than the issues of the 
Republic of Moldova, which is a weak state, 
with a corrupted and incompetent political 
class.

The refusal of the Kiev administration 
to sign the Association Agreement with EU 
left room for many scenarios. The fact that 
the content of the agreements reached 
during the repeated meetings between 
Viktor Yanukovych and Vladimir Putin is 
unknown raises also questions regarding 
the Transdniestrian issue. It is possible that 
during Putin-Yanukovych meetings the 
issue of the conflict in the eastern districts 
of Moldova was also discussed. On one 
side, Russia is involved in many long-term 
projects in Transdniestria that aim at 
strengthening its presence in the region, 
on the other side, Putin is aware of 
Ukraine’s important position in reaching 
those aims and that by becoming close to 
the EU, Ukraine could hamper Russia’s 
efforts. 

It is unlikely that Viktor Yanukovych 
managed to obtain the financial and politi-
cal support from Putin, so necessary to 
avoid Ukraine’s default, as well as to rein-
force his personal positions in the view of 
the presidential elections in 2015, without 
offering prior guarantees of involvement in 

3.  http://president.gospmr.ru/ru/news/prezident-pmr-podpisal-ukaz-o-reorganizacii-sistem-upravleniya-nekotoryh-silovyh-struktur



Putin’s geopolitical scenarios.

For the time being, despite the protests 
en masse against the decision not to sign 
the Association Agreement with the EU, 
Viktor Yanukovych has all the chances to 
end his presidential term. If Yanukovych 
succeeds in tempering the political situa-
tion in Ukraine, without substantial conces-
sions to the opposition, then Putin’s finan-
cial assistance (first of all, lower gas price 
and unconditioned financial aid, without 
requesting the implementation of auster-
ity measures having a negative electoral 
impact) will definitely strengthen his elec-
toral positions. In case of winning the next 
elections Mr. Yanukovich will have to 
respect the commitment towards Mr. 
Putin, probably regarding Ukraine’s joining 
of the Customs Union. Such a scenario 
could lead to the unilateral termination of 
EUBAM mandate and the “connection” of 
Transdniestria to the Customs Union area 
(in case it is impossible to bring the entire 
Moldova into the Customs Union).

Transdniestrian region has no value for 
Russian Federation just as a depopulated 
enclave, with a non-defined statute and an 
uncertain future. “TMR” has been 
conceived and continues to be used as a 
Russian tool through which the Kremlin 
administration wants to impose a “conflict 
settlement” solution which would trans-
form the Republic of Moldova in a pseudo-
state, under Russia’s geopolitical control. 
The “Kozak Memorandum”, which had to be 
signed on 25 November, 2003, amply    

RUSSIA’S POLICIES TOWARDS
THE REPUBLIC OF MOLDOVA
AFTER THE VILNIUS SUMMIT
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demonstrated that4.

The internal situation in the “TMR” 
declines dramatically. The remaining popu-
lation in the region is obliged to follow the 
rules of behaviour set by the regime. “TMR” 
survives just because of the support of the 
Russian Federation. The strengthened 
Russian military presence, the huge finan-
cial support and the launch of several 
social projects in Transdniestrian region 
prove that Russia has long-term plans in 
relation to this part of Moldova’s territory.

The signature and ratification of the 
Association Agreement with the EU by the 
Republic of Moldova, the visa liberalization 
regime for the Moldovan citizens, includ-
ing the ones living on the territory 
controlled by the “TMR”, will increase the 
attractiveness of Moldova and in the long-
term, will make Russian policies in the 
region meaningless. 

In order to realize the scenario which 
will allow control over the Republic of Mol-
dova through imposing a desired “settle-
ment” formula, Russian Federation will take 
actions to impede the signing and ratifica-
tion of the Association Agreement by the 
Republic of Moldova prior to the parlia-
mentary elections to be held in autumn 
2014 - spring 2015. We can assume that in 
2014 Russia will make attempts to impose 
its own scenarios of evolution of the politi-
cal situation in the Republic of Moldova, 
taking profit especially from the incompe-
tence and corruptibility of the Moldovan 
political class. The destabilisation of the 
political situation in the Republic of Mol-
dova in order not to admit the signature 
and ratification of the Association Agree-
ment with the EU will increase the chances 
of the political forces which adopted the 
role of Russia’s “fifth column” to come back 

4. ÎIn this connection, seems logical the re-launching on 25 November, 2013, of the idea of federalization of Moldova by the Party of Socialists 
(Igor Dodon) and “experts” from Tiraspol (Valery Litskai).



to power.

To achieve its goals Russia will try to 
destabilize the political situation in Mol-
dova by: 

- provocations in the Security Zone, 
organized by the regime of "TMR"; 

- creating tensions in relations 
between Gagauzia autonomy and 
the central authorities; 

- fostering divisions within the pro-
European coalition in Chisinau etc.

Thus, after ordinary parliamentary 
elections in 2014, Russia will try to bring to 
power political revanchist forces (“the fifth 
column”), to isolate the Republic of Mol-
dova from the Euro-Atlantic space and to 
ensure the control over the Republic of 
Moldova by inflicting its formula for “settle-
ment” of the conflict in the eastern districts 
of the Republic of Moldova.

The risks the Republic of Moldova is 
exposed to will increase as relevant inter-
national actors will be concerned with own 
internal political processes: for example, EU 
will hold elections in the EU Parliament 
between 22 and 25 May, 2014, followed by 
the internal procedures of structuring the 
EU Commission, the mandate of which 
expires on 31 October. 2014. Even though 
the visit of US Secretary of State, John 
Kerry, to Moldova on 4 December, 2013 
proves the increased importance of the 
Republic of Moldova for the Eastern Part-
nership, especially after Ukraine failed to 
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meet the expectations, we cannot expect 
an active implication of Washington, which 
has no interest in a geopolitical competi-
tion with Russian Federation over the 
Republic of Moldova. At the same time, 
Moldova and its foreign supporters’ capac-
ity to deal with the “asymmetric” policies 
applied by Russia in the post-Soviet area is 
questionable.

The evolution of the situation in the 
Republic of Moldova after the Eastern Part-
nership Summit in Vilnius will depend on 
the capacity of the political class to address 
the external challenges and on the matu-
rity level of the Moldovan society to be 
seen in the ordinary parliamentary elec-
tions at the end of 2014. The risks associ-
ated with the Transdniestrian conflict and 
the policies promoted by the Russian 
Federation in the Republic of Moldova 
could be reduced only through a consoli-
dated effort to mobilize pro-European 
voters and demand accountability from 
Moldovan political class.
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