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Summary

Since the very moment of the Eastern 
Partnership (EaP) establishment as one 
of the European Union (EU) foreign policy 

dimensions, discussions on whether its existence 
is expedient and efficient have been continuing. 
Despite the comprehensive character of the 
initiative, its economic component draws most 
attention, especially in view of the differences 
between its six member states in their readiness 
for integration with the EU.

Within the EaP, its member states have de facto 
split into three groups by their bilateral integra-
tion format of cooperation:

  Group A – three countries (Georgia, Moldova 
and Ukraine) that have Deep and Comprehen-
sive Free Trade Area (DCFTA) with the EU;

  Group B – two countries (Belarus and Armenia) 
that have joined the alternative Eurasian Eco-
nomic Union (EAEU); 

  Group C – one country (Azerbaijan), which 
keeps status quo, neither entering into a 
DCFTA agreement with the EU nor joining the 
EAEU.

In turn, the EU has exhausted its political poten-
tial for a deeper economic integration, stressing 
the necessity for the partner states to channel 
their efforts into the Association Agreement 
(AA) implementation and avoiding discussions 
on further integration prospects for the Group A 
countries.

The above realities prompted the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs of Ukraine (MFA) to initiate a new 
cooperation format among the partner states, 
the EaP Common Economic Space (CES).

Regardless of their proclaimed foreign poli-
cy course, all of the EaP countries are oriented 
towards developing their trade and economic 
cooperation with the EU in a bilateral format. 
The level of ties within the EaP is low, the AA 
signatory states being no exception. The distri-
bution of foreign trade relations within the EaP 
proves the existence of two clusters: western 
(Belarus, Moldova and Ukraine) and eastern (Ar-
menia, Azerbaijan and Georgia), which are based 
on historical traditions and lack of purposeful 
economic cooperation development inside the 
EaP. Belarus, which belongs to the EAEU, acts as 
a transit entry point for Russian Federation (RF) 

market penetration by Ukraine and Moldova. 
Georgia plays a similar role in the other cluster, 
since Azerbaijan and Armenia do not maintain 
official trade relations.

There are several alternatives in further devel-
opment of economic cooperation within the EaP 
and between the EaP and the EU. These are 
based on the extent of economic integration of 
the EaP countries both between each other and 
with the EU, as well as on the direction of their 
foreign policy vector. Looking from the angle 
of economic integration with the EU, it makes 
sense to consider realistic options, automatical-
ly excluding Belarus and Armenia from joint inte-
gration projects, which would come into conflict 
with the EAEU conditions. Taking into account 
the political factor, the feasible alternatives in-
clude either the accession of EaP countries to 
the existing economic associations or the for-
mation of new ones:

1.  Joining the European Economic Area: the three 
AA signatory states or the four countries of 
the Organization for Democracy and Economic 
Development of Georgia, Ukraine the Repub-
lic of Azerbaijan and the Republic of Moldova 
(GUAM);

2.  Joining the Central European Free Trade Asso-
ciation (CEFTA): the three AA signatory states 
or the four GUAM countries;

3.  Formation of the Neighborhood Econom-
ic Community (NEC): the three AA signatory 
states or the four GUAM countries.

The EaP countries’ integration with each other 
may not be set as an end in itself. Benefits of 
such integration cannot be significant, whereas 
trade between partner countries is still influ-
enced by their traditional ties developed in both 
the western and the eastern EaP clusters. The 
choice of an integration model within the EaP is 
based on the geoeconomic factor, and the best 
alternative is the one that will allow the EaP 
countries to reach the deepest economic inte-
gration level with the EU.

The basic alternative is a two-step integration, 
which will serve to enhance the economic ties 
of the Group A countries with each other and 
strengthen their positions in the negotiation 
process with the EU through their ability to act 
jointly within the EaP framework:
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1) Formation of an NEC of the AA signatory 
states; 

2) Formation of an NEC CES with the EU.

Another alternative would be integration of the 
AA signatory states by way of Georgia’s and 
Ukraine’s accession to the CEFTA (whereof Mol-
dova is already a member), which, after the first 
successful application by its participants for join-
ing the EU, is presently used by other EU candi-
date countries. In the case of the AA signatory 
states, since they lack this status, the first alter-
native will serve to strengthen their positions in 
the negotiation process with the EU.

The third alternative, a one-step economic inte-
gration of the Group A countries through their 
accession to European Economic Area (EEA), is 
as complicated as the acquisition of EU mem-
bership, so it cannot be considered from a prac-
tical point of view at present.

At this stage, Ukraine is acting as a locomotive 
for bringing to the EU knowledge the ideas 
of transforming the current EaP format, and 
Ukrainian stakeholders have to focus their ef-
forts on the NEC format justification and promo-
tion.

The Ministry of Economic Development and 
Trade of Ukraine (MEDT) should:

  Carry out economic modeling of expected 
benefits and costs of creating a common eco-
nomic space within the NEC and with the EU;

  Develop a concept and an algorithm of the 
NEC establishment, specifically organizational, 
economic and legal mechanisms;

  Engage external expertise in the above mod-
eling and organize consultation and discus-
sion of results with non-governmental think-
tanks and business associations.

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Ukraine needs 
to focus on the following:

  Conduct consultations with partner countries 
in bilateral formats in order to make them 
aware of the Ukrainian position with respect 
to the NEC establishment with the purpose of 
elaborating a common position for negotia-
tions with EU;

  Articulate the common position with the part-
ner countries using the existing discussion fa-
cilities within the EaP;

  Ensure a regular dialogue with the EU to con-
firm Ukraine’s aspiration for establishing new 
formats of a deeper integration, in the eco-
nomic domain in particular;

  Harness the possibilities of public diploma-
cy to promote the NEC initiative in the EU by 
combining forces with domestic pro-European 
platforms, such as the Ukrainian National Plat-
form of the Eastern Partnership Civil Society 
Forum (EaP CSF UNP) and the Ukrainian Side 
of the EU-Ukraine Civil Society Platform (UA 
CSP);

  Insist that official EaP documents should rep-
resent the decisive position to initiate nego-
tiations on a deeper integration with the EU 
in an EaP+ format (the EU plus three Group A 
countries), inter alia on its economic compo-
nent.

For the EaP CSF UNP and UA CSP, it would be 
worth launching a dialogue with corresponding 
platforms in Georgia and Moldova to elaborate a 
complex of measures aimed at developing pro-
posals on the NEC format, supporting it with in-
formation and expertise in the partner countries 
and promoting it in the EU.
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The objective of this study is to identify 
ways for further development of the 
economic integration processes in the 

EaP. The study investigates the economic 
cooperation processes going on among the EaP 
countries and between them and the EU, as well 
as the political foundations of the economic 
transformations that occur at the present-day 
stage and create prerequisites for a deeper 
economic integration of the EaP participants. 
Answering the question raised in the study 
requires applying various methods of analytical 
diagnostics, specifically:

  Formalized ranking of tested international in-
tegration forms in the economic field;

  Comparison of current economic cooperation 
models of the EU with its partner countries;

  Retrospective analysis of transformations in 
the legal framework of the EaP and EU coun-
tries’ international economic cooperation;

  Statistical trending of the EaP countries’ eco-
nomic development;

  Content analysis of positions of main stake-
holders; 

  Verification of findings by inviting expert opinion.

Combining the findings on each of the above po-
sitions will result in the formulation of strategic 
alternatives with defined preferentiality. The in-
formation base of the study comprises both the-
oretical and factual data from official and open 
sources:

  Scientific research in the field of international 
economic relations;

  International agreements;

  Statistical agencies of the EaP and EU coun-
tries;

  Official statements made by authorized repre-
sentatives of EaP and EU authorities and oth-
er stakeholders; 

  Publicized expert positions.

One of problems in carrying out such an anal-
ysis is the access to relevant statistical data 
that would objectively characterize the level 
of economic interactions of the EaP countries 
between each other and with the EU. On the 
one hand, this problem is associated with lack 
of both aggregate and singled out data on the 
EaP countries in open access. On the other 
hand, there are discrepancies between bilater-
al indicators’ values depending on the source, 
specifically whether it belongs to the EU or an 
EaP country. Therefore, there should be an ex-
plicit task for the State Statistics Service to har-
monize its statistical indicators with the EU and 
NEC countries. This proposal is relevant not only 
for Ukraine but also all the countries presently 
comprising the EaP.

Of the array of stakeholders involved in resolv-
ing the question under study, the main attention 
is paid to the positions officially declared by rep-
resentatives of authorities of the EaP countries 
and the EU, their foreign political agencies in 
particular. Opinions of the Ukrainian expert com-
munity and recommendations developed in the 
framework of the EaP Civil Society Forum were 
taken into account separately.

The main findings of the study were received by 
applying desk analysis methods. The resulting 
alternatives underwent verification during the 
EaP CSF UNP Annual Conference, held on Oct. 
3, 2017. Participants in the event were engaged 
in a panel discussion on Priority I: Economic De-
velopment and Market Opportunities, as defined 
in the EaP’s «20 Deliverables for 2020» and the 
expert review of the paper.

Methodology
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In 2009, the EU added a new dimension to 
its European Neighborhood Policy (ENP) – 
the EaP, which aimed at engaging six former 

Soviet republics, namely Armenia, Azerbaijan, 
Belarus, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine, in a 
broader cooperation. The EU did not propose any 
membership prospects to the partner countries, 
just a set of various bilateral and multilateral 
tools. Economic cooperation was set as one of 
the EaP’s key priorities. The implementation of 
this priority was reflected at both the bilateral 
level, in the form of a proposal made to the 
partner countries to set up a DCFTA with the 
EU, and the multilateral level, in setting up 
governmental Platform 2 «Economic Integration 
and Convergence with EU Policies» embracing 
sectoral panels.

In the context of global economic processes, all 
the partner countries have experiences worsen-
ing of their internal economic situation since the 
EaP establishment:

  Group A has sustained significant losses from 
the phasedown in cooperation with the RF, 
which was the latter’s response to the choice 
of a pro-European course by these countries;

  Group B, because of the essential dependence 
on the RF and structural problems of the na-
tional economies; 

  Group C, because of the changes in the world’s 
primary markets conditions.

Integration of the three AA signatory states 
with the EU has resulted in reorientation of their 
trade flows as an effect of the DCFTAs; how-
ever, it has not been generating essential ben-
efits so far, nor does it have a decisive impact 
on their general internal economic situation. In 
turn, the EU has exhausted its political potential 

for a deeper economic integration, stressing the 
necessity for the partner states to channel their 
efforts into the AA implementation and avoiding 
discussions on further integration prospects. As 
a result, the partner countries have made a cer-
tain revision of their approaches to cooperation 
with the EU:

  Group A (Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine) aspire 
after a deeper integration with the EU, specif-
ically demanding additional trade preferences 
to compensate for the losses from the Rus-
sian market closure;

  Group B’ (Armenia and Azerbaijan) negotiated 
the signing of new Partnership Agreements 
with the EU, and after all, the signing of such 
an Agreement with Armenia happened during 
the EaP Summit in November 2017; 

  Group C’ (Belarus) faces the risk of loosing its 
sovereignty as a result of the increased RF 
domination.

These realities urged the MFA of Ukraine to ini-
tiate a new cooperation format among the part-
ner countries, the EaP CES. Having a common 
economic block formed on the European princi-
ples could be a factor able to facilitate both an 
improvement in the economic situation of the 
partner countries and intensification of their di-
alogue with the EU on a deeper economic inte-
gration.

Implementation of the above initiative at its 
initial stage requires an analysis of the initial 
economic and political conditions in the EaP 
countries. It also requires elaborating the initia-
tive’s content, identifying the configuration of 
countries that could join the CES and choosing 
a model of its future economic cooperation with 
the EU.

Introduction
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1. Tested forms of international integration in 
the economic field

When measuring the economic integration 
depth, a researcher needs to consider the ex-
isting theoretical forms that have been already 
tested in practice:

  Free Trade Area – A special trade regime that 
provides preferential treatment of its member 
states through elimination of internal tariffs, 
whereas they maintain tariffs in their foreign 
trade with third countries. Each of the member 
states retains its own policy towards countries 
that are not members of this Free Trade Area 
(FTA);

  Customs Union – A treaty of two or more states 
providing for not only elimination of internal 
tariffs but also introduction of their common 
external tariff. With this tariff, the same cus-
toms duty is levied on imports from countries 
outside the CU to any CU member state. The 
member states have an opportunity to simpli-
fy their customs formalities or eliminate them 
altogether;

  Common Market – Not only free movement 
of goods is ensured but also that of services, 
capital and citizens (labor). The integration be-
gins in production, urging the member states 
to cooperate closely in their monetary, fiscal 
and employment policies. Its drawbacks are 
associated with non-uniform economic devel-
opment of the member states and unequiva-
lent benefits the integration brings them;

  Economic Union – A harmonized economic 
policy complements free movement of pro-
duction factors and output. In addition to free 
movement of goods, services and production 
factors, the member states have to harmonize 
their monetary policies, taxation and public 
expenditure. As a rule, the Economic Union 
member states have a common currency unit;

  Political Union – Political unions are formed 
based on economic unions, adding a political 
integration to the economic one. The forma-
tion of a political union means transition of an 
integration association to a common policy 
based on their common monetary, fiscal, credit 
and other policies.

Analytical part

Forms of international 
economic integration

Key characteristics

Reduced 
internal tariffs

Eliminated 
internal 
tariffs

Common 
external 
tariff

Free 
movement of 
capital and 
labor

Harmonized 
economic 
policies

Political 
integration

Preferential Agreement       

Free Trade Area (Association)       

Customs Union       

Common Market       

Economic Union       

Political Union       

2. Current EU economic cooperation models with 
partner countries

The EaP countries should consolidate their ef-
forts in the economic field based on the principles 
that are in line with European models. The three 
basic types of EU agreements are:

 Customs Unions (customs barriers in bilateral 
trade removed, common customs tariffs);

  Association Agreements, Stabilization Agree-
ments, (Deep and Comprehensive) Free Trade Ar-
eas, Economic Partnership Agreements (customs 
tariffs in bilateral trade eliminated or reduced);

  Partnership and Cooperation Agreements (gen-
eral framework for bilateral economic relations 
set up, customs tariffs remain as they are).

The most wide-spread format of those the EU 
offers to its partners concerns their trader rela-
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tions and is formalized in a form of either ordi-
nary FTAs or their deep versions. These formats 
mainly differ from each other in the set of pref-
erences they provide. There are about 50 coun-
tries with which the EU has some kind of trade 
agreement or other. Not all of them are «classic» 
FTAs. For example, trade with Andorra, San Mari-
no and Turkey was simplified in a customs union 
format. Another case is agreements with broad-
er contents for the poorest countries, which 
aim at facilitating their economic development 
through trade among other things.

Another cooperation model is the EEA, which is 
the deepest form of the EU’s integration with 
non-EU countries. The EEA forms an EU single 
market with three EFTA member states, Iceland, 
Liechtenstein and Norway. Switzerland, the 
fourth European Free Trade Association (EFTA) 
participant, has its own package of seven sec-
toral agreements with the EU, which is very 
close to the EEA and is based on the EU-Swiss 
Free Trade Agreement of 1972.

The EEA in essence is an economic union based 
on the four EU freedoms: the free movement 
of goods, services, capital and labor. The EFTA 
countries that are EEA members have a regime 
of free trade with the EU, which allows them to 
participate in the single European market with-
out accession to the EU. The acts that the EU 
adopts to regulate the single European market 
also apply to Iceland, Liechtenstein and Norway. 
These three EFTA countries implement the ac-
quis communautaire in their national legisla-
tions for all sectors covered by the EEA. Iceland, 
Liechtenstein and Norway have only an adviso-
ry vote in EU decision-making bodies. However 
they contribute to the financing of the EU struc-
tural funds. The governing body of the EEA is the 
Council that meets twice a year.

Among the agreements on the agenda, the best 
known is the Transatlantic Trade and Investment 
Partnership, a proposed free trade agreement 
between the EU and the United States.

There is a separate format for interaction with 
various sorts of associations. In the FTA context, 
its examples include agreements concluded be-
tween the EU and CEFTA. The latter became a 
kind of springboard that certain former Comecon 
countries used to join the EU, a road to which 
began from deepening their economic cooper-
ation through the accession to the CEFTA. With 
the 2004 enlargement of the EU, the countries 

that became the new EU Member States quit 
the CEFTA, which shifted southward to include 
Western Balkans and Moldova.

All the new CEFTA members, except Moldova, 
are potential members of the EU, and so the 
CEFTA is the only FTA that has a long-term fu-
ture. The CEFTA can also recruit new members 
of the current EU neighbor countries. Currently, 
the model that has already been applied once 
to future EU members is evolving through the 
intensification of cooperation of Balkan coun-
tries. During the 2017 Summit, the EU presented 
the extension of cooperation within the CEFTA 
framework as the establishment of a CES with 
these countries.

3. Transformations of the legal framework for 
international economic cooperation of the EaP 
countries with each other and the EU

An analysis of EaP countries’ foreign economic 
relations (both with each other and with the EU) 
envisages investigating not only qualitative in-
dicators but also the legal foundations for these 
relations – how much the existing formats cor-
relate – and the membership of the EaP coun-
tries in some or other international economic 
association and organization.

The DCFTAs, formed under the AAs conclud-
ed by the Group A countries with the EU, are 
based on the same principles. However, for 
objective reasons, they are not identical, since 
each signatory country during the negotiation 
process focused its efforts on its own inter-
ests, which were eventually reflected in the 
final document.

World Trade Organization. Only Azerbaijan 
and Belarus of the EaP countries are not (WTO) 
members. Both countries are in negotiations. 
Azerbaijan has had a status of observer since 
1997 and has been conducting the negotiations 
since 2004. Belarus is planning to finish the ne-
gotiations in 2020. De facto, Belarus unilaterally 
complies with WTO requirements as a member 
of the EAEU, the rest of the countries of which 
are WTO members.

Commonwealth of Independent States 
Free Trade Area. Before 2011, the Common-
wealth of Independent States (CIS) had the 
FTA Agreement of Apr. 15, 1994, which was 
signed by the leaders of 12 states, includ-
ing all the future EaP countries. The FTA, 
formation of which envisaged free trade 
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and cancellation of both tariff and nontariff 
barriers in mutual trade, had to become the 
first phase in creating a common econom-
ic space of the CIS. However, the countries 
failed to agree on a general list of excep-
tions to the free trade regime, which has 
never been implemented on the CIS territory 
on a full scale. On Oct. 18, 2011, eight coun-
tries signed a new FTA Agreement, which re-

placed the previous one and over 100 other 
instruments. Two EaP countries, Azerbaijan 
and Georgia, did not sign the new treaty, and 
free trade with them is governed by bilateral 
agreements. Since 2016, the RF has stopped 
applying the CIS FTA regime to Ukraine. At 
present, Ukraine considers official discontin-
uation of its participation in the CIS statuto-
ry bodies.

WTO CIS FTA GUAM FTA CEFTA EU AA (FTA) EAEU

Azerbaijan - - Dec. 10, 2003 - - -

Belarus - Sep. 20, 2012 - - - Jan 1, 2015

Armenia Feb. 5, 2003 Oct. 17, 2012 - - - Jan 2, 2015

Georgia June 14, 2000 - Dec. 10, 2003 - Sep. 01, 2014 -

Moldova July 26, 2001 Dec. 9, 2012 Dec. 10, 2003 July 26, 2007 Sep. 01, 2014 -

Ukraine May 16, 2008 Sep. 20, 2012 Dec. 10, 2003 - Jan 1, 2016 -

Organization for Democracy and Economic 
Development of Georgia, Ukraine the Repub-
lic of Azerbaijan and the Republic of Moldova 
Free Trade Area. The Agreement on FTA among 
GUUAM countries was signed on July 20, 2002 
and entered into force in December 2003 (at 
the time, Uzbekistan was a member of the or-
ganization besides the four EaP countries). The 
Agreement has never been put into practice, 
remaining in essence mere paper. On March 
27, 2017, the governments of Georgia, Ukraine, 
Azerbaijan and Moldova signed protocols on 
coordination of the FTA and mutual recognition 
of customs formalities.

Central European Free Trade Area. Moldova is 
the only EaP country being a CEFTA member.

Eurasian Economic Union. The Agreement was 
signed on May 29, 2014 and entered into force 
on Jan. 1, 2015. A Customs Union within the Eur-
asian Economic Community (EurAsEC) frame-
work functioned from July 2010 as a phase that 
preceded the EAEU formation. At the EurAsEC 
Summit in December 2010, its participants 
reached an agreement to form the EAEU based 
on the Common Economic Space of Belarus, Ka-
zakhstan and Russia. At present, Belarus and 
Armenia of the EaP are members of the EAEU. 
On Jan. 1, 2018, a new EAEU Customs Code came 
into effect, becoming a key instrument of the 
Union’s legal framework. It delegates a good 
deal of powers from the national to the Union 
level, thus establishing common rules of the 
game for the participants. In this connection, 

there is a threat for Ukrainian-Belarusian and 
Ukrainian-Armenian trade and economic coop-
eration due to the new opportunities for control 
on the part of the RF.

4. Economic development of the EaP countries 
in 2009-2016�*General internal and foreign eco-
nomic trends, in particular changes in basic mac-
roeconomic indicators: gross domestic product 
(GDP), foreign trade turnover and foreign direct 
investment;

  Development of economic ties with the EU;

  Development of economic ties with the RF; 
and

  Development of economic cooperation of the 
partner countries with each other.

EaP countries’ economic development trends

From the time EaP started functioning through 
2014, the GDP in all of its countries were grow-
ing except for Ukraine (until 2013 inclusive, as 
a result of actions by the RF). Ukraine gener-
ated a half of the GDP volume before the be-
ginning of the RF aggression, the second and 
third economies being Azerbaijan and Belarus. 
The lowest GDP group includes Armenia, Geor-
gia and Moldova. In 2015, there was a slump in 
the GDP in all EaP countries (in Ukraine, from 
2014), which changed for slow revival in 2016 
in the Group A countries plus Armenia. As of 
the end of 2016, the EaP countries’ total GDP 
was lower than it had been at the beginning of 
the policy implementation due to the decline 

* Tabular and graphic material is provided in the Annex
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in the indicators in Azerbaijan, Belarus and 
Ukraine.

The foreign trade situation in the EaP coun-
tries resembles the general economic trends of 
changes in the GDP. In 2103, the foreign trade 
turnover indicator began declining as a result 
of reduction in the indicators of the EaP’s larg-
est economies (Ukraine, Belarus and Azerbai-
jan), which account for about 90% of the total 
foreign trade. In 2016, Ukraine, Moldova and 
Armenia managed to stabilize the situation, 
demonstrating a small increase in their foreign 
trade turnover. As of the end of 2016, the EaP 
countries’ aggregate foreign trade turnover was 
below that at the beginning of the policy imple-
mentation due to the decline in the Azerbaijani 
and Ukrainian indicators.

Since 2013, the export volume of the EaP’s larg-
est economies (Ukraine, Belarus and Azerbaijan), 
which generated over 90% of the EaP’s export 
flow, has decreased. In 2016, only Armenia and 
Moldova demonstrated a small grows of export 
indicators. As of the end of 2016, the EaP coun-
tries’ export volume was lower than it had been 
at the beginning of the policy implementation 
due to the decline in the indicators in Azerbaijan 
and Ukraine.

The year 2013 was marked by a downward trend 
in the EaP countries’ import indicators too, ex-
cept for Armenia and Moldova, where these 
processes were not observable until 2014. The 
EaP’s biggest importers were Ukraine and Belar-
us, whose share in total import varied from 73% 
to 83%. Some revival of import flows is noted in 
2016 in Armenia, Moldova and Ukraine. As of the 
end of 2016, the EaP countries’ export volume 
was lower than it had been at the beginning of 
the policy implementation, although the reduc-
tion was not significant and was caused largely 
by Ukraine.

A reduction in the share of exports in the EaP 
countries’ GDP happened in 2012, except for 
Belarus, where this process began in 2013. In 
general, it features a variable dynamics. The ex-
port orientation of the EaP countries reached 
its highest level in 2011, when exports exceeded 
46% of the GDP. Belarus is the most export-ori-
ented economy with 70% in 2012, and the low-
est percentage of exports in the GDP belongs to 
Armenia: 11% in 2010. In 2016, the percentage of 
exports in the EaP countries’ GDP nearly did not 
change (a small increase in the indicator is ob-

servable) with Azerbaijan being the only partner 
country demonstrating a significant negative 
trend.

The EaP countries have rather low level of at-
tracted FDI. It fluctuates from year to year, and 
one of reasons of the fluctuations is the reduc-
tion in the national currencies’ exchange rates. 
The downward trend of the total FDI began in 
2014, when the growth pace slowed down, in 
particular, a slump happened in Ukraine. As of 
the end of 2016, the total FDI in the EaP coun-
tries was higher than it had been at the begin-
ning of the policy implementation, with Azerbai-
jan, Belarus and Georgia succeeding in achieve-
ment of a substantial increase in the indicator.

Trends in the EaP countries’ economic cooper-
ation with the EU

The trends of exports to the EU are largely com-
parable with those reviewed above. In 2012, the 
volume of exports from the EaP countries to the 
EU started declining. Ukraine, Belarus and Azer-
baijan account for about 95% of the EaP coun-
tries’ exports to the EU. The group of the EaP’s 
smaller economies has been able to maintain 
their export on about the same level, whereas 
Moldova has even considerably increased it. In 
2016, the export volumes exceeded its indica-
tors of 2009 and approximately coincided with 
the indicators of 2010. Ukraine has managed to 
stop the fall of its export indicators, whereas the 
downward trend persists in Azerbaijan and Be-
larus.

A downward trend in the imports from the EU 
to EaP began in 2014, affecting all partner coun-
tries except Moldova. Belarus accounts for 45% 
to 50% of imports to the EaP (40% in 2016), 
with about 40% more falling on Ukraine (35% 
in 2014-2015). Before 2012, the group of EaP’s 
smaller economies built up their imports from 
the EU and has been keeping this level (in case 
of Armenia, the indicator has been constant for 
all these years). In 2016, the import volumes ex-
ceeded those of 2009. The imports from the EU 
to Ukraine and Georgia have begun growing.

Trends in the EaP countries’ economic cooper-
ation with the RF

The trends of export reduction from the EaP to 
the RF first appeared in 2013-2014, and even 
in 2012 in case of Ukraine. Ukraine and Belarus 
account for over 90% of exports from the EaP 
to the RF. In 2016, only Belarus and Armenia 
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demonstrated a trend of a small increase in their 
exports to the RF. In 2015-2016, the total exports 
from the EaP to the RF were lower than in 2009.

Likewise, an import reduction from the RF to the 
EaP began in 2013-2014, and to Ukraine, in 2012. 
Over 90% of imports from the RF to the EaP fall 
on Ukraine, Belarus and Azerbaijan. In 2016, im-
ports from the RF grew to Azerbaijan, Armenia 
and Georgia. In 2015-2016, the total imports from 
the RF to the EaP dropped as compared to 2009. 
During all these years, the RF was a net importer 
for the EaP. The membership of Belarus and Ar-
menian in the EAEU has no essential impact on 
trade development between them and the RF, 
which largely follows the general trends.

The volumes of export and import operations 
between the EU and the EaP are approximate-
ly equal, except for 2012-2013, when imports 
from the EU noticeably exceeded exports from 
the EaP. The EaP countries’ exports to the EU 
and the RF are about the same in their volumes, 
although a trend toward faster reduction in ex-
ports to the RF has been observed since 2014. 
In 2016, import from the EU to the EaP for the 
first time exceeded that from the RF, what in 
fact means reorientation of the EaP countries 
toward trade with the EU. The main contributors 
to this reorientation were Ukraine and some-
times Belarus.

Economic cooperation development within the 
EaP

The level of the EaP countries’ economic inter-
action with each other is low. According to the 
European Economic Integration Index in East-
ern Partnership, developed by EaP CSF Working 
Group 2 «Economic Integration & Convergence 
with EU Policies,» Azerbaijan and Georgia had 
the closest economic relations. The ties be-
tween the EaP countries and the EU were much 
closer, with Azerbaijan, Moldova and Georgia 
having the highest indexes.

The total worth of foreign trade inside the EaP is 
about $6.3 billion, of which the lion’s share (over 
80%) belongs to Belarus and Ukraine. Belarus 
and Armenia have a trade surplus with the other 
EaP countries, which is quite small in the case of 
Armenia. In terms of export percentage, individ-
ual EaP countries have closer economic ties with 
certain other partner countries:

  The largest volume of exports from Azerbaijan 
goes to Georgia, about 80%;

  The largest volume of exports from Belarus 
goes to Ukraine, over 80%;

  The largest volume of exports from Armenia 
goes to Georgia, about 90%;

  The largest volumes of exports from Georgia 
go to Azerbaijan and Armenia, about 40% 
each;

  The largest volumes of exports from Moldova 
go to Belarus, about 60%, and Ukraine, about 
30%; 

  The largest volumes of exports from Ukraine 
go to Belarus, over 40%, and Moldova, over 
20%.

The distribution of foreign economic ties among 
the EaP countries indicates the existence of 
two clusters, western (Belarus, Moldova and 
Ukraine) and eastern (Azerbaijan, Armenia and 
Georgia), based on their historical traditions of 
cooperation. It also suggests the lack of pur-
poseful development of economic relations 
within the EaP. The RF sanctions imposed on 
Ukraine and Moldova are a factor that has an 
impact on exports within the framework of 
Ukrainian-Belarusian and Moldovan-Belaru-
sian cooperation. Belarus, which belongs to the 
EAEU, acts as a transit entry point for Ukraine’s 
and Moldova’s RF market penetration. Georgia 
plays a similar role in the other cluster, since 
Azerbaijan and Armenia do not maintain offi-
cial trade relations.
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From the point of view of Ukrainian interests, 
there are several primary and secondary 
alternatives in economic cooperation 

development within the EaP, which are based 
on the two main factors:

  The benefit from a deeper level of economic 
integration within the EaP; 

  The depth of further economic integration 
with the EU.

A combination of the two criteria allows building 
a matrix of possibilities to form some associa-
tions or other in the short run. The use of the 
matrix requires taking into account constraints 
that prevent forming certain configurations of 
countries, as well as steps whereof implemen-
tation will allow eliminating these constraints. 
These steps need to be assessed for how much 
they are real and feasible in the short run of the 
EU’s next strategic cycle after 2020. Also taken 
into account should be positions of stakeholders 
in the EaP countries, since their foreign econom-
ic policies’ official priorities are based on these 
positions. The EaP countries periodically update 
their declared priorities in respect to economic 
integration with the EU, which undergo certain 
transformations under influence of both internal 
and external factors.

Azerbaijan. Negotiations between Azerbaijan 
and the EU on a new Partnership Agreement are 
going on. There are many differences between 
the parties on various aspects of the document, 
and representatives of the Azerbaijani MFA do 
not expect its signing in the near future. In 2016, 
official Baku declined negotiations on an Agree-
ment similar to those the EU had concluded with 
Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine.

Belarus. The stance taken by Belarus on the EaP 
remains invariable during all the period of its ex-
istence. Belarus has been constantly emphasiz-
ing necessity to implement specific projects. At 
the international conference «The Future of the 
Eastern Partnership amid Growing Regional Tur-
bulence,» held in Minsk on Sep. 7, 2017, a Deputy 
Minister of Foreign Affairs pointed out that the 
EU and EAEU needed to launch a direct dialogue 
with each other to wind up in a «common eco-
nomic space from Lisbon to Vladivostok.» He 
suggested starting from technical negotiations 
on harmonization of standards, customs and ex-
isting technical barriers.

On Oct. 6, 2017, the Belarusian Minister of For-
eign Affairs reported that, at the EaP Summit on 
Nov. 24, 2017, Belarus would propose a number 
of regional projects, which were of interest for 
Belarus and its neighbor countries and focused 
on achieving concrete results primarily in such 
areas as transit, transport infrastructure, trade 
and economic cooperation.

Armenia. The EU and Armenia signed a new 
framework agreement during the EaP Summit on 
Nov. 24, 2017. The parties had initialed the Com-
prehensive and Enhanced Partnership Agree-
ment on Mar. 21, 2017. They were in negotiations 
on an AA from 2009 but the document has never 
been signed. Despite the Armenian membership 
in the EAEU, the new agreement contains a large 
economic component (larger than could be ex-
pected, according to some assessments). Signif-
icant parts dealing with investment, competition 
and open skies policy in civil aviation were taken 
from the unsigned AA and adapted to the Arme-
nia’s membership in the EAEU.

Georgia. On Aug. 31, 2017, during a meeting of 
the MFA heads of the Visegrád Four and the EaP, 
the Georgian Minister of Foreign Affairs stated 
that the EaP had a significant impact on devel-
opment of Georgia, specifically how it succeeded 
in the process of political association as well as 
economic and market integration with the EU. 
He also expressed his confidence that the pro-
cess of comprehensive convergence with the EU 
would open up new vistas of a deeper integra-
tion, which had a full-fledged EU membership as 
its ultimate goal.

Representatives of Georgian civil society pro-
mote a thesis that there should be separate 
group meetings for Georgia, Moldova and 
Ukraine on the DCFTA implementation. The 
EU+3 meetings could be dedicated to deepened 
cooperation between the DCFTA countries, 
sharing of reform experiences, synchronization 
of regulatory framework reforms and applica-
tion of general rules to all the countries, what 
would eventually lead to the formation of a NEC. 
These proposals were made in the Civil Society 
Declaration addressed to the 5th Eastern Part-
nership Summit of the Heads of States and Gov-
ernments in Brussels.

Moldova prefers development of bilateral coop-
eration with the EU. Its pro-European Govern-

The alternatives
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ment and Parliament aspire after EU member-
ship, whereas its President states about neces-
sity to join the EAEU. On Apr. 3, 2017, he signed 
a Memorandum of Cooperation with the EAEU, 
to which the Prime Minister responded with a 
statement that the move had no legal conse-
quences whatsoever.

Ukraine. Having declared its initiative to create a 
CES, the Ukrainian MFA has not followed up with 
any steps that would fill it with a sensible content. 
The MEDT of Ukraine directs its main efforts to im-
plement the AA provisions concerning the DCFTA 
as well as obtain additional trade preferences from 
the EU and join the Convention on pan-Euro-Medi-
terranean preferential rules of origin.

On Sep. 7, 2017, the President of Ukraine in his 
annual state-of-the-nation address to Par-
liament inter alia reported on further steps 
Ukraine would take to move on toward its 
ultimate goal of joining the EU. His vision of 
long-term strategic cooperation with the EU 
included an initiative of joining the EU cus-
toms union.

On Oct. 3, 2017, the Ukrainian Vice Prime Minis-
ter for European and Euro-Atlantic Integration, 
speaking at an EaP CSF UNP conference, said 
the countries that had advanced most in their 
integration with the EU and had European am-
bitions had already agreed on their position to-
ward EaP changes and would propose a deeper 
format EU+3 to be included in the Declaration of 
the EaP Summit of Nov. 24, 2017.

Statements by EU official circles are limited to 
the articulation of the necessity to work consis-
tently on the AA implementation, including the 
DCFTA implementation, whereas any other ini-
tiatives of a deeper integration they perceive as 
premature. The European Parliament, in its ad-
dress to the Council of the European Union, the 
European Commission and the European Exter-
nal Action Service, proposed to consider an EaP+ 
model, based on the highest common denom-
inator, as attractive for the Group A countries, 
mentioning inter alia the accession to the EU 
Customs Union. This model must remain open 
also for other EaP countries, once they are ready 
to undertake higher commitments.

Preferential agreements Free Trade Areas Customs Union Common Market

Azerbaijan + - - -

Belarus - - - +*

Armenia + - - -

Georgia** - + - -

Moldova** - + - -

Ukraine** - + + +

* A common economic space of the EU and the EAEU.

** The EU accession is declared as the integration’s ultimate goal.

When launching the EaP, the EU intended to in-
troduce model tools of cooperation with partner 
countries into the region for the sake of their 
approximation to the EU and each other in var-
ious areas. It emphasized equal opportunities, 
the declared access to which was through the 
«more for more» approach. Attempts were made 
to channel efforts to formats that would be ap-
plicable to all the EaP countries and smooth out 
differences existing between them. The recent 
years have shown the prevalence of an individ-
ual approach to each country, as reflected in the 
ENP flexibility concept. The EaP countries pres-
ently prefer to develop bilateral relations with 

the EU, and the current model’s potential for fur-
ther deepening of the integration has been prac-
tically exhausted. In turn, the EU still advocates 
keeping on the EaP framework for cooperation 
with all of the region’s countries without shifting 
the priority toward bilateral relations.

A deeper economic integration within the EaP 
is a kind of trigger to boost fulfillment of the 
partner countries’ aspirations for European inte-
gration. Any attempts to limit the EaP countries’ 
economic integration with the EU to only the 
trade relations development will be wrong. In 
that case, the matter would be only to eliminate 
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trade barriers on the way of export and import. 
The DCFTAs existing with the Group A countries 
provide for an extended access to the European 
market as a result of fundamental transforma-
tions and institutional changes inside the coun-
tries, not just by solving the issues of quotas and 
tariffs.

The EaP countries’ integration with each other 
may not be set as an end in itself. Benefits from 
such integration cannot be significant, whereas 
trade between partner countries is still influ-
enced by their traditional ties developed in both 
the western and the eastern EaP clusters. The 
choice of an integration model within the EaP 
is based on the geoeconomic factor associated 
with the creation of prerequisites for a deeper 
integration of the EaP countries with the EU. 
When it is taken as the basis, the following geo-
graphic configurations appear:

  Three countries – Group A (Georgia, Moldova 
and Ukraine);

  Four countries – GUAM (Georgia, Ukraine, Azer-
baijan and Moldova);

  Five countries – Group A + Group B’ (Azerbaijan, 
Armenia, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine); 

  Six countries – EaP (Azerbaijan, Belarus, Arme-
nia, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine).

Keeping up the current status quo could be also 
considered as an alternative but none of the part-
ner countries is satisfied with the cooperation re-
sults achieved in the economic area. If the EU is 
inclined to freeze the achieved integration level, 
this position will be under constant pressure from 
the EaP countries, and it will encourage a dia-
logue aimed at finding and implementing deeper 
integration models.

The basic alternatives of a deeper economic in-
tegration within the EaP framework are as fol-
lows:

1.  Integration of three countries in Group A, which 
could be implemented by joining the existing 
initiatives or creating a new one. The deepest 
integration level would be the countries’ acces-
sion to the EEA. Another possibility would be to 
join the CEFTA, with our without further acces-
sion to the EEA. A NEC might be established as 
a counter to the existing options, with our with-
out further accession to the EEA.

2.  Integration of the four GUAM countries, which 
could be implemented by joining the existing 
initiatives or creating a new one. A limiting 
factor of this alternative is the stance taken 
by Azerbaijan. The options are similar to those 
mentioned above. The NEC created in this for-
mat will have a shape of GUAM FTA.

3.  Integration of five countries of Group A and 
Group B’ is an alternative with significant con-
straints in comparison with the previous one. 
Although, politically, Armenia aims at integra-
tion with the EU, its EAEU membership is an 
additional constraint from the economic point 
of view. Given the current situation of Azer-
baijani-Armenian relations, this alternative is 
hypothetical and could be implemented not 
only if Azerbaijan changed its position but also 
if the chasms between Azerbaijan and Arme-
nia and between the EU and the EAEU were 
bridged. Therefore, consideration of potential 
integration models in this configuration is not 
expedient for the time being.

4.  Integration of the six EaP countries is the 
most difficult alternative. On top of the con-
straints mentioned above, there are both 
political and economic challenges associated 
with Belarus, which is not a WTO member but 
is a member of the EAEU; moreover, it does 
not declare its European choice. Of all hypo-
thetical models, this configuration will actual-
ly be about EU-EAEU integration.

The above preconditions, which currently exist 
in the EaP, should be used as a basis for identi-
fying the most realistic options and proposing a 
possible model for further economic association 
with the EU for each of the options.
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On the one hand, consideration of the 
suggested alternatives should be based 
on a scale of benefits that could be 

gained, and on the other hand, it should take 
into account the factor of reality. The criterion 
for choosing the best alternative needs to be 
maximization, i.e., the best alternative will be 
the one that allows the EaP countries to reach 
the deepest possible economic integration 
level with the EU. The EaP countries’ economic 
integration with the EU must ensure free 
movement of production factors and output. 
The choice of alternatives will be to identify a 
model ensuring the four freedoms between the 
EaP countries and the EU: free movement of 
goods, services, capital and labor.

Looking from the angle of economic integration 
with the EU, it makes sense to consider realistic 
options automatically excluding Belarus and Arme-
nia from joint integration projects, which will come 
into conflict with the EAEU conditions. Involving 
these countries in the EU-oriented economic inte-
gration processes will narrow possibilities for other 
EaP countries down to the EAEU framework from 
the very beginning. The option envisaged in the 
Belarusian concept of having a CES of the EU and 
the EAEU is unrealistic at the moment and should 
be set aside. As a result, the number of alternative 
is reduced to the following two:

1. Integration of the three Group A countries; 

2. Integration of the four GUAM countries.

Feasible options under these alternatives in-
clude accession of the abovementioned EaP 
countries to existing economic associations or 
formation of new ones:

1. Accession to the EEA;

2. Accession to the CEFTA; 

2. Formation of a NEC.

At present, Azerbaijan has limited possibilities 
for deepening its economic integration in both 
the economic and the political dimensions. In 
the former case, the cause is that the country is 
not a WTO member, and in the latter case, this 
is due to its leadership’s position in respect to 
European integration prospects. Therefore, the 
further analysis will focus on the prospects of 
economic integration with the EU for the three 
Group A countries.

1. Of the tested practices of the EU’s economic 
integration with non-EU countries, the EEA for-
mat is the deepest one, reaching the integration 
level of an economic union. In the identification 
of economic integration model for the Group A 
countries, the EU’s unwillingness to offer them 
membership prospects is a key constraint. Ac-
cession to the EEA without joining the EU will 
require reaching the level of EFTA member 
countries. This level is presently unreachable 
for the EaP countries in view of the critical dif-
ference in their economic and institutional de-
velopment that cannot be overcome in the near 
future. Thus, the one-step economic integration 
of the Group A countries with the EU through 
their accession to the EEA is as complicated as 
becoming an EU member.

2. The second option is accession of Georgia 
and Ukraine to the CEFTA (Moldova is its mem-
ber) as an already tested integration model of 
common market with the EU. The CEFTA, after 
the first success of its members in joining the 
EU, is now applied for the second time to the 
Balkan countries that have prospects of the 
membership: work is underway to form a CES 
with them, in which the integration level may 
be characterized as a common market. Since 
the Group A countries do not have a status of 
prospective members, the advantage for them 
to be under the aegis of the CEFTA comes to 
nothing. If Georgia and Ukraine join the CEFTA, 
it will mean that the Group A countries are un-
der the external umbrella and have to follow 
its rules in expectation of changes in the EU’s 
integration policy. Thus, the accession to the 
CEFTA would not provide the Group A countries 
with any opportunities for a deeper economic 
integration with the EU.

3. The third option is two-step integration:

1) Establish an NEC; 

2) Form an NEC CES with the EU.

This option is proactive in comparison with the 
previous one. Unlike the accession to the CEFTA, 
the NEC establishment has an advantage of giv-
ing the three countries the liberty of choice: how 
to build it and promote their position jointly in 
the EU. Within the NEC framework, the position 
of Ukraine would be in sync with those of Georgia 
and Moldova and devoid of external influence by 
the EU to the extent that would be in the case of 

Choice of alternatives
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the CEFTA. The NEC establishment would serve 
to reinforce the economic ties of the Group A 
countries with each other and strengthen their 
positions at negotiations with the EU, since they 
would be able speak up jointly within the EaP 
framework. At the 5th EaP Summit, the EU did 
not support the EaP+ model, which had no sys-
temic endorsement just on the part of the Group 
A countries.

At the second stage (the CES formation), there 
will be no need for the EU to scatter efforts on 
building separate integration models with each 
country. The recent uniting processes associat-
ed with the formation of the Western Balkans 
Regional Economic Area have proved that the 
EU still prefers group integration to individual 
integration. The rest of EaP countries will be 
able to join the NEC if they revise their attitude 
to the European integration policy. The NEC CES 
with the EU can be implemented in a form of ei-
ther customs union or common market, or else, 
eventually, as an economic union, i.e., de facto 
the accession to the EU.

The NEC establishment is the basic option. If 
its realization fails, it might be possible to make 
resort to the CEFTA option in order to try using 
the algorithms developed under the CEFTA for 
entering the EU common market.

The NEC establishment will mean the orientation 
of the Group A countries to their further conver-
gence with the EU. Therefore, bilateral FTAs as 
well as the CIS FTA will remain their economic 
relation framework with the rest EaP countries, 
which will eventually require a revision. Precon-
ditions for the revision in the short run are the 
deepened integration of Belarus and Armenia in 
the EAEU, and in the long run, the need for the 
NEC members to adopt the acquis communau-
taire. A separate study should be dedicated to 
future Ukrainian-Belarusian economic coopera-
tion model in view of the interlocking of the two 
economies.

At present, the three Group A countries contin-
ue declaring the full-fledged EU membership as 
their ultimate goal of cooperation with the EU. 
However, they express their current vision of 
economic integration development in different 
ways, so they need to come to a consolidated 
position among themselves. The main questions 
to agree upon include the depth of economic in-
tegration within the NEC, the NEC institutional-
ization and the depth of economic integration of 
the NEC with the EU.
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The rhetoric of EU and EaP officials on 
the eve of the 5th Summit proves the 
necessity to divide the recommendations 

according to the dimension they deal with: either 
economic or political. The economic cooperation 
should develop by way of establishing a NEC 
of Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine. At this stage, 
Ukraine is acting as a locomotive for bringing to 
the EU knowledge the ideas of transforming the 
current EaP format, and Ukrainian stakeholders 
have to focus their efforts on the NEC format 
justification and promotion.

The MEDT of Ukraine should conduct a feasi-
bility study on the NEC as a joint (with Georgia 
and Moldova) cooperation format with the EU. In 
turn, this will require:

  Carry out economic modeling of expected ben-
efits and costs of implementing the two basic 
integration forms within the NEC framework: a 
customs union and a common market;

  Carry out economic modeling of expected ben-
efits and costs of implementing the two basic 
integration forms within the EU framework: a 
customs union and a common market;

  Develop a concept and an algorithm of the 
NEC establishment, specifically organizational, 
economic and legal mechanisms;

  Engage external expertise in the above mod-
eling and organize consultation and discus-
sion of results with non-governmental think-
tanks and business associations.

The MFA’s tasks will be to maintain two-level 
communication in order to make the contents 
and objectives of the new NEC format known 
to partner countries on the one hand and the 
EU on the other hand. The initiative has already 
gone public, so in the short run the MFA needs 
to focus on the following steps:

  Conduct consultations with partner countries 
in bilateral formats in order to make them 
aware of the Ukrainian position in respect to 
the NEC establishment with the purpose of 
elaborating a common position for negotia-
tions with EU;

  Articulate the common position with the part-
ner countries using the existing discussion 
facilities within the EaP (governmental plat-
forms, informal dialogue at the level of Min-
isters of Foreign Affairs, EuroNest, CORLEAP, 
etc.);

  Ensure a regular dialogue with the EU to con-
firm Ukraine’s aspiration for establishing new 
formats of a deeper integration, in the eco-
nomic domain in particular;

  Harness the possibilities of public diploma-
cy to promote the NEC initiative in the EU by 
combining forces with domestic pro-European 
platforms, such as the EaP CSF UNP and the 
UA CSP;

  Insist that official EaP documents should rep-
resent the decisive position to initiate nego-
tiations on a deeper integration with the EU 
in an EaP+ format (the EU plus three Group A 
countries), inter alia on its economic compo-
nent.

To secure broader support of the NEC establish-
ment initiative, the non-governmental sector’s 
available capacities should be also employed. 
For the pro-European platforms (EaP CSF UNP 
and UA CSP), it would be worth launching a di-
alogue with corresponding platforms in Georgia 
and Moldova to elaborate a complex of mea-
sures aimed at developing proposals on the NEC 
format, supporting it with information and ex-
pertise in the partner countries and promoting 
it in the EU.

Recommendations
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GDP DYNAMICS IN THE EAP COUNTRIES, BILLION USD

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Azerbaijan 44.29 52.90 65.95 69.68 74.16 75.24 53.07 37.85

Belarus 49.21 57.23 61.76 65.69 75.53 78.81 56.45 47.43

Armenia 8.65 9.26 10.14 10.62 11.12 11.61 10.53 10.55

Georgia 10.77 11.64 14.43 15.85 16.14 16.51 13.99 14.33

Moldova 5.44 5.81 7.02 7.29 7.99 7.98 6.51 6.75

Ukraine 117.23 136.42 163.16 175.78 183.31 131.81 90.62 93.27

TOTAL 235.59 273.26 322.46 344.91 368.25 321.96 231.17 210.18

Annexes
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FOREIGN TRADE TURNOVER DYNAMICS OF THE EAP COUNTRIES, BILLION USD

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Azerbaijan 27.61 33.23 44.66 43.05 42.02 37.59 25.36 20.1

Belarus 49.87 60.16 87.18 92.46 80.22 76.74 56.95 50.91

Armenia 4.03 4.79 5.48 5.64 5.96 5.92 4.74 5.07

Georgia 5.63 6.94 9.26 10.42 10.93 11.46 9.49 9.35

Moldova 4.56 5.4 7.41 7.37 7.92 7.66 5.96 6.07

Ukraine 85.27 112.39 151.05 153.17 141.13 108.53 74.18 75.51

TOTAL 176.97 222.91 305.04 312.11 288.18 247.9 176.68 167.01
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EXPORT DYNAMICS OF THE EAP COUNTRIES, BILLION USD

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Azerbaijan 21.10 26.48 34.49 32.63 31.70 28.26 15.59 10.90

Belarus 21.30 25.28 41.42 46.06 37.20 36.13 26.66 23.34

Armenia 0.71 1.01 1.33 1.38 1.48 1.52 1.49 1.78

Georgia 1.13 1.68 2.19 2.38 2.91 2.86 2.21 2.11

Moldova 1.28 1.54 2.22 2.16 2.43 2.34 1.97 2.05

Ukraine 39.78 51.48 68.46 68.53 64.34 54.20 37.86 36.36

TOTAL 85.3 107.47 150.11 153.14 140.06 125.31 85.78 76.54
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IMPORT DYNAMICS OF THE EAP COUNTRIES, BILLION USD

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Azerbaijan 6.51 6.75 10.17 10.42 10.32 9.33 9.77 9.2

Belarus 28.57 34.88 45.76 46.4 43.02 40.61 30.29 27.57

Armenia 3.32 3.78 4.15 4.26 4.48 4.4 3.25 3.29

Georgia 4.5 5.26 7.07 8.04 8.02 8.6 7.28 7.24

Moldova 3.28 3.86 5.19 5.21 5.49 5.32 3.99 4.02

Ukraine 45.49 60.91 82.59 84.64 76.79 54.33 36.32 39.15

TOTAL 91.67 115.44 154.93 158.97 148.12 122.59 90.9 90.47
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EXPORTS AS PERCENTAGE OF GDP IN THE EAP COUNTRIES

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Azerbaijan 47.64 50.06 52.30 46.83 42.75 37.56 29.38 28.80

Belarus 43.28 44.17 67.07 70.12 49.25 45.84 47.23 49.21

Armenia 8.21 10.91 13.12 12.99 13.31 13.09 14.15 16.87

Georgia 10.49 14.43 15.18 15.02 18.03 17.32 15.80 14.72

Moldova 23.53 26.51 31.62 29.63 30.41 29.32 30.26 30.37

Ukraine 33.93 37.74 41.96 38.99 35.10 41.12 41.78 38.98

TOTAL 36.21 39.33 46.55 44.40 38.03 38.92 37.11 36.42
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FOREIGN DIRECT INVESTMENT IN THE EAP COUNTRIES, BILLION USD

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Azerbaijan 7.09 7.65 9.11 11.12 13.75 18.18 22.23 26.68

Belarus 8.54 9.90 13.00 14.57 16.67 17.74 17.97 18.97

Armenia 3.73 4.41 5.24 5.29 5.49 4.21 4.34 4.63

Georgia 7.47 8.35 9.55 10.39 11.42 12.85 12.85 14.11

Moldova 2.77 2.96 3.26 3.47 3.62 3.61 3.47 3.58

Ukraine 45.35 52.87 58.65 65.12 67.03 52.20 47.05 48.39

TOTAL 2083.95 2096.14 2109.81 2121.96 2130.98 2122.79 2122.91 2132.36
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EXPORT OF GOODS FROM THE EAP TO THE EU, BILLION USD

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Azerbaijan 7.5 10.0 15.5 14.3 14.3 13.2 10.7 7.6

Belarus 9.3 7.6 15.7 17.5 10.4 10.7 8.5 5.7

Armenia 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3

Georgia 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.6

Moldova 0.5 0.6 0.8 0.9 1.0 1.2 1.2 1.3

Ukraine 7.9 11.5 15.2 14.6 13.9 13.7 12.8 13.1

TOTAL 25.9 30.6 48.1 48.2 40.6 39.8 34.2 28.6
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IMPORT OF GOODS FROM THE EU TO THE EAP, BILLION USD

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Azerbaijan 1.6 2.3 2.9 3.0 3.7 3.5 3.5 1.9

Belarus 16.9 21.9 26.4 25.6 28.3 25.8 17.8 16.6

Armenia 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.6

Georgia 0.9 1.2 1.6 2.1 2.0 1.9 1.8 2.0

Moldova 1.2 1.6 1.9 2.0 2.3 2.4 2.1 2.0

Ukraine 14.0 17.4 21.3 23.9 23.9 17.0 14.0 16.5

TOTAL 35.1 45.0 54.7 57.3 60.9 51.3 39.8 39.6
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EXPORT OF GOODS FROM THE EAP TO THE RF, BILLION USD

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Azerbaijan 0.7 0.8 1.2 1.0 1.1 0.6 0.4 0.4

Belarus 6.7 10.0 14.5 16.3 16.8 15.2 10.4 10.9

Armenia 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.4

Georgia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2

Moldova 0.3 0.4 0.6 0.7 0.6 0.4 0.2 0.2

Ukraine 8.5 13.4 19.8 17.6 14.8 9.8 4.8 3.6

TOTAL 16.3 24.8 36.3 36.0 33.8 26.6 16.2 15.7
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IMPORT OF GOODS FROM THE RF TO THE EAP, BILLION USD

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Azerbaijan 1.1 1.1 1.6 1.4 1.5 1.3 1.4 1.6

Belarus 16.7 18.1 24.9 27.6 22.9 22.2 17.1 15.3

Armenia 0.8 0.8 0.9 1.1 1.0 1.1 0.9 1.0

Georgia 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.7

Moldova 0.4 0.6 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.5 0.5

Ukraine 13.2 22.2 29.1 27.4 23.1 12.7 7.5 5.1

TOTAL 32.5 43.1 57.7 58.8 49.9 38.6 28.0 24.2
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FOREIGN ECONOMIC TRADE VOLUMES IN 2016, MILLION USD*

Azerbaijan Belarus Armenia Georgia Moldova Ukraine Total

Azerbaijan 48.2 - 343.4 0.5 44.4 436.5

Belarus 135.4 22.0 58.1 117.7 2845.7 3043.5

Armenia - 13.4 146.9 0.4 8.0 168.7

Georgia 152.6 18.3 150.8 2.0 73.2 396.9

Moldova 4.7 103.5 - 16.9 49.7 174.8

Ukraine 248.0 903.2 88.9 390.8 481.1 2112.0

Total 540.7 1086.6 88.9 956.1 601.7 3021.0

 
*  The data sets in the rows represent the exports to corresponding countries (e.g., the exports from Ukraine to Belarus equal 

$903.2 million, and from Belarus to Ukraine, $2,845.7).
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