
All of the Black Sea Region actors, 
regardless of their size and importance 
seem to agree that for ensuring a sustain-
able development, stability and security in 
the region it is necessary to improve the 
forms of regional cooperation. What is the 
role of security institutions in this process 
and how these institutions can contribute 
to achievement of this goal – it is an impor-
tant question when thinking about the 
future of the Black Sea Region. 

During the last twenty years the Black 
Sea region has been gradually advancing 
in the List of Priorities on the European and 
International Agendas. This increased 
attention has been materialized in a 
number of initiatives focusing on strength-
ening cooperation between the countries 
of the region in different areas. 

These initiatives have not been all 
successful and the experience of the last 
several years has highlighted the difficulty 
of an efficient functioning of the regional 
cooperation initiatives between the Black 
Sea countries, in some specific sensible but 
highly important area. It is the case of secu-
rity, defense and law enforcement coop-
eration.

When considering the challenges and 
prospective for cooperation between secu-
rity, defense and law  enforcement institu-
tions in the Black Sea Region we need first 
to look at what in fact the Black Sea Region 
is, and second, at what in fact the coopera-
tion in security, defense and law enforce-
ment area is. 

First, there is no a common or official 
definition of the geographical delimitation 
of the Black Sea Region or Wider Black Sea 
Region. If it is considered purely geo-
graphically, then it includes the six shore-
line countries (Romania, Ukraine, Russia, 
Georgia, Turkey and Bulgaria). But when we 
use the terms ‘wider” or "extended" Black 
Sea Region then we presumes that other 
criteria than geographical one are setting 
the rules for defining the borders of the 
area. 

Thus, depending on approach, criteria 
(e.g. economical, security, energy, environ-
mental) or ad-hoc political ‘considerations’ 
countries like Moldova, Armenia, Azerbai-
jan, Greece, Macedonia or Albania are ‘in’ or 
‘out’ of different regional frameworks, are 
full-rights ‘members and participants’ or 
just ‘observers’, are ‘drivers’ and ‘providers’ 
or ‘consumers’ only. As consequence, 
depending on approach the borders of the 
region might start somewhere in the 
Balkans and go as far as to the Caspian Sea 
shoreline. 

This big number of actors means a 
huge diversity of interests, objectives, 
goals, risks, threats, challenges, etc. The 
dismantling of the USSR, increasing of the 
number of shoreline states, globalization 
and worldwide fight against the terrorism, 
reconfiguration of interests of major world 
powers and regional leading states - all 
these factors led to the transformation of 
the Black Sea Region in a high-risk area, 
with political, military and economic links, 
challenges, disagreements or potential 
conflicts between states of the region.

Despite long lasting, and relatively 
sustainable (from ‘diplomatic’ point of 
view) efforts the Wider Black Sea still 
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-  Black Sea Forum for Dialogue and 
Partnership

-  Annual meetings of Defense Minis-
ters of South East Europe (SEDM) ,

-  Joint Action Group Naval Black Sea 
(BLACKSEAFOR)

- Turkish National Maritime Security 
Operation Black Sea Harmony

-  Coast Guard Cooperation Agree-
ment

-  South-East European Cooperation 
Initiative (SECI)

The first conclusion coming from the 
analysis of this list is that security related 
initiatives represent a good half of the list, 
but a more rigorous analysis reveals that 
there is a little depth, consistence or 
efficiency of security cooperation if we look 
beyond general and sometime ‘pure’ or 
‘academic’ diplomacy. In fact cooperation 
between the armies and ministries of 
defense, between police forces and minis-
tries of internal affairs, between security 
and intelligence services of the Black Sea 
Region’s countries has no a specific institu-
tionalized framework for regional coopera-
tion  and follow mostly the bilateral pattern 
of cooperation or cooperation in the 
framework of other existing formats than 
Black Sea Region. In fact the cooperation in 
all these area does not have a sufficiently 
develop legal framework, nor a powerful 
driving force, nor a leader, and what is 
more important – no sufficient internal 
motivations.

What actually cooperation between 
security and law enforcement institutions 
in the Black Sea Region is?

If we talk about cooperation between 
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remains a scene of potential and real 
confrontation of divergent interests of 
important and less important actors in the 
regional security environment.

When considering the challenges and 
prospective of cooperation in general 
among the country of the Black Sea Region 
the analysts and politicians usually will 
start with trying to find common interests 
and objectives from a big list of diver-
gences, differences and unique position of 
the Black Sea Region at the border lines 
between Europe and Asia, between West 
and East, between Christianity and Islam, 
between the Euro-Atlantic security system 
and the Russian zone of influence and 
interest extending well beyond the borders 
of the Russian Federation, or even between 
Europe and the Middle East, which is today 
a important borderline in terms of security 
in specific area like energy and anti-
terrorism.

Each of these prospective can offer a 
different set of perceptions, characteristics, 
development trends and challenges. Each 
of these prospective can also offer as much 
prospective and common interest as diver-
sities, divergences and challenges.

What is the Black Sea Region today in 
terms of institutionalized mechanisms of 
cooperation? The more or less successful 
initiatives that have been developed 
during the years and worth to be men-
tioned are the followings (interviews-
based prospective):

-  Organization of the Black Sea 
Economic Cooperation (BSEC / 
BSEC)

-  Organization for Democracy and 
Economic Development (former 
GUAM)
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security (intelligence) services then the 
answer is short and simple - NONE and NO 
PROSPECTIVE.

For considering the cooperation 
between Armies and Ministries of Defense 
of different Black Sea Region states there is 
a need first to make a distinction between 
military cooperation and defense coopera-
tion. 

Defense cooperation is driven by the 
primary goal of all of the armies in the 
world - defense of the country and only in 
the framework of an institutionalized 
common defense agreement, as it is for 
example the case of NATO agreement, 
cooperation in defense area becomes 
possible and even mandatory.  

When framed in a regional context, the 
defense cooperation would adopt some 
traditional distinctive characteristics: 

-  Cooperation between a limited 
number of neighboring countries 
(members and non-members).

-  Building on existing political and/or 
military cooperation.

-  Similar vision on the political use of 
military capabilities.

-  Focused on deeper forms of coop-
eration (from coordination to pool-
ing, sharing, and specialization).

Coordination: coordinate 
national capabilities with 
other partners; 

Pooling: organize similar 
national capabilities in a 
multilateral framework;

Sharing: organize capabili-

ties multilaterally to be used 
from a national policy 
perspective;

Specialization: organize a 
capability nationally or mul-
tilaterally in support of the 
policy of a wider community 
of states.

-  Comprehensive: Comprise and 
connect different cooperation 
domains with different depths of 
cooperation.

-  Permanently structured coopera-
tion: opposed to ad hoc coopera-
tion which is limited in time.

Defense cooperation traditionally 
needs the consent of the cooperation part-
ner and makes a partner dependent on 
other cooperation partners. This is some-
times referred to as the limiting of national 
autonomy or national sovereignty. 
Successful forms of Regional Defense 
Cooperation: BENELUX Defense Coopera-
tion, Nordic Defense Cooperation 
(NORDEFCO), Baltic Defense Cooperation 
and the UK-France (Lancaster House) 
Defense cooperation.

The analysis of the above mentioned 
characteristics and forms of defense coop-
eration reveal that there is no and cannot 
be a similar vision on the political use of 
military capabilities among BSR countries, 
and none of these forms of cooperation 
can be implemented in the Black Sea 
Region framework. All of the above makes 
defense cooperation in the framework of 
Black Sea Region an impossible mission. 

Compared to defense cooperation, the 
military cooperation has a completely 
different meaning, goals, driving force and 
motivations that are in fact internal and 

MILITARY OR DEFENSE COOPERATION 
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seek to respond not to common but to 
internal needs of the country and more 
specifically to the internal needs of the 
armed forces. These needs are related to 
efforts focusing to make national armed 
forces capable to respond to threats and 
risks, to reform, modernize, develop, train 
and equip and, as consequence, might be 
structured in some specific domains:

-  Capabilities (Organization, Doc-
trine, Materiel, Training, Personnel, 
Facilities, Leadership& Education);

-  Armament & Defense Industry; 

-  Operational;

-  Research &Technologies;

-  Defense Policy;

-  Political. 

When considering the content of 
actual military cooperation activities in the 
framework of the Black Sea Region only 
two types of activities can be mentioned - 
political (Annual meetings of Defense Min-
isters of South East Europe) and opera-
tional (BLACKSEAFOR and Black Sea 
Harmony). Only the first (SEDM) has a wide 
regional approach, but limited to political 
talks. 

Challenges for military cooperation 
between BSR countries:

-  Countries with different size, poten-
tial, geographical position and as 
result with mostly non-convergent 
national interests and political 
objectives;

-  Countries with mostly different 
concerns, risks, eventual or real 
threats;

-  Armed Forces with different roles in 
the national security strategy and 
national security policy, different 

external targets, objectives, coop-
eration frameworks and commit-
ments;

-  Armed Forces with diverse organi-
zation, internal culture, equipment, 
materiel, training, tactics, etc.

-  Status of allies and non-allies coun-
tries mixed with opponents, ‘virtual’, 
‘potential’ or even real rivals.

Additional internal challenges: 

-  Significant decrease of the role of 
the military on political scene and 
as consequence of military budgets. 
Outcome – military cooperation 
reduced to symbolic and PR actions.

From Moldovan prospective the coop-
eration in the Black Sea region is more a 
tribute to Moldova international commit-
ments and is perceived as a result of exter-
nal pressure than a consequence of inter-
nal needs. 

If we start from the prospective that 
Moldova cooperation in the framework of 
the Black Sea Region is firstly an element of 
its foreign policy then it is quite difficult or 
even impossible to find an official docu-
ment that would help to establish the 
official objectives of the Moldova coopera-
tion in this framework. 

First, the more recent official docu-
ment relevant to this area - National Secu-
rity Strategy, adopted on 15 July 2011 - 
does not even mention the Black Sea 
Region as a distinct element eventually 
requiring specific objectives, mechanisms 
and actions. Even if some guidance might 
be draw from this document the strategy 

MOLDOVA PROSPECTIVE 
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remained obstructed with no action or 
implementation plan developed and 
approved as it was initially required. 

Second, there is no a foreign policy 
strategy or foreign policy concept in Mol-
dova. That means there is no a single com-
prehensive official document establishing 
Moldova foreign policy principles, objec-
tives, mechanisms, priorities, etc. That also 
means that foreign policy is conceived, 
guided and implemented by ‘high level 
political establishment’, out of public 
control, and, as result, is ‘independent’, 
volatile, PR-oriented and in many cases not 
connected with capacities and needs of 
national institutions. 

Third, the permanent neutrality, 
declared by Moldova Constitution in 1994, 
that is frequently used by Moldova politi-
cians as a shelter when they cannot offer 
franc answers to uncomfortable questions, 
in fact has no an official definition or inter-
pretation. Thus, how deep the cooperation 
in security area should be to correspond to 
Moldova status of permanent neutrality or 
national interests it is mostly a subjective 
answer. 

Forth, Governmental Programs, that in 
many cases are more credible for national 
and international actors, does not mention 
specific objectives for Black Sea Region 
cooperation too.  

All the above mentioned elements 
prove that The Black Sea region is not in the 
list of priorities for the Moldovan foreign 
policy and there is no a minimum sufficient 
basis for security and law enforcement 
institutions for an efficient cooperation 
within this framework. 

As result national security sector insti-
tution will act mostly on the basis of capri-

cious political will and weight of its political 
leaders and ad-hoc objectives than official 
long-term and sustainable commitments.

As a result of turbulent political 
processes and repeated parliamentary 
elections in the period 2009-2010, the 
Communist Party of the Republic of Mol-
dova has lost its power – thus the govern-
ing coalitions called „Alliance for European 
Integration” were created. The European 
integration of the Republic of Moldova was 
declared a strategic priority.  The EU inte-
gration of the Republic of Moldova is a 
project that may certainly not be accom-
plished in the framework of only one Parlia-
mentary mandate.  Consequently, the 
European integration of the Republic of 
Moldova is accomplishable only provided 
that this political project will have a stable 
and consistent support within the society. 

At the same time it is obvious that the 
„Transdniestrian conflict” is an instrument 
used by the Russian Federation to keep 
under control the geopolitical status-quo 
of the Republic of Moldova.  The political 
regime from the „Dniestrian Moldovan 
Republic” is pushed to show the „devotion” 
and „unanimity of the Transdniestrian 
peoples’ will” to be „next to the Russian 
Federation in the Euro Asiatic Union” etc.  
There naturally appears the question on 
the limits of the EU openness to the Repub-
lic of Moldova, since there is obviously no 
clear prospective on the conflicts’ settle-

Oazu Nantoi

THE PRO-EUROPEAN ASPIRATIONS
OF THE REPUBLIC OF MOLDOVA
AND THE TRANSDNIESTRIAN CONFLICT 
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ment. Thus, for instance, one of the condi-
tionalities for liberalized visa regime for the 
citizens of the Republic of Moldova is to 
provide control over the migration flows 
from the Transdniestrian segment towards 
the areas under control of the constitu-
tional government. The Government of the 
Republic of Moldova was obliged by the 
circumstances to announce its intention to 
install internal checkpoints even though 
there is no such provision in the Action 
Plan1 on the visa regime liberalization with 
the EU.   This step has once again bothered 
the Russian Federation, which promotes a 
policy of issuing Russian passports2 to the 
Transdniestrian population as an instru-
ment of tacit annexation of Transnistria.  
The installing of such checkpoints will 
certainly reduce the number of applica-
tions for the Russian citizenship provided 
that these people will be subsequently 
obliged to register as foreign citizens when 
coming into the territory under the control 
of the Republic of Moldova. On the other 
hand, this will undoubtedly boost the 
popularity of the Moldovan citizenship 
among the Transdniestrian population, 
especially if the liberalized visa regime 
becomes a reality for the citizens of the 
Republic of Moldova.

Analysing the EU behaviour versus the 
Republic of Moldova and especially as for 
the Transdniestrian conflict, the finding is 
that the EU applies efficiently the „stick and 
carrot” principle. Thus, the EU and the USA 
imposed circulation restrictions for a group 
of people from the Tiraspol administration 
on the 27th of February 2003.  The EU 
Border Assistance Mission (EUBAM) was 
established on March 3, 2006 and, as a 
result, all the business operators from the 
„Moldovan Dniestrian Republic” were thus 

obliged to register within the Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry of the Republic of 
Moldova.  On the other hand, all the busi-
ness operators from the left bank of the 
Dniester River, equally to their peers in the 
Republic of Moldova, could profit of the 
„GSP Plus” preference system offered by 
the EU.  There exists an obvious contrast 
today between the expectations of the 
Transdniestrian business operators who 
wish that the EU-Moldova Association 
Agreement should be initialled and signed 
so that the DCFTA provisions should cover 
them too and, on the other hand, the 
Russia’s unwillingness to let this happen.  

However, the EU generally and such 
countries as Germany, for instance, are 
perfectly aware of the fact that it is the 
Russian Federation and not the „Moldovan 
Dniestrian Republic” the ‘party’ in the 
conflict. That is the main reason why the 
Merkel-Medvedev Memorandum was 
signed on June 5th, 2010 in the German 
town Mezeberg. That is also the main 
reason why the Republic of Moldova has 
not the least chance to become a member 
of the EU unless the Transdniestrian 
conflict is settled. The Republic of Cyprus 
became a member of the EU on May 1st, 
2004. However, the unsettled conflict on 
the Cypriot island creates problems for the 
EU, including the relationships with such 
an important country as Turkey is. Conse-
quently, the EU member-states are not 
willing  ‘to import’ the problem of the 
Transdniestrian conflict, especially since 
the Russian Federation is part to this 
conflict while all kind of relationships with 
Russia are much more important for the EU 
than the Republic of Moldova is.  

The situation in the region may be 
influenced by the Ukrainian factor too. The 
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EUBAM became operational as a result of 
signing of the EU-Moldova and the 
EU-Ukraine Action Plans in February 2005. 
So far (June 2013) there is no certitude that 
the Ukraine will sign the Association Agree-
ment with the EU during the Eastern Part-
nership Summit in Vilnius, although it has 
been initialled in December 2011. It is how-
ever true that the signing of this Agree-
ment will have a beneficial impact on the 
EU partnership with the Ukraine and Mol-
dova in accomplishing common steps for 
the settlement of the Transdniestrian 
conflict. 

The Republic of Moldova does not 
currently have the status of candidate 
country for EU accession.  Thus, taking into 
account the existing precedents, the acces-
sion of the Republic of Moldova to the EU 
up to the moment of being declared a 
member state will last at least some other 
ten years. The Transdniestrian conflict thus 
becomes a maturity test for the Moldovan 
society and its political class – a test that 
will certainly be failed unless a viable solu-
tion for the settlement of the Transdnies-
trian issue is decided upon. 

On the threshold of the Eastern Part-
nership Summit in Vilnius, planned for 
November 28-29 2013, there is a big risk of 
provocations to be organized by the 
Russian Federation using the Transdnies-
trian tool so that to damage the partner-
ship between the EU and the Republic of 
Moldova, keeping the latter under the 
Russian control (in the Customs Union, the 
Euro Asiatic Union etc.); 

The phenomenon called „Transdnies-

trian conflict” is a conflict between the proj-
ect of edification of the state Republic of 
Moldova within the limits of the former 
Moldovan Soviet Socialist Republic on the 
one hand, and the neoimperialistic ambi-
tions of the Russian Federation on the 
other.  The Russian Federation is the only 
one state that defies the sovereignty, terri-
torial integrity and the statute of perma-
nent neutrality of the Republic of Moldova; 

Such phenomena as corruption and 
organized crime, widely met on both banks 
of the Dniester River, have an utterly nega-
tive impact on the process of settlement of 
the Transdniestrian conflict.  The territorial 
integrity of the Republic of Moldova may 
never be re-established unless its Govern-
ment eradicates these phenomena. Justice 
sector reform and the systematic counter-
feiting of corruption in partnership with 
the EU is one of the key preconditions for 
the conflict settlement; 

The main reasons for the inextricability 
of the Transdniestrian conflict are the 
weakness of the Moldovan democracy, lack 
of cohesion in the society, corruption, 
irresponsibility and incompetence of the 
political class. The political class from the 
Republic of Moldova is not capable / not 
willing to come to a consensus versus the 
basic principles to be formulated as the 
foundation of the Moldovan statehood.  As 
a result of such a consensus missing it is 
not possible to develop a realistic strategy 
of the Moldovan state integration by 
implementing such principles in the East-
ern region of the Republic of Moldova; 

The Republic of Moldova has no 
chance to ever become an EU member 
state unless the conflict in its Eastern 
region is settled. At the same time, the 
partnership between the Republic of Mol-
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dova and the EU creates preconditions for 
consolidating the statehood of the Repub-
lic of Moldova as a democracy with the rule 
of law, which is only possible through the 
implementation of the European stan-
dards. The capacity of the Moldovan soci-
ety to assimilate these standards is the key 
prerequisite for their further expansion in 
the Eastern regions of the country, thus 
contributing to an unconditioned disman-
tling of the non-constitutional regime in 
the so-called „Moldovan Dniestrian Repub-
lic”. 

CMI
Martii Ahtisaari Centre

MINISTRY FOR FOREIGN
AFFAIRS OF FINLAND
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