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Executive Summary 

This research examines the effectiveness of the EU as a regional crisis management actor in the post-

Lisbon era. In doing so, an assessment is made of the capability-expectations gap applied to the crisis 

in Ukraine, thereby building upon the work of Hill (1993) and that of Ginsberg (1999). This research 

argues that in order to examine EU crisis management effectiveness, an adaptation is needed of the 

capability-expectations gap (CEG) as a concept. This research has tried to bring together aspects of the 

capability-expectations gap with additional tools to make this concept more applicable and thus 

suitable for measuring the actual outcomes or effectiveness of EU crisis management. This research 

discusses that to some extent there has been a discrepancy between Ukraine’s expectations and the 

EU’s response during the crisis. Although the policies and policy-instruments at the EU’s disposal are 

firmly in place, the EU continues to suffer from insufficient resources to adopt a truly comprehensive 

approach, and institutional incoherence in terms of its foreign policy. Furthermore, the EU has suffered 

from a certain degree of policy incoherence both prior and during the crisis, and from reliability on a 

legitimated and multilateral approach. The OSCE turned out to be the most appropriate framework for 

crisis management. However, in terms of overall policy outcomes, the crisis has not been resolved and 

Ukraine still shows signs of insecurity and instability. Furthermore, although it could be argued that 

the crisis has been addressed in a peaceful and consensual way, the wider goal towards the eastern 

neighbourhood of security, stability and prosperity has clearly not been brought about. This research 

therefore concludes that there still appears to be a considerable gap between EU capabilities and 

external expectations. In relation to this, the EU has been relatively incoherent and ineffective in both 

its broader approach towards the neighbourhood, as well as to the crisis in Ukraine in particular. Yet, 

the overall effectiveness of EU crisis management requires the study of multiple cases over time, 

whereas in terms of long-term effectiveness in Ukraine, it might be too soon to come to any definitive 

conclusions. 
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1. Introduction 

With the advent of the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) in the 1992 Treaty of 

Maastricht (ToM), European Political Cooperation (EPC), which had been at the basis of EU 

external action since the 1970’s, had been replaced. In 1993, Christopher Hill expressed his 

concern as to the expectations this would raise in relation to the ability of the member states 

to shape the necessary capabilities in order to live up to these expectations. Both Hill’s 

assessment and subsequent analyses have focussed on this theoretical concept, known as the 

capability-expectations gap (CEG), and how the EU’s role and performance have developed. 

From 1998, the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) gradually added a new 

dimension to this concept. Together with the formation of the European Neighbourhood 

Policy (ENP) in 2004, both now form the two underlying policies of the CFSP. In particular, 

the ESDP initiated the start of EU crisis management as a whole new area of EU external 

action. This research builds upon the work by Hill (1993) and to some extent on that of 

Ginsberg (1999) in an attempt to take the analysis of the EU to the outcomes or effectiveness 

of EU external action, in particular to that of crisis management. Thus, the aim of this 

research is to analyse the effectiveness of EU crisis management and to assess to what extent 

this can be explained through the capability-expectations gap as a theoretical concept. In 

order to do so, an in-depth case study is conducted with regard to the recent crisis in Ukraine, 

for this presents one of the most pressing issues for the EU in terms of its external security 

environment. 

As such, this research addresses the question of how the effectiveness of the EU as a regional 

crisis management actor can be explained through the capability-expectations gap as a 

theoretical concept in the post-Lisbon era, applied to the crisis in Ukraine. Following a 

literature review on the theoretical concept of the capability-expectations gap, the 

development of EU crisis management over time and theoretical frameworks with regard to 

the EU as a regional crisis management actor, this research successively outlines the 

methodological approach for examining the effectiveness of EU crisis management through 

an adaptation of the capability-expectations gap. Building on the methodology, a case study is 

then conducted, examining the approaches taken by both the EU and other crisis 

management actors during the Ukraine crisis. This is further examined against the goals and 

objectives of the EU, Ukraine’s expectations and EU policy coherence. Although the main 

focus is from an EU perspective, it is essential to briefly discuss some of the pivotal issues 

with regard to the internal political situation in Ukraine. Furthermore, for contextual 

purposes this research will touch upon EU-Ukraine and EU-Russia relations. The case study 

covers the period from the Maidan Revolution of November 2013 until the final Minsk 
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Agreement of February 2015. The analysis section subsequently analyses the capability-

expectations gap in explaining the approximate effectiveness of the EU as a regional crisis 

management actor during the crisis in Ukraine. In doing so, both the approaches taken by the 

EU and other crisis management actors are taken into account. This is put in perspective in 

relation to the EU’s goals and objectives, Ukraine’s expectations, as well as EU policy 

coherence, and where applicable to the findings presented in the literature review. Finally, 

this is concluded by the main outcomes of this research, thereby providing an answer to the 

central research question.  



EU Crisis Management and the Ukraine Crisis  Marijn van Rees 

13 
 

2. Literature Review 

The main goal of this research is to address the question as to how the effectiveness of the EU 

as a regional crisis management actor can be explained through the capability-expectations 

gap (CEG) in the post-Lisbon era. In order to reach this goal, it is essential to review and 

discuss the development of the EU as a crisis management actor in relation to the CEG. This 

way, the current status of this gap can be established. Although the main focus lies on 

security and defence, the foreign and security policy (CFSP) is also taken into consideration 

as it is the overarching foreign policy of the EU. Moreover, it has been at the basis of this very 

concept. The literature review consists of three sections. The first section will discuss 

Christopher Hill’s capability-expectations gap, its subsequent development and assessments 

and how this concept relates to the notions of actorness, coherence and effectiveness. The 

second section reviews the development of EU crisis management, which is put in 

perspective by discussing some of the main critiques. The final section outlines the broader 

theoretical framework in which the EU as a regional crisis management actor sits. In doing 

so, it discusses the EU under regional security complex theory and addresses cooperation 

between regional organisations and the notion of institutional overlap. Finally, this literature 

review briefly outlines the EU as a contemporary crisis management actor followed by the 

main conclusions, thereby establishing likely methodological difficulties for the remainder of 

this research.    

2.1. Concept of the Capability-Expectations Gap (CEG) 

An early contribution to the EU’s role and performance was made by Christopher Hill’s 

seminal discussion of the capability-expectations gap in 1993. According to Hill,  the presence 

of a gap can be seen as an indicator of the EU’s actorness, effectiveness and coherence on the 

international stage. Furthermore, Hill stressed that the capability-expectations gap is thus 

not a theory in itself, but rather a concept by which the process of change in EU foreign policy 

can be monitored (Hill, 1993, p. 306). With the establishment of the Common Foreign and 

Security Policy (CFSP) in 1992, European Political Cooperation (EPC) had been replaced. This 

predominantly normative change, according to Hill, caused a gap between the expectations 

among external actors in relation to the capabilities of the member states to live up to these 

expectations (Hill, 1993, pp. 308-309). Hill argued that the functions the CFSP now 

implicated, posed serious challenges to the actual capabilities of the EU in terms of 

coherence, its resources and the instruments at its disposal, as well as the expectations this 

would raise (Hill, 1993, pp. 310-318). It should be noted, however, that capabilities provide 

the opportunity to be effective and coherent, yet say very little about the actual policy 
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outcomes or policy coherence and thus about the effectiveness of EU external action more 

generally. 

2.1.1. Actorness, coherence and effectiveness: some definitions 

Before this research discusses the development of the CEG, it is important to look more 

closely at some definitions associated with this concept. Niemann & Bretherton (2013) 

discussed the main contributions as to how the concepts of actorness, coherence and 

effectiveness can be defined. In doing so, the authors pointed out that Sjöstedt (1977) defined 

actorness as the ability to function in relation to other actors with the central criteria being 

the capacity for autonomous action.1 Furthermore, the authors (2013) showed that Jupille & 

Caporaso (1998) employed recognition, authority and cohesion as criteria for ascertaining 

actorness,2 whereas Bretherton and Vogler (2006) focussed on opportunity, presence and 

capability.3 In terms of effectiveness, two frequently used categories are effectiveness in 

terms of goal attainment and of problem-solving (Niemann & Bretherton, 2013, p. 265). 

However, recent analyses have focussed more on the concept of coherence. Marangoni 

offered a clear definition of coherence and emphasised that coherence refers to the perceived 

absence of contradictions between policies, instruments, institutions and levels of decision. 

Furthermore, coherence requires the overall impact of a set of policies to be more than the 

sum of the impact of each policy (Marangoni, 2012, p. 5). Niemann & Bretherton (2013) 

continued that, given the complexity of the EU’s policy system, coherence is inevitably 

multidimensional and uncertain. As such, a minimal level of coherence must be present to 

enable the EU to act. Hence, actorness logically precedes effectiveness, yet there is no clear 

defined relationship between increased coherence and greater effectiveness (Niemann & 

Bretherton, 2013, pp. 266-7). 

2.1.2. Development of the capability-expectations gap 

The somewhat negative assessment by Hill was challenged by Ginsberg’s innovative study in 

1999. The author argued that by the end of the 1990’s the capability-expectations gap had 

begun to narrow, most notably because the EU had lowered its expectations to meet more 

modest capabilities and because it had made improvements to the CFSP decision-making 

procedures (Ginsberg, 1999, pp. 430-33). Although the claims made by Ginsberg can be 

assessed as overly optimistic, Niemann & Bretherton state that Ginsberg’s overall aim had 

been to take analysis of the EU to the outcomes of external policies, rather than depending on 

fixed theoretical concepts (Niemann & Bretherton, 2013, p. 267). Asle Toje (2008) referred to 

                                                           
1 Sjöstedt, 1977: The External Role of the European Community 
2 Jupille & Caporaso in Rhodes, 1998: The European Union in the World Community  
3 Bretherton & Vogler, 2006: The European Union as a Global Actor 
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a consensus-expectations gap, a gap between what the member states are expected to agree 

on and what they are able to consent to, assuming capabilities had reached a sufficient level. 

This underlined the need to develop a unifying vision of what the EU should achieve in the 

international system (Toje, 2008, pp. 122, 139). According to Krotz, whereas in a wide range 

of economic and other regulatory policy areas EU actorness is fully instituted, it is in policy 

areas of traditional high politics that the EU’s capacity to act has remained the least 

developed (Krotz, 2009, pp. 569-71). Wright emphasised that the EU’s power is reflected by 

the realities of its internal politics, and crucially, the impact of the integration process. The 

EU’s ability to act is thus directly related to the level and degree of integration achieved in the 

policy area in question (Wright, 2011, pp. 9, 27-8). To that end, it is important to note that the 

EU has been confronted with a range of far-reaching challenges, including the financial crisis, 

the process of establishing the European External Action Service (EEAS) and the start of the 

Arab Spring in 2011. As a result, the EU’s inward-looking focus severely crippled its external 

actions, especially in relation to its neighbourhood (Whitman & Juncos, 2012, p. 147). Mayer 

& Zielonka point out that the EU’s self-perception as a ‘normative’ power, as well as the way 

it was perceived in other parts of the world has been damaged (Mayer & Zielonka, 2012). As 

such, Bretherton & Vogler argue that the EU continues to be an international actor, yet its 

influence, coherence and effectiveness has declined (Bretherton & Vogler, 2013, pp. 385-6). 

2.2. The Development of EU Crisis Management 

The St. Malo Declaration of 4 December 1998 initiated a new political process and a 

substantial new policy area for the European Union and stated that, “the EU should have the 

capacity for autonomous action in security and defence matters” (Howorth, 2014, p. 7). As a 

result, the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP4) was established at the Cologne 

European Council in June 1999 (Conclusions Cologne European Council, Annex III, 1999). 

According to the 1999 Helsinki Council conclusions, the Helsinki Headline Goal (HHG) was 

meant to shape military capabilities for carrying out the full range of Petersberg tasks5 

(Conclusions Helsinki European Council, Annex IV, 1999). Together with the introduction of 

Civilian Crisis Management (CCM), the distinctiveness of the CSDP lies in its effort to 

synergise its military and civilian instruments, known as the comprehensive approach 

(Howorth, 2014, pp. 70-1). According to Menon, however, during the 2003 Iraq crisis, 

disagreements between the member states undermined its progress and exacerbated the 

                                                           
4 Hereafter named Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) as established after the Treaty of Lisbon 
5 The Petersberg tasks were established in 1992 and consisted of humanitarian and rescue tasks, peacekeeping 
tasks and tasks of combat forces in crisis management including peace-making. The ToL extended the Petersberg 
tasks to include joint disarmament operations, military advice and assistance, conflict prevention, and post-conflict 
stabilisation (‘new’ tasks in italics) (Howorth, 2014, pp. 80-1). 
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tensions concerning the EU’s future as a security actor. Still, the author also emphasised that 

it provided a basis for continued cooperation and coordination (Menon A. , 2004, pp. 631-32). 

As a result, the June 2004 Council adopted a new Headline Goal for 2010 (HG 2010) which 

called for the establishment of the European Defence Agency (EDA) and the creation of 

civilian capabilities (June 2004 European Council Conclusions, VII, 2004). However, the most 

important development came with the adoption of the European Security Strategy (ESS) in 

2003. 

The European Security Strategy (ESS) stated the EU’s intention, “to share in the responsibility 

for global security”, and called specifically for, “the development of a strategic culture which 

fosters early, rapid and robust intervention” (A Secure Europe in a Better World: European 

Security Strategy, 2003, p. 1). However, according to Biscop, the ESS outlined an holistic 

approach, rather than specific objectives, integrating the full range of instruments for a 

permanent policy of stabilisation and prevention through partnerships and multilateral 

organisations (Biscop, 2009, pp. 367-69). Under the 2008 French Council presidency, the 

Report on the Implementation of the European Security Strategy (RI-ESS) stated that, 

“Europe faced increasingly complex threats and challenges”, and that, “the EU still needs to be 

more capable, more coherent and more active” (Report on the Implementation of the 

European Security Strategy, 2008, pp. 1-2). However, Biscop et al. argued that the RI-ESS 

offered little in terms of concrete recommendations (Biscop, Howorth, & Giegerich, 2009, p. 

6). In addition, Toje indicated that the RI-ESS underlined the lack of a strategic culture (Toje, 

2010, pp. 188-9). However, according to Biava et al., an EU strategic culture is based on a 

comprehensive, multilateral and legitimated approach to threats, implying the use of both 

military and civilian instruments in an integrated manner (Biava, Drent, & Herd, 2011, p. 18). 

Yet, McDonagh emphasised that the CSDP distinctly serves the purpose of building the EU’s 

international identity which is constitutive of how it identifies its interests (McDonagh, 2015, 

pp. 627-8). To some extent, this would explain the ad-hoc selection of and commitment to 

various operations and missions. To that end, the strategic vision the EU articulated is 

difficult to trace in the actual security practices it has engaged in (McDonagh, 2015, pp. 637-

8). 

2.2.1. Taking stock and adaptation by ‘muddling through’ 

The 2009 Treaty of Lisbon (ToL) introduced two innovations, namely, the European External 

Action Service (EEAS) under the authority of the High Representative for Foreign Affairs and 

Security Policy–Vice-President of the Commission (HR-VP) and the development of the CSDP 

in order to increase the effectiveness, coherence and impact of the EU (Howorth, 2014, p. 49). 
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The HR-VP is charged with coordinating the CFSP, assisted by the EEAS as the diplomatic 

body, responsible for consistent and effective EU external action. According to Marangoni, 

this double-hatted position embodied the inter-institutional dimension of coherence, 

between the Commission and the Council (Marangoni, 2012, p. 8). However, Howorth 

pointed out that this did not help foster coherence or effectiveness and was further 

complicated by the HR-VP’s inexperience in the field of diplomacy and security (Howorth, 

Catherine Ashton's Five-Year Term: A Difficult Assesment, 2014, p. 18). Smith argued that the 

creation of the EEAS represented a ‘muddling through’ as to improve EU foreign policy, 

highly dominated by inter-institutional conflicts. Furthermore, no attempt was made to 

institute a training programme to create a solid diplomatic corps among the External Action 

Service (Smith M. E., 2013, pp. 1310-12). The PESCO framework, or Permanent Structured 

Cooperation, tried to improve the CSDP and was implemented through the Ghent 

Framework. According to Howorth, it called for rationalising and maximising EU capacity in 

which the member states agreed to categorise their defence assets into those which could be 

pooled and those which lend themselves to role and task sharing (Howorth, 2014, p. 87). 

However, Voss et al. argued that a bottom-up approach to improving capabilities has not 

proven successful. Moreover, a framework of bi- and multilateral cooperation undermines 

the objective of a commonly EU framed security and defence policy (Voss, Major, & Mölling, 

2013, pp. 7-12). 

Since 2003, the EU has launched 32 operations and missions in total. According to Bickerton 

et al., some argued that the EU has developed into a credible and important partner in 

international crisis management. Critics, on the other hand, have stressed the limited scale of 

operations and the many cases where the EU failed to intervene (Bickerton, Irondelle, & 

Menon, 2011, p. 5).6 Menon argued that the limited nature and lack of ambition of the CSDP 

has partly been due to the ad-hoc way of EU decision-making, which reflected the EU’s 

reactive instead of preventive approach to crises. Secondly, the variety of capability 

initiatives has failed to deliver much practical progress and has had a direct impact upon the 

EU’s operational effectiveness (Menon A. , 2009, pp. 233-35). Furthermore, Drent and Zandee 

point out that, from the start of the CSDP project, the focus lay on shaping military 

capabilities and, although adding the civilian dimension, the EU has failed to establish a truly 

comprehensive approach (Drent & Zandee, 2010, p. 2). According to Tardy, CSDP still suffers 

from structural defects, in terms of coherence, effectiveness, and host state buy-in. Thus, 

operations reflect what the member states, the EU as an institution and the host-state are 

                                                           
6 See, for example, Re-energising Europe’s Security and Defence Policy (Witney 2008), Can the EU rebuild Failing 
States? (Korski & Gowan 2009) and European Security and Defence Policy; the first ten years (Grevi & Keohane 
2009) 
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ready to provide or accept at a given moment (Tardy, 2015, pp. 41-8). Gross & Menon stated 

that efforts are therefore needed at improving the inter-institutional framework of EU 

foreign policy. Furthermore, the authors called for a sense of what CSDP is, and where the 

policy ought to be headed in the context of the EU’s security interests (Gross & Menon, 2013, 

pp. 6-10). 

2.3. The EU as a Regional Crisis Management Actor: Theoretical Framework 

In the final section, the theoretical framework under which the various policies operate will 

be discussed in more detail. First, however, it is important to note what crisis management is. 

According to Blockmans, the word crisis is understood as an acute situation in which armed 

force is (likely to be) used. Crisis management then refers to the organisation, regulation, 

procedural frameworks and arrangements to contain a crisis and shape its future course 

while resolution is sought (Blockmans, 2008, pp. 8-11). This includes the set of Petersberg 

Tasks as outlined above. The most important regional security policies consist of the CFSP, 

complemented by the CSDP and the ENP. Importantly, when analysing the effectiveness of EU 

crisis management, security related policies can thus not be assessed in isolation from one 

another. Combined, these various types of foreign policy aim at conflict prevention, crisis 

management, peace-building and the promotion of human rights, democracy and the rule of 

law. According to Keukeleire & Delreux, however, the binding effect of CFSP is highly 

conditional and depends on the degree to which specific policies have been developed, to 

which EU interests have been specified, and to which the EU is acting effectively on a specific 

matter. This indicates a distinction between declaratory and operational foreign policy 

(Keukeleire & Delreux, 2014, pp. 156-169). The ENP serves as the overarching framework for 

EU foreign policy towards the wider neighbourhood and is complemented by bilateral 

relations and agreements, additional regional frameworks such as the Eastern Partnership 

(EaP), and initiatives in the framework of CFSP and CSDP. However, the actual effect of the 

ENP was and is very uneven, across countries, sectors and over time. On the whole, it is 

widely agreed that the ENP has not induced the expected structural political and economic 

reforms in the countries under review (Keukeleire & Delreux, 2014, pp. 250-51). With that in 

mind, the next subsections will focus on regionalism, inter-regionalism and institutional 

overlap, as well as some of the critiques associated with the EU as a crisis management actor. 

2.3.1. Regionalism and Regional Security Complex Theory (RSCT) 

As this research is primarily interested in regionalism in relation to security, the most 

obvious conceptualisation is that of regional security complexes. Before this theory will be 

discussed in more detail, it is important to look closer at the concept of regionalism. 
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According to Best & Christiansen, regionalism produces interdependence between a group of 

states and is associated with regional cooperation and integration. These are not mutually 

exclusive, as much as options that may be pursued for different sectors and dimensions of 

regional relations. Regional integration refers to processes by which states go beyond the 

removal of obstacles to interaction between their member states and create a regional space 

subject to some distinct common rules. In terms of crisis management, functional and 

political cooperation is of particular importance (Best & Christiansen, 2011, pp. 430-31). This 

especially constitutes cooperation between regional organisations and will be further 

discussed in the next subsection. For now, it is important to point out that regional 

organisations are playing an ever increasing role. Tavares argues that the empowerment of 

regional actors has taken place on the assumption that the UN retains primary responsibility 

for maintaining international peace and security and that regional organisations may offer 

some comparative advantages where the UN is either unable or unwilling to take action 

(Tavares, 2010, pp. 12-17). 

The focus on regional security can be traced back to Regional Security Complex Theory 

(RSCT). According to Buzan & Waever, a Regional Security Complex (RSC) is a functionally 

defined type of region consisting of multiple states that possess a certain degree of security 

interdependence, sufficient to differentiate them from surrounding security regions. It is 

argued that the EU can be approached as an institutionally centred RSC, a region integrated 

by institutions rather than by a single power. However, an RSC must contain dynamics of 

securitisation, yet the development of a security community is characterised by processes of 

de-securitisation. Still, there are signs of securitisation within the EU, especially in terms of 

intelligence and diplomacy. To Buzan & Waever it also raises the question as to what extent 

an integration process has replaced an RSC with that of full actorness. Furthermore, the 

authors point out that the concept of an RSC is reinforced by the notion of small power 

(Buzan & Waever, 2003, pp. 56-58). According to Toje (2008), the differences in European 

integration fit within the definition of a small power (Toje, 2008, p. 202). In a similar article, 

Toje (2011) pointed out that a small power is captured by the strong interest in an 

international system that it perceives to be full of threats and the limited ability to address 

these threats (Toje, 2011, pp. 56-57). Furthermore, characteristics consist of limited resource 

allocation, moderate level of autonomy, strength in a particular sector, dependence on other 

actors and the minimisation of foreign policy costs through multilateralism (Toje, 2008, p. 

202). 

For the purpose of this research, the EU will be approached as a small power in accordance 

with the concept of RSC and with a limited degree of actorness in the field of foreign policy. In 
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this context, considering its inherent limitations and in relation to geographical proximity, 

the EU is first and foremost responsible for stability in its immediate neighbourhood (see 

figure 1).  

 

Figure 1: The European Neighbourhood (European External Action Service (EEAS), 2014) 

As such, a particular characteristic of the EU as a regional crisis management actor is worth 

noting. According to Börzel & Risse, a central aspect to the EU’s strategy is the link between 

regional integration and conflict transformation. The reason for engaging in this strategy can 

be found in the idea to foster security, stability and prosperity in the EU’s neighbourhood 

(Börzel & Risse, 2009, p. 5). The promotion of regional integration has thus been 

characterised as the core of EU normative power. Normative power generally refers to norm 

diffusion as the most important factor shaping the international role of the European Union. 

By triggering processes of institutionalisation through norm diffusion, regional integration 

processes may lead to security and conflict transformation (Manners, 2006, pp. 183-84). In 

the next subsection, the notions of inter-regionalism and institutional overlap are briefly 

discussed as these considerably affect the EU’s approach to a truly effective form of crisis 

management. 

2.3.2. Inter-regionalism and institutional overlap 

European security is provided by an array of institutions, including the EU, the UN, NATO, 

and the OSCE, that provide a full range of tools to meet common goals. Interaction with other 
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regions or regional organisations is thus an important factor as to how crises are approached. 

According to Doidge, inter-regionalism can affect regionalism while at the same time inter-

regionalism is itself shaped by the constellation of regional actors. While the goal of the EU is 

to develop inter-regional relationships, it is also clearly the case that this is limited by the 

nature of its dialogue partner (Doidge, 2007, pp. 244-45). In fact, considerable levels of 

institutional overlap consist between the various actors. According to Hofmann, overlap can 

be understood in terms of membership, mandate and resources, impacting both the 

strategies as well as the development of international institutions occupying the same policy 

field. First, disagreements over policy can be played out differently as member states can 

forum shop as to the preferred institution. Secondly, dissatisfaction over a certain approach 

can lead to vetoing international cooperation. Member states can thus politicise the 

resources and mandate dimensions of overlap to make their voice heard, play out their 

interests and potentially block CSDP operations (Hofmann, 2011, pp. 102-111). From this 

derives the notion that security policies cannot be studied in isolation from their institutional 

environment when analysing the effectiveness of the EU as a regional crisis management 

actor. 

According to Gowan, cooperation between the EU and UN has not always been translated into 

effective operations. The EU’s commitment to the UN risks creating false expectations and 

can limit the EU’s choices (Gowan, 2009, pp. 117-19). The EU-NATO relationship is of 

particular importance because of the strategic weight of the transatlantic relationship, not 

least because NATO remains the guarantor of European security. This has made the EU’s 

relationship with NATO a much more strategic and political challenge (Keohane, 2009, p. 

127). In particular, Hoffman points out that since the political, formal relationship has 

remained dysfunctional, both organisations had to find informal alternatives which 

essentially meant cooperation through ‘muddling through’ (Hofmann, 2009, pp. 45-47). As to 

the OSCE, Lynch argues that it has become a contested actor and the theatre where wider 

divergences between states are played out. The EU often punches below its weight, leaving 

much of the political initiative within the OSCE to the US and Russia. At the same time, the 

OSCE is becoming more important for the EU as an actor for crisis management due to 

internal differences (Lynch, 2009, pp. 141-42). Finally, according to Hofmann, the overall lack 

of inter-institutional coordination has created inefficiencies in the crisis management 

interventions of each institution, impeding their ability to intervene and fostering a lack of 

strategic guidance. Combined operations are not working properly and national 

governments, taking advantage of the institutional options open to them, have impeded the 

development of an efficient division of labour between institutions (Hofmann, 2011, p. 114). 
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2.3.3. The EU as a contemporary crisis management actor 

In this final subsection, some critiques are discussed with regard to the EU as a contemporary 

crisis management actor. According to Hadfield & Fiott, the goal of establishing policy 

coherence remains elusive and in terms of strategic actorness, the picture is mixed. Whereas 

the Iran deal shows that the EU is thinking strategically, the crisis in Ukraine has highlighted 

the continued divisions between member states (Hadfield & Fiott, 2014, pp. 182-83). 

Whitman & Juncos add that the EU has struggled to develop a coherent response to the war 

in Syria and was a largely irrelevant actor in the post-Arab Spring transitions (Whitman & 

Juncos, 2014, pp. 167-68). The authors also emphasised that the regional context is now 

characterised by dislocation and instability, a challenge to which the EU has not yet created a 

strategy (Juncos & Whitman, 2015, pp. 212-13). Börzel & van Hüllen argue that the 

implementation of external policies suffers from a democratisation-stabilisation dilemma 

that stems from conflicting goals, ineffective use of conditionality and capacity-building and 

the absence of membership perspective, thereby limiting external effectiveness (Börzel & van 

Hüllen, 2014, pp. 1034-45). With the instability on the EU’s borders, the future shape of the 

EU’s security architecture is thus at risk. The crisis in Ukraine clearly indicated that 

territorial defence continues to matter, and that in the area of diplomacy and security, the 

tone is still set by the member states, while in the area of defence it is the US that remains the 

predominant actor (Pomorska & Vanhoonacker, 2015, pp. 226-27). Still, Shepherd argues 

that EU has the means to carve out a distinctive, comprehensive role for the EU. Yet, the 

obstacles to institutional and capability coordination mean this ambition is still far from 

being realised and, more profoundly, the notion of the EU’s distinctiveness as a normative 

power is in danger of being seriously undermined, if not already the case (Shepherd, 2015, 

pp. 173-74). 

2.4. Conclusions 

It has been discussed that the capability-expectations gap (CEG) should be approached as a 

concept rather than a theory and can be considered an important indicator for EU actorness 

and presence. However, in terms of effectiveness, the concept says little about actual policy 

outcomes. In addition to the CFSP, the CSDP gave the EU the capacity for autonomous action 

in security and defence matters. It was to synergise both its military and civilian instruments, 

known as the comprehensive approach, in order to perform the Petersberg Tasks. The year 

2003 saw the advent of the ESS, calling for a strategic culture which fosters early, rapid and 

robust intervention. At least on paper, this strategic culture is based on a comprehensive, 

multilateral and legitimated approach to crises. The first decade of EU crisis management 
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(2003-2013) has been characterised by capability- and institutional capacity-building, 

alongside the start of various operations and missions. However, of the 32 operations and 

missions launched, the results have been mixed. The ToL attempted to increase the EU’s 

coherence and effectiveness by introducing the position of HR-VP, the establishment of the 

EEAS and improvements made to the CSDP, yet the actual effects have been disappointing. 

Although alternative explanations such as the consensus-expectations gap have emerged 

with regard to EU external action, the many capability initiatives have failed to deliver much 

practical progress, thereby failing to establish a truly comprehensive approach. Moreover, 

the EU’s inward-looking focus has further crippled its external actions, thereby undermining 

its normative distinctiveness. Due to the decline in expectations this would have caused, it 

could be argued that there is now a status-quo in the balance between expectations and 

capabilities, assuming that capabilities have increased less than expectations have declined. 

With regard to the EU as a regional crisis management actor, a number of points can be made 

out. When analysing the effectiveness of EU crisis management, security related policies such 

as the CFSP, CSDP and ENP cannot be assessed in isolation, nor can it be studied in isolation 

from its institutional environment. Regional organisations are playing an ever increasing 

role, providing a range of comparative advantages to the UN. The EU can be approached as a 

small power in accordance with a regional security complex, having a limited degree of 

actorness in the field of foreign, security and defence. A central aspect of the EU’s strategy in 

this is the link between regional integration and conflict transformation, thus fostering 

security, stability and prosperity in the EU’s neighbourhood. However, its relationship with 

other crisis management actors such as NATO and the OSCE has mainly been ambiguous, 

characterised by mutual dependence and high levels of institutional overlap. Moreover, the 

EU has increasingly been confronted with a neighbourhood characterised by dislocation and 

instability, to some extent due to its own inaction, ineffectiveness and incoherence. Particular 

emphasis should therefore be put on analysing the EU in its approach to its immediate 

neighbourhood. This research builds upon the work by Hill (1993) and Ginsberg (1999) in an 

attempt to take the analysis of the EU to the outcomes or effectiveness of EU external action 

and in particular to that of crisis management. However, this poses the methodological 

difficulty of having to take into account multiple policy options and the different forms of 

policy instruments at the EU’s disposal, as well as the interplay between international actors 

involved in crisis management. In the methodology section, an adaptation of the capability-

expectations gap is outlined and presented which will allow the concept to include some 

indicators for measuring the outcomes or effectiveness of EU crisis management more 

closely.  
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3. Methodology 

In the following section, the methodology is discussed as to the approach this research takes 

to provide an answer to the central research question: How can the effectiveness of the EU as 

a regional crisis management actor be explained through the capability-expectations gap in 

the post-Lisbon era. As to the analysis of the capability- and consensus-expectations gap, it 

has been established that the appearance of a gap is an indicator for EU actorness and 

presence and less for the actual policy outcomes or effectiveness of the EU. In terms of 

effectiveness, it merely indicates whether there is a basis for the ability to be effective in the 

international system. This basis depends to a large extent on capabilities in terms of resource 

availability, policies and policy instruments, institutional and policy coherence, and the 

capacity to make decisions. In order to assess effectiveness, this then needs to be compared 

with the EU’s goals and objectives, Ukraine’s expectations and approaches taken by other 

crisis management actors. Moreover, particular emphasis should be put on policy coherence 

(see table 1).   

Capability-Expectations Gap 
Dependent variable Actorness and Effectiveness 

Independent variable 1 EU Capabilities 

  1. Resources 

2. Policies (CFSP, CSDP, ENP) 

3. Policy Instruments 

4. Institutional / Policy Coherence 

5. Decision-Making Procedure 

Independent variable 2 EU Goals and Objectives 

Independent variable 3 External Expectations 

Independent variable 4 Overall Policy Outcomes / Impact 

Intervening variable 1 Alternative Security Actors (UN, NATO, 
OSCE) 

Table 1: Variables of the capability-expectations gap 

First, with regard to capability and institutional developments, it is fair to assume that the 

availability of resources has remained the same since its most recent analysis. Furthermore, 

the overall decision-making procedure is still dictated by unanimity. In addition, it can be 

expected that the degree of inter-institutional coherence has not improved significantly. 

Secondly, effectiveness depends on whether the EU pursues a specific goal or adopts an 

holistic problem-solving approach. Specific goals may be reached, yet depending on what can 

reasonably be expected of the EU in relation to its security strategy, the EU may not be 
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effective. Finally, it has been discussed that the CSDP cannot be assessed in isolation from 

other EU security policies and its institutional environment with regard to other crisis 

management actors. This leaves the availability of policy instruments and policy coherence as 

important indicators for approaching the case study. These aspects relate to questions as to 

what policy instruments the EU has used, whether there are any significant contradictions 

between policies or policy-instruments and what the overall policy outcomes or impacts have 

been.  

The research will have a qualitative character in that both primary and secondary data is 

gathered by means of institutional documents, academic articles and interviews that are 

subsequently analysed and discussed. Furthermore, it is case driven in that a case study will 

be conducted focussing on the crisis in Ukraine. In doing so, the complexity and particular 

nature of this case can be studied, thereby providing a detailed and intensive analysis of the 

capability-expectations gap in explaining the effectiveness of the EU as a regional crisis 

management actor. This case has been chosen because it represents one of the most pressing 

issues for the EU in terms of its external security environment. The particular timeframe that 

this research will focus on covers the period from November 2013 with the start of the 

Maidan Revolution until the final Minsk Agreement of February 2015. With regard to 

research ethics, during the conduct of this research, both direct and indirect participants will 

not be harmed in any way. The data will be carefully respected and presented in no other 

way than as the views of the various contributors. In approaching the case study, a number of 

questions need to be asked. First, what have been the goals and objectives of the EU? 

Secondly, what have been the expectations of the Ukrainian government? Thirdly, what 

policy instruments did the EU use? According to Börzel & Risse, policy instruments consist of 

CSDP operations and missions, conditionality under the ENP, and sanctions, diplomacy, and 

financial as well as technical assistance under the CFSP.7 Furthermore, have there been any 

contradictions between policies or policy instruments? Additionally, what have been the 

approaches adopted by other crisis management actors involved, such as the UN, NATO and 

OSCE? Finally, what have been the overall outcomes or policy impact of the measures taken 

by the EU? 

In order to provide an answer to the above questions, this research will start with collecting 

secondary data. This data will be retrieved, first and foremost, from the relevant European 

institutions and research centres. As such, the official positions of the EU can be established 

with regard to its regional position and responses to the crisis in Ukraine. Furthermore, some 

                                                           
7 Borrowed from Börzel & Risse – Responses to the ‘Arabellions’: The EU in Comparative Perspective in Journal of 
European Integration, vol. 37 No. 1 (pp. 6-7, 2015) 
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academic articles will be consulted. After analysing the secondary data, and in relation to the 

findings as presented in the literature review, ambiguities will remain and hence, will form 

the rationale for the interview questions. Primary data will thus consist of interviews and are 

qualitative and semi-structured in nature. This research aims to consult one official from the 

European External Action Service (EEAS), one research expert from the Clingendael Institute 

and the Secretary for Political Affairs at the Ukrainian Embassy. This way, both sides of the 

crisis are taken into consideration, complemented by an impartial point of view. An interview 

guide will consist of a number of predetermined questions, yet the interviewee(s) are 

allowed a great deal of freedom in how to reply. The primary data will be captured by means 

of audio-recording and converted into a transcript. In relation to research ethics, the 

interviewee(s) will be asked permission for participation in this research by means of an 

informed consent form, thereby carefully respecting the privacy of the interviewee(s). The 

interviewee(s) can withdraw from the research at any possible moment and his or her name 

will not be mentioned if so required. Importantly, the data will be treated with utmost 

confidentiality and only be available to the researcher. Finally, in order to thoroughly analyse 

the results, both secondary and primary data will be categorised or coded into a number of 

predetermined topics and themes corresponding with the above mentioned set of questions. 

The codes will then be used to thematically identify similar segments within and between 

data in order to systematically compare and contrast the findings. Subsequently, the findings 

will be discussed in the analysis chapter of this research, followed by a chapter with the most 

relevant conclusions.  
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4. Case Study: Ukraine 

The crisis in Ukraine presents one of the most pressing issues for the European Union (EU) in 

terms of its external security environment. In the following chapter, the complexity and 

particular nature of the Ukraine crisis is studied, thereby providing a detailed and intensive 

narrative of the EU’s responses to the crisis. It covers the period from November 2013 with 

the start of the Maidan Revolution until the final Minsk Agreement of February 2015. The 

first section provides some historical context in discussing the EU’s relations with both 

Ukraine and Russia since the 2004 Orange Revolution. The second section focusses on the 

EU’s responses to the Ukraine crisis. First, it starts by shaping the anatomy of the crisis. 

Secondly, a short overview is provided as to the measures undertaken by the EU towards 

Ukraine, including the reinvigoration of the Association Agreement (AA) and the Deep and 

Comprehensive Free Trade Area (DCFTA), as well as financial and technical assistance. 

Thirdly, a more in-depth view is presented as to the most important responses, consisting of 

diplomatic and economic sanctions, the EU Advisory Mission (EUAM) in Ukraine and 

diplomatic efforts that have resulted in the Geneva Joint Statement, the Berlin Declaration, 

the Minsk Protocol and the Minsk Agreement. Finally, the main responses and actions taken 

by other international crisis management actors are examined, such as the UN, OSCE and 

NATO. 

4.1. The pre-crisis situation in Ukraine 

Following the 2004 Orange Revolution, the Ukrainian government under President Viktor 

Yushchenko and Prime-Minister Yulia Tymoshenko raised expectations, yet would prove to 

be a disappointment. Yushchenko and Tymoshenko turned out to be a disastrous duo, 

destroying the unity that sustained the revolution. Moreover, the country had to deal with 

high levels of corruption and struggled with economic reform (Menon & Rumer, 2015, pp. 33-

40). The EU’s enlargement turned Ukraine into the EU’s most important neighbour and 

brought distant conflicts and authoritarian regimes closer to home. According to Popescu & 

Wilson, the eastern neighbourhood has been characterised by a crisis of weak statehood, 

Russia’s attempts to rebuild its sphere of influence and the damage caused by the global 

financial crisis (Popescu & Wilson, 2009, p. 2). Sasse indicates that in the aftermath of the 

Orange Revolution, a roadmap was formulated on the implementation of the ENP Action 

Plan, following the EU Commission’s Country Report of 2004 (Sasse, 2012, pp. 183-85). 

However, according to Fischer, domestic politics in Ukraine became dominated by conflicts 

between the main political forces. Several times during that period, the country was left 

without a functioning government. As a result, Ukraine came close to state failure in 2009. 
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Although the new government had set out to quickly integrate Ukraine into the EU’s political 

and security structures, the negative dynamics of domestic politics undermined effective 

foreign policy-making (Fischer, 2010, p. 2). Keukeleire & Delreux state that the ENP had 

sought to assuage the aspirations of Ukraine, but without the major incentive of accession. 

However, Ukraine saw membership as a strategic priority and the ENP as a tool to achieve 

this goal (Keukeleire & Delreux, 2014, p. 257). Zakharchuk stated that “we would have wanted 

the AA to have some clauses on membership in order to provide some light at the end of the 

tunnel, but it is simply not there” (Interview 1, appendices). Negotiations with regard to the 

Association Agreement started in March 2007 and those of the Deep and Comprehensive 

Free Trade Area followed in February 2008. Still, according to Solonenko, the EU failed to 

make any real commitments. At the same time, it should also be noted that domestic 

conditions in Ukraine have precluded any serious influence on the part of the EU (Solonenko, 

2009, pp. 721-22). 

With the AA/DCFTA negotiations under way, in Bucharest in April 2008, the Ukrainian 

government tried to push for NATO membership. However, Sasse emphasised that the war in 

Georgia highlighted both the divisions within the Ukrainian government as well as within the 

EU, in particular with regard to the member states’ relations with Russia and a shared 

concern about the security implications of Ukrainian NATO membership. Still, at the EU-

Ukraine summit of September 2008, Ukraine’s NATO aspirations were recognised (Sasse, 

2012, pp. 186-88). At the same time, Sasse continues that dissatisfaction with the ENP’s non-

committal end-point had gradually led to a more pragmatic approach by the Ukrainian 

government. By projecting its expectations clearly and consistently, Ukraine’s foreign policy 

elite actively shaped the negotiations about an AA/DCFTA. Overall, there was thus a broad 

consensus on closer relations with the EU, although differences remained in the emphasis, 

priorities and desired speed of change in these relations. However, the institutional rivalry 

and dysfunctional relations between the government and the parliament have undermined 

the implementation of the action plan (Sasse, 2012, pp. 188-89). According to Keukeleire & 

Delreux, due to the Russian-Georgian war and the Russian-Ukrainian gas crisis, the EU 

realised that the stability and prosperity in the eastern neighbourhood was also essential for 

its own interests and that strengthening relations with these countries was important to 

counter the growing influence of Russia in this region. This resulted in the launch of the 

Eastern Partnership (EaP) in 2009 (Keukeleire & Delreux, 2014, p. 258). However, 

MacFarlane & Menon argue that not only the ENP, but also the EaP avoided the question of 

potential enlargement. Instead, the EU offered association: closer political ties, deep and 

comprehensive free trade, and the possibility of visa liberalisation. Furthermore, the EU 
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assumed that the Kremlin would not react to what Russia perceived as an unacceptable level 

of interference in its ‘near abroad’. The EU was equally naïve in its failure to take account of 

the economic and geopolitical dilemmas confronted by Kiev (MacFarlane & Menon, 2014, pp. 

96-8).  

As the January 2010 presidential election approached, Yushchenko and his party had lost 

their credibility. The economy was in a bad state, the parliament was dysfunctional, and 

corruption kept on thriving. According to Menon & Rumer, the new president, Viktor 

Yanukovych, had a long favoured alignment with Russia and relied on the Russia orientated 

part of Ukraine for political support. Under Yanukovych, the parliament signed a non-

alignment agreement, thus effectively ruling Ukraine out as a possible future NATO member. 

Moreover, a law was signed, permitting regional authorities to declare Russian the official 

language. The law’s effect, in short, was a further division between Ukraine’s ethno-linguistic 

groups. In the meanwhile, corruption continued to remain a pervasive problem and no real 

progress was made in terms of political and economic reforms. Corruption explains in part 

why Yanukovych eventually shelved the AA/DCFTA with the EU. As such, Yanukovych turn 

was essentially an act of system-preservation partly due to Russian pressure. However, it 

ended up provoking yet another revolution that brought him and his government down and 

that revived Ukraine’s alignment with the EU to the discomfort of Russia (Menon & Rumer, 

2015, pp. 41-52). 

4.1.1. EU-Russia relations 

According to Haukkala, the narrative of EU-Russia relations has been the EU’s repeated 

attempts at constructive engagement with a view to binding Russia into the EU’s key 

institutions. At least initially, Russia also subscribed to this agenda. However, at no point has 

Russia been deemed a serious candidate for full accession to either the European Union or 

NATO (Haukkala, 2015, p. 36). Keukeleire & Delreux write that the EU’s relations with Russia 

were structured through the 1997 Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (PCA), but were 

extended through the Common Spaces since 2003. However, the Common Spaces concealed 

quite separate visions in terms of economic and security related issues. The difficulty to find 

a convergence of views was also observed in the negotiations that started in 2008 on a new 

EU-Russia Treaty, as well as in 2010 on the Partnership for Modernisation (P4M) that should 

have replaced the PCA (Keukeleire & Delreux, 2014, pp. 279-80). David & Romanova 

emphasise that despite the potential positives of the Common Spaces and the P4M, ongoing 

negotiations for a replacement to the PCA have so far not been terribly productive. Above all, 
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relations have experienced a steady worsening since 2014 due to the situation in Ukraine 

(David & Romanova, 2015, pp. 2-3). 

According to Smith, the altering geopolitical environment, generated after EU enlargement in 

2004 as well as Russia’s own regional ambitions, placed Ukraine as a vulnerable in-between 

state and made competing and conflicting regime preferences more likely. Furthermore, the 

author argues that this has contributed greatly to the destabilisation of Ukraine. Although the 

EU presented itself as being driven by normative aims, its regime preference was also driven 

by perceived economic and security benefits of having a closely aligned and cooperative 

Ukraine. Russia attempted to compete through offering its own regional integration project 

known as the Eurasian Union. This competition was further exacerbated by Ukraine’s 

domestic setting (Smith N. R., 2015, pp. 525-26, 536). Keukeleire & Delreux emphasise that 

the EU and Russia increasingly saw each other as direct competitors in what Russia called its 

‘near abroad’ and the EU its ‘neighbourhood’, and has been increasingly characterised by 

zero-sum calculations (Keukeleire & Delreux, 2014, p. 281). According to Popescu & Wilson, 

Russia has been working to draw the countries of the region into its sphere of influence while 

the EU has continued to pursue a strategy of ‘enlargement-light’, offering the neighbourhood 

states the prospect of alignment while dampening down hopes of actual accession. Above all, 

the EU’s responses to crises in the neighbourhood have been largely sluggish and ineffectual, 

showing a tendency to stick to one-size-fits-all policies (Popescu & Wilson, 2009, pp. 1-5). In 

terms of outcomes, Delcour & Wolczuk argue that the Orange and Maidan revolutions were 

not so much the result of the efforts of the EU, but rather bottom-up pressures to oust the 

incumbent regimes. The biggest paradox is perhaps that, from a Russian perspective, its 

policies have provided the EU with disproportionate levels of influence (Delcour & Wolczuk, 

2015, p. 473). 

4.2. The Crisis in Ukraine (2013-2015)  

The crisis can be divided into several stages: the Euromaidan protests following the rejection 

of the EU-Ukraine Association Agreement, a constitutional crisis, annexation of the Crimea, 

military action in eastern Ukraine and the shooting down of flight MH17, the negotiation and 

failure of the Minsk Protocol, and escalation of the conflict and negotiation of the final Minsk 

Agreement (Robertshaw, 2015, p. 2). At the Vilnius EaP Summit, that took place in November 

2013, the EU expected to sign the AA/DCFTA with Ukraine. However, already in late summer, 

Russia had started to apply economic sanctions including bans on Ukrainian products and 

disruption of customs operations on the Ukrainian-Russian border. Furthermore, Russia had 

offered Ukraine a significant discount in gas prices, as well as additional loans and other 
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trade concessions in exchange for deferring the signing of the AA (Haukkala, 2015, pp. 33-

34). The domestic unrest that followed in Ukraine, known as the Euromaidan Revolution, 

resulted not only in the collapse of the Yanukovych regime in February 2014, but also in a 

steadily escalating conflict between Ukraine and Russia. The Russian response to the collapse 

of the Yanukovych regime consisted of the swift takeover of the Crimean peninsula, taking 

full military control of the area. After a referendum on 16 March 2014, Crimea was 

incorporated into the Russian Federation. This was coupled with a series of separatist 

uprisings in the Donetsk and Luhansk regions of eastern Ukraine in the months that followed 

and that have resulted in the on-going destabilisation of the country (Haukkala, 2015, p. 34). 

According to Zakharchuk, first secretary for political affairs at the Embassy of Ukraine in the 

Netherlands, the Ukrainian government expected, in general political terms and in response 

to the crisis, solidarity and coherence within the EU. Furthermore, he emphasised the 

necessity of a unifying response, showing the willingness and readiness to take decisions, 

thereby drawing clear red-lines for Russia and providing certainty for Ukraine (Interview 1, 

appendices).  

 
Figure 2: Overview of the crisis in Ukraine (Bentzen & Sabbati, 2015, p. 1)  

According to Pridham, the EU was criticised for its slowness and lack of boldness in 

responding to events in Ukraine. Initially, this was justified despite an acceleration of 

diplomatic activity. The mediation of the 21 February agreement between Yanukovych and 

opposition leaders by the foreign ministers of Poland, Germany and France was a decisive 

move, but was overtaken by Yanukovych’s flight to Moscow and the turbulence that followed. 

As such, it was Putin who held the initiative both before and after the annexation of Crimea 

(Pridham, 2014, pp. 55-6). Nicoll & Delaney argue that Moscow’s statements and decisions 
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suggest that Russia’s actions were a reaction to the change in power in Ukraine and the 

perceived threat to Russian interests that it represented, most notably the securing of the 

Black Sea Fleet as well as Russia’s broader economic interests in Ukraine (Nicoll & Delaney, 

2014). The EU’s first response was to impose diplomatic sanctions on Russia. Furthermore, 

EU officials made several statements, urging restraint and dialogue, showing a pro-Kiev 

narrative. The economic sanctions were initially calculated to minimise the damage to EU 

economies. Haukkala wrote that it was not until the downing of Malaysia Airlines flight MH17 

on 17 July that the EU was forced to take a tougher stand. The EU agreed to shift sanctions 

from individuals to key sectors of the economy (Haukkala, 2015, p. 35). Yet, Robertshaw 

notes that although the economic sanctions have considerably impacted the Russian 

economy, the steep fall in global oil prices and the failure of Russia to diversify its economy 

have been significant factors explaining Russia’s weakened position (Robertshaw, 2015, p. 5). 

Another aspect of the EU’s response has been to embrace the new government under 

President Petro Poroshenko and to speed up the signing of the AA. On 21 March, only a few 

days after the annexation, the political chapters were signed followed by the economic parts 

on 27 June. Both the Ukrainian and the European parliament ratified the AA on 16 

September. In addition, the EU has also tried to damp down Russian concerns regarding the 

DCFTA through trilateral consultations with Russia and Ukraine (Haukkala, 2015, pp. 35-36).  

4.2.1. EU responses to the Ukraine crisis 

In the following subsection, more in-depth results are presented as to the EU’s responses. 

According to the team leader for Ukraine at the EEAS, in reaction to the Maidan Revolution 

the EU stressed the right to peaceful demonstrations and strongly condemned the abuse of 

human rights, most notably by police forces. As to the Russian aggression, the EU strongly 

condemned the aggression. It involved a “double track” approach consisting of assuring that 

communication channels remained open, restrictive measures in the form of sanctions and 

support for Ukraine reforms. This approach was to be in line with respecting Ukraine’s 

sovereignty and territorial integrity. Overall, the goal has thus been to solve the political 

crisis peacefully and consensually (Interview 2, appendices). Furthermore, the EEAS official 

website states that the European Council of 20 March condemned the illegal annexation of 

the Crimea. From the outset, the EU supported Ukraine’s territorial integrity, condemning the 

violations of Ukrainian sovereignty. The EU’s approach has been to combine pressure 

through restrictive measures with diplomatic efforts and continuing dialogue. Diplomatic 

restrictions started on 6 March and were gradually increased, starting on 17 March. The 

political and economic sections of the AA, including a DCFTA, were signed on 21 March and 

27 June respectively. The required domestic reforms are supported by €12.8 billion for the 
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next few years, including €3.4 billion in loans as macro-financial assistance, €8.9 billion by 

the European Investment Bank (EIB) and European Bank for Reconstruction and 

Development (EBRD) and €500 million in aid. At the same time, the EU participated in 

negotiating the Geneva Joint Statement of 17 April which paved the road for the agreements 

reached in Minsk. In view of the destabilising situation in eastern Ukraine, significant 

economic sanctions were announced on 29 July. Furthermore, the EU Advisory Mission for 

Civilian Security Sector Reform (EUAM) has been providing strategic advice for the 

development of sustainable and efficient security services (EU-Ukraine Relations Factsheet, 

2015, pp. 1-4). 

Diplomatic and economic sanctions 

According to Gebert, sanctions are coercive measures designed to cause damage to the 

targeted party in order to force it to undertake, or prevent it from undertaking, certain 

behaviour. It is, however, very hard to tell how effective sanctions are for they can refer to a 

range of policy instruments. Moreover, they are often badly monitored. It is thus not clear as 

to what degree they are implemented, or whether they contribute to reaching the desired 

objectives (Gebert, 2013, p. 2). The restrictive measures imposed on Russia by the EU aim 

primarily to push Moscow to renounce its territorial claims on Crimea and suspend its 

support to the separatists in eastern Ukraine. On 6 March 2014, the European Council agreed 

the first diplomatic measures. Instead of the G8 summit in Sochi, a G7 meeting was held in 

Brussels on 4-5 June. Furthermore, the EU-Russia summit was cancelled and EU member 

states decided to suspend their bilateral summits with Russia. In the absence of de-escalatory 

steps by the Russian Federation, on 17 March the EU imposed the first travel bans and asset 

freezes against individuals involved in actions against Ukraine’s territorial integrity. In view 

of the destabilising situation in Ukraine, the EU imposed additional economic sanctions on 29 

July and reinforced them on 11 September 2014. These consisted of economic restrictions 

and measures targeting sectors of the Russian economy. Furthermore, the EIB was requested 

to suspend the financing of new operations in Russia. Finally, the implementation of EU-

Russia bilateral and regional cooperation programmes were suspended. In March 2015, the 

European Council linked the duration of restrictions to the complete implementation of the 

final Minsk Agreement of 12 February 2015 (EU Newsroom: Special Coverage: EU Sanctions, 

2015). 

Giumelli argues that the EU’s restrictive measures have provided the EU with some leverage 

when negotiating with Moscow over Ukraine. The price paid by the EU has been relatively 

small compared to the pressure and costs imposed on the Russian state-system and sanctions 

have been limited enough to ensure that diplomatic channels with Moscow remained open. 
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Date Event 

21 November – 2 
December 2013 

First round of demonstrations on Independence Square in Kiev (Maidan 
revolution) 

18-23 February 2014 Second round of demonstrations on Independence Square in Kiev 
(Maidan revolution) 

21 February Agreement between Yanukovych and opposition by foreign ministers of 
Poland, Germany and France 

22 February Viktor Yanukovych flees to Russia 

23 February Pro-Russian demonstrations in the Crimean city of Sevastopol 

27 February Russian Troops capture strategic sites across Crimea 

6 March EU starts diplomatic restrictions against Russian Federation 

15 March UN establishes the Human Rights Monitoring Mission in Ukraine 
(HRMMU) 

16 March Referendum in Crimea about independence 

17 March EU increases restrictive measures against Russian Federation 

18 March Crimea annexed by the Russian Federation following the referendum 
results 

21 March EU and Ukraine sign the political chapters of the AA. OSCE decision on 
the deployment of a Special Monitoring Mission (SMM) to Ukraine 

5 – 8 April NATO advisory support team works on critical infrastructure protection 
in Ukraine 

17 April Deal brokered in Geneva by US, EU, Ukraine and Russia to de-escalate 
the conflict in eastern-Ukraine (Geneva Joint Statement) 

25 May Presidential elections resulting in Petro Poroshenko being elected as 
the new President of Ukraine (formation of Trilateral Contact Group, 
TCG) 

27 June EU and Ukraine sign the economic chapters of the AA 

2 July Berlin Declaration by foreign ministers of Germany, France, Ukraine 
and Russia reaffirming their commitment to de-escalate the conflict in 
eastern-Ukraine. TCG should resume to reach a ceasefire 

17 July Downing of Malaysia Airlines flight MH17 in Donetsk region 

22 July EU Council decides on CSDP Advisory Mission (EUAM) to Ukraine for 
civilian security sector reform 

24 July OSCE decision on the deployment of an Observer Mission (OM) to two 
checkpoints at the Ukrainian-Russian border 

29 July EU initiates significant economic sanctions against Russian Federation 

31 July – 5 September Meetings by the Trilateral Contact Group on Ukraine 

4 – 5 September NATO Summit in Wales: NATO and Ukraine agree on a comprehensive 
package of security measures for Ukraine 

5 September Minsk Protocol signed by Ukrainian government, Russian Federation, 
Donetsk People’s Republic (DPR) and Luhansk People’s Republic (LPR) 

11 September EU reinforces economic sanctions against Russian Federation in the 
absence of de-escalatory steps 

September 2014 – 
January 2015 

Ongoing tensions and further escalation of the conflict in eastern-
Ukraine, resulting in the collapse of the Minsk Protocol 

12 February 2015 Final Minsk Agreement signed by Ukraine, Germany, France and the 
Russian Federation after renewed talks under the supervision of the 
OSCE 

Table 2: Timeline of dates and events during the Ukraine crisis (adapted from various sources used in this 

research) 
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Although sanctions did not convince Russia to drastically alter its stance on Ukraine, they did 

to some extent constrain Russian decision-makers and probably prevented more aggressive 

actions in the Donbas (Giumelli, 2015, pp. 1-2). According to Dreyer & Luengo-Cabrera, 

ultimate goals are viewed through the lens of full compliance, but targets rarely comply fully 

within short time-frames. Were that to be the case, sanctions against Russia would only be 

effective if the Kremlin decided to pull out of eastern Ukraine. Therefore, it is argued that 

sanctions have had an approximate impact in limiting Russia’s actions in eastern Ukraine. 

The sanctions reduced the capacity of targets to continue pursuing policies or actions 

deemed to spread insecurity within their territory and beyond (Dreyer & Luengo-Cabrera, 

2015, pp. 75-6). The team leader for Ukraine at the EEAS provided its own assessment and 

states that economic sanctions were something that the EU had hoped not to resort to, in the 

first place because of the strong economic ties of some member states with Russia. However, 

the downing of flight MH17 left the EU with no other alternative than to strengthen its 

sanctions. This also resulted in some harm on the EU side, yet that is the political cost of 

preventing further escalation. These sanctions were further strengthened after renewed 

Russian interference in late August 2014. As to the actual effects, however, it is probable that 

falling energy prices were the main factor in undermining Russia’s economy, more so than 

the economic sanctions. On the political side, the EU can only speculate since there are no 

proper monitoring instruments. Finally, the threat of sanctions way heavier than the actual 

sanctions and probably limited further Russian actions in Ukraine (Interview 2, appendices). 

EU Advisory Mission (EUAM) 

The EU Advisory Mission (EUAM), which was invited by the Ukrainian authorities, is another 

action carried out by the EU in response to the crisis in Ukraine. In a Council Decision of 22 

July 2014, the Council reaffirmed its readiness to assist Ukraine in the field of civilian security 

sector reform and to elaborate a Political Framework for Crisis Approach (PFCA). 

Furthermore, it underlined the importance of coordination and complementarity with the 

Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE). Within its initial mandate, the 

mission was to assist Ukraine in the field of civilian security sector reform, including police, 

the rule of law (judiciary, prosecution) and law enforcement. Furthermore, EUAM Ukraine 

was to operate in accordance with the parameters set out in the Crisis Management Concept 

(CMC) (Council Decision 2014/486/CFSP, 2014). However, EUAM Ukraine would not be 

launched until 1 December 2014. According to the team leader for Ukraine, the mission has 

so far focussed on rebuilding the police force and the resilience of the state against foreign 

threats. A new law on national police has also been implemented. These are the most visible 

elements of reform in Ukraine. Overall, the mission consists of strategic advise (since the US 
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was already providing equipment), training and maintaining regional presence. However, 

whereas the police is now most advanced in terms of security reforms, the judiciary and 

prosecution lack behind substantially (Interview 2, appendices). Kostiantyn Yelisieiev, 

Ukraine’s Ambassador to the EU, told Euractiv that since the annexation of the Crimea, 

“Ukraine proposed that maximum efforts be made to avoid further escalation”. This included 

the proposal of an EU-led military CSDP operation on the territory of eastern Ukraine, 

particularly in the Donbas region, in order to implement the Minsk Protocol (Yelisieiev: The 

EU should send a CSDP Mission to Ukraine, 2015, p. 3). According to Zakharchuk, however, 

outside military involvement in eastern Ukraine could have resulted in a huge catastrophe, 

further escalating the situation. From the Ukrainian point of view, an EU-led military CSDP 

operation would have been good for deterrence, yet this is simply unrealistic (Interview 1, 

appendices). 

In an analysis of the EU Advisory Mission in Ukraine by Novaky, the author argued that first 

and foremost, the EU attempted to compel Russia to de-escalate the conflict in Ukraine 

through diplomatic and economic sanctions. The EU also found it difficult to consider more 

robust measures such as the deployment of a CSDP operation because the EU did not want to 

get directly involved in the conflict. Particularly interesting is the fact that, at the time when 

Russia was obstructing the OSCE Special Monitoring Mission, the EU’s Nordic and Baltic 

states proposed their own monitoring mission. However, after Russia dropped its initial 

objections to an OSCE mission, the deployment of a CSDP civilian mission was proposed by 

Poland, Sweden and the UK with the aim of reforming Ukraine’s civilian security sector. The 

EUAM thus entered the EU’s agenda due to the efforts of the member states. The EEAS played 

only a supporting role and the PFCA was, as a result, biased towards a CSDP mission. Finally, 

it was argued by the author that the EUAM’s success in strengthening the resilience of the 

Ukrainian state is likely to be determined by two factors. First, EUAM’s ability to push 

through reforms depends on Ukraine’s willingness to cooperate with it. Secondly, EUAM’s 

success also depends on EU member states’ willingness to maintain their support for the 

Ukrainian government (Novaky, 2015, pp. 261-63). In terms of outcomes, Zakharchuk states 

that, “the police reforms under the EUAM have so far been successful and have contributed to 

strengthening the rule of law in Ukraine through expertise sharing” (Interview 1, appendices). 

Diplomatic efforts  

The main diplomatic efforts can generally be divided into the Geneva meeting on 17 April 

2014 resulting in the Geneva Joint Statement, the Berlin meeting on 2 July resulting in the 

Berlin Declaration, the Minsk Protocol of 5 September and the final Minsk Agreement of 12 

February 2015. According to the US State Department, the Geneva meeting on the situation in 
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Ukraine agreed on initial concrete steps to de-escalate tensions and restore security for all 

citizens. It was agreed that the OSCE Special Monitoring Mission should play a leading role in 

assisting Ukrainian authorities and local communities in the immediate implementation of 

these de-escalation measures (US Department of State, 2014). Furthermore, after the 25 May 

elections, Poroshenko proposed a 15-point peace plan to de-escalate the conflict in Ukraine. 

Around the same time, the Trilateral Contact Group (TCG) on Ukraine was formed as means 

to facilitate a diplomatic resolution to the war, consisting of representatives from Ukraine, 

the Russian Federation, and the OSCE (Luxmoore, 2014). In the Berlin Declaration, as 

published by the German government, the foreign ministers of Germany, France, Russia and 

Ukraine strongly reconfirmed their commitment to peace and stability in Ukraine and urged 

that the TCG should resume no later than 5 July, with the goal of reaching an unconditional 

and mutually agreed cease-fire.  Furthermore, the ministers invited the OSCE to deploy as 

soon as possible OSCE-observers in response to the Russian invitation at the Russian 

checkpoints Gukovo and Donetsk now that a cease-fire was in place (Auswärtiges Amt, 

2014). The team leader for Ukraine at the EEAS states that the diplomatic format, being the 

TCG consisting of Ukraine, Russia and the OSCE, was chosen by Ukraine on the request of 

Russia. Together with the involvement of Germany and France this would allow for more 

flexible negotiations as to effectively resolve the crisis in eastern Ukraine (Interview 2, 

appendices). 

The TCG is not to be mistaken with the trilateral talks between the EU, Ukraine and the 

Russian Federation with regard to Russian concerns surrounding the implementation of the 

AA/DCFTA. On 12 September 2014, all three participants agreed that both the AA/DCFTA 

and the Commonwealth of Independent States-Free Trade Area (CIS-FTA) need to contribute 

to a more integrated economic region. On this basis it was decided, for now, that both Russia 

and Ukraine continue to apply the CIS-FTA preferential regime (Joint Ministerial Statement 

on the Implementation of the EU-Ukraine AA/DCFTA , 2014). As to the continued peace talks, 

the Minsk Protocol of 5 September 2014 was signed by the TCG. However, according to the 

European Parliament Research Service (EPRS), the terms of the Protocol were soon violated, 

leading to an escalation of violence. On 12 February 2015, after negotiations in Minsk, the 

leaders of Germany, France, Russia and Ukraine signed an agreement to end the fighting in 

eastern Ukraine. Following the talks, a set of measures to implement the Minsk Agreement 

were adopted. These measures included a ceasefire starting on 15 February, withdrawal of 

heavy weapons completed within two weeks, withdrawal of all foreign-armed formations 

from Ukrainian territory, as well as a constitutional reform to enable decentralisation of the 

rebel regions by the end of 2015 and restoration of Ukrainian border controls with Russia 
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(Bentzen & Anosovs, 2015, pp. 1-2). In an early follow-up briefing by the EPRS of 16 March 

2015, however, it was stated that the results of this agreement have been mixed at best. 

Hostilities have continued, there have been violations of the ceasefire, the withdrawal of 

heavy weapons have had disputed results, and the OSCE observers have had only limited 

access. Above all, the humanitarian crisis has steadily deteriorated with a total death toll of 

some 6000 and over 1.000.000 Internally Displaced Persons (IDP’s) (Bentzen & Sabbati, 

2015, pp. 2-4).    

4.2.2. Approaches by the UN, NATO and OSCE 

United Nations (UN) 

In addressing an emergency meeting on 1 March 2014, Ukraine’s permanent representative 

to the UN called on the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) to do everything possible to 

prevent military intervention by the Russian Federation (Ukraine Calls on Security Council to 

Stop Military Intervention by Russian Federation, 2014). On 15 March, the UNSC recalled the 

obligation of all states under Article 2 of the UN Charter to refrain from the threat or use of 

force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any state. Furthermore, no 

territorial acquisition shall be recognised as legal. Particularly, the referendum can have no 

validity and cannot form the basis for any alteration of the status of Crimea. This resolution 

was vetoed by Russia (UNSC Report S/2014/189, 2014). In the light of the events in Crimea, 

the OHCHR established a UN Human Rights Monitoring Mission in Ukraine (HRMMU) (UN 

Human Rights Monitoring Mission Deployed to Crimea amid Crisis between Russian 

Federation and Ukraine, 2014). On 27 March, the General Assembly (GA) called in Resolution 

68/262 upon all states to respect their obligations under Article 2 of the UN Charter. It also 

called upon all states and international organisations not to recognise any alteration of the 

status of Crimea on the basis of the referendum (Resolution 68/262 Adopted by the General 

Assembly on 27 March 2014, 2014). After the downing of Malaysia Airlines flight MH17, the 

UNSC strongly condemned the downing and stressed the need for a full and independent 

international investigation (UNSC Report: Resolution 2166/2014, 2014). On 15 August, the 

UN presented a Preliminary Response Plan, which laid the foundation for humanitarian 

response based on technical support to Ukraine and monitoring of the humanitarian 

situation (Preliminary Response Plan: Situation in Ukraine, 2014). Finally, on 12 February 

2015, the UNSC endorsed the Package of measures for the Implementation of the final Minsk 

Agreements. In relation to this, the UNSC called upon all parties to fully implement the 

package of measures, including a sustainable ceasefire (UNSC Report: Resolution 2202/2015, 

2015). 
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Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) 

At the request of the Ukrainian government on 3 March 2014, the OSCE decided to deploy a 

Special Monitoring Mission (SMM) to Ukraine on 21 March (OSCE Special Monitoring Mission 

to Ukraine - The Facts, 2015). The main aim of the OSCE SMM was to reduce tensions and 

foster peace, stability and security. In doing so, the mandate of the OSCE SMM was to gather 

information and report on the security situation, establish and report facts, monitor and 

support respect for human rights, establish contact with local, regional and national 

authorities, facilitate dialogue on the ground as to reduce tensions and to cooperate with 

other international organisations (Deployment of an OSCE Special Monitoring Mission to 

Ukraine, 2014). In addition, the OSCE decided to deploy an OSCE Observer Mission (OM) to 

two Russian checkpoints on the Russian-Ukrainian border on 24 July. The main aim of the 

mission was to monitor and report on the situation at the checkpoints of Donetsk (not to be 

mistaken with the city) and Gukovo, as well as on the movements across the border 

(Deployment of OSCE Observers to Russian-Ukrainian Border, 2014). Furthermore, the 

mandate was to facilitate contacts between parties to maintain inclusive dialogue and 

provide accurate information about the security situation on the ground. The decision 

followed-up on the Berlin Declaration of 2 July and in response to a Russian invitation in 

which the OSCE was invited to deploy observers  (OSCE Observer Mission: The Facts, 2014).  

Lamberto Zannier, Secretary-General of the OSCE, told Euractiv that over time, however, and 

due to its broad mandate, the SMM has taken the role of a peacekeeping operation. It is 

involved in monitoring the ceasefire and the withdrawal of heavy weapons, as well as 

engaging in humanitarian assistance. At the same time, OSCE personnel are frequently halted 

at checkpoints, are taken hostage or are involved in firefights. Importantly, the Ukrainian 

people are suffering and the overall situation is getting close to a humanitarian catastrophe. 

The Observer Mission, on the other hand, has a too narrow mandate. This is particularly the 

case after the Mariupol offensive in South-Ukraine which left additional gaps in the Ukraine-

Russian border apart from those at Donetsk and Gukovo (Zannier: In Ukraine, the OSCE is 

Practically a Peacekeeping Operation, 2016, pp. 2-4). According to Lehne, however, the 

organisation turned out to be the most appropriate framework to manage the crisis and 

prevent further escalation. While political crisis management has been left mainly to a few 

countries working with the parties involved in the conflict, the OSCE’s monitoring mission in 

Ukraine has become an essential factor of stability. Yet, violence has not stopped and the 

mission’s work remains hampered by insufficient cooperation. Furthermore, although the 

OSCE has also assumed an important role in facilitating negotiations on implementing the 

Minsk Agreement, little progress has been made (Lehne, 2015, pp. 1-2). Zakharchuk stated 
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that the OSCE has been criticised because of Russian involvement, Russia being a member of 

the OSCE, and the fact that OSCE personnel have no means to protect themselves and are 

restricted in both their movement and observation. Although the OSCE missions can as such 

be considered insufficient or ineffective, according to Zakharchuk it is hard to imagine how 

the OSCE’s contribution could have been better in this particular framework (Interview 1, 

appendices).  

North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) 

Following Russia’s military escalation in Crimea and with Ukraine’s independence and 

territorial integrity under threat, NATO foreign ministers decided to suspend all practical 

civilian and military cooperation with Russia, but to maintain political contacts at diplomatic 

level. Shortly before, Ukraine had established the Commission for NATO-Ukraine cooperation 

chaired by the vice Prime-Minister of Ukraine, Arseniy Yatsenyuk. In April 2014, following a 

request from Ukraine, NATO deployed an advisory support team of civil experts to Kiev from 

5-8 April to advise the authorities on crisis-management and other security related measures 

(NATO: Relations with Ukraine, 2015). More specifically, civil contingency plans and crisis 

management measures related to critical energy infrastructure and civil protection risks 

were developed (NATO Advisory Support Team on Critical Infrastructure Protection, 2014). 

In parallel, NATO helped coordinate the provision of humanitarian assistance in support of 

Ukrainian IDP’s. Furthermore, at the NATO Summit in Wales in September 2014, NATO and 

Ukraine agreed a comprehensive package of measures to help Ukraine better provide for its 

security. The focus of NATO support focusses on four areas namely rehabilitation for injured 

troops, cyber defense, logistics, command and control, and communications (North Atlantic 

Treaty Organization (NATO), 2014). Existing cooperation in the defence and security sector 

was reinforced through capability-development and capacity-building programmes backed 

with financial assistance. For NATO, helping Ukraine achieve a far-reaching transformation of 

the defence and security sector is deemed a priority (NATO: Relations with Ukraine, 2015).  



EU Crisis Management and the Ukraine Crisis  Marijn van Rees 

41 
 

5. Analysis 

This research addresses the question of how the effectiveness of the EU as a regional crisis 

management actor can be explained through the capability-expectations gap as a theoretical 

concept in the post-Lisbon era, applied to the crisis in Ukraine. It has been concluded in the 

literature review that this theoretical concept can be considered an important indicator for 

actorness, yet says little about the actual effectiveness or policy outcomes. Taking into 

consideration that the CSDP, as the driver of EU crisis management, cannot be assessed in 

isolation from other security policies or from its institutional environment, the capability-

expectations gap has been adapted to include a variety of indicators in order to determine 

the effectiveness of EU crisis management. This concept has subsequently been applied to the 

crisis in Ukraine. Thus, the case study has looked at a variety of policy instruments under 

various EU security policies, its outcomes and the approaches taken by other international 

crisis management actors, assuming that the availability of resources and inter-institutional 

coherence at EU-level have not changed significantly. From a methodological point of view 

this has proved difficult because of the broad scope this adaptation now implies. This chapter 

analyses and discusses the approaches taken by the EU during the crisis. This is put in 

perspective with regard to other crisis management actors and is weighed against Ukraine’s 

expectations. The first section briefly analyses the EU’s approach towards the eastern 

neighbourhood, thereby discussing some perspectives on the pre-crisis situation. The second 

section analyses EU crisis management during the crisis in which it works towards the 

conclusion of this research. In doing so, it first analyses the EU’s goals and objectives in 

relation to Ukraine’s expectations, followed by a discussion of the various approaches taken 

by the EU with particular emphasis on policy coherence. Finally, the approaches taken by 

other crisis management actors are discussed, in particular the interaction between the EU 

and OSCE. 

5.1. Perspectives on the pre-crisis situation 

This section briefly analyses the EU’s approach towards Ukraine since 2004 and prior to the 

crisis. A central aspect to the EU’s strategy is the link between regional integration and 

conflict transformation that can be found in the idea to foster security, stability and 

prosperity in the EU’s neighbourhood. This is put into implementation through the European 

Neighbourhood Policy (ENP). From 2004, Ukraine aspired to become integrated into the EU’s 

political and economic structures and saw the ENP as a tool to achieve the strategic priority 

of membership. However, the domestic situation in Ukraine has been characterised by 

institutional rivalry and dysfunctional inter-institutional relations. This has undermined the 
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adequate implementation of the ENP action plans and has rendered Ukraine’s foreign policy 

ineffective. With regard to the EU, although it could be criticised for pursuing a policy of 

‘enlargement light’ without the incentive of accession, the impossibility of membership must 

have been clear to the Ukrainian government. At the same time, Ukraine’s domestic situation 

has probably been an undermining factor as to what the EU could reasonably have done in 

order to support Ukraine. Furthermore, it is indeed likely that the EU, considering its goal of 

security, stability and prosperity, acted both out of normative aims as well as out of self-

interest in terms of the perceived economic and security benefits this would bring. This in 

itself is not entirely illogical. However, some critiques could be made as to the EU’s approach 

towards the eastern neighbourhood. It could be argued that the Eastern Partnership (EaP) 

further politicised the already existing competing and conflicting regime preferences towards 

the region, between the EU and Russia. It has proved difficult to find a convergence of views 

and attempts at renegotiating EU-Russia relations have not been very productive. More 

importantly, the EaP was in terms of policy goals not fundamentally different from the ENP. 

Therefore, looking at the overall situation, it is doubtful what added value this could have 

brought. Equally, the recognition of Ukraine’s NATO membership aspirations might have 

further exacerbated the situation vis-à-vis Russia. Even as a reaction to the Russian 

intervention in Georgia in the summer of 2008, on the part of the EU this somewhat shows a 

lack of strategic thinking and an inability to understand its counterpart from both a political 

and cultural perspective. To some extent, this has shaped the basis for the crisis that has 

erupted in Ukraine. 

5.2. EU crisis management during the Ukraine crisis 

The following section analyses the capability-expectations gap (CEG) from which an 

approximation of EU crisis management effectiveness can be derived. In doing so, this section 

first revisits the notion of effectiveness and the overall goals and objectives of the EU, as can 

be found in the EU’s Security Strategy (ESS), in relation to crisis management. Effectiveness 

depends first and foremost on whether the EU pursues a specific goal or adopts an holistic 

problem-solving approach. In relation to crisis management, this then refers to the 

organisation, regulation, procedural frameworks and arrangements to contain a crisis and 

shape its future course while seeking resolution. It is important to note, that in order to 

determine effectiveness, both general and more specific objectives and goals must be 

weighed against external expectations, policy coherence and approaches taken by other 

crisis management actors. In general terms, the goal of the EU is to foster early, rapid and 

robust intervention based on a comprehensive, multilateral and legitimated approach to 

crises, implying the use of both military and civilian instruments in an integrated manner. 
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However, although the EU’s broader strategy of early, rapid and robust intervention in crisis 

management situations would raise expectations, it contains a number of contradictions 

undermining such an approach from the beginning. First, an important aspect of the ESS is to 

reduce foreign policy costs through multilateralism which implies cooperation with other 

international actors. Secondly, a legitimated approach implies the EU’s commitment to the 

rules set out by the UN for maintaining international peace and security. Finally, a truly 

comprehensive approach is far from fully developed, partly due to insufficient military and 

civilian capabilities. This indicates that the EU is limited in what it can reasonably undertake 

in a crisis. 

5.2.1 Goals, objectives and expectations 

The crisis can generally be divided into three phases: the first phase involves the period from 

the Maidan Revolution until the annexation of Crimea, the second phase involves the time 

after the annexation until the downing of the MH17 and the third phase subsequently ran 

from the downing of MH17 until the final Minsk Agreement. The overall goal of the EU during 

these phases has been to solve the political crisis peacefully and consensually. During the 

first phase, the EU stressed the right to peaceful demonstrations and strongly condemned the 

abuse of human rights. Furthermore, the EU’s reaction was characterised by an acceleration 

of diplomatic activity and declaratory statements. In retrospect, it could be argued that if the 

EU had taken a more pro-active stance, the subsequent crisis in Crimea could have been 

averted, yet the question then remains what the EU could have done differently during these 

crucial months. The change in power and the subsequent annexation of Crimea can be seen 

as the start of the second phase and, instead, proved to be a turning point which led to a 

worsening of the crisis. During this phase, the EU wanted to assure that communication 

channels remained open to maintain continuing dialogue, apply restrictive measures and 

support Ukraine reforms. Although the EU was quick to sign the political and economic 

sections of the AA/DCFTA, it could be argued that the EU reacted too cautiously throughout 

this phase. Its reaction consisted, in the first place, of declaratory acts backed-up by both 

diplomatic and individual economic sanctions. However, it was not until the start of the third 

phase, with the downing of Malaysia Airlines Flight MH17 in July, that the EU took a tougher 

stand, initiating economic sanctions targeting key sectors of the Russian economy. In 

addition, the EU decided on an Advisory Mission to Ukraine for civilian security sector 

reform, although the mission was not launched until December 2014, presumably due to 

planning.    
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In general political terms and in response to the crisis, the Ukrainian government expected 

solidarity and coherence within the EU and a unifying response, showing the willingness and 

readiness to take decisions, thereby drawing clear red-lines for Russia and thus providing 

certainty for Ukraine. Furthermore, there are indications that the Ukrainian government had 

hoped for a military-led CSDP operation in the contested territory of the Donbas in eastern 

Ukraine. In relation to the EU’s goals and objectives, a number of points can be made. 

Solidarity is well known to be a contentious issue, especially in the field of foreign, security 

and defence policy or in areas of high politics more generally. In the initial phase, there 

appears to have been a unifying response of some sort, yet the willingness and readiness to 

take decisive action was mostly absent and might have contributed to a steady worsening of 

the crisis. The slowness to react appears to have continued until the downing of the MH17 

despite the implementation of diplomatic and individual economic sanctions. However, these 

measures do not seem to reflect the severity of the situation. Moreover, it is questionable 

whether they drew the clear red-lines for Russia as expected by the Ukrainian government. 

Only after the shooting down of the MH17 gained the EU more leverage in its stance towards 

Russia and probably strengthened the position of the Trilateral Contact Group (TCG) in 

reaching an agreement. In relation to the above, it could be argued that caution often goes 

hand in hand with adopting a multilateral and legitimated approach to a certain crisis, 

searching for the appropriate steps to take and in cooperation with the parties involved. As 

such, this might be an explanation for how the EU responded. However, this naturally raises 

the question of whether this can be deemed effective and how this influenced the crisis more 

generally. In the next subsection, this analysis discusses more closely the level of EU policy 

coherence. 

5.2.2. Policy coherence? 

Coherence refers to the absence of contradictions between policies, policy instruments, 

institutions and levels of decision. Furthermore, coherence requires the overall impact of a 

set of policies or policy instruments to be more than the sum of the impact of each policy. In 

order to assess the level of coherence, this subsection puts the EU’s policy goals in 

perspective with regard to policy outcomes. During the crisis, it could be argued that the EU’s 

use of policy instruments were to a large extent in line with the EU’s goals.8 However, there 

do seem to be some contradictions. First, the EU’s goal of solving the political crisis peacefully 

and consensually contradicts the EU’s strategy in crisis situations of early, rapid and robust 

intervention. Secondly, the EU’s policy goal concerning diplomatic efforts and continuing 

                                                           
8 Assuring that communication channels remained open to maintain continuing dialogue, apply restrictive 
measures in the form of diplomatic and economic sanctions and support Ukraine reforms 
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dialogue is contradictory in terms of the institutions who implemented this policy. The EEAS 

and the HR-VP played only a marginal role, relying on the OSCE and individual member 

states. However, the diplomatic format, in the form of the TCG, was requested by Russia 

while at the same time the OSCE proved to be the most impartial actor in this context. With 

regard to the implementation of sanctions and the support for Ukraine reforms, there seem 

to be no major contradictions. The EU’s approach to put gradual pressure on Russia while 

attempting to strengthen the resilience of Ukraine as a state underlines a certain logic. 

However, the impact of each policy (instrument) adopted by the EU have been relatively 

disappointing. First, the effects of the sanctions imposed on Russia are difficult to assess and 

it remains to be seen what the outcome will be in the long-term. Secondly, the outcomes of 

the EU Advisory Mission have been only moderately successful. Thirdly, while diplomacy did 

result in two agreements, the Minsk Protocol failed to be implemented, whereas the results of 

the final Minsk Agreement have so far been mixed. When the sum of these policy impacts is 

assessed, it could be argued that to some extent there has been no serious escalation and that 

the crisis has been contained in a peaceful and consensual manner. Yet, in terms of the 

overall impact of policy outcomes, the EU has not been able to intervene in an early, rapid 

and robust fashion. Furthermore, the crisis has not been resolved, with Ukraine still showing 

clear signs of instability and insecurity. As such, the EU’s broader goal towards the 

neighbourhood, being security, stability and prosperity, has clearly not been brought about in 

Ukraine. The following parts discuss more closely the set of approaches taken by the EU 

during the crisis.    

Sanctions 

As has been discussed, it is hard to tell how effective sanctions are for they are often badly 

monitored. It is thus unclear as to what degree they are implemented or whether they 

contribute to the desired objectives. The overall goal has been to push Moscow to renounce 

its territorial claims on Crimea and suspend its support to the separatists in eastern Ukraine. 

In absolute terms this goal has not been met and is probably unrealistic to expect in the 

short- to medium-term. The fact that the EU had hoped not to resort to economic sanctions 

could explain why the EU initially resorted to moderate diplomatic sanctions in the form of  

excluding Russia from the G8 summit, cancelling EU-Russia and bilateral summits and 

imposing travel bans and asset freezes. The most important reason for this seems to have 

been the strong economic ties between some of the member states with Russia. However, 

this raises the question whether the diplomatic sanctions have had a profound effect on 

altering the crisis situation. It was not until 29 July that the EU took a tougher stand through 

the adoption of economic sanctions targeting sectors of the Russian economy. In relation to 
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this, two issues need to be pointed out. First, it is hard to assess whether the economic 

sanctions have contributed much to containing and de-escalating the crisis. It seems that 

global falling energy prices and the failure of Russia to diversify its economy have been the 

most important factors explaining Russia’s weakened position. Secondly, there are no proper 

monitoring instruments in order to assess the actual effects of the economic sanctions. It 

does seem probable that sanctions were limited enough to ensure that diplomatic channels 

remained open which is in line with the EU’s goal. However, due to the absence of proper 

monitoring instruments, it is difficult to indicate whether sanctions have had a threatening 

effect and actually constrained Russian policy-makers. As such, the most likely outcome of 

the sanctions in the short- to medium-term can be explained as having an approximate effect.        

EUAM 

The EU Advisory Mission (EUAM) was meant to assist Ukraine in the field of civilian security 

sector reform, including police, the rule of law (comprising the judiciary and prosecution) 

and law enforcement. This seems to be in line with the goal of supporting reforms in Ukraine. 

However, the mission entered the EU’s agenda first and foremost due to the efforts of the 

member states, and it seems as a result of Russia’s initial obstruction of the OSCE Special 

Monitoring Mission. The EEAS only played a supporting role. In other words, if the OSCE 

mission had not been obstructed, it is conceivable that there would not have been any EU 

involvement. At the same time, it could be argued that there was at least some pressure to 

initiate a CSDP mission of some sort. However, the EU found it difficult to consider more 

robust measures, such as the deployment of a CSDP military operation, due to the 

unwillingness of getting directly involved. Although such an operation would have been 

unrealistic to begin with, it seems to be in line with adopting a legitimated approach to the 

crisis, thereby respecting Ukraine’s sovereignty and territorial integrity. However, to some 

extent there also seems to be a geopolitical logic behind the mission in that the support for 

security reforms were meant to strengthen Ukraine against foreign threats, so as to counter 

Russia, while maintaining a regional presence. In terms of outcomes, the mission has 

focussed on police reform and strengthening the resilience of the state against foreign 

threats. It consisted of strategic advice, training and maintaining a regional presence, yet 

both the judiciary and prosecution lack behind substantially, indicating only moderate 

success. Success will thus ultimately depend on the willingness of both Ukraine and the EU 

member states. 
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Diplomacy 

With regard to diplomacy, the EU as a collective body has played a marginal role. The EU was 

actively involved in the Geneva meeting resulting in the Geneva Joint Statement and the 

trilateral ministerial talks as to reassure Russia with regard to the AA/DCFTA. Arguably, the 

trilateral talks underline a mostly self-interested logic on the part of the EU and were as such 

not a part of the peace talks. As to the Geneva meeting, it is difficult to assess what role the EU 

played during the negotiations. Given the inexperience of the then HR-VP Catherine Ashton, it 

is possible that the EU played a minor role in comparison to the US. However, the overall 

diplomatic format, the Trilateral Contact Group (TCG) made up of Ukraine, Russia and the 

OSCE, was chosen by Ukraine on the request of Russia. Together with France and Germany 

this has allowed for more flexible negotiations as to effectively resolving the crisis in Ukraine. 

Still, another explanation could be found in the relative ineffectiveness of the EEAS, with no 

effective diplomatic corps and a lack of willingness on the part of the member states to share 

intelligence. It was the TCG, reconfirmed in the Berlin Declaration, that worked towards the 

Minsk agreements. It was only after the violation of the Minsk Protocol that Germany and 

France started to play a more prominent role which led to the final Minsk Agreement. 

However, this combined effort did shape the conditions that ensured that communication 

channels remained open for continuing dialogue, especially because of the impartiality of the 

OSCE. Yet, the fact remains that such an effort could have reasonably been expected to be 

performed by the EEAS if this is to be considered an end goal of why the EEAS came into 

being.            

5.2.3. Crisis management actors in comparative perspective     

Both the UN and NATO played a relatively marginal role during the crisis in Ukraine. The 

complicated nature of the crisis, and particularly the involvement of Russia, prevented both 

organisations to get actively involved. Since the end of the Cold War, NATO and Russia have 

had a complicated relationship and it would have deteriorated the crisis considerably (with 

unthinkable consequences) if NATO would have undertaken steps to intervene. From the 

part of the UN, a peacekeeping mission would have been equally unthinkable. Russia is one of 

the five permanent members of the UN and certainly would have vetoed such a mission. 

Moreover, the UN has a long standing record of not acting against its veto members. The 

responses have thus been relatively modest, with the UN initiating a number of resolutions 

aimed at encouraging states to undertake, or refrain from undertaking, certain behaviour. In 

relation to this, the EU decided to respect Ukraine’s sovereignty and territorial integrity 

while attempting to resolve the crisis. While this is legitimate, it seriously undermines what 

the EU can reasonably undertake in a crisis situation. Moreover, it goes directly against the 
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logic of early, rapid and robust intervention. NATO, on the other hand, while playing a more 

active and deterrent role outside Ukraine, has been confined to providing advice. Still, some 

commitments have been made with regard to capability-development and capacity-building. 

The relationship between the EU and the OSCE has been of greater importance, characterised 

by mutual dependence. The OSCE’s Special Monitoring and Observer missions have taken 

place in the contested areas of the Donbas in eastern Ukraine with the aim of reducing 

tensions and foster peace, stability and security. The SMM officially started on 21 March, 

although initially it was obstructed by Russia. This ultimately led to the EU Advisory Mission 

as a complement to the OSCE mission, a decision that was further reinforced by the downing 

of flight MH17. The Observer Mission started on 24 July with the objective of monitoring the 

borders at Donetsk and Gukovo, a mission that was started at the request of Russia. With 

regard to the EUAM, the EU underlined the importance and complementarity with the OSCE. 

As has been discussed above, the EUAM focussed on reforming the civilian security sector 

with respect to the rule of law and law enforcement. As such, there seems to be no overlap in 

the missions conducted by both the EU and the OSCE, implying a degree of complementarity 

in line with the EU’s multilateral approach to crises. It has also been discussed that the OSCE, 

as part of the Trilateral Contact Group, has been the most important actor in negotiating an 

agreement together with the parties involved, as well as Germany and France. To some 

extent it could thus be argued that the OSCE turned out to be the most appropriate 

framework to manage the crisis. However, the mandate of the SMM proved to be too broad, 

turning it into a peacekeeping mission, whereas the mandate of the Observer Mission proved 

to be too narrow. Above all, the implementation of the Minsk Agreement has resulted in little 

progress so far. Finally, the outcomes of the EU Advisory Mission have only been partially 

successful, mainly with regard to police reforms. In terms of crisis management, it could thus 

be argued that the goal of solving the crisis peacefully and consensually was mainly left to the 

OSCE, with the EU playing a complementary role. This might be in line with a legitimated and 

multilateral approach to crises, yet it still remains somewhat questionable whether this is 

effective. 

5.3. The capability-expectations gap 

In the final section, this research analyses what the above implies for the capability-

expectations gap and EU crisis management effectiveness. The analysis showed that the 

expectation on the part of Ukraine consisted of solidarity, coherence and a unifying response 

showing a willingness and readiness to take decisions as to draw clear red-lines. However, 

especially in the first two phases of the crisis, the willingness and readiness to take decisive 
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action was mostly absent. The measures taken do not seem to reflect the severity of the crisis 

and arguably did not draw any clear red-lines for Russia. The EU’s goal of solving the crisis 

peacefully and consensually might be in line with a multilateral and legitimated approach, yet 

is highly contradictory in relation to early, rapid and robust intervention. Therefore, to some 

extent expectations must have been unclear. Overall, it can be said that there has been a 

discrepancy between Ukraine’s expectations and the EU’s response. First, resources are not 

yet sufficient to adopt a truly comprehensive approach. Secondly, whereas the policies and 

policy-instruments are firmly in place, the EU still suffers from underdeveloped institutional 

coherence. Thirdly, the EU has showed only moderate policy coherence both prior and during 

the crisis. Although the EU’s use of policy instruments seem to be in line with its goals 

adopted to tackle the crisis, there have been some contradictions and the overall policy 

impact is far from satisfactory. First, prior to the crisis, some of the EU’s decisions might have 

undermined its wider goal of security, stability and prosperity, thereby possibly contributing 

to the onset of the crisis. Secondly, during the crisis, the EU played a relatively marginal role 

and had to rely heavily on the OSCE which turned out to be the most appropriate framework 

for crisis management. Although the EU has not been able to intervene in any significant way, 

its multilateral and legitimated approach did prevent serious escalation and managed to 

contain the crisis in a peaceful and consensual manner. However, in terms of overall policy 

impact, the crisis has not been resolved and Ukraine still shows signs of instability and 

insecurity. Moreover, security, stability and prosperity have clearly not been brought about 

in Ukraine. Based on this case, this indicates that there is still a considerable gap between EU 

capabilities on the one hand and external expectations on the other and which has arguably 

undermined a truly effective approach to either preventing or resolving the crisis in Ukraine.   
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6. Conclusions 

This research has addressed the question of how the effectiveness of the EU as a regional 

crisis management actor can be explained through the capability-expectations gap as a 

theoretical concept in the post-Lisbon era, applied to the crisis in Ukraine. The research has 

built upon the work by C. Hill (1993) and on that of R. Ginsberg (1999) in an attempt to take 

the analysis of the EU to the outcomes and effectiveness of EU external action. The literature 

review showed that the capability-expectations gap (CEG) is in itself a useful tool to monitor 

the process of change in EU foreign policy. However, it is especially an important indicator 

for the level of EU actorness and presence on the international stage. Furthermore, it shows 

whether there is a basis for the ability to be effective, yet says little about the actual policy 

outcomes of EU external action. In particular, this research has focussed on the effectiveness 

of EU crisis management. First, the CEG has been re-assessed to include the development 

over time of the CSDP, for this policy is the main driver behind EU crisis management. 

Furthermore, in order to analyse effectiveness, it proved necessary to adapt the concept to 

include a variety of indicators. As such, this research has tried to bring together various 

aspects of the CEG with additional tools to make this concept more applicable and thus 

suitable for measuring EU crisis management effectiveness. This adaptation has subsequently 

been applied to the case study. From this, the research has attempted to indicate what the 

current status of the CEG is, as well as to approximate the level of effectiveness during the 

crisis in Ukraine. The research has shown that there still appears to be a considerable gap 

between EU capabilities and external expectations, which seems to have contributed to the 

undermining of an effective approach to either preventing or resolving the crisis. This is 

mainly due to the EU’s insufficient resources which have undermined the adoption of a truly 

comprehensive approach to crises, continued underdeveloped institutional coherence, a 

certain degree of policy incoherence and the EU’s reliability on a legitimated and multilateral 

approach.  

With regard to effectiveness, the analysis showed that the EU has pursued a mostly holistic 

problem-solving approach in which it has tried to solve the political crisis peacefully and 

consensually. This is also reflected by the EU’s policy goals adopted to tackle the crisis. An 

underlying goal has been to approach the crisis in a multilateral and legitimated way. 

However, as a result, the first two phases of the crisis have been characterised by caution in 

which the EU searched for the appropriate steps to take and in cooperation with the parties 

involved. This coincided with a certain level of unwillingness to take decisive action and thus 

a slowness to react. The EU only adopted a tougher stand at the start of the third phase of the 

crisis. As such, a multilateral and legitimated approach, as well as solving a crisis peacefully 
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and consensually not only contradict with an early, rapid and robust intervention, but also 

undermine what the EU can reasonably undertake. At the same time, the relationship 

between the EU and the OSCE has been characterised by a level of complementarity and with 

little institutional overlap. This has arguably contributed to a peaceful and consensual 

resolution of the crisis. However, the OSCE proved to be the most appropriate framework for 

crisis management and in terms of the overall policy impact the crisis has not been resolved. 

Furthermore, in the years preceding the crisis, the EU has arguably made some decisions that 

have undermined its broader goal towards the eastern neighbourhood in the long-term and 

that might have contributed to the onset of the crisis. Moreover, Ukraine still shows signs of 

insecurity and instability and relations with Russia have deteriorated considerably, thereby 

undermining any rapprochement for the foreseeable future. As a result, the goal of security, 

stability and prosperity in the eastern neighbourhood has thus not been reached. It must 

therefore be concluded that in this particular case the EU has been relatively incoherent and 

ineffective. However, two issues need to be pointed out. First, it is important to note that this 

conclusion is not definitive with regard to EU crisis management as a whole. This ultimately 

requires the examination of multiple cases over time, analysed in a comparative way, thereby 

allowing a more accurate assessment of overall effectiveness. Secondly, in relation to long-

term effectiveness in Ukraine itself, it is perhaps too early to come to any final conclusions as 

well.          
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Appendices 

 

Appendix A: Email to the First Secretary for Political Affairs at the Embassy of Ukraine in the 

Kingdom of the Netherlands 

Dear Mr. Zakharchuk, 

You may recall that I am conducting research on the effectiveness of EU external action towards 

Ukraine, specifically during the crisis period between Maidan and the final Minsk Agreement of 2015. 

I would like to ask you the following questions: 

 What have been the overall expectations of the Ukrainian government of the EU during the 

crisis? 

 What is the view of your government towards the EU Advisory Mission (EUAM) in Ukraine? 

Has it brought any significant results in terms of strengthening the rule of law and law 

enforcement in Ukraine? 

 What is the view of your government towards the contribution made by the OSCE in terms of 

the Special Monitoring Mission and the Observer Mission? Was this considered a sufficient 

and/or effective response? 

 How helpful has been the EU financial assistance from the Commission, EIB and EBRD in 

implementing the reforms as outlined in the Association Agreement of 2014? 

With regard to the above, I would like to ask you if we could plan an interview for around mid-March. 

In case that you would be willing to receive me, you will be asked for consent by means of a form 

before the interview is recorded. If necessary, you can withdraw from the research at any time. Finally, 

the results will be treated confidentially and if so required, your name will not be mentioned in the 

final thesis.  

Awaiting your reply, 

Yours sincerely, 

Marijn van Rees 

Student European Studies 

The Hague University of Applied Sciences 

(+31)-618709235 
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Appendix B: Informed Consent Form (Embassy of Ukraine) 
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Appendix C: Transcript Interview 1 

Location: Embassy of Ukraine in the Kingdom of the Netherlands 

Interviewee: First Secretary for Political Affairs, Y. Zakharchuk 

Date: March 17th, 2016 

Time of Interview: 12:15 – 13:00 

R: Researcher, I: Interviewee 

R: What have been the overall expectations of the Ukrainian government of the EU during the 

crisis?  

I: In general political terms, solidarity and coherence within the EU because it is very important for the 

member states and the EU as a whole to have a coherent policy towards Russia, say it more explicitly 

for some member states than others (for example the Baltic States), given the fact that Russia is the 

source of the current conflict in Ukraine and the most destabilising factor. Everybody now knows that 

there is essentially a civil conflict in Ukraine. The EU has to be consistent and coherent in applying 

standards. Some countries have been more forward with understanding the importance of having 

coherence than others as well as with having policies to address this crisis. If you don’t have this 

coherence than, basically, Russia has won. 

R: So, the main expectation has been solidarity and a unifying response and the willingness to 

respond on the part of the EU? 

I: Yes, willingness and readiness to take the decisions that might not seem that beneficial in the short-

term, but eventually turn out to be beneficial in the strategic-term, first of all, to determine and draw 

clear red-lines for Russia. This certainty and clear red-lines have always been an important 

expectation for Ukraine. This comes down to the willingness to create economic benefits for the 

security of tomorrow. 

R: Are the “red-lines” you are referring to also a determining factor in implementing reforms in 

Ukraine, to cooperate with the EU? 

I: Reforms are somewhat connected to the conflict in Ukraine because the conflict extracts resources 

from the Ukrainian government and does not allow things to be done the way they should be done, but 

this has never been an excuse for not implementing reforms. It is called an excuse for why reforms are 

taking so long. Reforms are also parallel to the conflict because their success or failure is not 

determined by the gravity of the conflict in Ukraine itself. Of course the economy fell dramatically as a 

result of the crisis, but Ukraine has been adapting to restore its economy. The absence of control or 

economic production in eastern Ukraine does not hurt reforms directly. 
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R: Is that perhaps also because of the financial assistance Ukraine has been receiving from the 

EIB, the EBRD and the Commission? 

I: The financial assistance is an important factor, but this is not an integral part of the Association 

Agreement. The agreement does not mention this in any specific way with the exception of some small 

parts. 

R: Is it more related to the crisis itself that the EU started financial assistance? 

I: Yes and no. There are many programmes between the EU and Ukraine in different formats. For 

example, with regard to the EU Advisory Mission, there is an EU aid programme dealing with reforms 

in relation to law enforcement, such as police and the judiciary. At the same time, there are separate 

medium-sized programmes which are not restricted to this particular mission. Furthermore, the 

Association Agreement facilitates cooperation with the EIB and the EBRD, but nothing specific is said 

about this in the agreement. 

R: If the EU Advisory Mission as well as the financial assistance the EU provides is not connected 

to the Association Agreement, what has then been the rationale for these actions? 

I: It is connected, but it is not in the Agreement itself. Ukraine is an important country for the EU or we 

would not have had the support we are receiving right now. Ukraine has to be made a stable and 

reliable partner on the eastern border of the EU. The EU is in need of a stable and reliable “buffer” as it 

were. That is where the bigger picture comes in, being the creation of a belt of stable countries at the 

EU’s borders. The Association Agreement is just an element of EU policy towards Ukraine. The EU 

Advisory Mission is also just a part of the whole policy of the EU towards Ukraine as well as the 

financial assistance which is provided by various and different means. This is also good for us because 

we want the same thing. 

R: Do you think Ukraine receives more support in general now than before the crisis, meaning 

from 2004 onwards? 

I: Yes, it does receive more support but, again, this is largely due to the crisis.  

R: Did the EU see the crisis as an opportunity to draw Ukraine closer to the EU? 

I: It is vice versa. The crisis was brought about by Russia, seeing that Ukraine slipped away. It also 

puzzles me in a way. Everybody seems to think that Ukraine was and is an in-between state left to the 

EU and Russia, but this is incorrect. There is no competition between the EU and Russia because it is 

already decided for Ukraine which direction it is going to take. Before 2004, Ukraine was in limbo, but 

now both Ukraine and the EU carry the opinion that Ukraine can have constructive relations with both 

Russia and the EU. In fact, this was also perpetuated by Russia itself. The Association Agreement was 

initially no problem for Russia as long as Ukraine would not enter NATO. Then there was a sudden 

change in course on the part of Russia. 
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R: Has the EU Advisory Mission resulted in any actual progress on the ground?  

I: The mission has been very important from all sides that have taken part in this mission. Especially 

the police reforms have been, in terms of public support and understanding, the most successful so far.  

R: Would you say that despite the fact that it is a small part in a bigger picture, it has 

contributed to strengthening the rule of law in Ukraine? 

I: Of course it did. However, in relation to the Association Agreement, it is not the financial assistance 

Ukraine is looking after. Taking a look at the problem of corruption, the EIB and the EBRD provide 

assistance for particular projects; it is not like the assistance Ukraine receives from the IMF. The main 

problem has always been that power is abused in terms of distributing money. The EU not only gives 

money, but they have the means and tools to monitor and make sure that the money gets to where it is 

supposed to be. It is the same with the Association Agreement. It provides more tools and means for 

Ukraine to make sure that the money obtained is going to the already existing programmes. The same 

thing counts for the EU Advisory Mission. They are there to share their experience and expertise. It is 

mostly the experience that is important to us and not the money per se… It is, but on a lesser footing in 

comparison with experience. 

R: Did Ukraine expect some sort of CSDP military mission in response to the actions in eastern 

Ukraine? 

I: You have to be realistic, also relating to the OSCE missions. Of course Ukraine wished that there was 

some involvement. However, outside military involvement in eastern Ukraine could have resulted in a 

huge catastrophe. From our point of view it would have been good, because it would be a deterrent 

factor, yet this is unrealistic. The OSCE has been criticised a lot for both internal and external reasons. 

The internal reason is that, Russia being part of the OSCE, has not been banned from taking part in the 

Special Monitoring Mission (SMM). The external reason is that the OSCE mission is unarmed; they have 

no means to protect themselves. Furthermore, most personnel do not want to put their life on the line 

for the sake of what they are doing. They are also restricted in both their movement and in their 

observation by the occupation government. So there is criticism, but it is understandable. 

R: So, the response by the OSCE with the special monitoring and observer mission has perhaps 

not been sufficient or effective, but given the circumstances it is all they can do?  

I: Yes, that is the main idea. I don’t see how it could have been better in this particular framework. 

There have been talks about an EU operation, but I don’t think it is realistic to think that the EU will 

send a CSDP military operation to Ukraine any time soon. 

R: So, an EU military operation would have been good for deterrence, but in the long-term it would 

only have further escalated the situation? 

I: Yes. 
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R: Do you have some final remarks? 

I: The Association Agreement is important for Ukraine not in terms of some practical benefit but in 

terms of this opportunity to really build Europe into Ukraine once and for all and to get rid of the 

Soviet past. It is not about membership of Ukraine. We would have wanted the Association Agreement 

to have some clauses about membership and Ukrainian diplomacy has actively worked on this in order 

to provide some light at the end of the tunnel, but it is simply not there. Now we have to stick to what 

we have. Perhaps it is a step towards membership, but right now the best thing is the Association 

Agreement and cooperation with the EU in the framework of the Eastern Partnership to finally make 

something of Ukraine which is good to live in. 
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Appendix D: Email to the Team Leader for Ukraine at the Eastern Partnership Bilateral 

Division, European External Action Service (EEAS) 

Dear Mr. Gertruda, 

My name is Marijn van Rees and I am a European Studies student at The Hague University of Applied 

Sciences. I have received an email from your colleague, Mr. G. Evans, who informed me that you are 

working on Ukraine within the EEAS. The reason for mailing you concerns the following; I am 

conducting research on the effectiveness of EU external action towards Ukraine, specifically during the 

period starting with the Maidan Revolution until the final Minsk Agreement.  

As it concerns an analysis of the effectiveness, I am mostly interested in the actual outcomes of EU 

policy towards Ukraine. For this I am looking at the Association Agreement, the sanctions imposed on 

Russia, the Advisory Mission (EUAM) under the CSDP and diplomatic efforts. Below, I listed some 

preliminary questions: 

 What have been the objectives and goals of the EU in its approach to the crisis in Ukraine and 

to Ukraine more generally? 

 How effective have been the diplomatic and economic sanctions directed at Russia? Did it 

have a direct effect on the crisis in eastern Ukraine? Did it alter the outcome of events in any 

way? 

 What have been the effects of the EU Advisory Mission (EUAM) so far on reforms with regard 

to the rule of law and law enforcement in Ukraine? Have there been any actual improvements 

regarding Ukraine’s internal security? 

With regard to the above, I would like to ask you if you are willing and able to cooperate on an 

interview at a date and time to be specified. Naturally, I am willing to agree the conditions applicable 

from the part of the EEAS. As from my part, before the interview is recorded, you will be asked for 

consent by means of a form that I will ask you to fill in. If necessary, you can withdraw from the 

research at any time. Finally, the results will be treated confidentially and if so required, your name 

will not be mentioned in the final thesis. 

Awaiting your reply, 

Your sincerely, 

Marijn van Rees 

Student European Studies 

The Hague University of Applied Sciences 

(+31)-618709235 
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Appendix E: Informed Consent Form (European External Action Service) 
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Appendix F: Transcript Interview 2 

Location: European External Action Service (EEAS): Eastern Partnership Bilateral Division 

Interviewee: Team leader for Ukraine, B. Gertruda 

Date: April 14th, 2016 

Time of Interview: 13:40 – 14:15 

R: Researcher, I: Interviewee 

R: What have been the objectives and goals of the EU in its approach to the crisis in Ukraine, 

that is between the start of the Maidan Revolution and the final Minsk Agreement? 

I: We need to differentiate between Maidan and the subsequent Russian aggression. In reaction to the 

Maidan revolution, the EU stressed the right to peaceful demonstrations and strongly condemned the 

abuse of human rights, most notably by police forces. In relation to this, the EU supported both the 

Council of Europe and the OSCE. As to the Russian aggression, the EU strongly condemned the 

aggression as can be found in the Council conclusions. Particularly, it involved a “double track” 

approach consisting of assuring that communication channels remained open, restrictive measures in 

the form of sanctions and support for Ukraine reforms. This approach was to be in line with respecting 

Ukraine’s sovereignty and territorial integrity. Overall, the goal has thus been to solve the political 

crisis peacefully and consensually. 

R: The negotiations leading up to the Minsk protocol of September 2014 and thereafter the 

Minsk Agreement of February 2015 were initiated and led, for the most part, by the OSCE and 

Germany and France. I would have expected that such an initiative would have come at EU level 

from the EEAS or otherwise the HR-VP. Could you explain this? 

I: The EU actively contributed to the Geneva negotiations in April 2014. At that time, that was done by 

Catherine Ashton, together with Russia, Ukraine and the US.  This was followed by a peace plan 

initiated by the newly elected President of Ukraine in order to implement the Geneva Joint Statement. 

Furthermore, the Trilateral Contact Group (TCG) was established between Ukraine, Russia and the 

OSCE. This format was chosen by Ukraine on the request of Russia. Together with the involvement of 

Germany and France this would allow for more flexible negotiations as to resolving the crisis. 

R: How effective have been the diplomatic and economic sanctions directed at Russia? Did it 

have a direct effect on the crisis in Ukraine? Did it alter the outcome of events in any way? 

I: Diplomatic and individual sanctions were mostly initiated after the Crimea annexation. Economic 

sanctions were something that the EU had hoped not to resort to, in the first place because of the 

strong economic ties of some member states with Russia. However, the downing of flight MH17 left the 

EU with no other alternative than to strengthen its sanctions. This also resulted in some harm on the 

EU side. Most notably it had an effect on the bigger member states and specific branches of the 

economy. Yet, that is the political cost of preventing further aggression. These sanctions were further 
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strengthened after Russian ground troops entered Ukraine in late August 2014 as a result of Ukraine 

gaining momentum against the rebels. As to the actual effects, however, overall it is probable that the 

falling global oil prices were the main factor in undermining Russia’s economy, more so than the 

sanctions. On the political side, we can only speculate since there are no proper monitoring 

instruments; the mechanism of the threat of sanctions way heavier than the actual sanctions and 

probably limited further Russian actions. 

R: What have been the effects of the EU Advisory Mission (EUAM) so far on reforms with regard 

to the rule of law and law enforcement in Ukraine since the start of this mission in December 

2014? Have there been any actual improvements regarding Ukraine’s internal security? 

I: The goal of this mission has been to reform the civilian security sector. As we saw during the 

revolution, Ukraine’s police forces were not working properly, confronted with high levels of 

corruption and essentially had a monopoly of force. So far, the mission has focussed on rebuilding the 

police force and to rebuild the resilience of the state against foreign threats. A new law on national 

police has also been implemented. These are the most visible elements of reform in Ukraine. Overall, 

the mission consists of strategic advise (since the US was already providing equipment), training and 

maintaining regional presence. However, whereas the police is now most advanced in terms of 

security reforms, the judiciary and prosecution lack behind substantially. 
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Appendix G: Student Ethics Form 
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