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Eastern Partnership: a Priority of the Hungarian 
Presidency
István Csejtei

The Eastern Partnership (EaP) is the expanded version of a subset of the European 
Neighbourhood Policy (ENP). Emphasising the independence of the eastern 
stabilisation and improvement of relations, the point of the new name is to direct 

as much att ention in the future to the eastern side of the neighbourhood policy as the 
southern side has already received. So it is all about energetically developing, and 
securing the acceptance of, an eastward cooperation at the EU level.

Therefore, the two concepts, Eastern Partnership (EaP) and Union for the 
Mediterranean (UM), will become equally ranked neighbourhood strategies, equally 
important and for the member states. Eastern Partnership is the ‘specifi c eastern 
dimension’ of the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP).1

The fi rst of the two principal goals of Eastern Partnership is to promote political and 
socio-economic reforms in partner countries in order to make them more similar to the 
EU without promising fully fl edged membership to them. The second one is that the 
Eastern Partnership foster the cooperation between the six Eastern European partner 
countries, primarily within the two, geographically distant, groups of three countries 
each (the eastern group being Ukraine, the Republic of Moldova and Belarus, whereas 
the Caucasian group being Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaĳ an) but also between the 
two groups.

Set forth in 2004, the European Neighbourhood Policy undertook an almost 
impossible task: dealing with all neighbouring countries of the EU area, six Eastern 
European and ten Mediterranean countries altogether, within the framework of one 
single assistance and cooperation concept. Therefore, it was just natural that fi rst, 
on the initiative of France, the cooperation with the southern neighbourhood policy 
group became separated under the concept of Union for the Mediterranean and then, 
on the brave initiative of Poland and Sweden, an independent relation improvement 
strategy focused on the six Eastern European neighbours, called Eastern Partnership, 
was started. The Polish–Swedish initiative was a logical answer given to the French 
step aimed at making the southern dimension independent. The bravery of the Polish 
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and the Swedish was needed at the beginning as the eastern dimension of cooperation 
had less history and weaker traditions in the more powerful Western and Southern EU 
member states than did the southern dimension. All this, however, does not mark the 
end of the European Neighbourhood Policy. Besides the Eastern Partnership and the 
Union for the Mediterranean initiative, the ENP still remains the theoretical framework 
and the overall umbrella organisation of neighbourhood policy, as well as the means 
of fi nancing it. This two-way division suggests that the ENP is going to develop in two 
completely independent frameworks, most probably taking diff erent pace in the future. 
This kind of separation is the general interest of the EU since the artifi cial and forced 
combination, as well as continuous comparisons of the two directions is useless and 
harmful for joint EU interests.

The biggest diff erence between the two neighbourhood directions is that three out 
of the six Eastern European neighbours have direct inland borders with EU member 
states, among them with Hungary. The 2004 and 2007 enlargements of the EU, when 
12 new member states joined the Community, made this three Eastern European 
countries closely connected, direct inland neighbours of the EU area. The Southern 
Mediterranean countries, however, are not only separated from the EU area by the 
Mediterranean Sea but also, in most cases, their hard-to-reform socio-economic 
systems are very diff erent from European standards. Therefore, the future prospects of 
the eastern and the southern groups of countries for socio-economic development, and 
also for approaching EU standards, are diff erent.

Although, in its communications, the Hungarian foreign policy, just like other EU 
member states, gives equal standing to the eastern and the southern direction of co-
operation to avoid confl icts with other member states, it is obvious that the six Eastern 
European countries – because of their geographical location, the common border with 
the most important one of the six (Ukraine), the energy safety of the country, the bett er 
development prospects of the eastern group and the Hungarian minority living in the 
Trans-Carpathians – Eastern Partnership is more important. Energy imports through 
Ukraine will remain an important factor in the long run.

The diff erence between the two groups is further emphasised by the fact that the 
geographical background of the Eastern Partnership is Russia. Russia is a large European 
state, also signifi cant for other reasons, becoming an increasingly important economic 
and security policy partner of the Union as well as being a prominent hydrocarbon 
supplier and export market of Hungary. Considering the geographically connected 
economic space consisting of the EU, the six eastern partners of the Neighbourhood 
Policy and Russia, one can see that with regard to positive cooperation and, in 
particular, energy supplies, the southern and the eastern group of countries cannot 
rank the same from the Hungarian point of view and this is not going to change in 
the future. Keeping the interest of the entire EU area in mind, the Eastern Partnership 
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is becoming more and more important because Russia is expected to join the Eastern 
Partnership cooperation in some way or another. The real importance of the Eastern 
Partnership is that it opens up the way for developing a huge, geographically connected 
area of cooperation from Dublin to Vladivostok without Russia joining the EU but in 
the closest possible economic, energy policy, and security policy cooperation between 
the EU area and Russia.

Apart from the geographical and historical diff erences, there are cultural diff erences 
between the eastern and southern group. Due to these diff erences, the readiness of 
these two neighbourhood groups for reforms, i.e. their modernisation potential, is also 
diff erent. One cannot mechanically say that Ukraine and Libya, which does not want to 
hear about the Union for the Mediterranean cooperation at the moment, are the same. 
In most cases, there are fundamental diff erences between the countries of the two 
groups in accepting European values (such as human rights, multi-party system, rule of 
law, market economy, privatisation, openness for competition, democratic institutions, 
etc.) as well. In some cases, these diff erences may even become wider in the future. 
The involvement and modernisation policy of the Eastern Partnership, therefore, will 
most probably make a more productive and faster progress than the Union for the 
Mediterranean.

All this, however, does not mean that the Hungarian foreign policy can neglect 
the southern direction of neighbourhood policy or, in other words, the UM concept. 
Because, besides being an eastern country, Hungary can also be considered as a southern 
country: not so much in geographical terms but for socio-economic and cultural reasons. 
Hungary has relatively strong historical, cultural and economic connections with 
several countries of the political southern Mediterranean. Therefore, we Hungarians 
will have to work hard on building the eastern and southern cooperation dimensions 
simultaneously, in a parallel fashion, striving to keep a balance. It is also worth keeping 
in mind that actually what we are talking about is not two but rather three similar size 
dimensions of cooperation: the eastern one, the southern one and, signifi cant on its 
own merits, the Russian one.

It is advisable to reach the highest possible degree of consensus within the Union 
with regard to the further development of the Eastern Partnership. Conditions for 
such a consensus are gett ing increasingly favourable not only on the side of Visegrad 
countries and large EU member states but also because of the interest shown by the 
Benelux countries and Northern European member states.

One needs to pay att ention, though, to the foreign policy ’trade-off  eff ect’: Hungary 
can only expect solidarity for the Eastern Partnership from countries such as Spain 
or Portugal, if Hungary itself shows solidarity for the Union for the Mediterranean 
initiative. This supportive and cooperative att itude towards the southern countries is 
also important for Hungary because the bilateral relations of the country with some of 
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the Southern Mediterranean states (such as Israel and Egypt) are much stronger at the 
moment than those with some of the eastern partner countries. Such lack of bilateral 
relations particularly applies for the geographically relatively distant group of three 
Southern Caucasian countries.

Hungary’s eff orts to keep a balance between the two directions of development 
cannot, however, prevent Hungary from making the development of the Eastern 
Partnership one of the foreign policy priorities of its EU presidency due in the fi rst 
half of 2011. Although the further integration of the Western Balkans or the continuous 
consolidation of the EU–US relations are also important interests of the country, the 
Hungarian presidency should opt for a foreign and security policy priority which is new, 
which Hungary can have a real ‘infl uence’ on, with which the Hungarian presidency 
can ‘make a name’, with which Hungary can be constructive and can mobilise its EU 
partners and which is justifi ed by the geographic, economic and cultural connections of 
the country. However important priority a presidency contribution to the Afghanistan 
sett lement was, it would be bizarre to make it Hungary’s most important objective for 
the six months. Other EU member states do not expect Hungary to prioritise issues 
such as the promotion of the Africa strategy of the EU. This is something Portugal or 
Italy will most probably do during their next respective terms of presidency.

One of the most important lessons of the Czech presidency of 2009 for Hungary is 
that a medium-size country that joined the EU relatively recently is capable of having 
only a limited infl uence on global crisis management. It is already an achievement if 
it does not make serious blunders when in presidency. Hungary, therefore, should be 
happy if no new Middle East confl icts or global recessions hit the world. The Eastern 
Partnership Summit of 7 May 2009 in Prague, though, was a signifi cant foreign policy 
success of the Czech presidency. Although previously being moderate in its relations 
with Ukraine, the Czech Republic rightly realised that, as president, it can achieve the 
best results for the country and the region by supporting the Polish–Swedish initiative. 
This move gained the appreciation of the EU27 and the six partner countries alike for 
the Czech Republic in 2009.

Making the Eastern Partnership a priority is also important for us, Hungarians, 
because our Visegrad partners, and among them the biggest of the 12 new member 
states: Poland can rightly ask whether the Hungarian presidency will be able to act 
positively for its own region. There are great opportunities in this respect in the 
bilateral cooperation between Poland and Hungary. Our direct neighbour, Ukraine will 
also be carefully watching if Hungary stands for the eastern dimension or gets lost in 
the tangle of sometimes non-transparent, sometimes competing and overlapping EU 
objectives.
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At the start of the Eastern Partnership in 2008, the Polish Minister of Foreign Aff airs, 
Radosław Sikorski, rightly pointed out that “To the south, we have neighbours of 
Europe. To the east, we have European neighbours... they all have the right one day to 
apply [for EU membership]”.2 Making the Eastern Partnership a priority, therefore, is 
not only a possibility but an obligation for Hungary.

With regard to the commitment of EU member states to the eastern and southern 
neighbourhood policy, there is a signifi cant inbalance in favour of the southern 
direction. According to the March 2008 analysis of the Polish Research Institute of 
Public Administration, between 2007 and 2010, the European Union extends 2.5 times 
more support to its southern neighbours than to the eastern ones.3 So, substantial, 
and persistent, eff orts are needed to make the Eastern Partnership close up: not to the 
expenses of the Union for the Mediterranean cooperation but by involving additional 
EU funds. Both dimensions are important and this fact is not refl ected in the current 
fi nancing policy. Today’s lopsided balance must be balanced out not by holding back on 
the southern direction but by a faster development of the eastern one. The Hungarian 
presidency has the chance to make a moderate but defi nite contribution to achieving it 
in the fi rst half of 2011.

This imbalance is shown in the 27 November 2009 Draft  Programme of the 18-month 
Spanish–Belgian–Hungarian presidency which does not go beyond repeating general 
objectives with respect to the Eastern Partnership. As a matt er of fact, the document 
only points out the importance of free trade agreements and visa liberalisation in the 
eastern direction. The only specifi c element this 18-month programme mentions in this 
regard is that “the second Eastern Partnership Summit will be held in the fi rst half 
of 2011”, i.e. some time during the Hungarian presidency.4 It is only to be hoped that 
Budapest host the Summit but this is not stated in the programme.

By contrast, the part of the combined programme that deals with the Union for the 
Mediterranean dimension is very specifi c. This proves that the southern dimension is 
more elaborate and mature than the eastern one. The Programme states that the Second 
Union for the Mediterranean Summit is to be held in the fi rst half of 2010 (obviously in 
Spain) and is to discuss the Work Programme of the UM for the 2010–2012 period. As a 
further priority, the Draft  Programme identifi es the ‘effi  cient operation’ of the secretariat 
of the UM to be set up in Barcelona. This all supports that the Eastern Partnership 
dimension is only being formed and can only be a weakened and shortened version of 
the southern cooperation.

The combined programme defi nes clear bilateral goals for the UM. The EU wishes 
to accelerate the development of relations with fi ve out of the ten partner countries: 
Morocco, Israel, Tunisia, Egypt and Jordan. Algeria, Lebanon and the Palestinian 
Authority belongs a second group with a steady development of relations. With the third 
group, Syria and Libya, it is only the preparation of a mutually acceptable framework 
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for cooperation that is currently on the agenda. The combined programme talks about 
a prominent bilateral event: it is no coincidence the fi rst EU–Morocco Summit was held 
in Granada on 7 March 2009 during the Spanish presidency.

With its clever and ‘quiet’ diplomacy, Spain achieved that an ‘explosion-like’ progress 
took place under its six-month presidency with regard to the Union for the Mediterranean. 
This progress was marked by a multilateral and a bilateral summit, the preparation of the 
new Work Programme, the foundation of the Barcelona secretariat and the spectacular 
development of bilateral EU relations with basically all ten Southern Mediterranean 
countries. So the Eastern Partnership will have a hard time to catch up. Probably it will 
take a considerable amount time until a relative balance is struck between the two 
dimensions. The thesis of the 18-month programme that says about the neighbourhood 
policy that the Union pays “equal att ention to its eastern and southern dimension” is 
quite far – on the basis of the facts listed in the programme – from being true.

As regards the Eastern Partnership, the following objectives can be formulated:

1. The signifi cant diff erence between the EU supports of the two dimensions must 
be gradually evened out as much as possible by the faster development of the eastern 
one. In order to do so a consensus of the EU countries is inevitable. We, Hungarians can 
also contribute to such a consensus. Based on our experience gained in the Visegrad 
talks, we should fi nd further supporters to the Eastern Partnership, apart from the 
V4, Sweden – one of the initiators – and an already interested Germany, primarily 
in Austria, Finland, the Baltic region, Romania and Bulgaria, as well as in the three 
Benelux countries. These are the member states that seem to have the most interest at 
the moment in an explicit and fast development of the EaP. This signifi cant group then 
should win the support of the remaining four large EU countries.

2. Besides the EU–Eastern Partnership Summit, an EU–Ukraine bilateral summit 
should be organised, possibly in Budapest, following the patt ern set by the EU–Morocco 
‘summit’ of 7 March 2010.

3. Let us develop a Work Programme similarly as was done in the case of the Union 
for the Mediterranean as early as the fi rst half of 2010. This Work Programme should set 
forth specifi c steps and deadlines.

4. It is questionable that if an international secretariat needs to be set in Barcelona for 
the purposes of the Union for the Mediterranean, why is it only one single coordinator 
in Brussels that deals with the coordination of the work of the eastern dimension. This 
unbalance clearly shows that there is uncertainty with regard to many issues of the 
Eastern Partnership, which we need to eliminate not only for our interest, but also for 
the good of the entire EU area. In their meeting in Liptovský Mikulaš on 19 September 
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2009, the representatives of the European Aff airs Committ ees of the Hungarian, Czech, 
Slovakian and Polish parliaments agreed that, based on the model of the Union for 
the Mediterranean project, an Eastern Partnership secretariat should be set up “on the 
territory of any of the V4 countries”. According to the view of the four European Aff airs 
Committ ees, the task of this secretariat would be to, on the one hand, to politically 
support the country that administers the current presidency with regard to the Eastern 
Partnership and, on the other hand, to facilitate the activities of the EU Commission in 
the same fi eld.5 For Hungary, it makes sense to adopt the plan of sett ing up an Eastern 
Partnership secretariat.

5. Primarily among the Visegrad Four, further consolidation of the consensus is 
necessary as regards the V4 remaining the unifi ed driving force of the partnership 
cooperation within the Union. This is a primary condition of all EU countries 
considering the Eastern Partnership an important foreign policy, economic and security 
policy objective. The collective eff orts of the V4 countries are particularly important 
in periods when the presidency is held by countries that are, due to their geographic 
locations and historical traditions, are less interested in the fast development of the 
Eastern Partnership.

6. Under the Czech presidency of the fi rst half of 2009, a very close Czech–Polish 
bilateral cooperation was formed with respect to the Eastern Partnership. Sweden, which 
held the presidency in the second half of 2009, had joined in the previous year as one of 
the initiators, besides Poland, of the concept. The Prague Eastern Partnership Summit 
of 7 May 2009 was held mainly in the spirit of the Czech–Polish–Swedish cooperation. 
The Czech diplomacy has shown an exemplary activity and has been participating in 
each and every international meeting about the Eastern Partnership, such as the Madrid 
Eastern Partnership Seminar of 27–28 January 2010 opened by the Czech Minister of 
Foreign Aff airs, Jan Kohut and his Spanish and Polish counterparts. Hungary should 
be advised to demonstratively join the Polish–Czech–Swedish cooperation that is 
now strong in every fi eld. It is especially important as Hungary is going to hold the 
presidency in the fi rst half of 2011 and hand it over to no one else but Poland. So, aft er 
the relatively less interested Spanish and Belgian presidencies, the att ention paid to the 
Eastern Partnership – mostly as a result of the joint eff orts of Poland and Hungary – 
can be kept at higher levels throughout the entire year 2011. In order to do so, a close 
and continuous cooperation of Poland and Hungary is needed. Into this Polish–Czech–
Hungarian cooperation, expanded with Sweden, we need to try an involve Slovakia 
which, being a neighbour of Ukraine, is already interested in the cooperation. It would 
further improve the effi  ciency of the V4’s unifi ed foreign policy eff orts. Besides Sweden, 
it is also important to maintain the sympathy of Austria. Ensuring a continuous support 
of Germany is crucial as – apart from Poland – it was only Germany, out of the six large 
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EU member states, that was represented in the Prague Summit of 7 May 2009 at the 
highest level of prime ministers.

7. It is necessary to emphasise two main objectives within the Eastern Partnership that 
V4 countries should urge in particular. One of them is the earliest possible conclusion 
of free trade agreements between the EU and suitable eastern partner countries. The 
other, none the less urgent, one is the gradual introduction of visa facilitations with 
partner countries where it is possible and desirable.

8. The Eastern Partnership, the Black Sea Cooperation and the Danube Cooperation 
are three cooperation frameworks of only partially diff erent composition worked out 
to diff erent extents. Apart from geographical overlaps, there are similarities in the 
tasks of certain fi elds. It is important to ensure that these three cooperation concepts 
do no compete but complement each other. The six eastern partner countries have 
signifi cant territory and population and form a directly adjacent inland area of strategic 
importance for the EU. The importance of the Eastern Partnership is also underlined by 
the fact that, this is the concept that is the most suitable to get Russia involved in some 
kind of regional cooperation with the EU. One must not forget that, including Russia, 
actually there are three neighbourhood dimensions, not just two. As for their content, 
the Eastern Partnership and the Danube Cooperation can well complement one another 
in cases of non-EU partner countries such as Ukraine and the Republic of Moldova. 
Both in terms of geography and content, the Danube Cooperation can be regarded 
as a sort of ‘bridge’ between the Eastern Partnership and the Black Sea Cooperation. 
Consequently, it is not only Russia that should be involved in certain cooperation 
projects of the Eastern Partnership but also a particularly important member state of 
the Black Sea Cooperation: Turkey.

9. In terms of bilateral relations, the Hungarian presidency should concentrate on the 
development of the relations between the EU and Ukraine in the fi rst half of 2011. In 
order to do lay the foundation of such development and to be able to continue it aft er 
the Hungarian presidency, a two year relations development plan for 2010 and 2011 
is necessary both in terms of multilateral relations, i.e. between the EU and Ukraine, 
and bilateral relations, i.e. between Hungary and Ukraine. Its size and central location 
within the Eastern Partnership area, as well as its transit role, crucial for the point 
of view of the energy security of the EU area, make Ukraine an especially important 
partner country. Considering not only the eastern dimension but also the southern one, 
Ukraine is still among the most prominent relations of the European Neighbourhood 
Policy both in terms of population, territory and future economic potential. Due to its 
capacities and direct neighbouring position, Ukraine may play a role in the future in 
supporting the common foreign policy and common defence policy of the EU as an 



 25

Eastern Partnership: a Priority of the Hungarian Presidency

external county. Its importance makes Ukraine similar to Turkey in many respects from 
the point of view of the entire EU area. Stabilisation and development activities of the 
EU towards Ukraine, therefore, should be gradually developed to reach the level and 
intensity of those towards Turkey without off ering, though, a fully fl edged membership 
to Ukraine. Such development, however, cannot negatively infl uence Turkey. It can 
only be implemented parallel with the development of the Turkish relation. Since 
it is necessary to connect Turkey as closely as possible to the EU area but it is also 
necessary to do the same with Ukraine, which is similarly important for the EU and 
is centrally located in Europe. The importance of Ukraine is so high in the European 
Neighbourhood Policy that it belongs to the most prominent partners for us, including 
the southern dimension (besides countries such as Israel and Egypt).

10. For the Hungarian foreign policy, economic policy and security policy, the gradual 
but defi nite approximation of Turkey and Ukraine to the European Union is crucial. 
This fact is not only reinforced by Hungary’s location, economic interests and historical 
experience but also by the fact that the enlargement process has been the greatest 
‘success story’ in the history of the European Union so far. These two relations are going 
to become of great importance for Hungary in the long run, regardless of the prospects 
and date of their EU membership or possible a version of it. For us, Hungarians, the 
fast improvement of our bilateral relationships with these two countries is already and 
urgent necessity.

The new elements of Eastern Partnership compared to the Union for the Mediterranean 
are as follows:

1. The most important new element of the Eastern Partnership is that it sets a wide 
range of ambitious long term objectives for all six partner countries. These objectives 
have never been set so clearly and explicitly in the context of the comprehensive 
European Neighbourhood Policy or in the Union for the Mediterranean concept. The 
most important objectives are the speeding up the process of political association with 
the EU, the establishment of a visa-free area with the Union and the transfer of EU 
legislations, regulations and values.

2. In the direction of the Eastern Partnership, it is not only about association agreements 
and free trade agreements, as is in the southern dimension, but also a gradual visa 
facilitation of various degrees for the various relations. Besides the establishment of a 
free trade area, the visa facilitation can be the most prominent development objective 
of the Eastern Partnership, which is also the most perceivable for the population of 
the partner countries. Whereas in most Southern Mediterranean relations, signifi cant 
visa facilitation steps are currently unthinkable because of the strong illegal migration 
pressure (e.g. Egypt, Tunisia and Morocco) or the passive transit role played in illegal 
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migration (e.g. Libya). Because of the ethnic Hungarians living in the Sub-Carpathian 
region, the prospect of such visa facilitation is an important factor for Hungary also 
from the national policy point of view. The visa facilitation is not an end in itself: it 
off ers mutual benefi ts for both the EU and the eastern partners because it strengthens 
human relations, contributes to ensuring the free fl ow in one of the important fi elds 
and, due to its indirect eff ects, sooner or later consolidates the economic cooperation.

3. At present, the energy policy dimension of the Eastern Partnership is much more 
signifi cant for Hungary than that of the Union for the Mediterranean. With regard to 
safe energy supplies, we, in Hungary, due to our location and potentials, are deeply 
interested in the fast development of neighbourhood cooperation with the eastern 
partner countries, and especially with Ukraine. Our circumstances in this respect 
cannot be compared to those of countries, such as Spain, Portugal or Italy, which EU 
member states depend for their energy supplies mostly on the southern dimension 
even in the long run. The conditions of Hungary importing energy for the Southern 
Mediterranean have not yet been met at all in any respect so the Hungarian intention 
to do so, although declared, proved to be rather weak.

4. Making the modernisation progress of each eastern partner country the condition 
for the EU cooperation is basically identical with the practice used in the southern 
direction. However, legal harmonisation, and institutional development requirements 
of the EU are already more direct and explicit in the eastern direction that in the 
southern one. The main reason for this fact is that establishing a multiparty system, 
market economy values, the rule of law, and, especially, respect for human rights in the 
southern countries is far from readily practicable. Autocratic systems and personality 
cult hinder modernisation in each partner country, be it in the southern or the eastern 
region. In this respect, there are diff erences between the eastern countries and some 
of them suff er from serious problems. On the whole, it is still the eastern partner 
countries that have a bett er development potential. In some Southern Mediterranean 
countries, for example, fast privatisation would increase unemployment – already 
high enough because of overpopulation – to intolerable levels and would trigger 
uncontrollable processes by suppressing traditional social structures. This is the main 
reason why privatisation is rather slow and faltering. The eastern partner countries are 
in a relatively bett er situation also in this respect. Sett ing out conditions will probably 
bring quicker results even in Eastern Partnership countries lagging behind in terms of 
‘good governance’, such as Belarus, than in many Southern Mediterranean countries. 
Although, the risk of stagnation, and even set-back, is still there in eastern partner 
countries, as well. The human rights situation in Belarus is particularly inconsistent.
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5. One of the most signifi cant innovations of the Eastern Partnership, in comparison 
with the Union for the Mediterranean is the Eastern Partnership lays more emphasis 
on the multilateral dimension of cooperation. Though many multilateral summits 
and even more ministerial meetings have been held with southern partner countries, 
organising highest level multilateral meetings can be problematic in some cases, mostly 
because of the Palestinian–Israeli confl ict. The Palestinian–Israeli confl ict is also the 
main reason why several Southern Mediterranean countries (for example Libya, Algeria, 
Syria) have, to date, had reservations concerning the Union for the Mediterranean 
cooperation. Following the Palestinian–Israeli clashes, the southern cooperation slows 
down and ‘freezes’, just like it did for a while aft er Israel’s intervention in the Gaza Strip 
in December 2008. So, basically, the Union for the Mediterranean concept is still held 
captive of the continued Palestinian–Israeli confl ict.

6. According to current expectations, the Eastern Partnership can have more 
successful and faster stabilisation eff ect on security policy in the eastern direction even 
in the medium term than the Union for the Mediterranean cooperation in the southern 
direction. Although the six eastern partner countries are struck with several prolonged 
crises, there is no potentially explosive confl ict of internationally signifi cant infl uence in 
the eastern neighbourhood of the EU that would be comparable to the Palestinian–Israeli 
confl ict. The few prolonged, and partly ‘dormant’, confl icts of the Eastern Partnership 
area seem to be more controllable in the long run than the one in the Middle-East. And 
the stabilisation and peace-making eff orts of the Union are more eff ective in the East 
than in the South. Whereas, due to their complicated global implications, the EU can 
only have a limited infl uence on the resolution of the Palestinian–Israeli tensions. The 
southern stabilisation is further slowed by factors that are outside of the area of the 
Union for the Mediterranean but, geographically and politically, are no far from it, such 
as the prolonged Iraq crisis, the Afghanistan confl ict or the Sudan genocide. Additional 
obstructive factors in the South are the Islamic fundamentalism in the region, the anti-
western feelings that intensify from time to time in some of the partner countries (for 
example, in Libya), the large-scale illegal migration, the overwhelming pressure of 
overpopulation (for example, in Egypt), the constant threat of terrorism and the spread 
of organised crime.

7. There seems to be an EU–US consensus that the Eastern Partnership, or in other 
words: the eastward stabilisation, is primarily the responsibility of the European 
Union and that the EU can fulfi l this responsibility. In the Southern Mediterranean, 
however, there is a much stronger competition between the EU and the US, particularly 
in the economy, than in the eastern dimension. The United States still has a special 
responsibility, unique capacities and a leading role in the resolution of the Palestinian–
Israeli confl ict as well as in the management of the contiguous crisis area of Iraq, Iran, 



28 Foreign Policy Review

István Csejtei

Afghanistan and Pakistan. The Union, in turn, does not have such capacities in this 
region. This, however, limits the southern stabilisation potential of the EU even in the 
long run.

8. The Eastern Partnership is not aimed against Russia. It is not its objective to 
isolate Russia from the rest of the continent. On the contrary, by implementing the 
Eastern Partnership, the EU is trying to build a stabilising and democratic zone around 
itself, which is capable of economic development. This also the interest of Russia both 
in security policy, economic and humanitarian terms because this way, a developed 
intermediate area can be formed between the EU and Russia – which may be regarded 
a large-scale integration project itself – that has friendly relations with both the EU and 
Russia and can cooperate in both directions. Therefore, the relations of the EU and Russia 
must be developed at a fast pace, parallel with the relation of the EU and its six partner 
countries. Essentially, there is consensus in this regard among the EU27. What is needed, 
in terms of the six Eastern Partnership countries, is not the EU and Russia’s selfi sh 
control seeking and mutual distrust but the realisation of the fact that the six partner 
countries need positive stimuli from both the EU and Russia in order to accelerate their 
development. The interests of the EU and Russia overlap to a great extent in the sense 
that only their mutual eff orts can modernise this area of six countries and it is not the 
interest of either the EU or Russia to have a zone of economic stagnation, autocratic 
political systems, and chaotic internal situations lie between them causing security 
policy problems. Such an area of internal confl icts, being backward in any respect, 
would economically isolate the Union and Russia. So what is needed is not a ‘zero sum 
game’ but a ‘win-win’ situation between the EU and Russia. In order to have such a 
‘win-win’ situation, Russia, if possible, should be involved in the suitable projects of 
the Eastern Partnership. It is not only consultations on the Eastern Partnership that 
are needed with Russia but actual cooperation in as many development projects and 
subfi elds as possible. Russia’s historically recurrent feeling of being encircled should 
be eased up because the Eastern Partnership does not cast out Russia from Europe but 
is building a modern bridge between the EU area and the also essentially European 
Russia, which bridge should be made fi t for traffi  c and economically fl ourishing in both 
directions. No doubt, the six partner countries can only be gradually modernised with 
a mutual eff ort from both directions simultaneously, with the help of both the EU and 
Russia.

With regard to the essence and fi nancing of the Eastern Partnership, the following is to 
be emphasised:

1. The Communication of the European Commission of 3 December 2008, which is 
still the most comprehensive summary of the issue, clearly points out that the Eastern 
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Partnership “should go further” than the otherwise successful European Neighbourhood 
Policy.6 The European Neighbourhood Policy can, therefore, be only a framework and 
starting point for the Eastern Partnership. The European Commission also declares in its 
detailed and thorough document that the Eastern Partnership should take a bigger role 
in the future in “partners’ individual reform eff orts”. This “political association” and 
“economic integration” can be implemented “only with strong political will on both sides”. 
Hungary must fearlessly stand for the Eastern Partnership really going beyond the current 
framework of the European Neighbourhood Policy and taking up speed in cooperation.

2. The bilateral framework of the Eastern Partnership is aimed at concluding 
bilateral association agreements, establishing free trade areas, introducing gradual 
visa liberalisation, improving the security of the energy supply, granting convergence 
supports and implementing the Comprehensive Institution Building Programme (CIB). 
The multilateral framework, in turn, serves as a forum for sharing experiences in 
modernisation, making consensus and improving the Eastern Partnership cooperation 
itself. The Eastern Partnership will initiate structured development processes, primarily 
in the multilateral framework, at four levels. This multilateral approach is the main 
innovation of the Eastern Partnership as opposed to the Union for the Mediterranean 
cooperation. The essence of the multilateral approach is as follows:

A) Meetings are held biannually with the participation of the heads of states and 
heads governments of the Eastern Partnership.
B) The Eastern Partnership is upgraded in the annual meetings of the 27+6 foreign 
aff airs ministers. Sector specifi c conferences are also held.
C) Four topic-oriented platforms or, in other words, relations development 
programmes are established: one on democracy, good governance and stability; 
a second one on economic integration and convergence to the EU policies; a third 
one on energy security; and a fourth one on human relations. The meetings of these 
topic-oriented platforms are held at least twice a year with the participation of high 
ranking offi  cials. The platforms prepare reports for the annual meeting of foreign 
aff airs ministers.
D) On level four, panels and discussion forums help the work of the topic oriented 
forums (programmes).

The leading initiatives, as they are called, further the objectives of the Eastern 
Partnership by mobilising non-EU resources coming primarily from donors, 
international fi nancial organisations and the private sector. According to the original 
concept of the European Commission, these leading initiatives are as follows: integrated 
border management programme, small and medium size enterprises framework, 
regional electricity markets, energy effi  ciency and renewable energies, building 
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the Southern Energy Corridor, and cooperation in managing natural and manmade 
disasters.

3. The 3 December 2008 Communication of the Commission points out that 
“Substantially increased fi nancial resources are required” for the Eastern Partnership.7 
The six partner countries received about EUR 450 million in 2008 from the European 
Neighbourhood Policy Instrument (ENPI). The Commission recommends raising 
the amount gradually to EUR 785 million in 2013. Though it is not the twice the 2008 
amount, the annual rise is still signifi cant. In order to do so, the ENPI is fi lled with 
new funds of EUR 350 million for the 2010–2013 period. Also, approximately EUR 250 
million of the general reserve of the ENPI can be reallocated for the 2010–2013 period 
for Eastern Partnership purposes. The new funds and the old funds to be reallocated 
total at a massive EUR 600 million. The new funds of EUR 350 million come from the 
reserve in Section IV of the EU budget, which is altogether EUR 998 million for the 
period 2010–2013.8 So, the additional fi nancing of the Eastern Partnership is covered 
from extra sources over the funds already approved for the neighbourhood policy and 
not from the funds allocated for the southern partners.

4. The EUR 600 million resource the European Commission allocated for the four year 
period between 2010 and 2013 is assigned to tasks as provided for in the regulations of 
the European Neighbourhood Policy Instrument (ENPI Regulation, No. 1638/2006, 24 
October 2006). The additional fi nancing of the Eastern Partnership is approximately the 
quarter of the total support the eastern partner countries receive from the EU in various 
channels in this four year period. The new Eastern Partnership funds serve three main 
purposes: to support the reforms of the partner countries within the framework of 
the Comprehensive Institution Building Programmes (CIBs) with an allocation of EUR 
175 million; to fi nance Pilot Regional Development Programmes to relieve social and 
economic inequalities in partner countries with an allocation of EUR 75 million; and to 
fi nance the Eastern Partnership Multilateral Dimension with an allocation of EUR 350 
million. It is clear from these three fi gures that the fi nancing of the Eastern Partnership 
will primarily add a new multilateral dimension to the support of mainly bilateral 
nature given to the partner countries previously. The new multilateral cooperation 
funds of EUR 350 million will cover the operation of the four topic-oriented platforms or 
programmes (democracy, economic integration, energy security and human relations). 
These multilateral funds will cover the costs of the Civil Social Forum and the fl agship 
initiatives that are the following, according to the latest, slightly modifi ed, document of 
the Commission9: Integrated Border Management; SME development; civil emergency 
protection; diversifi cation of energy supplies; electricity interconnections/energy 
effi  ciency /renewable sources; environmental governance (six fl agship initiatives 
altogether). It is mainly the European Commission and its representations (delegations) 
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in the partner countries that will deal with tender applications and contracting. Out of 
the EUR 600 million, 85 million will be used in 2010, 110 million in 2011, 175 million in 
2012 and 230 million in 2013. Within the bilateral framework (EUR 250 altogether for 
CIB and regional programmes), grants will be given to partner countries on the basis 
of their “needs” and “progress in reforms” as provided for in ENPI regulations. The 
multilateral support of EUR 350 will be distributed among the partner states according 
to their estimated needs. The implementation of the Eastern Strategy Paper10 and the 
Eastern Regional Indicative Programme11, as well as the general ENPI interregional 
programme,12 also applicable for the eastern direction, goes on unchanged. So, at the 
moment, the Eastern Partnership is only a support scheme for the four years between 
2010 and 2013, which serves the expansion and widening of eastbound neighbourhood 
projects. Eastern Partnership instruments are still given to the benefi ciaries via tendering 
and bidding. The Eastern Partnership, therefore, is about the future. It supplements 
previous supporting instruments of neighbourhood policy. Thus it is hard to compare 
it to the fi nancing of the Union for the Mediterranean concept.

5. Eastbound neighbourhood policy so far – i.e. until the new type Eastern Partnership 
Plan was drawn up for the period 2010–2013 in Prague last year – was, and is being, 
carried out in diff erent levels. The fi rst level of fi nancing is the multilateral support 
fund between the EU and the partner countries. This is set forth in the Commission 
document called the ENPI Eastern Regional Indicative Programme 2007–2010, which 
allocates EUR 223.5 million for the four years. This amount is distributed in the 
following fi ve priority areas:

A) Networks: transport and energy networks and SME regional cooperation 
(25–35%);
B) Environment protection and forestry (25–35%);
C) Border and migration management, the fi ght against trans-national organised 
crime, and customs (20–30%);
D) People-to-people activities, information and support (10–15%);
E) Landmines, explosive remnants of war, small arms and light weapons (5–10%).

The second level of fi nancing, the ENPI interregional indicative programme 2007–2010, 
contains projects that, in theory, apply to all 16 neighbourhood policy countries, 
except, for the current lack of cooperation, Libya and Belarus, and, for its high level 
of development, Israel. So, this is an east- and southbound, all-neighbourhood policy 
support programme. Grants off ered in this programme can also be gained via bids 
and tenders, primarily in fi elds like good governance, higher education and institution 
building.



32 Foreign Policy Review

István Csejtei

The third level of fi nancing is explicitly bilateral. This greatly important bilateral 
support, particularly suitable for diff erentiation and motivation, is set forth in the 
National Indicative Programmes (NIPs) made between the EU and the partner countries. 
For example, fi ve partner countries of the eastern dimension (with the exception of 
Belarus) were given the following amounts (in million EUR) in bilateral ENP support 
(NIPs) between 2007 and 2010:13

Georgia  620
Ukraine  494
Moldova  210
Armenia  98
Azerbaĳ an  92
Total:  1514

The EUR 223.5 million distributed within the multilateral ENPI Eastern Regional 
Indicative Programme 2007–2010 and the EUR 1514 million distributed in the bilateral 
national indicative programmes (NIPs) total about EUR 1737 million. An additional 
10% EU support of the above amount is available for all neighbourhood countries 
from a general interregional fund (second level of fi nancing). In the regional indicative 
programme of the southern dimension14, a signifi cantly higher amount is set aside for 
multilateral purposes: EUR 343.3 million compared to EUR 223.5 million of the eastern 
direction. But the reason of the main diff erence between the two directions is not the 
multilateral programme but the national indicative programmes (NIPs) between the 
EU and the individual partner countries. These NIPs allocate much higher amounts 
for individual countries in the southern direction than in the eastern direction. For 
example, as early as in the seven year period between 2000 and 2007, the MEDA-II 
programme provided the following EU-support (bilateral and multilateral included) 
for the southern partner countries (in million EUR):15

Morocco:  907
Egypt:  596
Tunisia:  472
Jordan:  314
Algeria:  307
Lebanon:  127
Syria:  207
Regional programmes:  688
Total:  3618

In the neighbourhood policy supports, it is the bilateral level – the one between 
the EU and the partner countries – that plays the crucial role. The three multilateral 
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programmes covering several neighbourhood policy partner countries are only 
supplements of the bilateral programmes. Announced last year, the three multilateral 
programmes operating independently from the Eastern Partnership are as follows:

A) the southern ENP regional programme (southern neighbourhood programme);
B) the eastern ENP regional programme (eastern neighbourhood programme);
C) the common interregional programme (for example in good governance, legal 
harmonisation, higher education, infrastructural connections etc.) that covers all but 
a few neighbourhood policy countries.

6. The bilateral level of the Eastern Partnership covers the development of the relations 
between the entire EU and the individual partner countries in the following fi elds:

A) association agreements (AAs) refl ecting the objectives and capabilities of the 
partners;
B) sett ing up free trade areas, via negotiations and support, that may be transformed 
into neighbourhood economic communities in the long run;
C) gradual visa liberalisation;
D) cooperation in order to improve energy security;
E) support to national economic and social policies aimed at reducing regional 
disparities;
F) new comprehensive institution building programme (CIB).

Co-fi nanced by the European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument, 
comprehensive institution building programmes were developed for the implementation 
of the association agreements. These association agreements set the objective of 
establishing free trade areas, based on a wide range of cooperation, with each partner 
countries aft er they become members of WTO.

Within the bilateral level of support, the EU off ers agreements, called Mobility and 
Security, to all eastern partner countries. The most important means, in this respect, 
would be the ‘mobility partnership’ which is currently being tested in several partner 
countries including the Republic of Moldova and Georgia. Quick progress in this fi eld 
with Ukraine would also be important. In terms of visa policy, the Union is using a 
gradual approach possibly leading to visa liberalisation: as a fi rst step, the Union initiates 
discussions aimed at visa facilitation; as a second step, it reviews the agreements already 
concluded; and as a third step, it draws up a plan to improve the regional presence of 
EU member state consulates. Aft er implementing the visa facilitation and readmission 
agreements, the EU starts talks on visa free travel with the partner states. The European 
Commission estimates the consequences of labour mobility in order to open its labour 
market to citizens of the partner countries in a well-directed manner.
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In terms energy security, the current priority is to incorporate the regulations on 
energy interdependence into bilateral agreements and to quickly conclude the talks 
with Ukraine and Moldova on their energy community membership. Also in the agenda 
is concluding memoranda of understanding on energy related issues with Moldova, 
Georgia and Armenia. In addition, a number of other bilateral steps are planned.

In terms of the promotion of economic and social development, the EU seeks 
to enter into memoranda of understanding with the partners about building the 
necessary administrative capacities. They start development programmes based on 
the EU cohesion policy for example in fi elds like infrastructural needs, human capital 
and supporting SMEs. Direct cooperation is established between the EU and regions 
of partner states. Cross-border cooperation is extended to include borders between 
partners.

7. As opposed to the EUR 223.5 million of the multilateral funds of the eastern 
regional indicative programme, the southern regional indicative programme sets forth 
specifi c support programmes in the total value of EUR 343.3 million for four-year 
the period between 2007 an 2010. The objectives of the southern dimension are more 
comprehensive and transparent than the fi ve rather specifi c and experimental groups 
of objectives in the eastern dimension (see above, points A to E). Southern priority areas 
are as follows (in million EUR):

A) global allocation:  31.9
B) political, justice, security and migration cooperation:  45.4
C) sustainable economic development:  199.0
D) social development and cultural exchanges:  67.0
Total: 343.3

Remarkable is the relative weight of the economic priority, which is almost as large 
as the other three programmes combined (global allocations are mostly economic, too). 
The annual distribution of allocations is more or less balanced: EUR 94.4 million in 2007, 
EUR 73.9 in 2008 and EUR 83.1 in 2009, which totals EUR 343.3. This balance refl ects 
more developed, more refi ned and more experienced means of support in the case of 
the southern dimension: These supports are implemented in the Euro-Mediterranean 
Partnership, which is a regional level political and economic cooperation run parallel 
with bilateral agreements and ENP action plans. Politically, this neighbourhood policy 
cooperation, rooted in the Barcelona Process, serves the reduction of tensions in the 
Middle East. Economically, it lays the emphasis on multilateral, transnational issues 
(such as infrastructure, promotion of the Southern Mediterranean economic integration, 
environmental protection, steps against illegal migration, exchange of information and 
experience etc.)
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8. Altogether, the breakdown of the total support paid to the eastern and southern 
dimension is approximately 60:30 in favour of the southern dimension. The remaining 
10% consist of interregional programmes of the third type available for all 16 partner 
countries.16 The distribution between the two dimensions of the benefi ciaries of these 
programmes is hard to trace. It was reasonable to slightly modify this 60:30 ratio with the 
new Eastern Partnership programme, all the more so because the prospects of Eastern 
Partnership countries to approach the Union are much bett er than those of southern 
dimension countries. A signifi cant alteration of this 2:1 ratio in the current, 2007–2013, 
fi nancial plan is not a realistic objective. In the next fi nancing period, however, this 
issue must be sett led for the benefi t of the eastern dimension.

9. The objective of the Eastern Partnership should not be to create some kind of 
stability area around the EU, or a buff er zone between the EU and Russia. On the 
contrary, the main objective is establish constructive and cooperative relationships 
– with a prominent role of the six partner countries – throughout the entire Eastern 
European and Central Asian area also including Russia. So the objective is to the 
develop the EU’s relations with this vast Eastern European and Central Asian area and 
no way to build a sphere of infl uence or to exclude fully fl edged EU membership of 
these six countries in the future.

10. Currently, it is hard to compare the Eastern Partnership and Union for the 
Mediterranean initiatives. Since the Eastern Partnership is only a start-up support 
project, practically opening in the future, it does not have an equivalent in the 
southern dimension. The Eastern Partnership was started in May 2009 primarily to 
counterbalance the highly disproportionate 2:1 ratio of fi nancing. The other reason 
to start it was the recognition of the cooperation perspectives which are much more 
favourable than the southern one in the long run. Implications from the older Union for 
the Mediterranean concept cannot be drawn for the Eastern Partnership if only because, 
apart from complicated institutional and organisational development programmes 
and merely theoretical project defi nitions, the Union for the Mediterranean plan has 
hardly moved from the dead point caused by the Israeli intervention in Gaza.17 The 
diff erences between the eastern and southern partner countries are still so big that a 
mechanical, numerical comparison will probably not give useful result in the future 
either. Regardless, it is well worth for the EU and its member states to develop both 
neighbourhood policy directions, and indeed, also the third, Russian, dimension with 
great force and a braver approach than earlier. We need to make both directions of 
the European Neighbourhood Policy and the cooperation with Russia success stories 
similar to the one the enlargement policy of the EU has become.
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